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ISSUE

Govemance ef ’I‘EACH Functxtms (TEACH Beard}

LFB Summary Page 568, #1 and #2; Page 576, #10; and Page 208, 0

CURRENT LAW

- The Educancnal Technolegy Baard (ETB} is respf}ns;ble for. admmxstenng the pioneering
partners program which provzdﬁs c:ompetmve grants. and/or. state. trust. fund loans.to. schooi
districts, municipal or county library boards or a combmanon thereof 1o zmplement expand or
participate in- an_educational . techno}ogy or distance. educatwn progect Addmonaiiy, EIB is .

' _requlred 10 provlde: consuitatxve servaces to.school and hbrary boards in cooperatzon "wzzh_
cooperative educational service agency (CESA) boards, to assist them in developing and
implementing distance education.and educatwnai technology prejeats -and in preparing
apphcaﬂons for ETB grants and ioans : :

The Educatzona.l Commumcatxons Bcard (ECB) is resyons:ble for admlmstenng a smail
grant program for distance education grants to school districts and cducauonal institutions for the
development of distance ‘educatien projects in coaperat;on with other educational institutions
using fiber optics or other apprapnate technologies. Addmonaﬁy, ECB is reqmred to: (a) provide
1eadersh1p in securing appropriate funding for regional cducaﬁcnal teieccmmumcaﬁons networks
maintained by schools and other educational institutions; (b) coordinate the éeveiepment of the
networks; and (c) establish technical standards for the networks and their interconnections.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) is the state’s designated K-12 education
agency and is responsible for administering all state school aids programs except pioneering
partners. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction is constitutionally and statutorily vested
with the supervision of primary and secondary public education in Wisconsin.

&
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~institutions’ for

GOVERNOR . .

Create the Technology for Educational Achievement in Wisconsin Board (TEACH Board)
which would be attached to the Department of Administration (DOA) for limited purposes of
budgeting, program coordination and related management functions. The proposed membersth
of the Board is shown in an attachment to-this paper. Under current law governing the operation
of state boards, the chair of the board would be elected by board members. The TEACH Board
would administer three grant programs to school districts and CESAs, coordinate with DOA and
the Public Service Comimission to operate the telecommunications access program, coordinate
with DOA to provide infrastructure loans, technology purchasing services and technical assistance
to school districts, and coordinate with school districts, CESAs, DPI WTCS, the UW System and
DOA in the statewide provision of educational technology services, equipment and training.

- Provide $596,500 GPR in 1997-98 and $710,900 GPR in 1998-99 and 6.0 GPR posmons
-begmnmg in 1997-98, one of which would be unclassified. Specify that the Governor would -
appomt an. Execunvc Dmector 1o be: ass:gmd to executwe salary group 5 and the Director wouid o
'appcmt ail staff : o

Ehrmnate ETB and $73 3{}0 GPR for ETB adxmmstratxon annnaliy from the DOA base
level budget.

Delete $184,600 GPR and 4.0 GPR positions in 1997-98 and $246,100 GPR in 1998-99

from ECB. to reflect the- tra.nsfer of ‘certain distance education: functions to the proposcd TEACH
’:Board Eliminate’ ECB’s dlstance ‘education grant pmgram, ‘all duties: rclated to'the: program and
$1{)7 200 GPR annuaily “for distanice’ ‘education ‘grants 10’ ‘school’ dzstncts and “educational

o educaﬁona] mstzmi;ons usmg ﬁbcr opt;cs or other appmpnate technclegws

*“Eliminate ECB’$ respon‘sibilities to: {a) prevzde leadership in securing appropriate funding
for regmnal educatzenal teleconunumcanens networks ‘maintained - by schools -and" other
educational institutions; (b) coordmate the deveiopment of the networks and (c) establish
techmcai standards for the networks and the:u mterconnecuons

Decrcase the number of unclassified professzona} staff employed by ECB from 12 to 11.
Under current law, ECB has 18 unclassified positions, mcludmg the executive dlrcctor dEputy
dn'ector four dwxszon adnnmstratc;rs and 12 professxonal staff

Delete 2.0 GPR positions in 1997-98 from UW-Extension. ©
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1. The following items in this paper discuss three options for governance of the
~proposed TEACH functions. The first section deals with the proposed TEACH Board and the
- second section d&scusses two. exmtmg s{ate agencms that have responmblhnes in this area. The
_'atzachment lists the mcmbershlps of the exastmg ETB and ECB beards and the pmpc»scd TEACH
Board.

TEACH Board

N 2. Technological advancement within school districts varies significantly across the
state. A prcmment “state-level board could foster an atmosphere for. mchnoiogzcal advancement
_ W11h1n the state s K—IZ schools, pmv;da a smgic state Contact ;pemz for school diSlIlCtS seeiung'

state s educatmnal msututmns and ass:nst thesc msmunons m accessmg technalogy eqmpmcnt '
servmes and iralmng ' i ' : :

