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“A recommendation is imade to establish either mini-schools within schools
or create new smaller schools. . . Some schools might emphasize a speciclty
such as vocational education, fine arts, mathematics, or ethnic studies. Some
groups of parents might desire that their children be taught in a school
setting employing open corridor or open classroom techniques. Qther
parents might prefer a more structured and traditional school, . . Parents
would be allowed a choice among several such schools.”

Excerpts from the Report of the New York State Commission on
the Quality, Cost and Financing of Elementary and Secondary
Education (Fleischmann Commission), Summary of Volumes il and

I, 1972
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PREFACE

This report is divided into three volumes. The first
volume includes general background information regarding the
origin of the voucher concept, & brief history of federal
categorical aid, a description of the current educaticnal scene
in Rochester, and other relevant background information. The
most importanc sections of Volume I, however, describe the
rationale for and approaches to the Study, the methods used
to inform various segments of the school community, and the
use of feedback from many individuals and groups in the devel-
opment of the proposed voucher model.

Because of the sensitive nature of the Study, and the
social and political controversy which it brought about, both
objective and subjective material is presented, The writers of
this report thought it necessary to make a number of assumptions
before drawing certain conclusions. It is our feeling, however,
that the data presented in the Appendices provide considerable

documentation for most of the conclusions stated herein,
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INTRODUCTION

Since the end of World War II, and most particularly since
the launching of Sputnik I by the Russians in 1957, the American
public suddenly and explosively has become aware of educstional
deficiencies. The post World War II "baby-boom" precipitated
shortages of classrooms and of properly trained teachers, a
phenomenon which lasted from about 1950 through the middle
sixties. The instantaneous and massive push to compete with
Russian advancements in science and technology in the late fifties
brought about a new wave of criticism which led the Federal
government into public education on an unprecedented scale.

The passage in 1958 of the National Defense Education Act,
which was directed at satisfying the demands of critics who
had become concerned about the "space race," gave tremendous
impetus to efforts at refocusing educational reform toward the
development of new educational programs in mathematics, science,
and related fields. Some educational oractitioners, however,
felt that this thrust brought about a concomitant de-emphasis
on the reading and language arts curricula. Hence, the movement
back to "fundamertals" had its beginnings. Although not so strongly
as at its inception, proponents of these points of view are still
making themselves heard today.

In 1964 and 1965, Federal Categorical Aid programs began
to reach their peak. With the passage of the Civil Rights Act
and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, it seemed

to many that American Education was finally settling down to
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the task of addressing itself to certain domestic problems
which many reformers believe had become more pressing than
the race to conquer space. These federal programs were
geared, basically, toward making equal educational opportunity
a reality for all. Various compensatory education and
desegregation programs were implemented, in some cases, even
before definitive federal guidelines had been developed.
Ensuing and somewhat chaotic efforts to ablish new bur-
eaucracies to administer funds and oversee implementation of
various programs generated fear that the concept of local control
over education might be seriously weakened.

Add to this chronology the graver issues of community
control, spiralling costs of education, taxpayer revolt, teacher
surplus, the crisis in urban education (its dewands for account-
ability, its emphasis on alternative forms of education), and
it becomes apparent that American public education is perhaps
in a greater state of upheaval today than it has ever been in
its recent histcry. In attempting to deal with various issues
and the conflicting demands for educational reform which often
result, boards of educetion, administrators, and teachers have
tried to diversify the organization of their school systems,
their methods, materials, and content of instrvction in such
a way that the majority of these dema~ds are at least partially
satisfied.

Many critics, particularly those associated with the
movement for alternative educational programs in the public
sector, feel that attempts by schoolmen to be accountable to
the proponents of these differing points of view have been

pursuing a middle-of-the-road course, satisfying, in fact, none
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of the competing demands identified above. Whether or not
this assertion is true, it does seem clear that far too many
educational reforms, particularly those which have been
federally funded, have been tried with a minimal degree of
success.

The Rochester City School District, like many hundreds
of urban school districts throughout the United States, has
not escaped the kinds of corflicts which have erupted as a
result of increased federal involvement designed to meet
various demands for school reform and to improve the quality
of educational programs.

In attempting to improve local education to reflect
better the stated goals and philosophy of the City School
District (See Statement of Philosophy and Goals, Appendix E),

several new approaches have been implemented over the past
few years using funding from a variety of sources. Notable
among these have been Project UNIQUE and the World of Inquiry
School, the Distar Reading Program, the Open Enrollment Program,
the Urban-Suburban Transfer Program, the various ESEA programs,
the District's commitment to individualized instruction, and
the wide variety of innovative instructional programs among
individual schools in the system.

Although some of the innovations mentioned above have
met with considerable opposition, members of the Board of
Education, administrators, teachers, and many interested parents
have continued to develor and implement new educational programs
in an effort to improve the quality of education in the Rochester

City Schools.
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Faced with a seemingly overwhelming budget deficit
for the coming school year, the Board of Education and the
Superintendent of Schools have been actively seeking means
of continuing this effort through an investigation of several
categorical aid programs funded by the federal government,
The voucher feasibility study represents but one of the many
investigations presently being carried out along these lines,
Utilizing a grant from the Office of Economic Opportunity,
the Rochester Schools Alternative Study has been established
to study the possibility of developing an education system
which would: (1) include a variety of learning programs based
partially on the best aspects of those previously tried and
(2) provide parents and teachers a choice in selecting the
school with which they choose to be associated. Such a choice
would allow teachers to select a teaching situation which would
maximize the use of their particular teaching skills and abilities;
likewise, parents would be able to choose for their child a
school which they feel best meets his learning style. The use
of educational vouchers is being studied as a weans of

financing such a system.

Larry O. Maynard

Assistant Director

(Research Coordinator)

Rochester Schools Alternative Study
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I. ORIGIN OF THE VOUCHER CONCEPT

Although the origin of the voucher concept can be traced
to Adam Smith, a specific voucher plan was first proposed in

contempnrary form by an Englishman, E.C. West, in Education and

the State, (1965). 1In America, West's plan has been supported by

such notables as economist Milton Friedman and sociologist James
S. Coleman.

Thé vcucher concept is embodied in a number of government
programs for the financing of higher education, notably the G.I.
Bill and various state scholarship programs. Governmental finan-
cing for elementary education has, however, been largely confined
to schools that are managed by local public school boards. Par-
ents who disliked the neighborhood school provided by their local
public Boards of Education have had to seek private alternatives
and pay full tuition for the privilege.

In December, 1969, the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity
(OEQ) made a grant to the Center for the Study of Public Poiicy
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, to finance a detailed study of
"education vouchers." (''Vouchers" are a convenient label for
certificates which the local school authority would issue to
parents; parents would give these certificates to an eligible
school, and the school would then return them to the local school
authority for cash.) In March, 1970, the Center submitted a Pre-
liminary Report to OEO suggesting possible uses of vouchers at
the elementary school level. The Report examined a wide variety

of possible voucher systems. It concluded that some proposed
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voucher systems were infeasible, but also concluded that certain
kinds of voucher systems might substantially improve the education
provided to elementary school children, especially the economical-
ly disadvantaged. The Preliminary Report therefore recommended
that OEO try to find local school districts willing to conduct
five-to eight-year demonstrations of a suitahle voucher system.
After completing its Preliminary Report, the Center em-
barked on an eight-month investigation of the feasibility of con-
ducting a demonstration project of the general type it had rec-
ommended. Superintendencs of schools in all cities which were in
full compliance with federal requirements regarding racial in-
tegration, and which had a 1960 population in excess of 150,000,
were contacted by mail. Expressions of interest in the voucher
concept from those cities were followed through by Center staff,
and a number of voucher feasibility studies were conducted by
local school districts, one of which has implemented a voucher
demonstration (Alum Rock Unified School District, San Jose,

California).
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II. ROCHESTER, NEW YORK: A BRIEF DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION

A. Population Characteristics

Rochester, New York, is similar to many other large
urban cities in its socio-economic make-up. Within
Rochester there exist certain identifiable areas char-
acterized by a distinct population make-up, existing around
a fluid, inner-city core. The schools reflect the socio-
economic, cultural, and racial composition of the neigh-
borhoods immediately surrounding them.

Rochester's inner-city is adjacent to the downtown
business area. Its population is mostly Black and Spanish-
speaking, with isolated groups of whites scattered through-
out. The economic make-up of the inner-city is quite
diverse, ranging from very low-income families to those
of substantially highér incomes. Most of its specific
population is transient; however, the genmeral racial
characteristics of the area tend to remain constant.

The northern section of the city is divided into some
well-defined geographic areas, identifiable, for the most
part, by their ethnic and economic composition. The north-
west section, for example, is populated mainly by working-
class homeowners primarily of Italian-American origin with
an age span ranging from the very young to senior citizens.
The northeast section comprises a large number of Ukranian,
Polish, and other Slavic families. Although both these
sections have been fairly self-contained communities,
the inner-city has recently started to expand its bound;ries,
thus causing these neighborhoods to change their compositions.

The most northerly section of the city, however, is almost
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a community unto itself because of its geography and
municipal history. 1Its population is socio-economically
homogeneous, composed of lower-middle and middle-class
whites, This neighborhood experiences iittle social
mobility, many of its residents being second and third-
generation homeowners.

The rest of the city, although well-defined geograph-
ically, displays demographic variety. Rochester's one
integrated middle-income area is located in the southwest
section of the city. It is composed mostly of young
middle-class whites with a growing number of Blacks. Many
children from this area are enrolled in local public ele-
mentary schools. The southeast area is also racially
mixed. However, its population is more transient and
income-level is comparatively lower. The most affluent
section of Rochester expands north to south along the
eastern border of the city. The majority of its residents
are white professional homeowners.

B. The Political Climate and the Schools

There is a unique relationship existing between the
politics of Rochester and the education of its children.
Unlike most school boards, the Rochester Boa:xd of Education,
vignificantly, does not enjoy fiscal autonomy. It has,
for example, the power to determine its own budget, but
the Rochester City Council exercises the authority for
taxation to meet these needs. Also, all capital expenditures
by the Board must be approved by the City Council. Moreover,
there seems to be a direct relationship between a seat on

the School Board and election to higher political offices.
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In the past ten years, six Board members have run for
seats on the City Council or the State Legislature

while serving as members of the Board. In two instances,
former elected municipal officials have been elected

to terms on the School Board after completing their

tenure in local office. One of tnem became a moving force
in the formulation of the citizens organization which,

in 1972, elected the present majority to wue Scnool Board.
Although the City Council tried to divorCe politics from
the local School Board election in 1972 by declaring

that all candidates had to run witnout regular party
labels, candidates did run with the backing of local
political organizations on recognizable platforms.

The history of the key issue in the 1972 School Board
election - school desegregation - should also be mentioned.
As early as August 27, 1963, the Board of Education had
unanimously directed the Superintendent of Schools to
develop plans which would "reduce significantly" racial
imbalance in the Rochester public schools. In the fall
of 1969, the Superintendent, his staff, and a group of

citizens began working on a plan called Desegregation

in Rochester. This plan, when finally proposed, would

have achieved its objective by the massive restructuring

of attendance zones and the concomitant involuntary transfer
of large numbers of students from their neighborhood schools.
The plan was discussed in well-attended public meetings

during the fall and early winter of 1969-70. During the
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first week of March, 1970, some eight hundred teachers
favoring implementation of the Reorganization Plan staged
a one-day walk-out to demonstrate their support. At
approximately the same time, a group of Rochester parents
filed a suit in federal court charging the District with
maintaining a segregated school system., The School Board
decided not to implement immediately the full plan to

desegregate the schools as proposed.1 Instead, they

seemed to follow a principle of gradual change by:
1. Authorizing the building of two new junior
highs prior to restructuring the whole second-
ary school organization
2. Implementing the proposed elementary grade
restructuring in only one attendance zone
3. Establishing community and parents' advisory
councils within certain attendance zones to
consult about matters pertaining to their
schools
-4, Officially supporting the principle of vol-
untary transfer of students as the means of
achieving racial balance
In the November election of 1970, however, the majority
on the School Board changed; as a consequence, the complete
plan to desegregate the schools was adopted to be implemented

in September, 1971. During the subsequent election campaign,

1Because of what they viewed as the "regrettable circumstance"
that '"consensus understandings were lost," making it "impossible
to deal appropriately with the overall questions.'
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a slate of five candidates successfully ran for office on a
platform specifically demanding the return of most students
to their neighborhood schools. Their first official act
was to support a resolution that voluntary transfer, their
key to achieving racial balance, be encouraged within each
elementary school zone. Thus, immediately prior to the
Study, the community had gone through two massive reorgani-
zations of the schools.

The method by which these changes were effected
tended to alienate many segments of the community. In
neither instance, it was felt, was the decision to
reorganize made by a Board of Education which truly
represented the community at large. The Black community,
for example, feels inadequately represented by the Board.
It was only during a crisis. they point out, that the
Board complied with their request for community school
councils to work with administrators and staffs on inner-
city school problems.

The Spanish-speaking community has articulated the
same feelings regarding the unresponsiveness of the Board
to their perceived needs.

Segments of the white community as well have felt
themselves alienated from, and unrepresented by, the
educational power st~ucture. In 1970, it was the northwest
section; in 1972, the southwest section. The situation
in general has created a climate of fatigue and mistrust among

Rochester parents. They view the educational establishment
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as an unresponsive entity which cannot be trusted to
dispassionately and unilaterally make decisions for
all segments of Rochester's public school population,
Considering Rochester's past educational and political
history, it does not seem unreasonable to doubt that the
factionalism existing today in the city will ever be
healed or the mistrust assuaged.

It was in.this climate that the Study Staff began
its Feasibility Study. Initially, the Staff felt that
the voucher mechanism would be attractive to the various
segments mentioned because it seemed to offer them the
accountability and responsiveness of their schools which
theyv had been seeking. Just the opposite happened.
Leaders of the Black community, for example, could
not rid themselves of the fear that the voucher proposal
was just another "trick" of the Board. They felt that
regardless of the number of guarantees of meaningful
parental input written into the proposal, when it came
time actually to implement these promises, the Board
would find a way to place limitations or to redefine
them. The voucher system was viewed as just another
appeasement, The Spanish-speaking community, on the other
hand, did not question this side of the issue; their
main concern was how the voucher mechanism would affect
their existing bilingual programs.

The majority of the white community viewed the proposed

voucher demonstration with mixed but wary feelings, many
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having little direct relationship tc the issue of improving

the quality of education. Most refused to believe that
the voucher proposal wasn't a plot to abolish their mneigh-
borhood schools. Some said it was a way of achieving
Reorganization without the actual plan; others, that it
would increase segregation to such a point that federal
action would have to be taken. Some insisted that it was
a way of forcing schools to make changes that they, the
parents, did not favor. Surprisingly, a common bond
developed between many Black and white parents who had
previously opposed each other on a number of issues. In
meeting after meeting, Staff members heard parents stating
their concern that the Board, with its reputation for doing
things its own way, would not really adhere to the prin-
ciples of fiscal and curricular autonomy for schools
participating in a voucher demonstration.
C. Conclusions

Philosophically, Rochester is a community of many
communities, the lines between which have widened over the
past few years of educational change. Some Study Staff
members feel it is necessary to point out that the Feas-
ibility Study could not have begun at a more inopportune
time. Many Rochester parents had viewed the rescinding
of Reorganization as allowing for a ''breathing period."
Now another change was being proposed, this one more
complicated than the other two in terms of its implications
for those who would participate. The Staff felt that the
negative feelings generated over the past few years pre-
cluded an open-minded approach by many to the Feasibility
Study.
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Generally, parents would not believe the Board of Education,

after its recent history of unilateral decision-making,
would ever allow parents to become meaningfully involved
in the educational process. Thus, the credibility and
motives of the Staff were questioned.

Given this background, the Staff found that with
their limited resources and abbreviated timetable, they
could not over come the credibility gap existing be tween

the parents of Rochester and their school officials.
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II1. RATIONALE

The basic rationale for this Study was to determine the
feasibility of implementing a voucher system within the Rochester
City School District. In one sense, a feasibility study can be
conceptualized as the process of determining ''likelihood" or
"probability." It was with this connotation of feasibility in
mind that the Rochester Schools Alternative Study effort was con-
ducted. In gathering and analyzing data relevant to this approach,
five closely related "dimensions'" of feasib.ility were investigated:

1. Public awareness of the basic concepts of
alternative education

2. Acceptance of these basic concepts by the
Rochester community

3. The willingness of school communities to
participate in an alternative school demonstration

4. The budgetary and economic advantages and limita-
tions of the OEO model

5. The educational advantages and disadvantages
of the OEO model

A. Specific Objectives

The specific objectives on which the Study focused were
the following:
1. To assess among the people of Rochester their
awareness, acceptance of, and willingness to par-

ticipate in a voucher demonstration
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2. To develop a viable voucher model ccnsistent with
the perceived needs of the Rochester community
3. To disseminate information to all segments
of the community concerning issues inherent in
the voucher concept
4. To inform the Board of Education and the Super-
intendent of Schools as to the progress and out-
comes of the Study

B. Assumptions

As the Study began, Staff members had to rely on certain
tacit assumptions about Rochester and its educational cli-
mate. Among the assumptions thet proved to be invalid are
the following:

1. That the Church-State issue would diminish after

it was explained that only public schools were to
be included

2. That the unwillingness of the community to 'try

something new'" would be overcome after the educa-
tional benefits of alternative programs became
clear

3. That the present crisis in funding public education

and, more particularly, the estimated school
budget deficit in Rochester would overcome community
apathy

4. That the community's basic mistrust of the entire

public school heirarchy, and the accompanying dis-

belief that parents could have significant input,
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could be minimized

That the constraints of categorical aid for a
voucher study would not appear as a major dis-
advantage to proponents of general aid1

That teachers would consider the proposal objec-
tively on the basis of its potential value to

public education in Rochester

Among the assumptions that proved to be valid are the

following:

1.

That the Study Staff would be able teo function
without interference or pressures from either
the Board of Education or Central Administration
and receive full cooperati.n in obtaining
necessary résearch data and records

That the highly complicated mechanisms required
under a voucher system would be difficult to ex-

plain to the general public

.

‘This argument against vouchers was strengthened by the current
uncertainty regarding cutbacks in federal funding for education
and the status of OEQ during the next four years of the Nixon
administration.
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IVv. LIMITATIONS

It would be coxtremely difficult to d..cuss all of the

limitations involved in conducting a study of this nature. A

more reasonable procedure would be listing some of the more sig-

nificant limitations encountered by the V. ucher Study Staff. Some

of them are as follows:

1.

Difficulty of a full-time Staff of five to inform
the comnunity at large and to simultaneously
develop a responsive voucher model

Difficulty in efficiently using specialized Staff
expertise when faced wit obstacles demanding the
immediate attention of all Staff members (i.e.,
direct attacks by the Rochester Teachers Associa-
tion)

Difficulty in coordinating Staff activities and
scheduling Staff meetings due to limited time
schedules and lack of space

Time lapse between dissemination of the three sepa-
rate voucher model drafts which allowed opponents
the opportunity to carefully organize their campaign
and generate ''premature" criticism

Consistent, strong opposition by the leadership of
the local teachers' union who carried out an exten-
sive and well-financed anti-voucher campaign
Perceived necessity on the part of the Staff to

assume a defensive position of advocacy rather than
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one of impartiality as a result of consistent and
sometimes emotional attacks by various opponents

7. Negative emotional reaction on the part of several
community groups who feared that non-public schools
would be ultimately included in the voucher pro-
gram

8. Skepticism on the part of some segments of the
commumity regarding any innovative change in light
of the controversy generated by the recent unsuc-
cessful Reorganization Plan for Rochester schools
(See Section II.B,, The Political Climate and the
Schools)

9. Fears regarding the stability of OEO and the
effects that federal categorical aid (via the
voucher) would have on local control
10. Misconceptions on the part of the Advisory Committee
regarding their role and a breakdown of communica-
tions with Staff resulting from outside pressures on
committee members
In summnary, the foregoing factors tended to limit speciali-
zation, communication, and general efficiency of the Staff,
thereby making the Study tasks more difficult. The list is not
complete; however, it describes several of the more basic problems

the Staff encountered as the Study developed.
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2. A child will be allowed to change schools
quarterly. If a child transfers from one
participating school to another during the
school year, his voucher money will be pro-
rated among the schools attended. (See Section
XII)

3. In-service and program development work will
continue, Participaring schools will once
ag#in receive no-strings-attached grants for
program revision and further development.

4. The Board of Education will continue to encourage
the development of new public schools. These
newliy-established public schools will be governed
by the same state, local, and voucher demonstration
regulations which govern already-existing public
schools participating in the program.

5. During the program's first year of actual operation
both OEO and the City School District will conduct
evaluations, OEO will conduct an over-all
evaluation of the program. The District will
receive funds frcom OEO to conduct its own
indepencent, locally-developed evaluation.

(See Section XIII)

6. The same procedures summarized earlier for program
development, the establishment of new public
schools, psarents choosiﬁg schools for their children,

etc., will occur again at the appropriate time
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tasks arising from the objectives had not
been analyzed in depth and would need much
additional attention as the Study progressed.

B. Inservice Staff Workshop, SUC Brockport, New York

During the weekend of December 9-10, 1972, the Staff of
the Feasibility Study, with the chairperson of the Ad
Hoc Advisory Committee, held a retreat-workshop at the
Fancher Campus of the University of the State of New
York at Brockport. The impetus for the workshop was the
perceived need for coordination of the numerous directions
and activities being pursued by the Staff. With a
consultant serving as facilitator, the following agenda
items were discussed in depth:
1. Staff role clarification
2. Refinement of Draft II of the proposal
3. Refinement of strategy
4. Revision of the timetable for the
Feasibility Study
5. An analysis of the image of the Staff that
was being projected to the public at large
6. An examination of the personal and professional
reiationships existing among the Staff mem-
bers

C. The Role of the Advisory Committee

1. Background
As required by the OEO Special Conditions for

the Rochester Voucher Study grant, individuals




- 18 -
representative of the Rochester school community

were contacted to determine their willingness to

serve on an Ad Hoc Advisory Committee to the

Feasibility Study Staff. The people contacted were

expected to function in tﬁree capacities:

a. Provide input to the Study Staff on parental
and community coacerns so that the Study would
be maximally responsive to the perceived needs
of the school community

b. Advise the Study Staff on the most effective
methods of receiving input from and informing
the community about the progress of the Study

c. Participate in explaining the proposed model to
various individuals and groups in the city

Specifically, the Study Staff was searching for

parents, teachers, and administrators who had pre-

viously demonstrated the ability to work construc-
tively in diverse groups concerned with education,

and who would be able to approach the question of a

voucher system with an open mind. 1Initially, the

Advisory Committee was planned to include only par-

ent representatives from each of the school attend-

ance zones, representatives of the teachers vnion,
the elementary school principals organization, the

Bilingual Education Council, the Alternative Schools

Committee, the Parents Advisory Council for Title I,

the Community Schools Council, the Inner-City
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Parochial Schools Council and Action for a Better

1

Community. During the course of the Study, mem-

bers were added to the Advisory Committee from

BENTEZ

» and the Teacher Aide Association of
Rochester. At the conclusion of the Study, there
were approximately twenty people on the Advisory
Committee. The group met at least once a week.
The members appointed their own chairperson,
wrote their own agenda, and specifically requested
that Staff members serve only as information dis-
seminators and facilitators during committee
meetings.

2. Chronology
The first meeting of the Advisory Committee was
called on the evening of October 11, 1972. Be-
cause the membership of the committee did not
solidify immediately, and because of the general
lack of knowledge about vouchers among the members
of the group, meetings during the month of October
were Spent discussing the voucher concept, both in
its general form and in its embodiment in the first
draft of the Rochester proposal. However, even at
this early stage, the group addressed itself to

certain specific questions such as designation of a

lRochester's federal anti-poverty agency.

2The local educational civil service employees group.
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target area and the most effective method of

disseminating information to the community at
large. During the months of November and December,
1972, the group also began making tentative contacts

with the Parents Advisory Council1 committees

existing in each school attendance zone in order

to organize informational meetings for parents

and teachers regarding the proposed voucher model.

As a result of a workshop conducted the weekend of

November 11, 1972, the Advisory Committee, at their

next regular meeting, established their ground-

rules, operational procedures, committees, and agenda.

Throughout the months of November, December, and

January, the Advisory Committee discussed and

presented recommendations to the Staff related to

four specific concerns:

a. The format and probable effectiveness of the
education and community surveys2

b. Necessary changes in successive drafts of the
voucher model

c. Concerns of the Rochester school community and
its general reactions to the voucher concept

d. The school/student composition and geographical
location of the voucher demonstration area

Three members of the Advisory Committee were part of

a public school delegation sent by the Study Staff

1 The parent organization existing specifically to advise the Board
of Education on school-related matters.

2 The opinion surveys mandated by OEO's Special Conditionms.
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during December, 1972, to Alum Rock, California,
to observe and report on the voucher demonstration
in operation there. Some members had acted as liaisons
to informational meetings held within their school
attendance zones during the course of the Study.
Others had appeared on local television programs
explaining the voucher concept in general and the
specifics of the proposed Rochester model.
During the second week of January, 1973, the Advisory
Committee began composing its report to the Rochester
Board of Education expressing its appraisal of the
feasibility of implementing the proposed voucher
plan in the Rochester City School District. On
January 22, 1973, members of the Advisory Committee
presented this report in person to the Board members
at their regular Study Session. (See Appendix K)

D. Alum Rock Visitation

From December 13 - 15, 1972, a group of parents, teachers,
principals, and Central Office Administrators, including the
Superintendent of Schools and the President of the Board of
Education, visited the Alum Rock United School District,

San Jose, California, for the following purposes:
1. To evaluate the voucher demonstration in terms of the
objectives of the Alum Rock district (but not in
terms of the goals of the proposed Rochester plan)
2. To determine whether the Alum Rock demonstration

could suggest ways in which Rochester could use
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vouchers to better meet its basic educational goals
3. To gather ideas for increasing parental choice and
involvement and teacher-student program compatibility
The following goals were perceived to be operative in the
Alum Rock voucher demonstration:
1. Increased buying power for educational materials
2. More "open'" educational programs
3. Direct involvement by teachers in the choice and
planning of alternative educational programs
4. 1Increased in-service training for teachers
5. Some increase in parental support and confidence
in the schools
6. A decentralized school district administrative struc-
ture
7. Increased teacher job satisfaction
The following problems of the Alum Rock demcnstration were
observed:
1. Lack of specific definition of the role of the Voucher
Advisory Committee
2. Determination of the amount of money to be alloccced
to individual voucher schools
3. Controversy concerning program evaluation
4. Unilateral planning and implementation of in-service
training sessions by central administration
5. Multi-faceted role played by administrators, primarily
principals
6. Negative reaction on the part of some teachers regarding

competition among mini-schools
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7. Lack of anticipated level of parental involvement
and of a reciprocal relationship among parents,
faculties, and administrators

8. Lack of system-wide coordination and direction

The Rochester observers concluded that the foregoing

problems have developed as a result of the mode by which

Alum Rock chose to organize the implementation of its
demonstration and the prioritles they established, not because
these problems are inherent in the basic concept of voucher-
ized education.

The group also concluded that:

1. Viewing the Alum Rock demonstration clarified
certain methods by which a voucher system could help
the Rochester City School District achieve its basic
educational goals.

2. Fundamental to the voucher concept is the premise
that no one educational formula or setting is adequate
to meet the needs of every student. This perception
was the impetus behind the creation of the alternative
schools already developed in Rochester during the past
few years.

3. Most importantly, the group concluded that the voucher
mechanism provides an educational setting in which
there is maximum possibility of. direct feedback to the
schools as to how the parents perceive educational
programs and teacher performance. Thus, the education-
al process can be made more responsive to the community
it serves.

E. Development of Voucher Model
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1. Procedure
At the outset of the Study, the decision was made to
develop a voucher model through writing a series of
working drafts. Each of these was corrected and expanded,
using input from the Advisory Committee and various
segments of the Rochester community.
Draft Proposal I was completed on November 7, 1972,
with the Board of Education, Superintendent of Schools,
and Advisory Committee receiving copies prior to its
general distribution to the public. Major sections not
appearing in this first draft were bu&get, designation
of target area, value of basic and supplemented vouchers,
eligibility for vouchers, Title I Services, and new
school guidelines.
Draft II, which was distributed on December 13, included
several sections previously not spelled out in detail.
Portions still lacking, due to the need for further
research, were budget, demonstration area, and special
education.
The finished model, containing all sections mentioned
above and the final recommendations of the.Study Staff,
was made available on January 16, 1973.
2. Analysis
The steps outlined above in the development of the model
may seem relatively simple. Such was not the case.
Since feedback was coming from many sources, the job
of sorting and weighing the merits of various suggestions
became an enormous task. In addition, each item had to be

considered in the light of the philosophy of the School
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District and according to federal, state, and local rules
and regulations regarding the operation of public schools.
Some Staff members felt that the lack of a fairly com-
prehensive voucher proposal early in the Study created
additional difficulties. First, the Study Staff became
more vulnerable to a variety of charges such as 'groping
for answers' and "withholding information." Secondly,

it created the need for constant re-printing and re-
distribution of materials as the proposals were revised.
Lasc1§, both groups and individuals postponed possible
declarations of support as they waited to read the

final recommendations.

Nevertheless, one major advantage of this method was the
opportunity it afforded to make a prolonged, in-depth
study of vital sections of the proposal. Thus, the
target area and budget, which required tremendous amounts
of data and research anal;sis, could be determined with
care and precision. |

Information Dissemination

1. Media
a. Background

1t was obvious from the outset that the various
news media in Rochester had to be kept informed
about the Voucher Study through every available
means. Since there are two daily papers, over
twenty weekly papers, eleven radio statioms, and
four television stations, this undertaking proved
to be quite a formidable task.

Responsibility for the dissemination of all news
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was assigned to the Director of Information.
Procedures

The initial step in informing the local media

was a press conference held in early November for

news editors, reporters, and other representatives

of news-collecting agencies. Major aspects of

the Feasibility Study were outlined by the Study

Staff and considerable time was spent answering

questions. It was a most productive session.

Step-by-step implementation of the media campaign

is outlined below:

(1) Daily newspapers - Primary contacts for the
two metropolitan dailies were the education
reporters. They were carefully briefed as
each new section of the proposal was devel-
oped. This procedure proved invaluable in
making accurate, up-to-date information
available to the public. With few exceptions,
these reporters checked each "voucher' story
submitted from other sources as to its per-
tinence and accuracy.

A brief chronological summary of the articles
appearing in Rochester newspapers shows the
following trends:

September -~ (Qutline of study grant

October - Factual background material

Description of the Alum Rock
demonstration
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November - Rochester Teachers Association
opposition begins
New sections in Draft 11 explained

December - Aspects of the Alum Rock visitzcionl

MCPEARL opposition released

Letters to the editor - approxi-

mately three-to-one against
January - Factual information regarding

proposal continues
Letters to the editor continue

(See Appendices H-J)

(2) Weekly papers - Because of the large number
of weekly papers, it was more difficult to
maintain close communication with them.
However, the Draft Proposals were mailed to
each paper immediately upon completion, and
a series of articles in question-answer format
distributed over a two-month period.
One inner-city weekly assigned a free-lance
reporter to provide in-depth coverage of the
Study; another, published by an influential
neighborhood association, carried an editorial
giving unqualified endorsement to the proposal.
In addition, the monthly magazine of the
Rochester Chamber of Commerce carried a two-
page factual account of the Study as submitted
by the Staff.

(3) Television programs - Exposure on local tele-
vision stations was concentrated during the

period from November 20 thrcugh December 8,

1See Section V, Page 20.
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1972. 1t was particularly urgent to provide
a steady flow of information at that time
due to the following factors:

(a) Draft Proposal I had been releascd

(b) The survey of community opinion by an
outside research firm had begun

(c) Members of the Advisory Committee had
scheduled parent meetings within their
school attendance zones

(d) The Rochester Teachers Association had
become very vocal in their opposition
and had circulated misleading statements

Staff members appeared on both morning and

evening television newscasts, and the Staff's

Spanish consultant prepared a tape for broad-

cast to the Spanish-speaking community. The

Superintendent of Schools joined the Study's

Director on a popular morning talk show to

discuss the major goals of the Study. A

twenty-minute program for teachers concerning

the Alum Rock demonstration was carried by the
local Public Broadcasting Station to faculty
meetings in the city elementary schools on

Wednesday, November 29, 1972.

The major television efforg was a ninety-

minute panel discussion on PBS on Wednesday,

December 8, entitled, "A Chance for Choice "

The format included a three-minute slide

show as a visual lead-in, a sixty-minute seg-

ment in Engli.h, a thirty-minute segment in

Spanish, and questions phoned in from the

community. Flyers advertising the program
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wére distributed widely among the schools and
to the city at large. Panelists included the
President of the Board of Education, the Study
Director, a field representative from OEO,
an elementary principal, a parent member of
the Advisory Committee, and the Coordinator
of Parent Information of the Alum Rock Voucher
Project. Participants added for the Spanish
portion were a teacher from the School Dis-
trict's Bilingual Program and a member of
the Ibero-American Action League.
It should be noted that PBS, in compliance
with their policy of balance and impartial-
ity, aired a second program on alternative
schools two weeks later with RTA panelists
appearing as opponents. During this broad-
cast, RTA reiterated arguments already pub-
lished in the local papers and replied to
many pointed questions from the community
regarding the union's stand on the voucher
issue.
Radio Programs - In addition to items on daily
newscasts, our radio coverage included inter-
views, commentaries, "call-in" programs,
and discussions on both Black and Spanish
forums. Time allocated to news of the voucher
tudy varied widely from station to station and

seemed to depend, for the most part, on the
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viewpoint held by the news director.
c. Analysis
Rochester's Feasibility Study did not lack for
attentior by the local media. The interest
stirred up in the community was reflected by the
almost constant. flow of news items in the news-
papers and on the air.
There seemed to be a genuine attempt by the two
large dailies to present readers with accurate
data. News releases about opposition to the Study
were written as lairly and objectively as possible.
The process of disseminating information in
Rochester was made more difficult by the fact that
the proposal was developed over a four-month
period of time. This meant a constant check to
see that the news wedia were using the most
complete and up-to-date version as their frame of
reference.
2. Publications
a. Procedures
(1) "Alternative Schools"
The Study's first priority in written materials
was a basic descriptive pamphlet published in
English and Spanish. Due to time and cost
factors, it was decided that the Study Staff
would handle the dissemination rather than
mail fhese pamphlets to the 95,000 homes in
rnester.

This eight-page booklet was prepared for
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general distribution early in November. It
included a brief explanatiom of the Alternative
Schools Study as well as fifteen major aspects
of the proposed system in a question-answer
format. Copies were distributed to the
schools, to community groups, and to interested
residents by members of the Study's Advisory
Committee.

(2) Draft Proposals
As indicated earlier, the Rochester proposal
was developed systematically over a four-
month period with input from a wide variety
of sources. Each of the drafts was made
available to the public as it was completed.
.A cover letter to organizations explained
that there had been numerous changes and again
asked for comments on the revised sections.

(3) Other written materials
The Office of Information also produced news-
letters for teachers, notices of meetings,
announcements of television programs, and a
number of miscellaneous flyers.

b. Analysis

The "Alternative Schools" pamphlet proved to be an

excellent stimulus, since requests for additional

details, speakers, and meetings began to arrive

immediately. The simple, straightforward

explanations were quite effective and, in general,

provided a solid base of knowledge for the data
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that followed.

Although it was imperative that each Draft Proposal
be released to the public, this proved a time-
consuming and costly undertaking. In addition,
those who misunderstood the rationale for the
gradual development of the proposal charged that

the Staff was '"withholding information."

3. Meetings

a.

Procedures
As copies of "Alternative Schools" went out to
community organizations, an attached cover letter
indicated the willingness of Staff members to be
of further assistance. A self-addressed post card
was included so that requests for more pamphlets
and/or a speaker could easily be made.
Over one hundred meetings with individuals and
groups were held in the time period between Oct-
ober 2 and January 19. One or more Staff members
attended each of these meetings to present up-
to-date materials and answer questions. A
summary sheet was filed after each meeting,
indicating number attending, general success of
the meeting and other relevant comments.
A recap of meetings according to type shows the
following:

Community and parent organizations...65 meetings

School groups (faculties, principals,
etc.) ...31 meetings

Educators' associaticns and college
classes .... 7 meetings
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Individuals .......cc0eiveneneneene 7 meetings
A series of special meetings was scheduled in
early December with visitors from the Alum Rock
School District who had been invited to come to
Rochester. A principal and teacher currently
tarticipating in the Alum Rock demonstration met
with City School District faculties and principals,
RTA representatives, newspaper reporters, the
Superintendent of Schools, and Board of Education
members.
The Alum Rock Coordinator of Information met with
the group from Rochester who were planning to visit
the Alum Rock voucher schools so that their itin-
erary could be arranged. The Alum Rock Coordinator
of Parent Information spoke with Spanish-speaking
residents and also appeared on the public television
forum on PBS.

b. Analysis
Without question, the single most effective means
of reaching the public was direct, face-to-face
communicatioé§ Public meetings provided the
opportunity for Study Staff to present accurate
data, to correct misunderstandings, and to respond
immediately to new questions and concerns.
4. Telephone Monitor
a. Procedures

In order to insure twenty-four hour coverage in
the Office of Information, a telephone answering

machine was installed to a direct outside line.
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After giving a programmed message, this monitor

recorded incoming calls so that Staff members

could return these calls at a laver time.

The phone number for this direct line was

publicized on all printed materials, at public

meetings, and on television and radio presentations.
b. Analysis

The monitor was an invaluable aid in keeping

the Office of Information operational at all

times. Although many of the calls could be con-

sidered roucine, comments from the public

indicated they appreciated the extra convenience

of "getting through'" whenever the occasion arose.

For the Director, it meant that crucial calls

were seldom overlooked.

G. Communication with Teachers

1.

Background

At the beginning of the Feasibility Study, it was
decided that the Rochester teachers had to be included
as an integral part of the study process, both by
keeping them informed and eliciting their responses

as the model was developed. Without teacher support,
it was felt that any kind of voucher demonstration would
be minimally effective.

The Voucher Staff decided early to operate under the
assumption that, regardless of the merit or lack of
merit of the proposed Rochester model, some organized,

concerted teacher opposition could be expected from
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the local union because of the National Education

Association and New York State United Teachers positions

on vouchers. Therefore, the following objectives

were developed:

a. To approach teachers at the building level and
allow them to react to the developing model

b. To structure sessions with teachers on an informal,
small group basis rather than conducting large,
formal sessioms.

c. To keep the lines of communication open with
the executive council of the RTA

d. To have teacher volunteers become part of the
process by directly involving them in the
Feasibility Study (through appointment to the
Advisory Committee, and/or by having them
volunteer to act as liaison between their building
faculties and members of the Study Staff)

e. To keep the teachers periodically informed of
the progress of the Study through the dissemination
of printed material delivered directly to their
individual schools

f. To respond to criticism from the Teachers Association
in a rational, constructive, and informative
manner

2. Procedures

a. Workshops
The Staff felt that the first priority was to
get accurate information into individual school

buildings. To this end, two workshops were
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arranged during the week of November 13, 1972.
Letters were sent to all building principals
asking them to poll their staffs in an attempt
to identify people willing to act as transmitters
of information between the Study Staff and their
. faculties. Released time was provided for this
function; of the forty-six elementary schools
in the District, forty-one sent representatives,
some Sending more than one person, The workshops
were designed to meet three basic objectives:
(1) To acquaint the volunteers with Staff members
so that direct communication links could
be established
(2) To demonstrate to the teacher-volunteers
the amount of misinformation and/or vague,
speculative information about the Rochester
model which had been disseminated by opposing
individuals and groups
(3) Td provide the participants with accurate,
up-to-date information for distribution to
their building-level colleagues
About a month later, a follow-up released-time
workshop was conducted. Forty-eight teachers
attended, representing thirty-nine schools.

The objectives of this workshop were three-fold:
(1) To elicit direct feedback in regard to teacher
attitudes at this point in the Study, the

major source of information utilized up to

this time by the teachers, and the kinds of
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materials that teachers wanted

(2) To supply accurate information regarding the
progress of the Study

(3) To answer questions which had caused concern
or had been raised because of the presence
of misinformation in the District concerning
the voucher program

On December 18, 1972, a workshop was conducted

specifically for the Adelante teachers! in the

District. The workshop was arranged through the
Office of the Director of Bilingual Education.
Again, released time was provided for the partici-
pants. Of the five schools conducting Adelante
programs, four sent representatives. As before,
the purpose of the workshop was to elicit direct
feedback for the Study Staff about teachers'
attitudes regarding the proposal and to clear up
confusion and misinformation.

b. Meetings with Faculties
Members of the Study Staff began to meet on amn
informal basis with faculty members of individual
schools near the end of November,1972. For the
most part, these meetings were arranged at the

request of the school faculties. However, the

TRochester's Adelante Program is designed for Spanish-speaking
children who wish to maintain their bi-cultural identity. 1Its
sister program, the Bilingual Program, is designed for children
whose native language is Spanish and who have difficulty functioning
in an English language-oriented school.
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District Supervising Director of Elementary
Education had suggested that the professional
staff of =2ach elementary building devote part
of their meeting on November 29 to viewing a
television broadcast dealing with the Alum Rock
voucher demonstration.

Most of the voucher meetings were held during
or after regular faculty meetings on Wednesdays
throughout December and in early January. Staff
members attended these meetings to provide
further information about the Study, not to act
as vocal advocates of the voucher proposal.
Approximately 617% of the elementary schools in
the District requested such meetings.

Additional Means of Contacting Teachers

In light of the constant outpouring of RTA
material opposing the voucher program, the

Study Staff increased the volume of written
material sent through the volunteer liaisons to
individual schools. For the first month this
material took the form of "fact sheets" composed
of information from Draft 1 of the proposed
model, question and answer sheets dealing with
the issues raised in the official RTA publications
and, in one case, a letter directly confronting
the latest RTA assertions. During December,

in direct response to questions raised in the

second teacher workshop, the Staff began to
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publish regularly a Voucher Newsletter with

copies going to the staff of each of the elementary

schools. This Newsletter attempted tc keep the

teachers informed of the progress of the Study
and to answer some of the more crucial questions
and concerns. Also, when the second draft of the
proposal was ready for general release, the Staff
made sure (by hand-delivering them to the schools)
that every elementary teacher had his own copy of
the proposal with a response sheet attached so that
he could, if he chose, have a direct method of
conveying his response to the Study Staff.
Analysis
Because of the initial decision to make the Study
process-oriented as opposed to presenting the Rochester
school community with a completed voucher model at
the outset of the Feasibility Study, there was a
significant problem of keeping teachers informed as
to the current state of the proposal. The Staff
perceived a great deal of confusion about the type
of voucher system the Rochester School District was
studying. Further complications resulted when attempts
were made by opposing groups to articulate irrelevant
issues. The RTA, for example, consistently distri-
buted erroneous and misleading information designed
to arouse suspicion among parents and teachers.
Generally, however, the Staff felt that it did manage

to reach a significant number of teachers. By the
end of the Fea~itility Study, there was no building
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staff that had not been contacted either formally

or informally. The most productive methods of
communication seemed to be the workshops conducted

with the teacher liaisons and the meetings with
individual staffs in their own buildings. Still,

in some buildings, teachers were asking for more
specific information as late as the second week in
January. If time had allowed, each school could have
been revisited for the purpose of following-up and
refining the informaticn disseminated at the previous
sessions, especially after Draft II had been distri-
buted. The Staff was appreciative of the expressed
reluctance of a majority of teachers to firmly commit
themselves either negatively or positively until they
had received all the information they felt they needed
to make an intelligent decision. It should be remem-
bered that many teachers maintained this position in the
light of a strong anti-voucher campaign waged by the

local and state teacher organizations.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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VI. ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPOSED VOUCHER SYSTEM BY VARIOUS SCHOOL
AND COMMUNITY GROUPS

A. Rochester Teachers Association

1.

Organization

The Rochester Teachers Associatiorn. (RTA) is the
recognized bargaining agent for all Rochester City
School District teachers. As of November 10, 19,2,
RTA's membership roles included 2086 dues-paying
members.

Chronology

As early as the second week of October, 1972, the
president of the RTA had been contacted by the Study
Staff suggesting the appointment of one teacher to
the Ad Hoc Advisory Committee to the Feasibility
Study. During a meeting between Study Staff and the
RTA Executive Committee on October 24, 1972, the RTA
asked that it be allowed to appoint three people to

this committee to ensure that teachers would be more

fairly represented.l At the same time, the RTA

Executive Committee, with the approval of its House
of Representatives, formed an RTA Ad Hoc Voucher
Committee for the express function of making them-

selves knowledgeable regarding the voucher concept.

1The Staff agreed to this request: however, the RTA representatives
either were not appointed or did not attend an Advisory Committee
meeting until November 11, 1972.
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Afzer initial contacts had been made for teachers to
participate in the first of the workshops conducted
by the Voucher Staff, a letter dated November 8,

1972, (See Appendix J-2) was sent from the RTA
president to all building representatives and their
alternates. Volunteers were advised by RTA leader-
ship that their role should be merely perfunctory.

The November 21 meeting of the RTA Representative
Assembly was concerned chiefly with a critique of

the proposed Rochester Voucher Model. The format chosen
was a panel discussion among members of the RTA Ad
Hoc Voucher Committee (two of whom also were members
of the Advisory Committeel) and representatives from
New York State United Teachers (NYSUT) and National
Education Association (NEA). No members of the

Study Staff were asked to sit on the panel. At the
conclusion of this presentation, the Assembly voted

to support a resolution stating RTA's official
opposition to ''the Educational Voucher System as
proposed by OEO." A feature story about the Assembly
vote appeared in the Rochester newspapers the next
day.

On December 1, 1972, the RTA released to the media its
analysis of the proposed Rochester Voucher model and

a statement directed to the Board of Education, asking

that other means of allocating federal monies to

10ne of these members had 2ttended only one meeting of the Advisory
Committee before she served on this panel.
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Rochester "on a no-strings-attached basis' be sought.
During the month of December, 1972, members of the
RTA Executive Committee implemented two strategies:
a. Arranged for RTA representation at all infor-
mational meetings about the voucher plan held
in the different attendance zones
b. Traveled to Alum Rock, California; San Francisco,
California; and Seattle, Washington, to hear the
views of the teacher association leaders of those
school districts (Alum Rock, as mentioned previous-
ly, has implemented a voucher demonstration,
and San Fraucisco and Seattle have done voucher
feasibility studies.)
The group that traveled to California made two reports
to their membership. The first was a general report
to all teachers dated Decembet 14, 1972, recording
the impressions they had received from teacher leaders
’ in Alum Rock, including the president of the Alum Rock
Teachers Association. The second was a general report
to the Representative Assembly on December 20, 1972,
discussing the 1972-73 budget for the Alum Rock
voucher demonstration.
During the month of December, 1972, a letter was sent
by the RTA president to all Building Representatives
and alternates requesting them to inform their faculties
that they were not obligated to respond to the Legge

Teacher Survey.

1The independent opinion survey mandated by the OEO 'Special
Q Conditions."
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On December 20, 1972, the RTA representatives
appeared on a local Public Broadcast System (PBS)
program in which they presented their views on
the proposed voucher model and answered questions
phoned in by viewers.
From October, 1972, until the end of the Study in
February, 1973, the voucher plan was given wide
coverage in the regular RTA channels of communication,

namely, the RTA Hotline, a one-sheet publication

distributed to all building personnel, and the RTA
phone hotline, a recorded message available twenty-
four hours a day.

RTA Strategy

At the beginning of the Study, the RTA pursued a tactic
of "watchful waiting." Although initial contacts had
been made with them to become a part of the process
as early as September, 1972, (before the Study had
even officially begun), they did not appoint repre-
sentatives to the Advisory Committee until the first
week in November, 1972. Furthermore, throughout the
Study, they consistently refused to give the Staff
any meaningful input, the rationale being that they
might jeopardize their position when bargaining began
with the Board of Education for a new contract in
February, 1973.

The RTA also apparently relied quite heavily upon

state and national teacher organizations for help
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and direction in their campaign against the voucher
proposal. One member of their Executive Committee,
for example, is a NYSUT UniServ Representative
assigned full-time to the Rochester organization.
Of eleven people sittir:: on the "resource'" panel
during the Representative Assembly meeting on
November 21, 1972, eight were officers of either
NYSUT or NEA. The December 3, 1972, issue of The

New York Teacherl, reported that: (1) three of these

people conferred with the RTA president before the
meeting; (2) during the week of November 27, a NYSUT
vice president returned to Rochester for consultation
with RTA leaders; (3) A NYSUT public relations man
"assisted the RTA in developing a comprehensive
public relations campaign concerning the voucher
proposal.” The December 17, 1972, issue of the same
newspaper stated that analysis of the proposed
voucher model released to the Rochester papers on
December 1, 1972, was actually authored by NYSUT,

not RTA.

On January 13, 1973, NYSUT co-presidents Thomas Hobart
and Albert Shanker visited the greater Rochester-

Buffalo area to conduct discussions with organization

11t should be noted here that, beginning with their November 26,
1972,issue, The New York Teacher, the official publication of the
New York State United Teachers, gave conspicuous coverage in every
issue to what they called the Rochester teachers' 'battle' against
vouchers. That issue, for example, featured the Rochester 'fight"
on page three and also contained a full page editorial by NYSUT
co-president Thomas Hobart entitled ''Rochester's Fight is Our

Fight." (See Appendix J-3)
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leaders about their most pressing problems which, it is
assumed, included the wvoucher issue.

In direct attacks upon the proposed Rochester model,
the RTA relied upon two tactics apparently designed

to increase the anxiety level of teachers. The most
obvious was raising issues having emotional connotation
for teachers regardless of whether or not these issues
directly pertained to the proposed model (most did
not). Almost from the beginning of the Study, Staff
members heard charges by RTA representatives employing
such terms as "commumnity control," '"teacher contract
buy-up,"” "a million-dollar windfall for private

" "vyoucher

schools," ''performance contracting,
bureaucracy,' '"educational hucksters," '"forced
transfer," '"removal of experienced teachers,"

!ll

and "separatist schools. Also, whatever the source,

Staff members began to notice a tremendous amount of
misinformation circulating within the district about
the proposed voucher model. This misinformation
ranged from (1) speculations about a specific target
area being determined as early as November, 1972, to
(2) rumors about a $12,000 salary limit being imposed
upon teachers if the wvoucher plan went into effect,

to (3) statements that other categoricai aid programs

1There were also personal attacks against Study Staff members
regarding their credentials and "objectivity.”" During the month

of December, the RTA charged the Study Staff with having "in-house
connections.'" "Why," they asked, "wasn't an outside agency assigned
the task of conducting the Feasibility Study as in San Francisco?”
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would be seriously affected if Rochester decided to

implement a voucher demonstration.
The RTA timetable must also be mentioned. The Assembly
resolution to oppose the voucher proposal occurred on
the day before the Thanksgiving recess began; the
study Staff, thereby, lost the opportunity for an
immediate response to the teachers. Also, the RTA
planned tlieir trip to Alum Rock during the first
week of December, thus allowing them time to inform
their members of their findings at least three days
before the Christmas vacation. The school district
group invited by the Study Staff did not g0 to
Alum Rock until December 13-15, after the RTA visitors
had publicly made their negative report, and too
late to publish a report of their own impressions
before Christmas vacation. Thus, a time lapse
was created (accentuated by the length of the
Christmas vacation), which was apparently advantageous
to the RTA position.

4. Basic Concerns of the RTA
From the beginning of the Study, the RTA leadership
articulated its fear for the future of public education
in Rochester if a voucher demonstration were implemented.
Specifically, RTA expressed concern about how "public"
such a demonstration could remain, since "The
OEO Model," (i.e., Jencks's model) ultimately
includes both private and public schools in a working
demonstration. Also, they asserted, the provision

in the Draft Proposal for the creation of new
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schools is an open invitation for private schools

to become "public" without changing their basic
structure or philosophy, thus diverting public

funds to essentially private uses.

