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Introduction

With Republicans controlling a majority of state houses and the U.S. House of
Representatives, interest in school vouchers has spiked during the past year at the federal,
state, and local levels. Vouchers are payments that parents use to finance private school
tuition for their children. Although vouchers can be privately funded, the programs that
attract the most attention and controversy provide vouchers paid for with public tax
dollars.

In the deal that ended the stalemate over the federal fiscal year 2011 budget, Congress
restored funding for the District of Columbia voucher program, which had been
discontinued in 2009 by the Obama Administration and the previous Democratic-
controlled Congress. Vouchers are also likely to be a hot-button issue during the upcoming
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the 2012 national
elections. Indiana recently enacted a statewide voucher program, and other states are
actively considering voucher proposals with strong support from key legislators and
governors. The school board in Douglas County, Colorado, adopted a local private school
voucher program this spring.

In 2000, the Center on Education Policy (CEP), an independent nonprofit organization,
reviewed and summarized the major research on school vouchers in the report School
Vouchers: What We Know and Don’t Know and How We Could Learn More, available at
www.cep-dc.org. Since 2000, much has changed in the voucher landscape. On the
legislative front, new voucher programs have been established during the past decade in
D.C., Ohio, and New Orleans, in addition to the recently adopted programs in Douglas
County and Indiana. Citizens’ referenda on vouchers in California, Michigan, and Utah were
defeated by sizeable margins. On the judicial front, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the
longstanding Cleveland voucher program was constitutional, but state Supreme Courts
struck down an established voucher program in Florida and a new statewide program in
Colorado. On the research front, numerous studies have added to the knowledge base
about vouchers, including comprehensive studies examining the longer-term effects of
vouchers in Milwaukee, Cleveland, and D.C.

This CEP report provides updated information for policymakers and others about the
status of publicly funded voucher programs and the findings of major voucher studies
published since 2000. Other types of programs also subsidize private school tuition—
including tuition tax credits, specialized vouchers for students with disabilities, “town
tuition” programs for remote rural students, and privately funded vouchers—but in order
to produce a succinct report focusing on the most controversial form of subsidy, we limited
our review to publicly funded voucher programs for general education students.


http://www.cep-dc.org/

Part I of this report consists of CEP’s own reflections about changes in the voucher
landscape over the past decade and our own synthesis of broad findings emerging across
the studies reviewed for this report. Part I describes the major publicly funded voucher
programs in the U.S. that are currently operating or were discontinued during the past
decade, as well as significant court cases and ballot initiatives related to vouchers. Part III
summarizes the key findings of major studies of publicly funded voucher programs
released since 2000. Part IV presents a few final observations about the complexities of
voucher research and suggestions for ensuring that future studies are objective and high-
quality.



Part I. Reflections and Synthesis

Several themes became apparent as we reviewed a decade’s worth of key developments
and major research concerning vouchers. Below we discuss our reflections on changes in
voucher policies, programs, and politics over the past decade and present our synthesis of
broad findings on the effects of vouchers from multiple studies reviewed for this report.

Reflections on the Changing Voucher Landscape

Several notable developments have occurred during the past decade in voucher research,
programs, and politics.

Additional research has demonstrated that vouchers do not have a strong effect on
students’ academic achievement.

Since 2000, more evidence has accumulated about the impact of vouchers on student test
scores, particularly from longer-term studies of the publicly funded voucher programs in
Milwaukee, Cleveland, and D.C. As discussed more in the synthesis of findings below, these
studies have generally found no clear advantage in academic achievement for students
attending private schools with vouchers.

The rhetoric used to support voucher programs has shifted, with some proponents
giving less emphasis to rationales based on achievement and more emphasis to
arguments based on graduation rates, parent satisfaction, and the value of choice in
itself.

Vouchers are controversial and tend to evoke passionate opinions. Strongly held
philosophical beliefs may play as much a role in shaping people’s views about vouchers as
empirical evidence does.

Proponents often maintain that vouchers give low-income children an opportunity to
improve their learning by transferring from lower-performing public schools to better-
performing private schools—an option already available to families who can afford to pay
tuition. Proponents also assert, among other points, that vouchers create an incentive for
public schools to improve by fostering competition and can be a more efficient and cost
effective way of funding education than providing money to public bureaucracies.