3. The current ETB Board has been su&:cessfui in evaluaang educatlonal technoiogy
grant proposals from school districts, but has not been able to provide significant technical
assistance to school districts or coordinate state initiatives in this area. The proposed TEACH
Board would be better equipped to complete such tasks duc to its greater staffing and funding
levels, and the promipence. of the Board members, including the highest executives of two major
statc aoenmes and members of the boards of the state s two pu ) ”c’_ hxgher educanon systems

o 4_-.'_3 £ The Govemer s proposa} attaches_ _ TEACH Board o }D{JA f@r the purposes of

adnnmstranve ass:stance and prov;des five posmons w;ﬁ:un DOA for cenmn technolagy
purchasmg and related buildin g construction services assecxated with the TEACH proposal This
close ‘relationship with DOA, the agency that pmvxdes telecommunications, bmidmg and
c:{msuitmg services 1o state agencxes, could strenothen the TEACH Boa:d’ a};s_:lzty to serve
educanonal mst:tunons in these areas . " :

5. The pfopcsed membersh:p of the TEACH Board woulé mclucie exgh{ members that’
have been dxrectly (the five public members) or md;rect}y (the UW Regent WTCS Board
member and Secretary of DOA) appom{ed by the Governor. Arguably, the Board me:mberslnp
would provide for extensive gubﬁmazonal 0verszght whmh _may be desz.rabie in an executive
branch ‘agency. However, some wau]é argue ihat the appomtments to the Boa,rd be expanded to
other entities.

- The Board membershxp provides for no representation from ECB which currently has both
distance education and pubhc broadcastzng duties. If the Coznmzttee _wuuid approve the
~ Governor’s proposal to create a separate TEACH Board, it may wish to consider altering the _
membershxp of the Board. For exampie the Committee could replace one of the public members
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with a‘member of the ECB Board appointed by the Chair of the Board. In addition, rather than
having the Governor appoint all five public members, consideration could be | given'to havmo the
Speaker of the Assembly and Ma;onty Leader of the Senate each appeznt 2 pubhc: member

6. SB 77 would :ceqmre that the Govemor appemt the Exccunve DH‘ECEGI' of the
_ _.TEACH Board whzch is. cons;stent mth the. Govemor s role as thc head of the executive branch
of government. On the ‘other hand, if the TEACH Board is ‘responsible for the TEACH
programs, it may be desirable for the Board to appoint its Executive Director. -

Existing State Ageiaciés

A In hls Wzsconsm Evaluation Survey Report requlred by 1995 Act 27, the
N Lleutenant Gevernor recommended reducmg the number of state boards, councﬂs and' |
“'_conmussmns frcm 144 to 63;‘_' He reported "It is much easier and cosz—effectwe 10 prcwem an
u:mecessary em:;ty frem bem _ formed than it is to terminate one - Arguably, an emstzng agency, '
with al:rcady fermed connectwns o the K~12 commumty expcncnced staff’ members and a
functioning admmzstranve infrastructure would be prepared to commence: ‘and sustain the duties
_of the TEACH program. The following points address the potennai for either of two existing
state agencﬁ:s to perform these functlons _

N _' __'_-E_duc"atibhal Commuiiiizaéioﬁkﬁﬁmrd

o :8.' . CAs shown in. the attachment thc membersh:tp of thc EC‘B Boa:d is ‘similar to the
proposcd ’I‘EACH Board, with the overlap mciudmg the: Secretary of Administration and the State

5 'Supsnntendf:nt of Public Instruction or their dﬁSignees, 2 member of the UW: Board of Regents -

| _and one member appomtad by the WTCS Board. lecn the similar membersh;tp, arguably the
ECB Board members}np could accomphsh the educauonai technology coordmatwn and leade:rshlp
' ciutaes proposcd for the TEACH Board ' ' .

N 9 ECB mdzcatcs that its current duties mclude coordmatmg dastance educamon
networks in the state, and prowdmg professxona} development, informational and instructional
__programs to guplis and teachers via the Internet, full- and compressed—moncn video and public
_ _rad;o and television. Becausa of these current activities, ECB views its staff as experienced in

the prov;s;cn and coordmat;,on of educanona} techno]ogy services and programs. Addmonaﬁy,
" through these' distance education and mstmcnona} technology programs, ECB believes that it has
festemd rc!atiomshxps with schﬁol dlsmcts CESAS distance edncatzon ‘network consor&a and
institutions of higher education and wouid be able to carry forward these rciatzonships if lt had
r&sponsxbﬁxty for the TEACH program.

| IG - If ECB w;:)uid assume. respensxbxhty for thc TEACH program the agency indicates

_ .that 1t would, utilize 3184 600 GPR in 1997-98 and $246,100 GPR in 1998-99 and 4.0 GPR
_ posations that wc}aid be deietexi under the Gevemor s proposal and would requ;,re $51, 4(}(} GPR
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in 1997-98 and $64,600 GPR in 1998-99 with 1.0 GPR position beginning in"1997-98:" Further,
ECB indicates that it would need additional funding of $223,600 GPR in 1997-98 and $305,200
GPR in 1998-99 for website development,” ‘video conferencing, “teacher training program
development, ECB staff development, contractual engineering services and software development.
This would represent a net:reduction of $231,900 GPR and 1.0 GI’R position compared to the
Governor’s recommendation. . Alternatively, if certain Iawer priority items in the additional
funding requested by ECB would be eliminated, the Cormmuee could provide ECB with the
positions and related funding described above as well d@s a lesser amount of $145,000 GPR
annually for professional development and technical assistance duties associated with the TEACH
program, including ‘teacher training program developmem 'and delzvery and contracma}
engineering services for:school districts:

