


Paper #650 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

To: ' Joint Committe¢ on Finance - |

From: " Bob Lang, Director -
- Legislative Fiscal ‘Bureau

o ISSUE

Reszdentzai Schaols - Mamtenance iﬂ‘tmdmg (DPI}

{LFB Stzmmary Paga 47{} #20}

’ _ CURRENT LAW

S Annual base fundmg ailocated to mamtenzmce pro;ects is! $121 5.. GPR at the Schocl'for
the Deaf and $89,000 GPR at the School for the Visually Handicapped. ERG

GOVERNOR

Provide $91,200 GPR annually for maintenance at the residential schools. Require the
¢ State Superinterident of Public. Instruction to subzmt plans to the Secretary: of DOA by October

© -1 1997, and. by @ October 1,°1998, spccxfymg hew the: State Supermte:nd&nt would: allocate: (a)
$74,000 annually tofund maintenance projects. at the. School for the ‘Deaf; and (b) $17,200
_ -annuaily for maintenance projects at. the School for the Visually Hancixca;xped Direct that these
~amounts of funding ° woald have to be allocated for maintenance projects, but that the funding
could not be expended . or encumbered untzl the requzred al plan would be approved by the

Secretary of DOA.

T BISCUSSIGN POINT S

e Last year, the Department of Adrmmstranon d:rccted D?I 10 allocate addmcnal
= funcimg for fac;hty upkeep and repairs-at each: scheo} As.part of its:agency budget submission,
DPI requested, and the Governor recommended, $91,200 GPR annually for maintenance at the
residential schools. SB 77, when combined with base funding, would provide annual
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- maintenance budgets of $195,500 GPR at'the Schiool for the Deaf and $106,200 GPR at the
School for the Visually Handicapped.

2. DPI working with the Division of Facilities Development in DOA developed the
request that was approved by the Governor. . The $91,200 GPR annually would be used, in part,
to purchase new or updated to0ls, compressor rep}acamcms HVAC parts, air conditioning repairs
and upgrades, chemicals and supplies.for lawn maintenance, floor buffers and polishers, fire
alarm controls and sensors, tree removal and contractual services.

3. The residential schools Director supports the bill provision that requires DPI to
receive DOA approval prior to spending the increased funds. However, it could be argued that
if DPI staff require additional assistance in allocating the recommended increases, DOA staff
could be contacted for advice without the requirement to submit plans. Using this reasoning, the
Committee could delete the requirement that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction submit
plans to the Secretary of DOA by October 1, 2997 and by ‘October 1, 1998, speczfymg how the
Stat& Stxpenntencient woulci aiiocate the mcmased mamtenance funds _

4. As mdxcated, DPI currently has base ﬁmdmg aliocated fer the: upkeep and repairs
at each school and spends this funding without receiving DOA approval. However, in the past,

. . certain decisions were made to transfer some of this base. fundmg for uses other than | maintenance
" projects. The current Director of the residential schools, who was hired this past year, indicates

i :that the:'base’ ammmts and recommenécd SB 7T iincreases: wouid be useé fer maintenance

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

ek Apgmve tha Gevemor s recammenéanan to prrav:tde $91 206 GPR axwuaﬂy for
. maintenance - at the: msz&ennai schools-and to require the State Supenmend:em to subrmt azmuai
j‘-.plans to the Sccmtary of A or; haw thxs f émg wouid : ocated.: TR

g Mtem ? Gk T o
1" fosr-98 FUNDING (changemaase) U s182400 |
- [Change o Bill $ai
2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by requiring the State Superintendent to

submit the annual plans specifying how to allocate $195,500 GPR at the School for the Deaf and
1+-$106,200' GPR at the Schiool forthe Visually Handicapped. "This would require DPI to submit
i plans for the mtai arsnuai maxmcrxance &udge{s fm' each res:dentml schm:si msteaci of }ust the SB
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Alternative 2 GPH
1987-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) $182.400
IChange to Bilt £0]
3. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by deleting the requirement that the State

Superintendent of Public Instruction submit plans to the Secretary of DOA by October 1, 1997,
and by October 1, 1998, specifying how the State Superintendent would allocate the maintenance

funds.

Alternative 3

1997-89 FUNDING {Change to Base)
[Change to Bifl

GPR

$182,400
$a7

4, Maintain current law.

Alternative 4

1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base)

GPR
$0

Prepared by: Bob Soldner
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Senator Burke
Representative Jensen

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Residential Schools Maintenance Funding

Motion:

Move that the $182,400 GPR of LFB Paper #650 be placed in the Joint Committee on
Finance appropriation for release by the Committee upon approval of a report by the State

Superintendent.

e

wor S

Zoensen A N A
OURADA X N A
HARSDORF o N &
ALBERS X N a
. Gﬁﬂ?-. X OONCA
. KAUFERT X N A
LINTON XN A
coaas’ A NaA
I BURKE X N A
DECKER X N A
GEORGE X N A
JAUCH XN A
WINEKE X N A
SHIBILSKI X N A
COWLES N A
PANZER ¥ N A

AYE ’ié NO D ABS

Motion #3221
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00000

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Minor Policy and Technical Changes -- Residential Schools - Housing Maintenance
(Public Instruction)

[LFB Summary: Page 472, #26]

. GOVERNOR

Reduce funding by $4,000 PR annually from the 1996-97 base level of $5,300 PR, This
funding is used to maintain a house on the grounds of the School for the Vlsually Handxcapped
which was unoccupied. |

MODIFICATION

Adjust the Governor’s: recommendation by $5.800 annuﬂiy, whi}ih"gﬁouid fépreséﬁt a
change to the adjusted base of $1,800 annually. As a result, the Schooi for. the szua.lly_
- Handxcappcd’s rnamtenancc budget for the house would be reestimated te $7 10(} annuaily '

Explanation: The amounts in the bill do not reflect the lease. agreement that
went into effect on March 1, 1997. The house is currently occupied by the School’

Superintendent.
Modification PR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) $3.600
{Change to Bill $11,600]

Prepared by: Bob Soldner
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Paper #652 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

To: Joint 'Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
Supplies.-ain'd. Services and Unspeciﬁed Budgéi-kedacﬁons (DPT)

[LFB Summary: Page 468-69, #14]

CURRENT LAwf}_.

.. The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) has $11,172,600 GPR of annual base funding
.. for department general program operations, of which $2,620,600 GPR is allocated: for supplies
.. and sérvices. Additionally, the state’s residential schools (the Wisconsin School for the ‘Visually

Handicapped and the Wisconsin School for the Deaf) have annual base funding of $9,347,100

GPR, of which $745,900 GPR is allocated for supplies and services. Ao st

GOVERNOR

... Reduce the agency’s general program operations appropriation by $491,600 GPR annually.
Of the total reduction, delete $102,000 GPR annually from the agency’s general program
operations supplies and services base budget. Require that DPI submit a report to the Governor

..and the Joint Committee on Finance by Octeber 1, 1997, concerning the agency’s preference for
allocating the remaining $389,600 -annual reduction among the agency’s sum:certain: GPR
appropriations. e S Tt S

_DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Under 1995 Act 27 (1995-97 state budget), DPP's base operating GPR budget was
reduced by a total of $6,044,700 and 99.22 positions in 1996-97 from the 1994-95 adjusted base.
These reductions were accomplished by significant cuts, including: (a) a 29.8% reduction in
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- furiding for DPI's overall general program operations; (b) a 13.4% reduction in funding for
residential schools general program operations; (c) a 33% reduction in educational assessment
funding; and (d) a 10% reduction in funding for minority group pupil scholarships. Additionally,
the position reductions totalled 23.2% of DPI's base GPR positions. Excluding the state’s
residential schools, DPI's general program operations position authority was reduced by 69.8
GPR positions, or 33.8% in 1996-97, compared to the 199«!1—95 base.

2. Of the 1996-97 re:duc:nens $2 238 8{){} and 43 93 positions were specified by Act
27, and the remaining $3,805,900 and 55.29 positions were unspecified reductions. DPI was
required to report to the Joint Committee on Finance with a recommendation for how these
additional reductions should be allocated. The Committee was required to approve or modify
DPI's recommendations.

