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EXPANDING EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
OPPORTUNITY THROUGH SCHOOL CHOICE

Wednesday, February 3, 2016
House of Representatives,
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
Washington, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in Room
HV(C-210, Capitol Visitor Center. Hon. John Kline [Chairman of
the Committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Kline, Foxx, Roe, Guthrie, Rokita,
Heck, Messer, Byrne, Brat, Carter, Bishop, Stefanik, Allen, Scott,
Hinojosa, Fudge, Polis, Bonamici, Pocan, Takano, Jeffries, Clark,
Adams, and DeSaulnier.

Staff Present: Lauren Aronson, Press Secretary; Janelle Belland,
Coalitions and Members Services Coordinator; Amy Raaf Jones, Di-
rector of Education and Human Resources Policy; Nancy Locke,
Chief Clerk; Dominique McKay, Deputy Press Secretary; Krisann
Pearce, General Counsel; Alexandra Pena, Intern; Mandy
Schaumburg, Education Deputy Director and Senior Counsel;
Juliane Sullivan, Staff Director; Brad Thomas, Senior Education
Policy Advisor; Sheariah Yousefi, Legislative Assistant; Tylease
Alli, Minority Clerk/Intern and Fellow Coordinator; Austin
Barbera, Minority Staff Assistant; Jacque Chevalier, Minority Sen-
ior Education Policy Advisor; Denise Forte, Minority Staff Director;
Christine Godinez, Minority Staff Assistant; Brian Kennedy, Mi-
nority General Counsel; Rayna Reid, Minority Education Policy
Counsel; Saloni Sharma, Minority Press Assistant; Michael Taylor,
Minority Education Policy Fellow; and Arika Trim, Minority Press
Secretary.

Chairman KLINE. A quorum being present, the Committee on
Education and the Workforce will come to order. Good morning, ev-
eryone, welcome to today’s hearing. I want to thank our witnesses
for joining us as we discuss ways to expand educational oppor-
tunity through school choice.

This committee’s work to improve K-12 education has always
been guided by the belief that every child regardless of where they
come from or how much money their parents make should receive
an excellent education.

Unfortunately, some schools are failing to provide students that
opportunity. Too many of our nation’s students are entering high
school without the critical skills they need to complete their edu-
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cation, and too many graduates are going off to college or entering
the workforce without the tools they need to succeed in life.

Everyone here agrees our children deserve better. They deserve
the opportunity to receive a better education and pursue a better
life. That is why improving K—12 education continues to be such an
important priority at the federal, state, and local levels.

By empowering parents to do what is best for their child, school
choice has been an instrumental part of that effort.

When we passed legislation last year to improve K-12 education,
empowering parents was one of our primary goals because we know
parents can make the most meaningful difference in their child’s
education.

Several reforms in the Every Student Succeeds Act help parents
do what is best for their child’s education by expanding school
choice, reforms such as increasing access to quality charter schools
and magnet schools, protecting home schools from federal inter-
ference, and launching a pilot program that will encourage excel-
lent schools to enroll harder to serve students.

While these reforms are encouraging, education leaders in state
capitals and local school districts are the real reason why the prom-
ise of school choice has touched the lives of so many parents and
children. The progress we have seen over the last 25 years is re-
markable.

The school choice movement began in Milwaukee, Wisconsin in
1990, where local leaders piloted the first private school choice pro-
gram, known as the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program. The pilot
pr}(l)vi(lled low income families scholarships to attend a quality
school.

Since then, the program has paved the way for thousands of stu-
dents to receive a better education and inspired 27 other states to
create different types of private school choice programs, many of
which have been credited with helping students graduate not only
from high school but from college as well.

My home state of Minnesota was not far behind Milwaukee in
expanding educational opportunities for students and families. We
never really consider ourselves behind Milwaukee, but in 1991, the
state passed the nation’s first charter school law, providing parents
an alternative public school option that better met their child’s
needs.

Today, more than 40 states have passed charter school laws
opening the doors to thousands of schools that have served millions
of students.

These are just a few examples of how school choice is helping
students and families. Last week marked the 5th Annual National
School Choice Week, where more than 16,000 events in all 50
states showcased the success of school choice from private school
scholarships and public charter schools, to home schooling and edu-
cation savings accounts.

In all its forms, school choice has provided real hope to mom’s,
dad’s, and children across the country.

Today, as we learn more about how states and local communities
are expanding school choice, I encourage my colleagues to ask how
we can support these efforts and help more children receive the
education they deserve.
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With that, I will yield to the Ranking Member, Mr. Scott, for his
opening remarks.
[The information follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. John Kline, Chairman
Committee on Education and the Workforce

Good morning, everyone, and welcome to today’s hearing. I want to thank our wit-
nesses for joining us as we discuss ways to expand educational opportunity through
school choice.

This committee’s work to improve K—12 education has always been guided by the
belief that every child — regardless of where they come from or how much money
their parents make — should receive an excellent education. Unfortunately, some
schools are failing to provide students that opportunity. Too many of our nation’s
students are entering high school without the critical skills they need to complete
their education, and too many graduates are going off to college or entering the
workforce without the tools they need to succeed in life.

Everyone here agrees our children deserve better. They deserve the opportunity
to receive a better education and pursue a better life. That’s why improving K-12
education continues to be such an important priority at the federal, state, and local
levels. By empowering parents to do what’s best for their child, school choice has
been an instrumental part of that effort.

When we passed legislation last year to improve K—12 education, empowering par-
ents was one of our primary goals, because we know parents can make the most
meaningful difference in their child’s education. Several reforms in the Every Stu-
dent Succeeds Act help parents do what’s best for their child’s education by expand-
ing school choice, reforms such as: increasing access to quality charter schools and
magnet schools; protecting home schools from federal interference; and launching a
pilot program that will encourage excellent schools to enroll harder to serve stu-
dents.

While these reforms are encouraging, education leaders in state capitals and local
school districts are the real reason why the promise of school choice has touched
the lives of so many parents and children. The progress we have seen over the last
25 years is remarkable.

The school choice movement began in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, in 1990, where local
leaders piloted the first private school choice program. Known as the Milwaukee Pa-
rental Choice Program, the pilot provided low-income families scholarships to attend
a quality school. Since then, the program has paved the way for thousands of stu-
dents to receive a better education and inspired 27 other states to create different
types of private school choice programs — many of which have been credited with
helping students graduate not only from high school, but from college as well.

My home state of Minnesota was not far behind Milwaukee in expanding edu-
cational opportunities for students and families. In 1991, the state passed the na-
tion’s first charter school law, providing parents an alternative public school option
that better met their child’s needs. Today more than 40 states have passed charter
schgol laws, opening the doors to thousands of schools that have served millions of
students.

These are just a few examples of how school choice is helping students and fami-
lies. Last week marked the 5th annual National School Choice Week, where more
than 16,000 events in all 50 states showcased the success of school choice, from pri-
vate school scholarships and public charter schools to homeschooling and education
savings accounts. In all its forms, school choice has provided real hope to moms,
dads, and children across the country.

Today, as we learn more about how states and local communities are expanding
school choice, I encourage my colleagues to ask how we can support these efforts
and help more children receive the education they deserve.

With that, I will yield to Ranking Member Scott for his opening remarks.

Mr. ScorT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Today, we will discuss the
private school choice initiatives that have proliferated throughout
the country for the last 20 years.

As you know, educational funds provided by the Federal Govern-
ment do not exist in a vacuum. Drastic cuts in general education
budgets in a number of states threaten the ability to fully imple-
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ment initiatives to improve the quality of education for students
nationwide.

Today, we have before us yet another challenge to the limited
pool of funding, one that serves to divert public funds to subsidize
the private education of a relatively small number of children at
the expense of a larger majority attending public schools.

More broadly, the legacy of ESEA that improvements in edu-
cation support a basic civil right and should benefit all of our chil-
dren—that concept is at risk.

Private school choice programs, be they vouchers or tax credits
and educational savings accounts, purport to be part of that same
legacy. They also claim to provide the neediest children with the
ability to make a choice to attend higher performing schools beyond
their means.

State-collected data show that more than two-thirds of the stu-
dents in the Wisconsin Choice Program and about half of the Indi-
ana voucher recipients were enrolled in private schools before they
received the voucher. Instead of providing a choice to students in
underperforming schools, these programs are using public money to
pay tuition for students already in private schools.

Mr. Chairman, in the early 1990s, this committee had a sub-
committee hearing in Wisconsin, and information we gleaned from
that hearing showed that the cost of covering those who were al-
ready in private schools, the cost of providing them with a voucher,
would have diverted the equivalent of about $25,000 per classroom
into private vouchers, denying the people in public schools that
benefit.

In addition to these programs not serving a population they were
legislatively created to support, once advertised as protecting a civil
right for low-income families and their children, private school
choice programs in Wisconsin, North Carolina, and Florida are
raising eligibility requirements to emaking tuition assistance avail-
able to those from much higher income brackets.

The impact of these changes is not readily apparent considering
that not all programs require schools to accept vouchers as full tui-
tion compensation. The family well below the poverty level faces
limitations in the choice of schools available to them — limitations
that families with more resources do not suffer.

An example of this can be found right here in our nation’s capital
where over half of the participants in the D.C. Opportunity Pro-
gram are enrolled in just 8 out of 50 schools. Tuition at these
schools is entirely covered by the voucher, but less than a quarter
of all available schools have viable options, and the idea that par-
ents have a real choice must be called into question.

Once families overcome barriers to admissions due to financial
concerns, private school choice sleave them and their students
without the protections required of public school systems enforced
by federal statutes.

Studies have indicated that students in voucher programs are
less likely to have equitable access to key services such as ESOL
and special education, services that private schools in many states
are not obligated to provide.

Regarding attrition in programs like Wisconsin’s Parental School
Choice Program, one study found that those who leave by choice or
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otherwise tend to be the more disadvantaged than those who re-
main.

Families are enrolling in private schools with the expectation
that they will provide greater academic outcomes for their families
and their children but sadly, this is frequently not the case. Evi-
dence of private schools participating in choice programs increasing
academic achievement compared to public schools is limited. num-
ber of studies in Cleveland, Milwaukee, and Washington, D.C.
found no positive effects on student achievement as a result of par-
ticipation. In fact, participation in scholarship programs in Lou-
isiana was found to have a substantial negative effect on academic
achievement in math, reading, science, and social studies.

Today, we are left discussing the false choice for families in need,
one that puts at risk the idea of our shared future successes, which
is most certain when we invest in equitable education and edu-
cational opportunities for all students, and this may threaten the
basic civil rights protections of the students that we are trying to
protect.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the testimony of our witnesses,
and yield back the balance of my time.

[The information follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. Robert C. “Bobby” Scott, Ranking Member,
Committee on Education and the Workforce

Good morning, Chairman Kline. Today we will discuss private school choice initia-
tives, which have proliferated throughout the country over the last 20 years.

As you know, educational funds provided by the federal government do not exist
in a vacuum. Drastic cuts to general education budgets in a number of states threat-
en the ability to fully implement initiatives to improve the quality of education for
students nationwide.