eraﬁmenf af- Pablié Instruction

11, As the state agency vested with the authenty to supervxse pubhc mstmcuon DPi
is pnmarﬂy charged with ‘providing funds for K-12 schools and assisting schools in their
instructional, curricular, professxonai develngment and management programs Under current law,
DPI administers all of the state school aid programs that are counte:ci towaxds two-thirds funding
of public K-12 schools in Wisconsin, except the pioneering partners grant program. The creation
of a TEACH Board would place four appropnauons within the TEACH Board and one
appropnat;on within DOA that would be counted in the state’s calculatzcn of funding two-thirds
of K~12 school. dlStIICi costs. It.conld be argued that state schoel mds should remain ‘within one
agency that is s;;ec;ﬁcally charged vmth supportmg pubh;: Kﬁlz scbools in the state

s 12. '_ "DPI has workmg relanenshlps with, bcth schoel dzsmcts and CESAs. Arguabiy,
educatmnal tcchnoiogy should: be mtegratﬁé ‘into:. cumculum mstmct;onal techniques, pupxi '
assessment, professional deve}opment and school busmess management as the state education
agency, DPI may be better able to accomplish this goal. Additionally, DPI is experienced with
school aid distribution and data collection and arguably would be well situated to administer the
TEACH funding. SRRREEE

13.  DPI is required by federal law.to receive and administer most of the federal K-12
education funding received by the state. The Department administers several federal programs
that distribute funds to local school districts for the purposes of educational technology. If the
Comrmittee wishes to ensure that all local aid programs to school districts are located in a single

- agency, thus fostering consolidation and one-stop shopping for state government services, it could
place the duties of the TEACH Board within DPL 'DPI indicates that the agency would require
$165,800 GPR in 1997-98 and $201,000 GPR in’ 1998-99 aﬂfi 3.5 GPR posmons begmmng in
1997-98 to adrmmster the ’I’EACH pregram '
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ALTERNATIVES TO BASE .

N Appmve the Govemer s rccenunendatzon tca cstabhsh a ’i’BACH Board

Altsmatwe'i FEE LaPR
1 1007-99 FHNDIHG (Change 1o Base) “gsiszoo |
i {Ghangeta&fi S e g L

_ _ Modxfy the Govemor s rccommendatzon to estabhsh a TEACH Board by one or
more'of the foliowmg alternatives:

o a Provade that: the Executave I‘hrector of the staff wouid be appoxnted by the Board;

: | Replace a pubhc mcznber wzth a member of the ECB Board appomted by the
Chaar of thc ECB Beaxd _ . s o )

N c Provzde that the Speaker of ﬂm Assem’bly and Majomy Leadsr ef thc Scnatc each
' appomt one pubhc mcmber to the Board : _

3. . Deicw the proposed TEACH Board and mstead provzda that the prﬁposed
) TEACH Board duties’ and programs be estabhghed under the Educanonai Commumcatmns Board.
Provide ECB with $51 4{}0 GPRin 19 _.7-98 and _64 600 GPR in 1998-99 and 1 0 GPR posmen

beginning in 1997-98 as well as '$145,000 GPR aamuaily for contracmal engmeenng services for
.school districts and multi-media professzonal deveit)pment courses for teachers. Delete $107,200.

. GPR annually for ECB distance education grants 10 school “districts ‘and. ‘other. educat;ona}_ o

o msutunons Delete '$73,300 GPR annualiy for ETB a&immstrat:on from DO.A Deictc 2 0 GPR -

'_clasmﬁed posmons in 1997—98 fmm UW«Extcnszon o .
Alternative 3 - ‘ o . G?R'
wsms FUNDING (Change to Base) $45,000
SR, {Changem&ﬂ - 8470700 1

' 199&99 POSITIONS (ChangetoBase) Cw00 |
S B [Change {o Bill- weon e 1,000

_ -.4. Deiete the proposed 'I'E;ACH _B_Qard and mstead provzde ihat the prepos&d
.TEACH Board dutws and programs be established wathm the Dcpartment of Public Instruction.
Provide $165,800 GPR in 1997-98 and $201,000 GPR in- 1998-99 and 3.5 GPR posmorzs
beginning in 1997-98 in order to operate the TEACH program. Delete $184,600 GPR and 4.0
GPR positions in 1997-98 and $246,100 GPR in 1998-99 from ECB to reflect the transfer of
certain distance education functions to DPI. Delete $107,200 GPR annually for distance

education grants to school districts and other educational institutions and eliminate the agency’s
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distance educanon functions related to distance education networks. Delete $73,300 GPR annually
for ETB administration from DOA. Deiete 2.0 GPR classified posmons in 1997-98 from UW-

Extension.

Ahternative 4 . Ca T PR ;
1997~99 FUNDING (Change 10 Base) -$424.900 |
_ [Change to Bl . -$940,600]
1998-99 POSITIONS (Cba.nge 1© Base} 250 |
o [Ghange to Bl » 2.50]:

B Recommendations of the Joint Committee on Infom?_ation Policy

- Alternatives 1 and 2b.