3. The proposed funding reduction in the 1997-99 budget bill is presenmd in the
executive budget book as a budget efficiency measure and as a means’ to'increase efficiency and
reduce state government costs overall. Staff from DOA indicate that they believe DPI could
achieve efficiencies through taking the full reductions from the agency and residential schools
supplies and services budget, but have allowed the State Superintendent to indicate his preference
for these reductions. However, it is unclear what efficiencies would re:maxn to be acl:ueved by

_ _D?I after budge:t reduciwns 0f tha magmtude 0f thﬁse mposed in Act 27 i T

pid Pl Staff fmm i)?lﬁ mdxcate that whxle ‘a budget reducnon plan for the pwposed
o .ﬁmdmg reducﬁans has not been determmed ‘it is estimated that the $491,600 annual reduction
-+ \would result in the loss of approximately 7.0 GPR positions.” A prehnunary ‘allecation’ of this
funding reduction would eliminate one position from: each of the four state Gperatxoas dmswns,
which are Learning Support Instructional Services; Libtraries and Community Learning; Finance
and Management; and Learning Support Equity and Advocacy. In addition, three positions would
‘be eliminated at the state’s remdemzal schools

- 5. Under the blll DPI wou}d have 31 sum: certa.m GPR appropnatmns frc:m which
it could: aik)cate the - proposed mductmns zmdef the bill:: '?hese appmpnamms mciude the
._'_-.-_';followxng categones """" = Dl 0 g : sl B

s - & Twenty school mzi aprpmprzatmns mciudmg equahzatmn axds and categoncai azds
'-'whmh would be counted as-part of the state’s commitment to fund two-thirds of’ scbaei dxstrzct
costs. In 1996-97, these aid appropnatmns totalled $3,530,418,900. S

b. Six appropriations would be for aids to individuals and organizations, including
aids to public library systems, library service contracts, the youth village program, Very Special
Arts, the Special Olympics and mmonty graup pupzl scholarsh:ps The 1996 97 fundmg for these
appropnatwns mtaﬂed $13 919 3“
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+ = €. - Five appropriations would be for funding state agency operations and programs,
including general program operations for both the Department and the state residential schools,
energy costs, and the educational and pupil assessment program. The 1996-97 funding for these
appropriations totalled $22 734, 3{}0 :

6. In the budget reductionis mstrucnons submitted to agencies in October, 1996, that
required agencies to submit plans to reduce their budgets by 3.5%, DOA indicated that jocal
assistance aids should not be included in agency reduction plans. Therefore, staff from DOA
indicate that this proposed reduction should not include local school aids.

7. In their 3.5% reduction plan submitted to DOA in November, 1996, DPI indicated
that it would take reductions from the supplies and services:budget of all four divisions, the
state’s residential schools, the State Superintendent’s office and pupil assessment programs, and
aids to individuals and organizations under. the Spec;al Olympics, Very Special Arts, minority
pupil scholarships, Youth Village and library service contracts.

8. Although DPI has indicated that it would not request to take the proposed funding
reductions from any of the 20 school aid appropriations, it may be desirable to specify that these
appropriations would not be subject to the unaliocated rcducnons, due to thezr part in the two-
zhuds fundzng of schooi dzsmcts L : : :

9, The bill would not establzsh a formal review mechamsm fc:}r the Committee to

review the proposed report by DPI concerning the allocation of the unspecified portion of the ...

agency funding reduction. On similar provisions relating to the Arts Board and ‘Historical

Society, the Committee voted to require that the report ‘be’ subject to the approval of the. .

Committee under a 14-day passive review. The bill could be modified to provide that DPI could _
identify a proposed allocation of the funding reductions, subject to JFC. approval under a passzve'_ o
14-day review process. T

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to reduce DPi;s base blidgét by $491,600 ~ © -
GPR annually. '
Alternative 1 GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change io Base) - $983,200
{Change to Bil $0;
(2 Modify the Governor’s recommendation by: (a) specifying that no reduction could

be made from the 20 appropriations for school aids; and (b) providing that DPI would have to
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denufy a proposed allocation of the fundmg reductions, subjee:t to JEC approval under a passive

14—day review pmcess

Alternative 2 GPR
1897-99 FHMMNG {Ohangs to Base) : -$383.200 _
C [Changa o Bill - -0
3. Maintain current law.
N -Amz : . BPR:L
1997-99 FUNBQRG (Change :o Base) e $0° )

: Pr_é;ia.re;:i by.: RuthHardy

wos B M’”Z-

'zJENsEN '

Y N A
| OURADA’ Y N A
HARSDORF . =~ Y. N A -
ALBERS = Y N .A
KAUFERT Y N A
LINTON Y N A
COGGS Y N A
BURKE Y N A
DECKER Y N A
GEORGE ¥ N AT
JAUCH Y N A
WINEKE Y N A
SHIBILSKt Y N A
COWLES Y N A
PANZER Y N A
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Representative Kaufert

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Motion:

Move to reduce DPI’s base budget by $245,800 GPR annually.

Note:

This motion would restore 50% of the funding reduction to DPI that is proposed in SB 77.

[Change to Base: -$491,600 GPR]
[Change to Bill: 3491,600 GPR]

k
g

JENSEN AN A
OURADA A N A
ZHARSDORF A N A
"AEBERS Y A A
CGARD N A
¥ KAUFERT 7 N A
LINTON Y MOA
COGGS Y M A
BURKE Y M A
DECKER Y & A
GEORGE X N A
JAUCH » N A
WINEKE ¥ N A
SHIBILSKI o N A
COWLES X N A
PANZER > N A
AYE l\ NO 5 ABS

Motion #3240
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Paper #654 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

" “To:  Joint Comumittee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director”
‘Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
ngh School Graduatxon Exammanon (BPI)

[LFB Summary: Page 473, #28]

L CERRENT LAW

Undar curreﬂt iaw, all school dxstrrcts are’ requzred to adnumster four standardmed
exa:mnatmns,_mcluﬁmg the Wisconsin reading comprehension test (WRCT) in third grade, and
- the fourth-,  eighth- and tenth-grade knowledge and concepts’ examinations. *The WRCT is an
. objective-referenced  (scoredin-comparison to a minimum- standard) test-developed by the
* Department of Public Instruction (DPI) which is given:to third grade pupils in the Spring of each
year in order to: . (a)-identify marginal readers: who may need remediation; (by provide
comparative performance data by schoot and school dlstnct anci (c) alk;w school districts to
evaiuate their readmg pmgrams L T R T g g

o 'I‘he WRCT is compnsed ef four types cf qucsnens based on four narrative or: exposxtery
- -writing. passages: (a) prior knewieége, (b} readmg strategws, (c) multzple choice; and (d) short

. answer questions included: on a pilot basis. The exam, which includes 105 to 110. questions; is
taken over four testing sessions within thrc:e weeks. “Test scores for the reading comprehetision
questions are placed into three performance categories: - partially proficient; proficient and
advanced. WRCT exam questions are developed by Wisconsin teachers in conjunction with
Metritech, the contractor for WRCT development.

Each school district in the state is required to administer the fourth-, eighth- and tenth-
- .grade knowledge and:concepts-examinations, which are designed to evaluate the level of
- -knowledge attained by pupils in the areas of mathematics, science; social studies, reading and
- language -arts. - The exams consist of ‘multiple choice; short ‘answer and essay questions; in
..addition, each test contains a non-academic section: consisting of questions related to the pupil’s
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- career interests; intended to did-in pupil guidance counseling and course selection. The tests
require approximately six hours to complete and are generally administered over a three-day
period.

The knowledge and concepts exams are not specifically linked to the curriculum and pupil
performance is not measured against a minimum standard. In order to facilitate comparisons
between schools and districts, DPI has designed a grand composite score which is equal to the
sum of the total scores on each portion: of the test.: The Department currently administers the
exams through a three-year contract with CTB/McGraw-Hill.

The knowledge and concepts exams are required, to the extent possible, to be free from
bias. School boards can decide not to examine limited English-speaking (LES) and exceptional
educational needs (EEN) pupils, or can modify the format to administer the tests to these pupils.
In addition, any 4th, 8th or 10th grade pupﬁ may be excused from takmg the tests upon request
of the pupil’s parent or guardian. S _ REINES

GOVERNOR

. Specify that if the Governor issues. pupil academic standards by execuzxve;e order, DPI

“ would be required to develop a high school graduanon examination designed to measure whether
-pupils meet the-academic standards. Provide $500,000 GPR in 1997-98 and $850,000 GPR in

... 1998-99 for the development of the proposed high: schaol ‘graduation exam. ‘Direct each school
- district to adopt 4 high school gradination exani that is designed to measure whether pupils meet
.. the standards adopted by the:school board: If a school board adopts the standards issued by the
o exec;utxve order, the school bodrd could adopt the high school graduation exam davelaped by DPI
..A scheol bcard wouid have to: neufy DPI xf it aéapts itsown: gra&mon exam.. ¢ ¥

R;equzre each school bcard that operatas a iugh schaei 0 admxmster the ingh schcoi
graduatxon test adopted by the board at least twice each school year begmnmg in the 1999-2000