Opponents often contend that vouchers unfairly channel tax dollars to private schools
without requiring these schools to abide by the same requirements as public schools in
such areas as accountability, testing, or special education. Opponents also assert, among
other arguments, that vouchers drain much-needed resources, as well as motivated
students and parents, from financially strapped public schools and affect only a small




number of children without providing the comprehensive reforms needed to strengthen
the entire public education system.

Past arguments in favor of vouchers often emphasized the academic benefits for
participating students, as the following examples indicate:

These [D.C.] scholarships would allow moms and dads to send their children to schools
where they can really learn and succeed.
—Former Secretary of Education Rod Paige, 20031

School vouchers are a viable method of allowing all American children access to high

quality schools, including private and religious schools. Every parent, not just the

wealthy, should be able to obtain the highest quality education for their children.
—Senator John McCain, 20032

In addition, eight rigorous studies of six cities . .. have all confirmed that school choice
boosts the academic achievement of inner-city and African-American students.
—Former D.C. Mayor Anthony Williams, 20033

With the publication of more recent evidence showing no clear achievement advantage
among students receiving publicly funded vouchers, the rhetoric used to justify vouchers
has shifted. Although some voucher advocates continue to maintain that vouchers have
been found to improve student achievement, others note that vouchers have not been
found to harm the achievement of participating students and may increase public school
performance through competition. In addition, some voucher advocates are highlighting
the positive impacts of vouchers on graduation rates and parent satisfaction and the
importance of providing choice as a right in itself. The following examples illustrate some
of the current rhetoric of voucher supporters:

First off, 20 years in, it’s hard to argue that the nation’s biggest and most established
voucher experiment has ‘worked’ if the measure is whether vouchers lead to higher
reading and math scores. Happily, that’s never been my preferred metric for structural
reforms—both because I think it’s the wrong way to study them . .. but, more
importantly, because choice-based reform shouldn’t be understood as that kind of
intervention. Rather, choice-based reform should be embraced as an opportunity for
educators to create more focused and effective schools and for reformers to solve
problems in smarter ways.

—Rick Hess, American Enterprise Institute, 20104

1http://www.dcwatch.com/schools/ps030624e.htm

cc35- ec3f 07d4 C3a3c94b086c&Reglon 1d &Issue id= d4aef26f 6058 897e-4b4a-5fd1082aeef5.

3http://www.dcwatch.com /schools/ps030624f.htm

4http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/rick hess straight up/2010/04/non-
effects of milwaukee vouchers whats it mean.html




As an advocate of school choice, all I can say is thank heavens for the Milwaukee
results. Here’s why: If my fellow supporters of charter schools and vouchers can finally
be pushed off their obsession with test scores, maybe we can focus on the real reason
that school choice is a good idea. Schools differ in what they teach and how they teach
it, and parents care deeply about both, regardless of whether test scores rise.
—Charles Murray, American Enterprise Institute, 20115

The appeal of school choice centers around a belief that greater choice meets the
desires of parents, and improves the quality of education by fostering innovation and
competition.

—School Choice Task Force, Douglas County (Colorado) School District, 2010°

Voucher opponents have also seized on recent evidence about the lack of a clear effect on
student achievement to buttress their views, as the following example shows.

In study after study, students utilizing vouchers appear to perform no better than their
peers left behind in the public schools. This should raise real questions among taxpayers
and others about why Pennsylvania would establish a costly new taxpayer funded
program, only accessible to certain individuals and likely not to provide the voucher
students with any substantial benefit.

—NMichael |. Crossey, vice president, Pennsylvania State Education Association, 20117

Voucher programs and proposals are moving beyond just serving low-income
families in particular cities to reaching middle-income families in a broader
geographic area.