Today, we have before us yet another challenge to the limited pool of funding, one
that serves to divert public funds to subsidize the private education of a relatively
small number of children at the expense of the larger majority attending public
schools.

More broadly, the legacy of ESEA — that improvements to education support a
basic civil right, and should benefit ALL of our children — is at risk. Private school
choice programs, be they vouchers or similar programs like tax credits and edu-
cation savings accounts, purport to be part of that same legacy. They also claim to
provide the neediest students with the ability to make a “choice” to attend higher-
performing schools beyond their means.

State-collected data showed that more than two-thirds of students in the Wis-
consin choice program and half of the Indiana voucher recipients were enrolled in
private schools before receiving a voucher. Instead of providing a choice to students
in under-performing public schools, these programs are using public money to pay
the tuition of students already in private schools.

In addition, these programs are not serving the population they were allegedly
created to support. Once advertised as protecting a “civil right” for low-income fami-
lies and their children, private school choice

programs in Wisconsin, North Carolina, and Florida are raising eligibility require-
ments, making tuition assistance available to those from higher income brackets.

If the impact of these changes is not readily apparent, consider that not all pro-
grams require schools to accept vouchers as full tuition compensation. A family well
below the federal poverty level faces limitations on the choice of schools available
to them that families with more resources can bypass. An example of this can be
found right here in our nation’s capital, where over half of the participants in the
D.C. Opportunity program are enrolled in just eight schools, out of over 50 total.
Tuition at these eight schools is entirely covered by the award — when less than a
quarter of all available schools are viable options, the idea that parents have any
real choice must be called into question.

Once families overcome barriers to admission due to financial concerns, private
school choice programs leave them and their students without protections required
of public school systems and enforced by federal
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statute. Studies have indicated that students in voucher programs were less likely
to have equitable access to key services such as ESOL and special education, serv-
ices that private schools in many states are not obligated to provide. Attrition in
programs like Wisconsin’s Parental School Choice Program, is high, with one study
finding those who leave — by choice or otherwise — tend to be more disadvantaged
than those who remain.

Families are enrolling private schools with the expectation that they will provide
greater academic outcomes for their children, but sadly, that is frequently not the
case. Evidence that private schools participating in choice programs increase aca-
demic achievement compared to public schools is limited, and a number of studies
in Cleveland, Milwaukee, and Washington, D.C. have found no positive effects on
student achievement as a result of participation. In fact, participation in the schol-
arship program in Louisiana was found to have substantial negative effects on aca-
demic achievement for math, reading, science, and social studies.

Today we are left with discussing a false choice for families in need, one that puts
at risk the idea that our shared future success is most certain when we invest in
equitable educational opportunities for all students, and threatens to violate basic
civil rights protections.

Thank you and I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman. Pursuant to

Committee Rule 7(c), all members will be permitted to submit
written statements to be included in the permanent hearing record,
and without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 14
days to allow such statements and other extraneous material ref-
erenced during the hearing to be submitted for the official hearing
record.

It is now my pleasure to introduce our distinguished witnesses.
Mr. Gerard Robinson is a Resident Fellow at the American Enter-
prise Institute here in Washington, D.C. Mr. Robinson works on
issues relating to school choice, educational policy, K-12 education,
for-profit schools, community colleges, and historically black col-
leges and universities.

Before joining AEI, Mr. Robinson served as the Commissioner of
Education for the State of Florida, and Secretary of Education for
the Commonwealth of Virginia.

I will now turn to Dr. Foxx to introduce our next witness.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you, Chairman Kline. Today, I have the honor
of introducing a witness hailing from my home State of North
Carolina, Representative Rob Bryan. He is well qualified to serve
as a witness on education and school choice as he spent his first
two years after college in the Teach for America Program at a
classroom in inner-city Los Angeles. Today, he is also a member of
BEST North Carolina, where he works with the North Carolina
Teacher of the Year, James Ford, to identify the best evidence
based strategies to pay, evaluate, and retain teachers.

Representative Bryan is a member of the North Carolina House
of Representatives, where he is the chairman of the Education Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, and a member of the Education Com-
mittee. He also co-chaired the North Carolina General Assembly’s
Educator Compensation and Effectiveness Taskforce.

In addition to his work in education, Representative Bryan
serves as a lawyer at the Womble Carlyle Sandridge & Rice law
firm. He graduated from fine North Carolina universities, UNC—
Chapel Hill and the Duke University’s Law School. He and his
wife, Dottie have six children and attend Uptown Church. It may
be his parenting six children that give him the best expertise.
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Chairman KLINE. Thank you, Dr. Foxx. Let me resume with the
introduction for today’s witnesses. Dr. Luis Huerta is an Associate
Professor of Education and Public Policy at Teachers College, Co-
lumbia University, in New York City.

I always get a kick out of this. My script actually says New York
City, New York. We want to be thorough on these things.

He served as a research associate and coordinator for K-12 edu-
cation policy research at Policy Analysis for California Education
Center, and taught in the California Public School System for six
years.

Currently, Dr. Huerta’s research focuses on education policy, de-
centralized, related to school choice reforms, privatization in edu-
§ation, and school finance inequities present throughout school re-
orm.

Ms. Denisha Merriweather is a graduate student at the Univer-
sity of South Florida in Tampa, Florida. Ms. Merriweather is the
recipient of a tax credit scholarship in Florida. She attributes her
academic and career success to the opportunities provided through
the Tax Credit Scholarship Program, which awarded her the oppor-
tunity to attend and graduate from the Esprit de Corps Center for
Learning in Jacksonville, Florida.

Let me now ask our witnesses to stand and raise your right
hand. Thank you.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Chairman KLINE. Let the record show that the witnesses an-
swered in the affirmative.

Before I recognize each of you to provide your testimony, let me
briefly explain or remind you of our lighting system. We allow 5
minutes for each witness to provide testimony. When you begin,
the light in front of you will turn green. When 1 minute is left, the
light will turn yellow. At the 5 minute mark, the light will turn
red, and I would ask you to please try to wrap up your testimony.

I do not know that I have ever actually gaveled down a witness
because they did not close in 5 minutes, but if you would please
try to wrap up in respect for the other witnesses, and then when
we come to questions and answers, we will hold to the 5 minute
rule that I have been known to gavel down, including on me.

Okay, I think we are ready to go. Let me recognize Mr. Robinson
for 5 minutes.

TESTIMONY OF GERARD ROBINSON, RESIDENT FELLOW,
AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

Mr. ROBINSON. Good morning, Chairman Kline, Ranking Member
Scott, members of the committee. My name is Gerard Robinson. I
am a Resident Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute. What
I share with you today are my own opinions and do not necessarily
reflect those of the AEL

I have had an opportunity to work in education since 1991, and
I have seen the impact of school choice policies and programs on
families and children through the lens of an advocate, president of
a non-profit organization, state leader in Virginia and Florida, and
as a researcher.

I can tell you quite clearly that school choice is not a sound bite,
it is a social movement. From 1990 to 2015, over 40 states have
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introduced different types of school choice legislation, both public
and private. Today, I will talk briefly about four, charter schools,
vouchers, tax credits, and education savings accounts.

I have had an opportunity to see all these programs in action,
and one thing I would like to say up front is there is a misconcep-
tion that school choice only helps wealthy families. The reality is
families with means already exercise school choice. They do so by
moving into neighborhoods where they have great schools, both
public and private. School choice is simply expanding the doors of
opportunity to families who may not have that opportunity.

One example is in the charter school movement what started off
initially as an experiment to provide teachers a stronger voice and
innovative ideas in public schools has now mushroomed into a
movement where we have 2.9 million students in 43 states in 6,723
charter schools, who are doing well.

Taxpayers and families simply want to know one thing, do they
work. According to a CREDO study in 2015 that looked at 42 areas
in 22 states, they identified there were at least 40 days’ worth of
learning gain for students in math, and 28 days in reading. There
was particular growth for African American students, 36 learning
days for math and 26 for reading. Similar growth for Hispanic stu-
dents. We also found growth as well for Asian students, particu-
larly in math.

Frankly, there were also some challenges, our Native American
students and some of our white students scored less well than their
peers.

We move now to vouchers, it was mentioned earlier, vouchers in
Milwaukee. I had a chance to work there firsthand. Same question,
is it making a difference? Well, according to at least 13 gold stand-
ard studies, six have found that the students in a voucher program
had gains, four in particular found there were gains for African
American students, two found no major differences, and at least
one found there were negative differences, particularly in the
sciences and math, and in particular, that was Louisiana.

Vouchers made a tremendous impact on the lives of students in
Milwaukee and other areas, and we can talk further about that
point.

Tax credits, I would say one of the faster growing movements in
the private school sector. You now have a number of students, over
approximately 200,000, who are involved in tax credits. The same
question, do they work?

If you take a look at Florida, which has the largest tax credit
program in the country, over 72,000 students there, Dr. Figlio, a
professor at Northwestern University, studied a program for a
number of years, and he found two things. In a 2014 study, he
identified there was at least a year’s growth for students who were
in that program.

Why is that important? The majority of the students who partici-
pated in that program, (a) came from lower performing public
schools and tend to be among the lower performing students who
left public schools, and secondly, they have an opportunity now to
see gains in that area.

Next is education savings accounts. We now have those in Flor-
ida, Mississippi, Nevada, Tennessee, and it started off in Arizona.
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Smaller movement, but we expect to see some growth in that area.
There are currently 6,772 students who are involved in that pro-
gram in Florida, Arizona, and Mississippi.

If there is something that Congress can do to support school
choice, here are a few examples. Number one is to encourage states
to take full advantage of language that you have in ESSA to allow
them to be innovative with public funds.

Number two is to make Title I funds portable. I know that
caused a great deal of consternation for the Congress, maybe one
place where we can find middle ground is to allow states to make
that decision.

Third is to make IDEA funds available through a statewide
voucher. Fourth is to continue to support statewide vouchers. Fifth,
either direct the Congressional Budget Office or the General Ac-
counting Office to figure out what federal regulations are in place,
to how we can streamline those to help funds support ESSAs, and
lastly, redesign 529s so families can have that information earlier.

Thank you for your time.

[The statement of Mr. Robinson follows:]
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Statement before the United States Congress House Committee on
Education and the Workforce
"Expanding Educational Opportunity Through School Choice”

School Choice in America: What Does Research Tell
Us?

Gerard Robinson
Resident Fellow, American Enterprise Institute

February 3, 2016

The views expressed in this testimony are those of the author alone and do not
necessarily represent those of the American Enterprise Institute.
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Good morning, Chairman Kline, Ranking Member Scott, and distinguished members of
the Committee. It is an honor to be here to share with you what the research says about
school choice.

My name is Gerard Robinson and I am a resident fellow at the American Enterprise
Institute (AEI), a non-profit, non-partisan public policy research organization based here
in Washington, D.C. My comments today are my own and do not necessarily reflect the
views of AEL I have worked in education since 1991, and have seen the effects of school
choice policies and programs on families and children through the lens of an advocate,
president of a nonprofit organization, state education executive in Virginia and Florida,
and a researcher.