~:.school year. 'I”he, school board would be reqmzed to determine in which high school grades the

i ---_:}-_axam wouldbe adl

mi -_‘sterad each sc:hael year. Beginning on' September 1, 2001; a school board”
. could hot grant-a: ‘high school diploma to any pupil unless the pupil has passed the high'school
_-graciuatzon exam. School boards would have to pmvxde pup;ls with at’least four oppcrtumues
Lo cdrethe hxgh school grades 10 take tha XA b B D e e

BISCUSSION POINTS
S 1 . By executive: ordcr in January 1997 the Govemm: created the Govemor s Council
O Model Acaeie::mc Standards which consists of the Lieutenant Governor who serves as chair,

| t_;;te State Superintendent of Public: Instruction, the chairs and rankmg minority members of the
. :Senate and Assembly Education Committees and one public member appointed by the Governor.
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-The Council has been meeting to develop academic standards for all: pupils in English language
. arts, mathematics, science and social studies at grades 4;:8 and 12. The Council must submit an
- interim report to-the Governor by June 15, 1997;and a final report recommending the standards
by September 15, 1997. If the Governor approves of the standards recommended by the Council,
he could issue the standards by executive order. School -boards could adopt-these standards or
- 1ssue their own- standa.rds : : o : : 3% 3

2. Since 1ts inception-in January, 1997, the Council has gathered public testimony and
is currently working in committees that have been formed dealing with each of the four academic
areas. Commmittee members include school district, higher education, business, corumunity group
and state agency representatives..: Whilé input:into the:development of the standards ‘has been
- broad, it may be-desirable to include 4 provision for legislative oversight.over the final standards

- issued:by the- Governor. - The: Committee -could: require - that the standards be reviewed and
. approved by the:Senate and Assembly Education Committees before DPI could: develep the Ingh
---school graduauon exam based on the acaﬁemc szandards e R

3. DPI mdzcates that it would_ n_ot__ -make decisicn"s_-; regarding the deveicpmeiﬁz of the
high school graduation exam until after the Governor issues the academic standards; however,

- DPL expects 1o form several committees to develop the exam; including: (a) graduation test

“steering; (b) testin g policy advisory; (c) bias review; (d) technical advisory; (¢) discipline specific
*‘content revzew (f) generai content review;

" .- committee structure is essential to assure that the: prograny is designed and conducted consistent

< with the values and beliefs of Wisconsin’s citizens; and. to guaramee that the program and tests
o meet the: L'ughest level: af technical and contant quailty S : i

: DPI estimates that the test would be apgroxzmately five hours iong, thh muinp}e choxce
£ -short answer and-essay-questions. The agency would prepare the exam in multiple forms in order
. to.allow ‘pupils to retake it up to four times:prior to: graduation. Pupils would be required to
-+ reach'd single: passmg score:in order to: successful}y complete the exam. DPI ‘believes that by
requzrmg pupils to pass an exam cavenng the academic standards ‘would rnotivate parents pu;}ﬂs
and educators %:0 1mpmve the quahty of mstmcncn azxd effort dzrected toward Ieammg

S ’I‘he majnr costs of test developmem in the next bzenmum mclude admlmstranon
and coerdmauon. ($175,000); test content specification development ($125,000) to determine the

portions of the academic standards-that would :be: measured. by the-high school exam;: item

- specification:-development ($125,000) to determine the specific skills to be measured in:each

- content area; item development ($400,000) to develop:the specific questions in each-academic
- .area; and. field -tryouts ($225,000) to pilot the: examination in certain high schools around the
. state: DPI:would develop the graduation exam in coordination with a:contractor, through: an

“arrangement parallel to. that of the ' WRET and knowledge 4nd iconcepts exams. - Given the
magnitude of developing a statewide exam based -on specific standards, the proposed funding
level appears reasonable.

" ‘Public Instruction (Paper #654) Page 3
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‘. be denied a high school diploma. ]

. SB 7.

_ 5. Proponents of the Governor’s proposal “to: create and require -a-high school
. .graduation exam contend that in order for Wisconsin to remain competitive in the 21st century,
-"Wisconsin high school graduates must be ablé to démonstrate their knowledge and skills based
onhigh standards across core academic subjects: A high school graduation exam would establish
-that a Wisconsin high school diploma would:-ensure a high quality graduate that is prepared for
higher education, a competitive job market or community service. Further, because the proposal
requires high schools to allow pupils to attempt the exam four times, pup;is would have several
: .oppcrtumtxes to zmprove their pcrfcmance and pass the: examn o

Co b Opponents af a: hzgh schaoi examination reqaxrement argue: that such an ‘exam
would ‘be expensive to develop and would provide little specific information about the skills or

- knowledge of a high school graduate in Wisconsin. - They belicve that pupils in Wisconsin are -

- -already tested more than necessary and that such testing contributes to: (a) inequitable tracking;

- .{b) gender, racial; disability and income bias; (c) teachers that teach to the exam:rather than for
~ broad knowledge in a subject area; (d} school h@arﬁ spent on tezstmg rather than instruction; and

{¢) unfounded comparisons between the quahty of schc@l dzstncts across the state that focus on

'anan'ow measurement ofsuccess o e i et e

e Furthe:r, apponm{s ccmend that snc:h a’ I'ugh»stakes examination may encourage
: h:gh schovi rather tharz faﬁ an_ cxmnanen _and

- workforce without a high school degree because he or she is tmable to-:-pass this exam; ‘even
- though-the pupil:may have been diligent in his-or her course of study.. Opponents to:the proposal
argue that the decision to award a high schook diploma: shotild not be focused on one isolated
performance, but rather include a broad array of pupil performance indicators, such as grade point
- average; general test scores, extracurricular activities and behavioral indicators. “In ‘d letter to the
' Co-Chairs "of the Joint Committee ‘on: Finance -dated April 24, 1997, the Senate Education
+ -Committee indicated that .the: Comnnttee has concerns regarding the examas ‘a requirement of
- high school graduanon ané has pmpased that the Ingh school graduahan exam: be taken out of

8. Recenz federal Iegxslaﬁon in the Improvmg Ameﬁca 3 Schoels Act (IASA}
“ requires that states develop: statewide pupil’ acadernic: standards ané ptxpzi assessments that are
“linked to the academic. standards.: Wisconsiti’s current assessment program for 3rd; 4th; 8th and
~-10th grade pupils, as well as the academic standards currently being developed will likely meet
:most of the federal requirements. However, ‘DPF indicates that the state must-make progress in
.'-'-'-"mciudmg LES and EEN pupils:in assass:ments because federal law. réquires that. all: pupils,
+ including EEN and LES pupxis, be taught the same knowledge and sinlls and be held to the same
- - high standards. There may be a tonflict with the goals of: reqmrmg a high: school graduation
“+exam-and holding EEN-and LES pupils to the same high: standards as other pupﬁs wi'ulc at the
same time: striving to award these pupils-high school degrees. e A i
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.+ 9.+ DPI has developed statewide guidelines for including LES and EEN pupils in the
current examinations in a manner that encourages high standards and skills for these pupils, while
also: providing incentives for passing.the examinations. : These guidelines include methods for
pmvadmg the exam in alternate formats or under dlfferzng circumstances. . o

10. if the goal of the pupli acadermc stanéards and hxgh schaoi graduatmn exam is to
ensure 2 high level of achievement across the state of Wisconsin and to establish that a high
school diploma is-a valuable indicator of graduate skills and knowledge, it may be beneficial to
require. the same. high school  graduation: exam: statewide. .in. order to provide a standard
measurement of pupil knowledge. Further, this might bepefit institutions-of higher education and
potential employers when comparing high school graduates from varying regions of the state.
The Committee may wish to require school districts to adopt: the high school examination that
would be deveioped by DPI based on the academic standards issued by the Govemar rather than
devalep a. mstmt-sg;emﬁc -examination. . e : AT S g

11 Under current Iaw upon the: request of a parent or guardian;a school board can
excuse a pupil for completing the 4th, 8th and 10th grade exams. This provision is included for
parents who may: have medical, personal or religious:reasons: for not requiring their children to
take a standardized examination. The Committee may wish to include this provision for the high
... school graduation exam as well, and require school boards to establish alternate criteria upon

- which to determine quahficanan for hxgh school graduatxon .puyzl has been: excused’ from the"
high school graduation exam. ' : -

12. B'eginning in thc 1999-2000 school year, every high school would be required to
administer a high school graduation exam. School districts would be required to give pupils four
opportunities to take the exam before graduation and would likely administer the exam in the
10th, 11th or 12th grades. DPI indicates that the graduation exam may serve the same purposes
that the 10th grade knowledge and concepts exam currently serves.. _Because the graduation exam
would be required for graduation beginning on September 1, 2006 the Comttae may wish to
consider sunsetting the: current Ié}th grade: exam on Iune 30 20(}1 o

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation. to. establish a high school graduation
examination, which would begin to be administered in the-1999-2000 school year. Provide
$500,000 in 1997-98 and $850,000 in 1998-99 for the deveiopment of the proposed ‘exam.