Prepared by: Ruth Hardy
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Paper #791 .. . . . . ... ... 1997-99 Budget . ... .. . .. May 14,1997

To: Joint Committee son Finance

From: : Bob Lang. Director :
- Legislative: Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
GPR Blo{:k Grants ta Schnol sttrmts {’I‘EACH Bsard)

[LFB Summary Pagc 57() #3 Page 576 #9 Page 576 #11]

CURRENT LAW
The Educational Technology Board (ETB) provides pioneering partners competitive grants
to school districts, municipal or county library boards or a combination thereof, to implement,
expand or participate in an educational technology or distance education pro;e-ct In 1996-97,
- ETB ‘was appmpnated $15 {}09600 G?R fm' thls purpase, w:th a base }evci budget ef L
sloeocoeo o . e P LT

: _GGVERNOR -

Prevade $10t)90{)€}0 GPR in 1997-98 and $35 GOGOOO GPR in 1998-99 in an annual
appropriation for block grants to school districts. Distribute block grants based on a formula that
uses equalized value per member, with an adjustment for K-8 and union high school (UHS)
districts. Grant distribution for K-12 districts would be based, in part, on equahzcd value per

. member, using the current statutory. definition of equahzcd vaiuatzon winch is the full value of
.the taxable property in.the district as. cemﬁe& for the.prior year, excindmg value ad;ustmcnts
resulting from appeals. For UHS districts, equalized valuation would be dzwded by three times
membership. For K-8 districts, equalized valuation would be dxvzded by 1.5 times membership.
-Fundmg would be distributed as. follows: . e

. a. Pmude $5 {)GO azmuaﬂy to each ehgﬁaia S£hool dxstnc{ If ail 426 S{:hool dxsmcts
request the grant a total of $2,130,000 would be distributed annually under this provision.
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... b Provide the balance of the funds to ehglbie school districts in proportmn to the
welghted membershp of each school district. If a district’s equahzeci valnation per member is
more than 150% of the state average, each member is weighted as 1.0; if a district’s equalized
valuation per member is at least 100% but not more than 150% of the state average, each
member is weighted as 2.0; if a district’s equahzed valuation per member is less than 100% of
the state average, each member is weighted-as 3.0. .

Regquire school districts to adopt a resolution requesting the grant through an annual
meeting for common school districts, or a school board action for unified school districts or the
Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS). If the annual meeting in 2 common school district, required
to be held between May 15, 1997 and September 30, 1997, has been held before the effective
date of the 1997-99 budget act, require the school board of the common school district to adopt
a resolution requesting the grant for the 1997-98 school year.

Require school districts to deposit funds received through block grants in a separate fund.
vaade that school districts may use the funds for any purpose related to educational technology,
except for funding the salaries and benefits of any school district empleye Specify that a grant
could not be used to replace funding available from' other sources.

Eliminate the pioneering partners competitive grant program with $10 million GPR of
base funding.

'_{)ISCUSSION ?OINTS
Membersh;p Welghtmg F ermula

1. The we1ghted membershlp formula proposed under the bill partially cquahzes the
distribution of the grants among school districts with differing valuations per member. However,
the proposed weighting mechanism creates a notch effect, where two districts with an equalized
value per member dlffmng by a doﬁar could recewe per member aid amounts that differ by as
much as 100% o :

2. Arguably, this notch effect could hamper a school district that has a value per

member that is near the threshold in the formula.'A school district in this situation could find it
* difficult to budget for technelogy progects from the first year of the biennium to the second year,
‘'since the loss of a few pupils or above average growth in-value could cause a dzstnct s block
grant m decreasc by a }arge percentage '

3. If the Committee would like to consider a distribution formula that would smooth

out the notch effect present under the proposed formula, it could weight members based on
mechanism that would determine the statewide equalized valuation per member as a proportion
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of a school district’s equalized valuation pef'ﬁiéiﬁ%er. This weighting mechanism is similar to
the one utilized in the Wisccmsin TechnicaI Coiieg& System s_tate general aid formula.

Under this altematzvc ‘the’ wezghung factor for membcrs i each district would be
calculated by dividing the statewide average equalmed value per member by the value per
member in the district. If a dlStI’le s per member valuation would exceed the statewide average,
the weighting factor would be less than 1.0; if a district’s per 1 member valuation would be lower
than the statewide average ‘the ‘weighting factor would be grcater than 1.0. For purposes of this
calculation, if 2 district wouid have an equalized vaine of less than $75,000, it would be treated
as having a value pe:r member af $75 000, wh;ch wcsuki address the very low vaiue pcr member
shown for the Nems School District.

Two examples of the calculanan of the wexghtmg facter nndcr this epnon follew
a. Statcw1de f:quahzed va}ua&on per member ( 1995»96) eqaals $232 954

b. I)lstnci A’s sqnalmed valuatmn per member equais $120,000 and the weaghtmg
factor for membershlp would be $232 954/$120, 0{30 = 1.941283. Therefore each member would
be weighted as 1.941283.

c. sttnct B’s equahzed vaiuatmn per member equals $550,000 and the weighting
factor for membersth would be $232, 954/$550, 000=0 423553, Therefore each membar would
be weighted as 0.423553, : . e

784,58 due to 128 h;gher we1ght1ng facter

: 4. Table i shows a companson Gf the amount per member that scheoi dzstncts woulé
receive. dependmg on -their: equalized - valuation .per member under SB 77 and under.the
alternative, based on the allocation proposed in the blli of . $7,870, {}00 in: 1997-98 and
$32,870,000 in 1998-99.t0 fund the weighted membership portion of the GPR block grants. This
table is calculated using the statewide average equalized value per member in 1995-96.
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ABBLEL, .