Most of the earlier voucher programs were targeted on low-income families in large cities
or on students attending the lowest-performing public schools in a state. Some of the more

recent voucher programs and proposals have a broader reach that includes middle-income
families in an entire state or county:

e Indiana’s new voucher program is open to families throughout the state with
incomes of up to 150% of the maximum income for reduced-price school lunch.

e The Douglas County, Colorado, program is open to families of all income levels.
e A state budget bill recently signed by Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker expands the

state-funded voucher program beyond Milwaukee to encompass students in the
Racine Unified School District and suburban schools in Milwaukee County. The bill

Shttp://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/05/opinion/05murray.html

6http://schools.dcsdk12.org/education/dept/dept.php?sectiondetailid=187231&

7http://www.psea.org/uploadedFiles/Newsroom/Testimony/PSEASenateBill1 Testimony Feb162011.pdf




also lifts the cap on the number of participants and opens up the program to families
with incomes of up to 300% of federal poverty guidelines.

In expanding voucher programs to middle- and higher-income families and suburban
families, policymakers risk alienating those who support vouchers as a means to improve
education for low-income urban students. Former Milwaukee Superintendent Howard
Fuller opposed the Wisconsin voucher expansion on these grounds:

I will continue to fight for vouchers, tax credit scholarships, opportunity scholarship
programs, charter schools, home schools, virtual schools—anything that empowers
low-income and working-class people to be able to have some of the capacity to choose
what those of us with money have. I will never fight for giving people who already have
means more resources. Because, in the end, that will disadvantage and squeeze out the
possibility of poor parents having some of these options . .. [If] that’s the way the
movement has to be going forward, it’s not something that I can be part of.

—Howard Fuller, founder Black Alliance for Educational Options®

Many of the newer voucher studies have been conducted or sponsored by
organizations that support vouchers.

When we last reviewed voucher research in 2000, the number of studies was limited. The
most notable ones were state-mandated and/or independent evaluations of the Milwaukee,
Cleveland, and Florida voucher programs done by university-based researchers. Since that
time, numerous additional voucher studies have been published, including those described
in part III. (As explained in part III, our review did not include reports that were mainly
opinion pieces or theoretical in nature.)

Given the controversy over vouchers, researchers must be especially careful that their own
opinions or those of their sponsoring or funding organizations do not compromise the
objectivity of their analyses. To determine whether the authors and sponsors of the studies
reviewed for this report had taken a clear position for or against vouchers, we researched
mission statements, public statements, and other evidence available on the Web. We also
researched the positions of the organizations that funded the studies where this
information was available.

In many cases, we could not discern the views of these authors or groups based on publicly
available information. In several cases, however, we did find clear evidence of a position on
vouchers in mission statements or other public information from the sponsors or funders
of various studies. In all of the cases where we found such evidence, the organizations
supported vouchers. They include the following:

8http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/06/26/politics/main20074509.shtml#ixzz1QPws3PGA and

http://www.jsonline.mobi/more/news/124004679.htm

http://www.redefinedonline.org/2011/04/howard-fuller-podcasted/




o Six of the studies described in this report were conducted, sponsored, or
cosponsored by the Foundation for Educational Choice, an organization established
by economists Milton and Rose D. Friedman “to promote universal school choice as
the most effective and equitable way to improve the quality of K-12 education in
America.”10

e One study was sponsored by School Choice Wisconsin, which “supports expanded
educational options for parents through the use of school vouchers, charter schools,
and innovative public-private partnerships.”11

e The Cato Institute, an organization that promotes individual liberty and free
markets, was a cosponsor of one of the studies analyzed, along with the
aforementioned Foundation for Educational Choice. Cato’s education research,
according to its Web site, is “founded on the principle that parents are best suited to
make important decisions regarding the care and education of their children,” and
its researchers seek to shift the public debate “toward a future where government-
run schools give way to a dynamic, independent system of schools competing to
meet the needs of American children.” 12

e One study was cosponsored by three organizations with pro-voucher positions: the
Foundation for Educational Choice; the Foundation for Educational Excellence,
which was established by former Florida Governor Jeb Bush and includes school
choice as one of its reform goals;!3 and the James Madison Institute, an organization
rooted in the ideals of “limited government, economic freedom, federalism, and
individual liberty” that has published several pro-voucher opinion pieces.14

We did not find concrete statements of opposition to vouchers for any of the authors,
sponsors, or funders of the studies included in this report. Although it is likely that some of
these researchers or sponsors are indeed opposed to vouchers, or at least are perceived as
being anti-voucher, they have not publicized their views.