Alternative 1 T SR GPR

1987-89 FUNDING (Change to Base) $1,350,000
{Change to Bit i 80)
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@ Modify the Governor’s recommendation through one or more of the following:

s @ »Require-that the academic standards that would be issued by the
Governor must be reviewed and approved by the Senate and Assembly Education -
Committees before DPI could develop the hlgh school graduancn exam based on

.-these acadennc stzmdards : S - S -

. . Re:qmre sc:hots} dxstncts 10 adapt -the ingh school graduatzon -
e:xamination that would be developed by:DPI based on-the academic stanciarcis
- issued: by the Gc}vemar, rather than deveiop a dzsmcbspemﬁe exdmination. -

' .' Reqmre school heards to’ excuse @ pupzl fmm the hlgh school
.graduation exam upon the:request of a parent or guardian. Specify that school
boards must establish alternate criteria upon which to determine ‘qualification for-
high school graduation 1f a pupﬁ has been excnsed from the hxgh school
'--graduanon ‘exam: o v

o _ : Szmset the curren% iﬂth grada exam on June 30 2@01

" 1067.98 FUNDING (Change fo Base)  $1,350000 |
[Change to Bill $07

3. Maintain current law,

&M L e GPRE)

199’?»999&&3&&& (Changetoﬂase} g
. . [Change to 8ilf< - «~$1.350,0001 ) o0

JENSEN
OURADA =
. o pewe v o HARSDORE .
Prepared by: Ruth Hardy . ALBERS
fcpated oy. .  SARD
KAUFERT
~ LINTON -
COGGS
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Paper #655 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From “Bob' Lang, Director
Legislative Fxscal Bureau )

ISS{}E
State Snpport for Element.ary and Secendary Educatzon (DPI)

| -'fLFB. 'SW:-'--P-age '45‘51,-#2 and Page;és@;;#s} S

C{}'RRENT LAW

g Uncier the prevxsxons of 1995 Ac:t 27 ‘state support for elementary and secondary (K-12)
i educatzon increases from $3.032 billion in 1995-96 to $4.035 billion in 1996-97; The purpose of
“this inicrease in state funding is to fulfill the commitment established in 1993 ‘Act 437 to raise
- the:state’s average share of K=12 revenues to 66.7%; ‘thereby mgmﬁcant}y redﬂcmg ‘the reliance
on local property taxes to fund K12 education. The two-thirds funding commitment is calculated
on a statewide basis; the level of state aid received by an individualdistrict ‘thay e higher or

< lower than 66.7%; éependmg on the: dzstnct 5 per memher shared cmts ami equahzed valne

‘The statutes define both- the nmnerator and denozmnator of the tW’O*thlI‘dS state fuadmg
caiculatxon The numerator-is the sum of state school aids; composed of 25 separate. general and
categorical aid appropnanons and the school levy tax credit. The denominator; which:is called

pamai revcnue:s ' is the sum of state sc:hool aids: and property taxes levied for school d:stncts

The 2995~97 budget estahizshed ‘a proccss for annually determining the amount necessary
n the gcnerali equalization aid appropriation to meet the statutorily defined two-thirds funding
level. Each year by June 15, the Departments of Public Instruction and Administration ‘and the
Legzsiatzve Fiscal Bureau must jointly cettify to the Joint Committee on Finance an estimate of
the amount necessary in the general equalization aid: appmpnatzon which; in combination with
the ‘amounts provided in the other state -aid and levy credit appropriations, would achieve the
66.7% fundirig level in the following school year. Annually, by June 30 the Committee must
determine. the ‘amount to be appropriated in the following school year For:1996-97, the
Committee met on June 27, 1996, and approved an additional $30 million over the funding level
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contained -in the 1995-97 budget, which was the amount estimated in June that was needed to
achieve the 66.7% funding goal.

GOVERNOR

Increase the total amount appropriated for general and categorical school aids from
$3,566,051,400 in 1996-97 to $3,775,209,000 .in 1997-98 and $3,869,443,100 in 1998-99.
Compared to the 1996-97 base year, school aids would increase by $209,157,600 in 1997-98 and
$303,391,700 in 1998-99 (or $94,234,100 over the 1997-98 recommended level). These proposed
funding levels would represent annual increases over the prior year of 5.9% in 1997-98 and 2.5%
in 1998-99. These amounts include increases of $191,945,400 in 1997-98 and $266,186,000 in
1998-99 for general equalization aids. Total equalization aid funding would increase: from
$3,182,215,800 in 1996-97 to $3,374,161 200 (6 O%) in 1997-98 and $3 448 401 800 (2.2%) in

1998-99.

Estabhsh the distribution. amount for the 3999 school : levy: property tax credit at
$569,305,000 or $100,000,000 over the 1997 and 1998 funding level of $469,305,000. The higher
amount would affect property taxes levied in 1998 (payable in 1999), but wouid be pmd by the
3 -_.statc in fiscal year 1999»2000 e _ . fofi R

b schooi revenues in-the: 1997-99 biennium. The bill wouid increase state . ‘r’tmdmg from the base
- .amount of $4,035,356,400 in: 1996-97 to $4, 244,514,000 in.1997-98 and $4,438.748,100 in 1998-
-+-99. Compared: to the 1996-97 base: year, state ftmcimg would increase by $209,157; 6% in-1997-
.. 98 and $403,391,700 in- 1998-99 (or $194,234,100 over 1997-98).. These funding increases would
. Tepresent annual increases over the prior year of 5.2% in 1997-98.and 4.6% in 1998-99. A
sumimary. of these funding amounts with the administration’s estimates of partial school revenues
is prescnted in the table below.

State Suppen for K—lz Educanon s

($ in Mxlimns)
1997 98 1998-99
o T -~ 1996-97 Amount . - -Increase .- Amount. - Increase
- General Aid . o 831845 $3 3765 Lo 81920 o $3,450:7 o $742
Categorical, Azd e 3860 o 3987 o 171 o 41870 - o 2200
- School Levy Tax Credlt 4693 . :-s469.3._ o0 5693 o 100.0
Total: . ..o oo 340354 0 0 $4,2445 - 52090 54438? -.$194.2

-Jﬁpama;. School Revenuﬁs . $6,094.1 - $6366.7. --__:_-$'2'42-.6'_-;-. $6.658.1 - $2914
- State-Share - ... .. 66.22% . 6667% .. o 66.67% o
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_ I)ISC’{}SSION POINTS

L. SB 77 would provrde $4,244.5 rmiimn in- 199?—98 and $4~ 438.7 million for: 1998 99.
Based on current estimates of projected K-12 partial revenues, it is estimated that an additional
$23.1 million in 1997-98 and $33.3 million in 1998-99 of equalization aids funding would be
needed to meet the two-thirds goal, for a total of $56.4 million in the 1997-99 biennium.

2. Two factors contribute to- this higher estimate. First, the amount of per pupil
revenues allowed to school districts under state revenue limits is higher than that used in SB 77,
~ which accounts for approxxmately 60% of the increased cost. Second, the remaining 40% of the
' acfdmonal cost is. attnbntable ta hlgher esumates of the de’bt Ievy fer school dlstrlct berrowmg

3. The level of state suppart for K-lz edacatzon measured as a percentagc of parnal
school revenues, has been almost 50% or tnore each year during the last fow: years. Specifically,
it has been 48.4% in 1993-94, 51.0% in 1994-95, 52.9% in 1995-96 and estimated to be 66.2%
in 1996-97. The Committee could repeal the current law 66.7% funding goal and appropriate,
on a sum certain basis, the amounts in SB 77, which would provide an estimated 66.31% in
1997-98 and 66.17% in 1998-99 of partial school revenues. -

4. . School dxstnct revenue hrmts are defined as a limit on the amount of revenue . =
obtained through the combination of. g&nera} schoel aids and {he property tax. Ievy General

school aids consist of the" fol}owmg (as they apply to a parucu}ar school “district): ()
equalization aid; (b) integration (Chapter 220) aid; and (c) special adjustment (hold harmless) aid.
In total, these aids represent nearly 90% of the funds provided as state aid to school:districts.

5. Under revenue limits, any decrease in the amount of equalization aids could be offsct N
with an increase in the property tax levy. It is anticipated that most school districts wouid"'
increase the property tax levy to offset any loss of state aids, . e

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $'i91,945',4.€i0 in 1997-98 an'd:
$266,186,000 in 1998-99 compared to the base year for general equalization aids. It is estimated
that SB 77 would provide 66.31% in 1997-98 and 66.17% in 1998-99 of partial school revenues.

