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Introduction

Good morning, Chairman Sturla. My name is Darlene Callands and | am the
president and CEO of the Philadelphia chapter of the Black Alliance for
Educational Options, known as BAEO. | want to thank you for holding two
hearings regarding vouchers. | understand that you had a hearing last week in
Scranton.

| also want to recognize:

* Senator Williams, who is a member of our Board of Directors, for co-
sponsoring Senate Bill 1 and

* Representative Dwight Evans, also a BAEO Board member for being a
School Choice Champion.

From both a personal and professional perspective, | support parental choice and
ensuring children and youth from all income levels have quality educational
options.

From the personal perspective, | am a product of the Philadelphia public school
system, graduate of Roxborough High in 1981. And, a proud mother of three
young ladies 26, 21, and 20. Due to personal sacrifices and support of my family, |
was able to exercise parental choice and send my children to a quality school.

My professional perspective comes from the work we do at BAEO. BAEO is a non
profit, non partisan organization whose mission is to increase access to high-
quality educational options for Black children by actively supporting parental
choice policies and programs that empower low-income and working class Black
families. Amongst many other duties, for over a decade, | had the pleasure of
meeting and empowering over 5,000 parents throughout the City of Philadelphia
around educational options. Over the past nine years, BAEO has given out 677
scholarships for parochial and private schools; 77 percent of our scholarship
dollars are funded through the Pennsylvania Educational Improvement Tax Credit.

Why Parental Choice Is Needed

Right now, in Pennsylvania, affluent families have choice because they can move
to different neighborhoods or communities, send their children to private schools,
or supplement schooling with tutors and enrichment programs.



School choice means that families get the best education possible for their
children. Lower-income and working-class families, are typically trapped with
one option - a school that is persistently low performing.

In Philadelphia, only 56 percent of public school students graduate in four years.
The rates for minority male students are worse: 45 percent for African American
males and 43 percent for Latino males.'

In Pennsylvania, 84 percent of white males graduate from high school but only 58
percent of African American males graduate."

That’s shameful.

Educational Options for Philadelphia’s Children

In Philadelphia, what choices do parents have and are they quality options?

According to Research for Action, 70 percent of District 8th graders apply to
attend a school other than their local, non-selected high school. Fifty-five percent
of those who had applied elsewhere end up enrolled in their neighborhood
schools.”

We have these public school options in Philadelphia, for district schools:
* neighborhood schools
* citywide admission high schools
* special admission high schools

There are 159,951 students in district city schools (excluding charters).”

We have another public school option in Philadelphia: charter schools - traditional
charters and cyber schools - which enroll more than 44,000 students.”
The other options, which parents need to pay for are:

* parochial schools, with 29,884 students

* and independent private schools, with 15,795 students”

And the last option is home schooling.



Despite the vast array of options, parents want more. In a report released by The
Pew Charitable Trusts in June, 72 percent of parents surveyed say the they do not
have enough good choices in picking a school, with the figures slightly higher
among Black parents and parents under age 30"

Parents are choosing charter schools and home schooling as quality options for
their children.

The traditional public schools, run by the School District of Philadelphia, have lost
19 percent of their enrollment over the past five years. Catholic schools have lost
37 percent of their enroliment over the same period.™

Charter schools - which are public schools — have grown 170 percent.”

Put another way, one public school student in Philadelphia out of every four
students attends a charter school.”

The problem is that charter schools in Philadelphia have waiting lists of nearly
30,000.” This does not include cyber schools.

Introduction of Lorenzo White Sr.

The world | live in is filled with parents, grandparents and caregivers with real
problems when it comes to finding a school for their child.

One of them is Lakeea Lowry, whose child is been bullied in school every day and
now wants to commit suicide.

Now let me introduce another person from my world. His name is Lorenzo White
and he was denied the opportunity to send his son to a quality school. He lives in
Logan, in the upper North Philadelphia section of the City of Philadelphia.

Lorenzo White Sr.’s testimony

My name is Lorenzo White and, as Ms. Callands said, I live in a neighborhood
called Logan, in Philadelphia. | work as an independent floor contractor. lam a
founder of a nonprofit called Cribs to College that focuses on academic, athletic
and arts after school programs, where much of my spare time goes. Right now we
have a basketball team that reaches African American teenagers in Philadelphia.



I have four children ages 26, 24, 15 and 13. | am divorced from the mother of my
children. My 15 year-old daughter lives with her mom. | have primary custody of
my 13 year old; his name is Lukius, who is a member of my basketball team and
with us today. Also here today is my 15-year old, Erina.

I moved from South Carolina in 2008 to Philadelphia. In South Carolina, Lukius
attended one of the best performing schools in Spartanburg.

Now Lukius is in 7" grade, in his third year at Birney Elementary, a K to 8"
neighborhood public school in Philadelphia. Birney is a persistently low-achieving
school and one of the 18 schools in Philadelphia that would be run by a new
school operator next year.

In 2009, at Birney, 26 percent of the students scored proficient or better on the
PSSA (Pennsylvania System of School Assessment) test scores in math. In reading 16
percent of the students scored proficient or better on the PSSA. Both scores, in
math and reading, for 6" graders in 2009, were way below the School District of
Philadelphia average scores, with 54 percent scoring proficient or better in math
and 43 percent scoring proficient or better in reading.