" Estimated Grant per Member from
_the We:sghted Membershlp Formula
Usmg }}ata from. }995-96 -

| Grant Pcr Member Grant Pcr Memher

'Egﬁahzéd R Usmg Funding Amount Using. Funding Amount
" Value Per__' B Amount of $7,870,900 o Amount of $32 870.000
Member "Govemor Altzmatwe Co Gavemor ' Altemauve o
$100,000 $11.14 _ $18.50 $46.52 $77 26
150,000 0 CTLA4Y 07U 12330 0 o 4652 0 5150
200,000 1.4 925 . 4652 38.63
250,000 o T4 o TAD 03102 3090
300,000 7. 43 617 : 3I;Q2_ . 25775
0350000 371 ... 520 . 1551 . 2207
400000 . . ..371. 462 1551 . 1931
500,000 371 270 15.51 R X5
750,000 3.71 247 15.51 10.30
1000000 . 370 18 1551 7173
1250000 0 371 148 _15 51" C 618
1,750,000 3.71 1.06 -15.51 RS S

v 5 As shown in Table 1, tha membersmp weighung paz’ilof 'ihf: 'fermu}a undar SB77

would establish three levels of per member support, dependmg on the school district’s value per
merber. In 1997-98, school districts -would receive support of $11.14 per member, $7.43 per
‘member or-$3.71 per member. Under the alternative, per member fund;ng amounts would depend
“on the specific eqaa}ized value per member of a district, and’ would range from $18.50 per
‘member for a district with $100,000 of vaiue pcr member to $1 06 per member fora dzstnct with
$1, 750 000 of ‘valie pér member. = : &

$5,000 Base Grant Amount

6.  Staff at DOA indicate that the $5,000 per school district base grant was included in
the block grant distribution in order to ensure that small school districts receive enough funding
to be able to fund at least a modest educational technology project. Without the $5,000 base

grant, very small districts could only receive a few hundred dollars.

7.  Arguably, the $5,000 base grant hampers the equalizing effect of a distribution
formula and benefits small districts at the expense of larger districts. The bill would allocate
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$2,130,000 of annual funding to districts regardless of their value per member. Small districts,
regardless of equalized value per member, would receive significantly more funding per pupil
than would large districts under this component of the proposal. As an example, for a district
with 100 members, $5,000 would provide $50 per member in block grants; for a district with
10,000 members, $5,000 would provide 50 cents per member. If the Committee ‘wishes to provide
a base grant to all school districts, but reduce the dzsequahzmg effect of the: $5 {}Oﬂ grant it could
redus::e the base grant te $2, 500 per dlstnct o

8. A second altemanve to SB 77 wonld be to estabhsh 4'$5,000 (ar $2, 50(}) ﬂoer to the
block grant amounts under the weighted membership formula. Under this ‘alternative, districts
would receive the block grant amount calculated under the weighted membership formula or
$5, 00{3 wiuchever is greatar Although this. altemanve would still prov.ide a higher per member
payment to small schﬁol districts, it would s:gmﬁcanﬂy reduce the amount of ftmdmg allocated
as flat grants It is estimated that less than $200,000 wonki be necdﬂd in 1997-98 to estabhsh a
$5,000 floor on fhe grant “amounts, whxch would mcrease the ameunt dxsmbutcd under the:
weighted membcrsth part of the formula '

Pioneering Partners Transition Funding

9. During its February, 1997, fundmg cycle, ETB received requests for approximately
$20. 6 rmlhon in fundmg for technology projects from schooi districts and hbranes _However,
due to previous funding decisions, ETB has sufficient monies for only $SO{)0€}0 in frequests.
Arguably, the TEACH program should respond to these unmet technoiogy needs identified by
school districts and. hhranes that apphed to ETB w1th thc anderstandmg that fundmg wauld be .
available. . _ _ :

10. Conversely, the pioneering partners program was intended to provide fundmg within
its sum certain $15,000,000 GPR appropriation and ETB should have planned to divide such
funding among its five funding cycles. Instead, ETB awaxded appmmmately $’? 5 million, or
50%, of its appropnation during its first fundmg cycle. '

1. A statement-;ief leg'islative' intent is included in:1995 Act 351 that an additional
$5,000,000 GPR be provided for the pioneering partners grant program in the 1997-99 biennium.
Arguably, the TEACH program should include the provision of this funding for pioneering
partners competitive grants as was intended by the 1995 Legislature. This additional funding
could be utilized to support some of the unfunded projects identified by ETB. The’ TEACH
Board ccuid adnnmster the continuation Df the pioneering partners, as the bill provides that the
all ETB centracts rules a:nd pendmg matters wou}d be ttansferred to the TEACH Bnard

12, AitemaﬁVely,'it could be argued that a’ fprevipus'“ legislature cannot bind a future

legislature to appropriate funding; therefore, the 1997 Legislature is under no obligation to
respond to the intent statement. Additionally, the TEACH proposal would provide funding for
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technology projects W1i1:un ail schooi dxstncts rather than Just ihose d:smots that have apphed
_ .fc::r the func}mg

P‘ubhc leranes

' 13. ' lerary advocates arguc that publ;c hbranes should be mcluded in the TEACH biock
grant program in a manner similar to their inclusion in the current pioneering partners
competitive. grant program In 1996-97 hbranes recewed approxunate}y 5 5% of the pmncermg
__:paxtners gram funds. .