In general, voucher opponents appear to have been less active in pursuing voucher
research in recent years than voucher supporters. Interest among opponents may have
diminished as a result of key state court decisions or shifts in the political winds.
Additionally, as empirical studies increasingly seemed to find that vouchers had little or no

10http://www.edchoice.org/About-Us/Mission---History.aspx

11http://www.schoolchoicewi.org/about/index.cfm

12http://www.cato.org/education-child-policy

13http://www.excelined.org/Pages/About Us/Reform Agenda.aspx and

http://www.excelined.org/ReformNews/2011/Giving Parents a Choice and Voice in Education .aspx?page=Archives.as

px%3Fyear%3D2011%26month%3D1&pagenum=0

14http://www.jamesmadison.org/about/about.html and http://www.jamesmadison.org/wp-
content/uploads/pdf/materials/483.pdf




impact on student achievement, some researchers may have felt that further study was
unnecessary. Scholars who wanted to be on the cutting edge of educational research may
have turned their attention to other topics, such as public school improvement.

This is not to say that individuals or groups with a pro-voucher or anti-voucher stance
cannot produce objective and rigorous research. It does speak to a need for the authors of
voucher studies to take great care to avoid bias and for other researchers to give close
scrutiny to their work. We also understand that perceptions of objectivity may vary
depending on where one stands on the voucher issue. Part [V of this report includes
recommendations to help ensure that voucher research is objective and meets high
standards.

Svynthesis of Findings across Voucher Studies

Efforts to study the impact of vouchers are complicated by various factors. First, each
voucher program has its own set of rules governing eligibility for families and schools,
selection of voucher recipients and schools, voucher amounts and funding processes,
requirements placed on participating private schools, and other characteristics. Differences
in program characteristics can affect the conclusions reached by various studies and make
it difficult to generalize across studies or know whether a program that produced certain
results in one area could be replicated in another. Research outcomes may also vary based
on how long a voucher program has been in place. These observations suggest that each
study’s findings are most accurate in the context of that particular voucher program.

Second, designing a voucher study involves several complex decisions about methodology
that can affect conclusions. For example, researchers may use various methods, such as
controlling for certain variables, to try to sort out the extent to which an outcome is likely
the result of receipt of a voucher rather than of student, family, or school characteristics.
Researchers may also make different decisions about such issues as which public school
students to use as a control group, whether to track outcomes for the same group of
students over time or use different cohorts, how long to study the program to capture long-
term effects, or what do to about students who leave voucher schools after a year or two. In
this environment, it is not surprising that voucher researchers sometimes criticize each
other’s methodologies.

Third, even in a well-designed study, it is often not possible to attribute a certain outcome
to the receipt of a voucher because so many other factors inside and outside of school can
affect educational outcomes.

Even with these caveats in mind, some broad themes became apparent after we reviewed
the numerous studies analyzed for this report. Below we have identified a limited number
of cross-cutting findings, which we have grouped into two tiers, depending on how
conclusive the findings were.



Tier 1

Tier 1 includes one finding that was supported by several studies done by various groups.

Achievement gains for voucher students are similar to those of their public school
peers.

According to several recent studies, gains in achievement are about the same for low-
income students receiving vouchers as they are for comparable public school students:

e Students in grades 3-8 who participated in the Milwaukee voucher program had
rates of achievement growth over three years that were similar to those of a random
sample of Milwaukee public school students with analogous characteristics,
according to a comprehensive study by the School Choice Demonstration Project
(SCDP) at the University of Arkansas.

e When adjustments were made for students’ prior achievement, mobility, and
minority status, the overall achievement of students who participated for several
years in the Cleveland voucher program did not differ significantly from that of
comparable public school students, according to a long-term evaluation by Indiana
University researchers.

e Areanalysis of test data from the Cleveland program by researchers at the National
Center for the Study of Privatization in Education found no academic advantages for
voucher users in Cleveland.

e Low-income students who were awarded private school vouchers through the
Washington, D.C. program showed no significant differences in reading and math
achievement from a control group of students who did not receive voucher awards,
according to a study conducted by researchers from several organizations and
universities for the U.S. Department of Education. Although females and higher-
achieving students did appear to have higher levels of reading achievement if they
received a voucher, the researchers noted that these findings could be due to
chance.