Lukius was on the honor roll in his South Carolina school and remains on the
honor roll at Birney. He is in English honors, which is not a challenge for him.
Lukius struggles everyday to stay out of trouble and to perform well. It is a
struggle for him to avoid violence at the school and neighborhood where we live.

Which is one of the reasons why | started Cribs to College, to have another outlet
- sports and arts - to keep the kids off the streets.

The first year at Birney, Lukius’ teachers told me that Lukius had potential and
suggested that | find another school for Lukius. They wanted something better
for Lukius. Sodo l.

About a year and a half ago, | started the process to identify a better school for
my son, a school that would meet my son’s needs. | went to BAEO for help and
attended workshops to learn how to identify a better school. | submitted
applications to two charter schools that would meet my son’s needs.



| learned that there are no spaces left for my son and was told | needed to hit the
lottery for my son to attend this school. | was forced to gamble on my son’s
education.

| am on a waiting list with 50 children ahead of Lukius. All hoping for a chance to
save their child’s life.

I’m still waiting

* | waited when my son for the first time got suspended for getting into a
fight.

* | waited when my son got his first “C” grade.
* I'm still waiting for Lukius to be challenged academically.

It’s not fair. Leaving my son in a school that the teachers recommended he leave
and one that has been labeled persistently low.

Wealthy families have choices. They can pay for school or move to better
neighborhoods. However, they are a lot of parents like me with the feeling of
being trapped and powerless.

If | had a voucher | would not have to gamble on my son’s life.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my story.

Introduction of Michell Williams

Let me share another real story from a member of BAEO. Her name is Michell
Williams. She is a single parent, a grandmother raising four children. Two attend
Francis Pastorius Elementary School.



Michell Williams testimony

My name is Michell Williams and I have four grandchildren that | am raising:

Three are in elementary school:
e A 7-year old, girl, Breonna, who is in 2" grade at Pastorius, a K-8" grade
neighborhood school located in Germantown.
e A 1l-year old boy, Kyreem, who in 5" grade at Pastorius.
e A9-year old boy, Ryheem, who attends Girard College.

And one in high school; Venicha at Germantown High.
With me today is Breonna and Kyreem.

The problems | face are safety and very poor performance at Pastorius.

Pastorius’ test scores are the pits. Last year, the 2009 PSSA results for 7" grade
26 percent of the students scored proficient or better on the PSSA (Pennsylvania
System of School Assessment) test scores in math. In reading in 7" grade, 29 percent
of the students scored proficient or better on the PSSA. Both scores, in math and
reading, for 7" graders in 2009, were way below the School District of
Philadelphia average scores. What’s more important to know is that the test
scores in reading were a huge drop from the prior year.

| know what a failing school is not just because of the PSSA scores but because
I've seen children in the hall during classroom structure time and classrooms
completely out of control. How can children learn if there's supervision issues in
the classrooms?

| want both of my children, Breonna and Kyreem, out of Pastorius.

In October 2010, | put in applications to ask that they be transferred to another
public school for the next school year.

After | put in the transfer applications, my 2" grader, Breonna, was choked
several times by a boy in her class. Then a student chased Breonna —when a
teacher was present — with scissors and cut her hair. Two months later, she came
home saying her chest hurts because another child elbowed her in the chest.



| filed a complaint with the school about the scissors incident and am still waiting
for the results of the school’s investigation. That was four months ago.

Then [ filed an application for “extenuating circumstances” with the School
District, asking that Breonna be transferred to another school.

I learned on March 25 that my first application for a transfer was successful for
Breonna. | now have two public schools to choose from for next school year:
Fitler Academics Plus and Lingelbach. | chose Fitler. Now | know Breonna has a
better chance to succeed at school.

Because of my initial request to transfer, my 5 grade grandchild is on a waiting
list for Hill-Freedman Middle School, a 6™ to 8" school.

I worry about him continuing to stay in a failing school. Pastorius does not have a
chance to improve: It is NOT one of the 18 schools that the School District of
Philadelphia is doing radical restructuring.

If I had a voucher, both of my youngest grandkids would go quality schools.
| appreciate that you invited me to testify today. Thank you.

Recommendations to Change the System

The school system must be customer driven where parents have the opportunity
to choose their child’s school and schools compete for students. We must put the
educational needs of children first and stop allowing groups with special interests
to prevail. The struggle for choice has not been, and will not get easy, while
virtually every entrenched bureaucracy fights until death to preserve its
monopoly position.

Nationwide, 60 percent of Black male high school dropouts are eventually
incarcerated. If current trends persist, a Black male born in the US today will
have a 33 percent chance of going to prison during his lifetime.™

The question is do you want to support educating students or incarcerating
criminals?



We must do better! We, as parents, are tired of waiting, no more excuses, and
enough is enough!

This is about looking at every child and saying what’s the best option for this child
and no one can make that decision better than an informed, empowered parent.

For those naysayers who say that vouchers do not improve academic achievement
let me explain why they are wrong.