School choice is more than a sound bite—it is a social movement. Between 1990 and
2015, lawmakers in over 40 states and the District of Columbia have enacted a range of
school choice laws. The rationale for doing so spans from empowering teachers to create
innovative classrooms to expanding opportunities for parents. Polling data from a Phi
Delta Kappan/Gallup Poll and Education Next indicate that the American public supports
school choice.’ So do leaders in corporate, philanthropic and faith-based communities.
Why? Because school choice programs advance opportunity.

In this testimony I will focus on four school choice programs: charter schools, vouchers,
tax credits, and education savings accounts (ESAs). It is worth noting early in my
testimony the popular misconception about school choice—that it only benefits children
from wealthy households or is used solely by white and Asian families. In reality,
affluent families are more able to move to the district of their choice, giving them a
method by which to choose their school in the absence of school choice policies. One of
the great accomplishments of the school choice movement, then, is that it has been able
to serve students from all races and backgrounds that might not otherwise have the ability
to choose their school. While research has shown that many subgroups of students benefit
from school choice policies, students in urban settings have been found to benefit the
most.

Charter Schools

The fastest growing public sector choice program in the U.S. is charter schools. What
began in Minnesota in 1991 as an experiment to empower teachers has grown to 2.9
million students in 43 states attending 6,723 charter schools in 2015. Approximately 55%
of charter schools have been operating for 7 years or more, and over half of all charter
schools are located in cities. In fact, a report published by the National Alliance for
Public Charter Schools in 2015 identified 10 districts with the largest percentage of
charter school students, and 10 districts with the fastest enrollment growth-—most of
these districts are located in states represented on this committee.” With I million
students on charter school waiting lists today, states must create innovative ways to meet
demand. In the interim, taxpayers have one question about charter schools: do they
improve student outcomes? The answer is yes.
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According to a 2015 report published by the Center for Research on Education Outcomes
(CREDO) at Stanford University, charter school students outperform their traditional
public school peers in math and reading.’ This national study is important because it
provides a careful and comprehensive analysis of the effects charter schools have on
urban school students. For instance, the report examined achievement results for students
enrolled in charters and traditional public schools between 2006-2007 and 2011-2012 that
were located in 41 urban areas in 22 states. CREDO researchers concluded that charter
school students gained 40 additional “days of learning” when compared to their public
school peers. Black students gained the most from their enrollment in charter schools
compared to their peers in charters as well as their peers in public schools: on average,
they received an additional 36 days of learning in math and 26 days in reading compared
to their non-charter peers. Hispanic students gained days of learning in math and reading
as well, while Asian students gained days of learning in math only. While charter schools
have produced great results, there is still room for improvement. For example, the
CREDO report identified that Native American students in traditional public schools
significantly outperformed their charter school peers in math, and white students in
traditional public schools significantly outperformed their charter peers in reading and
math.

Choice programs in the private school sector are growing as well. In 2015, the U.S. had
48 publically funded private school choice programs educating more than 400,000
students in 23 states and the District of Columbia. The nation’s first city-based publicly
funded private choice plan is the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program (MPCP).

Scholarships (i.e., Vouchers)

Founded in 1990, MPCP provides a scholarship (i.e., voucher) to low-income parents to
pay for an education at a private school of their choice. Today, MPCP awards
scholarships to 27,619 students.” In 2014-2015, the U.S. had approximately 140,000
students using a publically funded voucher to attend school. Some of these scholarship
programs operate exclusively in cities, including Cleveland and the District of Columbia.
Other programs are statewide, operating in Indiana and Louisiana. Again, the public and
policymakers often ask: do these programs work? Research says they do, with a few
caveats.

The majority of the 13 “gold standard” experimental evaluations of the impact of private
school choice programs on student test scores found statistically significant benefits on
academic outcomes for participating students. In particular, 6 show positive outcomes for
all participating groups, 4 show positive effects on black students, 2 show no effects, and
1 shows negative effects. In 2012, Dr. Patrick Wolf, University of Arkansas professor
and the key principal investigator of MPCP and the District of Columbia Scholarship
Program (OPS), did a summary of longitudinal evaluations of MPCP. His review found
that voucher students had higher high school graduation and college enrollment rates as
compared to their peers in traditional public schools.
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Similar findings exist for OSP. Results from an evaluation of achievement data of
students who received a scholarship offer and those who did not receive an offer four
years later are as follow: (1) reading and math scores for students who were offered (or
used) a scholarship were similar to students who did not receive a scholarship; (2) 82% of
students who were offered a scholarship graduated from high school compared to 70% of
students who were not offered a scholarship; and (3) parents’ overall satisfaction with the
school was positive.®

It is worth noting that the majority of the students enrolled in the Milwaukee and the
District of Columbia scholarship programs are from low-income and working-class
households, and are members of diverse ethnic and linguistic groups. As I mentioned
earlier, there is a popular misconception that scholarships (or charter schools) benefit
children from wealthy families at the expense of others. The research proves the opposite
is the case.

Yet, while several voucher programs across the country have shown promising results for
students, there are also some exceptions. In a 2015 National Bureau of Economic
Research report, the Louisiana Scholarship Program was found to have negative effects
on students’ learning outcomes in science, reading, and social studies.” Further research
is needed to uncover why these findings deviate from other findings on voucher
programs, but the Louisiana story reminds us that several other factors—including how
choice programs are designed and implemented—matter a great deal for a program’s
ability to create positive outcomes for students.

Tax Credits

The fastest growing private school choice program is tax credits. Begun in Arizona in
1997, tax credit programs were educating approximately 200,000 students in 2015. Do
they work? Florida has the largest tax credit program in the nation with 78,142 students.
Pursuant to Florida law, the state department of education must hire an expert to annually
cvaluate the tax credit program. Dr. David Figlio, Professor of Education and Social
Policy and Economics at Northwestern University, has been a director of the evaluation
project for several years. According to an evaluation of the program published by Dr.
Figlio in 2014, participating students “come from less advantaged families than other
students receiving free or reduced-price lunches™; tend to be among the lower performing
students in an already low-performing public school; and many are Black and Hispanic.
After reviewing their results on nationally normed tests (i.e., Stanford Achievement Test,
Towa Test of Basic Skills, and TerraNova), Dr. Figlio concluded that tax credit students
gained one year’s worth of learning in one year's time.® This is an important
achievement. Why?

According to a 2010 study by Drs. Figlio, Cassandra M.D. Hart and Molly Metzger,
Florida’s tax credit scholarship students on average come from low-performing public
schools, and often have lower test scores than their peers who did not apply for a
scholarship.® For this reason, one year’s worth of growth is a meaningful step in the right
direction. A 2013 study by James Kelly and Dr. Ben Scafidi identified reasons other than
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test scores for why parents in Georgia chose to participate in a tax credit program.
Reasons included more individualized attention, values of the school, class size, and
student safety.'

Education Savings Accounts

Education Savings Accounts (ESA) are the latest addition to the private school choice
movement, Since the first ESA law was enacted in Arizona in 2011, four other states
have enacted ESA policies: Florida, Mississippi, Nevada and Tennessee.
Approximately 6,772 students have an ESA in Arizona, Florida, and Mississippi
combined, and other states are currently considering ESA legislation.

The Role of Congress

I believe state legislatures will enact more school choice laws in 2016. Is there a role for
this committee to play in supporting school choice at the state level? Yes. Here are a few
suggestions.

1. Encourage states to take full advantage of the option provided in the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA) to voluntarily use public funds to experiment with innovative
education models.

2. Allow states to make Title I portable. Congress removed this option from an earlier
version of ESSA. One way to find middle ground on this issue is to put the decision in
the hands of states.

3. Allow states to make IDEA funds portable as part of a statewide voucher,
4. Continue to fund charter schools, which the committee supported in ESSA.

5. Direct the General Accounting Office, Congressional Budget Office, or another entity
to evaluate how federal rules for state funding may prohibit states such as Nevada from
folding Title I or IDEA funds into existing ESA policies.

6. Redesign 529 accounts to give parents access to these funds earlier in their child’s
education.

In closing, I appreciate the opportunity to provide testimony before this committee. 1
believe school choice is one of the most important social movements of the last 25 years.
School choice is changing the academic and economic trajectory for millions of children
and families. I am pleased with the committee’s focus on this topic. I look forward to
your guestions.
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Chairman KLINE. Thank you for your testimony. Mr. Bryan?

TESTIMONY OF ROB BRYAN, NORTH CAROLINA HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. BrYAN. It is an honor for me to be here this morning. As you
guys are well aware, legislators, like the laborers in the Bible par-
ables, arrive at different times and play different roles in har-
vesting and planting crops. By that I mean sponsoring and getting
good legislation passed.

Working for school choice and opportunity scholarships in par-
ticular has been a long labor. In North Carolina, there was much
sowing of seeds to expand opportunities for parents and students
across our state.

As a freshman legislator in 2013, I had the privilege of arriving
at the right time to be a part of those first fruits for school choice
in North Carolina.

By way of my background, and going back about 20 years, I was
an early Teach for America teacher in a bilingual classroom in
inner-city Los Angeles. Between my two years of teaching, I was
the first intern at the Center for Education Reform right here in
D.C.

These experiences have shaped my perspective as a legislator
and made me a fan of expanding school choice options, especially
for low income families who typically have the fewest options.

All this led me to be the primary sponsor of the opportunity
scholarship law, which provides roughly 6,000 low income students
and their families a scholarship to go to the school of their choice.
Moreover, I am proud that this historic legislation had bipartisan
leadership, with two Republicans and two Democrats serving as
the primary sponsors standing together to make this opportunity
a reality for thousands of students.

We also had our state’s first school choice program, the special
needs education grant, passed in 2011, which was also passed with
broad bipartisan support.

Unfortunately, many establishment folks in education and often
the press are not fans of opportunity scholarships. They outline
fears and pessimism, concerns over bad schools and lack of regula-
tion, while neglecting our hopes, the opportunities, and the evi-
dence.

As a lawyer, I appreciate looking at the evidence. There are sig-
nificant pieces of evidence that are available in discussing oppor-
tunity scholarships. I think in reverse order of importance, they are
that opportunity scholarships actually save money, both at the
state and local level. They improve public schools, and most impor-
tantly, they improve outcomes for students.

I think this has been good policy for North Carolina and for the
rest of the country. Where does this policy intersect with reality for
the families in each of your districts and mine? It is easy for us
to fail to recognize the real lives impacted. The needs of these fami-
lies are compelling. The opportunity scholarship program and our
existing special needs program have provided new opportunities
and challenges.

Our special needs scholarship to date, all the funds have been
used, and there are over 500 families on a waiting list. Our oppor-
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tunity scholarship program has over 13,000 applicants, and this
figure will go up as the application period has just opened again.

I know numbers are thrown at all of us constantly, but please
try to individualize these numbers. Think about each one of the
families that is hoping, waiting for a scholarship. I have had to
look these parents in the eyes, and it can wait no longer. We need
to provide choices for them.

Distinguished members of this committee, we expect options and
choices in today’s world. Many families who can afford to are al-
ready exercising those options.

I am happy to say that North Carolina through the passage and
implementation of these scholarship programs is now creating
pathways for lower income and working families to participate in
parental school choice, and they are doing so by the thousands.