Aside from the degree of power OEQ could exercise

to redefine terms after a demonstration was imple-
mented, RTA voiced concern about the duration of
funding guarantees and the amount of federal monies
that would accrue from OEO. RTA also questioned
the expenditure of supplemented voucher money and
the guarantee of school autonomy in curriculum
matters. Federal funding, they asserted, is perhaps
the most unreliable method of instituting long-range
educational change since such monies can only be
allocated for a maximum of two years. What happens
when OEO funding terminates? Who will then finance
the program? How substantial is a promise of OEO
funding, in view of the precarious nature of its
existence under the President's new austerity program?
They contended that alternatives could be created
without the voucher mechanism. Why tie Rochester to
the possibilities of increased federal control with
little or no guarantee of financial security to achieve
something Rochester could do without "outside" help?
This question of financing prompted another concern,
which was amplified after the RTA delegation returned
from Alum Rock. There, they concluded, well over
one-half of the voucher budget was spent for "admin-

istrative costs" with only $440,000 going divectly to
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the schools in the form of supplemented vouchers.

The RTA oppcsed the creation of new and expensive
bureaucratic systems and made the assumption that
administrative costs vis-a-vis the proposed Rochester
model would be excessive. In conclusion, RTA, in
their opposition to the voucher plan, focused on the
current history of education in Rochester, specif-
ically during the past two years. All the schools in
the district had undergone two broad organizational
changes. The impetus for both reorganizations was the
concern regarding increased racial segregation in the
Rochester schools. One of the most adamant charges
made against the voucher proposal by the RTA concerned
segregation. RTA charged that it seemed possible that
the voucher system would increase the degree of
segregation through the mechanisms of choice and

the opportunity for establishing new schools. Can

the Study Staff guarantee that parents wouldn't
choose to segregate their children? What will prevent
elitest grours, particularly segregationists, from
establishing their own exclusive schools? Also,

the RTA articulated the general weariness and
apprehension of many district residents regarding
proposed changes of any type in the schools. After
two chaotic years, the RTA maintained, the Rochest.r
school community, parents, teachers, and especially
children need the benefits of a stable educational
environment which they felt would not be possible if

a voucher system were implemented.
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B. Elementary School Leadership Council

As early as the second week of the Feasibility Study,
contact was made with members of the Elementary School
Leadership Council (ESLC)! in order to inform them about the
concept of vouchers in general and the proposed Rochester model
in particular. These informal informational meetings continued
through October and November, 1972. On November 10, 1972,
members of the Study Staff, OE0O, and CSPP made a formal
presentation to 2ll elementary school principals during a
regularly-scheduled meeting of the ESLC with the Supervising
Director of Elementary Education,

At the principals' request, the Study Staff and consultants,
together with a principal and teacher visiting Rochester to des-
cribe their involvement in the Alum Rock voucher demonstration,
spoke at the Council's monthly dinner meeting on November 30,
1972.

On January 4, 1973, the Supervising Director of Elementary
Education called a special meeting of a group of elementary
principals and the Director of the Feasibility Study for the
purpose of determining a tentative demonstration area. The
principals attending were selected on the basis of three
criteria:

1. The belief that their schools would generate viable

alternatives

2. The fact that their schools comprised an acceptable

demonstration area, given the OEO guidelines

LThe Rochester City School District elementary school principals'
organization.
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3. The fact that many of the principals attending

had already expressed interest in implementing
a voucher program in their home schools

Of the sixteen principals attending, fifteen signified
that they would be willing to have their schools included in
a tentative demonstration area.

The ESLC released only one formal policy statement regarding
the proposed voucher model. On December 19, 1972, they support-
ed a resolution asking that there be no implementation of a
demonstration during the 1973-74 school year. The chairman
of the Council was gquoted in the local newspaper as saying
that the principals were not, at that time, opposed to the
voucher experiment but warted more study of the concept and more
than just one summer to prepare for changes. After their
position was reflected in the final draft of the proposal,
the principals did not publicly offer any more comment on
the proposed model,

However, the chairman of ESLC did volunteer the informa-
tion that the principals, as members of the RTA, had earlier
supported the RTA resolution of November 21, 1972, against the
implementation of a voucher demonstration at any time in
Rochester. The principals issued their own resolution of
December 19 because they felt that the climate was such that,
if implementation were seriously being considered, it was
necessary to slow down the timetable so that schools could have
more planning time. After they learned that, indeed, their
suggestions for postponing implementation had been adopted by
the Study Staff, they rcconsidered their position. At a

caucus held prior to a Board of Education Study Session on
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January 22, at which time they were to report their position

on the proposed demonstration, they decided to return to
their original position of supporting the RTA. It has been
suggested that the principals reverted to their original
position because of pressure from RTA relating to impending
contract negotiations. At the Study Session, however,

the principals did not make any official statement of their
position.

C. The Black Community

The past policies of the Board of Education have, to a
large extent, shaped the attitude of Lhe Black community
toward the proposed voucher system. With few exceptions,
the idea of another federal program that would effect change
in the Black community was looked upon with skepticism and
mistrust.

However, some black parents favored vouchers simply as
a means of obtaining a voluntary choice of schools for their
children. These parents continued to support the voucher program
as the only feasible means of:

1. Restructuring the lines of accountability of

administrators and teachers to parents

2. Improving the quality of education in individual

schools

3. Attempting to improve the total system to some

degree

4. Obteining materials and rchool personnel which are

vitally needed but which at present lack funding

These parents in some cases acted as a catalyst for other
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Black parents. Although many Black parents were not vocal,

a small group of highly vocal parents emerged. Many members
of Black community organizations listened with interest when
members of the Study Staff made overview presentations, and
later, after more detailed Staff presentations, voiced support

of the voucher proposal.

FIGHT! President Minister Raymond B.T. Scott was receptive
to the Study from the beginning. For several years, FIGHT has
been interested in seeing a community school started which
seemed possible under a voucher system.

The Executive Director of Action for a Better Community
(ABC), however, expressed strong opposition to the voucher
concept mainly because he felt that it would not result in
increased parent control. He cited, as an example, the fact
that parents would not have a deciding voice in the hiring or
firing of teachers and/or administrators.

The Urban League of Rochester assigned members of its
staff to appraise the voucher concept. The League staff
voiced its concern over the type of change that would occur in
the Black community in a voucher demonstration. They also
inquired about alternatives for funding the project if the
Office of Economic Opportunity should withdraw funds after
one or two years of the demonstration.

Rochester's Model Cities program did not take a definite
position on vouchers. Study Staff members met with Model Cities

central staff and its Education Task Force. Both groups lis-

1Freedom, !ndependence, God, Honor, Today - the Black community action
organization founded in 1964 by a coalition of Black community leaders
and Saul Alinsky of the Industrial Areas Foundation.
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tened -ntently and asked detailed questions regarding:

1. The "conditions" attached to federal funds

2. The sincerity of the Board of Education in

developing a permanent program that would be
beneficial to minority students

3. The ultimate authority for operation of the

schools

4. The definition and scope of "parent participation"

The Parents' Advisory Committee to Title I, (PACT),
which has a large membership of Black and Spanish-speaking
parents, requested three Study Staff presentations and also
appointed someone to analyze the study. Their chief concern
was the possible effect of OEO money on already-established
Title I programs and Title I schools. They questioned the
choice of demonstration area and the implications for those
schools electing not to participate. Also, the relationship
of Title I to compensatory vouchers had not been adequately
clarified. The Voucher Advisory Committee representative from
the PACT group, however, was supportive and worked for imple-
mentation of a voucher demonstration.

School-Parent Advisors to the Neighborhood (SPAN), a group
of mostly Black and Spanish-speaking paraprofessionals, invited
the Staff to make a presentation. SPAN workers did not look
sympathetically on another federal program coming into Rochester.

In summary, it seems as if the Black community would have
serious reservations about any new program the Rochester City
School District and the Board of Education tried to implement
in tne inner-city schools. Black parents would have to be

convinced of the District's sincerity during the demonstration
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planning period before they would accept the change.

D. The Spanish-speaking Community

The Spanish-speaking community of Rochester, New York,
includes 5,456 persons (5.4% of the total city population) of
Puerto Rican as well as South and Central American descent.

This minority population is concentrated basically in two

areas of the inner city. Like the broader Rochester community,
there are many organized groups within the Spanish-speaking ".
community. -

One of the first decisions made by the Study Staff was
to ;pproach and involve directly key members of the Spanish-
speaking community in the Voucher Study itself. 1In attempting
to achieve this end, a bilingual person familiar with the
community was employed as a part-time member of the Study Staff.
Her duties were two-fold:

1. To be the information link between the Staff and

the Spanish community at large

2. To translate into Spanish written material about

the proposed voucher model

The Spanish consultant also appeared on local Spanish
radio programs during the general media campaign in mid-
November, 1972, and was moderator of a half-hour Spanish
presentation about vouchers cn the local PBS outlet.

Three members of the Spanish community served on the
Ad Hoc Advisory Committee: two of Puerto Rican descent and one
of Colombian descent. One of the three, who represented the

Bilingual Education Committee% was a member of the Rochester

T A committee established by the Superintendent of Schools and the Span-
ish-speaking community to work on the problems of bilingual education.
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group that observed the voucher program in the Alum Rock School
District in December.

The other two represented, respectively, Action for a
Better Community (the local anti-poverty agency), and the
Rochester Teachers Association.

During the Study, several contacts were made with the
Ibero-American Action League (IAAL). The Director of IAAL
was contacted both formally and informally during October,
1972, with information regarding the proposed voucher model
and was asked “or his perception as to its potential effects
on the Spanish-speaking community.

Because the Study Staff felt that the teachers involved
in the Adelante program, one of the city-wide bilingual
programs, were not being directly involved in the voucher-
generated teacher activities in their home schools, a separate
workshop was planned and conducted for them on December 18,
1972. The Staff informed the Adelante personnel of the present
status of the Study and assessed their reactions to it. The
Staff discovered that the Adelante teachers had been exposed
to very little information on the proposed model and were not
very concerned because they felt that their program would not
be involved if a voucher demonstration were implemented. When
informed that they might become part of a demonstration, they
expressed serious concern over the possible disadvantages such
implementation could have for their students.

E. The Higher Education and Business Communities

During the months of November and December, a number of
individuals from the business community and from area colleges

were contacted to elicit feedback concerning both the process
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and the implications of the Feasibility Study for Rochester.

Although members of the business community were aware of the
current limited resources available for funding education,
they expressed the following concerns about a voucherized
educational plan:

1. Determining the amount to be funded.

2. The length of time that funding would be available

3. The degree of local control of funds

4. The future of instructional programs when a need for

new sources of revenue for education in Rochester
again became necessary

Some fears were expressed regarding the extent to which
the City School District would have to depend upon federal
support. 'Cautious optimism" is perhaps the key to their
overall reactions.

Individuals from the field of.higher education viewed
the voucher plan as a means by which schools could more appro-
priately meet the educational needs of children. They also
saw the plan as a realistic possibility for improving education
through extensive staff development and training. The involve-
ment of parents, teachers, administrators, and students in
exploring creative approaches to alternative instructional
patterns also seemed a possibility. The plan was seen as a
means of bringing about desired educational changes that would
be professionally challenging and personally satisfying for all
involved.

Members of the business community and institutions of
higher learning both expressed many of the same concerns about

education. Among them were the need for greater flexibility

in curriculum design, altecnative programs, more individual-
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ization of instruction, a continued emphasis upon basic skills

development, increased parent involvement, increased communi-
cations between the schools and the community, and assistance
in meeting the fiscal needs of the school system. In general,
they saw alternative schools as a means of achieving a more
viable approach to the educational program needs of Rochester's
school children.

F. Other Key Organizations

Rochester is a city that has a wide variety of community
action groups. However, the Study Staff felt that the
involvement of certain key organizations was necessary in
making a decision regarding implementation of a voucher
demonstration. The Staff also concluded that these organi-
zations should be approached on an individual and informal
basis. Time had to be spent with each such group explaining
the developing model, soliciting their respunses, and generally
keeping them personally informed of the current status of the
Study.

Early in the Study, the Staff initiated informal discussions
with the United Council on Education and Taxation (UCET) which
appointed a voucher committee. UCET expressed specific
concern regarding the following:

1. The extra money that would come into Rochester as a
result of a demonstration (This group wanted a
guarantee that e significant percentage of the money
would actually be spent to educate children, not
to create an additional administrative bureaucracy.)

2. The possibility of increased federal control

3. The extent to which parents would be allowed to
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establish new alternative schools of their choice

4. The criteria to be established for new school start-
up grants (Who would be responsible for giving these
grants? What kind of control would be exercised
over the planning and implementation of a new school
program? )

The UCET position is contained in Appendix J.

Another organization contacted b§ the Study Staff was the
19th Ward Community Association which appointed a special
committee to study the voucher proposal. This group was es-
pecially interested in the opportunity it afforded for starting
new schools within their attendance zone. They were appre-
hensive regarding the degree of control the Board would maintain
over a voucher demonstration. They expressed special interest
in sections of the proposal dealing with building autonomy in
matters of curriculum and budget. Their committee indicated
that they most emphatically did favor the proposal and requested
that schools in their attendance zone be included in the
demonstration area.

Other neighborhood groups such as the Edgerton Park
Community Association, the Charlotte Community Association,
and the Northeast Area Development (NEAD) conducted their
own dialogues with Staff members or secured information about
the Study to distribute to their members. Their basic concerns
seemed to coincide with those of UCET and the 19th Ward
Community Association. 1In addition, they expressed the opinion
that any kind of change would, at this time, be viewed negatively

by their membership. They were also concerned that implementation
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of the voucher plan would be forced apon them, whether or
not their area wished to participate. NEAD also questioned
increased bussing and the involuntary transfer of pupils.
it was also conveyed to the Staff that some members of the
Charlotte Community Association had voiced considerable
mistrust of federal funding. Of the three groups, NEAD
seemed the most responsive to the basic concept of vouchers.
In the December, 1972, issue of their publication, an
editorial appeared favorably disposed to the implementation
of a demonstration.

Two other organizations need mentioning, uwot because of
their inherent power, but for their reaction to the wvoucher
proposal: The Urban Policy Conference of the Brookings
Institute and the Monroe County Public Education and Relig-
ious Liberty Coalition (MCPEARL). Brookings' Educational
Task Force, in the course of making general recommendations
and forecasting their perceptions of educational trends over
the next ten years, favored a county-wide voucher plan that
would incorporate both public and private schools. MCPEARL
made a public policy statement in November, 1972, pertaining
to the proposed voucher system. They opposed the voucher
mechanism on one basic issue: in their opinion, public money
could be too easily diverted for the support of non-public

schools.
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VIIL. THE EDUCATOR AND COMMUNITY SURVEYS

The Educator and Community Surveys, consisting of structured
attitude questions, were designed, administered, analyzed, and
interpreted by a private consulting firm with experience in the
area of social science research. The overall objective of the
Surveys was to evaluate the willingness of residents, parents,
teachers, and administrators to use education vouchers for the
creation of alternative schools.

For purposes of convenience to the reader, the summary of
the two Surveys has been reproduced on the following two pag:s.
Because the report represents the efforts of an agency functioning
independently of the Voucher Study Staff, the complete survey
report is included in Appendix G, exactly as it was submitted

by Legge Associates on January 19, 1973.
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SUMMARY
e ————

A wide range of responses was found among educators and community
respondents. The educators generally oppose a voucher plan, right
now, and the community respondents generally favor the voucher
pPlan. Knowledge of educational vouchers was limited. Misconcep-
tions were frequent.

Educator Survey

1. Educators had mixed feelings about the voucher plan at the
time the self-~administered questionnaire was handed out
{(December 20). .

o About 40% thought the idea was poor, 30% thought it was
fair or good, 30% needed more information to decide.

o About 43% felt the City should try to get money to
develop more alternative schools, 41% opposed such a move.

o Asked specifically whether they supported the educational
voucher plan in Rochester, about 60% opposed it, 11%
supported it, and the remaining 29% were undecided.

2. Comments to the open-ended questions indicated that the
edvcators based their opposition on three reasons:

o Two years of change are regarded as enough. They want
stability for a few years.

o They feel they have insufficient information on the plan
and do not see how it might improve conditions in the
classroom.

o Many doubt whether the additional money will find its
way down to the classxoom.

3. The supportive group of educators come from existing alternative
schools, open classrooms, and central staff.

4. The opposition seems to be against the voucher idea and not
against alternative schools, and more against the total plan
than against its individual components.

5. The existing alternative schools are well known, but only a
minority of teachers want to teach there. Mos' w uld like
to stay where they are.
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Community Survey

1. Satisfaction with present schools was high.

o Only 10% of the respondents indicated dissatisfaction.

e Only 17% could name a school that they felt wor 4 be
better for their child within the City. Many . these
known schools were parochial schools so only 12% knew
about a better City school for their child. Therefore,
not more than 12% of the parents would consider trans-
ferring children to another school if the plan were
implemented today with their present level of knowledge.

2. Existing alternative schools and alternative programs are well
known in the community, but not always positively evalvated.

° The term "educational voucher," inserted into the list
of existing schools and programs was only known to 23%
of respondents in the resident sample and 38% of respon-
dents in the parent sample.

* When these terms were known the respondents had little
basis for evaluating them. The term "educational voucher"
seems to have no positive image. The t:rm "alternative
schools" has a positive image with 16% and a negative
image with 4%.

3. After explaining the voucher idea, people usually respond
favorably.

o About half said it was a good idea, only 15% said it was
a poor idea.

° Other questions like, "Would you perscnally welcome it?"
and "Should the district apply for such a program.....2"
gave similar proportions of 50-70% supporters and 12-15%
rejectors.

4. Most respondents see the City district as doing a good or
fair job, and would give most of those involved "more power."
Those respondents who think the teachers are doing a very
good job, and who are also very satisfied with their schools,
tend to support the voucher idea. Dissatisfied respondents
tended to regard the voucher idea as poor.

These two surveys could only mirror the situation at the study
time. The Rochester Teachers Association's stand against the plan
was well known among the teachers who completed the questionnaires
mostly together at the Wednesday afternoon faculty meeting with no
Alternative Schools Study staff member present. Such group situ-
ations give different results than person-~to-person interviews in
the privacy of the respondents' homes. The widespread assumption
that th: voucher "experiment" would lead to a major turmoil will
also have influenced the results towards a rejection for Rochester.
Thus, these findings may reflect many discrepancies and even mis-
conceptions, but indicate what the various respondent groups thought
of the issue in December 1972.
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" VIII. CONCLUSIONS

As the Study progressed, the Staff found that most of the
individuals and organizations they contacted were generally open-
minded and honest when voicing either support or opposition to the
program. The major exception was the leadership of the Rochester
Teachers Association (RTA), which persistently refused to consider
the possibility that the:program could have any merit.

While the majority of teachers in the Rochester City School
District held firmly to the RTA line in their opposition toward
any form of voucher demonstration, a significant number of those
opposed to the plan said consistently that given more time to study
and offer input on successive drafts of the proposed model and
considerably more time to plan for implementation, they might
become supportive.

Although many community orgenizations voiced concerns, several
publicly stated their support. Notable among these are the North-
east Area Development Association, the 19th Ward Community Association,
the Community Schools Council, and the Brookings Urban Policy
Conference.

Our Study further indicates that a significant number of
parents have become aware of the voucher concept, and most have
agreed that:

1. Alternative educational programs present a viable
educational innovation.

2. The City Schocl District is desperately in need of
financial support to continue and expand innovative
programs of all types.

3. City School District educators are doing a 'fair-

to-good" job of educating children.
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4. Parents are generally satisfied with the existing
alternative schools operating within the City
School District.

5. Parents should have the opportumnity to choose
the educational program and school which they feel
best meets the educational needs of their children.

6. The voucher system would not be a threat to teacher
performance.

7. The voucher system would not provide a mechanism
which would bring about increased school segregation.

8. The voucher system would not be a great threat to
the public school system.

9. Technical problems created by the implementation of
the voucher system would not be insurmountable.

Our Study shows, however, that many city residents of school-
age childr>n know very little about the proposed voucher model.
Because of strong opposition from the Rochester Teachers Association
and subsequent newspaper coverage resulting from the controversy
generated by that organization, these residents have either voiced
modest opposition to the plan or have not taken a stand at all.
The RTA had immediate access to ready-made arguments against the
general concept of vouchers through its state and national
affiliates. Since the voucher Study Staff was attempting to develop
a very specific voucher model quite different from other models which
have been heretofore proposed, the RTA, in many instances, presented
arguments against concepts which, in fact, were never inherent in
the proposed Rochester model.

The misinformation generated by other organizations and in-

dividuals also created problems. For example, various spokesmen
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suggested that the Rochester model would "open the door to
participation by private and parochial schools,'" and that
"parents would acquire the right to hire and fire teachers."

At no time during the Feasibility Study was consideration given
to these provisions. In fact, the Board of Education entered the
contract to do the Feasibility Study contingent upon OEQO acceptance

of the concept of an all public demonstration. A careful exam-

ination of the "Teachers' Rights" and "Parents' Rights'" sections
of the proposed model (Volume II) should make it clear that in

the voucher system, parents would not acquire the right to hire

and fire teachers.

Opponents of the system raised many other objections which
must also be given consideration. The most wide-spread objection
was shared by people who otherwise supported the program: the
general feeling of fatigue felt by almost every Rochesﬁgr parent,
teacher, and student. The community in general appeared weary
from too many educational changes brought about too quickly with
too little evaluation before the change occurred. Most people
expressed the wish to rest a bit, to catch their breath, before
another change was put into effect. Other major objections were
voiced as follows:

1. Doubts regarding the stability and longevity of
the Federal Office of Economic Opportunity

2. Teache. fears about increased accountability,
community control, etc.

3. Parent fears that the voucher system would not
result in increased parent involvement

4. Teacher concern that parents would not be able to

make choices wisely
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Mistrust of the school district's desire to offer

()]

parents real educational alternatives
6. The additional administrative costs that would be
required to implement the program
7. The cortinued necessity to use some local funds .
to support the already-existing alternative schools
Some of these objections were addressed in successive
revisions of the original draft proposal. For example, the
"Teachers' Rights'" section of the proposal was strengthened in
accord with teachers' suggestions. A parent information and
training component wes added to assist parents in learning how
to make informed choices. A "Parents' Rights" section was added to
the proposal which guaranteed parents certain rights--most sign-
nificantly, the right to be involved in program development in
their individual schools. 1In addition, the Staff attempted to
minimize administrative costs and to channel the largest possible

share of the OEO funds into the participating schools.
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IX. RECOMMENDAT IONS

Generally, the Rochester School Alternative Study Staff feels
that the proposed voucher program is feasible and could be success-
fully implemented in the Rochester C.ty School District if carefully
planned and coordinated. The Staff is also convinced that the
positive advantages of the program--especially as they relate to
the potential for educational growth in the District--outweigh
the potential disadvantages. However, the Staff feels that,
for the voucher program to be truly successful, parents, teachers,
and other groups directly affected by a demonstration must be
meaningfully involved in its planning and implementation. We
feel that initiating this program in September, 1973, as originally
intended would not allow enough time to ensure such participation.
The Staff believes, moreover, that if the Board should elect to
implement a demonstration twelve months later, these grcups could
be more meaningfully involved.

Specifically, the Statff feels that postponing implemeutation
of the program in order to extend the planning pe.iod would offer
several advantages. It would:

A. Allow parents, teachers, and the community in general

to gain a fuller understanding of the proposed model
B. Provide sufficient time for extensive involvement
of parents and teachers in program development

C. Strengthen the alternative programs that will be made

available

D. Allow the District additional time to assess the potential

value and impact of the program
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E. Allow the District to revise, if necessary, the
demonstration area according to school/community
sentiments

F. Provide the time necessary to build higher levels of
cooperation between parents and teachers

G. Allow time for federal reorganization to stabilize

H. Provide funds for valuable planning and program
development w’ :hin individuals schools

1. Provide parents with more time to adjust to another
innovative program

In discussinns with the Federal Office of Economic Opportunity,
OEO exrressed a willingness to finance a twelve to fifteen-month
planning period, provided the Board of Education officially
expresses its intent to implement a demonstration in 1974-75.

The Staff of the Rochester Schools Alternative Study recommends
that tie Rochester City School District commit itself to the
implementation of a voucher demonstration in the 1974-75 school
year. This commitment should be contingent upon successful
negotiations with the United States Office of Economic Opportunity
in regard to funding of a fifteen-month planning period and a
one (1) year implementation period which wouid begin upon completion

of the planning period.
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INTRODUCTION

The program proposed in this report should encourage the
development of many new public school alternatives. These
schools will be open to all participating Rochester parents,
rich or poor. By allowing parents to choose the educational
program they think best for their child, it should make it
possible for parents to translate their concern for their
children's education into action. 1If either the parents or
their child feel that the present school does not meet the
child's educational needs, he can go to another. By stimulating
both active parental interest and educational variety, this
program should improve education in the Rochester public schools
teking part in the demonstration.

Within this proposed educational system, the Rochester
Board of Education would issue to parents a voucher which would
be worth approximately what it costs the District to educate a
pupil for a year. Parents would bring their vouchers to the
Board for cash to operate their programs. Thus, school tudgets
would depend largely on their enrollment (i.e., parental satisfac-
tion with a particular school's program).

With such a program:

A. Parents could.have a greater freedom of expression

since they would be able to choose the schools their children

would attend.

B. Parents would be able to assume a more significant

role in shaping their children's education through the

exercise of this choice, thus creating in hoth parents
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and children more positive attitudes toward the schools.
C. A range of choices would become available: new school
programs of all types -- traditional or innovative --
could come into existence,
D. Administrators and teachers cculd plan curricula which
best meet the needs of their students and which reflect
their own educational approaches.
E. A form of educational accountability would be introduced
since parents would be free to withdraw their children and
the money it costs to cducate them from any school with
which they were dissatisfied.
For Rochester, the most significant goals of the program
are:
A. To make more educational options available to public
échool children and, by doing so, demonstrate that educa-
tional quality can be improved in a variety of programs,
B. To increase parental satisfaction with the public school
system by allowing parents to choose the type of school
they feel best meets their children's needs.
C. To improve the quality of education in Rochester by
giving teachers and administrators the additional flexibility
and resources they need to develop programs compatible with
their particular skills, abilities and interests.
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS PROPOSAL

A. During a fifteen month planning period (May, 1973-
August, 1974), each participating public school (L.e.,
its administration, faculty, and parents) will develop
its own educational program cr programs using funds provided

by OEO,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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B. In the planning period and during all stages of the
demonstration, the Board of Education will encourage

the development of new public schools based on petitions

by individuals, community groups, grcips of parents,

and/or groups of teachers. Developmental funds will

be provided by OEO.

C. An Advisory Committee composed of parents, teachers,
administrators, and other relevant interest groups within
the demonstration area will be formed to advise the Board
of Education on important decisions relating to the program.
D. All schools participating in the demonstration, whether
existing or newly formed, will be accountable to the Board
of Education and will be governed by four voucher demonstra-
tion regulations. In addition. they will have to abide by
state and local law, and rulings of the State Commissioner
of Education.

£. A child will be comnsidered a perticipant in the wvoucher
demonstration if he either lives in the demonstration area
or attends schools there.

F. The parents of each participating child will receive a
voucher. There will be two types of vouchers issued: a
basic voucher provided with City School District funds and
a voucher supplemented with OEO funds.

G. The parents of each participating child will receive
verified information about each participating school to
assist them in choosing their child's school.

H. Community Infcrmation Workers will be available to
parents to provide them with information about the alter-

natives available to them and to assist them in the mechanics
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of filling out application forms.
I. The parents of each participating child will select a
school from among those participating in the demonstration
and take their voucher to that school. No parent will be
forced to participate in the demonstration.
J. .The operating budgets of buildings and mini-schools will
be determined largely by the number of vouchers they receive.
A building's utilities and maintenance costs, however,
will not be. affected. Each partiqipating school will deter-
mine how it will allocate its budget,
K. Children will be allowed to transfer from one participating
school to another at quarterly intervals. When a child
transfers, the value of his voucher will be pro-rated, and
his voucher funds wil. be distributed equitably among the
schools he attends.
L. During the demonstration, both OEQ and the District
will conduct separate evalvations of the program. OE0 will
evaluate the program from an over-all perspective, and the
District will receive funds to conduct its own independent,
locally-developed evaluation.

RATIONALE FOR A THREE-STAGE PROPOSAL

When Rochester residents are asked how they feel about their
public school system, they frequently mention the numerous changes
that have recently taken place. 'First there was Reorganization.
Then Re-reorganization. Now it's something else. When will it
all end? We're sick and tired of changing everything every year.'

A feeling of pride in their city, mixed with anger,frustration,
exhaustion, and reluctance tc start new educational programs

quickly, s so pervasive that it is fair to say that few citizens

r /
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contacted by the Study Staff were enthusiastic about instituting
a modified voucher system in the 1973-74 school year. Though
many parents and community groups reacted with varying degrees

of enthusiasm for the modified voucher system, virtually all
recommended to the Study Staff that such a program not be im-
plemented in 1973-74. They also felt strongly that the Rochester
Board of Education should implement a modified voucher program
only if the U.S.0ffice of Economic Opportunity were to provide
the District with sufficient time and money to acquaint residents
and staff with the new program and to plan in detail for its
implementation.

For these reazons, the Study Staff is recommending to the
Board of Education that it commit itself to implementation of the
program in the 1974-75 school year, but that it do so only if
OED makes available to the District sufficient funds for a
planning period extending from April 1, 1973, through June 30,
1974. The program would not become operational until September,
1974.

OVERVIEW: THE PRE-PLANNING AND PLANNING STAGES

In principle, the voucher system is simple to understari.
Vouchers are a different way of getting money to schools. Parents,
instead of a District's Central Office, determine whether a school's
budget is o be large or small. This simple mechanism -- allowing
parents to 2llo:ate their share of educational dollars to schools
of their choice -- w'll increase the range of prog:am alternatives
available to Rochester children, give rise to programs better

tailored to the needs of students, and change the way teachers
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relate to each other, to school administrators, and to parents.*

While the idea behind a voucher system is not at all
complicated, actually putting the program into operation --
superimn. ..i1g it onto the existing system -- is not at all
simple. Proper implementation will demand a serious and con-
certed effort on the part of the Board of Education, the Alter-
native Schools Office, principals, teachers, and parents:

A. Parents and teachers must come to understand how the

system works and begin establishing new relationships.

B. Teachers must think through their programs carefully

and describe them accurately and concretely,

C. People wishing to "pool" their vouchers and start

mew public school alternatives must be given assistance.

D. Alternative Scools Office must inform parents of the

available optioms,

E. Applications must be completed and processed, and money

must be funneled efficiently to participating schools.

Accomplishing these tasks in a year and a half will require
money, planning, patience, and work. The summary that follows

describes the tasks that will have to be completed by September, 1974.

* Vouchers should affect teacher-teacaer, principal-teacher, and
parent-teacher relationships in education. Teachers planning
programs (mini-schools) will have to work closely together.
Principals will have to cooperate more with their faculties,
since, if they dr not, teachers may move to schools more to
their liking. Vouchers should alsc encourage faculties to
work more closely with parents, since, if they do not,
parents, too, can change their children's schools, By sub-
stituting a voluntary parent-school relationshin for an
involuntary one, vouchers should bring a new sense of purpose
to public education,

~
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SUMMARY OF THE PRE-PLANNING, PLANNING, AND IMPLEMENTATION STAGES

PRE-PLANNING (April-June, 1973)

-
]
. e

An Alternative Schools Office (ASO) will be formed
to oversee the various aspects of the pre-planning,
planning, and implementation stages. (See Section
1)

During May-June, 1973, the program will be studied
in detail by the faculties and parents of the
following schools:

#1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 14, 16, 23, 29, 37, 44, 46, 52,

and 58. These fourteen schools have been

tentatively designated as the schools ‘hich will

participate in pre-planning, planning, and im-
plementation. However, during the pre-planning
stage, this list of schools may change. New

schools may be added to the list; it may be decided
that some of the schools listed - . will not
participate. (See Section II)

A training center for parents and teachers will be
established by the ASO. The faculties of the schools
listed above, other faculties expressing significant
interest in the program, and parents having ~hild-
ren in these schools will receive two days of
general orientation on the voucher program.

During this orientation, the following subjects

will be discussed:

a. Program goals and objectives

b. How the voucter system can attain these goals

and objectives
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c. The roles of parents, teachers, and adminis-
trators in voucher schools
d. Ways in which voucher schools may be organized
e. The kinds of programs that could be created
f. Strengthening of neighborhood schools by the
creation of mini-schools
g. Teachers' and parents' rights (See Section III)

4. While the orientation of teachers and parents is
proceeding, principals and Central Office staff
will also learn about the voucher program.

3. Schools that commit themselves to participating
in the planning and implementation stages will
receive their first no-strings-attached grants
for program development. It is anticipated that
these first grants will be approximately $3,000
per school. (See Section IV)

6. At the end of the pre-planning period, a final
list of participating schools will be drawn up.

7. Systeme-development work will begin. This
includes such things as establishing methods for
following pupils and teachers, developing budget
and application forms, and determining the value
of the vouchers that children receive.

8. After securing Board of Education approval, proced-
ures and guidelines for establishing new public
schools will be published.

9. Individuals, groups, or non~profit orgauizations
interested in establishing new public schools will

apply to the Director of the Alternative Schools

©

ERIC :
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Of fice for preliminary planning grants. Initial
grants will be $100-$500. Any applicant re-
ceiving such a grant will report to the Director
of the ASO as to how these funds were spent,
The deadline for requests for these grants will

be Jjune 30, 1973.

Failure of any applicar . to receive a preliminary New School

Planning Grant will not prevent the applicant from submitting

the more detailed aew-school proposal, nor will it mean that

[ J
the applicant cannot establish a new public school with Board

of Educatir i1 approval. (See Section V)

THE PLANNING PERIOD (July, 1973 - August, 1974)

1‘

A committee of Rochester residents will be elected/
appointed as an Advisory Committee for the Alter-

native Schools Demonstration. This Committee

will have the following composition:

a. 50% parents (one parent elected by the parents
of each participating school)

b. 30% teachers and administrators (teachers will
be elected by teachers in the participating
schools; at least one principal will be elected
by the parvicipating principals)

¢. 20% Rochester Board of Education appointees

This Committee will advise the Board of Education

and the Director of the ASO on all administrative

and policy matters relevant to the program. This

Committee will not have the authority ‘o determine

or influence the curriculum policies of partici-

nating schools. (See Section VI)
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Parent and teaclier orientation will continue,

and the parents and teachers of each participating
school will jointly determine the programs their
school will offer in the 1974-75 academic year.
Decisions on program offerings will be made no
later than August 31, 1973, The Director will
provide no-strings-attached gran. to each
participating school for this purpose. Training
facilities as well as specialists in instructional
matters will be made available to %articipating
schools.

Work will begin on a comprehensive school question-
naire which will be completed by participating
schools and which will be the basis of a voucher
schools catalogue describing the participating
schools. The final catalogue will be distributed
to all participating parents and teachers. This
catalogue should enable parerts to make informed
dacisions when selecting schools for their
children,

The kinds of information required, as well as the
format of the catalogue, will be determined by

the Advisory Committee.

Participating schools will complete the question-
naire no later than November 30, 1973. Question-
naire information will be verified by the ASO no
later than December 15, 1973. (See Section VII)
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An individual or group that desires to establish
a new public school will submit a proposal to the
Advisory Committee and the Board of Education
no later than October 31 for consideration for
the next school year. On the basis of the proposal,
the Board of Education, upon recommendation of
the Advisory Committee, will decide by November 20
whether or not the applicant shall receive a
planning grant, not to exceed $5,000. The
proposal for a planning grant shall describe
in detail the proposed philosophy, curriculum,
program structure, staffing patterns, and size
of the proposed new schoocl. The applicant must
demonstrate that the proposed new school conforms
with all state and local laws and codes; he must
also agree to abide by all voucher school regulations.
A Board of Education decision on whether or not to
allow the establishment of a particular new public
school will be made no later than February 28.
Each participating school must abide by the
following four rules in order to be eligible to
receive vouchers:
a. No school may discriminate against pupils
or teachers on the basis of race, religion,
economic status, country of origin, sex, or
ability. Voucher students may apply to any

participating school. If a participating
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school has fewer applicants than spaces,
it must accept all applicants,

b. Where more students apply than can be accepted,
the school will adopt the following procedure:
(1) Enroll pupils currently attending, and their

younger siblings cntering school for the
first time, if they apply. (This is
called '"squatters' rights.")

(2) Select applicants to £ill the school's
remaining places on a fair and impartial
basis; for example, by lottery.

Although equal access of all students to

participating schools is a requirement,

newly-created public schools must be allowed

to select a portion of their incoming students

in a non-random fashion to insure the place-

ment of children whose parents created th.
school. These founding parents will have the
right to enroll their children, provided the
school has enough spaces to guarantee the
placement of twice the number of students

given "founders' rights.,"

c. Participating schools must accept the voucher
as payment in full for ail educational services
provided by the school, No school may require
parents to make additional out-of-pocket
payments.

d. All schools must make information available to
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the Director of the ASO concerning the

school's basic philosophy of education,
curriculum, number of teachers, teacher
qualifications, physical facilities,
financial position, pupil progress,_etc.

In summary, the school must provide
sufficient information to emable parents to
make an informed decision when they select
a school.

. Individual school staffs will continue to work on
program development for the following school year
using no-strings-attached grants for the purpose.
In the entire planning year, it is anticipated
that each participating school will receive no-
strings-attached grants totaling $25,000-$30,000.
School staffs will involve themselves in whatever
training they deem necessary to become familiar
with new techniques they wish to incorporate into
their programs. They will also purchase necessary
equipment and instructional materials and plan
for the most effective use of their physical plant.

7. Systems-development work will be completed. This
includes school budget forms, applications, etc.

8. In Febiuary, 1974, the parents of each K-6 part-
icipating child will receive a school catalogue and
a school-application form/voucher.

9. Two kinds of vouchers will be issued: basic vouchers
and supplemented vouchers. Basic vouchers will be
worth the approximate average yearly cost of

ERIC
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educating a child in Rochester's public elementary
schools. There will be two types of supplemented
vouchers: supplemented vouchers for economically
disadvantaged children and supplemented vouchers
for other "educationally disadvantaged” children.
Supplemented vouchers will be worth approximately
$250 more than basic vouchers. The anonymity

of children receiving supplemented vouchers will
be guaranteed. (See Section VIII)

10. By the end of April, 1974, each participating
parent will have completed and submitted to the
school of his choice his chilu's application
form/voucher. Community Informatiom Workers will
be hired to provide parents with information about
the alternatives available to them and assist
parents in the mechanics of £filling out the appli-
cation form/voucher. (See Section IX)

Parents may choose to enroll their children in any
participating school ~-- existing or newly-estab-
lished. (See Section X) Parents choosing not
to participate in the voucher progrmm will not
be forced to do so. They may refuse to accept an
application form/voucher and continue having their
children assigned to their neighborhood school,

* or they may request from Central Office an assign-
ment to & non-voucher school.

11. Parent application forms will be processed by the
ASO no later than June 15, 1974. At that time,

©
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parents will be informed of their children's
schools, and schools will be given student lists
and budgets. Each school's budget will be
determined largely by the number of pupils en-
rolled., The number of pupils enrolled, however,
will not affect a school's utilities and main-
tenance costs, nor, in general, will it decrease
a school's level of Title I funding. (See Section XI)
12. The dollars allocated to participating schools
by parents can be spent by the school in any legally
acceptable way its administration, faculty, and
parents jointly determine., However, these funds
are to be spent to benefit all children in the
school; supplemented voucher money is not to be
used exclusively for the education of children
who receive supplemented vouchers.
13. During the final stage of the planning period
(June 15 - June 20, 1974), and the initial stage
of the implementation period (July 1 - September 10,
1974), in-service training of teachers in parti-
cipating schools will continue. Staffs will alter,
refine, and finalize their educational programs
in light of the estimated size and make-up of
their student bodies.

IMPLEMENTATION (September, 1974 - June, 1975)

1. Parents will enroll their children in the schools

they selected.

ERIC
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V. METHODOLOGY
A. Pre-service Staff Workshop, Cambridge, Massachusetts
1. Background
Six members of the Rochester Schools Alternative
Study Staff, plus the outside consultant who
would conduct the school and commmity surveys,
attended a three~-day workshop at the Center for
the Study of Public Policy in Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts, on October 18, 19, and 20, 1972. The
work sessions were coordinated and administered
by the staff at the Center.
The primary objectives established for the
Rochester Schools Alternative Staff participants
are listed as follows:
a. To discuss and understand the implications
of and approaches to the Study
b. To define and discuss specific responsibilities
for each Staff member
c. To plan the dissemination of information
: d. To develop priorities, strategies, and a
timetable
2. Analysis
Staff members agreed that a great deal was
accomplished at this workshop, resulting in
a much clearer picture of the entire Study and
of each individual's role in it. By the last

session, however, it became apparent that many

©
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during the school year. If, after the first

year of operation, a parent wishes to change
his child's school assignment for the 1974-75
school year, he may complete a new application
form., All parents who wish to have their
children continue in the school attended during
the 1974-75 school year will be guaranteed
placement in that school; they need not complete

a new application form.
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SECTION I: ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS OFFICE

A. Demonstration Agency

The Rochester Board of Education will operate the wvoucher
demonstration and have legal responsibility for all aspects
of its operation., According to state law, the legal
authority for all participating schools must remain with
the Board of Education and the Superintendent of Schools
and cannot be delegated.

B. Staff Structure

The Administrative Director of the Altermative Schools
Office (ASO) will be responsible to the Superintendent
of Schools for the planning and implementation of the
demonstration. He will have an administrative staff which
will be totally funded by OEO. The ASO will coordinate
all phases of pre-planning, pianning, and implementation.
The ASO shall:
1. Recommend demonstration scnools to the Super-
intendent
2. Review new public school proposals; assist in
determining eligibility for planning grants;
recommend the participation of newly-established
schools to the Advisory Committee and the Board
3. Make program-development grants available to
demonstration schools and provide orientation
for program participants
4. Establish end enforce uniform guidelines for pupil
admissions and transfers
5. Be responsible for program information collection,
verification, printing, and dissemination

©
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6. Assist parents in understanding the program and
familiarizing them with options available to
them ’

7. Be responsible for fiscal and pupil accounting,
matching pupils to the school of their choice,
and keeping track of their location and cumulative
records

8. Conduct a locally-designed evaluation of the
project and act as liaison between the District
and the contractor performing the national

evaluation for OEO
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SECTION II: TENTATIVE DEMONSTRATION AREA

The City School District has tentatively designated
Schools 1, 2, 3, &4, 6, 14, 16, 23, 29, 37, 44, 46, 52, and
58 to participate in the pre-plamning, planning, and implemen-
tation stages of the voucher demonstratimm. These schools
have a total eurollment of 7,588 students, of whom slightly
more than 50% are eligible for the federal free lunch program
(approximately 3,854 students). There are 4,669 minori
studenus (61.5%) enrolled in these schools. These schools
have an average excess capacity of 325 pupil spaces, with
School #1 having the least number of excess spaces (167)
and School #6 having the most (665). The maximum distance
between demonstration area schools is six miles.

The City School District may revise this iist of demon-
stration schools during the pre-planning period. 1If additional
schools are designated, the District will enter into negotiations
with OEO for additional planning and supplemented voucher
funds. (See Appendix C)
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SECTION III: TEACHERS' AND PARENTS' RIGHTS
A. Teachers' Rights

Full protection provided by, the State of New York

and Rochester Board oif Educgtion policy will continue

to be extended to teaching employees participating
in the demonstration. Specifically:

1. Teachers who participate in the demonstratién
shall retain all tenure and seniority rights and
shall continue to accrue these rights during
their participation in the demonstration,

2. Participating teachers shall have the right to
choose where they wish to teach. They shall have
maximum freedom possible to teach in a program
that is compatible with their own educational
background, skills, and philosophy.

3. Teachers shall héive the right to participate
meaningfully in all decisions affecting the
development and operation of their school's
program., The Board of Education, the Central
Administration, and the Alternative Schools
Advisory Committee shall not interfere with each
school's program development process.

4. 1In the event that a school subdivides into mini-
schools, each mini-school will have a separate
budget. Teachers in mini-schools will have major
responsibility for determining how their mini-

school funds are ut.ilized.
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5. In the event that shifting enrollment patterns

decrease a school's budget to the point where

the salary of one or more teachers cannot be

paid, the following procedures* will be employed:

a.

The District will assist the teacher in
finding another school within the demon-
stration area which has additional staff
needs and is mutually acceptable to the
teacher and school principal. Under no
circumstances will an opening created by

a school's expansion be filled by hiring a
new teacher until all salaried personnel
are located in satisfactory positions.

If no such position is available, the Board
will undertake to find a suitable position
elsewhere in the school district. (Again,
staff vacang}ﬁafwdll be filled first by

rthe existing staff.)

In the extreme case that there is no position
available in the entire school district,

CEO will provide the District with funds to
support the teacher at his present salary
level in a teaching assigmment for the
remainder of the school year and the follow-

ing school year. Normal teaching staff

* We believe that these procedures will result in greater
satisfaction in resolving matters of relocation for both
teachers and schocls than those procedures presently in

effect.
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turnover shonld insure that no teacher will

lose his or her job. Contracts in force
in the District assure a tenured teacher
certain rights based on seniority which
govern any decrease in total teaching staff.
A teacher who is displaced as a result of
a voucher demonstration still has the right
to negotiated safeguards of employment.
The salary guarantee is available to a
teacher ONLY if he or she finds it a
satisfactory mechanism; otherwise, other
equitable means of guaranteeing employment
will be investigated.
Teachers participating in the demonstration shall
have the right to transfer out of the demonstration
if they so elect. Teachers outside of the demonstra-
tion area shall have the right to transfer into
available positions within the demonstration area
if they so elect.
OE0 funds will be made available to compensate
participating personnel for the additional time
spent in prograﬁ planning and development.
Any grievance procedure over teachers' rigits,
working conditioms, yearly evaluation, or dis-
missal shall be eonducted through regularly
negotiated and established channels. All teachers
in participating schools shall be guaranteed

their rights of grievance as specified in the
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existing contract.

9. The Rochester Teachers Association will be
considered the recognized bargaining agent
for the teachers in Rochester. No separate
bargaining or grievance procedures will be
established fo:.: participating teachers as
differentiated from non-participating teachers.

10. The Board of Education will ensure the
establishment of procedures by which teachers
may be informed of any aspect of the demon-
stration.

11, Since innovative teaching is encouraged by the
demonstration, any program fajilures will not be
considered grounds for dismissal of teacivers,
principals, or aides except for the reasons
stated in the negotiated contract between the
Board of Education and the Rochester Teachers
Association.

12, Existing teacher evaluation proceduresr will
take into consideration the teacher's involve-
ment in a demonstration program.

13. Any changes in the opening and closing dates of
participating schools will be uniform and deter-
mined with community involvement. In-service
days will be used at the discretion of individual
school staffs,

14, Teaching employees who participate in the
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demonstration will be governed by the existing
school system contract for teaching employees.
All new positions created by the project will be
classified according to the exiséing pay scale
of the Rochester Public Schools.

15, Teaching employees will be paid for any vacation
time spent working on program planning and develop-
ment. Payment to parents for approved planning
functions will also be provided., Existing City
School District salary and wage guidelines will
be followed.

These guarantees assure greater job security for teachers
involved in the voucher program than for non-involved teachers.
Currently, teachers displaced by enrollment decreases in their
schools are reassigned to other schools, sometimes to ones
in which they would prefer not to teach. This procedure
is guaranteed only if vacancies exist and/or the displaced
teachers have tenure. Moreover, if the District as a whole
suffers a substantial enrollment decrease, displaced teachers
without tenure currently are guarante~d a salary for only
a sixty-day period.

Teachers in voucher schools will be guaranteed many
rights, including the right to play a crucial role in
educational decision-making. Furthermore, they will be
guaranteed the right to transfer out of participating schools
and, if displaced, be given a satisfactory job assignment
contingent upon existing vacancies in the District.

B, Parents' Rights
One of the hasic objectives of the voucher program is

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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to stimulate parentai involvement and increase parental
satisfaction with their children's schools. In order to
accomplish tiis goal, participating parents will be
guaranteed certain rights. The followling guarantees are
made to parents participating in the voucher demonstration:
1. The opportunity to participate meaningfully in
program planning for their school
2. The existence of a reasonable range of educational
alternatives from which to choose
3. The right to receive objective &nd verified
information regarding the programs of participating
schools
4. The right to keep cheir children in the school in
which they are currently enrolled (It is our
expectation that programs deemed satisfactory
by parents prior to the demonstration will continue
to be offered in their schools during the demon-
stration.)
5. The right to receive information and training
regarding the mechanics of the voucher program
6. The right to create new public educational alterna-
tives
7. Protection from arbitrary changes in school programs
without adequate prior consultation and notification
8. Significant involvement in their school's program
evaluation process
9, Access to evaluative data on programs in participating

schools

10. The right to be notified of uniform pupil transfer
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and suspension policies operating in voucher
demonstration schools

11, Access to school budgets

12. The right to withdraw their financial support by
transferring their children from schools which
they perceive to be unresponsive to their children's
needs )

13. The right to transfer their child, at the end of
any quarter, to any participating school that

has vacancies
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SECTION 1IV: PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

A. School Autonomy

A voucher system requires that certain decision-making
activities be decentralized and that schools be relatively
autonomous in their mode of operation. A voucher system
requires this because each participating school's budget
is determined largely by parental choice. Thercfore, a
school's staff must be free to adjust its program and
priorities to students' needs in a direct and timely mamner.
Unless there is ar increase in school autonomy, particularly
in matters of educational philosophy, curriculum, teaching
methods, and student discipline, the basic objectives of
a voucher program may not be attainable,

B. Program Development

In order for parents and faculties to develop jointly
educational programs in demonstration schools, the School
District will request funds from OEQ to facilitate this
effort. Though we strongly believe that each school must
develop its own procedures for involving parents and staff
in the program development process, we suggest the following
model:

1. Faculties in participating schools will first
study the voucher concept in detail and then
generate a list of programs or educational
approaches which interest them. The District will
request that OEO provide no-strings-attached funds
for this effort.

2. Parents associated with participating schools will
study the voucher concept in detail and then

©
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generate a list of programs or educational
approaches which interest them. Funds for this
effort will be requested from OEO.

3. Faculty-generated program ideas will be distributed
to parents associated with theif school, and
parent-generated ideas will be distributed to
school faculty members.

4. Once the two groups have a good understanding of
the voucher concept and of one another's suggest-
ions, they will reach an agreement on how to
develop mutually-desired educational options
within their school.

5. Schools (faculties and parents) can decide either
to remain "single purpose’ (the entire school
utilizes an educational approach) or to sub-divide
themselves into "mini-schools." The term "mini-
schools" means that, in effect, several different
kinds of smaller schools (for example, a traditional
school, an occupationally-oriented school, and a
fine-arts-emphasis school) will operate within a
single school building.

Grants for parents, teachers,and administrative orien-
tation and program development will be allocated separately
and in addition ;o the voucher monies that schools receive.
These funds will be divided equitably among the participating
schools.

C. Instructional Services

In order to provide additional resources to already-

existing schools which become part of the voucher demonstration,
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a staff of process and resource consultants will be available
during the pre-planning, planning, and implementation period.
Tliese consultants will be available on request to teachers,
principals, and parents of participating voucher schools.
They will assist individual schools by offering services
in the areas of curriculum development and management
training.

Consultants will also be available to parents and
teachers who want to start new Schools. These consultants
will assist groups in obtaining facilities which meet state
and local requirements,

Consultants will be available on request, and their use
by participating schools will not be mandatory. Process
consultants will not espouse any particular instructional
philosophy or theory but will be expected to assist schools
in the development of their own altermative instructional
programs. The City School District Division of Instruction
will become the agency providing these services.

D. Special Education

The needs of children in special education programs must
receive careful consideration in the design and implementation
of the voucher demonstration. Like all children, special
education students have a wide range of abilities, demon-
strate a variety of learning styles, and.can benefit from
participation in the alternatives which are created.