Alternative 1 . GPR

1997-98 FUNDING (Change to Base) $458,131,400
[Change to Bill S0t
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@ Modify the Governor’s recommendation by providing an additional $23,100,000 in
1997-98 and $33,300,000 in 1998-99 for general equalization aids. It is estimated that this would
-, provide two-thirds of partial school-revenues:in each year-of the biennium. - . :

A!temative 2 _ . GPH '
1997.89 FUNDING (Change to Base)  $574.531,400
[Change to Bilf ssa,wa,m;_

- 3. Maintain the base ﬁmdmg level of $3, §82 215,800 annually, clnmnate the current law
* goal of 66.7% of partial school revenues and provide the funds on an annual sum certain basis.
This would represent a reduction of $191,945,400 in 1997-98 and $266,186,000 in 1998-99 from

the bill. It is estimated zhat thls wouki prcmdc 63 31% m 1997~9S and 62. 20% in I998~99 of

: . gamal school revenues '

L  AMernatived : . .o ¢ i . .- ePR
- 1997-99 FUNDING (Ghangem Base; e gl
[Change to Bill - $458,131,400]

 Prepared by Bob Soldner
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Senator Wineke

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Eliminate 66.7% Funding Requirement

Motion:

Move to delete current law that establishes a funding goal of 66.7% of partial school

revenues and, instead provide equalization funding at the level otherwise approved in an annual
sum certain appropriation.

won 224 |
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Paper #656 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

To:  Joint Committee on Finance

‘From: Bob Lang, Director “
' Leg:skanve Flscai Burf:au

ISSUE -

General Equahzatmn Axds - Procedure for Semng i?tmdmg Leve! (DPI)

{LFB Sunnnary Page 464 #4}

3 -CURRENT LAW

Annuaﬂy, by each June 15 the i)epartment -3 of Publxc Instructmn and Adnzzmstratmn and
the Legislative Fiscal Bureau must jointly certify-to the Joint Committee on Finance (JFC) an
‘estimate of the amount necessary in the equalization aid appropriation: This funding amount must
be sufficient, when combined with categorical school aid appropriations and the school levy tax
credit, to achieve an estimated 66.7% of partial school revenues in the following school year. By
June 30 of ‘each year; JFC must 'apprevc the amount to appropriate as equalization’ aid. Partial
school revenues are defined as the'sum’ of “state school aids; which mciudes the general and

' categorzcal azd pregrams, am:i aross propcrty taxes: levxed for schoal dxstncts g

’f‘he equahmtmn aid appropnat:on is a sum sufﬁment appropnam)n that is set equal to the
amount approved by JFC each year : :

: GOVERNOR

. - Madzfy the current cqnahzatwn axd appmpnatmn from a sum- sufficle:nt to an annuai Sum
~ certain. Delete the current statutory procedure for establishing the funding level forequalization
aid. Instead, provide that by February 15,1999, and biénnially thereafter, the Governor would
submit an estimate to JFC of the amount needed in the following biennium to ensure that the sum

of state school aids and the school levy tax credit equals two-thirds of partial school revenues.
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1. On June 14, 1996, the State Superintendent, Secretary of DOA and Director of the
Legislative Fiscal Bureau certified to JFC an amount that they estimated would be required to
achieve the 66.7% funding goal for 1996-97. Based on information available at that time, the
three agencies indicated that $3,182.2 million GPR needed to be appropriated in the equalization
appropriation for 1996-97. That was $30 million higher than the funding level contained in the
1995-97 budget. On June 27, 1996, JFC ap;:mved the certified amount of $3,182.2 million as
the figure to be appr{)pnated as 1996~9? gcneral schgol azds

2. At the time of certification in June, 1996, the three agencies estimated that partial
revenues for 1996-97 would equal $6,050 million. Based on the property tax levies as certified
by each school district to the Department of Revenue late in 1996, statewide property tax levies
for school purposes for 1996-97 are $44.1 million mgher than estimated in June, 1996, and partial
revenues-for 1996-97 are. §6,094. 1 million, or $44.1 million greater than the projected $6,050
million. As a result, state support of K-12 partial revenues will be appmxzmateiy 66 2% or $29.4
million less than the amount neccssary to achieve the 66.7% goal. SRR

3. Other major GPR funded programs such as shared revenue, medical assistance and
the University of Wisconsin are provided a. sPeczﬁc level of GPR fundxng For these programs,
- a funding: }evel is established once every two: years in ‘the: budge : : Iffsubsequarzt

.. adjustments are needed, funding can be provided in separate legislation. Wkﬂe funding 66.7%

the state '3 commztment

: Page 2

- of partial school revenues represents a commitment of- approxmmteiy 39% of the state’s total
. general fund budget for: 199&97 the administration argues that the two-year buégat cycle used
... for.most: other state. pmgrams wouki be: adethatf: far equalxzathz mcis as weii e

T 4 It cou};é be argued that thc cumnt est;matmg proc:ess wou}é provzdc a-1more
i accurate aﬁd 1mpamai estimate of the state’s cost of achieving the 66.7% geai of partial school
revenues, compared to the: Governor’s: recommenéatmns ‘Under current law, three independent
agencies jointly cemfy to JFC on an ammal bas:s, an estzmate of the amonnt necessary to fulfill

Govemor The Special Committee also vcted o reccmmand that the curreni annual proccdure
.- for adjusting the amount.of. funding necessary- for the equalization aid appmpnatmn be retained,

1ather than eliminating this process as proposed i in 'SB 77. Inan April 24, 1997, letter te the Co-
.. Chairs of JEC, the Senate Education Committee made.the same recommendations. :
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ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to modify the current equalization aid
appropriation from a sum sufficient to an annual sum certain. In addition, delete the current
statutory procedure for establishing the funding level for equalization aid. Instead, provide that
by February 15, 1999, and biennially thereafter, the Governor would submit an estimate to JFC
of the amount needed in the following biennium to ensure that the sum of state school aids and
the schon] levy tax credit equals two-thirds of partial school revenues.

Maintain current law.
) i Uble U@M

Prepared by: Bob Soldner

JENSEN Y N A
OURADA Y N A
HARSDORF Y N A
ALBERS Y N A
GARD" Y N A
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BURKE // Y N A
DECKER" Y N A
GEOR Y N A
JAUGH Y N A
WINEKE: Y N A
SHIBILSK! Y N A
COWLES Y N A
PANZE Y N A
AYE NO ABS
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Senator George

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Delete Primary Hold Harmless Provision on Equalization Aids

Motion:

Move to delete the current law hold harmless provision on primary aid under the state’s
equalization aid formula as well as the current law special adjustment aid.

Note:

This motion would med;fy the current law equahzanon aid formula to fépeai the hold

harmless on primary aid, which would result in the redistribution of aid at the primary aid level
from certain higher-value districts to other school districts. The motion would also repeal special
adjustment aids, which otherwise would limit the amount of aid a school district could lose
compared to the prior year.

ﬁe#ﬁﬁ———

JENSEN

Y N A
OURADA Y ® A
HARSDORF Y N A
ALBERS Y NCA
GARD Y W A
KAUFERT Y N A
LINTON XN A
COGGS A N A
BURKE A N A
DECKER NN A
JGEORGE X N A
JAUCH A N A
2, WINEKE XN A
SHIBILSKI A N A
COWLES Y N A
PANZER Y N A
AYE K &qu ABS
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- CURRENT LAW

Paper #657 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

" "To:  Joint Committee on Finance |

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

§SS{}E
Two»’l‘hlrﬁs Rather Than 66 7% State Suppert (DPI)

{LFB Summary: Page 464, #5]

o Unéar current law, by;. aach June 15 the : I}epamnems of Pubhc Instmctzon and
Administration and the Legislative Fiscal- Bureau must jointly certify to the Joint-Committee on
Finance (JFC) an estimate of the amount necessary.in the equalization aid appropriation which,
when combined with categorical school aid appropriations and the school levy tax credit, would
achieve 66.7% of partial school revenues in the foliowmg school year. Partial school revenues
is the sum of state school aids, which i is the sum of general and categoncal school aids, and gross
property taxes levied- for school districts. - By June -390, }FC must approve the arnount to
appropriate as equalization aid.

GOVERNOR
Replace the current statutory goal of 66.7% of partial revenues with a goal of "two-thirds”
of partial school revenues. This modification. would result in an annual reduction of 0.05%, or

approximately $2.1 million in-1997-98 and $2.2:million in 1998-99, from the funding required
for equalization aid under current law.
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667

 DISCUSSION POINTS 0 '

1. The administration argues that the current goal of 66.7% of partial school revenues
is commonly referred to as "two-thirds funding.” The SB 77 provision would align the statutory
goal of 66.7% with common usage, which is equivalent to 66.666...%. In their view, there is
little reason for the state to pay the additional cost of attamzng a66.7% goal, if the goal is

considered to be "two thirds” fundmg

2 On April 25, 1997, the Leg;szanveééuﬁcﬂ Special Committee on the School Aid
Formula voted to recommend that the current statutory goal of 66.7% be retained, rather than the
Governor’s proposal to change the goal to "two-thirds".