While some studies have found limited test score gains for voucher students in certain
subject areas or grade levels, these findings are inconsistent among studies, and the gains
are either not statistically significant, not clearly caused by vouchers, or not sustained in
the long run.
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Tier 2

Tier 2 includes four findings that cut across multiple studies but were less conclusive than
the tier 1 finding, either because they were supported by fewer studies, could not be clearly
attributed to vouchers, or were based on self-reports. These tier 2 findings are from studies
sponsored by various organizations, including some with a clear pro-voucher position.

Students receiving vouchers graduated from high school at a higher rate than their
public school counterparts.

Studies of Milwaukee and D.C. found higher graduation rates among voucher students than
among public school students. These include the SCDP study of the Milwaukee program;
another study in Milwaukee by School Choice Wisconsin, a group with a clear position in
favor of vouchers; and the U.S. Department of Education study of the D.C. voucher program.

These studies had limitations, however, that may make their findings less than conclusive.
In general, researchers were not able to determine whether the higher graduation rates
were caused by practices in the voucher schools, and whether families who use vouchers
differed from other families in ways that would lead to higher graduation rates. The fact
that voucher users have parents who were sufficiently motivated to seek out a voucher
suggests that these parents may have a greater tendency than other parents to support and
encourage their children to aspire to finish high school and attend college.

In addition, some of the benefits in educational attainment for voucher students found by
the SCDP study became less significant or not statistically significant when the researchers
controlled for such factors as mother’s education, income, two-parent families, and
religious attendance. The D.C. findings were based on parents’ reports of their children'’s
attainment rather than on data collected from district records.

In some cities or states with voucher programs, gains in student achievement were
greater in public schools most affected by voucher competition than in other public
schools.

Several voucher studies have examined academic achievement trends in public schools to
test advocates’ assumption that competition from a voucher program will spur
improvements in public education:

e The SCDP study of the Milwaukee voucher program found slightly greater gains in
achievement among public school students most affected by voucher competition
(as determined by a competition index developed for the study) than among public
school students less affected by vouchers.
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e An analysis of the Milwaukee program by Federal Reserve economist Rajashri
Chakrabarti concluded that test scores improved at a much greater rate in high-
poverty schools that were eligible for the voucher program than in a control group
of similar schools that were not eligible. This effect emerged only in the second
phase of the Milwaukee voucher program, after the program expanded in size,
opened up to religious schools, and raised the dollar amounts of the vouchers. An
analysis by Harvard economist Caroline Hoxby arrived at a similar conclusion.

e Testscores either improved or stayed the same in the lowest-performing public
schools targeted by the Ohio statewide voucher program, according to a study by
the Foundation for Educational Choice, a pro-voucher group. This study was limited
to data from the first year of the program.

Other studies of the impact of education reforms in Florida, including vouchers, found
improvements in test scores in public schools rated as failing, a group that includes schools
targeted for vouchers. Other reforms were occurring at the same time in Florida, however,
most notably an accountability system that rated schools by letter grades. Although some
of these studies sought to tease out the extent to which vouchers in particular contributed
to these public school achievement gains, it is difficult, if not impossible to decisively
attribute the causes of achievement gains.

This difficulty of sorting out causation applies not only to Florida. In many of the cities or
states with voucher programs, a variety of reforms are underway to boost public school
achievement, ranging from the strict accountability requirements of the No Child Left
Behind Act to the expansion of charter schools. Often the public schools most affected by
vouchers are the same ones targeted for intensive interventions due to consistently low
performance.

Parents of children who receive vouchers are generally more satisfied with their
child’s school.

In both the SCDP study of Milwaukee and the mandated study of D.C., parents participating
in the voucher programs reported high levels of satisfaction with their children’s school.
The Milwaukee study surveyed both voucher parents and public school parents and found
higher levels of satisfaction among the voucher parents, although the public school group
also generally gave their schools high marks.

While the D. C. voucher program has had a positive impact on parents’ satisfaction with
their child’s school and their perceptions of the school’s safety, the program had no effect
on students’ school satisfaction or reports on school conditions, according to the U.S.
Department of Education study.