Regulations of the Commissioner of Education mandate
various aspects of administration, programming, and instruc-
tion for educationally-handicapped students. (The Commissioner
of Education, for instance, mandates that special classes
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for the educationally-handicapped be housed in schools
where there are regular classes of students of comparable
ages.) Some regulations are relatively rigid and inflex-
ible; others offer genmeral guidelines for programming and
instructional content. Where alternatives are possible,
the specific needs of the children will be the determining
factors shaping the programs.

Currently, special education children ave either
concentrated in large numbers of self-contained classrooms
in one or two schools or are scattered around the city in
self-contained classrooms wherever space is available.

Pupil assignment varies from totally self-contained special
education classes, to special education classes with students
partially integraved into regular classes, to special
education students totally integrated in regular classes
with resource-teacher assistance. In many instances, this
situation has caused special education children to be

moved from one building to another from year to year.

In the proposed design, parents of special education
children will have the option of having their children
partially or totally integrated into any of the alternatives
that would be made available in the demonstration schools.
| We realize that in many cases special education students
will not be able to participate fully in the regular voucher
school programs. We feel, however, that, in most cases,
special education children will benefit from at least some
aspects of the alternative programs. Parents of special
education chiidren will therefore bave the option of having
their child remain in a self-contained special education
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classroom or of having him participate in a "regular"
alternative program compatible with his interests, needs,
and abilities. Each voucher school will be required to
give a detailed statement describing how it will provide
for the educational needs of special education students.
Each voucher school will be expected to provide at least
one resource classroom for the use of special education
students who apply. The City School District will provide
special education resource teachers for these classrooms.

The success or failure of such an effort will depend
on the extent to which Central Office, special education
staffs, and individual special education teachers assist
voucher school faculties. With the additional resources
made available by OEO funds, it will also be possible
for demonstration schools to offer meaningful alternatives
in self:contained special education classrooms,

It will also be important for the District to provide
competent special education counselling to parents to help
them understand the special needs of their children and
to help them appraise the advantages and disadvantacges

of the various programs.
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SECTION V: NEW SCHOOLS

In order to expand the range of educational alternatives
available to parents, the District will cooperate with any indi-
vidual, group of individuals, or non-profit organization wanting
t6 establish a new alternative public school. Such schools will
be established by, and be responsible to, the Board of Education.
The Board may establish memoranda of agreewent regarding the
operation of such schools, such as the memoranda currently in
force and in effect between the Board and the World of Inquiry and
the Interim Junior High Schoeol.

A. Preliminary Proposal

Any individual, group of individuals, or non~-profit or-
ganization (applicant) may submit a preliminary proposal to
the Director of the ASO. This preliminary proposal shall in-
clude at least the following information:

1. The age-group the school will serve

2. An estimate of the desired number of students to be

enrolled

3. The desired teacher/student ratio

4. The type of facilities desired

5. Demonstration of interest and need for the type

of school proposed

6. The degree of community participation anticipated

7. A statement that all state and local educational and

voucher program requirements will be satisfied

Upon demeonstration of financial need, the ASO Director

may, at his discretion, authorize a preliminary grant of
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money, not to exceed $500, for the further development of a

comprehensive proposal to be submitted to the Board. Any
applicant receiving such funds shall. be accountable to the
Director for their expenditure.

Failure of any applicant to receive a preliminary grant
shall not be construed as a rejection of his proposal and
shall in no way prejudice the right of the applicant to sub-
mit subsequent proposals to the Board. At all stages of
proposal preparation, ASO staff will be available to assist
the applicant.

B. Submission of Proposals to the Board of Education

Each applicant seeking to organize a new public school
under these guidelines shall submit a proposal to the Board
not later than October 31 for consideration for the next
school year. On the basis of the submitted proposal, the
Board shall decide by November 30 whether or not the appli-
cant shall receive a planning grant. Amendments and/or
supplements to the proposal will be considered by the Board
at any time up until two weeks prior to its decision.

Proposals for planning grants must contain the following
information:

1. Program Description |

a. Statement of Purpose. This section shall
include a statement of the philosophy of the
proposed school, a description of the educa-

tional program to be offered, and the ways in
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which the school may be expected to differ

from programs offered in other participating
schools. The applicant shall indicate how the
school's goals are compatible with the Rochester,
New York, City School District ''Statement of
Philosophy and Goals."

b. Curriculum Description. The proposed curricu-
lum shall conform to state statutory and regu-
latory guidelines. A description of materials
required to implement the proposed curriculum
shall be included. Such curriculum description
shall outline the program but need not include
a description of implementation procedures on a
day-to-~day basis.

¢. Structure of Program. This section shall in-
clude a description of the way in which classes
will be organized. (Will students remain with
one teacher during the day? Will students move
in a group from one teacher to another?) This
section shall also include a description of how
each child's progress will be monitored and
communicated to the students and their parents.

2. School Facilities and Administrative Organization

a. Size. The proposal must demonstrate that the

applicant has secured at least 25 voucher

commitments and has a minimum enrcllment capacity

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



- 36 -
of 50 pupils. Furthermore, the proposal shall
state the desiied enrollment of the school and
a time-table for reaching that enrollment. The
applicant shall also include in this section a
detailed description of pupil recruitment pro-
cedures. These procedures shall conform to
local voucher guidelines and state law.
b. Location. This section shall include a descrip-
tion of the desired site, stating:
(1) Whether the school will be housed in an
existing school building
(2) Whether any renovations are required or
desired
(3) The estimated cost of such renovations
(4) The terms of any lease or purchase agreement
desired
(5) Anticipated operating costs including
heating, electric, and custodial services
All plans and specifications shall conform to
the city and state building codes. Every effort
will be made to locate school programs within
present City School District facilities.
¢c. School Administration. This section shall in-
clude a detailed description of the way in which
the school will be administered, including the
duties and responsibilities of the program admin-

istrator, teachers, other program personnel,
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parents, and students. The way in which the

school is administered shall be consistent with
state law and the Board of Education/Rochester
Teachers Association contract.

d. Personnel. The proposal shall include a detailed
descriptiocn of the anticipated staffing pattern
for the minimum proposed enrollment (50) and job
descriptions for all teaching personnel. This
section shall also include an estimate of addi-
tional personnel needed and plans for modifica-
tions in the staffing pattern required by the
growth of the school to its desired size.
Personnel patterns and job descriptions shall
not conflict with state law or the existing con-
tract between the Board of Education and the
Rochester Teachers Association.

e. Budget. The applicant shall submit a budget
based on the number of voucher commitments it
has received at the time of application and a
budget which reflects maximum desired enroll-

"ment. The District will provide instructions
for proper budgeting and auditing procedures.

C. Board of Education Approval

The Board shall select applicants by the following cri-
teria:
1. Their proposals meet all previously stated require-

ments.
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2. Their maintenance costs are reasonable in terms of

the average maintenance costs for schools of the
same size in the District, (OEO funds will pay
rental and maintenance costs for new schools not
housed in already-existing public school buildings.
Funds for this purpose will be allocated to schools
separately from their voucher monies.)

3. Their arrangements for securing space are satisfac-
tory to the Board.

4. Their programs and admission policies are in accord
with all state and federal laws, the four voucher
regulations, and established Board of Education
policies with respect to desegregation and racial
isolation.

Those applicant groups selected shall have no religious
affiliation and shall not discriminate against any student
or teacher on the basis of religion, race, color, creed, or
sex.

The Board shall publish and distribute these guidelines

in a clear and concise form by April 20 of any given year.
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SECTION VI: ADVISORY COMMITIEE
| A committee of Rochester residents will be elected/appointed
as an Advisory Committee to the Board of Education for the Alter-
native Schools demonstration. This Committee will have the
following composition:
1. 50% parents:
One parent will be elected by the parents of each
demonstration school.
2. 30% teachers and administrators:
Teachers will be elected by teachers in the demon-
stration schools; at least one principcl will be
elected by demonstration principals.
3. 20% of this Advisory Committee will bc appointed by
the Board of Education.

This Committee will consider policy which generally affects
the administration and regulation of the demonstration. It will
not have the authority to direct individual schools in specific
administrative and instructional matters.

The Advisory Committee will act as a sounding board and
community resource while the program is being developed and imple-
mented. It will be an objective informational body and will work
with the ASO Director in system-wide matters affecting the demon-
stration. One of its functions will be to make policy recommenda-
tions to the School Board regarding the demonstration and to work
closely with the ASO Director and his staff in making decisions
about the implementation of the program. Among other things, the
Advisory Committee will recommend to the Board:
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1. Explicit criteria for distributing starc-up funds
in addition to those agreed to by OEO and the Dis-
trict
2. Particuiar groups which they feel should be given
start-up loans or grants
3. Explicit criteria for determining already-existing
schools eligible to participate in addition to
those agreed to by OEO and the District
4. Particular schools which they feel should be deemed
eligible for participation
5. The kinds of information to be collected and dis-
seminated to parents and a format for a descriptive
school catalogue containing this information
The Alternmative Schools Advisory Committee will also advise
the Board of Education on other, but as yet unidentified, matters

relevant to the demonstration.
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SECTION VII: REQUIRED INFORMATION

At a minimum, each participating school will be required to
supply the following kinds of information:

A. Educational Philosophy and Program: A statement by each

school describing its philosophy, objectives, techniques,
general rules and regulations, and availability of instruc-
tional materials

B. Staff Profile: A description of the teaching and ad-

ministrative staff, including years of service, educational
background, specialties, etc.

C. Budget: A tentative breakdown of the school's budget,
indicating how compensatory monies are to be expended and
amounts to be spent on salaries, equipment, materials, etc.

D. Governance: A description of how policy decisions will

be reached, including the manner in which parents will par-

ticipate in this process

E. Class Size: The anticipated number of children per
teacher, number of paraprofessionals, and total number of
children per adult

F. Evaluation: A statement explaining how the school's

program and students will be evaluated: Will students be
graded? How will parents be informed of their child's
performance? Will children and/or parents participate in the
evaluation of the program? If so, how?

C. Communications: A description of how the school intends

to communicate with parents, including written notices,
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meetings, conferences, home visits, etc. This statement
will include some indication of the desired level of parent
involvement. The school may expect supervision of homework
assignments, attendance at P.T.A. meetings, membership on
various school committees, etc.

H. Other Information: Privilege of submitting to the ASO

additional information which it considers important for
parents to know. Furthermore, as the demonstration proceeds,

additional information may be required in response to requests

from parents and/or teachers.
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SECTION VIII: VOUCHERS

T™wo kinds of vouchers will be issued: basic vouchers and
supplemeﬁted vouchers. Basic vouchers will be worth approximately
the amount of money spent per child by the Board at the elemen-
tary level during the 1973-74 school year. In determining per
pupil cost, all system-wide expenditures for services other than
instruction will be excluded.

Supplemented vouchers will be allocated to students from low-
income families and also to non-poor students who have demonstra-
ted special educational needs.

When schools collect their vouchers and redeem them for cash,
the additional revenue they receive from supplemented vouchers
will enable them to hire supplementary staff or purchase new
materials.

THE ANONYMITY OF CHILDREN WHO RECEIVE SUPPLEMENTED
VOUCHERS WILL BE GUARANTEED., It is jmportant that the recipients
of supplemented vou.hers nvi be publicly identified. Supplemented
voucher recipients will be identified by the City School District
Division of Business Affairs solely for budgetary purposes.

Supplemented voucher monies can be spent by voucher schools
in any legally acceptable way their administration, faculty‘and
parents desire. These funds will be spent to benefit all children
in a school, not exclusively those children who receive supplemen-
ted vouchers.

A. Computing the Value of the Basic Voucher

The dollar value of the basic voucher will be determined
by dividing the 1973-74 elementary school instructional budget
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by the number of elementary school students in the city, with
adjustments for cost-of-living increases. The budget figure
being divided will be exclusive of the costs of most central
administrative services, Board of Education costs, pupil
transportation, plant operation and maintenance, various title
monies or other grants, debt service, and other such costs

as may be deemed impractical, inefficient, or illegal for in-
dividual demonstration schools to secure with voucher funds.
B. Supplemented Vouch

Because of the complexity of the educational and social
problems facing many City School District children, two types
of supplemented vouchers are needed.

We propose that OEO supplement the vouchers of children
whose families are eligible for federal free lunch programs
and, also, the vouchers of "educationally disadvantaged"
children. These supplemental funds will increase the value
of the basic voucher of children from low-income families by
$250 and the value of the basic voucher of "educationally
disadvantaged'" children by approximately $200-$250,

OEO requires participating school districts to request
from them a fixed amount of supplementary voucher money
prior to implementation. Because of this, we propose the
following procedure for requesting OE0 supplementary voucher
money:

For each child in the demonstration area who is
eligible to participate in the federal free lunch
program, the District will request $300 from OEOQ.
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For the first year of the demonstration, the total

amount of OEO compensatory funds requested will be

the product of the number of eligible children in

the target area times $300.

1. Supplemented Vouchers for Children From Low Income

Families

Supplemented vouchers of $250 per pupil will be

issued to children from low-income families.

These children will be identified in one of the

following ways:

a. Children who are receiving either Aid For
Dependent Children or Home Relief

b. Children whe have signed up for the federal
free lunch program

c. Children whose parents certify eligibility for
a supplemented voucher by meeting federal free
lunch cligibility requirements but who have not
signed up for it

2. Non-poor Educationally Disadvantaged Children

In an effort to provide special educational ser-

vices and programs for underachieving students who

do not qualify for compensatory voucher funds on the

basis of family income, the following eligibility

mechanism will be established:
Demonstration area children who are achieving

*
at or below the twenty-third percentile on

fAs standardized by New York State Norms
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either the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test

or the New York State Pupil Evaluation Profile
.test will receive supplemented vouchers, whose
value ($200-$250) will depend on the ratio of
the nurber of children in this category to the
amount of supplemented voucher money available.*
Although the Metropolitan Reading Readiness test is ad-
ministered only in grade one, and the New York State Pupil
Evaluation Profile test in grades three and six, current re-
search has demonstrated that most children scoring below the
twenty-third percentile at any of these given levels will
continue to underachieve at a comparable or lower rate for
the years these tests are not given (grades two, four, and

five).

C. Voucherizing Particular Central Services

In nearly all public school systems, central administra-
tion provides services in such areas as counselling, curricu-
lum, payroll, personnel, purchasing, gggs Usually the ration-
aie for providing these services caantrally is to increase
efficiency. However, considerable frustration at the building
level often results from the centralization of cértain ser-
vices. To reduce this frustration, participating schools will

have the right to decide whether or not they will use

*
The value of the supplemented voucher for non-poor educationall
disad-antaged children will be computed by EIVEEIng the total
number of such children participating in the program into a dollar
amount which is the product of ?50 times the number of poor
children receiving supplemented vouchers. In no case will this

type of supplemented voucher be worth more than $250.00 (the
supplemented voucher value for poor children).

©
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particular central services. If a school (its administra-
tion, faculty, and parents) considers the provision of a
central service inefficient or inappropriate, or otherwise
not meeting its needs, that service will be voucherized and

the school will be allowed to secure that service elsewhere

*
~ with its voucher money.

*By "voucherizing" the services of certain central office
personnel such as gsychologists, audio-visual specialists, etc.,
school faculties will have greater flexibility and decision-
making power while retaining th? ggtion of purchasing certain

services outside the City Schoo strict within the guidelines of
existing state legal mandates.
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SECTION IX: INrFORMATION DISSEMINATION

A single, centralized educational information unit will
be established under ASO auspices. This Information Agency will
collect, verify, and distribute information to parents on par-
ticipating schools and assist parents in completing their school
application forms. The Information Agency will also perform
such functions as:

A, Counselling parents

B. Determining the type of information made available

to the parencs
C. Handling complaints
D. Providing information on uniform transfer, suspension,
and admission policies

The information unit will inform parents of the alternatives
available to their children through written notices, public
meetings, media presentations, and existing community organiza-
tions., Furthermore, a group of knowledgeable Community Infor-
matiou Workers, some with bilingual ability, will conduct an
outreach program to ensure that every eligible parent is con-
tacted. Wherever possible, Community Information Qorkers will
be residents of the demonstration area, familiar with the people
and culture of the community they serve. Spanish-speaking
Information Workers, as well as thcse fluent in other languages,
will be employed as needed to insure adequate communication

with non-English speaking families,

©
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SECTION X: ADMISSIONS

Since one of the key elements of a voucher system is par-
entzl choice, a carefully-designed admission procedure to maxi-
mize parental satisfaction is essential. The fgllowing enrollment
system will be used in Rochester.

A. Squatters' Rights

Each child enrolled in a certain school will be guar-
anteed the right to remain in that school. A voucher program
will not force parents to place their children in schools
other than the ones they now attend.

We are convinced that any admissions system that would
remove from their school otherwise-satisfied students.and
their younger siblings entering school would be wholly un-
acceptable in Rochester. Therefore, children currently in
attendance at a given participating school, and their younger
brothers and sisters entering school for the first time,
will be guaranteed the right to attend those schools (squat-
ters' rights).

To accommodate in their neighborhood schools kinder-
garteners who do not have older siblings already in attendance,
the ASO will make every possible effort to insure those par-
ents sufficient kindergarten spacee.

B. Over-Applied Schools

In the event that a given school is over-applied, steps
will be taken to try to increase its size (mobile classrocoms,

classes in other buildings, etc.). For schools that still
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have morc: aphlicants than spaces, presently-enrolled pupils
and their entering siblings who apply will be admitted first.
The school's remaining places will be filled by a random-
selection process.

C. Founders' Rights for New Schools

Although equal access of all students to participating
schoels is a fundamental principle of the voucher system,
new schools must be allowed to select a proportion of their
incomiag students in a non-random fashion to insure the
Placement of children whose parents helped create the school.
These founding parents will be guaranteed the ''founders'
rights" of having their children admitted to the newly cre-
ated school. This concept parallels "squatters' rights'
in that it guarantees certain space in schools to certain
children. However, in no case will "founders' rights" be
extended to more than 50% of the rrojected enrollees of newly-
created schools, and such schools must prove that they can
actually accommodate their projected enrollment.

D. Desegregation

The Rochester Board of Education is committed to the pre-
vention of any increase in racial isolation in the city
schools. It is our feeling that the implementation of a
modified voucher system will not increase racial isolation
but will, in fact, reduce its present level. To support this
proposition, we cite the following:

1. Many educators believe that affording parents a

choice among schools would result in school
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selection based more on educational than racial or

socio-economic criteria.

2. Many parents have already demonstrated willingness
to transfer their children to integrated schools
through the existing open enrollment: program. A
voucher system would, in effect, create a new wider
form of "open enrollment" and encourage further
desegregation of participating schools.

3. The City School District's Urban-Suburban Transfer
Program has demonstrated a willingness on the part
of many inner-city parents to transfer their chil-
dren to predominantly white suburban schools whose
programs are seen as educationally advantageous. A
voucher demonstration might provide some of these
children with the opportunity to enroll in a par-
ticipating city school which offers a similarly
attr%ctive educational program but which is pres-
ently racially imbalanced.

4. Admission requirements for voucher schools pro-
hibit discrimination on the basis of race.

5. The target area has been selected in such a way as
to maintain city-wide open enrollment patterns
which have reduced racial isolation in Rochester.

6. The Voucher Director will report regularly to the
School Board on the raciai and ethnic compusition
of participating schools. In the unlikely event

that schools experience an increase in racial
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isolation, the Board of Education will take immediate
corrective action such as adjusting voucher ad-
missions pulicies. (For example, the use of a ran~
dom stratified admissions ﬁrocess would insure the
admission of minority or majority students to im-
balanced schools they wished to attend, even if

those schools were over-applied.)

E. Voucher School Enrollment (Special Considerations)

As stated in Section I, all K-6-students living in, or

attending school in the demonstration area, will be eligible

to rec2ive either a basic or a supplemented voucher. Also

included in this K-6 category of students are four specific

categories of students not previously discussed in detail:

1.
2,
3.
4

»

Urban-Suburban Transfer Program students

Open enrollment students

Non~resident, tuition~-paying students

Special education students being transported to
special classes in the demonstration area because
their neighborhood schools do not provide certain
special programs (for examp.., orthopedically
handicapped, emotionally disturbed, severely re-

tarded children)

Urban~-Suburban Transfer students from the demonstration

area being bused to the suburbs will receive vouchers:; how-

ever, since the cost of their tuition is paid to the suburban

receiving schools from Title II1 funds, their vouchers will

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



-53-
be banked with the ASO. Unredeemed vouchers which accrue in

this fashion will be redistributed to the parents of subur-
ban students in receiving schools who wish to enroll their
children at schools in the demonstration area on an exchange
basis. Incremental transportation costs will be paid by OEO,
and the admissions regulations governing voucher demonstra-
tion schools will apply to these children.

Parents of open enrollment and non-resident, tuition-
paying students will be expected to continue paying tuition
in accordance with already-established Board of Education
guidelines. In the unlikely event that a non-resident,
tuition-paying student is eligible for compensatory voucher
funds will be provided by OEO.

The parents of Special Education students attending
voucher schools who are being bused into the demonstration
area will be eligible to receive basic or supplemented
vouchers as will parents of other voucher school students.
Special Education students being bused out of the demonstra-
tion area will not be included.

F. Transportation

In order to ensure that each child can attend a school
of his choice, convenient and efficient transportation and
sufficient personnel to insure the safety o§ transported
chiidren will be provided. Any incremental transportation
and staffing costs incurred by the District will be paid by
OEO.
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SECTION XI: TITLE I AND OTHER CATEGORICAL AID

The City School District received approximately $3.7 million
from Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act during
the 1972-73 school year. These funds are allocated to the City
School District on the basis of the number of students receiving
Aid For Dependent Children and are distributed to city schools
which have the largest ccncentration of students from low-income
families.

In a voucher demonstration, if enrollment in participating
Title I schools were to shift markedly, present Title I schools
could lose Title I funding, and other schools would become eli-
gible for these Title I funds. Discussions have been initiated
with both State and Federal Title 1 agencies to consider what
might happen to the status of any Title I school participating in
the demonstration. At this point, it is certain that a voucher
demonstration will not reduce Title I appropriations to the Dis-
trict. 1In addition, Title I policy mandates that Title I
services (but not necessarily funds) follow Title I eligible
children.

It is anticipated that several Title I target schools will
be included in the voucher demonstration area. Title 1 guidelines
prohibit Title I funds from being voucherized and mandate that
Title I schools receive Title I services as long as they conform
to federal eligibility requirements. Hence, Title I schools will
receive funds for compensatory programs in addition to their
voucher monies. More specifically, the U.S. 0ffice of Education

requires that federal education money for disadvantzced children
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be used to "'supplement, not supplant" regular state and local
funding to which the scheols are entitled. Non-compliance could
mean withdrawal of a portion of, or of all, Title I monies from
the City School District.

In addition to Title I, there are other forms of categorical
aid (Titles III, IV, VII, etc.) from both federal and state sources
which will not be voucherized and will continue to be administered
according to already-established guidelines. However, there must
be sufficient coordination between these various programs to in-
sure no duplication of services and funding. Most voucher money
will be used to strengthen or develop instructional programs not

currently being provided by Title I funds.
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SECTION XII: TRANSFER POLICY
The development of an educational system which encourages
greater choice on the part of parents, teachers, and administrators
requires an investigation of ways in which to safeguard against
the exercise of choice at the expense of educational goals. The
following rules shall govern pupil transfers:
A. Students will be allowed to transfer on a quarterly
basis. A pro-rated transfer voucher will be computed each
quarter and a percentage of voucher funds will follow chil-
dren who transfer. Each school will be req-ired to maintain
a contingency fund of 207 of its supplemented vouchers to
cover pupil transfer costs and to maintain educational pro-
grams for the remaining students.
B. A parent's first transfer request will be honored with

no questions asked.

C. A parent's second transfer request will be honored with-
out question if it is made at least ten weeks after the first
transfer.

D. If a parent requests an additional transfer less than

ten weeks after his previous request, a conégrence between
the relevant parties (parent. child, principal, teacher) will
take place, with the assistance of a professional guidance '

counselor.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



- 57 -
SECTION XIl:i: EVALUATION

A. National Evaluation

OEQ will engage an outside contractor to conduct an
evaluation of the Rochester demonstration. OEO and its con-
tractor will coordinate their efforts in such a way that there
will be minimal disruption of the normal activities of the
Rochester Board of Education, Central Administration, individ-
ual principals, teachers, parents, and students taking part
in the demonstration. The Board of Education and individual
school staffs will provide access to personnel and pupil
records to supply basic program evaluation data. OEO will
make their analysis available to the school system with the
proper safeguards to assure confidentiality to all partici-
pants. Some data-gathering activities such as classroom
observation and achievement testing will be necessary for a
full evaluation of the demonstration. OEO will coordinate
these activities with the school district to ensure minimal
disruption.

B. Local Evaluation

1. Demonstration Effects
There are a number of questions which interest the
District, including:
a. To what extent do parents exercise informed
choice when it is available to them?
b. What effect, if any, does the availability of
options have on the attitudes and achievement

of children?

©
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c. Do new programs and new public schools emerge
which are different from present public schools
and programs? 1If so, how do they differ, and
what effects do they have on children, parents,
teachers, and administrators? |
d. Does parent involvement and satisfaction in-
| crease as a consequence of the program?
2. Process Evaluation
An evaluation of implementation procedures is
necessary to provide valuable information to other
school systems considering the voucher system. In
particular, the following aspects of the program
will be evaluated:
a. In-service training and program development
b. Counselling

. Management

a 0

. Admissions procedures
Utilization of instructional material
. Adjustment of personnel to the program

Transportation changes

= ) m 0

Financial changes

3. Cost Evaluation
A comparison of the human and gconomic costs of
operating a voucher system (exclusive of special
costs related to the experimental phase of the pro-
gram) with the costs of operating the present system
must be made. The following variables will be
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studied:

a. Pupil achievement

b. Pupil attitudes

c. Parental involvement

d. Teacher satisfaction

e. Parental satisfaction

f. Attendance (pupil and staff)

g. Vandalism |

h. Pupil and teacher transfers - the effects on
pupils, teachers, and parents, and programs

i. Program costs and their effectiveness

‘ERlp‘
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SECTION XIV: EPILOGUE

This document is tentative in nature and represents the
efforts of many people. Further revisions of this model may be
made as a result of negotiations between the Rochester City School
District Board of Education and the Office of Economic Opportunity

and as a result of changing conditions within the Rochester

community.
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CHART A-1

Population Trends - Rochester, New York
The following figures represent the 1971 population of
Rochester, New York, its history, trends and characteristics.
The source of this information is the 1971 U.S. Census of
Population compiled by the Monroe County Planning Council.

A, GROWTH TRENDS

Population Numerical Change Percentage Change
1950 1960 1970 1950-60 1960-70 1950-60 1960-70

487,632 586, 387 711,917 98,755 125,530 20. 3% 21.54%
B. POPULATION FIGURES
1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970

E—

Population 295,750 328,132 324,975 332,488 318,611 295,022

Percentage
Change -- 10.9% 1.0% 2.3% 4.2% 7.0%

C. POPULATION RATES OF CHANGE (1820 - 1970)
(see figure A-1)
Projection - by 1990 297,000
Monroe County Planning Council
D. TRENDS IN POPULATION CHANGE¥*
° 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970
295,750 328,132 324,975 332,488 318,611 295,022
-- 32,382 - 3,157 7,513 -13,877 -23,589

-- 10.9%2 - 1.0% 2.3% - 4.2% - 7.0%

*1st figure in each group is actual census count
2nd figure is numerical increase
3rd figure is percentage change
E. POPULATION BY MAJOR AGE GROUPS
Age Group 1960 1970 Percentage Change
0-4 32,029 27,765 -13.3%

5-17 62,106 62,943 1.3%




CHART A-1 (cont'd)

F. CHANGE IN POPULATION PERCENTAGE AGE DISTRIBUTION

Age Group Percentage Distribution
1960 1970 change

0-4 T0.T on =0.7
5-17 19.5 21.2 1.7

G. RACIAL CHARACTERISTICS

The Bureau of Census divides population into two groups:
White and non-white (includes, Negro, Puerto Rican, Indian,
Japanese, Chinese, Filipino, Korean, etc.)

During the period 1960-1970, the non-white population of
Rochester increased from 24,228 to 52,115, The non-white

population in the a§e group 5-25 more than doubled in size
from 8,688 to 22,485,

Rochester had 92.97 of the total county non-white population.

The non-white population of Rochester has a much lower
median age than the total city population.

POPULATION - WHITE AND NON-WHITE IN ROCHESTER
1970 U.S. Census of Population

1940 1950 1960 1970

White Non-White White Non-White White Non-White White Non-White
321,554 3,421 323,260 7,730 294,383 24,228 242,907 52,115

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ROCHESTER'S NON-WHITE POPULATION
AS COMPARED WITH MONROE COUNTY

1940 1950 1960 1970
% Dist.
#Non-White Mon. Cty. NW % NW % NW %
3,421 90.5 7,730 93.8 24,228 96.4 52,115 92.9

(See Map A-1 - 1970 Racial Distribution by Block Group)
TOTAL POPULATION OF THE CITY UF ROCHESTER BY AGE & SEX

1960 1970
Age Male Female Male Female
0-4 16,413 15,626 14,089 13,676
5-9 13,191 12,911 12,874 12,577 "
10-14 12,064 11,801 12,147 11,853



CHART A-1 (cont'd)

Age Male Female Male Female
15-19 9,707 10,730 11,673 12,594
Total @ncludes all age groups up to 75 and over)

151,442 167,169 139,012 157,221

NON-WHITE POPULATION OF THE CITY OF ROCHESTER BY AGE AND SEX

1960 1970
Age Male Female Male Female
0-4 2,307 2,332 _ 3,831 3,849
5-14 2,550 2,679 6,932 - 6,929
15-24 1,550 1,909 ~ 4,185 5,415

Total (includes all age groups up to 65 and over)

11,838 12,390 24,921 27,194
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FIGURE A-1
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MAP A-1
J970 RaciAL DISTRIBUTION
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Summary Data:
Tentative Demonstration Area




Note:

The demographic material summarized in this appendix was
derived by emplcying a variety of methods. Both objective and
subjective data were considered. Of particular importance was
the determination of a realistic poverty level figure. This
figure was necessary in helping to determine the number of child-
ren in the tentative demonstration area eligibile to receive
supplemented vouchers. The $5500 figure used by the City of
Rochester School District to determine free lunch eligibility
was finally adopted because it appeared best to reflect the
actual needs of Monroe County's low-income famiiies. Ration-
ale for this figure came from the Monroe County Department of
Social Services, the 1970 Census, and the City of Rochester
School District, Division of Planning and Research.

Another particularly important and difficult task was iden-
tifying the actual number of students eligible for free lunches
within cach school in the tentative demonstration area (below
the $5500 figure). This figure was necessary for determining
the approximate amount of supplemented voucher money each dem-
onstration school will receive. Using data from A.F.D.C. roles,
it was decided that the number of students receiving free lunches
should be multiplied by a factor of 1.33 to determine the total
number eligible for free lunch and, therefore,who are also eli-
gible to receive supplemented vouchers. This decision was based
on the fact that not all children who are eligible to receive
free lunches have signed up.

Nesirration of a tentative demonstration area was possibly

the most important and difficult task the Study Staff encountered.



The willingness of teachers and principals to become involved
in a voucher demonstration was of vital importance in making
our recommendation. The S§tudy subjectively determined faculty
interest through irdividual and group meetings, phone conver-
sations, and face-to-face personal contact.

Defining the tentative demonstration area wa- further com-
plicated by OEO guidelines concerned with racial balance and
contiguity of attendance boundaries. Once a tentative area
was selected, minority enrollment had to be determined from
the Basic Education Data Service System 1972 report and then
compared to OEO guidelines. OEO did not want excessive trans-
portation expenses, and this also had to be considered in de-
termining the tentative demonstration area.

Finally, school enrollment could not exceed school capacity
in a demonstration area school because it would inhibit mobility
in selection of schools by voucher students. Using the Rochester
School District's December 1972 figures with personal verifi-
cation from all city principals, it was determined that school
enrollment did not exceed building capacity in any elementary

school in the City Schools System.



TABLE B-1
A COMPARISON OF ENROLLMENTS AND ESTIMATED CAPACITIES
OF TENTATIVE DEMONSTRATION AREA SCHOOLS

ESTIMATED ESTIMATED — EXCESS
SCHOOL ENROLLMENT CAPACITY CAPACITY
1 253 420 167%
2 931 1380 449
3 308 690 382
4 637 890 253
6 535 1200 665 %%
14 662 1200 538
16 777 1020 243
23 399 630 231
29 941 1290 349
37 683 870 . 187
4y 500 900 400
46 366 600 234
52 405 690 285
58 191 360 169
TOTALS 7,588 12,140 4,552

Average Excess Capacity for all demonstration area school - 325 pupil
spaces

# Minimum excess capacity - School 1, 167 pupil spaces
#% Maximum excess capacity - School 6, 665 pupil spaces

FIGURES PROVIDED BY THE ROCHESTER CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT DIVISION OF
PLANNING AND RESEARCH, DECEMBER, 1872



. TABLE B-2
TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR FREE LUNCH ATTENDING
TENTATIVE DEMONSTRATION AREA SCHOOLS

- TOTAL TOTAL ELIGIBLE FOR
SCHOOL ENROLLMENT FREE LUNCH#

1 253 41

2 931 796

3 305 177

4 637 638

6 538 KR

1y 662 580

16 777 221

23 399 67

29 941 . 569

37 683 .86

4y 500 117

46 366 8y

52 405 103

58 191 31
TOTALS 7,588 3,854

® From the 1970 census, we have identified approximately 5,500

school age children whose family incomes are below the poverty
level, but who are not receiving A.F.D.C. This represents approxi-
mately one third the nuumuer of school age children who are eligible
fcr A.F.D.C. (This figure is itself low, since the Department of
Labor recently changed its definition of poverty from approximately
$3,900 to $4,200 for a family of four)

It can be assumed that the social pressures which prevent poor
families from taking public assistance also prevent such families
from taking advantage of the free lunch program. Therefore, in order
to arrive at an accurate estimate of chilldren eligible for the free
lunch program, the number of children actually receiving a free lunch
was multiplied by a factor of 1.33. (Using data from the 1970 census,
the City of Pochester Division of Planning and Research has determined
that in excess of 33 percent of Monroe County families who are eli-
gible for AIDC have not enrolled for this type of public assistance.)



TABLE B-3
TENTATIVE DEMONSTRATION AREA SCHOOLS DESIGNATED‘
FOR TITLE I PROGRAMS AND THEIR ENROLLMENTS

ESTIMATED
SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

931
308
637
535
662
g4l

NHOEWN
0o F

TABLE B-4
PERCENT AND NUMBER OF MINORITY STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN TENTATIVE DEMONSTRATION AREA SCHOOLS

~ TOTAL PERCENT OF NUMBER OF

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT MINORITY MINORITY
1 253 21.3 53
2 831 98.8 907
3 308 Q7.7 298
4 637 100.0 637
6 535 99,3 531
1y 662 86.8 575
16 777 52.9 411
23 399 10.3 41
29 ayl 75.8 713
37 683 30.7 210
By 500 18.8 ay
46 366 15.8 58
52 405 14.1 57
58 191 4n,0 84

TOTALS 7,588 4,669 Total minority
Enrollment#®

*Total Percent of
Minority Enrollment 61.5%
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EXHIBIT B-1

. s cvn e o e——— e o e 2 S e e T T T A e e e

A

ROCHESTER CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
TENTATIVE DEMONSTRATION AREA
ATTENDANCE ZONES

BENJAMIN f&ANKl[{J

3

In the proposed demonstration area, the maximum distance between the two
public elementary schools located furthest apart (namely, #u44 in the west

and #46 in the east) is approximately 6 miles, a traveling time of 10 to
15 minutes.

Q
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COMPUTATION OF BASIC VOUCHER
BASED ON 1972-73 BUDGET FIGURES

BASIC DATA USED:

Enrollment 11/10/72 K-6 25,644
" Douglass - Wilson - Interim 7-8 3,058
u Senior High 7-12 12,708
" Edison and Annex 8-12 1,191 42,601
Total Direct Costs for Grades K-6 - Elementary Schools - from 72-73
Budget $21,304,178
Less Exclusions:
Violin Instruction 22,335
Lunchroom Supervisors 73,006
Lunchroom Aides 239,862
335,203
$20,968,375
Add: World of Inquiry School - Less
Custodial, Lunchroom and Utilities
($273,724 -39,162 -3,788 -4,000) 226,774
$21,195,749
Direct Per Pupil Cost (25,644) $326.53
Total Direct Costs for Grades 7-8 - Junior High School 72-73 Budget $3,933,749
Less Exclusions:
Lunchroom Supervisors 5,663
Lunchroom Aides 4,659
10,322
$3,923,427
Direct Per Pupil Costs (3,058) $1,283.00
Total Direct Costs of City Wide Imstructional Supporting Services
Guidance Services Jr. High 390,112/3,058 $127.57
Mental Health “linical Services 856,389/42,601 20.10
Instructional Supervision - District Wide Salaries Only -
Art Director $20,264 /42,601 .48
Business Education 19,008/42,601 b4
Elementary Education 54,178/25,644 2.1
Industrial Arts 10,334/42,601 .24

Learning Resources 45,027/42,601 1.06




Math $21,661/42,601

Music 41,949/42,601
‘Science 22,5644 /42,601
Social Studies 21,661/42,601
Special Education 40,903/42,601

Benefits Applicable @ 27% ($80,332)/42,601

Total Per Pupil

TRANSFER _VOUCHER

Total Supplies - Elementary Schools 77-73 Budget $746,860/25,644
Total Supplies - Junior High 1972-73 Budget $134,741/3,058

Total FPer Pupil

R.J.B.
1/27/13

$29.12
44.06
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D-1
Legal Issues Concerning the Power of the Board of Education

In a Voucher Demonstration

This memorandum is an examination of some of the legal
questions the Rochester City School Board must resolve before
it can implement an effective voucher program. Specifically,

1. The power of the Rochester City School Board,

under existing law, to establish and manage
a demonstration voucher program

2. The relevant limitations on that power

The memorandum is offered to provide the Board of Educationm,
parents and teachers who are considering participating in a
woucher school, with a frasework within which to make their
plans. While the administration of a voucher school system
may be expected to be significantly more flexible than that of
the rest of the public school system, there are important
statutory limitations affecting the administration of a voucher
program.

This memorandum approaches the subject of vouchers from a
somewhat different vantage point than they have heretofore been
discussed. While most voucher systems have relied upon parochial
and private schools to provide them with a range of educational
options from which parents may choose, Rochester relies instead
on the New York constitutional and statutory definition of
public education and public school which it believes is flexible
enough to permit the development of a wide range of al-
ternatives within the public school system.

To some extent, thais approach is dictated by the realities
of New York politics and constitutional law. Virtually all

legislation passed in the last three years by the legislature

©
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to aid the financially failing parochial schools has been

successfully challenged in the courts by PEARL (Public Education
and Religious Liberty), on the ground that such financial
assistance is in violation of the First Amendment's guarantee
of separation of church and state.

Fundamentally, however, the approach grows out of the
realization that the public school system ought to offer a
wide range of educational options. Who but the public school
system can provide the safeguards necessary to assure that
everyone can enjoy the benefits of selecting the kind of school
they want to attend? Who but the public school system is in a
position to assess and measure the shifting demands and
aspirations of the public school population? And finally, who
stands t& benefit more from the return of those who left the
public schools in search of options, than the public schools
themselves and the cities in which they are located?

The New York State constitution provides that:

"The legislature shall provide for the maintenance and
support of a system of free commecn schoolsﬁ wherein all
the children of the state may be educated.

Constitutioq, Art. 11, § 1.
The term common schools means public schools maintained as part
of the state system by f cate or local tax. Op. Educ. Dept. 10.
St. Dept. 449 (1916). New York case law, which is basically
consistent with the case law in other jurisdictions (see 133
A.L.R. 697), defines public schools as those which are open to
all, have no religious affiliation, and are intended for the
inhabitants of the district in which they are located. Gordon
v, Cornes, 47 N.Y. 608 (1872); People Ex rel. Roman Catholic

Ogghah Asylum v. Board of Education, 13 Barb. 400 (1854).

ERIC
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A school is an "{nstitution consisting of a teacher and

pupils, irrespective of age, gathered together for instruction
in any branch of learning, the arts or the sciences'". Weiss
v. Board of Education of City of New York, 178 Misc. 118, 32
N.Y.S. 2d 258, 261 (Sup. Ct. Kings Co. 1947). The word

"school" does not mean the building or buildings in which the
school is accommodated. Levert v. Central School Dist. No. 6,

24 Misc., 2nd 833, 204 N.Y.S. 2d 6, 1P (Sup. Ct. Suffolk Co.

1960). " A school is a place vhere instruction is imparted
to the young. . . . " Flagg v, Murdock 172 Misc. 1048, 15
N.Y.S. 2d 635, 637 (Sup. Ct. Kings Co. 1939).

Thus, under New York law, a public school is any place
where a teacher instructs students, which is supported by state
or local tax, is tuition-free, nop-sectarian and open-to-all
and which conforms to the statutory regulations governing the
operation and management of the public school system. As a
consequence of the broad definition of what constitutes a
public school, a wide range of pedagogical options may be
operated within the public school system. Because the law
does not commeﬁt on the'manner in which public school children
will be instructed, instruction can be open corridor, traditional,
Montessori, Black studies oriented or bilingual. It is the
use of vouchers as a device to develop those options which
is the subject of this memorandum.

Since the model being examined in the feasibility study
has been discussed in the proposal and related memoranda in
considerable detail, this memorandum will not describe the
proposed model, but rather, will discuss the following basic
questions:

ERIC
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1. How broad is the board of education's power to
create alternative experimental or demonstration
schools?

2. Do the statutory restrictions on the expenditure
of furds collected by the city or appropriated
by the state for educational purposes prohibit
their expenditure in the form of vouchers?

3. Do the statutory provisions regarding tenure
and the other grovisions governing Personnel
management inhibit either a teacher's right to
transfer to the school of his choice or the

board's capacity to assign that teacher to said
school?

4. To what extent do the statutory and regulatory
provisions governing curriculum inhibit experi-
mentation or mid-year shifts in curricular
emphasis?

I. The Powers and Duties of the Board of Education to
Establish Schools.

" The powers and duties of the Rochester City School Board
and all boards of education in cities having populations of more
than 125,000 are enumerated in Section 2554 of the Edr:cation
Law.

The power to create alternative, experimental or demon-
stration schools is contained in subsection 9 of Section 2554
which states that a board of education shall have the power and
duty

"to establish and maintain such free elementary schools,

high schools, training schocls, vocational and industrial
schools, kindergartens, nursery schools, technical
schools, night schools, part time or continuation schools,

schools for adults, schools for physically and mentally
handicapped or delinquent children or such other schools

or classes as such board shall deem necessary to meet

the needs and demands of the City."
(emphasis added) Ed. Law & 2554 (9),

This section has slways been liberally construed. 38 St. Dept.

Educ. 526 (1929); (see also Matter of Laureson La Porte, 65 St.

Dept. Educ. 119 (1944); Eisenberg v. Board of Education, 264
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App. Div. 318, 35 N.Y.S. 2nd 317 (App. Div. 1lst Dep't 1942);
Parrish v. Moss, 106 N.Y.S. 2d 577 (Sup. Ct, Kings Co. 1951),
affirmed 279 App. Div. 608, 107 N.Y.S. 2d 508, (App. Div.

2d Dep't 1951).

It is under the latitude of Section 2554 that boards of
education have been able to provide special schools and programs
for dropouts, drug addicts, pupils with special reading problems,
and for gifted or talented pupils. It was Section 2554 which
provided the legal foundation for the creation of the three
demonstration districts in the City of New York in 1967.

In a letter dated August 21, 1967, to School Superintendent
Bernard Donovan regarding the creation of new personnel positions
in the demonstration districts, State Education Commissioner
James Allen reemphasized the power of the Board ''to establish
experimental schools or demonstration projects for whatever
educational purpose it wishes..."

The only limitation on the authority to establish and
maintain schools of any type is that the actions of the Board
of Education must be directed toward an educational purpose and

may not be arbitrary or capricious. Katalinic v. City of

Syracuse 44 Misc. 2nd 734, 25% N.Y.S. 2d 960 (Sup. Ct. Onondaga
Co. 1964). (The Court in the Katalinic case upheld the action

of the Board of Education of Syracuse in closing a junior high
school and reassigning pupils to another school in the district.)
Once a school has been created, however, there are statutory

and regulatory limitations on the manner in which the Board

of Education can administer the school. (See Parts III and IV.)

ERIC
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II. Financial Operations Under a Voucher Program

A voucher program would require the Board of Education to
allocate funds to the schools under its jurisdiction in the
following way. Under a voucher system each participating parent
would receive a certificate worth the cost of a year's education
for his child. The budget of each participating school would
be determined by the number of children it enrolled multiplied
by the value of the voucher.

The provisions regarding the disbursement and custody of
funds are governed by Section 2580 of the Education Law. It
provides that funds collected bv the City for education purposes
or appropriated by the State will be paid into the City treasury
and credited to the Board of Education. The Board's funds are

to be kept separate and distinct from other city funds. Ed.

Law § 2580 (1). The Board of Education is prohibited from
spending funds "in excess of the amount apportioned or avail-
able therefore..." and from spending those funds for other
than educational purposes. Ed. Law$ 2576 (7).

Within those guidelines, however, the Board's powers are
extensive. The courts have held that '"how, when and in what
amount these funds appropriated for education are disposed
of is solely the prerogative and responsibility of the
Board of Education so long as they are spent for the educational
purposes appropriated and are within "lie limits of the appro-
priation.'" Board of Fducation v. King, 280 App. Div. 458;
114 N.Y.S. 24 329, 335 (App. Div. 4th Dep't 1952); See also
Divisich v. Marshall 281 N.Y. 170, 174 (1939); Board of

ERIC
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Education v, Dibble 136 Misc, 171, 240 N.Y.S. 425 (Sup. Ct.

Schenectady Co. 1930).

The provisions of statutes governing appropriation and
expenditure of state aid are no more prohibitory. Section
3604 outlines the conditions under which districts are
entitled to app.-tionment. Insofar as the provisions are
pertinent to this discussion, they require that the salaries
and sala.y increments of teachers and supervisory personnel
be no less than the minimum vequired by Section 3103 of the
Education Law, that funds apportioned by the State ﬁot he
used for any other purpose other thean education (Ed. Law
$ 3604 (4)) and that schools-receiving state aid be taught
by qualified teacters. (Ed. Law $ 3604 (7)).

The Commissioner's powér to withhold funds for violation
of these conditions has been infrequently exercised, and for
reasons which are unlikely to hamper the operation of a voucher

system (e.g., too few pupils, too few days in school).

I1I. Teachers in a Voucher System

In the same way that parents participating in a voucher
system are able to select the kind of school to which they wish
to send their children, teachers must be abl. to select thé
kind of school in which they wish to teach. 1If they are not
comfortable with the pedagogical bent of a school or the manner
in which {t is «j-:rated, they should be able to transfer either
to another voucher school which coﬁforms more closély to what
they want or out of the voucher system altogether. It would

be undesirable from both the teacber‘s as well as the school's

point of view to require a teacher with no open classroom

ERIC
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-8 -
experience to teach in a school which has decided to offer open

classrooms, or alternatively, to require an open classroom teacher
to teach in a structured, traditional environment. This section
considers when and to what extent the Education Law affects the
Board's ability to appoint teachers to schools chosen by the

teachers.

A. Appointment of Teacher§i7Creation and
Apolishment of Teacher Prositions

The Board's powers with regard to the appointment of personnel
are contained in Section 2554 (2) of the Education Law. It provides
that the Board shall have the power and duty to '"create, abolish,
maintain and consolidate such positions, divisions, boards or
bureaus as, in its judgement, may be necessary for the proper and
efficient administration of its work..." Subject to the applicable

provisions of Section 25731 and Article 632 of the "ducation Law,

17 Section Z25/3 concerns the appointment of personnel and the
rules regarding probation and tenure. Teachers and other
personnel who have served a full probationary term will,
upon the written recommendation of the superintendent, be
granted tenure by the Board of Education after which time
they shall not be removable except for cause after a hearing
as provided for in Section 3020-a by affirmative vote of the
majority of the board. (Ed. Law $ 2573 (5)).

Subsection 9 of Section 2573 provides that no teacher shall

be appointed to the teaching force of the city who does not
possess the qualifications required under the Education Law
and the Commissioner's Regulations. The Commissioner's
Regulations prescribe the number of years of college and
graduate school and the kinds of study required for certi-
fication in New York State. (Commissioner's Regulations,

S $ 80.15, 80.16). These are the minimum requirements for
certification, The Board of Education may prescribe additional
or higher qualifications. (Ed. Laws$ 2573 (9)".

2/ Article 63, dealing with minimum salaries for teachers and
salary increments, has no material effect on the operation of
the Rochester School system as it is presently constituted
inasmuch as the present teachers cortract has secured both
salaries and increments substantially in excess of the
statutory minimum.
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this power has been liberally construed.

"How many teachers shall be appointed, for what classes
and in what subjects and when, depend upon the judgment
of the Board of Education as to what efficiency any
given set of circumstances demands. Efficiency is not
to be determined mechanically by the number of teachers...
The mere existence of... vacancies... does not ipso
facto cast an absolute and mandatory duty upon the
Board of Education to fill them,..'" Jaffe v. Board
of Education 265 N.Y. 160, 164 (1934).

In Eisenberg v. Board of Education, supra, at 319, the

court, referring to this provision, stated that " (t)he Board
of Education must be permitted to exercise a reasonable dis-
cretion in adjusting its complex administrative problems."
Attempts to prevent the Board from abolishing positions
which in its judgment are no longer required for the efficient
administration of the school system or to prevent the Board
from creating new positions it deems necessary have failed in
the absence of a showing that such action was arbitrary and

capricious. CSA v. Board of Education, 23 N.Y. 2d 458 (1969);

Matter of Disbrow v. Board of Education, 270 App. Div. 1015,

95 N.Y.S. 2d 411 (App. Div. 2nd Dep't 1950); Matter of Etz,
32 St. Dept. 169 (1924); Matter of Mack, 30 St. Dept. 154
(1923).

Thus, the Board of Education's power to create new
positions, and/or abolish old ones for the voucher program
is fairly extensive. Teacher's tenure does not prohibit the

Board from abolishing or creating positions. Munter v,

Theobold, supra, at 1011, 225 N.Y.S. 1008, 1011 (Sup. Ct.

Kings Co. 1962) affirmed, 17 App. Div. 2d 854, 233 N.Y.S.
2d 1015 (2nd Dept. 1962). The law requires th-~t the duties
assigned ro the new position be materially different from

those of either the abolished position or one currently in

»
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existence, CSA v, Board of Education, supra; Matter of

William Hamm, 70 St., Dept. 3, 5 (1949),.

There are, however, serious limitations on the assignment
of teachers to positions whether they be new or old. How
serious those limitations are will depend upon whether or not
the teachers wishing appointment to voucher schools are tenured
or untenured; qualified; substitute or regular. The following
discussion addresses those provisions of the statute which
limit the power of the Board of Education to assign teachers.

(1) Section 2573 (9) prohibits the appointment of
unqualified teachers, Generally speaking, unqualified means
unlicensed by the Commiiﬁioner of Education pursuant to the
Commissioner's Regulat;bns. (See Part 80 of the Commissioner's
Regulations). Indeed,'the law prohibits the apportionment of
state funds to districts which are not supported by qualified
teachers, Ed. Law§ 3604 (7). While the Commissioner may
excuse the employment of an unlicensed teacher under certain

circumstances (Matter of Appeal of Sidney Norris, 73 St. Dept,

51 (1952); Matter of Appeal of Elizabeth Newby, 71 St, Dept.

59 (1951)), it is an infrequently exercised waiver and should
not be relied upon in the appointment of teachers.

(2) Section 2573 will not permit the practice of appoint-
ing large numbers of substitute :eachers to classes for which

no regular teazher has been appointed. Jaffe v. Board of

Fducation, supre.