The Milwaukee Parental Choice Program, established in 1990, is the nation's
oldest example of school choice. A study released in February 2010 by Dr. John
Warren of the University of Minnesota found there was an 18 percent higher
graduation rate for voucher students, when compared to public school students
in Milwaukee. The higher graduation rates for students in Milwaukee’s private
school choice are noteworthy because per pupil taxpayer support for choice
students ($6,442) is less than half the $14,011 spent in the Milwaukee’s public
schools. ™

A report released last month from The Foundation for Educational Choice found
that out of the 10 “gold standard” studies examining school voucher programs
throughout the nation, nine showed that vouchers contributed to the academic
improvements for students who use them. The report also reviewed how
vouchers affect academic performance in the public school system. A review of
19 empirical studies examining how vouchers affect academic achievement in
public schools, 18 showed that vouchers improved public schools. "

For those naysayers who say that nonpublic schools lack transparency and are
unaccountable let me explain why they are wrong.

The SAT scores and college acceptance rates of private and parochial schools
clearly demonstrate these schools performance, which are often far superior to
their public school counterparts. Also parents can vote with their feet if they are
unhappy with their private or parochial school.



For those naysayers who say that vouchers divert resources from the public
education let me explain why they are wrong.

Now I’'m talking about Philadelphia only. There are now 70,000 vacant seats in
Philadelphia public school classrooms. It is projected that by 2015, the District’s
regular enrollment is expected to drop another 11 percent. | read that
Superintendent Ackerman is looking to save $25 million through closings and
consolidations in the next two years. She said that charter schools would get
right of first refusal when buildings are sold.™

While the School District of Philadelphia is supportive of good charter schools -
those with proven records - the problem is that many of the District’s traditional
schools have been failing for over a decade. Senate Bill 1 is tailored to address
the needs of those students who are trapped in schools that are not working by
forcing those schools to compete or shut down.

Conclusion

| am reminded of the words from Juan Williams, one of America's leading
journalists and author, and his book, Enough.

Enough phony leaders: our children deserve the best.
Enough dead end movements: we need action and we need it now.
Enough culture of failure: teach and inspire the young.

The time has come to offer students vouchers. We must rethink our strategies.
Other states and cities have come to the same conclusion. Now is time to
provide a quality education in Pennsylvania.

Thank you for your time.
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Good morning, Chairman Sturla and members of the House Democratic Policy Committee. My
name is Jim Testerman, and I am the President of the Pennsylvania State Education Association
(PSEA), currently on leave from my duties as a life science teacher in the Central York School
District. On behalf of PSEA’s 191,000 members representing all aspects of education services
throughout Pennsylvania, [ thank you for inviting me to share our views regarding Senate Bill 1
and taxpayer funded tuition vouchers.

OVERVIEW

PSEA opposes taxpayer funded tuition vouchers and Senate Bill 1 in its current form. At a time
when Pennsylvania faces a four billion dollar deficit and our neighborhood public schools could
be cut by as much as one billion dollars, it is illogical to impose a costly, unproven program with
little to no accountability.

There has been considerable media and public attention paid in recent months to the issue of
“school choice” and education “reform” in Pennsylvania. PSEA supports school choice and
school reform when it is real, but Senate Bill 1 provides neither — rather it provides taxpayer
monies to private and religious schools and gives them the “choice” about which students they
will accept. It provides no “reform” whatsoever to the students and public schools struggling to
succeed.

Proponents argue that Senate Bill 1 provides “choice” to parents and to students struggling to
succeed in underperforming schools. But the bill does not provide “choice” to parents — it
provides it to the private and religious schools that decide which publicly funded student they
will accept. Senate Bill 1 also falls significantly short in addressing the needs of the students and
parents in these underperforming schools. The bill siphons resources away from these schools
without any fiscal or academic accountability following the taxpayer dollars funding the
vouchers.

While most of Pennsylvania’s public schools are doing quite well, PSEA agrees that some
schools face significant challenges that must be addressed. There is no question that some of our
public schools must do better, in part because the socio-economically disadvantaged children
they serve need more from them than students from more advantaged backgrounds need from
their schools. There is no doubt that we all share some of the blame for allowing the 144
schools, initially targeted by Senate Bill 1, to fall to the levels of achievement they are currently
demonstrating. But a taxpayer funded voucher system that funnels significant dollars away from
the very schools that are struggling to provide the necessary education to all students — those
often in communities suffering from a depressed local tax base and hi gher levels of impoverished
students — is not the answer or the solution. In fact, it will cause greater harm than good.

So what is the answer? There is no silver bullet solution or answer, but instead a shared
commitment and shared accountability to fight to improve these struggling schools — by PSEA
members, legislators and other policymakers, parents, school boards, students, and the
surrounding communities. Drastic measures may be needed to help school districts with
significant challenges such as Harrisburg and Chester-Upland, and PSEA remains willing to
engage in the discussion and make targeted changes that will have a true, measureable impact.
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But we also need to recognize that the great majority of Pennsylvania’s public schools have
made real strides in student achievement. For instance, on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), commonly called “the nation’s report card”, no states have
statistically significant higher eighth grade reading scores than Pennsylvania. The Center for
Education Policy also cited Pennsylvania last year as recording gains in all academic categories
from 2002-2008.

These public schools are succeeding because we have made investments in time, talent, and
resources in the programs proven to work. If we cut funding for our public schools and spend it
on private schools that are not accountable to taxpayers, we will reverse the gains we’ve
collectively made. Pennsylvania should continue to build on its success — not carve it apart.