Findings about parent satisfaction are, by necessity, based on parents’ self-reports. While
parent satisfaction with their child’s school is a worthy goal, parents who have been given
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the opportunity to choose their child’s school may be more satisfied than other parents
precisely because they chose it, regardless of whether the school offers better instruction
or contributes to higher achievement.

Voucher programs have lowered costs for some taxpayers, although sometimes a
portion of the costs has been shifted to other levels of government.

The Milwaukee voucher program saved the state of Wisconsin nearly $52 million in fiscal
year 2011, according to the SCDP evaluation, because the voucher program had lower per-
pupil costs than the costs of educating students in the Milwaukee public schools. These
benefits were not shared equally among Wisconsin taxpayers, however. While citizens who
paid state sales and income taxes benefitted, property taxpayers in the city of Milwaukee
experienced a fiscal penalty. This has occurred because state per pupil aid for voucher
students no longer flows to the Milwaukee Public Schools, but the state continues to deduct
a portion of the voucher expenses from Milwaukee’s state aid allotment. To offset some of
this state aid deduction, the city has raised property taxes.

In Washington, D.C., the voucher program saved the city and its schools money, according
to a study by the Cato Institute and the Foundation for Educational Choice. This was mostly
because the program is federally funded and includes a federal grant. Still, if the federal
grant were withdrawn and the program were locally funded, the researchers calculated
that the city would save more than $250,000.
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Part Il. Major Voucher Programs, Court Cases, and Referenda

Although all voucher programs are built on the same basic principles, they differ in their
key characteristics. Moreover, the field is constantly evolving, as older programs are
phased out, existing programs are challenged in lawsuits, and new programs are enacted or
proposed. This part describes the main publicly funded programs that provide (or
previously provided) vouchers for private school tuition, as well as the major federal and
state court cases and state ballot initiatives related to vouchers.

Voucher Programs Included and Not Included in This Review

Our review focused on publicly funded voucher programs. It did not include the following
types of programs:

e Tax credit scholarship programs, such as those available in Arizona, Florida,
Georgia, and other states, that provide tax credits to families or corporations for
payments made for children’s private school tuition

e Voucher programs specifically for students with disabilities or students in foster
care, such as those adopted by Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Ohio, Oklahoma,
and Utah

e “Town tuition” programs, such as those in Maine and Vermont, that limit vouchers
to students in rural areas where public schooling is not available

e Privately funded voucher programs

e Voucher programs in other countries

Seven current voucher programs meet these criteria, including programs in Wisconsin,
Cleveland, the District of Columbia, Ohio, New Orleans, Douglas County (Colorado), and
Indiana. These programs are briefly described below, from oldest to newest. Also described
is an additional private school voucher program in the state of Florida. This program, which
has been the subject of several research studies, operated for several years but was struck
down by the Florida Supreme Court in 2006.

In addition to the current and former voucher programs described below, new legislative
proposals for vouchers are pending in Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and other states.
Voucher proposals have been defeated in recent years by the legislatures or electorates in
California, Georgia, lllinois, Michigan, New Hampshire, Texas, Utah, and elsewhere.

Current Voucher Programs

Wisconsin Parental Choice Program — established in Milwaukee in 1990, expanded to
other locations in 2011
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The Milwaukee Parental Choice Program was the first large-scale, publicly funded voucher
program in the nation. The program provides vouchers to students in grades K-12 who
reside in Milwaukee and whose family income does not exceed 175% of the poverty level.
Participating private schools must admit any eligible student; if the number of private
school applicants exceeds the number of open slots, students are chosen by lottery.

Under the program, participating families receive a specific amount per student— $6,442
in school year 2010-11—to attend the participating private school of their choice within
the city of Milwaukee. Originally, the program was restricted to non-religious schools, but
in 1998 the Wisconsin Supreme Court affirmed the legality under the state’s constitution of
including religious school in the program. In school year 2010-11, approximately 120
private schools participated.

In 2006, the maximum number of student slots for the program was increased from 15,000
to 22,500. At the same time, the program was amended to place greater accountability
requirements on participating schools.