(3) Section 2573 (2) prohibits the assignment of teachers
to a field of instruction .Jor which they are not licensed.

Matter of Raymond F, Holloran, 72 St, Dept. Educ. 17, 19 (1951).

©
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This practice has been found violative of Article 5, Section
6 of the state constitution which requires that appointments
in the civil service be made according to "merit and fitness."
Jacobsen v. Board of Education of City of New York, 177 Mi c.
809, 31 N.Y.S. 2d 725 (Sup. Ct. Kings Co. (1941); Sokolove

v. Board of Education of City of New York, 176 Misc. 1016,
29 N.Y.S. 2d 581 (Sup. Ct. Kings Co. 1941). While this has

not been construed to limit the duties related to a licensed
field or the operation of a school in general (e.g., study
hall duty), the bar against out-of-license teaching appears
to be absolute.

(4) Section 2573 (5) states clearly that teachers who
have served a full probationary term shall hold their respect-
ive positions during good behavior and efficient and competent
service and shall not be removable except for cause after a
hearing as provided in Section 3020-a.

B. Transfer of Teachers .

When vacancies occur, as they most certainly will in a
voucher system, preference may be given to tenured teachers.
While New York State law does not require such preference,
there is no question that the duty owed by the Board to its
"permanent" employees exceeds that owed to its probationary

employees. Teachers' Tenure Statutes, 110 ALR 791, 800 (1937).

This duty, however, should not be construed to prohibit the
Board from transferring a teacher from class to class or school
to school, provided that he continues to teach wi:thin his
license, at the proper salary level,

Section 2566, dealing with the powers and duties of



superintendents of schools specifically authorizes the

Superintendent to transfer teachers (Ed. Law $ 2566 (6)).

"It has been held on numerous occasions by the
Commissioner that the Superintendent of Schools
(subject, of course, to the veto of the Board of
Education) has the absolute power to transfer
teachers between schools, in the absence of a
showing of malice, bad faith, gross error or

prejudice...." Matter of Appeal of Jo-Elisabeth
Woick, 2 Ed. Dep. Rept. 171, 172 (1962).

"Teacher tenure relates to a position in a school system and

a right to a position's salary, not to any particular job

at any given time by the teacher.'" Munter v. Theobold, supra
at 1011, 225 N.Y.S. 1008, 1011 (Sup. Ct. Kings Co. 1962}
affirmed, 17 App. Div. 2d 854, 233 N.Y.S. 2d 1015 (2nd Dept.
1962).

IV. Curriculum in a Voucher System

Voucher schools must be able to adapt their curriculum to
meet the needs and interests of their student bodies.

The Board of Education's powers regarding ~urriculum are
contained in subsections 11 and 12 of Section 2554 of the
Edication Law. They provide that the Board shall

. ..authorize general courses of study and approve content
before they become operative, Ed. Laws 2554 (11).

...authorize and determine the textbooks to be used in
the schools under its jurisdiction. Ed. Law § 2554 (12).

The guidelines within which the Board's powers operate
are set forth in the Education Law, the Rules of the Board of
Regents and the Regulations of the Commissioner. Instruction
is required in é;ades one through eight in the following subjects:
arithmetic, rzading, spelling, writing, English, geography,

United States history, civics, hygiene, physical training,
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history of the State of New York and science (Ed. Law$ 3204

(3) (a) (1)). All public schools must give instruction on

the nature and effects of alcoholic beverages (Ed. Law
S 804), highway safety and traffic regulation (Ed. Law
S 806) and conservation (Ed. Law § 810).

The above requirements are amplified by the Regulations
of the Commissioner of Education. These regulations require
that junior high schools include in their curriculum the
following subjects: English, social studies, science,
mathematics, health education, drawing, music and practical
arts. (Commissioner's Regs. 100.1 (d) ). Safety instruction
is also required in grades 1-8. (Commissioner's Regs. 107).

it is important to note that there is no statutory
definition of course content (e.g., what constitutes social
studies) nor any requirement as to the method of instruction,
Therefore, a shift in the method by which a course is taught
or the materials used would not be prohibited. 1If it so
desired, a school could have six different first grade reading
classes, all taught using differeat nethods and materials.

The Commissioner's Regulations provide that

"The schools shall give recognition to individual
differences in capacities, tastes and abilities in the
organization and technique of class work."
Commissioner's Regulations 100.1(d).

"Nothing herein contained shall prevent a board of
educat.on rrom making such curriculum adaptations

as are necessary to meet local needs and conducting
such experimentation as may be approved by the
Commissioner. This principle of flexibility shall
apply to every area of the curriculum, The exercise
of initiative and responsibility on the part of the
local school authorities in the administration of
curriculum is enccuraged.” Commissioner’'s
Regulations 101.2(b).

Thus, the Education Law and cthe judicial and administ.ative




- 14 -

interpretation of that Law give a board of education wide
latitude in determining educational policies and administering
the public school system within its district. While a board
of education may not ali-nate its responsibility for main-
taining educational standards within its district, a board

has the power to allow the individual schools participating

in the voucher program a great deal of freedom in determining

its structure and programs,.
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D-2

Eligibility for Participation
in a Voucher System

Participation in the wvoucher program shall be open to
any school or part thereof or individual, group of individuals
or non-profit organization wishing to start a public scheool
having at ieast 25 vouchers committed toward the first year
of operation.

School eligibility shall be subject only to the State and
Federal constitutional limitations described below. Schools
"wholly or in part under the control or direction of a religious
denomination or in which any denominational tenet or doctrine
is taught" will not be eligible for participation. New York
State Constitution, Art. 11 $ 3 (hereinafter referred to as the
"Blaine Amendment'')., Similarly, nondenominational schools
which are wholly or partially under private control but do
not serve such public purposes as will justify the expenditure
of public funds will not be eligible. New York State Consti-

tution, Art. 11 § 1; People ex Rel. New York Institute for

Blind v. Fitch, 154 N.Y. 14, 47 N.E. 983 (1897).

The Rochester voucher program shall be limited to '"public"
schools. Included in this classification shall be:

1. All schools which are presently part of the public
school system,

2. All new schools organized pursuant to the voucher
guidelines for the purpose of participating in the voucher
program and established by the Board of Education as public

schools.

’3. All schools, either private or parochial, which are

©
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designated or "adopted" by the Board of Education as public

schools.

This classification permits the participation of more
schools than would ordinarily be included in a public or
internal voucher system. It stretches the definition of
"public school" to its legal and conceptual boundaries in order
to permit as broad and varied participation as possible. This
portion of the report will examine the legal problems raised
by the foregoing standard of eligibility. The procedures
for "adopting" existing private and parochial schools and,
to some extent, those procedures for starting new public schools
are new and have never been subjected to a court test in this
estate; private schools, however, have been adopted, and new
public schools have been founded.

Eligibility of Schools Started by Groups of Individuals, Non-

Prof.t Organizations, etc.

The power of the Board of Education to create new schools
has been discussed in Part 1 of this memorandum. Parental
and teacher initiative have already resulted in the creation
of publicly fuqded mini-schools and alternative schools by
local boards of education.

Eligibility of Private Norni-sectarian Schoo.s

Thece has never been a case in New York on the question of
the eligibility of a private non-sectarian elementary or
secondary school (as opposed to a private sectarian or parochial
school) for tax levy support. Typically, the question of aid to
private schools has arisen with respect to parochial schools.

The courts often refer to the generic term, '"private school,"



although their decision relates to a specific type of private

school, the parochial school. Judd v. Board of Education, 278

N.Y. 200, 15 N.E. 2d 576 (1%38). Parochial schools are merely

one type of private school. 52 N.Y. Jur. Schools, Colleges,

Universities 8 266. Approximately six percent of the private
schools in New York State are non-sectarian. One court
. identified the distinction as follows:

"There is a distinction in fact between sectarian and
non-sectarian schools. One is supported by a group
commonly considered to be dedicated to the protection
of public and private morals. The other may or may
not be supported by those who have such a design and
interest... The legislature is not required for
regulatory purpose. to cast both types of schools in
the same mold." Parker Collegiate Institute v. Univ.
of State of New York, 273 App. DPiv. 203, /0 N.Y.5. 2d
499, 505 (3rd Dept. 1948),

State Aid to Private Schools

A private school is one that is organized and maintained
by private individuals or a corporation. Flagg v. Murdock,
172 Misc. 1048, 15 N.Y.S. 2d 635 at 1050 (Sup. Ct. Kings Co.

1939). Typically, private schocls charge tuition, and many,
although by no means all, operate for profit,

In two recent cases, the court found that the Blaine
Amendment did not preclude state aid to private colleges which
could not be found to be either teaching tenets of a particular
religious denomination to the exclusion of other denominations
or controlling or directing the institution towards a religious
end, College of New Rochelle v. Nyquist, 37 App. Div. 24 461,
326 N.Y.S. 2d 765, 3rd Dept. 1971; Canisius College of Buffalo

v. Nyquist, 36 App. Div. 2d 340, 320 N.Y.S. 2d 652 (3rd Dept.
1971), reversed, 29 N.Y. 2d 229, 329 N.Y.S. 2d 105 (1972) on
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the ground that the Commissioner's determination that Canisius

College was not eligible for state aid was reasonable and not
arbitrary or capricious.

Although a court will carefully examine the character and
purposes of each private institution and the nature cf the
aid being provided or requested, it seems clear that, in those
private schools in which no religious courses are taught, no
members of religious orders serve as teachers and where there
is no danger that religion will permeate the area of secular
education, neither the Blaine Amendment nor the First Amendment
will ke held to prescribe state aid to private schools.

Tiicon v. Richardson, 403 U.S. 672, 91 S. Ct. 2091 (1970).

To say that First Amendment consideration will not prevent

the distribution of funds to private non-sectarian schools,
however, is not to suggest that they are public or common
schools within the meaning of Art. 11 § 1 of the New York State
Constitution, or eligible for participation in a voucher system
that is limited to public schools. On the contrary, the courts
have held that '"the provision of the Constitution that 'the
legislature shall provide for the maintenance and support of

a system of free common schools wherein all the children of
this state may be educated' relates only to the public or
common schools of the state,'and has no application to
"appropriations made by the state to an institution... wholly
or partially under private control." People ex. rel. New

York Instit. for Blind v. Fitch, 154 N.Y. 14, 47 N.E. 983

(1897). The maintenance of a private school is not a public

purpose so as to justify the expenditures of public funds. Id.
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Thus, in order for a private non-sectarian school to be
eligible to participate in the voucher program, it must cease
to be "private,"

Adoption of Private Non-Sectarian Schools

Many private schools in the State, particularly those
located in ghettos and funded by foundations, possess many
of the characteristics uf public or common schools. They are
tuition-free, non-sectarian and open-to-all. Almost all of
these schools offer a state-approved curriculum and are
chartered by the State Board of Regents. They differ from
their public counterparts only with regard to control of

the school. Flagg v. Murdock, supra. While legislative

power over the public schools is complete (Ocean Hill

Brownsville Governing Board v. Board of Education, 23 N.Y,

2d 483, 297 N.Y.S. 2d 568, 245 N,E. 2d 219 (1969)), the

private school has nearly complete control of its own operations.
Legislative regulation of private schools is subject to the

same limitations as exist in the case of private property
generally; and, to the extent that the legislature may

regulate the operations of private schools under its police
power, regulation must not be arbitrary and must be limited to

the preservation of public safety and health, Parker Collegiate

Institute v. University of State of New York, supra; Ed. Law

® 3210(e}; 47 Am. Jur. Schools § 221.
It therefore stands to reason that if a private institution
were to relinquish its control of a school to the Board of

Education, its one remaining private characteristic ceases to

exist, and the school would be a public school.
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Recently, the District II1 Community School Board in
New York City "adopted" Children's Community Workshop School
(CCWS), a foundation-supported tuition-free, non-sectarian
institution, as a public school in the district. Funds have
not, as yet, been appropriated to CCWS.

The practice of "adopting' private non-sectarian schools
and the procedure by whtich it is done has never been tested in
the courts of this State. The Missouri Supreme Court, however,
struck down the adoption of a parochial school by the Board
of Fiucation on the ground that the Board had failed to exer-
cise its control over the school in question. Harfst v.

Hoegen, 349 Mo. 808, 163 S.W. 2d 609 (1941). The school had

continued to operate as a parochial school: only Catholic
children attended; students were required to attend mass,
study the Catholic catechism and the Catholic Bible; and
classes were taught by nuns. The court held that ''respondents
might argue that the St. Cecilia School is controlled by the
school board and not by the church; but we find from the
record that the nominal supervision by the school board is

but an indirect means of accomplishing that which the con-
stitution forbids...'" 1d. at 613.

"....It is of no purpose to discuss or decide other
questions raised except to point out that the long
acquiescence of appellants (the taxpayers) in the
management of the school cannot make such management
proper. No one may waive the public interest.’
Id. at 614,

It is important to note that the court is -oncerned not

with the school board's authority to adopt a parochial schoeol

but the failure of the school board to exercise control over

the school once it had been adopted and to eliminate religious

' 4
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teachings in the school.

Extent of School Board's Control Ovér Public Schools

The control a school board is required to exercise over
its schools is carefully laid out by the New York State
Constitution and the statute. Attempts at delegation of control

have been infrequent and, when made, discouraged. Ocean Hill

Brownsville Governing Board v. Board of Education, 23 N.Y.

2d 483, 297 N.Y.S. 2d 568, 245 N.E. 2d 219 (1969).

This is not to say that the statute bars all involvement
~+f 4 school in its own administration or requires the school
hoard to monitor every move a school makes. On the contrary,
one public bigh school in New York City, Park East Figh School,
exercises considerable authority over its own operation through
a device called a supporting services contract. Parents of
children attending the school and others from the neighborhood
in which the school is located have formed a non-profit
corporation, The Committee for a Comprehensive Education Center
Inc. (CCEC), to provide the school with all of its supporting
services through a contract with the Board of Education of
the City of New York. The contract defines supporting services
as all necessary support, including planning consultant and
supplementary staff (i.e., that staff which is not teaching
subjects required by state law), facilities, supplies and
equipment. A memorandum of understanding with the Board of
Education provides for CCEC participation in administration
of that portion of the school activities still under control
of the Board of Education. The Board retains control over the
furnishing of "core" instruction and licensed teachers. For

instance, in 1971 - 1972 the Board provided and paid for 17
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staff people (approx. $283,833); the rest of the budget
($123,000) was paid to CCEC in two semi-annual payments,

This arrangement probably represents the furthest
extent to which a Board may relinquish "control" to an individual
school. The authority of the Boa;d of Education in setting
up this arrangement with regard to Park East has never been
challenged,

Thus, where a private non-sectarian school is prepared
to relinquish control to the Board of Education and is
prepared to operate tui.ion-free and open-to-all, in conformity
with state stagdards and requirements, the Board of Education
is at liberty to "adopt' it, provided that the Board does not
alienate its ultimate responsibility for the public schools
and education policies of its district.

Eligipility of Parochial Schools for Participation in the

Voucher System

As has already been noted, parochial or sectarian schools
are a species of private school., In October, a three judge
federal district court in New York unanimously struck down a
statute (Ed. Law$ 562, Laws 1972 Ch. 414) which permitted a
partial tuition reimbursement to needy parents whose children

attended non-public parochial schools. Pearl v. Nyquist and

Levitt, 168 N.Y.L.J. No. 65 p. 1.

In spite of this ruling, however, parochial schools are
included as potentially eligible voucher participants because
an increasing number of them are separating themselves from
the church and abandoning religious instruction. The church
is relinquishing control of its schools, particularly in the

inner cities,and turning the schols over to parents,
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Moreover, it would appear that this phenomenon, presently
localized in several cities around the country, including
Milwaukee, New York and Pittsburgh, is likely to spread,
for the following reasons:

1. The church cannot continue to support its inner

city schools in the face of rising costs and
decreasing enrollment, particularly given the fact
that so few of its inner city students are Catholic
and so much of the money needed to supplement
tuition fees in these schools must come from the
suburban parishes.

2. Parents would rather try to run the schools themselves
without church support than send their children back
to the inner city public schoels.

3. Renting school buildings to parent groups provides
the church with revenues it would not otherwise have,
and relinquishing control of the school to parent
groups frees the funds that would otherwise be spent
to support the school. The church is then free to
spend its money in areas where the school population
is more consistently Catholic and more likely to
sustain a school or schools over a long period of
time.

4. Revenue sharing will make federal poverty funds
less accessible, increasing the pressure for inner
city schools to close.

5. As closings increase, the number of parent groups

wishing to take over the schools will increase.
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Under these circumstances, it seems likely that during

the course of the voucher program, the Board will be approached
by a "formerly parochial school"™ on the question of its
eligibility to participate. 1Is a sc'.0ol which is no longer
controlled by the church or any religious denomination and

in which no denominational tenets are taught still barred

from participation in an internal or public voucher system

by the First Amendment or the Blaine Amendment?

It is perhaps wise to begin with the example of St. Thomas
School in Harlem, New York. St. Thomas was, for 55 years,

a parochial elementary school run by the Archdiocese for
permission to run the schocl themselves; it was granted.

Today St. Thomas is run by a Board of Directors elected
annually from among those parents whose children attend the
school. The facultv is composed almost entirely of lay teachers.
No religious services are held either during or after school
hours. No religious courses are taught. The school is
supported by a combination of tuition fees and parent donations,
(which the school helps parents raise), foundation and
Title I funds. St, Thomas thinks of itself as an alternative
public school. It expects within the next few years to apply
to its Community School Board for "adoption."

The Blaine Amendment and '"formerly Parochial Schools"

In view of the court's holding in College of New Rochelle
v. Nyquist 37 App. Div. 2d 461, 326 N.Y.S. 2d 765 (1971), it

seems highly unlikely that St. Thomas or any school like it
would be found ineligible for public support under Art. 11

$ 3. In that case, the court held that a private college,
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where the Communicy of Ursuline Nuns comprised a substantial
minority of the Board of Trustees and shared in the administration
of the school, was eligible for state aid. The court stated,
'Mere affiliation or a sharing of administrative control by
a denomination will not, in and of itself, bring the in-
stictution within the proscription of the statute; such
situation cannot be said to have caused religion to so
"pervade' the atmosphere of the college as to effectuate
religious control or direction by a religious denomination."
326 N.Y.S. 2d 771.
In the Matter of Iona College v Nyquist, 65 Misc. 2d 329,
316 N.Y.S. 2d 139 (1970), the court sustained Commission. .
Nyquist's refusal of funds to a college which characteriz
itself as Catholic, whose catalogue evidenced a strong re’igious
commitment, where the sponsoring religious order held a number
of positions on the Board of Trustees and occupied the presidency
and several significant administrative positions, where Catholic
students were required to complete 12 hours of admittedly denom-
inational theolengy courses and where Catholic liturgical services
played an important role in student life. (Letter from Ewald
B. Nyquist, Dec. 3, 1969).
The Judd interpretation of ''direct or indirect" aid (Judd

v. Board of Education, 278 N.Y. 200, 15 N.E. 2d 576 (1938),

embracing "any contribution, to whomsoever made, circuitously,
collaterally, disguised...that may be to the benefit of the
institution or promotional of its interests and purposes," was
specifically struck down in Board of Education v. Allen, 20 N.Y,
2d 109, 228 N.E. 2d 791, 281 N.Y.S. 2d 799 (1967), affirmed 392

U.S. 236 (1968).

The court said "The architecture reflected in Judd would
impede every form of legislation, the benefits of which in some
remote way might inure to parochial schools. It is our view that

the words 'direct' and 'indirect' relate solely to the
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means of attaining the prohibited end of aiding religion as
such." 20 N.Y. 2d at 1l1le.

Referring to the textbook loan program, Ed. Laws$ 701, the
Court held that any benefit accruing to parochial schools by
virtue of the prcgram was collateral to the main purpose of
the statute and therefore could not be c assified as giviag
aid either directly or indirectly. 1Id.

This "~ollateral effect" approach to aid renders untenable
any allegation that the benefits the church receives from
turning their schools over to parent groups to run as non-
sectarian schools is in violation of the Federal and State
Constitutions.

The First Amendment and Formerly Parochial Schools

Finally, it is not likely that the distribution of public
funds to a school which has been found "non-sectarian" for the
purposes of the Blaine Amendment will be held to result in
excessive "entanglement" between government and religion.

Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602, 91 S. Ct. 2105, 29 L. Ed. 2d 745

(1970). College of New Rochelle v. Nyguist, supra. In Tilton

v. Richardson, 403 U.S., 672, 91 S, Ct. 2091, 29 L. Ed. 2d

790, involving che question of federal aid to church-related
colleges and universities under Title I of the Higher Educational
Facilities Act of 1963 (77 Stat. 364, as amended, 20 U.S.C.

S& 711-721 1964 ed. and Supp. V), the court found that four
colleges governed by Catholic religious organizations and with
predominantly Catholic student bodies could be constitutionally
supported by public funds. ''Such inspection as may be necessary
to ascertain that the facilities are devoted to secular education

is minimal and indeed, hardly more than the inspections that
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states impose over all private schools within the reach of
compulsory education. 90 S, Ct., at 2099.

The Court is careful to limit its opinion to church-
related colleges and universities where there is less
likelihood than in primary and secondary schools that religion
will permeate the area of secular education. Id. This
distinction would appear to be an important one. Children,
particularly at the elementary school level, are more
impressionable, and values are imputed more easily. Gellhorn
and Greenawalt, Public Support and the Sectarian University,

38 Fordham L. Rev. 395, 421-424 (1970); (See Also, Constitu-

tionality of Federal Aid to Education in its Various Aspects,
S. Doc. No. 29, S?th Cong. 1lst Sess. (1961)).

While no former parochial schocl has, as yet, petitioned
for adoption by the public school system, it seems likely that
the courts will more carefully scrutinize a petition to the
Board from a once-parochial school than it would a petition from
a private non-sectarian school. The courts might not permit
the adoption of a '"formerly'" parochial schcol where all in-
struction was given by persons of a religious order or which
was located in a church as opposed to a church-owned building.
Unfortunately, there i3 practically no basis for conjecture.
The constitutional standard for separation of church and state
continues to be one of degree. Zorach v. Clausor, 343, U.S.

306, 72 S. Ct. 679 at 684,
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D-3
Sample Legal Agreement
between
Founders of New Schools
and

The Rochester Board of Education

The following material represents the type of agreement
which could be drawn up between a group of Rochester residents
starting a new public school and the Rochester Board of
Education. Since groups proposing new schools will have
different aims and objectives, it is impossible to provide
one form of agreement applicable to all cases. Each group,
in other words, will have to draw up and negotiate with the

Rochester Boarc of Education its own preferred agreement form,

‘i
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D-3
Sample Legal Agreement
between
the Corporation
and

The Rochester Board of Education

Agreement made and entered into on
1972 by and between the Board of Education of the Rochester
City School District (hereinafter referred to as the ''Board")

and the Corporation.

WHEREAS the Board has duly adopted a ffsolution on
, 1972 authorizing the creation of a public school

(hereinafter referred to as P. ) to be managed and
administered by Corporation, and the allocation of
funds by the Board to P. on the same basis upon which
funds are allocated to other public schools within the Voucher
Demonstration Area (hereinafter referred to as demonstration
area), and

WHEREAS, the Board of Trustees of Corporation

has authorized the execution and delivery ol this Agreement;'
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:
ARTICLE I
Term of the Agreement
Section 1. Corporation agrees to assume
responsibility for the management and administration of

P. for the term of this Agreement, as define! in

Section 3 of this Article, in accordance with the te:ms and

conditions set forth herein below.
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Section 2. Corporation shall assume its duties

and responsibilities on September _, 197 or on the date upon
which P. ___ 1is officially constituted by the resolution of the
Board as a public school, whichever date is later.

Section 3. This Agreement is subject to cancellation by
either party at the end of any school year during which this
Agreement is in force. Discussions regarding the cancellation of
the Agreement shall begin on or before February 1 of that school
year. No cancellation by either party to this Agreement shall
be effective unless written notice of such cancellation, duly
authorized by resolution by either the Board or by the Board of
Trustees of ____ Corporation, is received by the other party by
May 31 of that school year. Notice to cancel may be withdrawn at
any time with the consent of both parties. Nothing in this para-
graph shall preclude discussions between the parties after notice
of cancellation has been received.

ARTICLE I1I

Management and Administration of P.

Section 1. During the term of this Agreement,

Corporation shall manage and administer P. as an exper-

imental, innovative school. Except as otherwise provided in this
Agreement, such management and administration shall be in accordance
with the By-laws of _ _ Corporation, applicable provisions of
state and federal law &nd regulations, the By-Laws, rules and
regulations of the City School District of Rochester, whether

now in effect or hereinafter adopted, and applicable provisions

of collective bargaining agreements.
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Section 2. Corporation shall develop and

implement a program of study and curriculum for P.

provided, however, that such programs shall comply with the

compulsory education requirements of section 3204 of the
Education Law of New York and any applicable By-laws and
regulations of the Board.

Section 3. Corporation shall provide such

incremental pupil services, including special staff involvement,
as are necessary and appropriate in the opinion of

Corporation to carry out in P. the characteristic

program of Corporation, Such additional staff shall

be competent professionals and employees. All such persons
shall be employees of __ Corporation and Corp-
oration alone shall be responsible for their work, the direction
thereof and their compensation.

Section 4, __ Corporation shall provide supervision
and inservice training of its staff in the techniques and
concepts of the Corporation program.

Section 5. The policy and administrative regulations

of P. shall be determined in accordance with the

By~-laws of Corporation in effect on the date of this
Agreement, subject to the ultimate responsibilities of the

Board and the Superintendent of Schools (hereinafter referred to
as the Superintendent) under law to make policies and supervise

the administration of P. as a public school in the

Rochester City School District.
(a) Parents of pupils of P. shall be constituted
as a policy council pursuant to the By-laws of _ Corp-

oration and shall have all the rights and responsibilitir
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set forth therein.

(b) Subject to the By-laws of _____ Corporation, the
Director of __ = Corporation may serve as the responsible
administrative and pedagogical head of P. and, subject
to the ultimate supervision of the Superintendent, shall be
responsible for the instruction, direction and control of all
members of the teaching and custodial staff constituting

the organization of P, .

ARTICLE II1IX
Allocation and Accounting of Funds
Section 1. Pursuant to the rules and regulations adopted
by the Rochester City School District having general application

to other public schools in the demonstration area,

Corporation shall receive, administer and account for all

funds allocated to P. by the Board and/or any state
or federal agencies. '
Section 2. Corporation shall receive, administer
and account for all grants of monies by federal, state or
private agencies to Corporation for its operations in
conjunction with P, » pursuant to the terms of such
grants,
Section 3. Within 60 days after the termination of

this Agreement, Corporation shall submit a final

financial report of any and all receipts and expenditures of

funds relating to this Agreement.
ARTICLE 1V
Staffing of P.

Section 1. The Board and the Superintendent shall consult
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with Corporation in the selection of the teaching and

supervisory employees and other personnel who are to be assigned
by the Board to the staff of P. e
(a) Consultation, to the extent possible, shall occur
in sufficient advance of any final appointment, assignment
or recruitment decisions to permit Corporation to
interview candidates, consult with the parent policy counsel
of P, and submit its recommendations in sufficient
time to enable the Board to give full and deliberate consideration

to such recommendations,

(b) The Program Administrator of P. shall have

the same rights as any other principal of a public -school in
~he demonstration area to interview candidates, and the same
voice in their selection.

Section 2. The Director of Corporation shall
submit ratirgs of the staff of P. to the Superintendent
in accordance with procedures having general application wichin
the demonstration area. To the extent possible, the Board and
the Superintendent will give full and deliberate consideration
to the -ecommendation of the Program Administrator of __
Corporation in making decisions with regard to the retention or
dismissal of personnel serving P._ __  during the term or
any renewal of this Agreement.

ARTICLE V
Admission of Pupils
Section 1. Corporation will implement procedures

for admission of students to P. which will comply

with legal and constitutional requirements, the policies of

the State Education Commissioner and the regulations and
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guidelines of the Board with regard to the demonstration area.
ARTICLE VI
General Provisions

Section 1. Nothing included in this Agreement shall
impose any liability or duty upon the Board for the acts, omissions,
liabilities, or obligations of Corporation or any
rerson, firm, agency, association, or corporation engaged by

Corporation as expert consultant, independent contract-
or, trainee, servant, employee, and agent, or for taxes of any
nature, including but not limited to Unemployment Insurance,
Workmen's Compensation or Social Security.

Section 2, This Agreement may not be assigned. None
of the services to be performed hereunder may be subcontracted
without prior written consent of the Board.

Section 3. No term, provision or condition of this
Agreement shall be deemed waived by the Board unless such
waiver shall be in writing and the approval of an authorized
representative of the Board subscribed thereon,

Section 4, I1f, through any cause you fail to fulfill
in timely and proper manner your obligations under this Agree-
ment, or if you shall violate any of the convenants, agreements,
or stipulations of this Agreement, the Board shall thereupon
have the right to terminate this Agreement by giving you written
notice of such termination and specifying the effective date
thereof. Notwithstanding the above, you shall not be relieved
of liability to the Board for damages sustained by virtue of

any breach of the Agreement and the Board may withhold any

"'
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reimbursement to you for the purpose of set-off until such
time as the exact amount of damages due the Board from you is
agreed upon or otherwise determined.

Section 5. This contract shall be governed by the law
of the State of New York.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have hereunto

set their hands and seals the day and year first above written.

BY

THE Corporation

BY

Superintendent oI Schools

BY

President, Board of Education
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CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

STATEMENT OF PHILOSOPHY AND GOALS

The school is one of the most significant institutions in the
1ife of the individual and of the community. Individuals must
develop good aschools so that good school will produce better
communities. To help achieve good schools, we the students, parents,
school staff, Board of Education, and all concerned citizens are
committed to the implementation of these goals and beliefs.

1. WE BELIEVE EVERY INDIVIDUAL HAS THE RIGHT TO EQUAL OPPORTUNITY
TO ACQUIRE A QUALITY EDUCATION.

Bach student will be suitably challenged, will dewvelop

and utilize his talents, will develop his social awareness
and his sense of responsibility and will acquire the skills
necessary to solve his present and future problems.

2. WE BELIEVE IN THE WORTH OF THE STUDENT.

The learning for each student will be individualized and
the instructional approach for him will be determined to
provide for his continuous progress and evaluation
recognizing that each has different degrees of success.

3. WE BELIEVE IN THE RIGHT OF THE STUDENT TO BE HEARD, TO PARTICIPATE
IN THE PLANNING OF HIS OWN EDUCATIONAL PROCESS AND TO ENJOY
APPROPRIATE FREEDOM OF ACTION WHILE ACTING RESPONSIBLY AND RE-
SPECTING THE RIGHTS OF OTHEFS.

The staff of each school will constantly be alert to the
needs of students, to listen, to empathize, to counsel,
to give thoughtful consideration to all their problems,
and to support suggestions for constructive changes that
will benefit the school community.

4. WE BELIEVE THAT WHILE EDUCATION TAKES PLACE IN THE PRESENT IT
SHOULD PREPARE STUDENTS FOR LIFE IN THE FUTURE.

The occupational competency of each student will be
developed to a level of his choice together with an
awareness of the social, economic, pclitical, religious
and philosophical forces which shape our society so that
he will be able to contend with these forces as a
citizen in a democracy.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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6.

9.

10.

WE BELIEVE THAT FEDUCATION SHOULD BE A CHALLENGING, REWARDING
AND ENJOYABLE EXPERIENCE FOR ALL CONCERNED, WHERE EACH STUDENT
IS INTRODUCED TO THE EXCITING ADVENTURE OF THE PURSUIT OF
INDIVIDUAL EXCELLENCE,

Each student will be encouraged to pursue in depth
those areas which are of greatest interest to him.

WE BELIEVE THAT ALL PRACTICES SHOULD FURTHER THE INDIVIDUAL
PROGRESS OF THE STUDENT WITHOUT IMPOSED LIMITATIONS ON HIS
ACHIEVEMENT.

Each student will develop the attitudes and skills needed
for continued self-education beyond the years of formal
instruction, so that he may realize the thrill of
learning by discovery.

WE BELIEVE ACCOUNTABILITY, CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICISM, QUESTIONING,
REASONED INTELLIGENT DISSENT, RESPONSIBILITY, ORDER, PRAISE,
REWARD AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FROM ALL GROUPS ARE NECESSARY
CHARACTERISTICS OF EDUCATION IN A DEMOCRACY.

The student's idea of education as a worthwhile, produc-
tive way of life will be developed and encouraged with
an ongoing dialogue between himself and a competent,
creative and professional staff.

WE BELIEVE THAT SCHOOLS SHOULD BE CHARACTERIZED BY ETHICAL
ATTITUDES, VALUES AND BEHAVICRS THAT EXEMPLIFY THE BEST
PRINCIPLES OF A DEMOCRACY.

The instructional program for each student will evolve
from methods which insure that the multi-racial charac-
terigstics of students and staff will reflect the diverse
makeup of the community.

WE BELIEVE IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ENTIRE COMMUNITY
TO PROVIDE THE MEANS, CONDITIONS, ENVIRONMENT, INTEREST AND
SUPPORT NECESSARY FOR EXCELLENCk IN THE TOTAL EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAM.

The learning activities for each student will be centered
not only in the formal school setting but also use the
available human and material resources of the community.

WE BELIEVE IT IS IMPERATIVE THAT THERE EXIST IMPROVED RELA~
TIONS AMONG ALL RACIAL, RELICIOUS AND ECONOMIC GROUPS LEADING
TO A MORE HUMANE ATMOSPHERE IN OUR SCHOOLS.

Specific opportunities for interraction among students,
teachers, staff, parents and the community will be
developed to provide for a continuing exchange of ideas
and understandings.

AUGUST §, 1872
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INTERIM REPORT TO OEO December 18, 1972
1. EDUCATION VOUCHER AGENCY
A. Role of the Board of Education

The Legislature of the State of New York imposes upon
local boards of education certain non-delegable duties. Consequent-
ly the Rochester Board of Education would become the Education
Voucher Agency to make policy decisions relating to the operation of
a voucher system to the extent that such decisions cannot be dele-
gated (see Section 1709 N.Y.S. Education Law). The Board of
Education may, however, appoint a Voucher Director and a Voucher
Agency Staff to perform certain delegable administrative duties
related to a voucher demonstration and to make policy recommendations
through the Superintendent of Schools to the Board of Education.

In addition, the Board will establish an Advisory Committee
widely representative of participants within the voucher project
target agea. The general purpose of such a group will be to advise
the Board of Education on policy matters which affect the demon-
stration. The procedure by which this Committee will be selected,
and the specific areas in which it will make recommendations to the
Board, will be clearly articulated in the final proposal.

Qur current draft proposal, which will form the basis of
the final report to the Board, recommends that a group of 9-13
individuals, representative of relevant interests and concerns in
the demonstration area, be either selected by the Board or selected
by program participants. Tn’s group should include professional
educators as well as parents —people representing different geo-
graphic segments of the demonstration area, and people representing

the area's racial and socio-economic composition.
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In addition to its general function as a sounding
board and community resource, the Committee would recommend to
the Board:

1. Explicit criteria for distributing start-up

funds in addition to those agreed on by OEO
and the District

2. That particular groups be given start-up loans
or grants

3. Explicit criteria for deeming schools eligible
to participate in addition to those agreed on
by OEO and the District

4. That particular schools be deemed eligible to
participate

5. The kinds of information that should be collected
and disseminated to enable parents to make informed
choices

The Voucher Advisory Committee would also advise the

Board of Education on other as yet unidentified matters relevant
to the voucher demonstratién.

B. Voucher Agency Organization

As stated in A, above, authority would originate with

the Board of Education and flow to the E.V.A. The Superintendent
of Schools, pursuant to statute, would remain accountable to the
Board of Education. The Voucher Director would be responsible
to the Superintendent and all policy recommendations pertaining
to the voucher demonstration would be addressed directly to
the Superintendent or communicated through his office.

The Voucher Director would insure the performance of

all administrative tasks necessary for the coordination of

voucher staff efforts. He would also function as liaison between

the various components of the demonstration and the Superintendent.
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The responsibilities of the Voucher Director would
include the following:
1. Dispensing vcuchers
2. Regulating admissions

3. Effecting compliance of newly formed schools with
qualification criteria

4. Implementing School Board policy pertaining to
voucher demonstration schools

c. Other major components of the Voucher Agency and
their general tasks are envisioned as follows:

1. Information Services -- the Information Unit would be
responsible for collecting, verifying and cataloguing
information regarding demonstration schools. Infor-
mation pertaining to program offerings, staff,
students, and physical plant would be included. The
Information Unit would also establish and regulate Neigh-
borhood Information Centers (NIC's), which would
disseminate this information to eligible parents
and serve as liaison between parcicipating parents,
voucher schools, and the Voucher Agency.

2. Research and Development Services ~- the Research
and Development Unit would develop a local evaluation
plan in concert with the School District and
participating school communities. The objectives
of this evaluation would be threefold:

a. To provide the District with vital infor-
mation about the progress of the demonstration,
assessing areas of participants' satisfaction/
dissatisfaction

b. To provide constructive feedback to school
staffs by aiding in the assessment of parental
perceptions of school programs and staff
responsiveness

c. To provide participating parents with specific
information about school programs, allowing
them to make intelligent choices for their
children

In addition, this Unit would coordinate local
and outside (OEQ) program evaluation efforts.
All Research and Development activities would
be approved by, and in some cases, implemented
with the assistance of the City School District
Division of Planning and Research.




As a result of the ongoing effort of conducting the
Feasibility Study, the foregoing description of the Education
Voucher Agency will be further revised and expanded as infor-
mation pertaining to the operation of a demonstration is

gathered and analyzed by the Feasibility Study Staff.



IT. LEVEL OF COMMUNITY INTEREST

Staff members of the Feasibility Study and representatives
of the Rochester School Alternative Study Advisory Committee have
been meeting with school, parent, and community groups. These
meetings have two major purposes: (1) to make available general
information regarding the Voucher Feasibility Study and the status
of the draft proposal; (2) to achieve a firm basis and understanding
of feelings and support from the groups themselves.

The number of requests for Staff attendance at meetings
from both community and school-based groups shows a high degree
of awareness of the Feasibility Study and a concern to be well-
informed prior to further commitment. The climate of these meetings
has often been emotionally charged. 1Indeed, many people have ex-
pressed concern about and interest in the value of such a program
for children of Rochester.

A. Activities of the Study have been met with opposition
as well as support. The Rochester Teachers Association
has announced its opposition to any type of voucher
demonstration and is actively organizing opposition.
Most community groups, however, have expressed a great
deal of interest and have indicated that they will
judge the proposal on the basis of the final feasi-
bility report. The Brookings Institute study on the
future of Rochester has endorsed the study but has
confused the issue in the public's mind by endorsing
the inclusion of private and parochial schools.

B. Local daily newspapers have devoted a grea. deal
of space to voucher-related articles. Two daily
newspaper reporters have established regular channels
of communications with the staff. Their reporting
has been fair and accurate and has conveyed much
information to the greater Rochester area public.
weekly newspapers continue to write articles. Radio
scations have also taken an interest in providing
air time for discussions of the voucher program.
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Channel WXXI, a respected and widely-viewed educa-~
tional television station, has provided generous
amounts of time for discussion of the voucher study.
A 90- minute program (with 30 minutes in Spanish)
was provided in which a panel consisting of the
voucher project director, an OEO representative, a
member of the Board of Education, a parent repre-
sentative to the Advisory Committee, an elementary
school principal, and the Director of Parent Coun-
selling for the Alum Rock demonstration, answered
questions phoned in by interested citizens. Channel
WXX1 also provided special time for a televised
interview with an Alum Rock voucher demonstration
teacher to be shown in all schools during an afternoon
staff meeting. They have given us invaluable assis-
tance in the production of a slide presentation and
have provided video tapes cf the above-mentioned
interviews.

In addition, Staff members have appeared on several
popular television talk shows in the morning, after-
noon, and evening time slots.

Parent Advisory Committees of the District have
assisted in the*parent information dissemination
process; the Community Schools Council has been
involved in informing inner city parents; the SUNY
at Brockport has assigned an administrative intern
to assist the staff; and the Genesee Ecumenical
Ministries has aided us in informing the church
community.

At the present time, we have received many inquiries
from a variety of segments of the community about
the procedures for insuring a sufficient number of
alternatives through petitioning the Board to start
new public schools. They have indicated a willing-
n.ss to take a serious look at such a procedure once
specific guidelines are established by the Board of
Education. We have clearly stated that only public
schools can be involved and that they must meet
federal, state and local guidelines as a prerequisite
to participation.

We are seeking legal assistance in investigating the
legislative framework surrounding the establishment

of new public schools. This research will be completed
in the near future and will form the basis of the
Study's recommendation to the Board concerning
guidelines for the creation of new public school
alternatives.



G.

Between 10 and 20 public schools have expressed
interest in exploring the voucher concept in depth.
This interest has been conveyed to the staff in
several ways:

1. Voluntary teacher-staff workshops organized
to discuss voucher-related issues

2. Afternoon faculty meetings within almost
every K-6 and some 7-8 schools

3. Several meetings with all K-8 principals in
the Rochester school system

A question and answer booklet concerning the pro-
posed system was mailed to every K-8 teacher in
the system, and a '"rumor-fact sheet" developed
specifically to dispell widespread misinformation
was also distributed to every K-8 teacher for
discussion.

Meetings have been completed with all Zone Parent
Advisory Committees. In addition, we have provided
Staff members, upon request, for basic presentations
and questions and answers discussions at all community
group meetings.

One of the most difficult issues confrontin& the
Study Staff is the question of selecting a "target
area.'" At this time, target area selection is
proceeding on two separate but interrelated levels.
On the one hand, the City's and school's demographic
characteristics are being studied to ascertain

which potential target areas would meet the OEO
requirement of racial-economic heterogeneity. On

the other hand, individual schools (their principals,
teachers and '‘communities') are being asked whether
or not they wish further information about the program--
information pertaining either to the way the system
would operate or to the way the individual school
might develop its program/programs.
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INTRODUCTION

The Alternative Schools Survey is a part within the Rochester Schools
Alternative Study. Its main objective was to approach on an irdivid-
ual basis those who might be affected (educators, residents, parents)
to obtain the distribution of knowledge, attitudes or concerns about
the Alternative Schools proposal. Anonymity of the individuals was
guaranteed. Interviewers were not allowed to influence respondents
either for or against the voucher-financed system. They were com-
mitted to a ncutral recerding of whatever answer was given.

According to the d=gree respondents might be affected, it was pro-
posed to approach —

o all administrators, principals, teachers
o a large sample of elementary school parents
o a sample of residents

~he administrators, principals, and teachers were consulted as
educational experts and as individuals whcse professional careers
might be affectea. A self-administered questionnaire was used for
this first part of the survey.

The parents were approached as those who would have to make decisions
about where to send their children. Personal interviews were re-
quired to assure sufficient understanding of the voucher system and
avoid the bias due to self-selection and low returns associated with
"sent home" questicnnaires.

Residents, as the least affected group, were also personally inter-
viewed to voice their concerns. Their views about the desirability
of the voucher system might differ irom those directly affected.
Some of the residents were also parents, and all parents were resi-
dents of the City of Rochester. Because of this overlap., the same
kind of personatl, household interview was used for both the resident
sample and the parent sample.

Though different groups were approached, the question sequence and
structure was to be sufficiently similar to make comparisons acrcss
these groups. Special efforts were made to avoid a premature,
overall evaluation or association of the voucher idea with any
politically controversial stands. For example, in the household
interviews, respondents were requested to evaluate 17 different
components of the educational experience before they were asked cO
give an overall judgment. The question flow was always from the
specific to the general. Questions that might activate political
alignments were avoided. Frequent consultations with the Rochester
Alternative Schools Study staff and its advisory group were neces-
sary to make sure that we did neither interfere with the professional



debate of the issues nor that we were seen as associated with a
specific stand.

The resident and parent questionnaires were nearly identical. The
educator guestionnaire was modified to meet the special situation

of the educatcrs at the time of the field work. it is for this
reason that this report is presented in two parts, the first dealing
with the self-administered educator survey, and the second with the
personal interview community survey of parents and residents. Each
part has a narrative section and a documentary Appendix section.
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SUMMARY
oEE——————

A wide range of responses was found among educators and community
respondents. The educators generally oppose a voucher plan, right
now, and the community respondents generally favoxr the voucher
plan. Knowledge of educational vouchers was limited. Misconcep-
tions were frequent.

Educator Survey

1. Educators had mixed feelings about the voucher plan at the
time the self-administered questionnaire was handed out
(December 20).

o About 40% thought the idea was poor, 30% thought it was
fair or good, 30% needed more information to decide.

o About 43% felt the City should try to get money to
develop more alternative schools, 41% opposed such a move.

o Asked specifically whether they supported the educational
voucher plan in Rochester, about 60% opposed it, 11%
supported it, and the remaining 29% were undecided.

2. Comments to the open-ended questions indicated that the
educa+ors based their opposition on three reasons:

o Two years of change are regarded as enough. They want
stability for a few Yyears.

o They feel they have insufficient information on the plan
and do not see how it might improve conditions in the
classroom.

o Many doubt whether the additional money will find its
way down to the classroom.

3. The supportive group of educators come from existing alternative
schools, open classrooms, and central staff.

4. The opposition seems to be against the voucher idea and not
against alternative schools, and more against the total plan
than against its individual components.

5. The existing alternative schools are well known, but only a
minority of teachers want to teach there. Most would like
to stay where they are.




Community Survev

1. Satisfaction with present schools was high.

° Only 10% of the respondents indicated dissatisfaction.

° Only 17% could name a school that they felt would be
better for their child within the City. Many of these
known schools were parochial schools so only 12% knew
about a better City school for their child. Therefore,
not more than 12% of the parents would consider trans-
ferring children to another school if the plan were
implemented today with their present level of knowledge.

2. Existing alternative schools and alternative programs are well
known in the community, but not always positively evaluated.

© The term "educational voucher," inserted intn the list
of existing schools and programs was only known to 23%
of respondents in the resident sample and 38% of respon-
dents in the parent sample.

° When these terms were known the respondents had little
basis for evaluating them. The term "educational voucher"
seems to have no positive image. The term "alternative
schools” has a positive image with 16% and a negative
image with 4s.

3. After explaining the voucher idea, people usually respond
favorably.

° About half said it was a good idea, only 15% said it was
a poor idea.

° Other questions like, "Would you personally welcome it?"
and "Should the district apply for such a program.....2"
gave similar proportions of 50~70% supporters and 12-15%
rejectors.

4. Most respondents see the City district as doing a good or
fair job, and would give most of those invoived "more power."
Those respondents who think the teachers are doing a very
good job, and who are also very satisfied with their schools,
tend to support the voucher idea. Dissatistied respondents
tended to regard the voucher idea as poor.

These two surveys could only mirror the situation at the study
time. The Rochester Teachers Association's stand against the plan
was well known among the teachers who completed the questionnaires
mostly together at the Wednesday afternoon faculty meeting with no
Alternative Schools Study staff member present. Such group situ-
ations give different results than person-to-person interviews in
the privacy of the respondents' homes. The wicdespread assumption
that the voucher "experiment” would lead to a major turmoil will
also have influenced the results towards a rejection for Rochester.
Thus, these findings may reflect many discrepancies and even mis-
conceptions, but indicate what the various respondent groups thought
of the issue in December 1972.
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Part I: SURVEY OF EDUCATORS
Narrative Section

Some overriding considerations determined the design of the
Educator Survey. First, all concerned educators should be given

a chance to voice their reservations and express their support.
With the given budget and time restraints this could only be
achieved by the use of self-administered questionnaires. Second,
the educators' knowledge and understanding of the Alternative
Schools Program would be limited to what they have learned from
the newspapers, television and professional, local associations
and journals. There was no time or possibility, similar to the
one in the Community Survey, to explain the concepts involved.
Third, the community controversy and the position of the Rochester
Teachers' Association had to be considered. This prevented a
pretest of the questionnaire and an administration by study staff
members. All educators were to answer the questionnaire at the
same point in time. The questionnaire was designed to provide
opportunity for every educator to amply explain what defined his
opinion through answers to oper-ended questions. Every person in
the school system who might be effected would have an opportunity
to respond. Every effort was made to assure complete and thorough
confidentiality.

In cooperation with the Research and Evaluation Department of the
City School District, questions were prepared for structured an-
swers, yet providing opportunity to express a range of opinion

and written comments explaining why a specific position was taken.
Figqure 1 presents an overview ovexr the gquestion content. There
were five major content areas explored in the questionnaire, though
the various, related questions did nct always follow each other
exactly. First, the present prefer~mce ‘o work in the existing

alternative schools of the distr.. s determined, and the majox
reasons for such a preference. Se i, we inquired about the
various teaching situations under .ch the educator would like

to work. This was followed by a guestion about which teaching
environment they actually did work under at the moment. Third,
the expected changes due to the education voucher system was ex-
plored. Implications for specific areas and for various, current
1ssues were determined. Fourth, a number of questions explored
the basic norms or values of the educators concerning who should
decide in which school a child should be placed, on what basis
individual sclools should get budgeted, and on what basis educator
performance should be evaluated. Finally, the last group of
questions concerned the evaluation of the voucher plan. Three
questions were concerncd with the general evaluation of wvouchers
such as, "Do they support vouchers for Rochester?”, "Is the Al-
ternative Schools Program a good idea?" and "Should the district
apply for a grant to develop an Alternative Schools Program?"
Another three questions explored to what extent the educator saw
himself affected by the voucher system. The first of these ques-
tions inquired whether they would like to work in a participating
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FIGURE 1
Question Grouping on Educator Questionnaire

For Wording For Findings
See See

-Like to work in any of the existing

Questions alternative schools? Table 1.9
#1, #6 -Indicate the major reasons for your
choice.

i)

~-Under which of the following teaching
Questions situations would you like to work? Table 1.5
#2, #12 ~Under which teaching situation do you Table 1.4
now work? L

Questions Implications of educational vouchers Sample
#3, #7 -in selected areas Questionnaire
-for various current issues

v

Question Child placement in schools: Sample
#4 Who should decide? i Questionnaire
GENERAL EVALUATION OF VOUCHERS
-Suppert vouchers for Rochester?
~-1s alternative schools program a good
idea?
Questions -Should district apply for money? Table 1.2
#5, #15, 16 PERSONAL DECISION Table 1.3
Questions ~Like to work in a participating school? Table 1.6
#8, #9 -Like to stay in present school if it Table 1.7
remains unchanged?
-1f present school participates, would
that change your plans?
~0n what basis should individual schools
Questions get budgeted? Sample
#13, #14 -0n what basis should educator Questionnaire
performance be evaliated?
ANY COMMENTS? Table 1.10




school, a second one whether they like to stay in the present
school if it remains unchanged and why so, and lastly, would they
change their plans if their present school would participate in
the voucher system?

The questionnaire was accompanied by a brief letter requesting
cooperation and assuring the respondents confidentiality. The
detailed wording and the instructions are given in Appendix 1.A.
The marginal distributions are recorded directly on the question-
naire.

SAMPLING AND FIELDWORK

To make sure every professional and para-professional was reached
and given a questionnaire, substantial effort was spent to identify
the best available list for the defined audience.

1. Professional educators (those included in the New York
State Teachers' Retirement Program).

2. Para~professionals (Civil Service employees whose
position description includes a direct relationship
to the educational function).

3. Central Staff Personnel (those whose activities
affect educational programs).

It was determined that the most accurate personnel list was the
payroll system. This was used to prepare labels exactly as is
done for semi-monthly check distribution.

Recognizing that the most recent changes would not be in the payroill
list, the Research and Evaluation Department supplied estimates of
the total number of questionnaires required by each school. When
preparing the package of guestionnaires for each school, the labeled
questionnaires were counted; if there were less than the estimated
number required, a sufficient number of additional unlabeled ques-
tionnaires were provided to make up the deficit. In every case,

it was preferred to err on the side of too many, and as a result
only four schools required extra questionnaires.

As shown in Table 1.1, 2,948 questionnaires were provided. Packages
of questionnaires sent to schools were accompanied by a copy of
each school's personnel roster. This was provided in order that
each school could record and verify that all eligible individuals
received questionnaires, and the method by which they were expected
to be returned, by mail or through the school courier system.