3. If the Governor’s proposal would be deleted, it is estimated that this modification
would increase the state’s cost of funding pamai schoel revenues by approxzma,teiy $2 1 million
in 1997-98 and $2.2 million i in.1998-99. o F o i

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

Approve the Governor’s recormendation to replace the: current statutory goal-of -

o - would reduce the cost for equalization aids, of meeting the geal by an: c:stimazed $2 100, 000 in
i 1997»98 and: 32209“0 m 2998»99 compaze:i to' current. Iaw e s R S

-_ _ wsmsruxmna (cmge wa } Msm}cm
.. fchangatnaﬂ e
2. Mamtam current law, which would increase costs for equahzatmn aids, compared

to the bill by an cstzmaicd $2,100, GOE) n }997 93 and $2 2()(} 000 i in 1998 99

| Atternativez - S GRRep e o
1997-89 FUNDING (Changs to- Base) A
S e [Change to Bl wmmj

A | ‘}';V / BURKE Yy A A

MO# J DECKER /y( M A
Prepared by: Bob Soldner 4wensen AN A ?fg?,‘f g X : :
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Paper #658 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

To: Joint Committee orf Finance '

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

School District Revenue Lumts -- School Districts with: Changes in Pupzl Enroilments
(DPI) . § : b _ oo

. CURRENT LAW " .

For purposes of the state s school dzstnct revcnne Iﬁmt a three»year rong average of
- a school district’s pupil enrollment is used to'determine the allowable revenue increase for that
. district: . The number of ;pupils-is-based .on the average of a:school district’s membership count
. taken on‘the third Friday in' September for the current and two:preceding school ‘years:  For
~ example, the average of the 1993; 1994 and 1995 September memberships was used to calculate
the 1995-96 base:year revenues per:pupik. - Then; the average of the 1994, 1995 and- 1996
- September memberships is used to' determine the allowable revenue increase in 1996-97.-
- Only those pupils: who are residents of the district are counted for membership purposes.
Pupxls who transfer between school districts under the integration (Chapter- 220) program are
counted in the membership of the sending district and not the receiving district. In addition,
. pupﬂs participating in the Milwaukee parental choice program are excluded from the membershlp
of the Mﬂwaukee Pnbhc Schools when ccmputmg the sttm:t s revenue limit. - oo

GOVERNOR -

:No provision.
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‘DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Approximately 66% of school districts increased membership from the 1995 to the
1996 third Friday in September pupil count for purposes of the school district revenue limit
calculations. Specifically, 283 school districts gained, 138 school districts lost and five school
districts had no change in membership. The one-year changes ranged from a 19.35% increase
to a 19.39% decrease. : : o

2 For purposes of revenue limit calculations, two separate three-year rolling averages
are used to calculate a district’s maximim revenies. The three-year rolling averages are used,
instead of a one-year change, 1o lessen the impact on school district budgeting that an annual
change could cause. Under the 1996-97 calculations, the changes in the threc«year rolling
averages ranged from a 13.95% increase to a 6.99% decrease. S

a0 o:300  Some have argued that a-five-year rolling average should be used for purposes of
calculating revenue limits. The proponents have argued that five-year rolling ‘averages would
allow school districts more opportunity to plan and react to changing memberships. Opponents
would argue that a three-year rolling average allows ample opportunity for districts to react to
changing memberships and movzng to ﬁve-year rolling averages would" oniy delay a dxstnct s
_need to makc deczsmns L o :
: e On Apn} 24 I997 the Senat& Edncatlmz Cﬁmmxttee sent a ietter to: the Co*Chaxrs
.-of JFC:indicating that the Senate Education:Committee supports some -adjustment for declining
- enrollment school districts.  The: Senate: Comimittee-identified a four-year or fivesyear-rolling
- -average as'a possibility.Based on the 1996-97 revenue limit calculations, including the $206 per
- ~membet increase and prior to other allowable adjustments; a five-year rolling average would
increase maximum-revenues by approximately $8:0 million. Specifically, 250 school districts
would gain $15.4 million and 176 school districts would lose $7.4 million. The state’s cost of
.- ‘this:increase, under the goal of fumimg 66.7% of parnai schaal revenues; wauid be’ appmxxmately
;5531}1}11101} S et RN Lol ol el b

S, e 0:1 A;m} 29 199? the ch:siauvc Caurzcxl Specm} Cozmmttec on the Schaoi Aid
Farmu}a recommended that an 85% hold. harmless provision be- mcarpora{ed into the revenue
limit calculations designed to protect declining enroilment districts. The proposal would specify
that if the three-year rolling average used for revenue limits results in a loss of membership for
a school district, then the district could retain 85% of the membership lost:for purposes of
calculating its allowable revenue increase. Although the membership count would revert to its
actual level the next year, this higher revenue amount would carry forward, because the base
revenue for the next year would reflect the higher maximum revenue generated under the 85%

hold harmless provision.

This proposal would provide substantial support to districts with declining enrollment.
However, one disadvantage of this proposal would be that a district that experienced a decline
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in enrollment in one year-and an offsetting iricrease in the.next year, would end up with higher
allowable revenues per pupil than if the district had:stable: membership. This ‘could create an
undesirable mccmzve for school dzsmcts to mampulate thelr fali m&mbershxp counts for revenue

limit purposes.

6.  The Committee could adopt modifications that would adjust school district three-
year rolling average memberships used in calculating revenue limits so that no school district
would experience a change (either a decrease or increase) greater than two percent compared to
the prior year’s count. Based on the 1996-97 revenue limit calculations; including the $206 per
member increase and prior to other allowable adjustments, this alternative would decrease
maximum revenues by approximately $16.65 million. Specifically, 11 school districts would gain
$0.35 million and 148 school districts would lose $17.0 million. Districts with significant
declines in membership would gain under this option, and districts with larger gains in
membership would lose under this alternative. The state’s share of this decrease in maximum
revenues, under the goal of fundmg 66.7% of partial school re\zenuas, would be a reduction of

approximately $11.11 million.

ALTERSATIVES TO BASE

= Adopt a ﬁve~year rc;ﬂmg average: for pur;mses of caicuiatmg schmE distict

revenue Inmts, effective July 1, 1998. I is estimated that this modification wr.mld cost
approximately $5.3 million in 1998-99 for additional equalization aids. T

Alternative 1 GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) 35,300,000
[Change to Bill $5,300,000]
2. Provide that zf a schosi chstnct s th:ee«year rolling. average pu;:ﬂi enrolhncnt"f:.:_f_

changes by more than 2% compared to the prior year three-year rolhng average, then its -
allowable maximum reventes would be calculatcd as if the change had been 2%, effective July ©
1, 1998. Specify that this provision would appiy to one of the following s;tuanons --

a. to school districts only with dechnmg.: emfonmem; provide an a ad dmona} $230,'0.0'0' _
in 1998-99 for equalization aids.

Alternative 2a _' . @eR
isémas. FUNDING (Change to Base) $230,000 |
[Changs fo Bill $230,0001
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b. - to. school districts with: both declining

$li 110,000 in 1998 99 for- equahzat.tcn aids.

and - increasing enrollments; delete

Alternative 2b

199?-39 FUNDING (Change to Base)
[Change to Biff

GPR

- $11,110,000
- $11,110,000]

- 3. - Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Bob Soidhef

JENSEN Y N A
OURADA Y N A
HARSDORF Y N A
ALBERS Y N A
GARD Y N A
KAUFERT Y N A
LINTON Y N A
COGGS Y N A
BURKE Y N A
DECKER ' Y N A
GEORGE - Yoo N A
JAUCH.. Y N_A
WINEKE Y NA
SHIBILSKI Yo N A
COWLES Y N A

Y N A

PANZER

AYE____NO____ ABS___ <"
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Senator Jauch

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

School District Revenue Limits --
Declining Enrollment -- Three-Year Declining Hold Harmless Provision

Motion:

Move to provide that if a school district’s three-year rolling average pupil enrollment
declines by more than 2% compared to the prior year three-year rolling: average, then its
allowable maximum revenues would be calculated as if the decrease has been 2%, effective only
for 1997-98. Provide that beginning in 1998-99 and thereafter a school district that loses
enroliment would receive a three-year declining adjustment to revenue limits, in an amount equal
to: (a)in year one, a dollar amount equal to the allowable revenues that 75% of the decline in
membership would have generated; (b) in year two, a dollar amount equal to the allowable
revenues that 50% of the decline in membership would have generated; and (c) in year three, a
dollar amount equal to the allowable revenues that 25% of the decline in membership would have

‘generated. After year three, no further adjustment would be provided attributable to the initial
 decline in membership. - Specify that these adjustments would be calculated separately from the =

maximum allowable revenues under the current three-year rolling, average process, and would
be provided as non-recurring adjustments. This same process would apply to a membership
decline in subsequent years. Provide $230,000 GPR in 1997-98 and $2,900,000 in 1998-99 for

equalization aids.