Pennsylvania’s taxpayers simply do not have the ability to pay for an experimental program, ripe
for abuse, and with no ability to measure its effectiveness.

COST

The cost projections for Senate Bill 1 range from hundreds of millions of dollars to well over
one billion dollars. As noted previously, in the face of a four billion dollar deficit, with a
potential one billion dollar cut in funding for Pennsylvania’s public schools next year, adding the
burden of paying for a costly, unproven program with little to no accountability is the wrong
approach.

Ultimately, Senate bill 1 will drain the resources necessary for school districts to provide all
students with an education and will result in either significant cuts in educational programs or
significant increases in property taxes at the local level.

Cost projections for year one of Senate Bill 1 — purportedly focused on helping low-income
students from struggling schools — are high even with a relatively low utilization rate of 20%;
and the cost projection at the same utilization rate for year three of the bill exceeds one billion
dollars. If taxpayer funded vouchers are truly about helping students in struggling schools, then
the bill should not expand beyond the “persistently lowest achieving” school buildings that have
been targeted in the first year of the program.

Some proponents argue that taxpayer funded vouchers will create competition, be a “lower cost
alternative” to public schools, and decrease the costs of public education overall. It is important
to note, however, that private schools do not provide the same range of educational services that
federal, state, and local governments require our public schools to provide for all students who
live in the school district. Furthermore, there is no decreased cost to the Commonwealth under
Senate Bill 1 — in fact, there is an increased burden with the initial new funds that are required as
“start up” funds for the program, and the costs escalate to over one billion dollars by year three.

The second and third year of the bill allow all low-income students residing in a low performing
school district, and then the entire Commonwealth, to be eligible for a taxpayer funded voucher.
Funding for students who are already in a non-public school will require additional taxpayer
monies that the state and school districts do not have. There are no cost savings — only increased
costs.
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In addition to the major costs of the program, there are other costs and inconsistencies to
consider as well. There will be a costly new bureaucracy established simply to administer the
program (a three person board and additional staff). Unused school vouchers will go to the
Scholarship Board for more vouchers rather than having those funds returned to the school
district. School districts will also have to pay increased transportation costs to drive these
students around to the various private and religious schools they “choose.” Senate Bill 1 does
not provide any increased funding for the public schools of residence to pay those increased
transportation costs, so the burden will fall to local taxpayers or will have to come out of cuts to
the public school’s programs. The local public schools would also have to bear the costs of
driving students to attend full-time kindergarten in private and religious schools, even if the
school district can only provide half-day kindergarten to its other students.

RESEARCH

Voucher experiments have been tried over the years in several cities — Milwaukee, Cleveland,
and Washington, DC — and one state, Florida. In study after study, students utilizing vouchers
appear to perform no better than their peers left behind in the public schools. This should raise
real questions among taxpayers and others about why Pennsylvania would establish a costly new
taxpayer funded program, only accessible to certain individuals and likely not to provide the
voucher students with any substantial benefit.

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

An official evaluation of the nation’s oldest voucher program, the Milwaukee voucher program,
lasted from 1990 through 1995 conducted by Professor John Witte of the University of
Wisconsin at Milwaukee. In his final report, Witte found that “achievement (of voucher
students), as measured by standardized tests, was no different than the achievement of MPS
(Milwaukee Public School) students.”™

A highly regarded reanalysis of the Milwaukee data by Cecilia Rouse of Princeton University,
found no gains in reading, but did find significant and accumulating gains in math. However,
she also found even greater gains for public school students in smaller classes.”

John Witte currently leads a team of researchers conducting a follow-up longitudinal study of the
Milwaukee voucher program. Their study of the 2006-2008 achievement gains in math and
reading for voucher and public school students in Milwaukee found no differences in the
performance of matched samples of public school students and voucher recipients enrolled in
private schools.

In general, students for whom we have two years of valid test scores appear to
be performing at similar levels. Moreover, their scores appear to be similarly
distributed: The gap between the highest performing students and the lowest
performing students is approximately the same in the two sectors.”

Despite this evidence, some pro-voucher advocates continue to cite the Milwaukee school
voucher program as evidence that vouchers improve achievement — an inaccurate claim at best,
incorrect and disingenuous at worst.



PSEA Testimony — Senate Bill 1 April 7, 2011

Cleveland, Ohio

Cleveland’s voucher program was evaluated from April 1997 through December 2003 with
similar results of no improvement in academic achievement of private school students over those
who attended public school. The evaluation, commissioned by the Ohio Department of
Education, also found that the high cost to attend private school — even with a voucher — as well
as the limited number and range of participating private schools, discouraged many low-income
families from participating. Families who did use the vouchers had higher incomes, were more
likely to be Caucasian, and were more likely than public school students to have been enrolled in
private schools in the prior year. The cumulative effect of this trend, according to the official
evaluation, is that the voucher students are proportionately less minority and more affluent
compared to their public school peers.” Re-analysis of achievement data from the Cleveland
program also found “no academic advantages for voucher users; in fact, users appear to perform
slightly worse in math”™.”