A budget bill enacted in June 2011 will expand the state-funded voucher program beyond
Milwaukee to include students who attend suburban schools in Milwaukee County and
students in the Racine Unified School District. The new legislation also lifts the cap on the
number of participants and opens up the program to families with incomes of up to 300%
of federal poverty guidelines.

Sources:

Alan J. Borsuk, “Study Finds Results of MPS and Voucher School Students Are Similar,” Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, March
26, 2009, http: //www.jsonline.com/news/education/41868652.html

Alan J. Borsuk, “Milwaukee Could Become First American City to Use Universal Vouchers for Education,” Milwaukee

Journal Sentinel, March 26, 2011, http://www.jsonline.com/news/education/118721419.html

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, Milwaukee Parental Choice Program [Web page],
http://dpi.state.wi.us/sms/choice.html

Associated Press, “Wis. Gov. Signs Budget Cutting Education $1.85B,” CBS News, June 26, 2011,
http://www.cbsnews.com /stories/2011/06/26/politics/main20074509.shtmI#ixzz1 QPws3PGA

Patrick Marley & Jason Stein, “Senate OK’d Budget Goes to Walker,” Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, June 16, 2011,
http://www.jsonline.mobi/more/news/124004679.htm

Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program — established in 1995

The Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring program, which is funded by the state of Ohio, was
one of the first voucher programs in the nation. It is open to students in grades K-8 who
reside within the boundaries of the Cleveland Municipal School District. (Once a student
receives a voucher, it can be renewed every year through 12t grade.)


http://www.jsonline.com/news/education/41868652.html
http://www.jsonline.com/news/education/118721419.html
http://dpi.state.wi.us/sms/choice.html
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/06/26/politics/main20074509.shtml
http://www.jsonline.mobi/more/news/124004679.htm
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Depending on family income, the state of Ohio will pay either 75% or 90% of the annual
tuition at a participating private school of the parents’ choice. The voucher amount is
capped at $3,450 per student.

Scholarships are awarded through a lottery, with priority given to students from low-
income families. The voucher can be used to attend a religious or a nonsectarian private
school. As of 2009, approximately 6,300 students and 40 private schools were participating
in the program.

Source:

Ohio Department of Education, School Options: Parent Information, Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program [Web
page],
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?page=3&TopicRelation]D=672&ContentID=576
6&Content=99796

‘ Washington, D.C., Opportunity Scholarship Program — established in 2004

The Washington, D.C., Opportunity Scholarship Program was the first federally funded
voucher program. Until the program was put on hiatus in 2009, it awarded scholarships of
up to $7,500 to students entering grades K-12 who lived within the District of Columbia
and whose family income did not exceed 185% of the federal poverty level. If the number
of applicants exceeded the number of available scholarships, participants were selected by
lottery, with priority given to students attending schools designated for improvement
under the No Child Left Behind Act.

The vouchers could be used to attend any private religious or secular school within in the
District of Columbia; however, voucher users had to meet the schools’ admission standards.
In 2009, 1,716 students and 52 schools participated in the program.

In 2009, the Obama Administration and the Congress ended funding for the program, and
the U.S. Department of Education stopped admitting new students, although students who
were already receiving vouchers could continue to receive them until they graduated from
high school.

The agreement that resolved the negotiations over the 2011 budget contained a provision
to renew the program for five more years. To qualify for the new version of the program,
students must be D.C. residents from families with incomes at or below 185% of the federal
poverty level. At the time this report was published, other details for the renewed program
were not available.

Sources:

Michelle D. Anderson, “D.C. Vouchers Resurrected in Budget Compromise,” Education Week, April 27, 2011,
http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2011/04/27/29dc.h30.html?gs=D.C.+vouchers+resurrected

Bill Turque & Shailagh Murray, “Obama Offers Compromise on D.C. Tuition Vouchers,” Washington Post, May 7, 2009,
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/05/06/AR2009050603852.html


http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?page=3&TopicRelationID=672&ContentID=5766&Content=99796
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?page=3&TopicRelationID=672&ContentID=5766&Content=99796
http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2011/04/27/29dc.h30.html?qs=D.C.+vouchers+resurrected
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/05/06/AR2009050603852.html
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Patrick Wolf et al., Evaluation of the DC Opportunity Scholarship Program: Final Report (Washington, DC: Institute of
Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, 2010), http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pubs/20104018/

D.C. Children & Youth Investment Trust Corporation, D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program [Web page],
http://www.cyitc.org/vouth/OSP.asp

Ohio Statewide EdChoice Program — established in 2005

In addition to funding the Cleveland voucher program, the state of Ohio also supports the
Educational Choice (EdChoice) Scholarship Pilot Program. The program is open to students
who attend Ohio schools that have been in “academic watch” or “academic emergency”
status for two of the last three years under the state’s accountability system. Vouchers are
worth $4,250 for K-8 students and $5,000 for high school students and may be used to pay
tuition at any participating religious or secular private school.