Note:

It is estimated that this proposal would require $0.23 million GPR in __1997*558 and $2.9
million GPR in 1998-99 for general equalization aids in order to maintain the state’s commitment
to fund 66.7% of partial school revenues.

{Change to Base: $3,130,000 GPR]

{Change to Bill: 33,130,000 GPR] BURKE XN A
DECKER X N A
jGEORGE } MNOA

4}5 JAUCH N A
MO# 39 L/q WINEKE Y NA
SHIBILSKI X N A
JENSEN X N A COWLES Y N A
OURADA A N A PANZER Y M OA
HARSDORF 2N A
ALBERS X N A / ‘j/
GARD' M N A ave/ NO ABS
’LL(AUFERT Y N A
. INFON X N A
Motion #3249 COGGS > N A




Senator Wineke

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Declining Enroliment -- Revenue Limits

Motion:

Move to provide that if a school district that has an enrollment decline that exceeds 2%
of its enroliment (as calculated through the current law three-year average process), then the
schoel district could levy for the amount of revenue loss that would be attributable to the decline
in enrollment that exceeds 2%. Specify that this additional levy would not be included in the
calculation of partial school revenues for purposes of the goal of state funding of 66.7% of partial
school revenues.

MO# éiﬁ@

JENSEN ¥
QURADA Y
HARSDORF Y
ALBERS Y
GARD Y
KAUFERT Y

. LINTON - r's
L mms : /Y‘

)"

<3

zz¥§¥:kh
PEPDPPDDD

BURKE N A
DECKER N A
GEORGE C N A
JAUCH Y N A
/ WINEKE ¥ N A
ZSHIBILSK) M ON.A
COWLES Y 47 A
PANZER Y M A

AYE// NO/D ABS

Motion #4505




Senator Wineke

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

School District Revenue Limits -- Declining Enrollment 85% Hold Harmless

Motion:

Move to provide that an 85% hold harmless provision be incorporated into the revenue
limit calculations designed to protect declining enrollment districts. Specify that if the three-year
rolling average used for revenue limits would result in a loss of membership for a school district,
then the district would retain 85% of the membership lost for purposes of calculating its
allowable revenue increase. Provide $3,200,000 GPR in 1997-98 and $6,500,000 GPR in 1998-

99 for equalization aids.

 Note:

Under this proposal, the membership count would revert to its actual level the next year,
but the higher revenue amount would carry forward, because the base revenue for the next year
would reflect the higher maximum revenue generated under the 85% hold harmless provision.
It is estimated that this proposal would require $3.2 million GPR in 1997-98 and $6.5 million
GPR in 1998-99 for general equalization aids in order to maintain the state’s commitment to fund

66.7% of partial school revenues. _
Ma#_:écg D;S

JENSEN
[Change to Base: $9,700,000 GPR] HARSOORE
[Change to Bill: $9,700,000 GPR] gizgﬂs
KAUFERT
LINTON
COGGS

zzAxkXxX
PERBDrDE DD

7. BURKE
DECKER
GEOHGE
JAUCH

) WINEKE
SHIBILSKI
COWLES
PANZER

AYE 8, NO

PP ppDBBD

F<{<<¥**\&\ \\<<<<m<
XXzzzzzz

ABS

Motion #3203




Paper #659 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

- To:  Joint ij_r;miztce_on Finance

From Bob Lang, Director
Legxslatxve Fxsca} Bureau '

' ISSUE

School Distrlct Revenue lemts Maxxmum Allo’wable Reve:me Increase (BPI}

+ [LFB Summiary: Page 461, #2] -

-CURRENT LﬁW

- For purpeses of school chsmct revenue hmxis, zhe staze restriets’ the armual increase'in a
: schsol district’s per pupil  revenue ‘derived frorm: general school aids and property taxes. The
allowable increase in revenue per pupil cannot exceed a flat dollar amount of $206 for 1996-97
and each year thereafter

General school axds consist of the follawmg, as they apply 10 a particular school district:

(a) equalization aid; (b) integration (Chapter 220) aid; and (c) special adjustment (hold harmless)
ald In total these’ axds Tepresent nearly 90% of the funds pmvxded as stata md to schoel dzstncts

~GOVERNOR

No provision.

DISCUSSION POINTS

_ 1. Prior to 1995-96, the allowable per pupil revenue increase could not exceed a flat
dollar amount or the rate of inflation, whichever resulted in the higher revenue amount for the
“district. “In 1993-94; the limit was based on $190 per pupil or an inflation rate of 3.2%.
Beginning in 1994-95, the $190 per pupil amount was adjusted by the rate of inflation, so that
the limit was based on $194.37 per pupil or an inflation rate of 2.3%. Under 1995 Act 27 (the
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- ~1995-97 budget) the ‘maximur allowable per pupil revenue increase was set at $200°in '1995-96

and $206 in 1996-97 and each year thereafter. Under Act 27, the flat dollar amount 1s no longer
adjusted for inflation and a school district no longer has the option to use the inflation rate to
determine its maximum allowable increase.

2. There are three maiﬁ arguments offerefi by the proponents of a flat dollar amount:

+ Limiting a:il school. d:stncts to tize same per pupzi increase in allowable revenues will,
over time, reduce thc disparity in revenue per pupil among districts in the state on a percentage
basis. A $206 increase represents a greater increase as a percent of the base for a district with
lower allowable revenue per pupil than for a district with higher revenues per pupil.

= A flat dollar amount, rather than a higher adjustment based on an inflation option, for
districts with highcr«than«av&raga revenues per pupil rcsul!:s in more pro;:erty tax relief for
taxpayers in-those communities.. = - R T IE I nE ) IR R ITE A

* The cost for {he state to achieve the goal ‘of two-thirds-funding: of ‘partial ‘school
revenues, which began in 1996-97, is lower than compared to indexing the flat dollar amount.

3. - Under current law, it is estimated that. the $206- flat amount would provide

i allc}wabla per pupil 1 revenue. mcrﬁases of 3.0% or: greater to. approxmately 77% of school districts -

~in 1997-98 and approximately 69% in 1998-99. The following table shows the number of school
< -districts by pexcentage increase in ailgwabie revenues: dunng fiscal years 1996«—97 1997-98 and

Number of School Districts by Percentage Increés;e of o
., the Per Pupil Allowable Revnnncs._}vi_ﬂ_z_: the {._Zumm-%%. Amount

Percentage Tncrease Aol Esu___rr_té_wé.&}.ll
"to Allowable Revenues 199697 "1-997~93 1998-99
Greater than or Equal o S
0 40% 9 2.1% 1 02% CUUTesw
Less than 4.0%, but T T A
QGreater than 3.0% 346 81.2 327 76.8 294 69.1
Less :han 3.0%, but N
Greater than 2.0% 68 16.0 95 223 7 1Z7 298
" Less than 2.0% = T 30y _4 09
Total: e L 42607 100.0% ¢ o 4260 100.0% -0 426 100:0%
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: - 4. The-administration - indicates. that' it is concerned about putting:-into: place an
automatic growth provision for the flat dollar amount. It is argued that the Legislature could
make adjustments to the amount in future years.