EDUCATOR SURVEY
SUMMARY OF FIELD WORK

QUESTIONNAIRE:

Distribution to Individuals

Not Returned
Returnel Blank

Total Not Analyzed

Returned With Comments only
Returned Completed

Total Analyzed

No.
2,380

858
337

1,195

134
1,051

1,185

Percent

100

36
14

50%



To make sure educators could answer easily, the questionnaires
were scheduled in conjunction with the regular Wednesday (December
20, 1972) faculty meetings at all schools. Questionnaires were
distributed the day before and provision made to collect completed
questionnaires at the faculty meetings for return to Legge Associ-
ates, Inc.

Maintaining Confidentiality

To assure each individual that there would be no way of identify-
ing his answers, everyone was given the opportunity to participate
in the central collection at the faculty meeting, or to return his
questionnaire by mail. In this way, any individual who did not
wish to be identified with a particular school would remain anony-
mous.

Reply envelopes were provided in which questionnaires could be
sealed before return. No one at a local school could tell what
answers had been given, or even whether or not the questionnaire
being returned had been completed.

In addition to these normal assurances of confidentiality, even
standard demographic classification such as age, sex, and teaching
level were avoided.

Considerations of Educator Understanding

The survey, in order to provide information for the overall study,
had to meet tight deadlines; thus, there was nothing the survey
staff could do to increase awareness and knowledge of educators
regarding the Alternutive Schools Program. This was compounded
by the normal distractions of the week before Christmas.

The study was therefore planned recognizing that in any group the
amount of information held by individuals varies substantially.
There are some individuals, who for various reasons, will be well
informed, many with modest amounts of information, and some pexr-~
haps completely uninformed. This occurs at all levels of awareness.
The results of the survey should be interpreted with caution,
recognizing that responses are based upon the early phases of in-
formation dissemination. Ample opportunity was provided to re-
spond or qualify answers based upon lack of knowledge or the
expectation that more information might change an opinion.

The Alternative Schools Study staff provided information during
the planning and distribution stages of this survey. Distribution
of the questionnaires at schools was scheduled after all educators
had an opportunity to read at least one brochure and hear 2 report
from one or more colleagues who had attended briefing meetings.
This information dissemination was followed up by supplying a re-
vised government proposal for each individual the day before the
faculty meetings of December 20.



The publicity given to the voucher plan in local mass media pro~-
vided little help in disseminating knowledge, since it focused
more on centroversy and the Rochester Teachers' Association's
position than on using educational vouchers to finance an Alter-
native Schools Program.

Distribution and Communication

Schools were {irst informed of the survey by a notice in the
superintendent's quick-line to school administrators. This notice
was to be posted on the bulletin board.

Following the quick-line, a schedule for the survey was furnished
to the schools, again with recommendation for teacher bulletin
posting.

The package of questionnaires for each school was accompanied by
a detailed set of instructions (Appendix 1.A). A special tele-
phone number identified in the instructions was established to
provide answers to questions and to verify receipt of materials.

On the day questionnaires were distributed to schools (December
19, 1972), 16 randomly selected schools were telephoned verifying
receipt of materials, understanding of procedures, and to identify
any possible problem. In general, all questions had been ade-
quately answered by the communications program and only additional
questionnai~-ss were required. Questions confirmed that the under-
standing was correct.

For those few schools not having a faculty meeting on December
20, special arrangements for questionnaire collection were
established.

Collection of Completed Questionnaires

Forty-six schools used the return system established in cooperation
with the City School District Administrative Service Department.
Responses from all but 8 schools were obtained on schedule, 2 of

these having indicated that all questionnaires would be returned

by mail; 2 other schools, because of special circumstances, were

unable to collect centrally in sufficient time; thus, some were -
only represented by mail responses.

ANALYSIS OF ANSWERS TO STRUCTURED QUESTIONS
Grouping of Educators Used for the Analysis

Since the survey was to learn the opinions and attitudes of educa-
tors and identify possible related factors, the analysis focused
on key responses and the differences between identifiable cate-
gories of respondents. Respondents were grouped as to the type of
school they worked in:
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1. Elementary schools (responses from elementary schools
returned through the central school district).

2. Secondary schools (responses from secondary schools
returned through the central school district).

3. "Special Schools” (World of Inquiry & Interim Junijor
High).

4. Central Staff (identifiable through special reply
envelopes).

5. Mail returns (those individuals from all categories
who chose to return guestionnaires directly to
Legge Associates, Inc.).

All questions were analyzed by type of school. The three, key
questions (#5, #15 and #16) which asked for an evaluation of the
voucher issue were also ~ross-tabulated with respond=nt perception
f present teaching environment.

Educator Description of Present Teaching Environment

The description of their present teaching situations (Table 1.4)
indicates some differences but none that are unexpected.

For the most part, schools are reported as graded except by staff
members of special schools. Respondents who mailed questionnaires
were more likely to represent schools that are graded with self-
contained classrooms. The central staff members appear to see

the schools with which they work as ungraded for the most part.

Most classrooms are described as self-contained, again except
those in special schools. Respondents whc mailed in their ques-
tionnaires were more likely to have a high proportion of self-
contaired classrooms. Secondary schools appeared to be seen as
medium size by the central staff members and elementary schools
for tre most part seem to be considered medium size. Only the
specialized schools are described by educators in them as small,
while respondents answering by mail tended to describe their
schools as large.

Most of the schools were seen by educators as being inner-city
schools, although secondary level and central staff personnel are
more likely to report schools as inner city. Interestingly,
educators from the two identifiable, special schools, World of
Inquiry and Interim Junior High, described them as outer city.

Educator Preference for Teaching Environments

Table 1.5 indicates that respondents from the special schools and

the central staff may have broader interests than educators gener-
ally.
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Among those who mailed questionnaires, a graded environment rates
highly as do self-contained classrooms. For high schocl level
respondents, graded classrooms are important and other characterx-
isti~s about equal.

For the special school respondents, preference is for ungraded,
open, small, and moderately disciplined schools. For central
staff members, a similar pattern exists.

Educators generally preferred strong discipline, except respondents
from special schools and central staff.

The medium size schoel is preferred except by educators from
special schoeols and central staff who indicate preference for a
small school.

There is no strong aversion to inner-city schools. Central staff
individuals feel location makes little difference, while those
who mailed responses showed modest preferences for inner city.

General Ewaluation of Educational Vouchers

When asked directly in question #5 regarding the feasibility of the
proposed Program in Rochester, 59.58% expressed opposition, 29.3%
were undecided, and 11l.2% supported it (Table 1.2).

Respondents who mailed ‘their questionnaires were strongest in their
opposition, and no one strongly approved. These respondents were
more likely to have an opinion, being undecided less frequently
(17.2%) than any other group. Overall, just 1.0% of this group
approved the idea and 81.8% disapproved.

Secondary level respondents also were not in favor of the plan.
Nearly 70% opposed and under 8% supported it.

£lementary level respondents, the largest group, had a majority,
58.4%, opposing, but nearly one-third, 31.2% were undecided.

The group of respondents decidedly supporting the Program comes
from the special schools. No one in this group expressed strong
opposition; 38.2% were undecided, and 55.8% supported the plan.

Central staff memhers were mostly undecided (59.8%) with 20.6%
expressing support.

After having opportunity to react to factors and possible impli-
cations of the Alternative Schools Program, respondents re-evalu-
ated the Program as an idea in question #15. Table 1.3 compares
the later responges with the earlier ones. It can be seen that
about the same number, 38.6%, rate the program as a "poor idea"
as expressgsed strong opposition earlier (37.5%). The proportion
rating this idea as "good" was somewhat greater (16.8%) than the
proportion expressing support earlier, (11.2%).
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Genera'ly, about the same proportion cf respondents feel the City
School District should not seek Federal funds (40.2%) as strongly
oppose (38.5%) or evaluate the Program as poor (38.6%). But,
more educators are inclined to go along with seeking Federal
funds for the Program than show support (12.2%) or consider the
Program at least a fair idea (30.4%).

Support of Alternative Schools Program

In order to relate educator responses to background factors, each
individual respondent was asked in question #12 to describe the
teaching environment of the present school and in question #2 to
express a preference for being a member of the staff at a school
with & specific teaching environment.

Educators appear to be workiny where they would like to be; there
is little indication that secondary level teachers would prefer
elementary level and only slight preference for special interest
assignments. Conversely, elementary level preference is for
elementary level, although somewhat higher interest is shown for
secondarv level than in the reverse case.

Respondents from special schools indicate preference for elemen-
tary level. Thus, since educators are presently satisfied in
their present school assignments, their expressed feeling about
the Alternative Schools Program would not appear to reflect unrest
at individual schools.

In the cross-tabulation shown in Table 1.6 respondents indicating
strong oppositicn appear to come from more structured environments;
that is, graded schools with self-contained classrooms. Respon-
dents indicating support appear to come from environments with

open classrooms, small school size, and special interest assignments.

Those respondents who are undecided, indicated an "in-between"
perception of their schools; that is, a preference either for
graded or ungraded teaching, and either for inner city or outer
city.

Other than these factors, there seems to be little in the present
school to differentiate respondents indicating various degrees of
support of the Program.

Evaluation of the Alternative Scheols Program as an Idea

A similar cross-tabulation of questions #12 and #15 indicates that
respondents considering the Program a poor idea are inclined to

be in a graded school, unlikely to have open classrooms, not a
large school, and neither inner or outer city (Table 1.7).

Those considering the Program a geod idea are inclined to be in
an ungraded, open classroom, large school, inner city and involved
with a special interest area.
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Since respondents have an opportunity to seek more information,

it was significant that approximately one-quarter of respondents
in all types of environments would like more information before

making a judgment. -

Should the District Apply? ‘V-Z

The cross-tabulation (Table 1.8) of question #12 and #16 indicates
respondents from ungraded and open-classroom situations are less
likely to be against seeking funds. Those in open-classrocm v
schools are mostly among those who definitely think funds should
be sought.

Educator Interest in Being a Part of Existing Alternative Schools

In consideration of the Alternative Schools Program, educator in-
terest in participation with the present alternative schools (#8)
was selected as a possible indicator of interest in being a part
of the Program.

Table 1.9 shows the responses of educators in relation to interest
of participating in present alternative schools. Respondents from
the special schools and the central staff consistently indicate
greater interest than other groups.

There are more firm opinions regarding the World of Inquiry School.
The greatest uncertainty surrounds the Adelante Program and the
Street Academy.

ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS
Educator Use of Open-ended Question Opportunity

The answers given to open-ended questions add substantial under-
standing to the survey's quantitative analysis. The educators
utilized the opportunity to comment extensively. Over 80% (Table
1.10) of questionnaires had at least one comment. The central
staff had the highest number of comments, followed by secondary
school educators.

70% of the comments were in response to three questions, although
every question in the questionnaire was commented upon at least

12 times. Question #5 received the most comments, approximately
31% of all. 24% of the comments were received regarding question
#9, and 18% were given for the final question #17, which was solely
for comment.

Comments for the most part focused on the alternative schools and
education voucher idea, but some comments (12%) were about the
survey. The comments regarding the survey, it is felt, indicated
largely a lack of understanding regarding the purpose of the
survey. A significant group of respondents, including the 134 who
answered no structured questions, appear to represent a firmly
established opinion against any change, and against cooperation
for any new program,
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There was some indication that groups of individuals worked to-
gether to complete and comment on the questionnaire. Many com~
ments apreared identical. Two questionnaires were identified
with identical question responses and identical comments. We
treated this not as duplication, but as two people completing
the questionnaire together.

Commentary Regarding Question #5S
Support of Alternative Schools Program

Negative Comments: 65% of the educators' comments expressed
opposition to the Program. They feel that the proposed experiment
would be another change and the school system has already been
adversely affected by too many changes. It wculd be another
"unnecessary” change and harmful to the children. Many also felt
that parents would be given toc much to say about their children's
education, which in some cases would be more damaging to the

child than helpful. A large number stated that the voucher method
would encourage greater segregation and create busing problems.

These comments communicate an overall feeling that the Program
would be unnecessary, confusing, and expensive.

Positive Comments: Those educators who favor the Program do so
with some reservation and stipulations. All who are in favor
would be willing to cooperate with the proposed experiment pro-
viding that the plan will be followed exactly as currently
proposed. However, practically all expressed strong doubts that
this would come about. The overall positive feeling is that the
Program would tend to be an improved motivation for parents,
students, and teachers. The present system lacks incentives,
this group believes.

Need For More Information: Somewhat under 10% expressed the
viewpoint that they did not yet have enough information to make a
decision. 1linterestingly, they stated a desire for more informa-
tion and expressed willingness to view it with an open mind.

Commentary Regarding Question #9
Like to Stay in Present School as It Is?

Negative Comments: A mirority (4%) of respondents were dissatis-
tied with present schools. For the most part, the comments in-
dicated concern over a perceived lack of understanding and communi-
cation by the administration. Many respondents felt they could
accomplish more by transferring to a different school within the
School District.

Positive Comments: Most (71%) respondents are satisfied with
their present school's philosophies, structures, and sizes.

Other characteristics frequently viewed favorably are satisfaction

with colleagues and 1ncal ¢ ~ 0l administration. Most of those
satisfied expounded suffic. . ~+ to indicate a belief that their



school was doing a fully effective job educating students. A
somewhat smaller group, however, will remain at their present
school only because they see no better oOpportunity.

Need For More Information: Another group of respondents expressed
uncertainty whether or not they would remain in their present
school. They explained the frequent changes had created an environ-
ment adversely affecting education, and felt it premature to make

a judgment now.

General: As might be expected, comments indicate the local school
principal is a key factor in teacher satisfaction. Detailed an-
alysis, would indicate individual schools have different propor-~
tions of satisfied teachers because of this, but we had no right
or authority to analyze that aspect.

Commentary Regarding Question #17
Any Additional Comments?

Negative Comments: Many, 43%, of the educators wrote unfavorable
comments concerning the Program. Some criticized the question-
naire itself. The generally expressed feeling toward the question-
naire was one of ambiguous questions and a suspicion that open-
ended comments would be interpreted as "pro" Program, no natter
what was said. Comments concerning the Program itself dealt

mainly with an opposition to rushing into a new operation and not
being able to handle it. Many educators stated that they were
tired of change, and they wanted to begin teaching. They suggested
the money be used to improve present systems. There was also a
question of how special education would £it into the Program. The
overall opinion was that the Program must be more clearly defined
and described before educators are expected to evaluate it, since
many questions remained unanswered regarding how the Program will
work and what results are likely.

Pogitive Comments: A minority, 5%, of the educators responding

had favorable comments concerning the Program. It was stated
several times that the Alternative Schools Program could be good,
but only for a minority of students. Some professionals stated

that it is, in principle, @ good Program, but not for Rochester now.

Educators in favor of this Program still express many doubts, yet
offer little specific reason for the doubts.

Need For More Information: A smaller group of educators commented
that they need more information concerning the Program.
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Part I: SURVEY OF EDUCATORS
Documentary Section

Table 1.1 Field Work Report
Returns by type of school

Table 1.2 Support of Alternative Schools
by type of school (Question #5)

Table 1.3 General Support of Educational Vouchers:
Comparison of Responses to Questions #5,
#15 and #16

Table 1.4 Present Teaching Environment

by type of school (Question #12)

Table 1.5 Preferred Teaching Environment
by type of school (Question #2)

Table 1.6 Support for Alternative School Program
by present teaching environment
(Question #5 by Question #12)

Table 1.7 Alternative Schools As An Idea
by present teaching environment
(Question #15 by Question #12)

Table 1.8 Application For Funds
by present teaching environment
(Question #16 by Question #12)

Table 1.9 "Like to work in existing alternative schools?"”
by type of school (Question #1)

Table 1.10 Frequency of Comments
by Question number

Appendix 1lA Questionnaire
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Table 1.1: FIELDWORK REPORT BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

Distribution RESPONSES

Total Not Within Comments

Where Sent Provided Used Schools Completed Only  Blank TOTAL
Elementary Schools 1,947 452 1,495 523 - 109 632
Secondary Schools 831 108 723 206 - 62 268
Special Schools 58 3 55 35 - 5 40
Central Staff 112 5 107 83 - 4 87
Returned by Mail - - - 204 134 157 495
TOTAL 2,948 568 2,380 1,051 134* 337 1,522

(100%) (63.9%)

* These responses were universally negative on the proposed plan,
the survey, or both.
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Table 1.2:

Mailed

(Question #5)

Strongly Un-

Oppose Oppose decided Support
# )

¢ ¢+ & & ¢ 3}
0

110 57.3 47 24.5 33 17.2 2 1.

Secondary School 86 50.9 31 18.3 32 23,1 ¢ 5.3

Special School ¢ 0.0 2 5.9 13 38.2 13 38.2
Elementary

school 153 32.0 126 26.4 149 31.2 40 8.4
Central 5 6.9 2 2.8 43 59.7 13 18.1
TOTAL 354 37.5 208 22.0 277 29.3 77 8.1
NOo Answer
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Strongly
Support

LA |

0 0.0
4 2.4
6 17.6
3 2.1
2 12.5
29 3.1

SUPPORT OF ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

TOTAL
(Base)
L. X
192
169
34
478
72
945 100.0
106
(1,051)



‘fable 1.3:

GENERAL SUPPORT OF EDUCATIONAL VOUCHERS

Comparison of Responses to Questions #5,

#$15S and $#16
No An-~
estion swer
L4 L 3 Stréngly
Oppose
"Feasibility in
> Rochesterxr" 192 37.5
Poor
Idea
15 "Feel program is
an idea" 142 - 38.6
Defin~-
itely
No
[ ]
16 Try to get 181 24.7

the money"
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- Ug- Lt Strgngly
Oppose decided Approve sSupport
22.0 29.3 8.1 3.1
More No Fair Good
Info. Opinion Idea Idea
25.9 5.1 13.6 16.8
Prob- Prob- Defin~
ably Don't ably itely
No No Yes Yes
15.5 17.0 20.0 22.8



Table 1.4: PRESENT TEACHING ENVIRONMENT BY TYPE OF SCHOOL
(Question #12)

Secondary Special Elementary

Mailed School School School Central TOTALS

pither 24 14.0 3 2.4 0 0.0 50 12.1 4 6.8 81 10.1

Ungraded 78 45.3 7 5.5 27 96.4 285 69.0 31 52.5 428  53.6
Graded 70 40.7 117 92.1 1 3.6 78 18.9 24 40.7 290  36.3
799 100.0
Classrooms:
Either 27 18.8 17 16.7 0 0.0 119 33.2 14 25.9 177  25.7
Self-
contained 87 60.4 48 47.1 O 0.0 136 38.0 31 S54.7 302  43.8
Open 30 20.8 37 36.3 32 100.0 103 28.8 9 16.7 211  30.6
690 100.0
Size:
arge 82 48.0 70 50.7 O 0.0 151 36.5 17 30.4 320  39.8
Medium 74 43.3 61 44.2 9 34.6 186 44.9 28 50.0 358  44.5
small 15 8.8 2 5.117 65.4 77 18.6 11 19.6 127  15.8
805  100.0
Location:

Either 11 7.1 9 7.0 5 22.7 33 8.5 3 16.1 67 8.8
Outer-city 53 34.0 -24 18.8 12  54.5 161 40.5 7 12.5 257  33.8
Inmer-city 92 59.0 95 74.2 5  22.7 204 51.3 40 71.4 436  57.4

760 100.0
Level:
Special ;. 158 14 19.2 2 7.4 14 3.7 7 15.2 51 7.8
Interest
Inter- .5 23,5 58 79.5 7  25.9 97 25.7 8 17.4 198  30.3
mediate
Primary 88 67.7 1 1.418  66.7 266 70.6 31 67.4 404  61.9
€53 100.0
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Table 1.5: PREFERRED TEACHING ENVIRONMENT BY TYPE OF SCHOOL
(Question #2)

Mailed High School special School Elementary School Central

LA § # 2 .4 3 ¥ 2 # 32
Grading:
Either 38 22.6 31 16.4 2 6.7 92 2.0 14 22.6
Ungraded 56 38.3 37 28.9 25 18.2 182 43.5 31 50.0
Graded 74 44.0 70 54;7 3 10.0 144 34.4 17 27.4
Classroom:
Either 37 23.3 26 23.9 3 9.4 8é 21.1 14 23.0
Self-
Contained 71 44.7 45 41.3 4 12.5 177 43.4 16 26.2
Open 51 32.1 38 34.9 25 78.1 145 35.5 31 50.8
Discipline:
Either 11 6.3 8 5.8 3 11.5 31 7.3 6 10.0
Moderate 67 38.5 54 38.8 20 76.9 211 9.9 33 55.0
Strong 96 55.2 77 55.4 3 11.5 181 42.8 21 35,0
Size:
Large 34 20.4 27 20.6 1 3.6 51 12.6 7 12.1
Medium 107 64.1 85 64.9 12 42.9 275 67.9 37 63.8
Small 26 15.6 19 14.5 15 53.6 79 19.5 14 24.1
Location:

Either 36 20.2 57 43,2 8 36.4 123 30.9 25 {2.4
Quter-city 66 38.2 53 25.0 7 31.8 le3 41.0 14 23.7
Inner~-city 71 41.0 42 31.8 7 31.8 112 28.1 20 33.9

Level:
Special 13.5 27  30.0 3 10.7 29 7.1 10 17.9
Interest
Inter= 41 29.1 58  64.4 5 17.9 161 39.2 16 28.6
mediate
Primary 85 57.4 L) 5.6 20 71.4 221 52.8 30 53.6
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Table 1.6: SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS PROGRAM BY PRESENT
TEACHING ENVIRONMENT (Question #5 by Question #12)

Strongly
Strongly Oppose Oppose Undecided Support support
Graded 115 40.0 54 18.9 87 30.5 22 7.7 7 2.5
Ungraded 137 32.8 102 24.4 125 29.9 0 9.6 14 3.3
Either 24 30.0 22 28.8 34 30.0 6 7.5 3 3.8
TOTALS 276 35.2 179 22.9 236 30.1 68 8.7 24 3.1
783/100%
Classrooms:
Open 59 28.9 43 21.1 58 28.4 31 15.2 13 6.4
P Self-
contained 117 39.8 70 23.8 82 27.9 19 G.5 6 2.0
Either 54 30.7 42 23.9 64 36,4 11 6.3 5 2.8
TOTALS 230 34.1 155 23.0 204 30.3 61 9.1 24 3.6
674/100%
School Size:
Large 105 33.4 75 23.9 103 32.8 25 8.0 6 1.9
Medium 137 39.1 93 26.6 81 23.1 27 7.7 12 3.4
Small 40 32.3 18 14.5 44 35.5 16 12.9 6 4.8
TOTALS 282 35.8 186 .6 228 28.9 68 8.6 24 3.0
788/100%
Type of School:
Inner= 139 32.9 94 22.3 130 30.8 43 10.2 16 3.8
city
Ozzig' 89 35.2 66 26.1 75  29.6 16 6.3 7 2.8
Either 23 34.8 12 18.2 23 34.8 7 10.6 1 1.5
TOTALS 251 33.9 172 23.2 228 30.8 66 8.9 24 3.2
741/1.00%
Level:
Primary 119  29.9 98 24.6 132  33.2 39 9.8 10
Inter- 72 16.7 46 23.5 57  29.1 13 6.6 8 4.1
mediate
Special 22 45.8 7 14.6 13 27.1 2 4.2 4 8.3
Interest
TOTALS 213 33.2 151 23.5 202 31.5 54 8.4 22 3.4
642,/100%




Table 1.7:

ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS AS AN IDEA BY PRESENT TEACHING

ENVIRONMENT (Question #15 by Question #12)

Need More
Information No Opinion Poor Idea Fair Idea Good Idea
Grading:  # Y] ) L ) O ] [}
Gradeqd 66 24.1 9 3.3 119 43.4 39 14.2 41 15.0
Ungraded 110 26.3 21 5.0 149 35.6 6l 14.6 77 18.4
Either 22 28.2 3 3.8 29 37.2 14 17.9 10 12.8
TOTALS 198 35.7 33 4.3 297 38.6 114 14.8 128 l16.6
700/100%
Classrooms:
Open 43 21.1 10 4.9 64 31.4 30 14.7 57 27.9
Self~
Contained 74 25.6 12 4.2 120 45.5 40 13.8 43 14.9
Either 45 26.5 7 4.1 68 40.0 29 17.1 21 12.4
TOTALS 162 24.4 29 4.4 252 38.0 99 14.9 121 18.3
663/100%
School Size:
Large 69 22.8 18 6.0 112 37.1 82 17.2 - 51 16.9
Medium 87 25.1 14 4,0 152 43.9 41 11.8 52 15.0
Small 33 26.8 4 3.3 a5 28.5 20 16.3 31 25.2
TOTALS 189 24.5 36 4.7 299 38.8 113 4.7 134 17.4
771/100%
Type of School:
Inner- 4455 24.4 20 4.8 141 33.7 67 16.0 88  21.1
city
°2§i;“ 69 27.9 13 5.3 103 41.7 34 13.8 28  11.3
Either 14 21.5 3 4.6 3C 46.2 9 13.8 9 13.8
TOTALS 185 25.3 36 4.9 274 37.5 110 5.1 125 17.1
730/100%
e L J
Level:
Primary 107 27.0 23 5.8 129 32.6 68 17.2 69 17.4
Secondary 45 23.4 5 2.6 86 44.8 24 12.5 32 16.7
Special _ -
Interest 11 23.4 18 38.3 4 . 14 29.8
TOTALS 163 25.7 28 4.4 233 36.7 96 15,1 115 18.1
635/100%
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Table 1.8:

APPLICATION FOR FUNDS BY PRESENT TEACHING ENVIRONMENT
(Question #16 by Question #12)

Definitely Probably Don't Probably Definitely
No No Know Yes Yes
Grading: ] 2 L. 1 LA S | 3 L4 LI S 1
Graded 78 28.9 39 14.4 39 14.4 57  21.1 57 21.1
Ungraded 84 20.8 69 17.1 7418.4 85  21.1 91  22.6
Either 20 26.3 12 15.8 14 18.4 16  21.1 14  18.4
TOTALS 182 24.3 120 16.0 127 17.0 158  21.1 162  21.6 749 100.0
Classroons:
Open 37 18.8 22 11.2 3517.8 41  20.8 62  31.5
Self~-
contained 76  26.4 55 19.1 43 14.9 59  20.5 55  19.1
Either 45 26.6 26 15.4 33 19.5 32  18.9 33  19.5
TOTALS 158 24.2 103 15.7 111 17.0 132  20.2 150  22.9 654 100.0
School Size:
Large 72 24.0 55 18.3 47 15.7 61  20.3 65  21.7
Medium 98 29.4 53 15.9 53 15.9 68  20.4 61  18.3
Small 23 18.9 12 9.8 2419.7 23  18.9 40  32.8
TOTALS 193 25.6 120 15.9 124 16.4 152  20.1 166  22.0 755 100.0
Type of School:
Inner= 86 21.1 65 15.9 71 17.4 85  20.8 101  24.8
city
°:§:;’ 65 27.2 42 17.6 39 16.3 49  20.5 44  18.4
Either 16 24.6 9 13.8 1015.4 14  21.5 16  24.6
TOTALS 167 23.5 116 16.3 120 16.9 148  20.8 161  22.6 712 100.0
Level:
Primary 78 20.4 61 15.9 69 18.0 90  23.5 85  22.2
Secondary 48  26.1 31 16.8 3016.3 34  18.5 41 22.3
Special 15 31.1 5  10.4 7 14.6 4 8.3 17 35.4
Interest
TOTALS 141 22.9 97 15.8 106 17.2 128  20.8 143  23.3 615 100.0
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Table 1.9: "LIKE TO WORK IN EXISTING ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS?"
(Question #1) BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

High special Elementary
Mailed School School School Central
. #
World of Inquiry: = 2 LA L1 2 L. L 2 2
Uncertain 34 20.2 20 14.0 1l 3.3 53 12.8 5 7.8
No 78 46.4 81 56.6 4 13.3 178 43.0 17 26.6
Yeo 5¢ 33.3 42 29.4 25 83.3 183 44.2 42 65.6
School Without Walls:
Uncertain 35 22.4 20 13.8 7 25,9 54 14.4 10 17.9
No 9] 58.3 84 57.9 6 22.2 231 6l.4 19 33.9
Yes 30 l9.2 41 28.3 14 51.9 al 24.2 27 48,2
Adelante:
Uncertain 17 1ll.8 15 110.9 4 21.1 44 11.9 11 22.9
No 118 81.9 115 83.9 12 63.2 291 78.6 29 60.4
Yes 9 6.3 7 5.1 3 15.8 35 9.5 8 16.7
Interim Jr. High:
Uncertain i 12.0 17 2.1 5§ 12.0 43 1.7 8 14.8
No 109 72.7 86 e6l.4 10 40.0 266 72.1 23 42.6
Yes 23 15.3 37 26.4 12 48,90 60 16.3 23 42.6
Street Academy:
Uncertain 28 19.3 26 118.8 6 28.6 - 72 19.8 11 22.4
Noe 106 73.1 96 69.6 9 42.9 256 70.3 24 49.0
Yes 11 7.6 16 11l.6 6 28.6 36 9.9 14 28.6
Opportunity Young Adult:
Uncertain 28 19.2 25 18.4 S 22.7 6l 17.4 12 24.5
No 97 66.4 87 64.0 8 36.4 249 70.9 25 51.0
Yes 20 13.7 24 17.6 9 40.9 41 11.7 12 24.5




Table 1.10: FREQUENCY OF COMMENTS BY QUESTION NUMBER

Question # §p_e_%.:;_a_l_ Elemintarg ggﬂx:_g_g_ry_ Central Mail TOTAL

L L b

1 3 i3 3 3 9 31
2 - 8 - 1 4 13
3 2 - - 5 5 12
4 - 3 - - - 3
5 31 140 27 38 78 314
6 4 11 3 1 4 23
7 - 4 9 4 6 4 27
8 - 4 - 1 1 6
9 30 121 22 25 54 252
10 3 8 - 7 5 23
11 5 39 6 12 15 77
12 2 9 2 3 9 25
13 - 3 - 1 i 5
14 4 91 2 3 5 23
15 1 8 - 5 2 16
16 - . 4 4 4 3 15
17 18 88 19 35 22 182
17 only 134 134
TOTAL 107 477 92 150 355 1,181
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Appendix 1A
ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS SURVEY

Educators' Evaluation

INTRODUCTION

The Rochester School District Alternative Schools Study is being conducted to determine the
feastbility of implementing a modified voucher system in Rochester. Such a system might be
one of the ways to finance alternative schools.

This questionnaire is designed to obtain your views, as a professional educator, about the
alternative s« hiools and educational voucher issue.

1. Listed below are some alternative schools already in operation. Indicate any of these
schools in which You think you would like to teach or be an administrator.

Yes No Uncertain
World of Inquiry 43,17 13 .8 100.0
School Without Walls iﬁi 188 ,8
:Smngua‘l’ Adelaate o }.00 . 2
nterim Junior Hig .
Street Academy iﬁ: :g:g::g: }.;!:t 100.0
gpportunity Young Adults 1o.r 66.2 18.8  100.0
ther:
Qualitative Analysis
(Please Specify)
(Please Specify)
(Please Specify)
2. Given a choice, in what type of school would you most like to work? Check the terms in
each column that best describe such a school:
Graded 38.2  Ungraded 41,1 Either 20.7 100.0
Open Classrooms 7. Self-contained Classrooms 40, 7 Either 2l.6 100.0
Strongly Disciplined 46.0  Moderately Disciplined 46,8 Either 7.2 100.0
Large School 15.2  Medium Size School 6€5.4 Small School 1¢.4 100.0
Inner City 32,1  Outer City 36,1 Either 31.8 100.0
Primary 49,2 Intermediate 38. 6 Special Interest 12.1 100.0

Other Other — Other —

i ——

(Please Specify) (Plcase ify) ~(Please Specify)

3. If an alternative schools/educational voucher plan were to be implemented in Rochester,
what implications do you sce in each of the following areas?

Increase Degregse No Change
Studeat-1’arent power to select which school to attend @ag e_s:; f.&_% 100.0
Teacher power to choose schools in which to teach 33.2 31.6 5,2 100.0

Administration power to choose schools for students and teachers2la7 53.7 24.7 100.0
Principal power to organize schools 32.1 44.2 23.8 100.0
Administrative puwer to nrganize a diversity of schools 49.4 27.5 23,1 100.0
Financial support for your present school 36,8 26,4 36.9 100.0
Number of schonls in district 41,1 15,6 43,3 100.0
Homogeneity of students in individual schools 47.3 24,4 28,3 100.0
Diversity of schools in districts 61.9 10,1 28,0 100.0
Diversity of programs in individual schools 51.5 19.6 28.9 100.0
student «ducational achievement 26.8 26.8 46.5 100.0
Student =<atisfaction in school g_é_.,z 15.5 43,3 100.0
Teacher =atisfaction in school 32.4 34,0 30,6 100.0
Parent satisfactionwith school 45,8 16,5 7.6 100.0




4. Indicate how you feel about each of the following as the person who should have a strong
voice in deciding the particular school a student attends.

Strongly Strongly

Approve Approve Undecided Disapprove Disapprove
Parent 29,7 44,7 12.6 10. 4 2.6 100.0
Student 13,5 44.3 172.0 12.5 27 100.0
City School District,

Diviston of Administration 10,1 32.72 26.1 19.0 20 100.0
City School Districe, :

Division of Instruction 11.1 44.3 24.2 14,6 5.8 100.0
Principal 11.6 47,0 22.3 14,2 20 100.0
School Counselors 17.4 52,9 16.7 2.0 _3.9 100.0
Teacher 21.5 44.5 12.2 12.3 Ak 100.0

5. Based upon what you know of the alternative schools/cducational voucher plan in general, how
do you feel about the feasibility of this plan in Rochester?

Strongly Strongly
Suppcri Support  Uncertain Oppose Oppose

3.1 8.1 29.3 22.0 32.5 100.0

Why do you feel this way?
Qualitative Analvsis

P

6. Indicate the major reasons why you would or would not want to be a teacher or administrator
in the alternative schools already operating in Rochester (check all reasons that apply).

Philosophy of School 41,02 Type of Students 17.6%
Effectiveness of School 46,27 Professional Environment 19.4%
Location of School ;2_._4_24 Other: { s
gg;:oiflgs': Offered 16. 372 (Please Specify)

Program Structure 4 "‘_'___D % Please Specify) -

(Please Specify)

7. Please indicate how you feel about some possible changes in the educational system that are
current issues, which might be related to the modified voucher pian.

Proposed
A Good A Bad Plan Will
Thing Uncertain Thing Not Effect

Parents’ perceptions of individual schools will

affect school budgets 17.7 40.0 33.8 8.3 100.0
Schools can be compensated for developing

programs which attract students 4.1 32.8 15.8 1.3 100.0
Teachers and others will have opportunity

to obtain funding to develop new programs 50,2 32.4 6,9 10.4 100.0
Parents will learn more about school programs

in order to exercise their rights ® 43_:_? 33.:_3 E_} 13_:_.5 100.0
Educational programs will be balanced in relation

tc cducational needs of students 43.5 33.3 1.8 19.5 100.0
Differences in programs offered by individual

schools will be communicated to parents 51.5 32.4 3.5 12.6 100.0
Parents seek to send children to schools which

demonstrate positive educational achievement 49.3 30.3 4.5 15.9 100.0
Students whose parents have similar backgrounds

mav attend schools together 13.6 318.4 37.1 11.0 100.0

|
|
|

Other_Qualitative Analysis
(Please Speaify)

|
|
|
|

{Other

|
|
|
|

{Please Specify)




8. If a modified voucher plan were to be implemented in the Rochester School District, what
would be your reaction to working in/with a school that would participate?

Strongly Strongly
Desirable Desirable Uncertain Undesir. Undesir.
7.7 15.7 4.1 12.3 20.1 100.0

9, If the school in which you now work remuains essentially the same in philosophy, structure,
size and other characteristics next year, do you plan to remain and work in {t?

Yes No Uncertain
70.4 3.5 25.7 100.0

Why do vou feel this way?
Qualitative Analysds

10. If you are uncertain or do not plan to remain in your school where you now work, what
would you most likely do?

Seck a transfer to another city school district £.22
Leave Rochester School District, but stay in teaching/education 247
Resumo graduate studies Z
Leave education all together A%
Other:

Qualitative Analysis
(Please Specify)

(Please Specify)

(Please Specify)

11, If your school were_to participate in the proposed voucher Nplan, would it chan e gour

plans? Yes_17.0 No Answer: 100.0

if yes, why?

Qua litative Analvgis

= ———— e ame -

12. Check the description that best characterizes the school in which you now work.

Graded %.8._._8 Ungraded Either 10.1 .
Open Classroums 20 . | Self /contained Classrooms %2 Either 25.7 i88 -8
Large School 39.8 Medium Size School 44.5 Small School 15.8 100.0
Inner City 57.4 Quter City 33.8 Either 8 100.0
Primary e1.9 Intermediate 30.3 Special Interest 2.8 100.0
Other —_— Other — Other —_—
Qualitative Analysis
(Please Specify) (Please Specify) {Please Specify)

13, indicate how you feel about each of the following as a basis for the financial support

of an individual school.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree

Demonstrated effectiveness of the school

in raising student achtevement 17.6  27.9 23.8 18.6 12.1 100.0
Type of curriculum offered by the 13.7  33.7  23.0 20.8 8.7 100.0
Number of pupils enrolled in the school 12.2 39.9 20,8 13.4 6.7 100.0
Recognition of superior educational

environment by educators 13.9 28.6 32.9 14.5 10.1 1060.0
Reimbursement for cost of operating 35,4 38.9  32.6 7.5 5.5 100.0
Socio-economic capacity for families

in area Served by school l 02 31 06 27.0 15 o6 10.5 10000
Educational needs of students 37.0 62.6 14.9 3.1 2.4 100.0

enrolled in school




14. Indicate how you feel about each of the following as a basis for assessing your
performance as an educator.

Strongly Strongly
A A Di . P .
Your effectiveness as perceived: pprove pprove  Uncertain SaPpT Sappr
by parents 13.5 38.2 18.4 18.6 11.3 100.0
by principal 24,7 61.5 9.8 2,4 1.6 100.0
by students 19.0 39,9 18.6 13.3 9.3 100.0
by teachers 21.2 53.4 14,6 2.5 A.3 100.0
The value placed on your subject
area or function:
by parents 14.3 41.7 19,2 13.7 9.0 100.0
by principal 21,7 511 12.8 2.0 2.9 100.0
by students 18.1 4&% 1 11.6 2.7 100.0
by other teachers 19.1 493.0 13.4 8.3 4,2 100.0
Th .
e ot chang < nroted 16.0 29.5 20.6  21.6 12,4  100.0
in your school .7 26.0 28,5 24.1 13.7 100.0
isi f ‘
:é]r?ie{vi ; :r%t of student educational 22.8 43.0 20.5 9.5

||
|

4,2 100.0

Other _ Qualitative Analysis

15. Considering what you know about the alternative schools program, do you feel it is a:

Good idea 16.8
Fair ldea 13.6
Poog Iidea 38.6
No Opinion 5.1
Need more information R 02 05 . 09

16. Rochester has a chance to o.tain money from the Federal government to develop more
alternative schools such as 1he World of Inquiry and the Interim Junior High. Traditional
classes will continue for parents who want them for their children. Do you feel the City
should try to get the moiicy?

Definitely Yes 22.8
Probably Yes 20.0
Don’t Klnow 17.0
Probably No 15.5

iy 24,7

Definitely No

[ ad
o
o
»

o

17. Any Additional Comments would be helpful.

Qualitative Analysis

)
N 12/72 Legge Associates, Inc. — Pittsford, N.Y.




Part II: THE COMMUNITY SURVEY
Narrative Section

It makes no sense to ask people in the community about their
opinion on the voucher system if they had very little or no know-
ledge about how it operates in principle, and what practical
version of it has been considered for implementation in the
Rochester district. It was therefore decided to explore in the
first question of the interview the satisfaction of parents and
residents with their present schools, as to various educational
components such as academic achievement, teacher performance,
parent inveolvement, school characteristics, pupil behavior,
socio-eccnomic mix and child happiness. After this exploration
of the various dimensions of present satisfaction, the interviewer
asked in a second question whether the respondent knew about any
other school or programs in the City that might be better for
their childrsen than the present one. This question gave an un~
biased indication of knowledge and evaluation of alternative
schools or programs in the City. If they are known and much pre-
ferred over regular schools, they should be mentioned here. The
third question asked directly whether the respondent had heard of
any of the existing programs or schoeols and, if they knew them,
how they evaluated them compared with their present school.

This question also mentioned the terms "educational voucher" and
"alternative schools."”

Up to this point the interview schedule gave no indication that
this survey was part of a study of a voucher financed Alternative
Schools System, though their knowledge of the voucher idea had
been uncovered in this first part of the interview. The second
part of the interview focused on the voucher idea and its evalu~
ation by the respondents. They were exposed to a short explan-
ation in form of a one-page flyer. The question wording was
unbiased as to the evaluation of the idea, but question content
was concerned with the voucher system. How would it affect the
various educational components mentioned before? (Questions #5)
Would they personally welcome such a system, and how would it
change things in their view? (Question #6) Are they happy with
how the district is now run? (Question #7) Should the cdistrict
apply for such a system? (Question #8) The flow chart for the
questionnaire is shown in detail in Figure 2. Appendix 2A gives
the precise wording of all questions, items, and the distributed
flyer.

This interview design, with an initial neutral part, the exposure
to the voucher idea as a stimulus and the subsequent recording of
the various responses in the light of the earlier satisfaction
with present, specific school performances and their satisfaction
with the overall district performance, appeared to us as the most
promising to get spontaneous responses and follow up their back-
ground. It was the decision-making or opinion-<forming process
that is illuminated by this design. The actual opinion about the
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voucher idea, at the time of the interview, is also explored, but
it was realized that it might easily change in the light of the
public discussion.

SAMPLING AND FIELDWORK

Previous Alternative Schools Surveys (San Francisco, Seattle, Gary)
tended to have large community surveys, but small educator surveys.
The Rochester decision had been to reverse this pattern and give
the greatest attention in the survey to the educator, and limit
the community survey to smaller samples. The goal was to have
about 450 community interviews done, with 300 coming from a parent
sample and 150 from a resident sample. The sample design for the
parent and resident surveys are described in Appendix 2B of the
documentary section. These address lists were randomly subdivided
into subsamples. Only after a previous subsample had been complete-
ly assigned to interviewers would the next subsample be available
for assignment. At the time all interviewing was stopped, 67% of
the parent list and 55% of the resident list had been worked up
completely. Those addresses not worked up consisted of about one-
half "never assigned"” and one-half "returned with incomplete work-
up." The latter category indicated no or only one or two attempts
to reach the respondent.

Cooperation of parents has been good. A completion rate of 84%

was achieved for all valid addresses. The completion rate for the
resident sample was only 50% of all valid addresses. The refusal
rate for this group is unexpectedly high. If there were school-age
children in the family, the cooperation was good, but the elderly
and childless tended to refuse. Their reason was that they had no
idea what was happening in the schools, and were not interested
either. Even if interviewed, their answers to most questions

would hava been an honest "don't know." Thus, the only effect of

a relatively low completion rate for residents is a possible under-
estimation of the "don't know" respondents in the population.

This final report on the community survey is based on the analysis

of 446 interviews, with 107 coming from the resident sample and
339 from the parent sample.

BASIC FINDINGS

The number of household interviews is much smaller than the number
of children affected by the respondents' opinions. The 107 resi-
dents had 115 school-age chi..dren, the 339 parents had 1,042 school-
age children. Their children went to about 40 different elementary
schools, all the junior high schools, parochial and private schools.
About 26% of the respondents were black, 4% Spanish speaking, and
70% white. About 21% of the parents had had children in other

than Rochester city schools. About 53% of parents had actually
visited their child's school sometime during school hours. Their

judgments on the City schools seem to be well founded on personal
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experiences within and outside the district.

Satisfaction With Present Schools .

The satisfaction of the respondents with their school was relative-
ly high (Table 2.1). Only about 10% of the respondents said they
were dissatisfied, compared with 28% {(residents) and 42% (parents)
repcrting above average or very high satisfaction. There were
differences between residents and parents, but mostly due to the
high rate of "don't know" answers among residents. As a rule,
parents had higher satisfaction with their schoeols than did resi-
dents. Complaints were relatively high for academic achievement,
and for student behavior in and out of class. But, about 35% of
the parents said they were very catisfied with the teachers, and
another 50% were somewnat catisfied. There was considerable vari-
ation between respondents. The variation between educational com-
ponents was less than expected. Satisfaction with the school seems
to be a general phenomenon, not well differentiated by components.

Knowledge of Better City Schools

Some respondents did know schools in the City of Rcochester that
were better for their child than the one their child now attended,
but the proportion of such respondents was small (17%) for both
residents and parents (Table 2.2). Parochial schools in the City
were mentioned frequently (about 4-6%), followed by the World of
Ingquiry School (about 3~5%) and various regular City schools,
mostly in racially mixed areas. VNeither the all black nor all
white schools were mentioned frequently. Differences between
residents and parents were small, mostly limited to a greater
mentioning of the World of Inquiry School and parochial schools
by residents, and greater mentioning of other City schools by
parents. Again, the differences between the various educational
components were small and probably random fluctuations. The im=-
pressive overall finding was that relatively few respondents knew
of a school which they thought would be better for their child
than the present one. Parochial schools, excluded from the voucher
system, were the largest group amcng those schools mentioned as
better.

Knowledge of Existing Alternative Schools

Knowledge of the existence of alternative schools and programs is,
of course, much higher than knowing a better school for their child
(Table 2.3). Alternative schools like the World of Inquiry, School
Without Walls, and Interim Junior High were known by 40-60% of the
respondents, with the Interim Junior High least known and the World
of Inquiry best known. World of Inquiry and Interim Junior High
were usually considered better than other schools, but the School
Without Walls had only slightly more "better" (about 17%) than
"worse" (about 14%) responses.

Established procrams like Open Enrollment and Urban-Suburban Ex-
change were known by 60-70% of the respondents, but again were
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given a mixed evaluation. Open Enrollment was usually considered
*hetter" than other programs; the Urban-Suburican Exchange was
mostly considered "worse." Adelante, sarving the Puerto Rican
community, was only known to about 35% of the respondents, but if
krown, it was mostly rated "better.” New teaching arrangements
like ungraded classes and open classrooms were very well known (50~
70%) and usually positively evaluated.

Knowledge of "Educational Voucher"

It is this background against which the responses to "Educational
voucher” should be seen. The term was known to about 23% of the
residents and 38% of the parents. But few people knew how to
evaluate "Educational Voucher.” Two-thirds of the respondents
knowing the term could not say whether it might be better or worse
than present schools or programs. The remaining one-third was
split between "better" and "worse." The term "Alternative Schools”
was slightly better known and had many more "better" than "worse”
evaluations. But, it remains difficult to interpret what exactly
people evaluated. Associations with World of Inquiry School may
have given the term a halo effect that cannot be separated from a
true evaluation.

Of those respondents who knew either of the two terms, "Educational
Voucher" or "Alternative Schecl,” most had read about them in the
newspaper. (18% of all respondents) Personal friends (9%), flyers
and handouts (8%), and television (7%) had also reached mary re-
spondents. The schools themselves, and parent groups, had only
reached 5% and 4% respectively. Many had heard from several sources.
A coder tried to assess whether what the respondent knew was cor-
rect (open-ended question, "Can you give me an idea how that works?"),
but responses were usually insufficient to make a good judgment.

Perceived Benefits of Voucher System

After this first part of the interview was completed, the interviewer
handed a "voucher explanation sheet" to the respondent and explained
in a few words the characteristics of the voucher system to make

sure that the respondent had an adequate knowledge. The flyer did
not make any reference to the controversy and the public discussion
of the issue, and did not mention who had taken a stand for or
against it.

The next question explored whether the discussed program would im-
prove any of the previously discussed educational components such
as academic achievements, teacher performance, and school perfor-
mance (Table 2.4). Again, some 20-30% answered that they couldn't
say one way or the other, but most of the responses indicated that
the program might lead to a lot of improvement, especially as to
art and science courses, parent involvement, and child happiness.
Overall, there was, however, very little difference by educational
component.
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In the overall evaluation, about half of the respondents thought
it was a good idea. Only 22% of the resident respondents said it
was a poor idea. Only 12% of the parent respondents judged it a
poor idea. Asked directly if they would personally welcome such
a program, 61% of the residents answered yes, and so did 663 of
the parents. Only about 17% (parents) to 22% (residents) rejected
such a program, with the remainder saying they didn't know.

Asked about what they think might change as a result, about 28%
mentioned some positive effect for the children, and 8% of the
residents and 13% of the parents thought of some negative effect.
The effects on the schools themselves were viewed somewhat dif-
ferently. Negative aspects nearly balanced the positive aspects.
An indication of the wide range of responses to this open-ended
question is given in Appendix 2C.

District Performance and Political Organization

The last two questions in the interview dealt with the City District
as a whole. The respondents were asked how they viewed the perfor-
mance of the various staff people of the District, and also how
satisfied they were with the present political organization of the
District. This lead to a follow-up question whether they felt the
District should apply for a voucher grant or not. The general
performance of the educational staff was usually rated good or

very good (Table 2.5). Parents had a much more positive view than
residents. Thus, over 70% of the parents said that the school
teachers were doing a very good or good job, and only 3% said they
were doing a poor job. Principals received the next highest rating,
with about 65% of the parents giving them very good or good ratings,
and only 6% calling their performance poor. Pclitical feelings
probably influenced the performance rating of the Board of Education,
but even for them the good ratings prevailed. Nearly 40% said they
were doing a good job compared with about 24% saying that they were
dcing a poor job. The position of the Superintendent and central
staff was somewhat between principals and Board of Education.

The question as to how much power the respondents felt different
groups should have in deciding things about public schools gives a
similar picture. Teachers get the highest ratings, followed by
school principals and parent groups. Neighborhood groups as well
as the Board of Education received about an equally high proportion
of 20-25% "less power" responses. Overall, however, inspite of
frequent mentioning of poor performance and "less power” ratings,
the impression is one of relatively high satisfaction with the
present running of the District.

Asked finally whether the District should try to go after Federal
money to develop more alternative schools, about 80% of the re-
spondents answered "yes." About 9% of the residents and 14% of the
parents answered "no," with the remaining ones abstaining.
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CROSS-CLASSIFICATIONS

A few cross-classifications were run to obtain background informa-
tion about who has positive and who has negative views about educa-
tional vouchers. Experience with other school districts and per-
sonal observations in school seem to be unrelated to either a
positive or negative evaluation. Blacks and whites had very simi-
lar views. But older people tended to be more negative, and so
were male respondents. However, neither political preferences nor
satisfaction with present school was a good indicator on how a
respondent stood on the voucher issue. There tended to be a
general negative or positive outlook among respondents that colored
most responses. People dissatisfied with the present schocls also
tended to think more negatively about vouchers. Respondents who
thought the Board of Education was doing a poor job also tended to
think vouchers are & poor idea. Parents saying the teachers were
doing a very good job tended to say alternative schools were a good
idea. Respondents seemed to be generally supportive, or generally
critical. Differentiation by subject matter or issue was not as
high as expected.