Washington, DC

Washington, DC’s tuition voucher program was evaluated from 2004 to 2009. According to the
experimental design of the program, voucher applicants were randomly assigned to receive a
$7,500 voucher (treatment group) or not receive one (the control group). The final report for the
publicly funded Washington, DC voucher program points to the same conclusion about the
impact of vouchers on math and reading achievement. According to the executive summary of
the official evaluation:

There is no conclusive evidence that the Opportunity Scholarship Program
affected student achievement. On average, after at least four years, students
who were offered (or used) scholarships had reading and math test scores that
were statistically similar to those who were not offered scholarships (figure
ES-2). The same pattern of results holds for students who applied from
Schools In Need of Improvement (SINT), the group Congress designated as the
highest priority for the program. Although some other subgroups of students
appeared to have higher levels of reading achievement if they were offered or
used a scholarship, those findings could be due to chance. They should be
interpreted with caution since the results were no longer significant after
applying a statistical test to account for multiple comparisons of treatment and
control group members across the subgroups.”

The report did find a positive impact on graduation rates for voucher students; however, the
research on this outcome is very limited and in any event, voucher proponents have been arguing that
research shows vouchers increase student performance in academic subjects. Several voucher
advocacy groups refer to the experimental studies as the “gold standard.” The DC program was
one such study.

«Research” touted by Pro-Voucher Advocates

Anyone interested in a detailed view of the flaws and misrepresentations published by
pro-voucher advocacy researchers should read the detailed review published by Lubienski and
Weitzel in the Brigham Young Law Review."! Lubienski and Weitzel document the reasons
why, at the very least, one should view with extreme caution any findings announced by Paul
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Peterson and the Harvard Program on Educational Policy and Governance (PEPQG), Peterson’s
student Jay Greene, or articles in the Peterson-edited Education Next, a “journal of opinion and
research.” It should go without saying that anything published by organizations dedicated to the
advocacy of school vouchers, such as the Friedman Foundation, bear the highest level of
scrutiny. Consider this written by Lubienski and Weitzel in 2008:

For instance, the Friedman Foundation report extols competition among
schools and asserts that its effects are purely positive. The report claims:

“Not one empirical study has ever found that outcomes at U.S. public schools
got worse when exposed to school choice, and numerous studies have found
that they improve (citation omitted).” Although this issue has been little
studied in the United States, evidence from other nations that have further
developed choice models gives us reason to question this assumption.

Research from other countries has found clear negative effects of choice.
Nations such as Chile, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom have gone
further than the United States in pursuing universal school choice, but research,
much of it peer-reviewed, shows that substantial social segregation results from
choice, with poorer students left behind in schools that then accelerate the
schools’ decline (citation omitted) (p.470).

Beyond the fact that this issue has received little direct study in the U.S., the Friedman
Foundation claim is misleading, because it implies to the casual reader that there have been no
negative findings regarding the impact of vouchers. That is contradicted by evidence cited
earlier. Moreover we believe that further study of the impact of tuition vouchers on public
schools is likely to find negative impacts on the sending schools. We would note that there
already is evidence of negative impacts on outcomes at U.S. public schools from other forms of
school choice.""

Proponents of Senate Bill 1 claim that a literature review written by Greg Forster of the
Friedman Foundation provides evidence that voucher programs force public schools to compete,
and thereby, improve their performance. Christopher Lubienski of the University of Illinois
wrote an extensive review of Forster’s report. He concluded: “The report, based on a review of
17 studies, selectively reads the evidence in some of those studies, the majority of which were
produced by voucher advocacy organizations”.™ Lubienski included a detailed description of
Forster’s misrepresentation of the results of a study of the Milwaukee voucher program.”

Since then, one recent study of Florida’s voucher program by David Figlio and Cassandra Hart
of Northwestern University found very small (between one and two-hundredths of a standard
deviation) increases in student test scores related to their various measures of private school
competition. They also report results that these competitive effects increased for the first five
years of the program, but then declined in the final year for which they had data.”

After reviewing the voucher literature along with studies of other forms of school choice in 2008,
Cecilia Rouse and Lisa Barrow (of the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago) concluded:
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Keeping these limitations in mind, the best research to date finds relatively
small achievement gains for students offered education vouchers, most of
which are not statistically different from zero. Further, what little evidence
exists about the likely impact of a large-scale voucher program on the
students who remain in the public schools is at best mixed, and the
research designs of these studies do not necessarily allow the researchers
to attribute any observed positive gains solely to school vouchers and
competitive forces. The evidence to date from other forms of school choice is
not much more promising. As such, while there may be other reasons to
implement school voucher programs, one should not anticipate large academic

gains from this seemingly inexpensive reform.™

While the Figlio and Hart study subsequently provided some support for the existence ofa
positive competitive voucher effect, the very modest size of this effect found in one state hardly
justifies a large scale program or a reason for modifying Rouse and Barrow’s overall conclusion.

Finally, taking a more local view, it is worth noting that only thirty-six private schools in
Pennsylvania participated in the PSSA testing. In that small, non-representative group, 56
percent of students scored advanced or proficient in math, while 57 percent did so in reading.
The performance of the private school students varied widely, from a low of 0 percent scoring
advanced or proficient in math to a high of 100 percent. These schools had the same
performance range in reading. Fifteen of these thirty-six private schools had less than half of
their students reaching the proficient level in reading. ] Five of them had 10 percent or less of
their students achieving proficiency. In contrast, 77 percent of students in traditional public
schools taking the PSSAs in 2009-2010 scored at the advanced or proficient levels in math, while
71.5 percent scored advanced or proficient in reading. In contrast, 77 percent of students in
traditional public schools taking the PSSAs in 2009-2010 scored at the advanced or proficient
levels in math, while 71.5 percent scored advanced or proficient in reading.