Participating private schools are not required to admit every applicant; voucher holders
must apply and be accepted for enrollment before using their voucher. The number of
voucher slots is capped at 14,000 per year. If the number of applicants exceeds this cap,
then participants are selected by lottery; students who are already receiving vouchers and
those whose family incomes do not exceed 200% of the federal poverty level are given
priority for vouchers. In school year 2009-10, 12,685 students and 305 private schools
participated in the program.

Source:

Oth Department of Education, School Options: Parent Informatlon EdChoice Scholarshlp Program [WeDb page],

54&Content 99797

Louisiana (New Orleans) Student Scholarships for Educational Excellence —
established in 2008

The state-funded Louisiana Student Scholarships for Educational Excellence program
provides private school tuition vouchers to elementary school students who reside in
Orleans Parish (New Orleans). To be eligible, a student must come from a family with an
income level below 250% of the federal poverty level and must have attended a K-5 school
rated “academically unacceptable” in the previous year, meaning that the school failed to
meet federal and state accountability benchmarks. Low-income students entering
kindergarten for the first time are also eligible, as are students who attended an
academically unacceptable elementary school and are repeating 6t grade.

Not all eligible applicants are guaranteed a voucher; if the number of applicants exceeds
the number of slots, then voucher recipients are chosen by lottery. Students may use the
voucher for “maximum tuition cost and incidental fees” at a private religious or secular
school of their choice that has been approved by the Louisiana Department of Education. In
2009, 1,324 students used vouchers valued at more than $7,000.


http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pubs/20104018/
http://www.cyitc.org/youth/OSP.asp
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?page=3&TopicRelationID=667&ContentID=46154&Content=99797
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?page=3&TopicRelationID=667&ContentID=46154&Content=99797
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Sources:

Michael B. Henderson, “In the Wake of the Storm,” Education Next 10, no. 2 (Spring 2010), http://educationnext.org/in-
the-wake-of-the-storm/

Louisiana Department of Education, The Student Scholarships for Educational Excellence Program [Web page],

http://www.louisianaschools.net/topics/scholarships for excellence.html

Douglas County, Colorado, Choice Scholarships — established in 2011

In 2011, the school board of Douglas County, Colorado, a Denver suburb, adopted a
voucher pilot program that sponsors assert fulfills the “local control” principle set
forth by the Colorado Supreme Courtin a 2004 decision (see Significant Court Cases
below). Scheduled to begin in fall 2011, the program will give vouchers to up to 500
students of any income level who are county residents and have attended a county
public school for at least a year; students who already attend private schools are
ineligible. If the number of applicants exceeds 500, recipients will be chosen by
lottery.

The vouchers, which can be used to pay tuition at a participating private school,
including religious schools, will amount to 75% of the district’s per-pupil funding
($4,575 in school year 2011-12) or the actual cost of the private school tuition,
whichever is less.

Participating private schools are not required to alter their admissions policies or
accept voucher students who apply, but they must provide data on the achievement
of voucher students, allow students to opt out of any religious programming, and
meet certain other requirements

Source:

Douglas County School District, DCSD Choice Scholarships Executive Summary, 2011,
http://www.dcsdk12.org/portal /page/portal/DCSD/Resources/School Choice/DCSD Choice Scholarships Exec Summa

ryFINAL.pdf

Indiana statewide voucher program - established in 2011

On May 5, 2011, Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels signed into law the nation’s broadest
statewide voucher program, scheduled to begin in school year 2011-12. Families with
incomes of up to $61,000 are eligible to receive vouchers on a sliding scale, depending on
income; the largest vouchers wi