Our original design expected a much greater differentiation in
satisfaction with various educational aspects of the present schools
in the City district. This would have allowed listings of the

most and the least satisfactory aspects of present schools, and of
present City schools by their attractiveness. The low levels of
knowledge and differentiation that were actually encountered did
not permit such analysis. Further cross-classifications, we felt,
could not be furnished under these circumstances unless specific,
new questions for analysis were raised.
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Part II: THE COMMUNITY INTERVIEW SURVEY
Documentary Section

Table 2.1

Table 2.2

Table 2.3

Table 2.4

Table 2.5

Appendix 2A

Appendix 2B

Appendix 2C

Satisfaction With Present Schools by
Educational Components (Question #2)

Knowledge of Better Schools or Programs in the
City by Educational Componeunt (Question §3)

Knowledge and Evaluation of Present Alternative
Schools or Programs (Question #4)

Improvements Seen As Possible Through Vouchers
by Educational Component (Question #5)

Satisfaction With Present Performance and
Pclitical Organization of School District
(Question #7)

Houschold Interview Questionnaires
Full-item Wording Sheet
Voucher Explanation Sheet

Sampling Description for
Parent and Resident Selection

Open-ended Interview Responses: Example
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Table 2.1:

ACADEMIC
ALALLTIL
Reading

Arithmetic

Special Courses

(Art, Science)

TEACHER
Teachers'
Teaching

Teachers'
Concern

SCHOOL
Books,

" Materials

Principal's
Ferformance
Facilities
(Library, Gym)
Building

Transportation

STUDENTS
Behavior in
Clags

Behavior Out
of Class

PARENTS
I..rents’
Involvenai.t

Parents'
Information

OTHER
Child Mix

Child's
Heppiness

OVERALL

How would you rate

your overall
satisfaction?

Q

(Percent Distribution)

Satisfaction With Present Schools by Educational Components
(Question #2)

Satisfied D.K. Dissatisfied

Very Some N.A. Some very Total
Resident 15.0% 39.3% 29.0% 11.2% 5.6% 100.0%
Parent 29.5 51.9 4.1 11.5 2.9 100.0
Resident 15.0 40.2 31.8 10.3 2.8 100.0
Parent 19.5 57.2 10.6 9,7 2.9 100.0
Resident 9.3 39.3 36.4 14.0 0.9 100.0
Parent 18.9 53.7 12.1 10.0 5.3 100.0
Resident 14.0 35.5 33.6 12.1 4.7 100.0
Parent 34.2 52.2 5.9 6.5 1.2 100.0
Resident 18.7 36.4 29.0 12.1 3.7 100.0
Parent 35.4 50.7 4.4 7.1 2.4 100.0
Resident 12.1 35.5 38.3 11.2 2.8 100.0
Parent 19.8 58.7 11.8 7.1 2.7 100.0
Resident 16.8 29.9 42.1 7.5 3.7 100.0
Parent 26.0 46.6 16.2 6.8 4.4 100.0
Resident 15.0 42.1 30.8 12.1 ——— 100.0
Parent 25.7 58.4 8.3 6.5 1.2 100.0
Resident l16.8 47.7 26.2 7.5 1.9 100.0
Parent 27.4 57.5 7.1 5.3 2.7 100.0
Resident 15.0 43.0 24.3 10.3 7.5 100.0
Parent 26.5 56.9 2.9 10.0 3.5 100.0
Resident 9.3 33.6 33.6 17.8 5.6 100.0
Parent 10.9 59.0 9.7 15.9 4.4 100.0
Resident 6.5 40.2 25.2 19.6 8.4 100.0
Parent 8.3 62.2 5.6 18.3 5.6 100.0
Resident 15.0 41.1 28.0 15.9 - 100.0
Parent 19.8 63.1 4.1 9.7 3.2 100.0
Resident 20.6 41.1 29.0 5.6 3.7 100.0
Parent 28.3 52.8 1.8 13.6 3.5 100.0
Resident 11.2 44.9 33.6 9.3 1.9 100.0
Parent 16.2 65.5 8.6 6.5 3.2 100.0
Resident 13.1 44.9 31.8 7.5 2.8 100.0
Parent 34.8 55.8 0.9 5.3 3.2 100.0

Very Above  Average Below Very

High Average  D.K. Average Low
Resident 10.3 17.8 62.6 5.6 3.7 100.0
Parent 18.0 24.2 49.0 6.8 2.1 100.0
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Table 2.2: Knowledge of Better Schools or Programs in the City by
Educational Component (Question #3) (Percent Distribution)
IF YES: Which one? City Schools
ACADEMIC No Yes WIS SWW Adel IJH S.P. Blk. Wht. Mix. Paroch.
Reading Resident 82.2 17.7 54.7 . - 1.9 2.8 5.6
Parent 83.8 16.2 2.9 0.3 1.8 1.3 1.5 0.6 2.4 2.7 3.2
Arithmetic Resident 83.2 16.8 3.7 1.9 1.9 7.5
Parerlt 8706 12.4 2!4 0.3 - 1.2 0.6 102 2.1 3.8
Special Resident 80.4 19.6 5.6 -—- 9 =~= mmem ee= 1,9 1.9 6.5
Courses Parent 85.0 15.0 2.9 0.3 1.8 ~== 2.1 1.2 0.9 2.7 2.9
(Art,Science)
TEACHER
Teachers' Resident 85.0 15.0 4.7 === ecace =ec 1.9 === 1.9 1.9 5.6
Teaching Parent 86.1 13.9 4.4 1.6 0.3 =--- 1.6 1.6 0.9 2.1 3.8
Teachers' Resident 86.0 4. 3.7 = 0.9 3.7 4.7
concern Parent 86.7 13.3 2.7 1.3 2,1 === 1.9 1.6 0.6 2.4 3.2
SCHOOL
Books, Resident 86.0 14.0 4.7 ==~ 1,9 em= ~a< —ae 1,9 1.9 3.7
Principal's Resident 88.8 11.2 3.7 -~-- 0.9 0.9 2.8 2.8
Performance Parent 86.4 13.6 2.1 0.3 1.8 === . 0.6 1.5 2.9 2.9
Facilities Resident 80.4 19.6 4.7 -=- 2.8 === 0.9 =~~~ 0.9 4.7 3.7
(Library, Gym) Parent 86.1 13.92 1.5 0.3 1.5 === 0.9 1.2 1.5 2.9 2.7
Building Resident 87.9 12.1 4.7 --= 0.9 === ecce === 1.9 0.9 2.8
Parent 86.1 13.9 1.8 0.6 1,2 === 0.9 1.2 1.2 3.2 2.4
Transpor- Resident g87.9 12.1 3.7 1.9 2.8 3.7
tation Parent 89.4 10.6 1.2 0.3 === -—= 0.6 0.6 1.5 3.2 2.9
STUDENTS
Behavior in Resident g6.9 13.1 4.7 0.9 1.9 4.7
Class Parent 87.6 1l2. 2.1 0.3 0.9 =~~~ 0.6 2.6 0.9 3.5 3.2
Behavior out Resident gg.g 11.2 3.7 --- 0.9 0.9 0.9 3.7
of Class Parent 89.7 10.3 1.5 0.3 0.3 =~~~ 0.6 0.6 1.2 2.4 3.2
PARENTS
Parents' Resident g87.9 12.1 4.7 -== o cce eam aee 0.9 2.8 2.8
Involvement Parent 84.7 1.3 2.1 0.3 1.2 0.3 0.9 0.6 2.1 4.1 3.2
Parents’ Resident g9.7 10.3 3.7 0.9 1.9 3.7
Information Parent 88.2 11.8 2.1 0.3 == === 1.2 0.6 1.8 2.7 3.2
OTHERS
Child Mix Resident gs.8 11.2 3.7 =--- 0.9 0.9 0.9 3.7
Parent 86.4 1l3.¢6 1.8 0.3 0.9 =-- 0.9 0.6 2.1 3.8 2.9
Child's Resident 89.7 10.3 3.7 === <= 0.9 1.9 2.8
Happiness Parent  g7.0 13.0 2.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.9 0.6 1.2 3.2 3.5
OVERALL
Any school Resident 83.2 16.8 4.7 -=~ 0.9 1.9 === =-== 0.9 0.9 6.5
or program? Parent 83.2 16.8 2.9 ~--- 0.9 1.2 0.2 0.6 1.8 3.8 3.5




Table 2.3: Knowledge and Evaluation of Present Alternative Schools
or Programs (Question #4) (Percent Distribution)

IF YES:
"Have you heard about any of the "Do you think it is better, the same
following programs or schools?" or worse than other programs or
schools?'
. No Yes Bettarx Same worse D.K.

-World of Inquiry

Resident 42.1 57.9 23.4 4.7 4.7 25.2

Parent 36.0 64.0 19.2 7.7 5.9 31.3
-School Without Walls

Resident 36.4 63.6 18.7 4.7 13.1 27.1

Parent 37.5 62.5 16.5 4.1 13.9 28.0
~Upgraded Classes

Resident 34.6 65.4 32.7 4.7 15.9 12.1

Parent 28.6 7T1.4 34.2 8.0 17.4 11.8
-0pen Enrollment

Resident 38.3 61.7 28.0 13.1 15.9 4.7

Parent 30.1 69.9 35.1 9.7 12.1 13.0
-Adelante (bi-lingual)

Resident 59.8 40.2 26.2 1.9 2.8 9.3
-Educational Voucher

Resident 76.6 23.4 6.5 1.9 2.8 12.1

Parent 61.9 38.1 4.1 2.1 7.1 24.5
~Interim Junior High

Resident 57.9 42.1 18.7 3.7 3.7 15.9

Parent 51.6 48.4 20.9 6.5 5.3 15.6
-0Open Classrooms

Resident 52.3 47.7 15.9 5.6 9.3 l16.8

Parent 47.5 52.5 21.5 6.8 8.6 15.9
~Urban-Suburban Exchange

Resident 30.8 69.2 17.8 8.4 27.1 16.8

Parent 40.7 59.3 13.9 7.7 22.7 15.3
-Alternative Schools

Resident 72.9 27.1 16.8 2.8 3.7 3.7

Parent 67.0 33.0 15.3 3.2 3.5 10.9
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Table 2.4: Improvements Seen As Possible Through Vouchers by Educational

Component (Question #5) (Percent Distribution)
Can't
ACADEMIC A Lot Little None Say Total
Reading Resident 24 .3% 28.01% 19.€6% 28.0% 100.0%
Parent 28.6 25.1 23.0 23.3 100.0
Arithmetic Resident 23.4 28.0 21.5 27.1 100.0
Parent 27.4 29.8 23.3 24.5 100.0
Special Courses Resident 29.9 27.1 18.7 24.3 100.0
(Art, Science) Parent 33.0 27.1 19.2 20.6 100.0
TEACHER
Teachers' Resident 29.0 26.2 22.4 22.4 100.0
Te-ching Parent 27.1 25.1 26.3 21.5 100.0
Teachers' Resident 27.1 24.3 24.3 24.3 100.0
concern Parent 25.7 23.3 30.7 20.4 100.0
SCHOQL
Books, Resident 27.1 22.4 26.2 24.3 100.0
Materials Parent 27.1 24.2 26.8 21.8 +400.0
Principal’'s - Resident 20.6 24.3 27.1 28.0 100.0
Performance Parent 23.6 24.8 28.3 23.3 100.0
Facilities Resident 24.3 23.4 26.2 26.2 100.0
(Library, Gym) Parent 28.6 24.5 29.2 17.7 100.0
Building Resident 18.7 25.2 30.8 25.2 100.0
Parent 21.2 20.1 36.6 22.1 100.0
Transportation Resident 19.6 18.7 34.6 27.1 100.0
Parent 23.9 19.2 34.5 22.4 100.0
STUDENTS
Behavior in Resident 26.2 27.1 25.2 21.5 100.0
Class Parent 26.0 22.1 30.1 21.8 100.0
Behavior out Resident 20.6 26.2 30.8 22.4 100.0
Parent 20.6 21.5 33.6 24.2 100.0
PARENTS
Parents' Resident 31.8 23.4 24.3 20.6 100.0
Involvement Parent 33.9 27.1 20.€ 18.3 100.0
Parents' Resident 28.0 29.0 22.4 20.6 100.0
Parent 30.1 26.0 25.4 18.6 100.0
OTHERS
Child Mix Resident 18.7 23.4 29.9 28.0 100.0
Parent 26.3 19.2 28.9 25.7 100.0
Child's Resident 25.2 24.3 25.2 25.2 100.0
Happiness Parent 31.3 . 20.1 _ 23.3 25.4 _.100.0
DCK.
Good Fair Poor More Info.
OVERALL
Do you think it is a Resident 50.5 l6.8 21.5 11.2 100.0
good, fair or poor idea? Parent 49.9 22.7 12.1 15.3 100.0
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Table 2.5: Satisfaction With Present Performance and Political
Organization of School District (Question #7)

(Percent Distribution)

7a. Overall, what kind of Very Very Don't Total
job do you feel the ~- Good Good Fair Poor Poor Know
-Board of Education is doing?
Residents 54.7% 32.7% 26.2% 13.1% 8.9% 14.9% 100.0%
Parents 6.8 31.0 2.9 14.2 10.3 8.9 100.0
-Superintendent & Staff is
doing?
Residents 32.8 38.3 19.6 8.4 3.7 27.1 100.0
Parents 6.8 34.5 28.3 6.8 3.5 20.1 100.0
-Schoeol Principlals are
doing? .
Residents 5.6 4l1l.1 23.4 6.5 1.2 21.5 100.0
Parents 15.3 §51.3 17.1 4.4 1.5 10.3 100.0
-School Teachers are doing?
Residents 11.2 45.8 16.8 8.4 0.9 1le6.8 100.0
Parents 26.5 46.0 20.4 2.1 0.9 4.1 100.0
b. How much power to you feel
different groups should have
in deciding things about '
. A Lot 0.K. A Lot Don't
public schools? More More as is Less Less Know Total
-Board of Education
Residents 11.2 20.6 36.4 20.6 3.7 7.5 100.0
Parents 8.8 18.6 36.3 19.2 4.7 12.4 100.0
-Superintendent & Staff
Residents 5.6 24.3 35.5 15.0 1.9 17.8 100.0
Parents 8.0 22,7 37.2 10.9 0.9 20.4 100.0
-School Principals
Residents 10.3 46.7 22.4 4.7 1.9 13.9 100.0
Parents 13.6 46.6 26.8 2.1 0.6 10.3 100.0
-School Teachers
Residents 26.2 44.9 20.6 1.9 ————— 6.5 100.0
Parents 21.8 44.8 25.1 1.5 0.3 6.5 100.0
-~Parent Groups
Residents 26.2 38.3 22.4 3.7 1.9 7.5 100.0
Parents 26.0 37.2 23.0 5.3 1.2 7.4 100.0
~Neighborhood Groups
Residents 12.1 34.6 16.8 14.0 10.3 1l2.1 100.0
Parents 11.5 29.8 26.8 1l.5 3.5 16.9 100.0
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.ternative Schools Survey
-Parent Interview-

l 1 tudy#
eck #
. Do you have any other schecol age children, except »
living with you? ID

No Yes Which schools do they go to?

® & &0 & & o ® & 0 & 0 0 @ ® * & & e 0 ¢ ¢ & o0 0 0 b o

How o0ld are they?

® & & & 0o o o0 e & 0 0 0 0 0 e o &0 0 o ¢ e & & & & 0o

. 'lave any of your children ever gone to schools outside
the Rochester district? ¢

No Yes wh1Ch ® @ @ 606 00 0 0 00 O 0 000 000 000 60 e s

Did you ever go to visit 'e school during
teaching hours?

No Yes 21

. We would like to find out how you feel about somethings &t
's school, especially how you see your child affected.

I1'l1l read you some important aspects of schools. Please
tell me how satisfied you are with your school about each
aspect: Very Satisfied, Satisfied, Dlssatisfied, or

Very Dissatisfied.

READ FULL DESCRIPIiON Very NA Very
FROM OTHER CARD Sat t (DK) Dissat Dissat

-Reading

~Arithmetic

-Spec. Courses (Art,Science)

~Teachers' Teaching

-Teachera' Concern

-B8ooks, Materialsa

-Principal's Performance

~-Facilities (Library,Gym)

-Building

-Transportation

-Behavior in Class

~Behavior Out of Class

-Parents' Involvement

~-Parents' Information

-0ther Influences on Children

-Child's Happiness

~Anything else?

® 06 0 0 60 6 2 0 £ 60 ¢ ¢ 00 00 oP 0t o0

38

rn

25

VT EVECRVEVET RV EV.EV RV RV RV NW

w
bbb#kbbbbbbbbbbbb
W W w bl WL wWwwww W wiw wo
NRNNRPNRORPNNNRNODNNNDN
P P s et bt e e (e e bt B b b

..O......C.............OO'..

How would you rate your overall satisfaction:

Very Above N.O. Below Very

High Average Average P_.K. Average Low
6 5 4 3 2 1 K}
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3a. Parents often talk about other schools with neighbors, friends
or relatives. Have you heard of any schools or any program
in the city that could be better for your child, for any of
the things that I have mentioned above, that is for:

READ FULL DESCRIPTION Yes Yes

FROM OTHER CARD No One Severxal Which ?
-Reading o 1 2 ceseace 41
-Arithmetic 0 1 2 cesecss |
-Spec. Courses (Art,Science) 0 1 2 secssss
-Teachers' Teaching 0 1 2 veieene
~Teachers' Concern 0 1 2 cesesen
-Books, Materials 0 1 2 cescens 51
-Principal's Performance 0 1 2 cesssns
~Facilities (Library,Cym) 0 1 2 cesesne
-Building 0 1 2 cesessne
~Transportation 0 1 2 cesense
-Behavior in Class 0 1 2 ceeenan —
-Behavior Out of Class o 1 2 cocceas
-Parents' Involvement o 1 2 cess v
-Parents' Information o 1 2 coerenea
~Other Influences on Children 0 1 2 cesss e
~Child's Happiness 0 1 2 cevrecna
~Anything else? 0 1 2 sassans 71

...........................‘

....Q.......................

b. Overall, do you think there is a school or program in the
city that would be better for your child?

D.K. No Yes-one Yes-several Which ?
0 1 2 3 coevace 73 SK
4. Have you heard of any of the following programs or schools? L
Do you think it is ] iD
No Yes 9 better, same or worse (D.K.)
than other programs/schools?
-World of Inquiry 0 1 2 3 4 5
-School Without Walls 0 1 2 3 4 3 ]
-Ungraded Classes 0 1 2 3 4 5
-0Open Enrollment 0 1 2 3 4 S
~Adelante(Bi-lingual Program) 0 1 2 3 4 5
~Educational Voucher 0 1 2 3 4 5
~Taterim Junior High 0 1 2 3 4 S 19
~Open Classrcoonus 0 1 2 3 4 5
~Urban-Suburban Exchange 0 1 2 3 4 S
~Alternative Schools 0 1 2 3 4 5
IF YES for Voucher/Alternative Schools: —
a. Where did you hear adout .........? _ _

b. Can you give me an fdea how that
would work?

— e G Gmme  mmn G e ey v e e

——————————— 29
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IIAND VOUCHER EXPLANATION SHEET
(Explain if respondent had nc or wrong 1dea)

Do you think such a program would improve any of the aspects
we discussed before? That is would it improve ~-- a lot,
a little or not at all?

READ FULL DESCRIPTION Can't Not

FROM OTHER CARD Say A Lot A Little At All

~Reading

~Arithmetic

~Spee. Courses (Art,Science)
~Teachers' Teaching
~Teachers' Concern

-Books, Materials
-Principal's Performance
~-Facilities (Library,Gym)
-Building

~-Transportation

~-Behavior in Class
-Behavior Out of Class
~Parents' Involv aent
-Parents' Information
-0ther Influences on Children
-Child's Happiness

N N N ¥ W W A R
WWWWWwWWww Wwwwwwww
MNP NN
ot Jd b o bt et b oo Pt B et B b e P b

Considering what you know now about the new program, do you
feel it is a good, fair or poor ideal
Good Fair Poor N.O. More
Idea Idea Idea (DK) Info
5 4 3 2 1

1f the new program were to be made available in this
neighburhood, would you personally welcome this?
No Yes D.K.
3 2 1

- man wen e an e GRS GG AE) MR Gap MmEm SR ARG W Wme AR S VR VW Sue R Sus e

What, do you think, might change as a re~ult?
PROBE (school change, children would go elsewhere etc.)

-~ emm emmt i e GEN  mmm Gume i TR G G Wmm SRR SER AU oW e Gy e Mmp AW Mot e G Gam S e S A

Gt Amp e GuE mww e G Ger v MR e Gmm  mmm  GEA  smmm SR mm  AmE N GEG M NUR WA G amp WS TR S e e
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7a. Overall, what kind of job do you feel --
Very Very
D.K. Good Good Fair Pooxr Poor
~The Board of Education is doing? 6 S [ 3 2 1
-The School Superintendent and 6 5 4 k) 2 1
his staff is doing?
~The School Principals are doing? 6 S 4 3 2 1
-The School Teachers are doing? 6 5 4 3 Y3 1
b, How much power do you feel different groups should have in
deciding things about public schools?
A lot 0.K. A lot
D.K. more More as is Less leas
~-The Board of Education 6 S 4 3 2 1
-The School Superintendent 6 4 3 2 1l
and his staff
~The School Principals 6 S 4 3 2 1
-Parent Groups 6 5 4 3 2 1
~School Teachers 6 5 4 3 2 1l
-Neighborhood Groups 6 5 4 3 2 1 60
"'Others LI A A e N R EE R 6 s ﬁ 3 2 1
8. Rochester has a8 chance to get money from the Faderal
Government to develop more alternative schools such as the
"World of Inquiry"” and the "Interim Junior High". Traditional
classes will continue for parents who want them for their
children. Do you feel the City School District should try
to get the money?
Definitely Probably D.K. Probably Definitely
Yes Yes No No
S 4 3 2 1
]
[ ]
) Ch
]
. __lur
THANK RESPONDENT ' sc
CT*
Age
Sex
Eth
' Dat
BG
t
) Bir
o 76 77 SK1




lternative Schools Survey
-Resident Interview-

Do you have any schoel age children living with you?

No Yes = Which schools do they go to?

Bave they

No Yes

W .
IF NO: We would like
in Rochester,

IF YES: We would like
somethings at

- g
[ d

I'l1 read you

Dissatisfied,

~24D PULL DESCRIPTION
FROM OTHER CARD

~Reading

-.rithmetic

-Spec. Couraes (Art,Science)

~Teachers' Teaching
-Teachers' Concern
-Books, Materials

~Principel's Performance
-Facilities (Library,Gym)

~Buflding
~-Transportation
~Behavior in Class

-3lahavior Out of Class

-Parents' Involvement
~Parents' Information

~0ther Influences on Children

-Child's Happinese
-Anythiag else?

Row old are they?

® o 68 0 00 ® o 0 ¢ 0 0o ¢ o0& @0 ¢ LI B B B I )

ever gone to schools outside

the Rochester district?

during teaching houre?

® 00 0% 060 0 00 5 00 00 000 0000 00t 0

" EREEREEXE I R I B R I NI I R B

How would you rate your overall satisfaction:

~

1

tudy#
eck #

D

Bl
¢
NO Yes -)whiCh e 6 2 0 0 06 6.0 06 00 0006 0606 060606 060 0 |
Did you ever go to visit the (a) school
21
to find out how you feel abrut schoolis
especially in your neighborhood.
to find out how you feel about
school #___, especially how you see
your .... year old is affected. (SELECT ONE
ELEMENTARY AGE CHILD - RECORD WHICR)
some important aspects of schools.
Please tell me how satisfied you are with your school
about each aspect: Very Satisfied, Satisfied,
or Very Dissatisfied.
Very NA Very
Sat Sat (DPK) Dissat Dissat
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1 25
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
S 4 3 2 1
b 4 3 2 1l
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1l
‘ 5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 & 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1l
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
Vexry Above N.O. Below Very
High Average Average D.K. Average Low 39
6 5 3 z as 1
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3a. People often talk about other schools with neighbors, friends
or relatives. Have you heard of any schools or any program
in the city that could be better for your child, for any of
the things that I have mentioned above, that is for:
READ FULL DESCRIPTION Yes Yes
FROM OTHER CARD No One Several Which ?
-Reading 0 1 2 cecnnce 41
-Arithmetic o 1 2 cesacee
~-Spec. Courses (Art,Science) 0 1 2 cecosnn
~Teachers' Teaching 0 1 2 cececes
-Teachers' Concern 0 1 2 cevece
-Books, Materials 0 1 2 ceeennn 51
-Principal's Performanre 0 1 2 ceceens
-Facilities (Library,Gym) o 1 2 cee e
-BUilding 0 1 2 e s 00000
-Transportation 0 1 2 ceoecne
-Behavior in Class 0 1 2 cessses
~Behavior Out of Class 0 1 2 ceeencn
-Parents' Invclvement 0 1 2 cesesne
-Parents’ Information 0 1 2 ceesnnce
-Other Influences on Children 0 1 " teesene
-Child’'s Happiness 0 1 2 ceerens
~Anything else? c 1 2 cesenns 71
b, Owverall, do you think there is a school or program in the
city that would be better for your child? (for a child?)
D.K. No Yes-one Yes-several Which ?
0 1 2 3 cecenee 73 8=
4. Have you heard of any of the following programs or schools? JZ

Do you think it is

Ir

No Yesd better, same or worse (D.K.)
than other programs/schools?
-World of Inquiry 0 1 2 3 4 5
~School Witheoaut Walls 0 1l 2 3 4 5
-Ungraded Classes 0 1 2 3 4 5
-Open Enrollment 0 1 2 3 4 5
~Adelante(Bi-lingual Program) 0 1 2 3 4 5
~Educational Voucher 0 1l 2 3 4 5
-Interim Junior High 0 1 2 3 4 5 19
-Open Classrooms ) 1 2 3 4 5
~Urban~-Suburban Exchange 0 1 2 3 4 5
-Alternative Schools 0 1l 2 3 4 S

IF YES for Voucher/Aiternative Schools:

a8,

.........?

Where did you hear about

b. Can you give me an idea how that

would work?

29
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HAND VOUCHER EXPLANATION SHEET
(Explain if respondent had no or wrong idea)

Do you think such a program would improve any of the aspecte
we discussed before? That is would it improve ~- a lot,
a little or not at all?

-Behavior in Class

-3ehavior Out of Class
~-Parents' Invelvement
~-Parents' Information

-Other Influences on Children
~-Child"'s Happiness

READ FULL DESCRIPTION Can't Not
FROM OTHER CARD Say A Lot A Little At All
~Readiag 4 3 2 ) §
~Arithmetic 4 3 2 1
-Spec. Courses (Art,Science) 4 3 2 1
~-Teachers' Teaching 4 3 2 1
~Teachers' Concern 4 3 2 1
-Books, Materials 4 3 2 b |
-Principal's Performance & 3 2 1
~Facilities (Library,Gym) 4 3 2 1l
~Building & 3 2 1
-Transportation 4 3 2 1
& 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1

Considering what you know now about the new program, do you
feel it i a good, fair or poor idea?
Good Fair Poor N.O. More
Idea Ideg Idea (DK) Info
5 3 1

If the new program were to be made available in this
neighborhood, would you personally welcome this?

No Yes D.K.
________________________ 3 2 1
What, do you think, might change as a result?
PROBE (school rhang:, children would go elsewhere etc.)
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7a. Overall, what kind of job do you feel --
Very Very
D.K. Good Good Fair Poor Poor
-The Board of Education is doing? 6 S 4 3 2 1
~The School Superintendent and 6 5 4 3 2 1
his staff is doing?
~The School Principals are doing? 6 5 4 3 2 1
~The School Teachers are doing? 6 5 4 3 2 1
b How much power do you feel different groups should have in
deciding things about public schecols?
A 10: 0.K. A lot
D.K. more More as is Less less
-The Board of Education 6 5 4 3 2 1 ]
-The School Superintendent 6 4 3 2 171
and his staff
~The School Principals 6 5 4 3 2 1
~Parent Groups 6 5 4 3 2 1
~School Teachers 6 5 4 3 2 1
~Neighborhood Groups 6 5 4 3 2 1
‘Othets R R R 6 5 4 3 2 1

8.

-4-

® & & 0 00 020 oo 0 00 b

Rochester has a chance to get money from the Federal
Government to develop more alternative schools such as the
"World of Inquiry" and the "Interim Junior High". Traditional
classes will continue for parents who want them for their
children. Do you feel the City School District should try
to get the money?

Definitely Frobably D.K. Probably Definitely

Yes Yes No Neo
5 4 3 2 1l

THANK RESPONDENT

60

Ethanicit

Sex

Age

cT

Date




FULL WORDING OF ITEMS (used in Community Survey Interviews)
Adjust slightly as appropriate.

o How well childien learn to read

o How weil children learn arithmetic

o What procrams are offered, like Art, Science, etc.
o How welil the teachers teach

o How the teachers care about children

o What workbooks and materials are available

o How well the principal runs the school

o What .acilities like library, gym, etc. are available
o How well the building is kept

o How easily children can get to their school

¢ How well children behave in class

e How well children behave outside class
(going to school, etc.)

o How parents are encouraged by school to get involved
o How well parents are informed by school
o What kind of children (your) child(ren) mix with

o How happy your (the) child(ren) is




pist copt NALELE

ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS -~ What it means

GREATER CHOICR -

CERTIFICATE -
(Voucher)

NEW SCHOOLS
AND OLD

HOW TO CHOOSE -

DOBRS IT
INCREASE TAXES -~

Parents can choose among & number of schools
instead of having a school assigned by the
school 4ietrict.

Parents would get & certificate for each
child going to elementary school. When they
decide which school(s) their children should
80 to, they give the certificate to the school.
The school uses the certificate to get monay
from the School Discrict to pay the coasts of
teaching the child. Traensportation will bde
provided. This would not cost the parents
any more, and no one could get preferved
trestment by psying extra. No discriminatiom
is alloved.

Some schools night stay as they are now, sone
would chaange. There wight be more mchools
lake the World of Ing.iry and Iaterism Jumior
Bigh. Parents would heve a wider choice than
they have now. Those schools that have the
things that parents like most would increase,
others would decrease.

A free listing will be given to all parents
about what the different schools have for
children and how they tesch. There would be
people to help parente decide, 1if they wanted
help.

No. The fedaral government is committed to pay
all additional costs arieing from the program
for 5~7 years. The School Board cam withdraw
from the progrem at any time if it feels that
the program 1s against local interests.



SAMPLING METHODS Appendix 2B
ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS SURVEY

January 1973

Memo on Student Sampling for Parent Interviews

The alphabetic student listing for the elementary schools of the
City School District, sorted by school sithin school by homeroom
was used to draw a three stage stratified random sample
(Homeroom Attendance Report, Year 72/73, Period 1).

In a first step, all 46 elementary schools were grouped as to
whether they were "inner" or "outer” city schools, and whether
they were on the east or the west side of the river. This
resulted in the following listing:

"Outer City" ' "Inner City"
West East West East
38 39 5 50
42 11 17 8
41 33 44 22
40 52 *58 26
7 31 29 36
34 28 4 20
43 46 3 6
30 23 2 27
21 1 16 25

35 19 9

24 37 14

49 15

13

. 10

9 12 11 14

This listing of schools by area was supplemented with information
on the size and grade organization, using the most recent figures
available. It was realized that last year's reorganization had
been rescinded and did not reflect present grade organization. The
ordering of the schools within each stratum was based on proximity,
moving from the pnortl to the south, and from the west to the east.
To get a checker board coverage of schools in each, it was d-cided
to take every second school, using a starting point (lst or 2nd
line) randomly. Which schools were selected has been treated as
confidential., Special care was given to the problem that all
grades were equally represented in case the rescinding had not
completely restored the old grade distribution. Size of the
student population was also considered. This selection procedure
gave 23 schools. As only one of three schools with a bilingual
program was included, a 24th school was added to have sufficient
Puexrto Rican'representation.

T N GRS YN . R G WDy G o —— - - q-.c----—-——---————-———a——--------—-———-w——.-—--—---—-n.

*World of Inquiry. Excluded from multistage sampling and sampled
instead directly,



In a second step, the homerooms of exch selected school were
l1isted as they appear on the data processing report card listings
(ascending order). The average school had 24 homerooms with 25
pupils each., Three homerooms per school were selected using
confidential sets of combinations. This procedure guaranteed that
each school had a different combination, and no neighboring home-
rooms were selocted. The name of the homeroom teacher was not o
the listing. 1f there were less than 24 homerooms in a school and
the assigned combination would only give one Toom, a second was
added by continuing the counting at the beginning.

If there were more than 24 homerooms, additional ones were chosen
by extending the combination by adding 8 to the highest number in
the set. This procedure made sure that large schools have a

larger number of homerooms in the sample than small rooms, but each
school has at least two homerooms selected. In the final step,
every 3rd pupil from the identified homeroom was selected, using
the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd line on the licting alternatively as

starting points.

This overall procedure gave a sample of 658 students from 77
homerooms. The abstracting of the student's name and address wae
done manually on special sheets (See Attached Form). The school
and homeroom number were coded at this time so that fieldworkers
could not identify them from the address slip. The same
observation codes as on the resident sample sheets were used.

Note that this is a sample of children. The probability of a
parent interview is directly proportionate to the number of their
children in the city's elementary schools.



ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS SURVEY

January 1973

Memo on Resident Sampling

The 1971 Polk City Directory was used to draw a systematic randon
sample of housing addresses in Rochester City. Note that this
sample represents correctly households and families. It is not a
sample of children. A family with 10 children has as high a
probability as a family with one child or a household with no
children.

Procedure: The street and avenue listing in the back of the
directory is used. This listing, printed on greenish
paper, is 507 pages long. Each page has three columns.
One specific address (n-th line) in one of these three
columns* was selected for this sample. Commercial
addresses were excluded. Vacant homes and apartments
were included. This procedure produced a list of 440
addresses.,

Listing: The list was abstracted manually and provided the
following information:

(l1st line) Surname, First name, Initial
(2nd line) House ff, Street name, Zipcode, Telephone

There were ten addresses per page, separated by an
empty line to facilitate cutting of address slips with
a scissor (Cee Attached Example Sheet).

Fieldwork: Each slip was given an ID number and observation codes
for ethnicity, sex of the respondent and age of the
respondent. 'The address was coded by census tract. A
completion code iadicated date of completion or reason
for noncompletion. Three visits had to be made before
an address was allowed to be coded "No Contact”™ in the
completion code.

- > R W S W G i P D My A e M D W S M mm T e S M G R G M A g et e b e M e M R WD A A SR S R S S e SR SR e e e

#The selected line and column has becn treated as confidential.
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OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEWEE RESPONSES Appendix 2C
Anticipated Effects on Schools - Examples

Positive Effect

~0ther schools more like World of Inquiry

-More parent involvement
-Better transportation

~More choice, not forced to attend a certain school

-Better curriculm

~System could keep up with children

-Teachers able to give more
~Facilities would improve
-Teachers and parents more cooperation

-Better knowledge inm own interests
-More learning

~Less rigid neighborhood boundaries

No Effect

-No changes
-Most stay where they are

-Doesn't see any change, people don't have any say about budget

Negative Effects

-Worried about safety of children
-~Doesn't like busing

-Increase racial prejuidice

-Abrupt changes, juggling turn people off
~-Too confused

~-0vercrowded in some schools, others deteriorate
~Another upset would be hard

-Same as reorganization

-Cause unhappiness

-Disapproves of any program which takes children out of neighborhood
~-Too segregated

-Decentralized

~Parents enroll child for wrong reason

~Politicans have ruined schools by mixfng races

-Funds no. here forever

~Additional personnel



Anticipated Effects on Children - Examples

Positive Effect

-Children should learn better

~Children and parents happier

-Children better prepared for high school
-Children have choice of schools

-More individual help for children

-Ch{ldren should improve faster

~Children mix more

-Better understanding between child and teacher
-Child's attitude toward school would improve
~Would give children more incentive

~Parents would become more involved

-Children could get along better with other children
and possibly scholastically too

No Effect

-Probably go to same school
-Want kids to stay together-doesn't want children bribed

-Children wouldn't go outside of neighborhood
-People like neighborhood schools
-Want children to go to local school

Negative Effect

~Wouldn't like it, wants children to learn what teachers say
-Might harm neighborhood friendships

-Increased tension because of choosing
-People choose because of status

~-Kids shouldn't have new class every year
-~Attitude and personality of child may change

-Depends where schools were set up

-Busing

~Taxes higher
-There would be a rebellion

-Children used as guinea pigs

™



G-2

SURVEY OF PARENTS IN ZONE A

A survey of parents in attendance Zone A was taken on Jan-
uary 3-5, 197 , as a cooperative effort of the area PTAs, com~
munity groups, and the Alternative Schools Study. Parents of
400 children were randomly selected to be questioned by parent
volunteers. Replies were received from 165 families represent-
ing 250 children enrolled in Zone A schools. Thus, results
were tabulated from 62% of the families contacted.

75.1% of the parents contacted expressed a desire for a
choice of schools, yet only 66.8% would like to see Zone A par-
ticipate in a program of alternative schools. Ten questionnaires

contained definite statements against the voucher system. Illow-

ever, the volunteers who returned surveys reported a great lack
of knowledge on the part of parents concerning the voucher sys-
tem. They expressed a great need for further parent education
if such a program were to be implemented.

73% of the parents contacted would l}ke to see mini-schools
within a single school. While many parents did not feel quali-
fied to found a new school, 50.9% indicated there would be in-
terest in founding a new school to meet the needs of their
children. (Sce Table G-2a)

Tables G=2b, 2c¢, and 24 show the results of the surwvey
in each of the three sc¢hools in Zone A as submitted by the

volunteer survay group.



2.

Table G-2a

SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY - ZONE A

As a parent, would you like to have a choice of alternative
schools to which to send your children?

Yes 124 (75.1%) No 34 (20.6%)

Would you like the choice of alternative instructional

programs for your children within a single school
(i.e. mini-school)?

Yes 130 (78%) No 24 (14,5%)

Would you like to see this area participate in a program
of alternative schools?

Yes 110 (€66.8%) No 45 (27.2%)

If funds were available, would you consider founding a
new school that meets the needs of your child?

Yes 84 (50.9%) No 76 (u46%)




Table G-2b

Hume School _ k16
School Children Attend 65 families representing 95 children

SURVLY OF PARENT VIEWS
(Combined effort of PTA, Community and
Rochester Schools Alternative Study)

1. As a parent, would you like to have a choice of alternative
schools to which to send your children?

Yes 51 (78.u4%) No 10 (15.3%)

2. Would you like the choice of alternative instructional pro-
grams for your children within a single school (i.e. mini-
school)?

Yes 49 (75.3%) No 10 (15.3%)

3. Would you like to see this area participate in a program
of alternative schools?

Yes 48 (73.8%) No 13 (20%)

4. If funds were available, would you consider founding a new
school that meets the ne2eds of your child?

Yes 32 (49.2%) No 32 (49.2%)

5. Which subject areas would you like to see emphasized in
your child's school? (Number according to preference -
l1st choice, 2nd choice, 3rd choice)

44 (67.6%) Traditional 3 R's - lst choice

33 (50.7%) Fine Arts ™

11 (16.8%) Vocational As one of

IT (16.8%) Bilingual

%2 (33.8%) Physical education >lst three

33 (50.7%9 Cultural studies

21 (32.3%) Science choilces
Others )

6. Which setting would you choose for your child if you had
a choice? (Number according to preference)

22 (33.8%) Traditional, self-contained classroom
- 21 (32.3%) Open classroom

14 (21.5%) Clusters

.0%) Team teaching




7.

10.

If more funds were available to your school, how would you
like to see the money spent? (Number acording to preference)

36 (55.3%) More classroom teachers to reduce class size
19 (29.2%) Specialized teachers in reading, music, art, etc.
(#1.5%) Teacher aides to assist in the classrogg,.ACK§-3ﬁé

Supplemental books of lst three

Science labs choices

Audio-Visual materials

Field trips

Qthers

33.8% of the parents chose Science Labs and Audio=-Visual
materials as one of their first three choices.

How would you like to see pupil evaluation reported to the
parents? (Number according to preference)

15 (23%) Conferencesc
.F ) Standard Report Cards
23 (35.3%) Written Evaluation by teachers
. Home Visits
Other

—

What do you like best about the program your child is now in?
1. Children are able to work in own interest areas.
2. Cluster grouping.
In your opinion, what are its weaknesses or problems, if any?
1. Little emphasis on skills and academic accomplishments.
2. TLack of high standards. Many parents seem to feel that
not enocugh is expected of students ~ as if teachers
feel students cannot do good work.
3. Lack of art program.
k. Classes are too large.

5. Need for stricter discipline.

6. Need for better system of communication between school
and home.



Table G=-2c

Home Schoocl #37
School Children Attend 49 families rapresenting 79 children

SURVEY OF PARENT VIEWS
(Combined effort of PTA, Community and
Rochester Schools Alternative Study)

1. As a parent, would ycu like to have a choice of alternative
schocls to which to send your children?

Yes 32 (65.3%) No 1k (28.5%)

2. Would you like the choice of alternative instructional pro-
grams for your children within a single school (i.e. mini-
school)?

Yes 38 (738.5%) No 8 (16.3%)

3. Would you like to see this area participate in a program
of alternative schools?

Yes 28 (57.1%) No 20 (u40.8%)

4, If funds were available, would you consider founding a new
school that meets the needs of your child?

Yes 24 (u8.9%) No 22 (u4u4.8%)

5. Which subject areas would you like to see emphasized in
your child's school? (Number according to preference -
1st choice, 2nd choice, 3rd choice)

31 (83.6%) Traditional 3 R's = 1st choice
2L (42.8%) Fine Arts N
17 (24, u%S Vocational LOne of the

L 08%) Bilingual
Physical education
T4 (& § 555 Cultural studies
24 (48.8%) Science ‘choices
Nthers

’lst three

6. Which setting would you choose for your child if you had
a choice? (lumber according to preference)

1€ (32.6%) Traditional, self~contained classroom
13 (36.7%) Open classroom

7 (1L, 555 Clusters

b (12.2%) Team teaching




7. 1If more funds were available to your school, how would you
like to see the money spent? (Number according to preference)

28 (57.1%) More classroom teachers to reduce class size

14 (2B.T%) Specialized teachers in reading, music, art, etc.
(30.6%) Teacher aides to assist in the classroom__, AS Bneée

Supplemental books ‘of the 1lst

Science labs three choices

Audio-Visual materials

Field trips

Others

16.3% wanted to see additional funds -pent for Science
and Audio-Visual materials

8. How would you like to see pupil evaluation reported to the
parents? (Number-according to preference)

21 (42.8%) Conferences
12 (254.58%) Standard Report Cards As first choice
.5%) Written Evaluation by teachers
Home Visits
Other

9. What do you like best about the program your child is now in?

1. The open classroom and the variety of age level in one
classroom.

2. Children can progress at own rate.
3. More discipline this year.
10. In your opinion, what are its weaknesses or problems, if any?

1. Classes are too large for individual guidance and
learning problems cannot always be handled.

2. Lack of specialized teachers in reading, art, music
has greatly affected program this year.

3. Evaluation of individual students is inadequate,
especially the student who does well enough but
could do better with proper motivation.

4. Lack of communication about basic school philosophy
and goals. Lack of communication between parents,
administration, and teachers.




Table G-2d

Home School #ul
“ehnol Thililren Attenl! 51 fimilies representing 76 students

SUPVEY OF PAPENT VIEWS
(Combined effort of PTA, Community and
Rochester Schools Alternatlve Study)

1. As a parent, would you like to have a choice of alternative
schools to which to send your children?

Yes 41 (80.3%) No _10 (19.6%)

2. Would you like the choice of alternative instructional pro-
zrams for your children within a single school (i.e. mini-
s2hoel)?

Yes 42 (82.3%) o B (11.7%)

3. Would you like to see this area participate in a program
of alternative schools?

Yes 34 (66.C%) Mo 12 (23.5%)

4, If funds were available, would you consider founding a new
school that meets the needs of your child?

Yes 28 (54.93%) Noe 22 (43.1%)

5. Which subject areas would you like to see emphasized in
your child's school? Number according to preference -
1st choice, 2nd choice, 3rd chcice)

44 (86.2%) Traditional 3 R's -~ 1lst choice
(43.1%) Fine Arts
Vocational One cf the
Bilingual
71 (#1.I%) Physical education \ 1lst three
(4T.0%) Cultural studies
Science & choices
Nthers -

6. Which setting would you choose for your child if you had
a choice? (MNumber according to preference)

15 (29. 4%) Traditional, self-contained classroom
Open classroom
2 (2 §.5§5 Clusters
10 19.6 Team teaching
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10.

If more funds were available to your school, how would you
like to cee the money spent? (Number according tc preference)

26 (50.1%) More classroom teachers to reduce class size
(§7.08) Specialized teachers in readlng, music, art, etc.,
(26.4%) Teacher aides to assist in the classrgggfjfﬁE“Bﬁé

Supplemental bocks of the 1lst

Science labs three choices

Audio-Visual materials

Field trips
Others

33.3% chose Science labs and Audio-Visual as one of
the first three choices.

How would you like to see pupil evaluation reported to the
parents? (Number according to preference)

16 (31.3%) Conferences
Standard Report Cards
27 (52. 9%) Written Evaluation by teachers
.04%) Home Visits
Other

What do you like best about the program your child is now in?
1. TFlexibility of progran.

2. Children are challenged.

3. Good use of student teachers.

4, Communication,especially newsletter.

In vour opinion, what are its weaknesses or problems, if any?
1. Too much free time.

2. Classes are too large,

3. Lick of reading teacher to help children who are
having problems,



APPENDIX H
News Clippings



NOTE: The news clippings in this Appendix are representative
of the articles that appeared during the course of the
Study. In general, the clippings were selected on the
basis of one of the following criteria:

1. In-depth analysis of voucher concepts
2. Discussion of major events in the Study

3. Chronological progression of the Study

The Democrat and Chromicle and the Times Union are daily

newspapers for metropolitan Rochester and the suburban

areas; the New York Teacher is the official weekly pub-

lication of the New York United Teachers Assoclation;

City East and the Holley Standard are published weekly;

and the North East Herald is a monthly publicatidh.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Give 10,000 a Choice

The parents of about 10.000
eity elemontary puptls coukd
have a chalce by oext fall of
approximately 33 schools for
thelr chsldren

Many Rochester parents al:
resdy have a hmited cholee
of schools, but the latest n
form  proposal here wold
make & great number of
oty scihcois quite  different
from each other in methods
and philosophy  Such a mave
would be a triing depanture
from the ¢ erent wractice of
pontiny  nost oty pudlic
schools i the same educa
tional direc on

it would mean thit parents
who prefer 1raditiony! elemen-
tary «t.0ls, with traditiosal
repors cards and classreom
e ures, would be able to re-
turn their chikiren to such &
setting. But it also would
nean that parents who be
fieve the schools are moving
too slowiy toward individual-
ired instruction, Montessor] or
work-stady methods of teach-
ing couid speed the reforms
they want for their chitdron.

While Rochester school offi.
cials say the chances are al-
most oif, there ais0 s & poss:-
bility that the new proposal
eventuatly coukl give parents
toe cholce of public or private
education, both financed with
pudlic dollars.

The vehicls for providing
parents with these choices
would be a voucher—a plece
of paper representisg the cost
of educating an eclementary
pupil for coe year. The parent
would be free to spend” it in
& variety of schools,

Uwde, & fully developed
voucher system, that choice
would include private and
parochisl schools The syftem
bas never been ‘ried that

. however, because of re-
:;’kdcu in state and federal

law. .

The Rochester Board of Fd.
ucatiou received a grant last
week from the U.S. Office of
Feooomie Opportunity (OEQs

that will allow the cty to
spend stz mownths studying the
feambility of a voucher syé-
tem here.

Such a system could pro
vide parents and their childree
with ali the alternativis 10
traditional education. plus
many more.

Many yuestions about the
svstem remain, however, and
they will have to be answered
to the satsfaction of parents,
wachers, school admunustra.
tors and publie officials if the
sydem is ever 1o become 8
reality.

Catholie parechial school
suppocters who originsted the
voucher concept in the late
1350°s had hoped it would be &
method of circumventing the
constitutional barrier between
church and state. The first
test of the voucher's constitu.
tiopality came in the mid "S0s
when the US. Supreme Court
ruled that the system could
not be used by Southerd
Whites as a means to ctreum-
vent publie school desegraga-
tion.

The Nizon sdministration
now {8 supporting experimen-
tation with voucher systems
and Domocratic presidential
candidate George McGovern
has indicated he would alse
be interested in testing the
voucher system.

The Office of Fconomic Op-
portuity has been attempting
snce Deceraber 1960 to test a
voucher system maodel pre
paced by the Center for the
Study of Publie Poliey of
Cambridge. Mass . but so far
without success

The offfce has indicated 1t
would pay for the addittonal
costs of starting a voucher
systern for five to seven years
1 & school district that wants
o -ry it. Rochester has
agreed so far ooly to accept
#1227 from the federal
agency to study the feasibility
of such a system.

<QFRQ {s hoping to rus an
experiment that would givv
vouchers to private scheels.
Rochester has indicated we
asw et intorested in that kind
a8 s wwcher system.” said
PP, Hale, divector of the
Coamwunity School  Councl,
who wilt head the focal study.

“We have reserved the
right to write the kind of ex-
periment we want, and OFEQ
has reserved the right to fund
fnstead any of our compéti.
tors wha might come up with
a voucher system that would

parents, the study gop&;:‘l

indicates. School
ist 3 is a study and that
publie nicn  will count
I gl adopied
& voucher s
here, it will Pceh:cr
areas of the city.
federal guidelines,
selectad are and
ractally mixed
The city school district has
proposad including the 12 ele-
schools that were

school baard ovesturned the
reorganisation plan this year.
The district also has selocted
%ﬁm schools 2, 8, 4, 19

The 12 fermerly reorganized
schools are 15, 87 and 4 on
the city's southwest side,
Schools 1, 28, 14, 68, and R2 o0
the city's southeast section
and Schools 8. 20, 22 and SO
east of the Genesen River.

The 10000 students in those
schools would be racially and
aconomically mixed, the pro-

possl says, with 3¢ per cent of
the students being black or
Hispanic and 25 per cent frem
families receiving Aid to De-

pend on the school board and
fonty. Ater flabing.
tunity,
studies, school bdoards In
Gary, Ind., Seattle, Wash,
and Sap Francisco, Calif., de.
cided not to conduct &
voucher experiment, The oaly
other feasibility study now {n
progress 1s in New Rochelle.
The Alum Rock Unin
School District in San Jose.
Calif.. is the only school sys-
tem in the nation now using
vaichers, The  experiment
there fwsgn” lcg&ﬁed with
mixed fee! gmr&ltw‘-
approved by pareats of
dren atte the schools af-
fectad, school officials say.

voucher

mendous oppositions citywide.”
The Seaitle school system's

administration wanted to pur-

sue the project, but the sehool

board rejected the idea io

May.

“We are invoived now in
mandatorily  desegregating
some of our schools. The
board felt the voucher plan
could Iwrt tiog

regation 2s parents chose
schools based 0o economic or
factors.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

School Vouchers May

balanced before — roughly
hatf Chicans, 4 per
white and 10 per cent b
and have nayed
same. That ia
cause oily 160
chiliven chose
achools other than
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t:“lcnmmlwb‘o“:rovm faderal suppoct
Substandard schools. woud e vncerel
ot fisd room in  Detter Other prospective compatitors
schoots, critics say. for the federa) grants include
Critics also maintals that  Hartford, Conn., Daytom, Ohle
o e may st e awn hre oy 0o
: )
sufficiently informed to seluct  thase districts t mw
schools. They also point to the  with & model mofe pleasing
pombmtymmwt:mumw mﬂwwﬂr
Programs ..
fn the competition for stu- “%mmmw.h
a
Axd umless clewr perfo:t:l greity waitereddown version
ance standards can be devel
mmby“ mx:m. crft!':: !?As: cn&"';' Jﬁ’&f’m
19 to welgh the merits of heve in Seattle that they'd ap-

Inchaded, say critics, Thea it
would be possidle for parents,
community

even husinesses to for
sligibility to rvn a .3
sapced

]
:
|
:
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Voucher System Experiment Under Fire

By KATHY O'TOOLE
The Monroe Citizens for Public Education

oses the proposed experiment with a voucher

cystem 12 Rochester's public schoal system.
The local caalition of orgamzatians, which

ERIC
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hired to do the opinlen survey which the
school district's administrators have said was
essential before the school doard ceuld decide
whether to try the experiment.

But the survey is heing conducted under
difficult elrcumstances. said William Légge,
president of the consulting firm. The majoeity
of ity residents do not know enough about s
voucher system to know whether they want it
or not, he said. and it is difficult to explein it
1n a completely impartial way.