_ If the Cemttec wzshes to fund pubhc hbranes at a level propomona} 1o this
__'percentage 1t'ico_uid teduce the schooi district fundmg by $55(§090 GPR in 1997-98 and
1 $1,925,000 GPR in’ 1998-99 and prowde this fundmg to publ;c hbrary syste:ms as hbraty aids.
_."j_Pubixc 'libranes could be required 10 use thls addmonal fundmg 1o increase access 1o technology
“for the libraries served by the systems. Funding for pubhc hbraﬂes wouid not count towards
two- thl:rds state funding of K- 12 partial revenues. :

Two-Thirds Funding of K-12 Partial Reventes
15 If thc fundmg fox sr:hooi dlstnct block grants er other progra.ms that count towards
thu‘ds state fundmg of K-l?. parual rcvcnues wouid be rcduced fundmg for equahzatzoﬁ alds
wouid need 1o be adjnsted
. ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
.Membershxg We;ghtmg Fermula

1 Approve the Govarnor s recemmendauon ) .

Alternative A1 0 . o i coa s GPRF
* 1957.09 FUNDING {Change to Base) $25,000,000°
.o {Change To:B R /)

5 Dsiete the Governor S. three—level wezghtmg fimmia and mstcad spccxfy that zhe
wezghung factor for mﬁmbers in each dxstnct wnuid be caiculaied by dzvzdmg the statcwxde
average equalized value per ‘member by the value per member in the district. For purposes of this
.calculation, if a district would have an equalized value of less {han $’7S GGO 1t would be treated
as. havmg a value per member of $75,000.
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Alternative A2 GPR

1" 1997:99 FUNDING {(Change to Base) $25:600,000 |
[Change to Bill e

3. Maintain current law.

| Alternative A3 . S .. _.GPR

1997-89 FUNDING (Change to Base) $0
' [Change to Bill - 825,000,000]

@ $5,000 Per District Base Grant Amount

@ Approve the Governor’s recommendation.

2. Reduce the base grant for each s‘ch’ébildistficﬁo 3‘$2‘-,-500'a:muany. |

3. Specxfy that each school district would receive the block grant amount uncier the
membersh:p we:ghung formula or:

Cal $5_'_,GO_O__, -which'eve_r' is gréater';*
b. '$2,500, whichever is greater.

"4 ‘Eliminate the base grant for each school district.

¢ Pi"neefiﬂg Pa'ftners Transition andmg .

1. Approve the’ Govamor s recomendanan which would eliminate the pioneering
partners grant program and prov1de: no fundmg for suc:h purpases m 1997—99

2. Provide $5,000,000 GPR in 1997-98 for one-time funding for the continuation of the
pioneering partners program under the TEACH program. Specify that base funding for
pioneering partners would be eliminated, and that funding for these purposes would not extend
beyond 1997-98.

Alternative C2 : T GPR
- 4897-89 FUNDING {Change to Base} - $5,000,000 .
[Change to Bill $5,000,000]
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bilc lerary Fundmg
Approve the vaemor s rccommendatmn under whxch pubhc libraries would not be
ehglbie for GPR block: grants i

2. Reduce the amount of fundmg avaﬁable for educational technology block grants to
school dzstncts by $550,000 GPR in 1997-98 and $1,925,000 GPR in 1998-99 and provide this
funding as an increase to-library aids.to public library systems in the state. Require that library
systems would have to utilize this fundmg to increase access'to technolcrgy for the libraries
served by the systems ¥ - e -

e o o .

M"‘*«‘:—,h
Recommendaﬁons of th_e Joint Committee on Information Policy

Bt st g P . X s B A g e s o s s e €T

. Altematwes A2 BI D]

,. | Requzre the TEACH Baard Za dzsrrzbure Ihe general ﬁmd technalagy block gmnrs to
schodl districts on the ﬁrsr Monday in Febmary of each vear.

@ Provzde $5 000 000 GPR in I 997~98 for rranszz‘zon ﬁmdmg far the pzoneermg partners
campemwe grant. program Regquire that the TEACH Board distribute these competitive grants
among- the applzcanz‘s to the February, 1997 funding: cycle of ETB, based. on_ the scored
applications reviewed by ETB. Reduce funding for the. geneml fund educatwnal technology block
grants distributed by the TEACH Board by $5 000,000 GPR in 1 998~99 Prowde that the base

.._.:_._levei ﬁmcfmg f{}r Ihese general ﬁmd black gmnrs wozdd be Ctmszdered ta be $35 909 000 GPR A

“in-1998-99 for purposes of the I 999-01 budget process. -

@p Provide $2,000,000 GPR in 1997w~98 in._a separate gppropriation for a one-time
supp?erﬁentai GPR block grant program. Provide zhat school districts with an equalized value
per.member. beiow the statewide average. would be celigible for. thts ﬁmdmg, using prior year
values. Provide that for each elzgzbfe school dzstnct the. TEACH Board. would detenmne a

potensz grant amount, which would calculated by

(a) dzvzdmg the schaol dzsmct s vaiue per member by Ihe statewzde avemge value per
member; .. . . - :