These figures are not offered as evidence of the relative performance of public and private
schools. However, they do call into question the assumed superiority of private schools. And
this assumption is contradicted in methodologically sophisticated studies using four different

national data sets as well.

Researchers at the University of [llinois analyzed the test scores of more than 340,000 fourth and
eighth grade students in 13,000 traditional public schools, charter schools, and private schools on
the 2003 National Assessment of Educational Progress. They found that “demographic
differences between students in public and private schools more than account for the relatively
high raw scores of private schools. .. after controlling for these differences, the presumably

advantageous ‘private school effect’ disappears, and even reverses in most cases.”™"

An analysis of the same data done for the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
found that after adjusting for selected student characteristics, there was virtually no difference in
the scores of public and private school students in grade four reading and grade eight
mathematics. The adjusted school average was actually higher for public schools in grade four
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mathematics, while it was higher in private schools only in grade eight reading." In addition, a
reanalysis of data from two studies using different national data sets (the Education Longitudinal
Study and the National Educational Longitudinal Study) suggests there is little difference
between public and private high school student performance.*”

Further confirmation of these findings comes from an analysis of a fourth testing program.
Researchers from the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement
in Hamburg, Germany compared the mathematics and science test performance of private and
public school 8" grade students across several nations that participated in the Third International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) of 2003.™" Using advanced multilevel statistical
models that included adjustments for student background characteristics, they found a private
school advantage for most countries examined, except the United States. About the latter, they
concluded:

“Given the lack of an overall private school advantage found in our research as
well as other studies (citations omitted), shifting funds from troubled U.S.
public schools to private schools suggests more a theoretical agenda as
proposed by [Milton] Friedman and privatization proponents, rather than an
empirical evidence based shift (p. 27).”

To summarize, sophisticated multivariate studies by various independent researchers using
different nationally representative data sets have all reached very similar conclusions. There is
no overall private school advantage in the United States.

ACADEMIC AND FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

Senate Bill 1 lacks even the most basic accountability measures that would both protect taxpayer
investment in such a program and determine its efficacy with regard to student achievement.
The “Independent Education Choice Board™ created by the bill would be exempted from the
Independent Regulatory Review Act. The programs, procedures, and guidelines would be
exempt from review, regulation, or approval of the State Board of Education. It is not clear to
whom this board would be accountable. In addition, the program seeks to avoid real judicial
review by giving the Pennsylvania Supreme Court exclusive jurisdiction over challenges to the
program.

Under Senate Bill 1, the private and religious schools accepting taxpayer funded vouchers are
not held fiscally accountable to state taxpayers. These schools are exempt from the majority of
state regulations that govern public schools. This is a significant concern when one considers
some of the abuses that have occurred in other states where vouchers have been enacted.

Most recently, a top administrator at the L.E.A.D.E.R. Institute, a voucher school in Milwaukee,
Wisconsin, was indicted for misusing hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars. And this was
not the first time this occurred in Milwaukee. Several years ago, school officials at the Mandella
Academy for Science and Math admitted signing up more than 200 students who never showed
and then cashing hundreds of thousands of dollars in taxpayer funded tuition checks to buy
non-related items, including a Mercedes-Benz for the principal and assistant principal. Seven
employees from the Faith Christian Academy in Bartow, Florida were arrested for laundering
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over 70,000 dollars worth of voucher checks into cash that never made it to the classroom.
These are but a few examples of the flagrant abuses of taxpayer monies that have occurred in

other voucher programs throughout the nation. This should raise serious red flags and concerns
about what safeguards would be in place to protect taxpayer dollars under Senate Bill 1.

During this era of government reform and increased transparency, it only seems prudent to build
in stricter financial accountability — such as full audits of the schools’ use of taxpayer monies —
and additional protections against potential abuse from the beginning of any new bureaucracy.
PSEA is not implying that all operators of private schools who would accept vouchers have
misguided intentions. However, it is for this very reason that the ones who operate ethically
should embrace such accountability measures to prevent fraud.

In addition to the lack of financial oversight, there is no academic accountability contained
within Senate Bill 1. If the state is going to initially target schools based on state test
performance, it only is logical that we extend these same testing requirements to the schools that
accept voucher students. The General Assembly should insist that voucher schools have their
students take the PSSA tests. Proponents of vouchers indicate that non-public schools will better
serve voucher students; therefore, voucher schools should welcome the opportunity to
demonstrate their effectiveness at educating students to state standards and providing another
measure by which voucher parents can make a more informed decision.

The Commonwealth has made significant investments in determining and publicizing the
effectiveness of Pennsylvania’s public schools so that parents and others can know how their
taxpayer dollars are working. If we are going to invest hundreds of millions, and potentially
more than a billion, of taxpayer dollars into private schools, we should, at the very least, measure
their educational progress.