The proposal, as developed so far, would
allow parents of 12000 city puplls to choose
between a varity of public sChools. They
could stay in their neigiborhood schoel, and
the majocity of parents would influence what

kind of programs the schoad would offer.
The Office of Economic Opportunity
supplement the cost of educatisn for kow-lo-

1

enme puptls.
Problems with the voucher experiment can-
pot be explained by those conducting the sur-

vey, ssid

‘Added 1o ihelr problemms is the trming of the

survey. Just before Christmas

fime to get interviews or for interviewers to
find perscas at home. The firm is sthli hoping
for an 30 per cent résPonad from parents t0 be
surveyed and 80 per cent from residents. They
hope for an even higher response from teach-
o8 .

memehM

fsr with the voucher concept, are
wotld tryiag to learn if parents are with
thaie children‘s current schbol and what they

think of altesnative schools avatlable to them.

The result should be a good indicution of
whether parents want a cholos of other kinds
ol schoois, said Kisus Roghmans, 8 ressarchar
for Legge Associates.

School commissioners say they hope G
survey Csa give them a clear picture of the
coemmunity attitude.

“Wcﬂmdthm"mhanhm
small vehemently opposed snd &
Mg favag,” said Farbo. --mmmﬁ
ter tmhdlb)-w won't say 8 word
aftor it'a too Inte.” .

is a difffcult



Parents of adout $ 85 Alum Rogl ot
aren nving i & racuelly meeed section of

Nan Sme  were given  “tickes™—op
Souctiers—for each child wp Uough the
ot Eade

a1 cach has three of four midschools
withs it weils

Thw mipnethals vome fram sterehy
traditonat 1o § halt.work, half-stody pre
ram tor seventh graders They were do.
signed aver the eymmes by tagohers a0d

Komce reintitais ean spend the vourher
ey & they choose. ofer Meefing
e state requirement, they decided o
ol some money o buy & o Raen
whool gets the lus aboi once & week i

smportant, addiiionet ersts for Iransport-
iog pupils a3t compematary mowey for

savs 8 futaber of tarents and commn.
BItY oD re Dredenth seekmg various

Do rat

The New York Taaoher
November 00, 1470

cducatoun! reforms SRt e s, ol
Balem caruot provide stmultanecinady

The schon! distict pomted o tha-
me parents Bvieved murdle i

intermatiate  clementary
schools idat were mibaed loxter acheed
TOOTRNS 1R,

Othes naptedt the twore traditionat
Kisdregarten  through  NWId  grade
;':::* bitinquat ey

wg a b whoo!
Blacss Bave Deer requitting  Shool
STRVARE 10 Lhed eaidewre the
vl W00 parents, the priveoss]
. WISt 10 eXpand the wrbam-suburban
prograns

Wik meregwnd  tmuncid  pressyee
here. the sctioal bodrd last stemme apid 1t
souMd have to drop theve alivady ex: 1
ing sherhatne orhanks ReRt S unhes -
outvide fumduge ot e hawd Thuwy
are the fuerte e Jhgh
Woild of Ioquicy amd Sohoas Wohou
Walh

e U'S M pe o Fammamie (hyee
AL aRi 10 GAEDNe o VIehe o
tem here Dt your of brast tne Wenb{ »
Prquiry and prubbily the b o o
High would b inclurdert. PPhale Hale, who
t. hriing the toral (rograts smd The
xvverntaenial 27000y has brew rei tant
0 [inanie 3 soniop Nah Arlos crgther
an heesmve of the Inctriwed cads, sa
the School Withar Walls mav not be m
vhated 19 any inttia) experiment hove
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Will Ihsfrucﬁon lmprove?

oune and art teachers or Wil

voraten sd semerday that
Jobany wiil really be gotting
Lttle i the nav ot 1.
vty Lol
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&2 3
E

I
1

¥
|

i
alt

L
i
fil

?

4
i
£

Fe

L
o §§.
i i
3 i&ig 3%

8
gg

s, Toe Rochester Teach.
ers  Aredtiatton  pressdent,
David A fdovser, 380, o

per ent of the motey o
heiny uved for stimintatra-
tee ovpetmen and evaluafios
eigeaen’ that da gtk 190
T oune thildeon o education

“it depoads on bow  Sou

Rochester feachers Assotta-

This &y the mone that 14
most directly selated tu Juhn.
0y cigastarsn But scrordioR
fo 10 mudelnes of 8 voucher
siatem,  Johamy o pareats,
feachers and procipsl docide
how fo aped # It can huy
e held taps, imiructional
. stenal teprh.

Temucrat
reremter

Sake. In fachesis o g ex.
pected that 83 to 43 mithon &
yeRr will be obtamded frivy
the federud agtnes if the
buard adapts the plan

“We wan* be ntereed o
T oper ooent Al the paey
[ U - TR TR PP
smut tunune st Jowid
Farho sontosday

Hut whetiet cvertane vl
b able to agrec on whet &
oty Hetrxioa o the
Rochester  Ludiet wont be
known untd « apeCitic kBt
i prepered. probably ut
until Pebroary ot the cuchert
sad then only if the rcheul
boerd approves the

and Chronicle
Ju, 1972

ROCHFSTER,NY. .- Rovheser
trahry it weel laumibed an sil.
et Fahit agmmt & fedemsl vasscher
lan thm “gravely threatess” pablic
schund educalion it this thing Largest
city i the state.

“The voucher plan bring propowed
hete would polaniee the races, but-
ues private schoobs at the
ol public cdueatin, and ¢ in
fact drmary public schonl.” wamed
Mave CGlosner, pemsident of the
Rochester Tearhens Aasociation, fnl
komng & vore by the RIA'S Dejegate
Awembly to oypoe the voucher plan
“The plan grawly thieatens ous pub-
fir swhouk

The Delrrate Avembly, compriseg
of the RTA tunr than 100 huitting
tatives, sotred at their peqular
meetizg st Tuesday night, Now. 21,
tn “appeee the Fdocation Vencher
Svvems as puopened by OFOD (Ofr
of Fronamic Opportuaity) and unee
that sucvexsful aperial ecucation pro.
frams sch o the Wasld of Inyuiry
aml apen entollment pagrann as
well as ud:‘er inmuvative progrann fe

The Wouid of Inspuiry School and
two nther alernative schoods offer
special programm stiendet by a byt
anied rmeewsten of Rorhester's
musrd and ethnic student
populationr’ Becatee of budget prob.
femn, the three “alimnative™ schooks
are whedubd for unpeosion at the
end uf thiy w hool yeas

But dangird brfore Rochester tax-
fvets by the OEO s 2 canmt of §5.
nullon a year, suppredly on top of
evistinge funds, if the whool beard
e i (0 o ahead with the vowuber
plan. Fhe plan would affect 5,060
IR of Rew hoeater’s #0100 stuscdents,
aliwintr patents ik A et deie.
natrd ares b, tearive sorrchom, shivh
they would then tuin i o “aliemnae
tive” whoude oof theis twn choice and

The whonl h‘llﬂ" i tewy conde
a3 feasibilite sudy fuoanond 4o 1
COFO thmugh a mam o S0
Thee boaard will deide o Jisaean 1
nowill e shead with ot s

‘Tre RTA puint wat though, thu
the B.million is “ilumon *

“Undes the plan, any group .an
create a sclsnd of its ewn desian,”
rotes Clemoer “What would prevent
wealthy parents who now send theis
children to private schoak from con-
verting thne  private schaols into
cqusi-public s haols for the purpese
of obtaning voucher maney? If that
nocuns- and it probably will-—we are
talking about a million-dollar wind.
fafl fre private schooks at the ot of
the taspayer and the public schaoly ™

The RTA presdems pransed oot
chat the souwcher plan wonld alao aiid
a “whole new buseaucracy of ad.
ministiatise praple that would <o
i salaries atone e of thousands of
deldlan Add 100 this the cnat of adde.

trendaentel  camep of  pubdic
w Sonds 2a tstunmnts of wanbeistamld.
e ah 4 bt wamty

Falenaper it wath 3 feates of tepase.
oot tatives Uown the Natioraed Faueas
e Awwantugi arad the New Vord
State United Teachers on Tuesday
afernonn at the RTA offier, prior
to the Delegate Ameinhly meeting
that night. Both the NEA and
NYSUT srongly  oppese somhey
plars, with oppeution sefiecied in
reaalutions of theit own  delegate
taatin

NYSUT  rpeescntatives &t the
mereting  inciuded  Vice Presidents
foni Cortesr and Dan  Sanders;
Rovhever Servie Cantes Coondina.
te Ribert Polmewdsimki; ¢ niSery
Repr Faehn Mastan, Rodert 1.
Allets, awivtant due tor for fredd wry-
uer afinntiaton, and Jame Shea,
diress $6 of rewtanh

NEA prpresentatives were Rudy
Lanton, dive o of NEA' Fast COuast
Reeewal €t asd bean $lanican,

it NFA e R R )
Bhe Yo N sermen
[ I RN Evboate
A sl pae [T TPy IeS |
T e Aoathen. o the
[PITaS B hasst
NYSU L NV Legmesnhnt Sandess
ol s R bankdite repronnta.
ties tha ™ ae il hamaining
wsnt i wie oty v eavhess, and f

ot teaum e “anerd of sducation
douilid e even Goapeder appeonal
af the wow ber plan fr Rochwster
unti} all nf yuter menters have had
a chame 10 st on whether you
will aceept s b g plan ™

Cidommer sitewed the *'cah ulasded
tmine” of the DELF progeet, “We
begit, La g fof a new oo
tract i Februan., but the board will
deriede in Jumuary on the voucher
plaee. sl H be alble to hand us
gun o ctabiliedeed feadeeal  guidelines
o vl aifes oy 3enm and condle
tusae oo omplinmenmt ©

{1t plan for Rox hester is being
it tewsther by 4 grwp calied the
M bendde Alrenanse Study Conunittee
tegclend by Plale Uale, who foroesly
Lesded  Rochewrt™  Community
Sehooh G, The gronp, ap-
eunted by the wperintendent, is paid
aut rd thr $126000 supplied by the
O during 1he study period,

Sanders told the RTA MMM
e that “'the technique s &

hand-picks

the NEA/NYSUT resmsre
wieeping, 1o the “lack of peive
fsematmn”  abougt  details of

tional busine and vou have hundreds voucher plan, and to the “haste™ of

o thouwnds of dollary mue Jdung the vote.

ot ol the weppowd $mllon \on Clomsnre sened that proponenis of

Becdy Anoms howe tatcehs il o tuaih the pdan, bu.tu-d by OFQ funds,

be feft 1o program * wmmw“m :‘d ::

& hx watven L

%Qmuer m&:"&;’?‘ﬂ i b fvvd to NEA and NYSUT

distriet in the nation having accepied ves was aumedd “at

the woucher Rock in  the other \drh: the picture ﬁu:

G is. “The OEQ is fighting for ~ OUf Owd teae 2

i lile in competition for fedorsl the state and national leve).

funds. They need snother project, hNonqe:cJ&eMwﬁh::

w..d" Pf to pict ﬂ‘beumdnaan'nnawahp
The BTA peevideat said the WMhmmw

voucher plan “panders to the sep ppoec the plan. We need

tiet of Rochester at this time.* €Ty moment we can get dusing the
“Prople here asc already tatking nest few weeks 10 mount & drive

ahott how they can ceoate ther own Against this threat.”

aliblack schools and all-white swhools Eather cgmaeﬂy. one of three RTA
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Rochester voucher proposal analyzed by NYSUT leader

ROCHASTER Falbsamg ax
sxtenie wras o} ¢
- gy auh Mo bradersinp
o thr Rochester Teochers A
st faan Sonders, auestont Lo
e NYSU'T o.preadess, Am
deceloped, jopetker oRh  the
RTA, & iompreiensee analyn:
snd crtigue of the raoncher plas
Nreatramg the pudle schond 1.
teme in Roclesre

Overview

The Deart Proposal tie 2 vasm her sweiets m the
Cire of Rewheates (aih e & demonstraton of &
vk B0E auatewn fin 4 prined of fiae Goseven seany
The sn.qunwndeius; of the cmmutn @ the
Urescwr states that f the Baand of Bduatum
devien fo prmeed. ot wahd rquest funding o
fie 1o wven arars s ander b e the Deboact
AGUITS? Aty powubie  daruptiom resudne Bem
policy devinoms st the foderal level” Susk a
Aaterest m mneadew e vo tederal fundme
8 ever graatrl ux mach & jong perod of ume The
ealiy o that tedetal fwoiing o Dostalle given

h of

The regort sase. that “Students rwrrently eoe
milrd and they mconsng brothers and sigtrns
nould e guanantied the Pyt to et o the
putin wheo! thee oom sitend * The siatenwens,
dragnad o allay pmivntal feam, 3 wrtually -
bt o tnpieroent, for haw could 20 or W0
students and ther puonung famtles rootmoe in
a puble shoul i & lage nomer of mudent
from ther shend chuee different whoub. Wankd

titmeg thve Nit?

Rem © 12l atoot the VEQ prosading “reasen.
abie funting fir cach whowd =

oo in the budget

ndividus! mrinuchon  down - rhosatian,

fuf & s e vear pemod appeoy
this type are rarrly i ever e beyoms! & Cane
gremeneal trrwn  twee voand

b the €2ertee. eght tenm atv mentaond
wha b peguste taither stind.  and sha et af prar
@ the diafr progemal ALl o theee items sty
s mpts atwts aml would  separe .
tatiend analvees ami wiutms o @ sy pan were
@ he undertaben The ucemeeermd qpempone ine
chate whach students altected tw the
pogram amt whuh would whether Tulke |
ey e e mpuld e granted tﬂi‘&!ﬂmﬂ 1 the QRO
tre 2, gpadelnes for oew uxdependent achools,
aod whether of ot sch 2 plan would invahe
whurhay dinttn abag with Rcheanr

Riving
the appenrance of progrem tathes than the reltdy

frm 7 tates that new wchood might be set
up by wdnuduals, groups of parents, e (o a
start up an Sepdeinder 1973, Can the authuais)
of thin propeal e o i vabing that withie
ooe-half wchonl year & meaningfal scheol progeam
can be deseloprd and can attracs large numbers

at chiddten to 22

lm"cmzmm.)deam
ph called “vom counsellorx ™ These
commmutity coonrlion are the saemen and g
fn relatms owen whe i1y to convner parenE
wmi then child o vor «hool oo anothes They
ar the cdocatmns! hucksers m the ORK plan

paychological  mrviom,  cwrnicuds

i
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f who are on the fedeval pavroll to asure “geam tion for .2 ime of the enperoment & o

tseneral - bjectives bowha 4
cnt™ sapport pemwe propowtan bicause xhool of ‘00
Civnele of the sonwhier fatemn ate Inted m the § treats 10 deats with & !Mmduﬁdmi:pbm

l degis Teje ."’l". $ it

WT tnu;rkm parenial aatntacton with the ! "’"m*i‘"’hmmﬁ‘:' a "] ehemt, a::“:mtbu 15 - m”-m;:
fuibitn w bt vt By alkwing prrests b chooe | O "“"""ﬂ“"'“""dm“”h ol ST vrincin winld be required oo 2 dadly basie et
the ot vl thes feed will et et thor 3 SOPRIEE SR A IR | e oo 150 students From ane schood n ten &
chuldren’s newds } et miwnls. Mubuphy that dy all of the achonk

“2 T mmewne he quabity of sducaton by give
R Ceahers additional fleubiln and mwoine
te abvelay mhcatenal pragiams doand  thew
1t roar shall and the moeds of thiear pugsls

i1 . onteresting £ maode, keeneier that both of
e gowly conid be met wilhont o roucher e
tem e eninlinent prograns would s de
Aihew pareits o choowe nhh w bl theo 1huld
sundd attend The qualin of edie aton b
iy well be ompeored b the Board of Edwa.
tum, i canperatmn with the 1 o,
chaelegany sem and s atnr rpew of w el
ittt Al o altertnatine whooly'  walan the
fedse (whowpl snatem gt withenst the atintaie o}
tedecat onteed Bt 1o an e anteoveruhie tace that
tee senntwt paan o casplen hoand et s
Svant e the tmalh wha b aie bard we s [safe
Pruspnna,

Main features of the model

Fhe wrton of the propemsl enutied, Sam
Rearure. .r the Model, makes ne. pon wen frg
the apawial rech of hildren woh an thate with
yetee jearrung handiem, phewealh handeap-
cos1 - hokdren hegmutjusd ¢habdeen o bildien with
tent iy etarded desehgruent eoh N oot -
st se awigned 1 help thew chidien with special

1 Blee maats e g vhwen ancnmmd el
free 1w s bl bugt e prveosa bae bnen e e
tar L oeplestenta funds ek thems et noany
e B e e peale deent bt e
ot tren aeedin spenial edusagusts o segulee
whia o winnw

NYSUT leader examines Rochester voucher proposal in depth

ftem 1) deals with the evalvatem ¢f the dem-
onstrs wiy anc mahes < loar that the OBC), winch
n pushing the  warher ., and the
Poart, whi h nould entione i, would be the anre
making the cvaluatinn Fu other xovd), thew aha
Rare committed themseer fo the runchee plen
aondd eraiucte ther omn mdgment: o clesv and
obt ks s onflies of intgrest.

Iem 12 makes Jear tha pasents really do end
have the ouporiunity o pick thew ewn schools o
oxept foe “vacaners’” hecause the srhon! would
be able tn dovide & Clottriy which staddente
negid attend from thow applang Thic 10 ne
BLos then Toafen encollmrsl” mAese iy @R AN
w alable®

Operations
It aeny alear thar the ohyeine of the veurh.
et phate 8t hetpe 1 oa demen eathor than meor

the (pualinn o educatins I ttveassh pwoved that
a joatain could be developed wheh would have
tirnendkay wrcow i ramne remding woves, it
contafed Bt B pigt ont effeet of the s 1Mt were above
the answt of manes albated o the wiexhers,
whanl wonkd be e et than the rosts "1y the
Porvmme wiond seas at the clementary Jeved with
an addds © amount to reflect vy in the cont
e Foomgily. moan effor? fo muorete
sReapiy. che fedetal potesnment will pt in
appeucimatel $5 mallon to dupuate tertere
Wt

Sty the shet hand  centeal funetnne arh e

have a chatce tn change their whooh every year
And think of the mstabeinty whh cat readt from
shatthog students bk and fortn among srhanks,

Admissions
Thiv wetinn poents out that if a goed wheol o
At will b takem h ey oo

tn athes huwldings, en.™
Fha Jowt aot wound ke bold innoretive eduee

(Contsnwed on neat page)

(Contrmwead from proviens page) bility of student . nhdn-rd Teacher rights

tiow, but sather petchiert oducetion. Agein, | People oo the payroll o rwaning sll over Thie srtine satss ey teachens would Bave
M . meny buibhmgs weeld town explaining the virtues of one school agasst theie

:Mm :vm - rights under state low and Rochenter Bonsd

moldle clarromes. showt

The sctioe oo Jefegration  rctives o
trestment hmmm‘&:.hhdmu would
sabe “cosrertiw  acton™ schonks becomnr cremted which would tremendons public
further oyregatd No amplificoncn 0 qven o b' b sap
0 what “‘correet v schon”™ is

s
!
i:'
ke

stswmnt i paently rcheuloes. Mow could am-
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Rochester TA digs in for voucher battle

ROCHESTER, NY —The Roch.
ester Teachers Asociton is moving
to impletnent the action of its Dele-
gate Assembly, which voted on Now
vember 21 tn “oppose the Fducation
[m!pmrd by OEO" for
the city of Rochester.

RTA’s Exceutive Council met on
Tuesday, November 28, to formulate
plans for a masive campaign in op
position to the OEO plan.

Dave Glossner, president of the
RTA. calls the voucher
plan, in whick parents would be
given vouchers t. carn to schools of
their own choice and design “a grave
threat to public education in this
eity”

CGilonner charged that the voucher
plan woukd provide a “million-dollar
windfali” for private shooh,

“What wouk! prevent wealthy par-
ents who now sev,t thete children o
private whools from converting those
sehool into quasi-publn schook for
the parpose of obtaining voucher
meney”™  Glowsner said, 1 that
accurs -and it probably will weare
tathing about & miltion.dallar wind-
fal} {or private schonks at the cmt of
she aspayer and the public swhook.™

' a latebreaking development,

by
Rochestes  Democrat-Chrovicle
to have amounced a pesition in
favor of “tull implementation of the
voucher system,” one that would in-
clude pultlic and parochial schools.
Democrat-Chroaicle  reporter
Kathy ' Toole wrote: “The inclu.
sun of private and pasochial schools
in the Tak Foree (Brookings Con.
ferencet revommendations  gives
weright to the RTA argument asainst
the city voucher proposals. The union
claimy the awtern would eventually
lead to the funneling of public monies
into parochial «whool syseem”
Clmaner albn charged that the
votseher plan “panders to the separa-
tist mond of Rochester at this time.”
“People here are already talking
about how they can create their own
all-hinck whonks and all-white « binls
and allmuddle claw swhools under
the soucher plan,” Glossaer said.

|

NYSU'T amd NEa saff flew to
Rochewter on the day of the RTA
Ielegate Asembly meeting NYSUT
Vice Presidents an Sanders and
Toni Cortewe, and NFA East Coast
Regional Coordinator Rudy Lawton,
canferred with Glosier axd other
RTA leaders and seatf, and then ap-
peated as & resource panet at the

urmed strong oppoitem 0 the plan
and promisd awivance to the RTA
in.its camnpaign againat the soicher
systern,

NYSUT  Cn-Preident  Thomas
tHebart, in his “Where We Stand™
calumn in ot week’s New Yomx

i i

Y
<

3

. }
e " gl
N

Ly

Teacuer, wrote that Rorhesters
“current program is designed to bring
children together: the voucher plan
would drive them apart . "
Hobart added: “We stand solidly
behind our Rodhester teachers in
their fight, which is a fight for all of

u.

On  Tuesday, November 28
NYSUT Vice President Dan Sanders,
returned 0 Rochester for consulta-
tions with Rochester Trachers Aso.
ciation leadens. David Ford, NYSUT
public relations man ‘abo was in
Rachester last week to assit the
RTA in developing a comps chensive
public relations campaign concemning
the voucher pruposab,
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New York Toacher
Decenber 3, 1972

Voucher proposal defeated in Rochester

ROCHESTER, N.Y.—The Roch-
ester Teachers Amociation has won

portunity, turning back a voucher
plan the OFEO had hoped to imple-
ment in Rochester.

The Rochester Board of Educa.
tion, citing cosnmunity opposition to
the voucher vated dowr
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the school imue® sthe
told the Rockester Democrat Chroni-
ele. :

He noted that NYSUT Vice Presi-
dents Dan Sanders and Toni Cortese
had been instrumental in lumnching
the RTA by participation
at an RTA Delegate Asten..! ; moet-
ing in November that voted to oppose
the wourher plan. Glosner wmid,
“NYSUT's help from that starting
point was continuous and extensive.”

Aid to the RTA inchaded public
relations

RTA leadens to Alum Rock, Cakifor-
nia, for a first-hand Jook at the only

other voucher plan in operstion in

the naticn,
Sanders’ analysis of the Alum Rock

plan proved valuable in the RTA%S

Al susisting the RTA were NRA

County.
At a mecting on Jan, 11, the Roch-
ester, New York, and

The Ylew York Teacher

Pohruare 11, 173
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School ‘Voucher System * Would Work This W
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Principals: Delay Voucher Plan

The city's elementary schoal pring
have recommended agMnst the & !
district trying (@ start a voucher expert.
mentt 0 Clementary schools here naxt
fall

Robert M Santangio. principal of
Schoci 41 and chairman of the Rochestes
Counetl of Flementary Leadership, said
the principals’ organization “felt there
much te be studied yet and this is to0
important to make & decislon for Sep-
tember. 1973."

The rouncil has asked to meet with the
Rochester School Board to discuse the

voucher atudy mow underway before the
homud decides whether to try a voucher
expersment here. The board s expecind
to make that decision esrly next uonith

Nantangelo sasd the principals aren't
opposed 0 the voucher experiMoent &t
this ime Butl, he sad, principals want
nore study of the concept ami think
schools wilf need more than fust ode
summer to Prepare for afty chanfes

The voucher expeniment. if adopted.
would “ffect about 10,000 of the city's el
ementary and fumior high pumle. It
wauld be funded by the Office of Eco-
somic ppertunity

Parents of these pupm would get
vouchery wiueh they ccald “pend” at a
number of public schools with different
e tucations! programs. The basic vouicher
would represent the Cost of educating
one ¢hild for one year naw. but federal
dallars would be used to suPplement the
vouehers of economically and education-
ally disadvantaged chuidren The experis
ment has deen tried 30 far in only @
senaller California school district

Administrators wont't say yet whether
they wili recommend that the boand try
the experiment next fall. Scveral other
school districts which have done similar

studies have asked for extensions of the
study Defore Making & final decision.
Some have rejected 1 after the initial
sttty perind

The Rnchﬂltcr Teachers Association,
which has taken @ stand sganst 8
voucher experiment, “wokild not (ke to
see the decion put off.” aaid the assor
clation’'s president David A, Glossner,
“The study his taken time and ebergy
away from the school district's hudget.
ary problems '* He said the teachers' o+
ganizanon wants the voucher study re-
jected ton. “Otherwise, wo'll have an-
othee heclic year.”

Lemusrat o ang Gk

¥

tonicle

thratree 13, 1924

Voucher Plan
Delay Expected

Cav BRoard of Kducation
members indicated yesterday
they will go sloag with the
schael eistrict’'s  admunsira-
tion by not trying to start a
voucher plan thi fall

But the Rochester Schools
Alternative Schools Study and
Superintendent  Johp M.
France recommended  also
that the distnict begin plan-
ning §o it can try out vouchs
ers in w75 Board mem.
Ders were not willing yoster-
day to commit theMmaelves to

ing that recommenda.
tim also because of present
community and teacher oppo-
sition to the voucher concept.

Under 8 voucher syuem.
parente of pupils would get
vouchers or  tickets vhieh
they could take to the public
school af their cnou\- They
could choose. the study says,
tetween various kinds of
schools with different smpha-
('8

'Rn tentative area picked
M satf covers ¢le-
Schools 1, 2. 3. 4, 8,

g.l‘.ﬁ N, N M6 2ad

About 7,548 children through
grade six in thace areas
weuld get the vouchers. Jun.

vemonrat antd
Januarey 17,

ior high pupils may be in-
cluded 100 Bue that i under
further study i conhectios
with the school distsit's ap-
pnmtan for foderal moocy
under the Emergency Schodd

Ald Act.

By wdieating their intent to
start @ voucher experiment in
1974, the school district Can
fet about 814 mullon from
the Office of Ecoremic Op-
ponunky to plan the expari.

The threeandaalf

completad was
$12.000 from the same fad.
eral government office.

Board President Frank V.
Ciaccia asked whether the
board could 2ccept the addi-
uional planning finds and stilt
reject the c:pem bet we
the fall of iva. Phale D.
Hale, the study's director said
the Office of Econamic Oppoc-
tunity wanted a ‘commits
ment’* to the experiment but
asdded that the doard aiways
has & degal right to change its

policy.

Board members FEliegbeth
N. Farley and Joseph Farbo
said they didn't wast 10 8o-
cept the money unless they
were supe the bosrd would try
the experiment in 1974,

A wovey of teachers and
sdmintstrators  conducted by
a0 ey e gt
$ y we. 8 gem-
auv oppesed 1o the plan. A

majority of surveyed
didnt indicate they WM
change. The murdam also
polnted out that “knowledge
o educmml vouchers was

“hronicle
1373

City Schools

Voucher Plan

Killed for Now

BY KATHY O'TOOLE

The City Board of Educa-
tion yesterday disgnosed Ro-
chester as Raving an ab
normal case of fatigue and
distrust Then the doard pre
Krided rat from say major
educstions! chanfe =t leasmt
through the 197374 school
year.

The prerequisite to pro-
viding that rest, the majocity
said st & study sessiog, was
to refuse to study a school
voicher  experiment  sny
lm;ar All tut Joseph Farbo

said they would mske the
delsy officiat at the board's
Peb'mewiche hap

T oxperiment

been studind here for four
months. AdL 7,500 elemen-
tary  school childrea coutd
have chosen among a variety
fice af Eoomie pporeanty

o0 o it
said it would have mﬂdeg
acditional funds for disadvan-
uae chtidren if the plan had

been adopted.

Bosard members  Lewis
Biancnt, Dorothy B. Phillipe
and Farbo seid killing the
poasibility of that program
ended anly one threat to
change n the school system.
The my still faces the possi-
ditity of large spending cut.

mh
“People in this city have
such terrible war aesves right

Sehool board members have
said they expoct US. Drnrict

has enough hanging sver our
heads. A few years of caim
with 0o changes is worth the
$8 or § million to me"
1Bisnchi was reforring to the
13 to §3 miilion that had been
expected from the federal
fovernment for a viicher ex-
periment.»

The board yeslerday infor.
cally repected g watereds
down voucher study propasat
that Superptendent M.
Franco smd he nrepared after
it became ‘“obvious” the
board would net suppoet bis
earlier rcmmmendanon.

The esrlier recommendation
had been for & year-lone fed.
erally funded study and plan-
g peried .

Franco's ajterfat.ve recom.
mendation would have al
lowed central office adminig-
frators to explore wava of
adspting the voucher to
an “expansion of the chool

district’s oit wﬂo -
rollment : i

I agree” Nranco
faid, to fud any susulting
proposal. Dot he urged the
commissiopers 10 try the
study anyway.

All but Fardo said no be-
Chuse they said the commu
fity was tired and distrustful
of 20y plan pelated 10 voueh-
ers or any more foders] fuade
with strings attached.

VOUCHER F‘LAN

From IR

icat of further changes, they
sad

Gloria Flah, a parest who
commite ful ..
tee, gaid it was her “‘pesonal

chaired the advisory

over the past

that 'mmmmymh

this town. "

Democrat and Chrenicle
fanuarv 23, 1973
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Monroe Citizens for Public Education and Reiigious Liberty

MCPEARL

Martha laties P.O. Box 38%¢

55 Dale Road Imst Rochester, N.Y. 14610
Rochester, New York 14525

December 13, 1972

Fortia Nicholson

Rochester School Alternative Study
80 Main Street West

Rochester, New York 14614

Dear Ms, Nicholson,

On December 11, a meeting of MCPEARL Board and organizational re.resentatives
discussed the public school voucher study. No one doubted that the Alternative
School Froposal you are designing will apply only to schools which are truly public.

On the other hand, we have seen the State legislature pass non-publiceschool
aid bills year after year in nearly unanimous defiasnce of the provisions of the New
York and United States Constitutions, PEARL has successfully challenged each of
these laws, only to have the legislators pass some slightly different law giving
more money to the same non-public schools.

The President and the QEO favor public support for non-public schools. The
Brookings Institute study report showed that a lot of irfluential people in Monrce
County also favor such ald.

We are simply afraid to give the pro~aid forces any kind of opening, and & pub-
1ic school voucher plan would be such an opening. Therefore, our meeting authorized
the following statement:

MCPEARL urges the Rochester City School District to reject the voucher tech-
nique for funding public education.

VYouchers can be too easily misused to divert public funds to the support of
pon=public schools, The groups seeking such support have been powerful enough to
secure State grants of millions of dollars despite the prohibitions of such aid in
the New York and United States Constitutions and the repeated court decisions de-
claring the grants unconstitutional. Bocause of that power, the District should not
begin a program which can be readily adapted to subsidize mon-public schools.

Furthermore, vouchers undermine the ideals of public education. Fublic educa-
tion 18 a service offered to all children, and all citizens are responsible for its
quality. The distribution of vouchers suggests that the school district owes each
child a sum of money rather than a grod education, and encoursges parents te seek
excellence for their separate schools only, rather than for the system as a whole.

We urge the Alternative Study Advisory Council and staff tc¢ reject the voucher
technique in their effort to bring much-needed Federal funds into the City School
District spd to improve the responsiveness, flexibility, and quality of education,

Sincerely yowrs,

Martha Iaties
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December 16, 1972

iis, Porter Nicholson
80 West Main Streot
Rochester, N.Y.

Dear Madams

The Board of Jiroctors of the Rochester Chapter of Americans

United for the Separation of Chirch and State announces its opsosition
to the cdveational veacher systea propused for the City of Hochester.
Our oppesition ctems from eoncorn that the voucher plan will ultimately
be used, not to prosots desivable diversity within the pudlic school
sysiem, brt to exprnd the flow of public money into +hs privete suctor
of cducatiou, which 3.8 over %03 sectarian and 85 Roman Catholic.

This would not only bypass th: laws of Mew York Stat2 and demolish
tho wall separaiing Uihurech and State. It would also Frove exponsive
to tae Ltxpavar, 00 and other federal wonzys aay sesn a bonanse to
local distiicts, bub like all other handouts they come directly from
ths tar:zyorts posket.

The vouchor thcory was conceived by a Jesuit priest, Father
Virgil Blum, a poleaical coluwmist in Catholic pspers. It was designed
to bypaos the articles ir the Mou York State and Fedoral Constitutions
which noahibd? eha wos o0 Ul Juade Sul' HSCUADLGN SCNOOLS. O Gvor
18 years Nlew lws agitaved to obtasn tax sugport for his ochwech!s schools
vouchers vore mors spotitically designed and dsveloped by the Jenks
gesup et the Contor of Public lolicy at Cambridgs, lass. They have now
been adiplea by the 0ffice of ;conomic  Ouportunity (020), which has
baen attenpting to lest tho Jenks model since 1969, but which has met
whit eonsidoerable cppoaition from profescional cducators and teachers!
anions,.

ive Rochester press has rovealed (DiC article, Oct.8, 1572 by
Kethy 0%y0le) that the lochester School iistoiet has promdsed in its
proposal to "eonsider drafting lorislaticn such &s thot passed in
CGonneoticui, ? wiich 15 the only state where legislation has bheen passed
allovin: voviue s to innivietne private sector. The srtinle alco 8763
#Q0 4t hepdng Lo fua an excordmont that would give vouchers to private
8Ch003S. o o HiI80, .. .030 bas reserved the right to fund instecdlol the
Rockoster 1ablic sehnols lany of our competitors that would cose g with
& vouchur systom thet wovdd aid ‘private . schools.® The Rroskirgs
Urban Poliey Ceonference in hichoster is also reported to recounend o
full voucher® coneept to include private and parochial schools.

Stalcments by Iindle liade, directer of the loeal wouvchor study,
and vuhicr votchsr officinda bave atlempted to reassure poopln ket the
inclusion of parocidet schools vould probably be $ll-pgel and 4s not
dasircds Wo do not feel, howevar, that these fow dleclaimers constitute
sulficicat protection. the £ollowing factors Jead us to believe that
tha vooch.r proposnl cadanors the separation of Church cud Suate ard
Lo femetry of the g divideal 1o coatribute erdy to the insti vutions
of iz cluices
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1. OEO pressure to include parochial schools

2. the Nixon administraiion's pledge to p:rochiaid

3. the Rockefeller administration's pledge to prrochiaid

., ths ildesal parochiaid laws passed by state legislature

5. the rendinoss of public officials to listen to parochiaid propaganda

6. the pressures exerted by an offer of millions in faederal funds

7. the dissadisfaction of somc with some aspeets of Rochester putlie educatic
8. the possible partiality of the Rochester School Board for church schools
9. the imbalance of parochiaid propaganda in the public media
10. the political pressure exerted by the parochiaid lobby.

In thesc circwistancos even though several officials disclain any
desire to fund parochial schools, and ewven thouggge voucher plan might at
the start be confined to the public systoen, we ove that the concept might
well be used to condition the public to tie funding of parochial achools laier.

It is for these reascns that we consider the proposed Rochester voucher
experinint as a clear and present danger to public cducation and religious
liberty. We thercfore join the ocheste> Teachers Association, the New York
State United Teachers, and the Momroe County Comxdttca for Public Education
and Religious iiberty (#CFSARL) in opposing the plan,

Yours merely,
W
Z . Vet

Eric M. Steel



United Council o Education . Taxation

January 26, 1973

Dr. John Feanco, Supt.
Rochester Board of Education
13 South Fitzhugh Street
Rochester, New York 14614

Re

(2 ]

Alternative - Voucher Plan
Dear Dr. Franco:

After a thorough study of the Alternmate - Voucher
Plan, which has been presented to this commmity, the
following acre our recomendations and observations.

The "Voucher Plan,"” is not a new idea. Though
we agree on the voucher principle, we camnot support the
"Vo?cher Plan" which has been presented to this com-
mmity.

a) The past two years hes broucht nothing but
termoil, frustration, and violence into our
schools, end the students and parents had to
bear the brunt of the problem. Ve feel that
a period of adjustment is necessiry to bring
stability back to our present system.

b) We feel also, that snother federal beaurac-
racy is not needed. We object to any fed-
eral control of our presént school system
through 0,E.0,, that would usurp the power
and control of an elected school board,
thus over ruling the mandate of the electorate
within our commmity.

c) The proposal that schools be operated b
those other than Central Office, is a threat
to the Central Schnol System. e are oppossed
to ony plon that will decentralize our public
school svstem.

d) The Federal Government finding is only
§uaranteed for two years. In view of the
act thot at the present time. our Boerd
of Fducation faces a deficit of ],1 million
dollars - the risk is too great - that uron
the third year, the Federal Government does

©

ERIC ‘nu/we, i The besl unteresdt o{i SuiL cmmﬂ’.'%
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United Council «« Education «« Taxation

(2)

Dr. John Franco, Supt.
Re: Alternative - Voucher Plan

not fund this program, and the City of Rochester
will then have to budget upwards of six million
dollars in order to finance this program. This
is beyond comprehension, in view of the fact
thet the tax.gayers ot this time are over bur-
dered to the breaking point.

e) We are fearful of the power of 0.E.O.
wvhereby finances can be withneld for any reason,
making them the controlling body in this
proeram. They would also have the authority to
evaluate and the setting up of the guidelines.
The Rochester School Board wovuld have no
dictate in our children's education, but still
would be responsible, should 0.E.0. lose its
flmding .

£) There is no assurance that accountability
would be guaranteed to the parents involved
in this program.

B

g) It is our opinion that 2% mor.ths is not
nearly time enough to present in detail
this program that would attempt to redesign
our present school system.

h) It is our opinion that parents lack sufficient
information, time, and professional ability to
make sound educational decisfons in the best in-
terest of their children. Ve feel education
should be left up to professional educators,
but that a strong commmicatfon must be created
betwveer administration and parents.

(R o aorwe e the best unteredt of; sun communily



/United Council ¢ Education =d Taxation
(3)

Dr. John Franco, Supnt.

Re: Alternative - Voucher Plan

We therefore recommend to the Rochzster School Board
to reject this "VcucherPlan," in its entirety, without™
further postporment for further study.

This rego1t is from the Voucher Committee of the
United Council of Education, and all organizations of
the Council adhere to this report.

S@gg;;ely yours,

< d/ \//ww«:ao
Ed Frederico
President

EF: jms

ﬂmemﬁzbﬁu@@aﬁ mm«ﬂ[’g




David C. Glossner, President
Gary Dodge, Edlitor

’E &. 482-1918

pavid J. O'Keefe, Executive Dir,

— Evelyn L. Hartman, Ass't Exec, Dir
1. & = No. 2 Kochester |aachers hAssociation November, 1972
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VOUCHER PLAN STUDY IN ROCHESTER
e —2

RTA

The Board of Education has authorized a study of the feaslblliity of
Implementing the voucher system In Rochester. The RTA has met twice with
Mr. Phale Hale who heads the study being made. The Association has many con-
cerns, some of which we would 1ike to share with you.

1. Would the voucher system pass control of the schocls, under the
umbrella of the Board of Education, Into the hands of special Interest
groups with controtl over curriculum, hiring and firing of teachers,
evaluation, ete.

2. How would programing for students be different from what we are dolng
now? At the present time open enroliment Is providing a cholce of
- alternatives.

3. How would decisions be made tn each school? Through consensus?
By majority rule? By a parent board? By the principal?

4. Would teachers questioning a plan be asked to transfer out to make
room for others?

5, What does such a plan do to the concept of public education If the
Board of Education could easily relegate authorities and responsibili-
ties to a "mini~type board" In each school.

6. Who Is making the cholce of the “'target area"? If only 50% of the
elementary schools can be Involved and have use of the five million
dollars avatlable, Isn't this discriminatory towards the other half
of our student population?

7. s this "study" In fact a study only or an attempt to implement on
already pre-determined program and approach to education fn Rochester?

These are only a few questions that need answering. An Ad-Hoc Voucher
Committee has been appointed by the Executive Council and are busy seeking out
answers to these and other questions.

In addition, the Associatlion has contacted the Associations of systems
that have turned down voucher systems In thelr districts -~ In fact only one
system, the Alum Rock system In California has implemented a voucher system
as 0° September '72, We doubt that conclusive documentation and evidence of
the benefit to education there can be available in only two months or so.




1 copy for you. ROCHESTER TEACHERS ASSOCIATIONM

1 copy for your : 1653 Maln St. E., Room 100
alternate Rochester, N.Y. 14609
tiovember 8, 1972
MEMO TO: Representative Assembly Members
FROM: ' David Glossner, President
RE: Voucher Study Plan

The Association is aware of the fact that speciflic teachers are
being requested by the Board's Voucher Plan Cormittee to attend workshops
dealing with vouchers. At the same time, principals are beina asked to
submit names of staff willing to attend similar meetings. The purpose
would be to have such persons serve as lialsons between the Study
Committee headed by Phale Hale and the Individual schools.

We have already expressed some concerns in the Hot Line Mews Letter.
In additlon, we are fully aware of the attraction of an additional 40
million dollars coming Into the Rochester district over a period of
eight years. Ve also realize that on paper the ides of teachers and a
principal developing their own program In thelr school Is a very attract-
ive one. BUT, on the other side of the coln Is the fact that the intent
and thrust of the voucher system has always been to pass decision-making
into the hands of the community. The most recent tentat{ve proposal has
deleted any opep reference to individual school control by a parents'
advisory group. However, there is reference to a district advisory group
which could be a consolidetion of Individual parent groups. ‘e cannot
overlook the fact that advocates of the voucher have felt that the parants
should have control over curriculum as well as evaluation, hiring and '
dismissal of principals and teachers.

We would like you to determine, If possible, which teachers in your
bullding have been contacted directly by Mr. Hale's office and those
whose names will be submitted by the principal. Ve would hope that chese
people understand that they cannot make commitments for your staff or the
Assoctation.,

We all realize this is a very sensitive area. Fee! free to discuss
basic concerns with your staff; and please do not hesltate to call us at
the office If you have any questions or information for us.

P.S. The Assocliation will be located as of Monday, liovember 13 on the

third floor -~ Room 303.
Telephone numbers will remain the same.




RESOLUTION passed by the RTA House of Delegates
November 21, 1972

WHEREAS the voucher plan proposed by OEO provides a
million dollar windfall for private schools at the cost of
the taxpayer and the public schools; and

WHEREAS the OEO plan allows for the firing of experienced
teachers by '"buying up" their contracts; and

WHEREAS The OEO plan provides for performance contracting
with private corporations for profit at public expense; and

WHEREAS the OEO plan provides for forced transfer and
removal of experienced teachers to "other duties" as a result
of this programs implementation with the prospect of such
teachers being '"phased out" of their jobs; and

WHEREAS the OEQ program could well further segregate or
lead to the development of separatist schools; and

WHEREAS there is no procedure for the vo&cher bureaucracy
ang the Central Administration to be accountable to the public;
an

WHEREAS tremendously increased costs of transportation,
additional outside personnel through performance contracting,
and guarantees of central board persomnel positions would,
after OE0 funds cease, become a multimillion dollar drain on
the education system;

Therefore be it resolved that the RTA oppose the Education
Voucher System as proposed by OEO and urge that successful
special education programs such as the World of Inquiry and
open enrollment programs be expanded.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



David C. Glossner, President

 ..HOTLINE....

David J. 0'Keefe, Executive Dir.

Evelyn L. Hartman, Ass't Exec. Dir
Vol. & - No. 3 o Kaaﬁegsgf Yeachers Associatjon . 1

On Tuesday, November 21, the Faculty Representatives adopted a resolutlon
In opposition to the voucher plan as it has been presented to date. Repeatedly,
the Assoclation had ralsed questions and were Informed that a new proposal would
be written. Furthermore, we call your attention to Board President Deiond's
quote In the Times-Unlon on November 30 stating that the basic decision on which
way the voucher plan here Is going will probably be made by January 1. Some of
the Representative Assembly‘’s concerns were reinforced in an article In the
Democrat & Chronlicle of November 27 which reported that the Brookings task force
composed of community leaders not only endorsed the voucher experiment In
Rochester but also urged a wider study relative to a voucher system In the entire
county which would Include parochial and private schools.

Une thing should be made clear.... the RTA's position is not infiexibie and
depending on revisions made by the Rochester Alternate Study Group with 0.E.0,,
that position could be amended.

Because duplication of the first proposal for each member is beyond our
capabllitics, we have sent a copy to your faculty representative together with an
analysis developed on that proposal. In addition, we have again been informed a
new draft should be ready scon. We, therefore, are calling upon the Rochester
Alternate Study Committee to see to It that every member of the City School District
be given a copy of the revised draft and any subsequent revisions. The Alternate
Study Committee Is operating on a budget of 122,000 - with a full-time staff and
0.E.0. pald personne!. This should adequately provide the necessary manpower and
money for distribution of these drafts and will also fulfiil thelr responsibilities
to see to it that everyone Is Informed.

The Assoclation feels that this Is & critical Issue, the future ramiflications
of which could serfously affect the future of public education. We are in the
process of proposing alternatives to the Board of Education and 0.E.0. On December |,
President David Glossner publicly asked 0.E.0. to provide Rochester with the same
$5 mitiion but with the freedom to allocate the funds for Incressed educational
services to children without the rigid restrictions or the creation of a new layer
of administration to implement and supervise the voucher system. Glossner slso
proposed that the Board meet with teacher leaders to plan new, Improved educational
prograns and alternatives within the framework of the present school structure. Ve
anticipate developing other alternatives which we hope the Board and 0.E.0. will
seriously consider.

On December 3, RTA representatives will be in California to talk to both the
community and professional staff of Alum Rock. They will also be meeting with key
persons in San Francisco to learn why they turned down the Voucher Proposal in that
city. Our people will be returning on Wednesday, December 6, and they will be re~
porting back to the Executive Counclil and to you soon after.

he draft proposal #1
We hope you will ask your Faculty Representative to see t
and the analysis sent. This Is only the first of '"Hotlines’ which wlll‘be dea!!:g .
]ZRjkj exclusively with the Voucher System. If questions come to your m!nd,‘p case contac
=== the RTA office, 288-4670, or pass them on to your Faculty Representative.




RTA VOUCHER

On December 3rd, RTA sent a delegation
to San Francisco and Alum Rock, California,
to obscrve and verify Information re~
celved about the Voucher system. RTA
representatives met with teacher leaders
and with the district's administrators in
San Francisco where implementation of a
voucher plan was turned down, {In San
fFrancisco the feasibility study itself
had been conducted only after 2 public
meet ings were held by the Board. Even
after that a private, Impartial research
organization was selected to do the
actual study. O0.E.0. was willing to
underwrite salaries of City Staff, but
there was a feelling in San Franclisco
that it would be best that no achool
staff{ "be tainted by the money''. Re-
portedly 0.E.0. was not happy as they
wanted the school to hire the executive
secretary in charge of the study whose
salary 0.E.0. would have pald. 1t was
the feeling in San Francisco that it was
“politically astute to allow an outside

rm to handle recommendations to be
made." The outcome is history; the
recommendat fon was not to implement a
voucher demonstration in San Francisco.

The RYA representatives learned that
Alum Rock, an Impoverished system, had
been formally set up as a school district
K-8 10 years ago. In that period 16 new
schools had been built; thelir oldest
school, a middle school, dates from 1935.
The district has a total of 22 schools.
Five elementary and one wmiddle school
are In the voucher demonstration it-
self. It Is interesting to note that
not one of these six receive Title |
funds, making their financial situation
before 0.E.0. even more grave than
Title | schools. We cannot but help
wonder at the colncidence that only non-
Title ! schools would recelve the
‘qoody' of compensenatory vouchers.

OPY Avgyg 4, -
REPORT W

December 14, 1972

in Alum Rock we spoke with the Deputy
Supt., DOr. Walter Simons, who had been
the Executive Dircctor of the Feasibi-
1ity Study there, and others of the
Voucher Staff, After talking to the
Deputy Supt. and 'Voucher' staff
(which staff consists of 3 new coordin-
ators and 9 general staff) and visiting
some schools the RTA representatives
could find no possible comparison botween
Alum Rock and Rochester City District
either in programs or makeup of the
population. They were appalled to find
such limited educational diversification
actually taking place. There is more
difference between classrooms in Rochester
City District than between so titled
“alternative proqroms' in Alum Rock.
became evident from conversations with
teachers and administrators that the
minutest change for those in the selected
target schools was considered a windfall,
for as Miss Virginia Hardy, brought to
Rochester from Alum Rock by 0.E.0., said
on TV, she had more resources available
to her this year, for "in the past (she)
had had zero to work with''., On the other
hand, the increased class size for some
teachers added to their sense of frus~
tration. They had spent 6 weeks or more
developing a curriculum geared fer no
more than 30 children in qrades 1-3 and
35 in 4-6 only to find those numbers
increasing by 4, 5 and even 10 in some
cases.

it

Teachers found they didn't have
suffictent planning time available, and
no Increase of professional staff to
help decrease class size. The President
of the Alum Rock Teachers Associatlon,
Tim Reeves, told us that his was an impo-
verished district that "hadn't had
cnouah text books''. He also talked of
the frustration experienced in having
0.E.0. Vive up to its financial commit~
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ments within the agreed quidelines once the demonstration area went iInto effect.
Reference was made to the Rand survey at a cost of $700,000 to 0.E.0. No survey
can be co--‘ed on without approval from 0.E.0. and the feellng is that 0,E.O0.'s
corrections, additions, deletions to the Rand survey is to achieve a particular
outcome == one known only to 0.E.0. and not shared with the Teachers Assoclation.

in addition, RTA representatives were amazed that ao firm plans had been made
for any objective evaluation of students progress this year. According to
Ar. Reyes, Coordinator of Research, this will probably take place at the end of
the second year but as of now no thought seems to have been given to this matter.
This seems to coincide with what Dr. Simons, the Deputy Supt., indicated to us
when he stated that they were living on a year to year basis and havn't looked
that far ahead. Once aqain our suspicions were conflrmed that the prime and
immediate concern of voucher proponents is to measure the "happiness level® of
the district today as compared to yesterday.

Our representatives found no reason for RTA to deviate from its present
position. Questions ralsed to the Rochester Alternative Study Committee have
not to this date been answered. Promises of answers, yes; answers, no.
Furthermore, we arc now informed that Draft Proposal No. 2, upon President
Glossner's officlal request to the Director of the Alternative Study Committee,
will be given to all teachers by Thursday before vacation. Undoubtedly, "input"
will be requested so that the staff of the Alternative Study Committee can
develop Its final proposal for the Board to study by the middle of Janvary for
:ﬁt::na??.ffbruary 2. We cannot help but be awed by the swiftness and efficliency

RTA ON TV FORUM-VOUCHERS

WEDNESDAY
DECEMBER 20
7:00 - 8:00

CALL 21 - CHANNEL 21

REPRESENTATIVES WILL DISCUSS RTA POSITION O THE VOUCHER SYSTEM.
CALL 21 WILL PROVIDE Al OPPORTUNITY TO TELEPHONE QUESTIONS TO

RTA REPRESENTATIVES.
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ﬂi $ VOUCHER $

RTA Faculty Representatives at thelr meeting on Tuesday, December 20, re-
caived a copy of the budget covering the voucher plan currently in effect in
Atum Rock, Callf. You are encouraged to exam this budget which will be posted.
An analysis of this budget proves very revealing.

The 1972-73 tota! budget is approximately $1,100,00.

Out of this amount $180,000 ($30,000 per schoof) was spent on Inservice educa-
tion Including teacher and parent payments, consuitants, facltitles, travel,
suppllies, stc. This sum was spent from last Spring to this Fall in getting
ready for school openings.