{(b) subtracting this amount from 1.0; and
(c) taking the result and multiplying it times a dollar amount that would be determined by

the TEACH Board, and could float to the level necessary 1o fully distribute $2,000,000 of funding
among the eligible school districts based on the actual grant calculation for these districts.
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Provide that the actual grant amount received by a school district would be the lesser of:
(1) the potential grant amount; or (2) $25,000 Iess the grant amount recezved under the proposed
$10 million GPR black grant pragram R : _

Recommendation 4 ] GPR
| 199799 FUNDING (Change 1o Base) $2,000,000 -
[Change to Bill $2,000,000]°]

_ [The attachment provides examples for the calculatzon of the proposed one-time grant, using .
1995-96 information relating to membersth and equalzz:ed vaiue.]

i’repared by: Ruth Hardy and Dave Loppnow
Attachment -

y AZ g DI 7,0 ‘3‘} 31

P JENSEN - AT N A OURADA ' XN _;_fl_ :
IOURADA N A HARSDORF ¥ N A
- HARSDORF Y N~ A ALBERS ¥ N A
ALBERS Y N A GARD > N A
i GARD X N A KAUFERT {,: :
LINTON
KAUFERT Y N A cocas Y 4 A
N LINTON Y N A by
COGGS X N A
= a : BURKE x : :
[ URKE A7 N A DECKER b g
za‘;zcm Y NOA GEORGE } .«:’ :
GEORGE Yy & a 2-";:32:5 Y N A
]| JAUCH :/ N A SHIBILSKI XN A
WINEKE NoA COWLES XN A
: SHIBILSKI ¥ N A | PANZER XN A
: COWLES Y ,:? A ‘ 7.
NZER Y A
: PANES C){ 5 Ay MI')NO__ ABS
ff szm! No_ | aBs
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DISTRICT A
District Characteristics
Membership 600
Equalized Value $49,167.254
A Value per Member $81,945
 Statewide Average Equalized
Value per Member $232,954
_ Estimated GPR Block
Grant under Alternative A2 $18,365
Maximum Potential Grant Amount Used
Used in Calculation for All Districts $98,789
(Set by TEACH Board at a level to fully
allocate $2 million in actoal grants)
Example of Calculation of Qn_e-’fime Grant
‘1. Potential Grant= [1 - $81.9451 = x $98,789
Z$232;954 N S
{1 -035177] X $98,789
0.64823 x $98,789
Potential Grant = $64,038

2. Actal Grant = the lesser of:

(a) the potential grant OR  (b) $25,000 less the GPR block
grant amount under A2

$64,038 OR  $25,000 - $18,565 = $6,435

Actual One-Time Grant = 36,435

—
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- ATTACHMENT

Examples of the Calculation of the Pféposed One-Time Grant
(Joint Committee on Information Policy Recommendation #4)

' DISTRICT B
Membership 281
‘Equalized Value .. $59,413,048
. Value per Member T §211434
Statewide Average Equalized
Value per Member §232,954
Estimated ‘GFR Block -
Grant under Alternative A2 $7.462
Maximum Potential Grant Amount Used .
Used in Calculation for All Districts $98,789
(Set by TEACH Board at a level to fully
_ atlocate $2 miilion in actual grants)
Example of Calculation of One-Time Grant
I Potential Grant = [1 -$211434]  x $98,789
. $232.954
(1 -090762]  x  $98789
0.09238 X $98,789
Potential Grant = $£9,126
3. Actual Grant = the lesser oft
(a) the potential grant OR {b) $25.000 less the GPR block
grant amount under AZ
$9,126 OR  $25000 - $7,462 =$17.538
Actuzl One-Time Grant = $9,126
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Paper #792 _ 1997-99 Budget May 14,1997

. To: Joint. Committee on Finance -

From: Bob Lang, Director
. Legislative Fiscal Burean

ISSUE

Block Grants to School Districts from the Common School Fund for Educational
Technology (DPI and TEACK Board) N

" [LFB Summary: Page 466, #10 and Page 571, #4]
CURRENT LAW

The Wisconsin Constitution establishes the common school fund and designates the

' income from that fund for dzstnbutzon among common school districts in propamon to the.

number of resxdants between the - _ages of four and 20 years old. ‘In order to deter;mne thxs _

:ﬂumber the statutes requxre that each schooi district cemfy to the Department of Public

Instruction (DPI), the number of residents in the district between the ages of four ané 20,. by
October 15 of each year. The count must be based on the number of residents as of the previous
June 30 and may be estimated by using statistically significant sampling techniques that have
been approved by DPL . i .

Under the state Constitution, revenues from certain fines and forfeitures and sales of
public lands are dcposzted in the fund. The income from the fund is primarily derived from
interest payments on loans from the fund to mummpahtzes and school dxstncts by the Board of

_ Comm;ssxoners of Pubhc Lands. The Constimtmn sixpuiates that the i income must be distributed

to school dzstrzcts for the suppozt and mamtenance of schcois in the dastnct and the purchase of
suitable hbrary materials. ‘Under current law, the i mcome is. dxsmbuted as school library aids;
however, under the Constxtuﬁen, it appears that thc income could be used for more gf:neral K-12

purposes.

All 416 school dzstncts servmg grades hndcrgartcn through eight receive a per capita
payment based on their annual school census. The 10 union high school districts do not receive
this aid; instead only their underlying K-8 districts receive the aid because the school census is
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:.lperftmmd by the K-8 districts rather. than thﬁ UHS districts in order.to avoid- doubiewcammng
residents. Paym&nts to. school districts are distributed in full each January.