Unfortunately, thousands more need your help. Although I am
here representing the great State of North Carolina, I know there
are other states like ours who appreciate the fact that you, our
members of the United States House of Representatives, are ex-
ploring ideas of how more can be done to help families like the ones
I have described.

I am also glad to be here to highlight the impact, the positive im-
pact opportunity scholarships are having in North Carolina. As I
look out my window on the 35th floor, I look down and see First
Baptist Church. First Baptist Church is now housing the
Brookstone Schools, which is an academically excellent urban
Christian school serving low-income families. This school has a rich
history of engaging, educating, and empowering students that come
out of poverty and often the most dysfunction families and commu-
nities.

Brookstone Schools participate in the opportunity scholarship
program where they have enrolled 23 students this year. I am for-
tunate to see much of the City of Charlotte out my window, but
this view of the Brookstone Schools has become my favorite.

Chairman Kline and Ranking Member Scott, and distinguished
members of the committee, I want to thank you again for your ini-
tiative in holding this hearing, and I am honored to have had the
opportunity to share with you this morning.

[The statement of Mr. Bryan follows:]
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Statement before the United States Congress House Committee on
Education and the Workforce

"Expanding Educational Opportunity Through School Choice"

Presented by: N.C. House Representative Rob Bryan

Good morning, Chairman Kline, Ranking Member Scott, and distinguished members of the Committee. It is an
honor for me to be here this morning. Legislators, like the laborers in the Bible parables, arrive at different
times and play different roles in planting and harvesting the crops (i.e. sponsoring and passing good legislation).
Working for school choice, and Opportunity Scholarships in particular, has been a long labor, In North
Carolina, there was much prior sowing of seeds to expand opportunitics for parents and students across our
state. As a freshman legislator in 2013, 1 had the privilege of arriving at the right time to be a part of the first
fruits for school choice in NC,

Now, by way of background (and going back about 20 years), | was an carly Teach for America teacher in a
bilingual classroom in inner-city Los Angeles and, between my two years teaching, | was the first intern at the
Center for Education Reform here in DC. These experiences shaped my perspective as a legisiator and made
me a fan of expanding school choice opportunities, especially for low-income families with the fewest options.

All this led me to be the primary sponsor of North Carolina’s opportunity scholarship law which now provides
roughly 6,000 low-income students (and families) a scholarship to go to the school of their choice. Moreover, 1
am proud that this historic legislation had bipartisan leadership with two Republican and two Democratic House
Members standing together to make this opportunity a reality for thousands of children and families.
Additionally, Pm proud to note that our state’s first school choice program, the Special Needs Education
Scholarship Grant passed in 2011, which was designed for families whose children are in need of specialized
education, passed both NC chambers easily, garnering almost unanimous support from Republicans and nearly
70% of Democrats,

Unfortunately, many education establishment folks (and often the press) aren’t fans of opportunity scholarships
— they outline all our fears and pessimism (what about some bad schools, the lack of regulation, etc.), while
neglecting our hopes, our opportunities — and the EVIDENCE,

As a lawyer, I appreciate looking at the evidence. There are significant pieces of evidence that are of
importance in discussing opportunity scholarships. In reverse order of importance -

1} OS save money. Both at the state and local level.
2} OS improve public schools.
3) OS improve outcomes for students.

1 think this is good policy for North Carolina and the rest of the country, Where does this policy intersect with
reality — the reality for families in each of your districts? 1t is easy for us as legislators to fail to recognize the
real lives impacted by our decisions.

The needs of these families are compelling —~ the Opportunity Scholarship program combined with North
Carolina’s existing Special Needs Education Scholarship has provided new opportunities and challenges:

1) To date, due to the high-demand of families for Special Needs Scholarships, there are no remaining
funds available and we have over 500 families in North Carolina on the waiting list for this program.

2) To date, The Opportunity Scholarship Program has over 13,000 student applications and this staggering
number will increase dramatically as new registration season has recently opened.
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Numbers are thrown at us all constantly — but please try individualizing each of these numbers. Think about
each one of these families that are on the waiting list hoping and praying for a scholarship. It’s interesting that
we call it the waiting list - ve looked parents in the eye while they share their very personal story of why their
child desperately needs this scholarship. They can wait no longer!

Distinguished members of this committee, we expect options and choices in today’s world ~ many families are
making choices - North Carolina has over 1.3 million students in public district schools but our state has over
107,000 kids that are homeschooled; nearly 100,000 kids taught in private school; and nearly 80,000 kids taught
in public charter schools. We are a state that is embracing parental school choice. However, historically, the
families who were exercising this precious option were families who could afford to do so.

1 am happy to say that North Carolina, through the passage and implementation of these scholarship programs,
is now creating pathways for Jower-income and working-class families to participate in parental school choice -
and they are doing so by the thousands.

Unfortunately, thousands upon thousands more need your help. And though I'm here representing the great
state of North Carolina, I know that there are other states like ours who appreciate the fact that you, our
members of the United States House of Representatives, are exploring ideas of how more can be done 1o assist
families like the ones I’ve described.

I am glad to be with you today to highlight the positive impact that OS is having on the families in North
Carolina. As I look out the window in my legal office on the 35™ floor, I see First Baptist Church which houses
the Brookstone Schools which is an academically excellent, urban Christian school serving low-income
families. This school has a rich history of engaging, educating and empowering students coming out of poverty
and often from the most dysfunctional of homes and communities. Today, Brookstone Schools participates in
the Opportunity Scholarship Program where they’ve enrolled 23 students this year. 1 am fortunate to see much
of the City of Charlotte from the 35™ floor, but 1 must tell you, this view — the view of Brookstone Schools —
has become my favorite in Uptown Charlotte.

Chairman Kline, Ranking Member Scott, and distinguished members of the Committee, T want to thank you
once again for your initiative in holding this hearing and I’m honored to have had the opportunity to share with
vou this morning.
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Chairman KLINE. Thank you, sir. Dr. Huerta?

TESTIMONY OF LUIS A. HUERTA, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF
EDUCATION AND PUBLIC POLICY, TEACHERS COLLEGE, CO-
LUMBIA UNIVERSITY

Mr. HUERTA. Good morning, Chairman Kline, Ranking Member
Scott, and members of the House Education and Workforce Com-
mittee. Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you this morn-
ing.

My presentation this morning will focus on many of the claims
promoted by many voucher advocates followed by a discussion of
assumptions linked to these claims, and more importantly, the evi-
dence that provides facts that dispel the many claims, some of
which we have already heard.

I will focus on issues of achievement, as well as less discussed
issues linked to the supply side response and potential pitfalls that
have not been considered by policy makers as voucher and tuition
tax credit programs go to scale.

The first claim that we often hear is that private schools are
more cost effective and efficient in educating all students compared
to public schools. This claim equates private school tuition often
with the cost of actually educating students, and assumes that pri-
vate schools can actually educate all students, including special ed,
limited English proficient, and other students with higher needs,
more cost effectively than public schools.

The claim fails to acknowledge that the cost differentials includ-
ing services provided and types of students that are served are im-
portant in fully accounting for the real cost of voucher and tuition
tax credit programs.

Measuring the cost effectiveness of private schools must also
weigh the quality amount of services provided to all students, in-
cluding the number and types of students, church subsidies and en-
dowments that are provided that are not accounted for in public ac-
counting, low cost facilities and low wage teachers. We know teach-
ers in private schools usually earn about 20 to 25 percent less than
public schools. The administrative and financial burdens of oper-
ating these choice programs which fall on the state.

In addition, measuring efficiency must also weigh the challenges
of taking voucher and tuition tax credit programs to scale. In-
creased demand for private schooling will require participating pri-
vate schools to actually address the needs of all students with di-
versities, and provide services equivalent to the public school sys-
teni1$, which could essentially address some of these cost differen-
tials.

The next claim that we often hear is voucher and tuition tax
credit programs will enhance school choice by making private
school tuition more affordable and increasing access for all stu-
dents.

This claim assumes that voucher and tuition tax credit programs
offer an adequate economic incentive to offset the cost of private
school tuition for all families. This claim fails to acknowledge that
the expansion of private school choice is more dependent on a cri-
teria schools use in choosing students and less dependent on giving
parents the ability to choose schools.
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Private school tuition rates are not regulated by states, nor do
states actually collect accurate information on private school tui-
tion rates. Without an accurate account of actual tuition costs, par-
ents are not informed of additional costs they must bear. The schol-
arship amounts may result in only partial payment in some cases,
which will threaten the guarantee that is linked to most state con-
stitutions, to provide a free and public education.

Another issue that is seldom not talked about is tuition elas-
ticity, which is dependent on which private schools participate, the
subsidy amounts, and the types of students that private schools ac-
tually serve.

Because states do not regulate tuition prices, families that use
the benefit to enter private schools today may not have sufficient
residual income to pay for tuition later.

Another issue is supply side response, which is seldom accounted
for, and that is specifically the extent of open seats that are avail-
able and how open seats should become made available as we go
to scale.

The U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops has been very active in
lobbying for tuition subsidies, and it is also realistic in acknowl-
edging that a much larger benefit is needed to entice families to
exit public schools. There have been estimates by the Minnesota
Catholic Conference that for them to actually increase the supply
of empty seats, they would have to have a subsidy in the amount
of $14,000 to $16,000 to actually increase capital improvements.

I am going to switch to academic achievement issues, which has
already been mentioned. The claim is that private schools are more
effective than public schools in addressing students’ academic
needs and improving students’ educational outcomes.

This claim assumes that private schools are more effective in
serving the educational needs of all students, including special ed,
English language learners, and other students.

Evidence of voucher program effectiveness remains uncertain,
and with inconsistent effects on student academic growth, and
thus, these results should be interpreted with high caution.

For example, an analysis of voucher studies completed prior to
2009 by C.E. Rouse, professor at Princeton, concluded that research
on vouchers finds relatively small achievement gains for voucher
students, most of which are not statistically different than zero,
and secondary effects on remaining public schools, such as competi-
tion, are not positive.

Voucher advocates continue to cite the so-called “gold standard
studies” promoted by the Friedman Foundation. Remember, the
Friedman Foundation is a voucher advocacy group, irresponsibly
failing to acknowledge that many limitations that the very authors
of these studies warn against in their research have not been post-
ed on their Web site.

Specifically, the studies promoted by the Friedman Foundation
failed to report inconsistent findings across these so-called gold
standard studies. For example, some of the studies reflect positive
gains for some students but not across all grade levels that re-
ceived the voucher treatment. Some studies that reflect positive im-
pacts do not include all voucher students, leaving out a significant
portion of the sample. Also, most positive effects are isolated to a
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specific grade level and to a specific student characteristic, and sel-
dom in both reading and math, and across all grade levels.

In other words, results are haphazard, inconsistent, and some of
the very authors that are cited in these so-called gold standard
studies actually worry about these inconsistent results that should
not be used to inform policy decisions.

We already heard the most recent findings from the D.C. Oppor-
tunity Scholarship Program where there was no conclusive evi-
dence of the students that participated after 5 years, and we have
also heard about the Louisiana study that recently came out, where
we actually see some negative effects on students that actually took
on vouchers.