And finally, if Senate Bill 1 is really intended to provide parents “choice,” then there must be
stricter measures to insure equal opportunity when public funds are underwriting the parents’
tuition payments. Under the present legislation, nonpublic schools will retain complete
discretion in which student they do or do not enroll. In other words, Senate Bill 1 allows private
and religious schools the “choice” of students — the parents’ and students’ choice is illusory and
dependent upon the schools’ choices.

PRIORITY SCHOOLS CAMPAIGN

Pennsylvanians want highly effective neighborhood schools that provide students the quality
education they need, and PSEA is a leader in that effort. We recognize, however, that not all
students and not all schools are meeting that goal. Drastic means may be necessary to address
the overwhelming challenges students, educators, parents, administrators, and communities are
facing in school districts like Harrisburg or Chester-Upland, and PSEA is willing and ready to
engage in this discussion. There are targeted and specific changes that must occur in order to
have an impact now and into the future. We now know collectively — based on years of
enhanced data collection and other policy changes — what schools have students struggling to
succeed on a more persistent basis. These schools must become the priority for lawmakers,
parents, students, educators, administrators, school boards, and our local communities in order to
effect real change that will make a difference in these students’ lives.
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Although there are a number of factors that impact a child’s ability to succeed — family setting,
the surrounding community, socioeconomic status, and his or her educational experience — my
testimony today is focused on the role that the child’s neighborhood public school and educators
can perform to help all students achieve academically, socially, personally, and economically.

So where do we start? Although there are no easy answers, there are best practices and shared
characteristics among the majority of Pennsylvania’s public schools where students are
succeeding that we should look to as a guide. State and local policies should support what is
needed to ensure priority schools can succeed:

1. A safe school environment and orderly classrooms.
2. Parents who know how to actively support their children’s education.

3. Students who have access to high-quality early education; are fully
engaged during the school day; and are engaged in intellectually, culturally,
and physically stimulating activities beyond the regular school day and
school year.

4. Students who are healthy and have timely access to medical and dental
care.

5. Systems that provide individualized supports to students, who are not
making academic progress, including: Smaller class size, programs for
English language learners, Response to Intervention (Rtl), Reading
Recovery, and positive behavior supports.

6. Quality teachers and school leaders.

7. A long-term commitment to a curriculum that supports successful high
school completion, flowing from comprehensive early childhood
programming to progressively challenging, developmentally appropriate
standards for the elementary, middle, and high school levels. This must
include high-quality assessments that measure content proficiency and
ability to use content in tandem with critical thinking and problem solving
skills, as well as continued attention to providing a continuum of services
that help all students achieve their full potential.

Priority schools and the students they serve would benefit from specific interventions targeted at
these core areas to immediately begin improving the learning environment and options for
students. This is the type of bold change and support Pennsylvania students and their parents
need — not an unproven program that only moves taxpayer monies away from these priority
schools and into the hands of private schools not held academically or financially accountable.
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Senate Bill 1
Presented to the House Democratic Policy Committee
April 7, 2011
Dr. Robert Frick
Superintendent, Lampeter-Strasburg School District

Good morning, I am Robert Frick, Superintendent of Lampeter-Strasburg School District. I will
be testifying today on behalf of the Pennsylvania School Boards Association, and I thank the
committee for this opportunity to discuss our views on Senate Bill 1. PSBA is opposed to the
use of taxpayer-funded tuition vouchers to send a child to nonpublic and private schools, and we
believe that Senate Bill 1 seeks to implement a program that is unaffordable for taxpayers and
our school districts, unaccountable, and unfairly undermines the academic gains made by our

school districts across the state.

Senate Bill 1 is unaffordable for taxpayers and school districts and will divert valuable resources
from our public schools to every nonpublic, private, and parochial school a voucher student
attends. Our school districts are already fabing declines in local revenues, cost increases for
pensions and employee benefits, a significant reduction in state funding, and a potential cap on
property tax increases. Diverting millions of additional dollars from our public schools to fund
the voucher program would be crippling to our school districts, including our successful ones,
like Lampeter-Strasburg, and so many others across the state. Those supporting Senate Bill 1
refer to it as the best approach to counteract the effects of 144 failing schools across the
Commonwealth, not failing school districts, but failing schools. Presently, there are 3,303
schools in Pennsylvania and assuming the number 144 to be accurate, that represents 4.3 percent
of the schoc;ls in the Commonwealth, and yet the other 3,159 non-failing schools would be

negatively affected by this one-size-fits-all legislation.

The governor’s proposed budget for 2011-12 would reduce my school district’s basic education
funding, cut our accountability block grants, and eliminate our reimbursement for charter school
tuition, resulting in a reduction of over $630,000 in state funding or 14.9% compared to last
year’s funding. In addition, my school district is anticipated to lose an estimated $150,000 in




school employee Social Security reimbursement, bringing the grand total of our cuts to over

$780,000. My school district, however, is not alone.