5.~ Opponents of the $206 flat dollar per pupil allowable:increase argue that certain

-« expenditure categories: (such as -special --education, staff..contracts.“and ~school ‘building

' maintenance) require more than an inflationary adjustment:’ Furthermore, they are conicerned that
- unless: the flat dollar amount’ is: ad}usted $2{}6 per pupxi Wﬁi r&prcsent less. of a percemage
increase in future years. I L R : SRR

In addition, it is argued that if the flat dollar amount is increased, it would help narrow
the gap more quickly, in percentage terms, between low per pupil revenue districts ‘and high per
pupil revenue districts. Finally, opponents of the flat amount indicate’ that it may be more
- ~difficult for future Législatures to maintain revenue limits, if school d:stncts have xnadcquate

.- resources because the annuai per pupz} ad}ustment is set’ at too Iew a }evel i

SERRREEEE N 5 . The mﬂatmn rate that was used for t}w revente: Im‘nt calculanon was baseci on the
rate of change in the ‘all-urban Consumer- Pnce Index :(CPI-U) between May-of the precedmg
calendar year and May of the current calendar year. - The:percentage change in the' CPI-U has

remained relatively low the last. two: years: {a) between May of 1994 and May ‘of 1995, thej

. change was 3.2%; and (b) between May of 1995 and Maf ) .6‘-f:the change was. 2 8%

7. The Camnntte:& couid conméer ad_]ustmg the maximum allowable revenue increases
by indexing the flat dollar amount to the all-urban Consumer Price Index. Indexing to inflation
would require state GPR support to increase by an estimated $2.8 million in 1997-98 and by $6.3
" 'million in"1998-99'to achieve the goal of funding two-thirds of partial'school revenues. In a
““letter to' the Co-Chairs of -JFC dated April 24, ‘1997, ‘the ‘Senate Educancn Comnnttee
recommended that thzs type {)f mdexmg provxszon be mcludeé in the budget =

8. Prevxously, concerns were rai ed regardmg the mom'h used o deter:mne the
- inflation rate under the revenue limits. Tt has been argued tbat basing the rate on the ‘month of
- May created budget piannmg probiems for school districts becatise the- allowable rate of increase
was not known until June and school districts gener&liy deveiop their budgets for the next school
year beginning in February or March Although CPI-U figures will vary from month to month,
: usmg a March over March companson weuld aﬂow for an earixar ca}culatzon of any mfiatxon

9. - On April 29, 1997 the Legislative Council Special Committee on the School Aid
Formula voted to recommend that the $206 per pupil revenue increase be used in any year, unless
the CPI-U multxpized by the statewide ‘average base revenue per pupil exceeds $206, in which
case the inflation-adjusted numbeér would be used. The $206 would be the minimum in any
given year unless the CPI-U multiphed ’oy the statew;de average basé reventie per pupil yielded
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a larger number. If so, the larger number would be used on a uniform statewide basis for all

.- schoot districts..

It is estimated that the statewide average base revenue per pupil would be $6,428 for

.. 1997-98 and $6,648 for 1998-99.. If an estimated rate of inflation of 2:.8% is applied to these
.. projected base revenue amounts, per pupil allowable revenue increases of $180 in 1997-98 and
- $186 in . 1998-99 would result; therefore, the $206 per pupil increase would apply:during the

y -1997-99 biennium.- As an ¢xample, the rate of inflation would have to-exceed 3.1% for the per

~ pupil allowable increase to exceed $206 in 1998-99.

.r.ésuk, ?

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

-. -Adopt an-annual inflation adjustment to the flat dollar amount of 3206.. As a
is estimated that the $206 would increase to $211 per pupil in. 1997-98 and to $217 per
pupil in 1998-99. This alternative would increase the estimated cost to provide two-thirds

. funding by $2,800,000 in.1997-98 and $6;300,000 in 1998-99 compared to the amounts provided

. in-8B.77 for equalization aids.’ Providethat the rate of inflation would be based on the change

in CPI-U-for the month of March in that calendar year compared to the prior March::. -

e b 1987-9& FUNDlNG {Change to Base)_ $9,1OD_._Q§Q_ L .
L icegecsn  sswoo| o

o~ 9 Adopt the Legislative c:c:;u;icﬂ Special Committee’s recommendation that the
5206 perpupil revenue increase be-used in any year unless the CPI-U multiplied by the statewide

average base revenue per pupil exceeds $206, in which case the inflation-adjusted number would
be used. The $206 would be the minimum in any given year unless the CPI-U multiplied by the

_..statewide average base revenue per pupil yielded a larger number. It is estimated that this
. alternative would have no fiscal effect during the 1997-99 bwnmum Provide that the rate of
. inflation 1 would be based on: the. change in CPI-U for the. mentil of. March in that calendar year

; _compared to the prior. March.

3 o Mamtazn current. an As a result the flat. doiia.r amount Gf $2€}6 wcmld be used

to determine a school district’s maximum allowable increase each year.

|BURKE N A
P . TZDECKER 4’ N A
- }3 /}% Z_ 'GEORGE X, N A
_ - WINEKE © ~ A N A
5 L o JdemseN “/’" _ 6 SHIBILSKI X N, A
ShE S : - o T OURADA EEA e COWLES v ,N/A
... Prepared by: Bob Soldner. = HARSDORE YN A pANZER Y o a
ALBERS Y N A
GARD Yy N A
KAUFERT Y N A g <D
LINTON PR NO ABS
COGGS X N oA
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Paper #660 1997-99 Budget June 3, 1997

TO " Joint Committee on Fihé_nce”'

From: Bob Lang, Director
' Leglslatave Fxscal Bureaa

ISSUE

School District Revenue lexts -- Carryover 0f Unused Revenue Authority (DPI)

[LFB Summary: Page 461, #2]

CURRENT LAW

If a school district’s revenues in any school year are less than the maximum allowed in
that year, the revenue limit otherwise applicable to the district in the subsequent school year is
" increased by an amount equal to 75% of the dxfference betw&en the dzstnat S actuai revenues and

'themmﬂmam@unt auowed : ; FE ; IR R Py A

- GOVERNOR

No provzsmn A

DiSCUSSION POXNTS

U Based on mfonnanon from the: I)epamnent of Pubhc Instructson teélating: to the
- calculation of revenue limits in 1996-97; 174 out of the state’s 426 school districts carried over
¢+ approximately $8.6 miillion ‘of undsed revenue’ authority from: 1995-96 into 1996-97; Based on
* the same data, it is estirnated: that 127 out of the state’s 426 school districts would: ‘carTy-over
~ approximately’ $6.3 million ‘of ‘unused ‘revenue ‘authority from 1996-97 into- 1997-98. The
~ following table shows: the number of school districts that carried over unuised revenue authority
by certain intervals of carryover amounts for 1996-97 and 1997-98. As shown in the table; 97
of the 174, or 56% of the 174, school districts carried over less than $10,000 of unused revenue
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- authority in 1996:97 and it is estimated that 87 of thie 127, or 69% of the 127, school districts
would carry over less than $10,000 of unused revenue authority in 1997-98.

Distribution of School Districts by Amount of 75% Carryover
AHowed for Purpases ‘of Actual 1996-97 and Estimated 1997-98 Revenue Limits

5 : Numbcr of Districts

Cmaver Amounts 1996 97 1997-98
Under $999 43 42
$1,000 10 9,999 54 45
$10,000 to 24,999 27 13

- $25,000 to 49,999 11 9

gsg,ggg to 9@5999 T— 18- 6
$100,000 to 199,999 7 4

' -.$20€} 000 to 299,999 6 2
$300,000 to 499,999 6 4
$500 060 and over _2 2

o Total . __ e 127 S

e e The: cmnt 7 S% carryaw:r provzszen Was estabhsheé in: 1995 Act 27 {the 1995~97
budgct) begmnmg with the 1995-96 revenue limit. Prior to that, there was no carryover allowed
under revenue limits. The 75% carryover provision was created to reduce the incentive that
school districts would otherwise have. to levy to the allowable maximum. Without a carryover
provision, a school district’s revenue limit for the foliowing year would be lower, if the school
 district did not set its levy high enough to. generate the maximum allowable revenues under the .
revenue limits. As a result, school districts would have an' incentive to levy to the maximum
. amount allowcd (mt r.tf concemn for. tl'mxr fumre ravenue Im:nts, even if the.y cixd not neeci the
addmorzai revenues 1in the present e - ¥ :

3. On- Apnl 25, 1997 the Legxs}anve Counaﬁ Specml Comttee on the: Schoo} A.ui
..Formula voted to recommend that school districts be permitted to carry over: 100% of the unused
. Tévenue. authamy from one year to the next. .It-was argued that this proposed '100% carryover
.-provision would aﬁow a school district to lavy at le;ss than the maximum allowable in a given
- year, without camam for. its future revenue ‘Jimit - caicuiatmﬁs Hawavet, the: current- 75%
~icarTyover provision: already pravzdses a mgmﬁcant adjustment to schooi dzstm:ts -Inaddition, it
_is.unclear whether a school district that did not need to fuﬂy utilize its revenue base in one year,
‘would requzre: 160% ef thxs dxfference in the next: year R T R TSR
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4. The Committee could allow school districts to carry over 100% of the unused
revenue authority. It is estimated that if every district took full advantage of the proposed
adjustment, the districts would collectively raise additional revenue of approximately $2.1 million
in 1997-98 and $1.0 million in 1998-99. Assuming that 80% of these carryover amounts would
be utilized in the following year, the state’s cost of this increase, under the 66.7% goal of partial
school revenues, would be approximately $1.1 million in 1997-98 and $0.5 million in 1998-99.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
| @U
/i. Allow school districts to carry over 100% of the prior year's unused maximum
revenué authority. If selected, it is estimated that this provision would cost approximately
$1,100,000 in 1997-98 and $300,000 in 1998-99 for additional equalization aids.

Alterriative 1 GPR
1997-59 FUNDING (Change to Base) $1,600,000
[Change to Bill §1,600,000]

\Maintain current law. -~
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