Lastly, Lubienski & Lubienski, and Chris Lubienski has testified
before this committee, looked at a study that has looked at public
versus traditional school achievement, has indicated that when we
control for specific characteristics, that public schools in general
outperform kids that are in private schools.

I will provide more recommendations in the question and answer
session. Thank you for your time.

[The statement of Mr. Huerta follows:]
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1.) CLAIM: Private schools are more cost effective and efficient at educating all
students, compared to public schools.

ASSUMPTION: This claim equates private school tuition with the cost of educating
students, and assumes that private schools can educate all students (including special
education and limited English proficient) more cost effectively then public schools.

This claim fails o acknowledge that cost differentials, including services provided and types of
students that are served, are imporiant in fully accounting for the real cost of voucher and
tuition tax credit programs.

EVIDENCE: Private schools are not more cost effective and efficient at educating all students,
compared to public schools. Voucher and tuition tax credit program advocates have stated that
private school choice will lower total education spending because private schools typically spend
less per pupil than comparable public schools do.’ However, a closer examination of private
school operations suggests that using per-pupil expenditures to estimate the potential cost of
voucher programs is inappropriate.

Any measure of immediate fiscal and educational impacts of voucher or tuition tax credit
programs must account for significant cost differentials compared to a comprehensive public
school system in order to account for the real cost of voucher and tuition tax credit
programs.’ Measuring the cost effectiveness of private schools must weigh the quality and
amount of services provided to all students, including: the number and types of students
served (e.g. special education, limited English proficient, vocational education); church
subsidies and endowments; low-cost facilities and low-wage teachers; and administrative and
financial burdens of operating the choice programs.’

In addition, measuring efficiency must also weigh the challenges of taking voucher and
tuition tax credit programs to scale. Increased demand for private schooling will require
participating private schools to address the needs of diverse student bodies and provide
services equivalent to the public school system if they are to remain competitive,

Lastly, measuring efficiency is also dependent on whether the wider goals of a public and
democratic education system are upheld by all schools, including citizenship training and
workforce preparation.

' Coleman, J., & Hoffer, T. (1987). Public and private high schools: The impact of communities. New York: Basic
Books: Hoxby, C. (1998). What do America’s “traditionai” forms of school choice teach us about school choice
reform? Federal Reserve Bank of New York Economic Policy Review, 4(1), 47-39.

*Levin, H.M. & C. Driver. {1997). Costs of an Educational Voucher System. Education Economics. 5, 303-311,

* McEwan, P, (2000). The potential impact of large scale voucher programs. Review of Education Research. 70(2):
103-149.
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2.) CLAIM: Voucher and tuition tax credit programs will enhance scheel choice by making
private school tuition more affordable and increasing access for all students.

ASSUMPTION: This claim assumes that voucher and tuition tax credit programs offer an
adequate economic incentive to offset the price of private school tuition for all families. Also,
there is no guarantee that private schools might respond, instead, by boosting tuition levels,
rather than admitting additional students.

This claim fails to acknowledge that the expansion of private school choice is more
dependent on the criteria schools use in choosing students, and less dependent on giving
parents the ability to choose schools.

EVIDENCE: Tuition tax credit scholarship amounts may be insufficient for a free private
education. In addition to diverting public money to private schools, a tuition tax credit may
not provide scholarship amounts sufficient to cover full tuition at private schools. Tuition
subsidies or tax credit scholarships awarded to students through scholarship tuition
organizations (STQO) average $3,252.* However, private schools who choose to participate
and accept a public scholarship are not required to accept the amount in exchange for full
tuition, unlike voucher programs that require private schools to accept publically funded
vouchers in exchange for full tuition. Private school tuition rates are not regulated by states
nor do states collect accurate information on private school tuition rates. Without an accurate
account of actual tuition costs, parents are not informed of additional costs they must bear,
thus scholarship amounts may result in only a partial payment for what is guaranteed by most
state constitutions as a free public education.

Tuition elasticity is dependent on which private schools participate, the subsidy amount, and the
types of students that private schools admit.

Evidence describing the effects of tax subsidies and vouchers on the elasticity of tuition prices is
limited.” Current programs that offer direct tax credit or deduction benefits to parents in

* Tax eredit programs (including tax credit scholarships and individual tax credit/deduction programs) have been
proposed in aver 45 siates and 29 programs are now operating in 19 states (Alabama, Arizona, Florida, Georgia,
Hinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, Nevada, North Carolina,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina and Virginia).* Most of the existing programs became
operational in the late 1990s and have expanded significantly over the last ten years. See Workman, E. (2012).
Vouchers, Scholarship Tax Credits, and Individual Tax Credits and Deductions, Education Commission of the
States, Retrieved on September 4, 2013 from http:/www.ecs.org/html/Document.asp?chouseid=10528; National
Conference of State Legislatures, 2014, School Vouchers, Retrieved on August 2, 2014 from:
bitp://www.neslorg/research/education/school-choice-vouchers.aspx; Friedman Foundation, Schoo! Choice in
America, Retrieved on January 26, 2016 from:http://www.edchoice org/school-choice/school-choice-in-america/
* See Huerta, L. A. & d’Entremont, C. (2007). Education tuition tax credits in a post-Zelman era: Legal, political
and policy alternative to vouchers? Educational Policy, January/March 21(1), 73-109,; d’Entremont, C. & Huerta,
L. A.(2007). Iireconcilable differences? Education vouchers and the suburban response; Jacobs, M. L. (1980).
Tuition tax credits for elementary and secondary education: Some new evidence on who would benefit. Journal of
Education Finance, 5:233-2435. Jain, P. (2002). The approval barrier to suburban charter schools. Washington,
DC: Thomas B. Fordham Institute.; Augenblick, J. & McGuire. K (1982). Tuition tax credits: Their impact on the
states. Denver, CO: Education Commiission of the States; Longanecker, D. A. (1983.) The public costs of tuition
tax credits. in Public dollars for private schools: The case of tuition tax credits (pp. 115-129), edited by Thomas
James and Henry M. Levin. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press; Gemello, J. M. & J. W. Osman. {1982).
Analysis of the choice for public and private education. Washington DC: Institute for Research on Educational
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exchange for private school expenses, may not offer tuition tax credits large enough to stimulate
responses from private schools (e.g. Minnesota, lllinois, Iowa and six other states). However,
tuition tax credit programs that include a scholarship tuition organization mechanism that award
tax credit scholarships/vouchers directly to students (e.g. Arizona, Pennsylvania, Florida and
thirteen other states), provide a larger public subsidy to families, which may impact a supply-side
response that influences tuition prices. Because states do not regulate tuition prices, families that
use the benefit to enter private schools today, may not have sufficient residual income to pay a
tuition increase in the future. Lastly, student-level indicators that identify the characteristics of
voucher or tuition tax credits beneficiaries that private schools choose to admit, are insufficient
(e.g. are private schools accepting the same rate of special education, English language learners
and other students with special needs?). These are all important factors that may impact tuition
elasticity, but for which we have insufficient data, as a result of limited or non-existent data
collections effort by states.

Supply side response depends more on criteria schools use in choosing students, and less on
giving parents the ability to choose schools. Another relevant issue is whether private schools
have the capacity to respond to increased demand if tuition tax credits or vouchers are scaled-up
(the supply-side response) and whether a pent-up demand for private school options exists from
parents (the demand-side response). These supply and demand issues raise the question of how
large a benefit is needed to elicit a response from both private schools and the parents who may
want to enroll their children. The United States Conference of Catholic Bishops has been active
in lobbying for tuition subsidies, and it is also realistic in acknowledging that a much larger
benefit is needed to entice families to exit public schools. At the state level, the Minnesota
Catholic Conference explains that Catholic schools could only begin to increase the supply of
available seats through capital expansion if subsidy amounts were in the range of $12,000 to
$14,000 (equivalent to approx. $14,200 - $16,500 in 2014 dollars). 87 private schools also
recognize that quality and fidelity to their mission is heavily influenced by school size and make-
up of the student body, thus private schools may not want to scale-up even if an adequate subsidy
amount were provided by the state.®

This speaks to an important supply-side behavior that school choice advocates often choose to
overlook: expansion of private school choice is more dependent on the criteria schools use in
choosing students, and less dependent on giving parents the ability to choose schools.

Finance and Governance, ; Catterall, J. S., & Levin, H. M. (1982). Public and private schools: Evidence on tition
tax credits. Stanford, CA: Stanford University, Institute for Educational Research on Educational Finance and
Governance.

Noll, personal communication May 18, 2006

7 Adjusted for inflation using the U.S, Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics CPI inflation calculator, see
bttp://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator htm

¥ Noll, personal communication May 18, 2006
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3.) CLAIM: Publicly funded private school choice will yield a market-based accountability
system based on parents’ preferences that does not require public accountability of private
schools.

ASSUMPTION: This claim assumes private schools will advance a uniform education system
that advances equity, social cohesion and democratic citizenship, where all students are
presented with similar opportunities to learn standardized skills and content as well as gain
access to varying perspectives.

This claim fails to acknowledge that voucher and tuition tax credit subsidies for private school
tuition may encourage families to segregate themselves into school communities with competing
value systems.

EVIDENCE: The majority of voucher and tuition tax credit programs across states expressly
prohibit or limit the ability of the government to administer basic oversight and accountability
measures on private schools.” No oversight of private schools pales in comparison to the
accountability systems that govern public schools and guarantee they are held to account—
including administration and accountability systems, teacher accreditation and teacher quality
standards, testing and accountability, and curriculum standards—which private schools are
exempt from.

By prohibiting the state from engaging in due diligence and oversight of private schools, voucher
and tuition tax credit programs threaten public authority and the ability of states to insure a
uniform education system that advances equity, social cohesion and democratic citizenship.'
Thus, voucher and tuition tax credit programs contest the common school model and shift
attention away from established public goals such as citizenship training and workforce
preparation.’’ These tenets are echoed in Brown v. Board of Education, where the Court stated
that education is important “to our democratic society. It is required in the performance of our
most basic public responsibilities .... It is the very foundation of good citizenship.”™ ~

1In 2015, a total of 26 voucher programs were operating in 14 states (Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Georgia,
Indiana, Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Utah, Vermont, and Wisconsin) and the
District of Columbia. All the existing voucher programs are targeted to a specific student population, including low-
income students, student enrolled in low performing schools, students with disabilities and students residing in
districts with no public schools. Ten states and fourteen programs requires private schools that accept voucher
students to administer statewide or other assessments (five programs require nationally norm referenced tests). See
Workman, E. (2012). Vouchers, Scholarship Tax Credits, and Individual Tax Credits and Deductions, Education
Commission of the States. Retrieved on September 4, 2013 from

hitp//fwww ecs.org/btml/Document.asp?chouseid=10528; National Conference of State Legislatures, 2014. School!
Vouchers, Retrieved on August 2, 2014 from: http://www ncst.org/research/education/school-choice-vouchers.aspx;
Friedman Foundation, School Choice in America, Retrieved on January 26, 2016
from:http://www.edchoice.org/school-choice/school-choice-in-america/

"1 evin, H. M. (2002). A comprehensive framework for evaluating educational vouchers. Educational Evaluation
and Policy Analysis, 24, 159-174.