School districts in Lancaster County will collectively lose $26,128,841 million in state funding
next year, and school districts in Lebanon County, also in Intermediate Unit 13, will lose over
$9.2 million in state education funding. Ihave provided detailed information about the
reductions in funding for each school district in Lancaster and Lebanon County with my
testimony. With these significant reductions in funding creating nearly insurmountable
economic challenges for our districts, it is not difficult to imagine the detrimental effect an
additional loss in funding due to tuition vouchers will have on our successful schools, especially
in years 3 and 4 of the voucher program when 26% of the students attending public schools in
Lancaster County will be eligible for tuition vouchers to attend private schools. In years 3 and 4,
the voucher program will cost over $32.4 million in Lancaster County alone, of which over
$888,000 in year 3 and over $17.4 million in year 4 will come directly out of our Lancaster

County school districts. Please see the attached tables for more information.

Proponents of the bill argue that as students leave public schools on vouchers, school district
costs will decrease, allowing the district to focus their dollars on fewer students. This is simply
not the case. Unless students leave school districts in neat groups of thirty and all from the same
grade or class, school districts will be unable to reduce certain fixed costs. For example, even if
a handful of students from various classes and grades leave a school district on vouchers, the
school district will not be able to reduce bus routes, reducing transportation costs, will not be
able to turn off the lights, heat, and water to a portion of the building to save on utilities, and will
not be able to reduce its staff, saving money on payroll. As a result, the school district will be
operating with the same costs but with reduced funding, jeopardizing a successful school
district’s ability to continue to provide its students with quality educational programs and putting

at risk any and all gains in student achievement.

Finally, in addition to our concerns regarding the cost of Senate Bill 1, we believe that Senate
Bill 1 proposes a program that is fiscally and academically unaccountable to taxpayers and

parents. Despite the fact that private schools will be the recipient of potentially millions of




taxpayer dollars taken from public school districts, Senate Bill 1 imposes no fiscal accountability
requirements upon these private schools. Without implementing measures similar to those
imposed on public schools, once a student uses a voucher to attend a private school, taxpayers
will have no idea how their dollars are being spent, and there will be no safeguards in place to

prevent frauduleﬁt, unethical or illegal behavior or misuse of public funds.

Additionally, although public schools must meet state-approved academic standards, use state
assessment exams, and publish their student achievement data to assure taxpayers that their
dollars are resulting in academic gains, Senate Bill 1 imposes no similar requirements on private
schools that take voucher students. Without these requirements, Senate Bill 1 prevents parents
from being able to make a truly informed choice about where their child will receive the best
education and prevents taxpayers from ensuring that their dollars are being spent on academic
and educational programs that lead to gains in student achievement. Despite the potential receipt
of taxpayer dollars, Senate Bill 1 allows private schools to maintain their shroud of secrecy

instead of holding them accountable to the same standards we hold our public schools.

In conclusion, we always know there is room for improvement, and we spend every day working
to ensure that we provide each and every one of our students with the education they need to be
successful in life. As there is often a lot of focus on what is not working in our schools, I want to
leave you today with some of the success stories that have come out of the Lampeter-Strasburg
School District. Overall, student achievement in our district has steadily increased dramatically.
Since 2003, the number of our students performing on or above grade level has increased by
36% in math and 8% in reading. Additionally, since 2003, the number of students scoring below

basic has decreased 73% in math and 34% in reading. All of our schools have made AYP for

multiple years. The national website schooldigger.com, which ranks school districts based upon
their state test scores, lists Lampeter-Strasburg School District at 33 out of 542. The next

closest district in our Intermediate Unit is ranked 118.

I’ve been truly blessed to be able to spend the last 45 years living and working in a community

that values and supports education. One of my greatest fears is that the current economic crisis




and the proposed responses from the General Assembly to that crisis like pieces of legislation

similar to Senate Bill 1 will have an indelible negative effect on education.

Thank you for your time, your attention, and for all that you do for the education of the children

of the Commonwealth.
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TO:  Honorable Michael Sturla and the Honorable Members of the Pennsylvania House of
Representatives

From: Edward J. Albert, Ed. D., Superintendent
Tulpehocken Area School District
27 Rehrersburg Road
Bethel, PA 19507
(717) 933-4611, ext. 2118

Also representing the Pennsylvania Association of Rural and Small Schools (PARSS)
Subject: Voucher System/Senate Bill |

My name is Dr. Edward Albert, Superintendent of the Tulpehocken Area School District, a rural
district of nearly 95 square miles and currently has 1567 students in the Kindergarten through
grade twelve education programs. My purpose for being here today is to oppose the use of
taxpayer funds to pay tuition to other public, private, and parochial schools. Using their dollars
for vouchers or SB1 is wrong, unfair to students, and certainly unfair to public education.

| will point out to you why my opposition to vouchers and Senate Bill |, and it is safe to say |
speak for many of my colleagues in Berks County.

We, as public employees should be held accountable. No Child Left Behind (NCLB)/Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) is keeping that accountability. Are some schools failing? The answer is
yes — but not all. We have a tendency of seeing the glass half empty as opposed to half full.
Why fix something if it is not broken.

Our schools are held accountable for AYP and we use many tools to analyze our progress
including the Pennsylvania Value Added Assessment System (PVAAS) - but yet Senator Piccola,
a prime sponsor of SB1, stated at a Superintendent dinner for Board Presidents and
Superintendents of Berks County on March 3, 2011 that his son was sent to Bishop McDevitt
and really blossomed as a student.

This would lead one to believe that his son perhaps was not doing well at his public school
setting. | ask one simple question. What indicator was used to come to this conclusion? W