$480,000 of the budget Is being spent on such things as voucher administrative
costs, parent counseling, research coordination, information dissemination,
fiscal management, mangement/staff training, overhead, transportation, rent,
utilities, contingency, furniture, equipment, etc,

The balance of $440,000 is the amount available from payment of compensatory
vouchers that can be utllized for providing any real Improvement of education
progrem In the schools. However, as one schoo! administrator Indicated to us,
some of this might be needed for additiona! 'in_school administret!ve assistance"
as the system places more and more deménds on school administrator responsibilitie

Some argue that ''start up'' costs are high. But the budget for the 2nd year re-~
veals only slight Improvement, Out of $812,000, agein only $440,000 Is for
compensatory vouchers (s!lightly over 50%). No add!tiona) money is budgeted for
any on-going or 2nd year inservice education.

Nelther budget reflects the other $700,000 the Rand Corp. fs recelving for
tigvaluation'.

The RTA cannot support this kind of wastefu! spending of tax monfes, which Is In
the name of "improving education'" but In fact creates only new bureacratic struc-
tures and thelr ensuing red tape. And o)l of this Is going to give everyone
greater sutonomy???

NEGOTIATIONS = REXIMDER NAPPY HOL1DAYS

Eimer Henretta, Chalrman of the Teachers On behalf of the RTA offlicers and
Negotiating Committee, urges every teacher Staff, | wish each member of the City
to be sure to complete and mall in the Schoo! District staff a very Happy
negotiations survey before the holiday. Holiday session and best wishes for a
The Committee will be working during the Happy New Year to you, your family,
recess and would appreciate having atl and friends.
the surveys on hand. | trust each of you will have 8 very

restful vecstion. YOU'VE EARNED IT:
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Rochester’s Fight is our F lght

The Citv of Rochester may be-
o the seoond oty in the nation
and the firt m thes state to approve
+ vouches plan Rechester's Bourd
of Fdu. ation n currently carrving out
a feasibility study funded by the
Offre of Famome Opportunin,
amd wll deeide in funnary whether
g6t Aow herosvtem toute for
104443 of the «nv's chulidren

Aggnoval woukd give the City of
Rochester the dubiris dsstin ting of
wutntee with Al Rk, Calidornia,
in @ erandiee experinent i whih
shildren, porents. and trachers be.
vesne pawin sl an which the foune
datinns of public sehool edtscation
sie undermiined. perhags perma.
nently and irrepucably.

The teachen of Rocheser have
wistly and couraeeenly wted to
mudhu: an alleut fight against the
vour! n, and 1§ are being
harked mﬁaﬂmt effomh’!;v. the New
York Swute United Teachers and

It is the favorite pastitne of some
anti-education critics to label teach-
er oppmmon to anvthing as “reare
tionary.” based on the presutnption
that wrachens are only concermed
with preserving the status quo or
with pratecting their own intercss,

These eritice shond looh corefully
at the Rochester dtuwation betore
they make such o Juderment

First, Rochester teachers are ume
ine expaauon of “successful special
education programs, open enrollment
programs, and other innovative pro-

b

KR AL

Edito
Experiment?

ALt

Maybe, But

|
|
|

Not for Aid

grams” that hase existed 12 Raches
ter bt that are on the wav out due
te fowal retenchment in that city
1Rochester's there unigue and inno-
vative altemgtive whonly will not sur.
vive hevond this war bevaiee of burd-
eet cuts enacted by the cityl,

Secoted,  Rachester  weabers ame
cmeerted with the polurication of
racial end ethage groups m the ity
Rochentes's cursent procram is e
maned tee bring children fogether;
the vearcher (der would deice themn
apgre, v the plan satls for whunhs
that cotdd be cseated and desicned
In any grwp of parents and weuld
this open the door to all-black
schoudy albwhite schools, ar allam.
thing whaoh desired by a particular
arsip The voucher plan, in shon,
panders 1 the eeparatist sentiments
pew presiling amonst some groups
in the city,

Third, Rochester teachers realis.
tically appraise the woucher plan
as an open door o aid to private
schools, (e implsmented, parents
could carcy their vouchers to quasi-
public schools and dilute aiready
thinning funds for public education.
The eventual remih would be direct
“nuchers to private schonls

In combatting the voucher plan
in Rochester, teachery are net op.
erating on PISCONCEPUNTIA of e
g eptinn\ abeut what the wouches
plan is all sbout. Evidence lus been
mounting that the OE('s pet proj-
ert powes distinet and major threats
to ntegrated education, w adequate

The New York Teacher ‘' November 26, 1972

have

their eyes on the federal axd boosts which are ofien

gz

Iy

Do school districts love educational experiments

for their own suke or do adminmsiraiors simp)

of reorganization, city schools ave now trying to write

funding of public «honls, 10 the
proper education of children, 10 the
professional fredom and contrac.
tual richis of wachen, und 10 the
tichts of parents to steone. central
elreted baards of education.

Fhre voucher plan being des eloped
in Rehester abar clearly opens the
thur 1o such wimmichs as perfoam.
i cemtracting The Praft Pro.
el Tor the profet comtaine the
fellomane Lanvuaee “ldeath, each
primipdd should hase discretionary
suthority. mver the expenditure of
H admmisteative cents for the ohil-
dren i his whewl, Bach priocipal
amd his sl then would deternine
whith serviees vere aevded  and
whether or pot to purchase them
through the cential adminivration
or divertly fromn some outside sup-
plier.” This longuage nbvioudy al.
lows “services™ 10 be construed in
any manner, and would permit an
individual school — controlled by
parenn — o oontract for services

presently performed by  qualified
profevional staff,

Another aspect of the voucher
plan is that the Office of Econemic
Opportunity, trving to maintain its
function under an Adminbtration
that has alreadv promised a “Spare
tn era” for education in the next
four years, desperately needn ap-
pmyal from at leavt one other dis.
trict somewhere in the United States
N a companion project to Alum,
Rack

‘Turned down by Gary, Indiana,

ot et et
those which offer promise of reduring racia)
2 “educa

raetm
htm.

in the schools.
Thermnmmghlyhm

mpmgbymmmm

more
magnet schools 1schools mhmcm

rams to draw students from a wide area)

new
aid

and most recently stalled in New
Rochelle, she OEO needh & “wi
was ™ and they have targeted in on
Rechester -regardless  of  conses
quemies 1o children, parents, and
teachen in that city.

The woucher plan is admitiedly
an Cexperinent® desivned to test
assinifitions shout managing eduen-
tion for the urban disadvantoged.
Tis be hused on five. to rightyear
tevouts in seetal districts arounsd
the nation, the OEO hopes to gain
svess angd swing fo full mxpiemrn-
tution in s bools aetow the country,

Totally mining in that expex.
nient is a seme of srality about pub
In school education né:c:im to-
duv, for the experiment derives frm
the netion that public school edvea-
tion is failing.

On the contrary, public school edus
cation is aorking where adequate
funds are provided and where eqml
ity of educational
We need full and sound mm
to public schoo! education-—the kind
of commitment that is noticably lack.
ing tdav at the stare and national
level instead of experiments thet
make pawns out of children, parenn,
and teachers,

We stand solidly behing our Re-
chester teachen in their fight, which
is a fight for all of w,

CoPresident Albert Shanker's col.
umn uill not appear thiv uvek, but
aidl reswme again in the December 3
inne,

New York Teacher
November 26, 1972

Somehow the question of benefit or lack of bene-
11 to city school children becomes lost.
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Editorial

PROCEED WITH
CAUTION

The Rochester City Schodl District is underteking a
fea thility study todetermineif a voucher systemis appiicable
tothe digtrict, If feasible, parents ina designated area withan
slememary school ation of 10,900 would be given
vouchers to selext the school within that area best suitedtothe
needs of their children.

The purposes of the plan antofmtdechdmandhmm
vompetition among schools which would hopefully improve
the emtire schonl system. If enongh parents werenot pleased
with any of the schools avaiiable, they could use the vouchers
10 create a schioot geared o thair needs State standards and
federal regalations would have to be honored. Vouchers could
only be used st public schogls nd po school could practice
dise rfimination.

1f approved. the City Schoal District would be granted five
miltion dollars year for twu y ears by the federal
ment (Officve of Economic Opportunity) toimplement g pro-
gram with the pussibiiity of renewal for up to seven } cas.

While the program is still in the planning stage ant' public
torams will be held throughout the city, there are several
points which must be thoroughly debuted before a final
dexsion is reached. At a public meeting beld by the Grnesee
Ecumenical Ministries, #f became obvious that the reason the
ouvher system was explored and ot slternative ways
to improve the city sc system is that the fedoral govern-
ment has money available only to study this

1t is ditficult tosee why “vouchers' are ney and how &
voucher system differs frum open enroilmem if only public
schools ure to participate. A number of persons feel this isthe
Nixon admimstration’s first step to lfve aidto 1t and
private schools. Get the blacks and Bberals soldon a voncher
system for public schools. then make veuchers uvallahle to
parents who use private and parochial schools. If the latter
should oceur, it could only undermine the public suhood
systems of large cities as middle-class parents opt co supple-
mem their vouchers and use private and parochial schuels,
teaving the pudlic schenl system to the poor,

The other question which is y dism-%h the
possihility that middieclass, ve parent. enra!
their children tn the better sc while child'en from poor
and lexs ectticated families will be left to go to the less well-run
schools. There is a read possinility there will be more sogrega-
tion - nol pecessarily racial, but socio-economic - under a
vowcher pian than t;fere is now. As one Individual stated,
“What is there in the plan to rid or minimize the poer,
ineffectuad schools™"

tf parents can use vouchers to start schools
needs, there is a dual danger. Sophisticated, educated
parents will band together and form schools for their off-
spring. while parents with parochial views will use the
unmrtodewaqp"buww'mﬂwdl.Buniunnn 8
public school system,

The feasibliity study diustrates how federal aid works, and
its pervasive influence on a school system. The promise of an
extra five miflion dollars to the city school district which faces
a six million doltar deficit next year is very attractive. Yet,
this money cannot be recelved teimprove education scrossthe
board, or to develop the present system, orbe
used asthe local Boardof B onfeeis most appropriate, it
must be used to experiment with s voucher system in 2 desig-
nated area for grades kindergarten through eight. While the
director of the study, Phale Hale, tried to explain the system
was not {feasible at the high school level, thetruthisthefederal
government only wants the voucher system explored at the
clementory level.

The Journal does not take a stand at thistime, bt locks with
apprehensionat the voucher R foresecs thisas afirst step
to providing massive §; aid to parents of parochial and
private school children. It also fears that greater segregation
along sorio-economic ines will resdt with the program bene-
fitting only the middle-classes, It alss foresees greater
administrative bureaucracy and toa certainextent, the avoid-
ance of how to improve education forthe very poor. Afterall, it
isalwayseasier todesignnew programs than to solve the hard-
core problems of the present system.

Julie Everitt

The Journal
December 1, 1972

to their -

We have a way -
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kind of schools we wam!

With a voucher system, we
have Seems tous Wis s o way

Indeed. many of us
chozen the school disirict fivst, ond  getting the

for our not guite what we had hoped for.

for edu- then looked for a hume within it,
kind of schools we want
? We think  is.
A voucher system, as
for a port of Rochester yet

vole for the ofien unly to discover the school is

with vouchers

Is the voucher sysiem
cation a good way o

Too Much Change?

aceom to it. That point is well made by Devid
gn“:-f‘:m“ mthepnpossdexpemn'enmmwh .
MMWRTAW e

The seven or have indeed
ﬁmanmmfwdt?%m%mm
Sociological and social problems are partly to blame,
So are ald formulas which have given powerful
facentives to educational innovations.

‘ Nmtnpofntﬂ.‘mfmmwro

far from ideal condi-
tiors. The p spiritual exhattstion in the wake
of the illfated isation plan provides a dufficult

backgronnd for thallenge,

Vhatever is decided about the voucher ment
mut take the teacher's feeliag into secount. A certain
mofdawuyhmmﬁed. .

Democrat an’. Chronicle
pecember 6§, 1972
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A3 Readers See It

*Voucher System in Qur Se

By James Sirydmas
Our Rochester o™l tysten
i one of ssveral selecied by the
'S Oifice of Ecooomic Oppor.
tumty fo condudt sxperumenis
with programs of so-called - E&
wucktion Veuchers

e woukd ot costribute to dut
rather would undermine quality
ucetion 1o the public schools
of orr city aad salioa,
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‘Who Needs Schooi Voucher Plan?

ihis plzs has deent implemented

sticlents will Mot be fstification
5 8 smail €000 stucent dustrict

for firing the seachers v prindic
pal  Only the federal governs
it could shink thia way.

I suggest that the Pecple of
Rochester redlly vestigate this
The office of Eoomomic Op e Find ot why ot was
tutted dawn {n three cifies 8l
ready What (8 it guing o cost
W* (e proponents of this

B

" The first prodiem i that. ae 8

«ation, ws simply do mot fie
face elomentary and second-
&ty education adequately.
Every lacge oity ts in desperate
finaocisl atesits  Budget defi.
cite, teacher lavoffs, reduced

Services are all the tule. rather
than the exception The voucher
plan would not add sy signifi-
cant amount of money to exisde
ing funde

The second peodhlem is (hat
the eaouroes wiieh we do ex-
pend are speat 1n 8 msaner
wiich assures that richer ohils
dren will be Detter educated st
::{c comma‘l’);e nrirme (1]

r patents t wil or
uddle-iscome chikdrea. pose

In my opumion, the Nixon ad.
tunistration is scpporting he
voucher sysiem to placate the
Deatet emotions arinag from
the DUSIng wave.

1 feal shat iz seedad is 8 pro.
preal :hlt mﬁ extablisd a
m{or ederal ole in the
c“r:‘ flaancing of pudlse dgt
Such & proposal shouMd ta-
clude large geners! (moa-cate-
gorical graois of fecersl fuade
o state aad local acheol syy-

tewe and & precisg formctle to
distridute theee fusds,

128 Costlobar Rood

eemoeorat o4 b Chrond
TAn gl O, 303

Puemourat and Chrenicie

‘Youchers o TAreat'

1 WOLLD LIKE to go off recand suh my
SIORE OpPsItion tu the preposad voucher s)s-
teoh for the ety achools

it stagfees the imaginatioa 10 pictuce a
school district composagd of studenta with

% Electric Ave.

CILITY

ONE OF THE dutorbing aspects of the

December 19872

heir choice. Cotsider, Sotles woukd de
spent o0 organisation and implenseciatios at
the expense of te! . The coooept
ents selting wp #0d he
et spovisl neede i unfarr Most parents
hase full tme b8 or more, and da not peed
e ariekd ot of sdouinmstentng education Upr
heaval e oot the rule i Hoolester s, s
tor the lust severel yeais  Nelhung thaet has
roike befure would coampale te Ui chaus that
would cvault foom (s propoest

THhe wecier avitem e @ direct thavat fo
public schocls amd to the priocipes of demied.
rucy of which owr schocly are the biggest -
wark Allowing groups of crlizess to st up
schodls to meet “spocizl needs' cpeas the
door to schoole dased oo ethale dacl s
viass, religioe, intelligonce oo othee deviuve
Srowpings. Norilwern ireland s a prnne exam-
pie taday of whal ahppens to scparate aytems
trung 1o opersie udder the hatner of o

‘On School Vaucher Ald’
HOW WISK and

ve the Rochester

Teachers Awaciation shows daelt 10 de In &

at the s of

of pare
to tup schodls to

suticher svatom is that dilfering amounts of
monev ardl be spoot o each student oa e

taats ol thexr Qqualifications.”
The voucher proposst ia Dy fur the wont

o we city reskients have had foisted off v
wn. Don't Duy 18! No one can puandly benelit
from it except the tax collentos.

SYLATA €. SCHAFER 18 Mighiand Ave

PR 3 PUT HEIS A5
M2 ) 20Q TIPS
W ez uPmey jussad
@ pur uEURFs 210 W
e goygn oy easd
pmy 03 pasn ag Anruny
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hools
Would Lead to More Disunity’

‘Let’s Try Minl Schaols'

RINCE A “FEASIBILITY STUDY™ of ¢
voucher or sliternative schogls plsn for Rooh
ester public schadls has Beet sanc by
the Board of B . I have ded pev-
ecal informational meetings atempung o
peomaote this plan, talked with pParents, teach
ers and some aducatoes. snd read pa much {a-
for ! material as Possibie.

It our School Board approves the impie
mentaron of a “target preat of 10 o 12.0%
students begining in September, 1471, federal
marues from the Office of Fownomie Oppoctun-
ity 1O 0 » would hegin © flow tnto Roches
ter. and ooly & ximately 50 pée cent of this
would de directly for educgtiooal pro-
SFams. curricula o suppliies

Only 1% per cent of the city's students
woukd henefit from this extra federal money in
2d4i1100 ta the school district dudget The rest
would have to strugaie along an our forthoom.
ing sustenty BudRet We would becoms the
“haves” and {he “have-pate 1f Kindergarien,
for natane, ts cut. would “terget sres™ ¢hil-
doen have t, and the remaining children not?

Would the parents and teachers acoept INa
plan ax it now stends (even atlowing that the
shove doss Dot oocur! whichs would result ia
the transiec of teachers and puptls from “A™
achoel to “"B* echool, if they were dissarisfiad
with &0 educationa] Program or curniculs s
thair prestat »h0l® The Vourher Commitise
staten that such a trensfer would be 8 “free
chodce™' This is nat accurats if thete is N
ehaice 1 therr present schodl

IF THE COMMITTEE. OEO. sod the
board repily Delieve In 15 {recdom of ehokoe
and (D) true alternatives, let them ifjtiate 8
auriachool (options involving teaditional,
senols, clusiers, grads] vs AT A
cholce of soveral curricula efc 3 tn “target
arex’ schools, and eventually alt schoals in
Rochester At that time, racisl isolation would
oot increase and frawdomm of cioice for par
nte. atudents 2nd teachers would be pro-
tected. 1t 15 Deing tried now coly In Sany Joee,
Calif . and thert plan 1a hased on this finie
achool concept 0 mix achools Cen't we Nave
the same concept entablished here® Do that,

and 1 wil ba happy to buy this alternative
"Habw idea bewng speacheaded by Mr, Phale

STRATTON L. KNOX, § Girtep Plece

MR APLEEEE 3.4

it “hronicle
B T T B 30

ucation. and not the Voucher Offioe, bl
ot v

pasing the proposed expertment (o the ule of
nducations! vouchers. The idea of the vaugher
svetent 15 that if we give parents the pawer to
f:ove their chikiren snd their tax Moy {rom
bat schools to good cnes. there will de peey-
sue on (he schotis to weed out hadequiie
teachers, unsuccessfil teaching methods, vak
veless  programe, uninformative counselors,
The Aaweration. dedicated to the defense of ait
teachers, good and Dad allke, Rsturally op-
poves & sysiom that jecpandises the of
some af its members by Riving (mdividual par.
emme&:«mmmmnowormu
do

chitdren.

As the perent of five childrer fn pudlic
schoola, and me 8 taxpayer who provides the
money that aducates them gt othee chikiren
tn this community, § have po foterest {n

s Bad Job of educating their

e teachers, toe llge.

tecting the Inadequs

teachers, ar even the sithumened teachers I'm
not allowed to (re uder the
Suppoct 8 program that will return to me and
to alt rartntl. & congiderable degree of direct

present system. I

over the quality of education my chil

drea wil lreceive
RICHARD N. ROSKTT., 1637 £ Wiette
Reod

Democrat and Chronicle
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‘Let's Study Youcker Plan’
? WISH TO LET it De kmowe (d& T full

i

. agree with the Rochester Toachirs' Assecis-

g §§ 3 tioa 13al before & voucher Pias o ARy Riad

H S‘ Ll can even Do considered, of the questions

k8ac gy y Lhe tanchars most be sxswered, sad

s £ mm‘xmmmw

ifiier § 1Y pRbemeymvetiEE

s - ~ g tadle with the Boscd of Tdocation. Thie

=ER w 4 has been the standard precedare followed by
KR < the Tnion aad the Bred.

LY e Das satiefled a1l these coocermed ia the
s‘gge‘ o past, and T am sure it will continue to in the
aNRF < future. AnYIRIRE to be “worked ow™ sbovid be

) w A worked eut by the Union and tho Bogrd of £4-
ace the

» &ad slro be willing

m i
ok with them o find eqitablo wlkions 19
m.
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Letters to the editor

Sewish Wamen's Council
opposes voucher system

The Richester Sectton, Nattonal Coundil
at fewish Women, “rmly oppases the
Rusbevier Schovl Voushigs Propus). Aties
seviewng the curtent loval iterature, wesoe
no reeson tseverse Councl’sfung stand.
ing nstiunal oppusition to the Voudher
System.,
The finencal st-aits of the Rachester
School System are well-knewn fothis com.
tey. Its probh ssec to s hust
of uther Amirican cities. Yet. inthedesper.
ste seasch for new funding sources, city
afwer city hss rurmned down the Voucher
System dollers dangled before sdministra.
tors by the Office of Ecunomic Oppartun-

be cnuugh avaidshle spxes to provide
parents with true uptions. Many chikleen
would stiil be plaed 1n ¢ schaol of “last
choice,”

2) The use of vouchers will open the
duos to further a:d to parachisl schools,
as was the onginl intest in developing
the Vousher Technique. To confirm our
misgivings, the Brookings Institute has
secently recommended shat the Voucher
be eventuslly exiended to that legally.pro-
hibited soctor in metropolin Rochester.

33 The Voucher wili erode the public
schual sysiem itself, 108 pointwhere public
educstton may bocome a dumping ground
for the undesirable student, and wheve the
voucher schools. and the whole new od-

inisteative D Y y to their
operstion, may swallow up wailable funds
‘m w3 1,

ity.

We must not be deluded~Roxch i
pechape last un 2 long hst of school
tysiems that hsve boen appraached. Insts
propesal to Rochester, the QEO has gone
s step farther than before it is carrying on
it own foasiblity study, s process which
will hardly lesd to an obiective appraisal,
when the OEQ s selhing the plan # is
simuliapevusly svaluating (hercities con
ducting independent studies huve turned
down the OEQ.

Nanional Council of Jewisth Women
abjects to the propasal on three mifor
grounds, namely that

The voucher plan will fragmentae
the city schoals by trying to appesl to
asch scparste intevest group under the
fallacious  “make evetyone happy” fyn
d . In all probability, there would nat

In conclusion, it ts Council's position
that funding quallly educaion does not
depend upon so pat a solution as the
Voaucher Technique. We urge ita sejaction.

Alice Gold, educstion chaisman
Marjarie Relin, national legislation
chateman

“itv Fast
January 9, 1973



APPENDIX K
Advisory Committee Reports




Members present and voting on 1/17/73: Carol Faso, Pat Rumbold,
Connie White, Percy H. Colvin, Jr., Carmen L. Encarnacion, Joan Loik,
Elsie Kostecke, Esther Connelly, Ida Dentino, Richard C. \gnello,
Josie Enos, Frank Giangiobbe, Martha Keating, Mel Hoover, Nancy Peck,
Josephine Parinello, Diane Dangler.

1. Resolved: Alternative Education is beneficial to studénte in a
city school district. (urban population)

2. Resolved: Some form of Voucher proposal is a way of bringing about
those alternatives.

3. Resolved: General rather than categorical federal aid should be
available to all school districts.

4. Resolved: Alternative education should be funded through generai
federal aid, rather than categorical federal aid.

5. Resolved: 'The RSAS voucher approach.is a viable method of funding
alternative educatim.

6. Resolved: Unrestricted federal money should be available to groups
of teachers, parents and other educationally concermed
citizens to establish alternatives to generally existing
schoél programs.

7. Resolved: We endorse school autonomy in fiscal and curricular matter,
and that these matters be subject to participation by

and endorsement of parents.

F 1]

. Resolved: We concur totally with the RSAS staff's summary recommendation

presented to the Board of Education on January 16th, 1973.

Joting results on above Resolveds:

unanimous adoption #5: 4 yes, 10 no, 3 abstains

9 yes, 8 no #6: 9 yes, 8 no

unanimous adoption #7: 10 yes, 7 no

unanimous adoption #8: 2 yes, 15 no (one proxy admitted)

1 abstain




AS STATED PREVIOUSLY, THE MAJORITY OF MEMBERS ON THE ADVISORY
COMMITTEE DID NOT ACCEPT THE VOUCHER PROPCSAL SUBMITTED TO
THIS BOARD ON JANUARY 16, 1973.

THE MAJORITY REPORTS REFLECT THE DIVERSITY OF THE MEMBERS

ON THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE ROCHESTER SCHOOLS ALTERNATIVE
STUDY.

WHILE THE MAJORITY REPORTS HAVE CONSISTENT THEMES OF
OPPOSITION ON PHILOSOPHICAL AND TECHNICAL GROUNDS, WE, THE
MAJORITY, AGREED THAT EACH REPORT STAND IN FULL TO PRESERVE
THE INTEGRITY AND WHOLENESS OF THESE REPORTS.

THE COMMITTEE HAS SPENT MANY HCURS INVESTIGATING AND DEBATING
THE EOEPLEX.ISSUES.IN THE VOUCHER CONCEPT AND IN THE WORKING
VOUCHER DRAFTS.

WE ARE SURE THAT YOU WILL HAVE QUESTIONS ON CERTAIN POINTS
AND WE HAVE RESOURCE PEOPLE HERE WHO WILL PARTICIPATE IN
ANSWERING QUESTIONS.

©
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CONCLUSIONS

WHILE IN FAVOR OF ALPERNATIVE EBUCATION, WE POTALLY REJECT
THE CONCEPT OF THE VOUCHER:
THE BASIS OF OUR NEGATIVE VOTE ON JANUARY 17,1973, IS
AS FOLLOWS
A. AN INCREASE OF PARENTAL SATISFACTION AND INPROVEMENT
OF QUALITY EDUCATION CAN BE ACHIEVED WITHOUT THE
CONSTRAINTS OF FEDERAL CONTROL.
B. THE INCREASE OF BUREAUCRACY AS DENONSTRATED IN
ALUM ROCK WOULD NOT HAVE AN APPRECIABLE EFFECT ON
THE EDUCAFION PROCESS.
C. THE POWER OF THE BCARD OF EDUCATION WOULD BE DILUTED
AS A RESHLT OF GRANTING A DESREE OF FISCAL AND
CURRICULAR AUTONOMY TO NEW AND EXISPING SCHOOLS.
D. THE LINES OF PONER BEIWEEM THE BOA-D OF EDUCATION
AND THE IOCAL E.V.A.(VOUCHER) IS CONTRADICTORY.
E. THE POWER OF THE VOUCHER AUMINISTRATOR IS TOC
OPEN-ENDED AND POWERFUL.
F. WE SERIOUSLY QUESTICN THE OBJECTIVIIY OF THE STUDY
STAFF, DESPITE THAT I'HZ STUDY STAFF HAS NOI BEEN
ABLE TO DENONSTRATE A NEED FOR A VOUCHER SYSTEM
AMONG- EITHER PAXEATS 0R EDUJAlORs IN THIZ SN adNIrY.
G. THIS SYSTEM ALLOWS THE FOSSIBLE DIVERSON OF PUBLIC
SCHOOL MONEY TO PRIVATE SCHCOLS.

ERIC
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REPORT # 2.

YPON COMPLETION OF AN INDEPTH STUDY GF THE VOUCHER PROPOSAL,
WE SUBMIT IHE FOLLOWING POINTS ON WHICH WE BASED OUR REJECTION:
1. A CONTINUATION OF MAJOR CHANGES IN THE ROCHESTER SCHOOL
SYSTEM WOULD NOT BE BENEFIZIAL TO THE CHILDREN, UNTIL
THE PRESENT SYSTEM OF EDUCATION IS EVALUATED AND
CORRECIED TC PROVIDE OUR CHILDREN WIFH AN ADEQUATE BASIC
ACEBDEMIC EDUCATION, |
2. THE VOUCHER WOULD PLACE ROCHESTER UNDER A DUAL SCHOOL
SYSTEM, WITH TWO BODLES OF ADMINSTRATORS WHICH MAY LEAD
TC UNEQUAL EDUCATION FOR THE CHILDR:N OF ROCHESTER,
3. THE HIGH DEGREE OF NEGATIVISM SHOWN BY MOST SEGMENTS
OF THE COXMUNITY, PLUS SEVERE LACK OF ANSWERS TO SEVERAL
PERTINATE QUESTIONS, COMPELS US TO STATE THAT THIS PLAN
IS NOT FEASIBLE TO IME RO-SHESTER SONMUNITY.
WE, THEREFORE, RECOMMEND THAT NO FURTHER GRANT BE APPLIED FOR
BY THE CONMISSIONERS OF EDUCATION 1N REFERENCE TO THIS STUDY.
WE ALSO RECONMEND THAT THE COMMISSIONERS DIRECT ALL MENBERS OF
THEIR STAFF NOT TO FURSUE ANY FURTHER GRANTS FCR THE PURPOSE
OF CONTINUING A STUDY RELATIVE TO VOUCHER OR INITIATING A
STUDY WHICH IN ANY WAY I:{CORPCRATES VOUCHER.




REPORT # -js

ONE CAN NOT IGNORE THE REASONS FOR THIS CONTINUING FUBLIC
DISSATISFACTION.

A STRONG FORCE IS WORKING DILIGENTLY TO CREATE TH1S
DISSATISFACTION. INSULT IS HEAFED UPCN INJURY TO THE PUBLIC
AND PARENTS WHO SUPFORT CUR EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS. IT IS
DELIBERATE, CONTRIVED, AND FUNDED BY THE NATIONAL GOVERNMENT,
WITH VAST AWOUNTS OF FEDERAI MONEY PCURING INTO CUR SCHOOLS
FOR "EXPERIMENTAL" AND "INNOVAIIVE" PROGRAKS FOR "CHANGE"™.
THIS IS DESTROYING ALI, TRADITIONAI. CONCEPIS OF ACADFYIC
EDUCATION.

THIS IS NC ACCIDENT, IT IS TRUTH,INE SETTING OF THE SPAGE;

——t—

USING PARENTS TO "DEvAND" AN ALLEVIATION OF THE FROBLEW
THRCUGH VOUCHER, BUT IN REALITY IT WOULD BE GIVING THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CONTROL OF CUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND LIVES.




Repor"'- l/

WITH THE CURRENT EDUCATION, AS IT IS, I FEEL IT HAS ENCOURAGING
POSSIBILITIES, WITH IMPROVEMENTS BEING IMPLEMENTED WHERE NEEDED.
THE VOUCHER PLAN GIVES US NOTHING, AND POSSIBLY LESS, AS PER EDUCATION.
THE ELEMENT OF CONFUSION WITH THIS PLAN IS HIGH, AS IT GIVES US A
SHIFT IN SEATS IN REGARDS TO PUPILS, AND GUARANTEES ADDITIONAL FUNDS,
RATHER THAN CERTAIN IMPROVEMENTS IN EDUCATION,

FURTHERMORE, THE VOUCHER PLAN--BEING TERMED AS "EXPERIMENT" THROUGHOUT
THE STUDY SESSION, OBVIOUSLY INDICATES THAT--"NO KNOWN RESULTS ARE
AT HAND"; THIS ALONE COULD BE A DISASTER IN THE LONG RUN BESIDES
BEING DETRIMENTAL TO A CHILDS EDUCATION. ALSO, IN THE EVENT THAT
0.E.0. CANNOT SUPPORT US (IF THIS PLAN WAS IN THE WORKING STATE) IN
THE FUTURE IT WOULD PUT US INTO FINANCIAL CHAOS, AS PER OUR PRESENT
STATE OF THE SCHOOLS BUDGET.

AGAIN, I MUST SAY, THAT THE VOUCHER PLAN ONLY PROMISES US - TEMPORARY
DOLLARS, THEREFORE, I STRONGLY CONCLUDE THAT WHAT PARENTS REALLY WANT
IS A POSITIVE THRUST INEDUCATION AND SHOULD ELIMINATE ANY UNSTABLE
PLANS WHICH GIVE "UNCERTAIN RESULTS".

EVERY SINGLE CHILD SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN “EDUCATIONALLY SOUND OPPORTUNITIES
I FOUND THE VOUCHER PLAN DISCRIMINATING,

LIFE IS A FACT--SO--EDUCATION MUST BE DEALT WITH AS A FACT!!!!!

ERIC
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REPORT #3

WE FOUND GENERAL AZPTEMZNT ANTNG CURSELVES CCNCERNING THE
ROCHESTER VOUCHER PROFOSAL. WIILE WE ARE NOT OFFOSED TO
THE IDEA OF SCxE SORT OF VOUCHER PROGRAM WE VOTED AGAINST
THIS PROPOSAL FOR THESE REASONS:

1. WE PEEL THAT COMMUNITY AND SCHOOL STAFF SUPFORI HAVE
NOT BEEN DENONSTRATED. A NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS HAVE
COME OUT FIATLY ACAINST THE PROFOSAL. COMVUNITY MEETINGS
IN SCHOOLS HAVE BEEN POORLY AITENDED. NOWHERE HAVE WE
SEEN EVIDENCE OF STRONG SUPPCRT FROM LARGE NUMBERS OF
PEOPLE, INCLUDING THOSE IN IHE TARGET AKEA. THE ONLY
POSSIBLE-EXCEPTION IS ZONE A.

2, WE ARE CONCERNED OVER THE WORDING OF THE COMNITMENT
AND DO NOT FEEL THAT THE BCARL OF EDUCATICN SHOULD BE
IRREVOCABLY COMMIITFD TO AN IMPLEVENTATION IN
SEPIEVBeR 1974, W#E FEEL THAL THE BCARD SHCULD CONMNIT
1TSELF 10 A THOROUGH STUDY AND FURTEER FLANNING, BUT
SHOULD RESERVE THE RIGHT IO END THE SIUDY AND TO RE-
JECT IMPLEV¥ENTATIT™N I¥ THE CLIAIE OF PUBLIC OPINICN
IS NOT STRONZLY FAVORABLE. THLIS ACCEFTANCE COULD BE
DETERMINED BY <EFERENDA IN EACH TARGET SCHCOL, BY MEANS
OF PUBLIC MEETINGS, AND BY DENCNSTRATION GF SUPPORT
FROM COVMUNITY GROUPS IN THE TARGET AREA,

3. WE QUESTICN [Hi EXTENT TO WHICH PAREXTS AND SCHCOL
STAFF NOULD BE INVOLVED. RiECENT OFERATING PXOCEDURES
HAVE NOT MATCHED THE FINE-SQUNDING STATENENTS IN THE
PROPOSAL AND DO NOT BUILD CCNFIDENCE IN THE WAY THE
PROPOSAL #OULD BE ADMmINISTERED 1IN I'HE FUI'URE.




REFORT £ &9

(ConIeD)

A, WE FEEL 'BAl BOA-D NEYUERS HAD ALREADY MADE UP THEIR N
MINDS ABOUT TEE VOUCHER PROPOSAL BEFORE THEY RECEIVED
THESE ADV1SORY CO¥MIUITEE RECOMMENDALICNS AND EVEN
BEFORE RECEIVING THE FINAL PRCPOSAL FROM THE STUDY
STAFF.

B, FREQUENTLY DECISICNS WERE NADE BY THE STUCY STAFF AND
WERE PUBLIC1ZED BEFORE MEMBERS OF THE ADV1SORY
COMMITTCE WERE INFORMED OF THOSE DECISIONS.

AS EXANPLES;
1. STAFF SELECIED A TARGETD ZONE, CALLED MEELINGS
OF PRINCIPAS OF THOSE SCHOOLS, AND THEN ANNOUNCED
THE SELECTICN 0 THE COMNIITEE.
2., THE ADVISORY COVMIITEE WAS TOLD HAT IT COULD

SUBM1T REVISIONS, BUTI' FREQUENTLY THERE WAS 100
LITTLE I'lviE POR 1T IO BE EFFECTIVE.




/?c.par‘r‘ &

Although the concept of an educational voucher has the potential
of being acceptable, the present model is lacking in many areas.

Some of these areas stand out as being more detrimental than others,

First, the proposed voucher model allows the School Board to
neglect its responsibility of delivering a meaningful, revelant,
and a well rounded education to all children.

Second, the School Board will assume authority over the adminige
tration of the proposed voucher. O0.E.O0. does not require that the
present scheol board take that authority. Since more than fifty
percent (50%) of the students involved in this proposed experi-
ment, are minorities, it seems natural that a significant numbex
of minorities should be included on the Educational Voucher

Agency (EVA).

Third, the proposed voucher is misleading, fallacious, and
extremely deceptive when it implies that parents will be able
to hold administrators, and officials in the school system

accountable.

Fourth, the past actions and behavior of Rochester's School Board
towards members of the minority (black & spanish) community
does not support the language in this proposal, that suggest

their concern.




Fifth, the funds received from O0.E.0. for the implemantation of
the proposed educational voucher will be used for all students
in‘the Rochester School District. It is obvious that the students
in the demonstration area (mostly minorities) are being used as

pawns to Rip Off federal dollars.

Finally, the whole concept of alternative education seems to

be following a path of pacification as opposed to modernization.

©
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635 Clinton Avenue N, Dr. John M. Franco
Rochester, New York 14605 Superintendent of Schools

{716) 325-6291 Phale D. Hale
Director of Equdl Educationsl Opportunity

AT

January 22, 1973
MEMORANDUM
TO: The Board of Education
FROM: Melvin Hoover

RE: Advisory Committee Position

The overall community atmosphere of Rochester at this time does
not offer a fair environment to assess peoples' real feelings
about the potential merit of a voucher olan in Rochester.

Locally, we are very distrustful of the federal government;
of which the Office of Educational Opportunity is a part, either
because we oppose its political ideology or we lack confidence in

our elected Congressional officials to truly represent our
interest. '

SOME OTHER

Whites and Blacks are concerned | Whites and Blacks are worried
that the voucher is another way | that it would create more de-
of forcinug integratiom. segregated schools.

People do not trust the Central | Central Office people feel that
Office Administration and feel the principals and teachers will
they are trying to get more have so much power that they
control of the schools at the will not be able to have mean-
expense of parents and teachers.] ingful input or influence.

Teachers are concerned that the | People feel that if they want to

ERIC
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SOME

OTHER

local district needs to be more
responsible for providing alter-
native education for the whole
district.

Parents feel that teachers and
administrators are basically
concerned with economics and
not the education of their
children.

People feel the Board of
Education does not represent
the educational feelings and
concerns of the entire Roches-~
ter community and thus they are
apathetic or alienated.,

People feel the R.T.A, is only
building their power and influ-
ence to brow-beat the Board
into the best contract
negotiation,

be involved voluntarily in a
program such as a voucher, then the
whole city should not limit their
right of choice if the city as

a whole does not want it.

Teachers and administrators feel
that paren®s do not take a realistic
approach to financing a top-quality
system with tailor-made student
programs.

People feel that the Board of
Education should only be respon-
sible to them because previous
Boards ignored their feelings
and opinions,

People feel the Board is more
concerned with appeasing teachers
so they will not ask for more
money than having teachers
accountable.

As a member of the Advisory Board, I honestly and openly
sought the feelings and opinions of all segments of the commun-

ity.

It is obvious that there is no city-wide mandate to

implement a voucher system is Rochester in September, 1973.
However, the question of implementing sowe form of a voucher
plan in 1974 is still an unanswered question, particularly in
light of many of the objections raised to a 1973 implementation.
It is my opinion that the major concerns raised can be satis-
factorily worked out with further study and negotiation between
the 5chool Beard, parents, auministrators, teachers and students.

Four months was insufficient time to accurately presert the
voucher concept and have people honestly reflect on it pro and con.
The most difficult and time consuming portion of any negotiation
process is the internal hashing out of issues and positions

within your own team.

Office of Educational Opportunity took

several years to get their process together but Rochester only

had four months.

A more in-depth analysis might have been

possible in this time period if more staff had been provided,

ERIC
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-3

thus giving every community personalized attention in receiving
information and recording responses. Even with these handicaps,
there are schools that have voluntarily expressed interest in
pursuing some form of a voucher concept.

The staff recommendation is that a well-planned program form
involving the parents, teachers and other groups directly affected
by a demonstration. I do not want to inhibit the free choice
of interested schools to try the voucher program; therefore, I
cast a qualified yes vote for the staff recommendation of one
planning year and implementation in 1974.

I feel the school board has a responsibility to assist the
interested schools in pursuing the voucher concept as one way of
providing and maintaining alternative programs for those who
cloose this approach. In other words, even though an issue is
not my vested interest or concern when it does not hinder or
hurt me, I should support the right of others to develop the
educational program they feel they need.

As I understand the recommendation we would have an
intent to implement a program if a sufficient majority of those
inicially interested can develop a program they want within the
next 12 to 15 months. If at any point in the planning process
those interested determine a voucher plan could not feasibly be
developed to serve their needs then no plan would be implemented
in 1974, Obviously, the O0ffice of Educational Opportunity may
not like this because they will probably want a guarantee, but
that is their problem to deal with. I view this approach to the
voucher plan as an opportunity for the Federal Education
bureaucracy and the local district to illustrate mutual trust
and accountability since there is no gun at anyone's head.

As an imner city administrator, I am concerned about the
traditional "last hired, first fired" cycle, since history tells
me that inner city educational enrichment programs and faculty
are the first to go in a budget crunch. Some inner city schools
will be stripped this September of many resources that have
really begun to make a difference and the retardation of
educational development will again dominate inner city schools.
Is this what the school board wants?

A voucher program at this time could provide monies for
continued teacher training and development, specialized diag-
nostic and curriculum materials, and counselors and deans.
Otherwise it would be financially impossible to support these
with an eight million dollar deficit.



by

I have to wonder what good a Memorandum of Agreement will
be to seck improved programs and participation when there is no
money to suppoxt programs developed. The voucher might be a way.

I have to wonder how the Board is going to make good on
its campaign promises and its statements to the Commnity School
Council parents that they are committed to imner city education
and will not deprive minority children of needed monies and
programs. What is the educational guarantee for poor Black and
White children when economics dominate.

It bothers me that I read in the paper the Board's decision
not to pursue a program before the pros and cons of the parties
involved in studying the concept had even been heard. Why did
you need an advisory committee and a study staff?

An excerpt from page three of the Rochester School Alternative -
Study states:

"... the most wide-spread objection is shared by
people who otherwise support the program: the
general feeling of fatigue felt by almost every
Rochester parent, teacher and student. The
commmnity in general appears tired of too many
educational changes too fast with too little
evaluation before the next change occurs. Most
people expressed the wish to rest a bit, to _
catch their breaths, before another major change
is put into effect."

It seems to me that an eight million dollar deficit might be
labeled a major change!

I believe that it is better for a commmity to be fatigued
than for parents, teachers and students to be mentally depressed
as Rochester will probably be this September when the full
impact of unemployed teachers, skeleton curriculum, limited
supplies and no choice of programs for students are a reality,
How does one rest and catch his breath and claim no major changes
when this situation could occur within nine months?

In the long run, a voucher plan may be the psychological
oxygen that helps our school district get its second wind. It
cannot hurt to keep the voucher oxygen tank on hand a few more
months in case some schools decide to take a deep breath.

©
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Report to the Board of Education
By Gloria Fish
res the wucher study

I respnded with a yes to resolution eight for many reasons, some
of which are listed below.

I believe that the modified voucher plan is workable
and could be used in “ochester because:

l. It would allow for alternatives without
adversely affecting other schools. No
school would have to accept a program
it did not want.

2. Each school would have the responsibility
for keeping its own budget and deciding its
own curriculum. Less "buck passing” - more
direct accountability.

3, Modifications and changes in curriculum would
be more easily made if only one school were
involved instead of forty or more.

4, More immediately responsive to the changing
needs of our community

5. A very meaningful chance for parents to
make education a family concern

6. Teachers would have a chance to teach in a
style they felt best suited to the situation

at hand.
These statements are meant to supplement the staff report.

I also feel that we need more time and work before we could
begin such.a plan in Rochester. My personal observation in
speaking with more than & hundred people over the past three
months is that no one trusts anyone in this town. Every segment
of the community veiced distrust of those they viewed as more

owerful than they viewed themselves ~ from bottom to top.
ntil this situation is changed 1 do not ses a voucher plan
working in Rochester.
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Selected 1Issues: Pro and Con

1. What would happen to the neighborhood school if the voucher
plan is approved?

PRO

— Neighborhood schools need not disappear if parents
wished to continue sending their children to them.
All children who chose to stay in their neighborhood
school would be guaranteed the right to stay there.

CON
~ Neighborhood schools could disappear under a voucher .
system., If several parents felt that their neighbor-
hood school did not offer the program best suited to
their children's needs, they could transfer their
children to another school within the demonstration
area (assuming space is available). If a large enough
group of parents chose to do this, the neighborhood

school could be forced to close.

2. Could a group of parents or teachers create their own
"private” schools using public funds?

PRO

It depends upon how you define a "private'" school.
Each school wishing to garticipate in a voucher
program must agree to abide by the following rule:
(1) No more than 50% of its original enrollees could
be children of the founders. The remaining spaces
must be open to all students who applied. (2) The
school itself would exist under the direct control
of the Board of Education.

CON

= The teachers and parents of a given participating school
would have control of fiscal and curricular matters.
They could construct a program that would have only
limited appeal.

3. Would parents really be able to make wise choices for their
children?

PRO

T By using the information booklet and having o community
counselor available to explain the booklet, parents
would be more informed than they are today in regard
to getting their educatiunal “money's worth." Parents
have been asking to be more involved in the process
of deciding what kind of education would be most
beneficial to their children. Studies have proven
that parents can ws'~ wigze decisions for their children,
1f they are given -~: opportunity to be informed and
meaningfully involve .n the process,

&

CON
Parents are not qualified, nor do they all have time to
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become involved in learning all the information
necessary to make intelligent choices for their children.

4. Wwhat does a voucher glan have to do with improving the
quality of education ‘

PRO '

— If "quality education'" means giving more children
the kind of education they particularly need and
want, then vouchers would help accomplish this by
enabling individual schools to design their programs
to meet individual needs. Often the pursuit of
"quality education" suffers because a school district
Central Office bureaucracy stifles individual teacher
and principal creativity. In a voucher system parents
and building level professionals, not centrsl
administration, would make most of the educational
policy decisions for a particular school.

CON

~  The voucher system is & mechanism designed to ienerate
change; however, it cannot guarantee that meaningful,
beneficial change would occur.

5. 1If every school used different types of educational approaches,
would emphasis on the basic skills such as reading and
writing be diminished?

PRO

— Although there would be different kinds of schools
with different instructional approaches, all schools
would have to meet state regulations regarding the
teaching of basic skills. In other words, the wa
the basic subjects are taught might vary, but the
content would not be significantly sltered.

Although content must adhere tc state requirements,
methods of instruction might confuse a child and, con-
sequently, he might not learn the basic skills.

Also, if a child were given a choice of subjects

to study, he might choose what he thinks are "fun
courses"' rather than courses that would be most
beneficial to him in acquiring the basic skills.

6. What effects would the voucher system have on the public
school system as we know it today?

PRO

T Because the idea that there is no one single way to
educate all children is basic to the voucher concept,
the emphasis upon the "standardization'' and
"centralization" of education today would disappear.
School systems would evolve with a wide variety of
programs, each reflecting the particular needs of a
particular segment of the educational community.
Parent involvement in the educational process would
increase, and schools would be stimulated to become
more accountable for the educational growth of the

ERiC‘ children they serve.
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CON |

" Vouchers would "divide'" the school system because
of the emphasis upon individual schools meeting
individual needs. As a result, administrative
problems would develop in terms of keeping attend-
ance records, budgeting, and establishing and
maintaining racial balance district-wide.

7. what would be the effects of a transfer policy that allows
children to change schools frequently?

" PRO '
~ Vouchers could decrease the number of transfers

each year. If a family moved into & different
attendance zone, the children would be allowed to
attend the school they had been enrolled in if they
so chose. Also, schools would be required to set
aside money for operation of school plant apart from
their regular budget. This would assure a school
sufficient funds to continue its program, no matter
‘how many pupils transferred in and out.

A large number of transfers could cause problems

in terms of keeping accurate attendance records.

Also, children might want to transfer for reasons

not directly related to the t{pe of instructional program
offered at a particular school (discipline procedures,
personality conflicts,_etc.). These inds of transfers
might disrupt, rather than enhance a child's educational
progress, especially if he tramsferred to a school
offering completely different programs.

8. What is to prevent schools from discriminating against
children with serious educational problems?

PRO

= 1t is the lock-step nature of the present system
that sometimes produces the educational "misfit."
In a voucher system, schools would have the added
incentive of more money (from supplemented vouchers)
if they designed programs to attract students with
learning problems, Also the Board of Education,

. by law, must provide a place for every child in the
school district. Voucher schools, in particular,
would be required to make plans for handicapped
children who chose to attend them.

CON

= Because individual schools would be guaranteed the
right to decide what their programs would be, they
might design programs and procedures that would not
attract certain types of students. In other words,

they might "create” a school in which the discipline

proglem, the slow learnmer, etc., would have difficulty

succeeding,
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9. What is to prevent schools from resorting to misleading
or dishonest advertising in order to "sell" their programs?

PRO

— Schools would be reguired to furnish to participatin
parents certain kinds of information, the accuracy o
which would be verified by the Alternative Schools
Office. Schools not providing necessary information-
or making false statements would not get voucher money.

CON

~ Since more students mean more money, schools might
be tempted to "sell" programs through word-of-mouth,
unauthorized "newsletters'" and a concerted effort
on the part of staff and/or parents to recruit students.

10. Would the voucher plan bankrupt the public school system
if it were continued after the OEO grant had expired?

PRO

A voucher plan could be financed for as long as
seven years by the federal government. During that
time, the Board would seek new ways of allocattn§
local funds. Since federal money is ranteed for
two years at a time, the program could be gradually
phased out, if necessary. If either the Board of
Education or the federal government decided to
terminate the program before the end of the seven
year period, funding would continue for the balance
of the year in which notice is given, plus the
following year.

CON

T Public schools are already in deep financial trouble.
When federal funds ran out, the district would be
responsible for financing the program if it were to
continue, With citizens already being taxed to the
limit, where would the extra money come from?

11. Wouldn't most of the OEO grant be used to support administrative
functions rather than to benefit children directly?

PRO

— According to the budget included in the final draft
of the proposal, 65% of the federal money would go
directly to the schools. This figure would include
all of the supplemented voucher money, the ''no-
strings-attached”" grants to schools for program
development, and funds for in-service training.
Twenty percent oi the money would be spent for support
services such as providing information to parents
and for additional transportation costs. The remaining
15% would pay for the administration of the program

- and supplemental help to deal with the increase

work load of existing central office personnel.
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CON

T The voucher system would create a new bureaucracy
which would grow as the demonstration proceeded.
With each successive year of the demonstrationm,
more and more federal money would be allocated for
the administrative costs of the program.

12, Would there be a great deal of bussing of students
to different schools?

PRO

~ The amount of bussing would depend on the number
of students who chose to transfer among voucher
schools. In the area proposed as the Demonstration
Area, though, the maximum distance between the two
farthest schools is six miles, a traveling time
of ten to fifteen minutes.

The Voucher Authority could no: guarantee that every
participating child would be admitted to his "first
choice" school. Also, with a highly flexible policy,
students might choose to change schools more fre-
quently than they do now. Fither way, it seems
likely that bussing would increase significantly.

13, How would the anticipated de 2lopment of mini-schools
within a school affect its pr..gram and staff? '

PRO

T Mini-schools would be small, separate programs
operating independently in a single school building.
Each minfi-school would have its own "head teacher"
who would meet periodically with the principal of his
building. Although each mini-school would operate
autonomously in the areas of curriculum and finance,
it would be supervised by the Board of Education
and would be required to meet all New York State and
local Voucher Authority requirements.

CON

— All kinds of confusion could develop with two or
more mini-schools operating within the same building.
How, for example, would the gymnasium be scheduled
for use? Would each school hire its own special
readin% teachers, thus duplicating effort? The
necessity of maintaining multiple budgets for each
building could also become a problem.

©
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