' See Huerta, L. A, & d’Entremont, C. (2007). Education tuition tax credits in a post-Zelman era: Legal, political
and policy alternative to vouchers? Educational Policy, January/March 21(1), 73-109.; d"Entremont, C. & Huerta, L.
A.{2007). Irreconcilable differences? Education vouchers and the suburban response. Educational Policy,
January/March 21(1), 40-72.

12347.20 -U.S. 483,493, 74 S.CL 686, 691, 98 L.Ed. 873, 880 (1954} cited in Bush v. Holmes, 919 So.2d
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4.) CLAIM: Private schools are more effective then public schools in addressing students’
academic needs and improving students’ educational outcomes.

ASSUMPTION: This claim assumes that private schools are more effective in serving the
educational needs of all students, including special education, English language learners and
other students with high needs.

This claim fails to acknowledge that evidence of voucher program effectiveness remains
uncertain, highly contested, and unconvincing to policymakers, despite private schools serving
students with less diverse needs.

EVIDENCE: Voucher programs do not guarantee improved educational outcomes.
Evidence of voucher program effectiveness remains uncertain with inconsistent effects on
student academic growth, thus results should be interpreted with caution. For example,
different researchers have come to different conclusions about the effectiveness of the
Milwaukee Parental Choice Program (MPCP) program (the first voucher program enacted in
1989) using different methodologies. Witte (2000) reported no gains for voucher recipients in
either math or reading. Also, the majority of studies of the MPCP analyze data collected prior
to 1995, when sectarian schools were prohibited from participation.” Studies of other
publicly funded voucher programs find limited or no positive effects for voucher users.
Belfield (2006) compared Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program (CSTP) participants
to three control groups——public school students, rejected voucher applicants, and nonusers
(which includes former recipients)—and found no differences in academic achievement.'
Attempts to clarify the effect of vouchers on student achievement through the study of
privately funded programs have also resulted in mixed findings. Findings from studies of the
New York privately funded voucher program have been debated on methodological grounds
and remain unresolved."”

More recent findings from an evaluation of the DC Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP)

found “no conclusive evidence that the OSP affected student achievement” after five years in
16

operation.

B Witte, J. (2000). The market approach o education. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. See also Greene,
1., Peterson, P., & Du, 1. (1999). Effectiveness of school choice: The Milwaukee experiment. Education and Urban
Sociery, 31, 190-213; Rouse, C. E. (1998). Private school vouchers and student achievement: An gvaluation of the
Milwaukee Parental Choice Program. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 113, 553-603.

" Belfield, C. R. (2006). The evidence on education vouchers: An application to the Cleveland scholarship and
tutoring program. New York: National Center for the Study of Privatization in Education, Teachers College-
Columbia University. Retrieved June 26, 2014, from hip//www.nespe.org/publications_files; See also, Metcalf, K.
K., West, S, D., Legan, N. A,, Paul, K. M, & Boone, W. J. (2003). Evaluation of the Cleveland Scholarship and
Tutoring Program: Summary Report 1998-2002. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University.

1SMyers’;, D., Peterson, P, Meyer, D., Chou, I, & Howell, W. G. (2000). School choice in New York City after two
vears: An evaluation of the school choice scholarship program. Washington, DC: Mathematica Policy Research;
Wolf, P., W. Howell, & P. Peterson. (2000). School Choice in Washington D.C.: An Evaluation After Year One.
Cambridge, MA: Program on Education Policy and Governance, Harvard University; Kreuger, A. & Z. Pei. (2004).
Another look at the New York school voucher experiment. dmerican Behavioral Scientist, 47(5): 658-698; Fuller,
B., Huerta, L. A., & Ruenzel, D. (2000). 4 costly gamble or serious reform? California’s school voucher initiative—
Proposition 38. Berkeley: Policy Analysis for California Education, University of California.

% Wolf, P. , Gutmann, B., Puma, M., Kisida, B., Rizzo, L., Eissa, N., and Carr, M. Evaluation of the DC
Opportunity Scholarship Program: Final Report Executive Summary (NCEE 2010-4019), Washington, DC:
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Lastly, Lubienski & Lubienski (2006) analyzed student performance on the 2003 National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and found that fourth grade public school
students outperformed fourth grade private school students once student background
characteristics were taken into account."”

The lack of conclusive research evidence on existing voucher programs suggests that a non-
uniform, parallel system of education is ineffective in providing students with a high quality
education.

National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S.
Department of Education, p. v.

' Lubienski, 8. T., & Lubienski, C. (2006). School Sector and Academic Achievement: A Multi-Level Analysis of
NAEP Mathematics Data, American Educational Research Journal, 43 (4), 651-698.
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5.) CLAIM: Veucher and tuition tax credit programs increase competition between public
and private schools, leading to increased quality and efficiency among all schools.

ASSUMPTION: This claim assumes that private schools will effectively lure students from
public schools at such a rate that all schools will compete for student clients. It also assumes
that more liberalized tax benefits could increase the demand for private schooling.

This claim fails to acknowledge that private schools cannot be compelled by government to
respond to an increased demand for private schooling or to accept all students who chose to
transfer to a private school with a voucher or tuition tax credit subsidy. How and whether
private schools increase their capacity in response 1o voucher or tuition tax credit programs
and how their response effects the behavior of public schools, is an empirical question that
has yielded very limited evidence of true competitive effects.

EVIDENCE; Voucher and tuition tax credit programs do nol increase compeltition that yields
quality and efficiency among all schools. Comprehensive reviews of the literature on school
choice by Belfield and Levin (2005) and McEwan (2004) suggest that competition has a small
positive and non-substantive effect on public education outcomes.'® Belfield and Levin (2005)
conclude that, “a one standard deviation increase in competition would probably increase test
scores by approximately .1 standard deviations or about four percentiles""w

Measurements of voucher effectiveness may occur at either the school or student level. A
substantial number of school-level analyses have focused on Florida’s now defunct Opportunity
Scholarship Program (OSP), concluding that vouchers targeted to students in low-performing
schools create incentives for public schools to improve or risk losing per-pupil funding.*® While
some research finds that the lowest ranked schools improved after the implementation of the
Florida OSP, they note that it is difficult to isolate the effects and attribute them solely to the
threat of the voucher, It is possible that the stigma of being labeled a failing school, the increased
funding for interventions, or other elements including the combination of these policies, led to
the improved test scores.”’ The most recent evidence from the evaluation of the Florida Tax
Credit Scholarship Program (FTCSP) provides similar inconclusive results on the competitive
effects of scholarships/vouchers on traditional public schools.”?

"% Belfield, C. R., & Levin, H. M. (2005). Vouchers and public policy: When ideology trumps evidence. dmerican
Journal of Education, 111(4): 548-367; McEwan (2004). The Potential Impact of Vouchers, Peabody Journal of
Education, 79(3): 57-80.

' Belfield, C. R., & Levin, H, M., (2005). Vouchers and public policy: When ideology trumps evidence. American
Journal of Education, 111(4): 548-567, p. 139

» See Greene, 1., & Winters, M. (2003). When schools compete: The effects of vouchers on Florida public school
achievement. New York: Manhattan Institute, Retrieved June 21, 2006, from http://www,manhattan-
institute.org/html/ewp_02.htm; Rouse, C. E. and Barrow, L. (2009). School Vouchers and Student Achievement:
Recent Evidence and Remaining Questions. Annual Review of Economics 1, 17-42
DOT:10.1146/annurev.economis.050708.143354; West, M, & Peterson, P. (2005). The efficacy of choice threats
within school accountability systems: Results from legislatively induced experiments. Paper presented at the annual
conference of the Royal Economic Seciety, Nottingham University, UK.

' Rouse, C. E., Hannaway, 1., Goldhaber, D. & Figlio, D. (2013). Feeling the Florida Heat? How Low-Performing
Schools Respond to Voucher and Accountability Pressure. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 5(2):
251-81.

* Figlio, D. N. and Hart. C. M.D. (2011) Does Competition Improve Public Schools?

Education Next 11 {1}, 74-80. Retrieved from http:/educationnext.org/does-competition-improve-public-schools/
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CLAIM: Tuition tax credits provide publicly funded benefits for private school tuition
without affecting education or other public service budgets.

ASSUMPTION: This claim assumes that tuition tax credits are not public revenues and are
cost neutral to both education and other public service budgets.

This claim fails to acknowledge that while education budgets may not be directly affected by
a tax credit, all state programs may have to compete for limited state resources which are
drawn from state treasuries.

EVIDENCE: Tuition tax credits are public funds diverted to privaie schools. The diversion
of private resources in the form of individual and corporate donations that flow to scholarship
funding organizations (STO) is premised on a tax liability that is owed to the state. The
credits that are returned to the taxpayer represent foregone tax revenue owed to a state,
thereby decreasing available revenue and adversely impacting state budgets. This essentially
allows a corporate or individual taxpayer to designate some of their taxes owed to tuition for
private schools as opposed to other state needs. The diversion of funds legally owed to the
state by means of a tax credit renders them public funds.

Recent examples of ruling from courts in Arizona, [llinois and Alabama are divergent on

whether the private money of tax credit beneficiaries that flows to private schools {or scholarship
. . . . . 52

tuition organizations) constitutes “public money.’ ;

¥ See Dr. Daniel Boyd et al v. Julie P. Magee et al, 2014, Circuit Court of Montgomery County, Alabama Case No.
03-CV-2013-901470.00. p. 10; Griffith v. Bower, 2001. No money ever enters the state's control as a result of this
tax credit. Rather, the Act allows [llinois parents to keep more of their own money to spend on the education of their
children as they see fit and thereby seeks to assist those parents in meeting the rising costs of educating their
children (Griffith v. Bower, 747 N.E. 2d 423, L App. Ct. 2001).
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Background and Qualifications

1 have worked in education as a teacher/practitioner, researcher, policy analyst and professor
since 1990. During this time, I have gained insight on how school organizations work and how
policy demands effect the daily operation of schools and the actors within schools, including
students, teachers, administrators and parents. My research and scholarship focus on school
choice reforms and school finance policy. My research on school cheice reforms examines
policies that advance both decentralized and market models of schooling—including charter
schools, homeschooling, tuition tax credits, vouchers and virtual/cyber schools. My research also
examines school finance policy and research with a specific focus on how legal and legislative
battles over finance equity in schools and the research that has analyzed the effects of resources
on student achievement, have consistently overlooked how resources are used within schools.

My research on school choice and school finance have been published widely in scholarly
journals and books, including: Educational Policy, Journal of Education Finance, Teachers
College Record, Peabody Journal of Education, Journal of Education Policy and Phi Delta
Kappan. 1 recently serve as co-editor of the journal, Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis.
(See CV for full list of publications)

Lastly, my research and commentary have been featured widely in the national print media,
including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, The Los Angeles Times, The
Washington Post, The Boston Globe, The San Francisco Chronicle, The London Times and
Education Week.
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Chairman KLINE. Thank you. Ms. Merriweather, you are recog-
nized.

TESTIMONY OF DENISHA MERRIWEATHER, STUDENT,
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH FLORIDA

Ms. MERRIWEATHER. Good morning. Thank you so much for hav-
ing me today. It is an esteemed honor to share my story with ev-
eryone.

When I was growing up, college was a dream that I did not even
know I had, and if it was not for the educational option Florida
gave me 12 years ago, I would not be sitting here today.

If you were to rewind my life back when I was in elementary
school, you would see someone totally different, someone who was
disruptive, the teachers dreaded having come through the door,
someone who got into physical fights with her classmates, someone
who was destined to drop out before she made it to high school, but
thankfully, I did not become a statistic.

Growing up, I was a student who did not pick up concepts and
ideas very quickly, and I struggled to keep up with my classmates.
I moved around town constantly when I lived with my biological
mother, and consequently, that meant I missed a lot of days of
icﬁool, my grades were terrible, and everything seemed to go down

111.

Each time I moved, it was very hard for me to adjust to my dif-
ferent school, the different teachers, different classmates. I got
picked on by students because I was doing so poorly in school. I
was often bullied. I kept getting into fights, and to make matters
worse, I ended up failing the third grade not once but twice.

All too well, it seemed my future was mapped out for me. I would
follow in the footsteps of my mother, my brother, and my uncle,
who all dropped out of school.

I hated going to school, and it was a nightmare. I thought school
was a punishment for being the kid. One of the first things my god-
mother wanted to do when I began to live with her permanently
the summer before my 6th grade year, was to find a better school
environment for me, and that is when she heard about Esprit de
Corps Center for Learning, a small private school in Jacksonville,
Florida, but she could not afford the tuition.

A friend of hers told her about the tax credit scholarship pro-
gram, Step Up for Students. Although she had to pay a little bit
more to go along with the scholarship, she was willing to sacrifice
for my education. And to be honest, Esprit de Corps was just the
change I needed.

Before I even stepped foot on my new school’s campus, I met
with one of the teachers there, and she helped me to learn my
times tables with my reading because it was so low, and some
other concepts that I could not grasp. When I started at Esprit de
Corps in the 6th grade, the adjustment was fairly smooth because
of the extra attention that I received.

This class size was so small, I only had eight students in my
class, and it was awesome because the teachers could walk around
and ask us questions about things that we had questions on and
things we did not know we had questions on.
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As the time at Esprit de Corps passed, by the first semester, my
grades went from Ds and Fs to As and Bs, and I continued to make
the Honor Roll constantly.

I say here to you guys today that Esprit de Corps really changed
my life. It gave me a new perspective on education, and it gave me
a passion to want to learn. They even helped me to fund my ACT,
SAT, and college application fees.

The motto at Esprit de Corps is a school where learning is a joy,
excellence is the norm, and superiority is our goal, and that was
insistently graved into me. Although when I first started at Esprit
de Corps, I was behind, it became a competition, and I wanted to
meet their expectations.

In 2010, I became the first in my family to graduate from high
school, and in 2014, I became the first in my family to earn my
Bachelor’s degree, and in 2017, I will be the first to earn my grad-
uate degree.

The cycle of poverty is ending in my family because of the Flor-
ida tax credit scholarship. I received a quality education and be-
cause of my example, my siblings are now seeing how to take ad-
vantage of educational opportunities that come their way.

I am committed to advocating for educational options because so
many doors have been opened for me, and I want to create those
same open doors for other students. I have seen the power of tai-
lored education demonstrated in my own life, and I would like to
see it expanded in future generations and in this one.

It has proven to be effective in my life, school choice, and I am
S0 t}l}lankful to share my story with you guys today. Thank you so
much.

[The statement of Ms. Merriweather follows:]
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Denisha Merriweather

Good morning! Thank you for your time this morning. My name is Denisha Merriweather, and |
am just entering my second semester in graduate school at the University of South Florida,
where | will be receiving my master’s degree in Social Work.

When | was growing up, college was a dream that | didn’t even know | had. And if it weren’t for
an educational option Florida gave me 12 years ago, | wouldn’t be here today. if you were to
rewind my life back to my childhood, you would see someone very different. You would see
someone who got in fights with her classmates. Someone destined to drop out before she
made it through high school. Someone who didn’t even know what college was. But thankfully,
| did not become a statistic. Growing up, | was not a student who picked up ideas and concepts
quickly in class. School didn’t come easily to me and | struggled to keep up.

When | was in elementary school in Jacksonville, Florida, my mother and | were moving around
town constantly. That meant | kept changing schools, and | had a hard time re-adjusting to a
new school, new teachers and new students every time we moved. Because we moved so
much, | also missed several days of school, and when | got back into the classroom, it was hard
to catch up. Needless to say, my grades were bad, and | didn’t understand most of my
schoolwork. | got picked on by other kids because | was doing so poorly in school. And | kept
getting into fights. | failed third grade. Not once, but twice.

All too well, it seemed my future was mapped out for me. | would follow in the footsteps of my
mother, uncle and brother who all dropped out of school. { was unmotivated and learning
became a nightmare- a punishment for being a child. Not too long after that, | started living
with my godmother and my life began to turn in an entirely different direction. One of the first
things she wanted to change was my school. She heard through our church about a private
school in Jacksonville called Esprit de Corps Center for Learning, and liked what she heard. But
she had no way to pay for it.

Thankfully, she heard about a scholarship that was offered through a nonprofit | now know as
Step Up For Students, and the state program, the Florida Tax Credit Scholarship. Let me tell you.
That was just the change | needed. Before | even set foot on my new school’s campus, | met my
teacher. In fact, the summer before | started attending Esprit de Corps, she worked with me to
get me up to speed on the things | had missed at my other school. | would go to her house
almost every day over the summer to work on my muitiplication tables and go over other
subjects that | hadn’t grasped.-it was so nice to have a teacher who truly cared. The following
August, | began the sixth grade at Esprit de Corps, and for the first time in my life, adjusting to a
new school was a very positive experience for me!
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The classes were very small — | had just eight other students in my sixth grade class. It really
helped me because my teacher was able to go around to each of us and help us with any
guestions we had. As the years at Esprit de Corps went on, my grades improved. | began to earn
A’s and B's consistently, and proudly made the honor rofl. | also grew very close to my
classmates and it began to feel like a family. | bonded with much younger students and by the
time | was a senior, they looked up to me. | can say to all of you here, Esprit de Corps truly
changed my life.

The school gave me a new perspective, and helped me prepare for my future, They helped me
pay for the SAT, ACT and college applications, and pushed me to expect more from myself. The
motto at Esprit de Corps Center for Learning is this: “Learning is a joy, excellence is the norm
and superiority is our goal.” And | think about that every day. If | hadn’t had the opportunity to
attend Esprit de Corps, | don’t think | would have ever learned what my potential is. No one in
my family ever went to college, and the mindset was that if school gets too hard, you just quit.

But since Esprit de Corps expects excellence, | rose to the challenge. In 2010, | became the first
in my family to graduate from high. In 2014, | became the first to receive my bachelor’s degree
and in 2017 1 will be the first in my family to graduate with a graduate degree. The cycle of
poverty is ending in my family, thanks to the Florida Tax-Credit Scholarship. | received a quality
education and my sibling are now seeing how to take advantage of every educational
opportunity.

At the University of South Florida, | am receiving my master’s degree in social work and | am
committed to advocating for educational options. So many opportunities have been given to
me and | want to create the same for other children just like me. | have seen the power of a
tailored education demonstrated in my own life, and I'd love to see it carried throughout future
generations. It is truly an honor to share my story with you all today. Thank you!
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Chairman KLINE. Thank you. A fantastic story, thank you very
much for sharing that. We are going to start questioning. I am
going to yield my time to someone who has been working on school
choice for apparently two or three lifetimes, Mr. Messer. I yield my
time to you.

Mr. MESSER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You are a man of your
word. Thank you for holding this hearing. You are a great advocate
for kids and have spent a career as an advocate for educational
choice opportunities.

Ms. Merriweather, I am moved by your story. As somebody who
has worked very hard on these issues in Indiana before my time
in Congress, I have talked to hundreds of people who have a story
just like yours. It is part of why I have so much passion for this
issue.

You know, there are several reasons that I am so passionate
about school choice. Part of it is I believe it is the civil rights issue
of our time. It gets to the essence of the American idea, this idea
in the second paragraph of the Declaration of Independence, that
we all are endowed by our creator with the right to pursue happi-
ness. In modern life, we take that as your opportunity to live the
American dream. To have that dream a reality in modern America,
it all starts with an education.

Secondly, I am passionate about this because, you know, there is
a lot in this debate that is complicated, but there are some things
that are not very complicated. To me, what is not very complicated
is this: if we want to determine what the best option is for a child,
we ought to ask their parents. The best way to determine what is
the best path for a child’s future is to let that parent decide what
is the best option for them.

I have seen in Indiana what happens when those options open
up. In Indiana, we now have 200,000 families, 200,000 kids, who
are taking advantage of educational opportunities through vouch-
ers, through charters, through public school choice opportunities,
virtual school, and the like.

It is amazing, as Mr. Bryan talked about, as he has seen in
North Carolina. When the families come—each year, we have a
rally at our state house where thousands of families show up. They
are part of this program and advocating for it to continue in the
future. Those families are a mosaic of our state. Every race, color,
and creed, religion, economic background, all just looking for an op-
portunity to have their shot at the American dream.

You know, today’s conversation will no doubt talk about a lot of
the complexities that come with providing educational opportuni-
ties for kids in America, what is the appropriate role of the Federal
Government, what’s the pitfalls, philosophical concerns.

All that debate is legitimate; right? We all need to remember as
we work through that debate that as we wait, as we frankly dither,
millions of kids in this country are going to go to a school today
where they do not really have a chance to succeed, and we can do
better. We can make sure that every kid in America has a chance.

So now, with that, and again I appreciate the chairman giving
me the opportunity to start here, you know, it is interesting as we
talk about statistics, one of the things that has changed as this
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movement, as Mr. Robinson talked about, has evolved, is the popu-
larity of these programs.

A recent poll came out, released just a few days ago, by the Beck
Research and the American Federation for Children, and it says
choice programs, educational choice are favored, 74 percent of par-
ents favor these options, 23 percent oppose. Seventy-six percent of
African Americans favor, 20 oppose. Seventy-six percent of Latino’s
favor, 21 oppose. Millennials now, 75 percent favor.

Mr. Robinson, could you talk a little, why do you think these pro-
grams—why do you think parents support school choice?

Mr. ROBINSON. Parents support school choice because they sim-
ply want what is best for their own children. You know, it is inter-
esting that education may be one of the few human endeavors
where the customers’ voice at times seems not to matter. In other
places, if customers say I do not want to buy your product, guess
what, in some places, your business is going to actually cease to
exist.

When we ask parents what kind of school do you want, they
want a school that has strong academics, a school that is safe, so
what parents have done simply is to say we would like to have ac-
cess to the tax dollars we invest in our system. Remember, it is the
taxpayers’ money, and they see that it is important.

I had a chance, in fact, I moved to Milwaukee for two years to
study where at that time had the most robust three sector initia-
tives in the nation, one-third of its school age population decided
not to enroll themselves in the traditional public school system.

It was not because they did not like public schools. It was be-
cause they liked parental options. I think often we overuse the con-
junction “or,” it is either “private school or public school,” when
really it is an “and” aspect. They like it because it is making a
great difference.

When you look today and realize there is over 27,000 students
enrolled in Milwaukee where in 1990 there were a few hundred
students at several schools, that is not by accident.

It was mentioned earlier about supply side. Be very clear. If
there is a demand, there will be a supply. There has been a growth
in the private schools that have grown in Milwaukee and other cit-
ies that have taken place, even Washington, D.C. where you have
a healthy market, we have seen changes.

Mr. MESSER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to today’s
debate.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman. I thought I was going
to have to gavel down my own time there for just a minute. Mr.
Scott, you are recognized.

Mr. Scort. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Before I begin ques-
tioning, I would like to submit three letters for the record by na-
tional groups in opposition to using public funds for private schools.
One from the National School Boards Association, one from Ameri-
cans United for Separation of Church and State, and a final one
from the National Coalition for Public Education.

Chairman KLINE. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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National School Boards Association

www.nsba.org
Phone: 703.838NSBA  Fax: 703.683.7590
1680 Duke Street Alexandrio, Virginia 22314 -3493

February 3, 2016 Cur Mission

Working with and

The Honorable John Kline through our State

Chairman Associations, NSBA

Advocates for Equity

The Honorable Robert C. “Bobby” Scott and Excellence in

Sentor Democratic Member Public Education

through School Board

Committee on Education and the Workforce Leadership
U.8. House of Representatives )

Washington, DC 20515 Office of Advocacy

Re: “Expanding Educational Oppartunity through School Choice” Hearing John Dl;r?’f:;ﬂe

esldent

Dear Chairman Kline and Ranking Member Scott: Thowmas J. Gentzel

Executive Director
The National School Boards Association (NSBA), representing more than 90,000
local school board members across the nation, working with and through our Michael C. Zola
state associations, is writing to acknowledge today’s hearing that seeks to examine Associate Exeeutive Diroctor
school choice and discuss how federal policies can support such efforts.

As you explore school choice throughout our communiries, we urge you to examine the range of choices that are
offered by our nation’s public school districts, which educate more than fifty million students, From local
magnet schools and charter schools authorized by local school boards to public specialty schools, such as military
academies and those offering specialized curricula for science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM),
many of our public school districts provide several options for the success of our students.

NSBA has long held the position that public funds should not be used directly or indirectly through tax credits,
vouchers, or a choice system to fund education at any elementary and/or secondary private, parochial, or home
school. NSBA supports local community public schools and unconditionally opposes vouchers, tuition tax
credits and similar schemes, including charter schools not approved by local school boards. In fact, NSBA’s
Center for Public Education recently published a report on “School Cholve: What the Research Sus,” which
analyzes school choice in all its permutations:

. Choice within the public school system (magnet and charter schools, inter- and intra-district transfers,
and traditional neighborhood schools);

. Choice outside the public schools (private schools, vouchers and tax credirs, homeschooling); and,

. Virtual schools, which can be either public or private.

We hope that this report will inform the ongoing conversation about the efficacy of school choice in our
nation's efforts to assure every child is prepared for college, careers and citizenship.
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The Honorable John Kline and The Honorable Robert C. “Bobby” Scott
Committee on Education and the Workforce

U.S. House of Representatives

February 3, 2016

Page Two

As you discuss options for supporting school choice, please note the following:

e Choice in itself may not produce better outcomes. While many schools of choice do an exemplary job, the
results are not universally better than those produced by traditional public schools.

o Nonpublic school choice is not a panacea. Policymakers who are considering supporting parents who wish
to choose private schools or homeschooling should be aware that very little is known about the overall
efficacy of schooling outside of public schools.

®  Expanding charter schools is not an overall reform stravegy. Most charter schools are no better than their
raditional public school counterparrs. Merely having more of them will not raise performance. Rather,
policymakers and educators should focus on learning from successful local public schools and districts
about policies and practices that can help improve all schools.

Moreover, the numerous options for educational choice provided by our public school districts promote success
in student achieverent and school performance, preparing our students for college and careers. The attached
examples of effective public school choice are indicative of how vital our public school districts are to their
respective communities, economies and the nation in expanding opportunities for our students, as future leaders
and practitioners in numerous sectors.

We appreciate this opportunity to highlight the successful and diverse programs of study offered by many of our
public school districts, which help advance both equity and excellence to support our school boards in their
efforts to provide the high-quality public education that all children desetve and need to be successful adults and
citizens.

Sincerely,
C/ﬁmmm 6/%%;

Thomas ]. Gentzel
Executive Director

Artachments:
o “School Choice: What the Research Says,” Center for Public Education, National School Boards Association,
October 2015

e Examples of successful programs for school choice in our public school districts
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Westar Energy at Kanza Education and
Science Park

Topeka Public Schools, Topeka, KS
About the Program

Topeka Public Schools is an inner-city school district with a diverse student population. In 2010, the district
purchased 152 acres of land that would become the Kanza Education and Science Park, Westar Energy was in
need of a new substation location and a competent and career-ready workforce. Faced with the challenges of
filling STEM-related job openings, Westar formed a partnership with Topeka. The district now has a 152-acre
outdoor classroom for hands-on learning. Teachers have aligned lessons ta Common Core standards, Westar
color-coded the substation so that it can be used to teach students about the flow of energy. Nearby, there are
information kiosks and multilevel seating so that the substation can be used as an outdoor classroom. Westar
also provides many educational experiences, inctuding curriculum development, academic pathways, job
shadowing, internships, and scholarships.

Resuits

The Westar partnership has expanded educational and career opportunities for Topeka students, Programs as
a result of the partnership include Young Entrepreneurs internships, the Westar Corporate Big Brothers/Big
Sisters program, educational summer camps, the construction of a wind turbine, an environmental science
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research lab, teacher externships for the creation of Lesson in a Box, Electrify Your Future events (where
students are exposed to various energy industry careers), Optimize Your Future {where students learn about
the craft arena), field trips, and after-school programs.

The Board's Involvement

The school board was instrumental in purchasing the land and forming the partnership with Westar Energy.
With careers becoming increasing dependent on a STEM foundation, the board has been particularly receptive
to ideas that will better prepare students for this reality. The board has supported many of the initiatives
proposed for the Kanza property. With the encouragement of the school board, Westar signed on to provide
educational resources that otherwise would not have been available.

Contact

Megan Ackerman
Communications Specialist
mackerm@topeka. k12 ks.us
www.t

¥ ¥

Helpful Links:
Topeka Public Schools

chools.net

© 2015 National School Boards Association
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Future Ready

Career and technical education gets a 21st century reboot
Michelle Healy

Students in Janet Harris’ digital media, video editing, and television broadcasting classes are making a name
for themselves with an online broadcast service. They produce, direct, and record more than 50 live programs
{mostly sports, but also teadership and community service activities) each year for Deer Creek High School in
Edmond, Oklahoma.

Fans include students and family members who turn to the student-run service (known as AntlerVision) when
they can't attend live campus events.

“It’s a great service to the school community,” and through it, “my students are being prepared for the
workforce and they're getting jobs like crazy,” says Harris, She teaches the course at Deer Creek for Francis
Tuttle Technology Center, the regional career and technology education (CTE) school.

Among those students is Chris White, 17, one of several hired by OKPreps, a Tulsa-based sports broadcasting
company, to shoot video and provide coverage during a 900-game national youth basketball championship in
Dallas.
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White, who says his real passion is computers, turned a summer internship at OKPreps into a paid, part-time
job programming and coding software used for the company's streaming platform.

“I really like making videos, which is producing good content, so | put a lot of time into it," says the 11th-
grader, an executive producer on this year's AntlerVision staff. But instead of a career behind a camera or
calling the shots at ESPN someday, he's contemplating a future in computer technology after college. He
credits career tech with putting him on this path,

“The job in broadcast (helped) me learn that there's a whole range of things you can build software for,” he
says. “1 love building software that works with media.”

The Skills Gap

Giving students such hands-on experiences where they can put into context what they learn in the studio,
workshop, lab, and classroom, while also developing employability skills suited for the global economy and
the digital age, is key to high-quality CTE, says Sean Lynch, a spokesman for the Association of Career and
Technical Education.

Lynch and other career-tech advocates say that over the past 30 years, this educational model has evolved
considerably from the days of focusing solely on vocational training for various trades to preparing students
for success in college and careers and giving them the foundation to further their education later.

Driving this transformation? “More and more business and industry leaders pointing to a disconnect in
available positions and qualified professionals available to fill them,” commonly referred to as the skills gap,
says Lynch. “And they're tooking to CTE programs to partner with to provide (the needed) learning
opportunities earlier and to raise awareness that these jobs are out there.”

From national, state, and local government levels to various education and professional groups, "there has
been a concerted effort to really put career and technical education more in the 21st rather than in the mid-
20th century,” says James Stone, director of the National Research Center for Career and Technical Education.

“When you think about college and career readiness, which is the current mantra in education circles, the
career readiness piece screams for career and technical education.”

Among those advocating the benefits of high-quality CTE: former U.S, Secretary of Education Arne Duncan,
who has characterized CTE programs as "helping to connect students with the high-demand science,
technology, engineering, and math (STEM) -- where so many good jobs are waiting.”

21st Century Reboots

That's the thinking in Utah, where the State Office of Education launched the new Utah Aerospace Pathways
program in September. The pilot program, currently offered to students in several high schools in the Granite
and Davis school districts, aims to increase the workforce building precision components for the airline
industry, the military, and space exploration.
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Participants will earn a certificate in aerospace manufacturing, complete a paid internship, and become
eligibte for a job at one of six industry partners: Boeing, Harris, Hexcel, Hill Air Force Base, Janicki, and Orbital
ATK. They also can receive tuition reimbursement for college after a year of employment.

The companies joined together to propase the program to state economic development officials to address
the region’s need for more skilled aerospace workers, says Doug Livingston, technology and engineering
education specialist for the Utah State Office of Education.

“They were essentially competing for the same employees and there just are not enough” to meet current and
anticipated workforce demands, he says,

At Harford Technical High School in Bel Air, Maryland, the former computer networking and technology
program has gotten a 21st century reboot into a cybersecurity program, Students study malware, viruses, and
data security, along with ethics and moral philosophy in a digital age, en route to earning a range of industry-
level certifications while still in high school.

Because of the job market, “we have not only increased the certifications, but also the rigor of the course,”
says Harford Principal Charles Hagan. "And we're trying to teach them not only what to do and how to do it,
but also the ethics part of it.”

STEM Boost

With the growing importance of STEM education to high-demand job opportunities, New lersey's Camden
County Technicat Schools (CCTS) have boosted their STEM-related career options to include programs in pre-
engineering, green engineering, information technology, and envirenmental science.

With sponsorship and engineering support from the Campbell Soup Company (its world headquarters just
minutes away), Camden County Technicat Schools’ pre-engineering program participates in the nation-wide
FIRST (For Inspiration and Reco