Fundmg for schoel library aids varies from year to year dependmg on the amount of
income generated from the common school fund. A total of $15.9 million was provided in 1993-
94, $16.0 million in 1994-95; $13 8 million in'1995:96 and $17.9 million in 1996-97. The base
level (1996-97) appropriation for school hbra:y aids is $14.3 million; however, $17.9 million was
paid in 1996-97. This is because the aids are pa:d fmm a continuing appropriation that allows
for the expenditure of all monies received from the common school fund. Under current law,
it is estimated that school. hbrary aids would total $18.3 million in 1997-98 and $18.7 million in
1998-99,

: GOVERNOR

Modlfy the current contmmng segregated appro;matmn for schoo} lxbrary axds to bc an
annual sum’certain apprepnanon and establish annual funchng for this’ purpose at the 1996-97
base level of $14,300,000 SEG. Specify: that schocd districts would be paid their schocal library
aids in two installments, with 50% paid on or before January 31 and the balance on or before
June 30. In addition, provide $15,000,000 SEG in 1997-98 and $5,000,000 SEG in 1998-99 in
an annual appropriation from income of the common school fund for block grants to school
districts. -

_ Distnbute these funcis only after $14 300 000 of a.nnual mcome from the cemmon school
_func} 1s app __moned by DPI__to_schooI chstncts for. schoo} hbranes 1, after these library ﬁmds are
- distributed, the' remaining income of the common ‘school fund is less than the amount
_ appropnated for these block grants thc remalmng mcome of the func} would be dxstnbuted rather

' tha.n thﬁ amount appropnated ' _

DISCUSSION POINTS

1."_ "j n 1996~97 schooi Tibrary aids: ictailed $17.9 million, or $14.84 for each of the

1, 209 347 reSidents age 4 to 20 certified to DPI threugh ‘the ‘annual school census. While the

. _base fundmg amount that a;)psa.rs in the ap;aropnatxon schedule fer scheol hhrary axds in 1996—97

is $I4 3 mﬂkon, the prs)posal to prov;de $14.3 million for. schaai kbrary aids on a sum certain

" basis would represent an approximate $3.6 million reduction in school library aids in '1997-98

. compared to 1996-97. Under the bill, fnndmg for school hbrary aids would be rcduced by an
estimated $4.0 million in 1997-98 and $4.4 million in 1998-99 ccmpared to current law

2. School librarians argue that this reduction in state aid specifically designated for

schooi hbrm‘xes may hmder thmr abﬁ:ty te mamtam adeqnatc lcve,ls of prmt and reference
 materials.
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3. On the other hand, funding for technology projects could significantly benefit
school libraries, if it would be allocated for library technologies by the school district, particularly
in the areas of system automation, on-line reference materials and educational software which
focuses on research and reading skills. Libraries that have not had the funds to introduce
technology could benefit through the TEACH funding, and libraries that are more technologically
advanced could influence where resources are dedicated for technology initiatives within a school
district. However, there wou}d be nO assurance under thc bﬁl that this funding would be spent
for the school library. )

L '4, ; The mceme from ihe common school fund is pnmarﬂy derived from interest
'paymems on loans made from the fund to. mummpahtaes and school districts by the Board of
Comrmsswners of Public Lands The Board approves loans on a Septe:mber through September
schedule and receives the majority of the debt service payments to the common school fund in
the Spring of each year. Recipients of loans made prior to September of each year must pay debt
service the following Spring: remplents of loans made after September are not required to pay
debt service until the Spm},g after the failewmg yeax

5. The budget bll} wou;’zd appzopnate $28 6 xmihon for schooi library aids and $20
million for technology block grants, for a total of $48.6 million from income of the common
school fund in the 1957-99 biennium. This funding amount would represent an increase of $11.6
million from current law estimates, which would be accomplished by having a second instaliment
: payment of schao} hbrary aids made i in June. Thzs would allow i income that would accrue in the
~ Spring of 1998 to be recognized on a.one-time basis in 1997 98 '

6. - Eamings: from the common school fund are dependent on various economic factors.
such as mterest rates, borrowmg acthty and default rates; therefore, income available for
distribution cannot always be dccurately p;:edlcted H ‘the fund would not generate sufficient
income for school library aids, the technology ‘block grants would not be funded. Current
estimates indicate that annual income from the fund along with the one-time monies due to the
distribution schedule change would provide sufficient funding for both purposes. However,
utilizing income from thc common schooi fund would not guarantee a stabie ﬁmdmg source for
technology block grants. : :

7. If the Committee wishes to utilize income from the common school fund to
provide additional technoiogy funding for school districts in the 1997-99 biennium on a one-time
basis, it could sunset these block grants at the end. of the 1997-99 biennium. This would allocate
all of the income from the common school fund for school library aids after an initial two-year
phase of the TEACH proposal.

8. If the funding for common school fund block grants or other programs that count

towards two-thirds state funding of K-12 partial revenues would be reduced, funding for
equalization aids would need to be adjusted.
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ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

'_ 1 ;;._. : Agprcve the Gevcmor s reccmmandaﬂen

: Aitemative‘i S SEG Y

- 1997-39 FUN!)ZNG (Change te Base} 320 000 OGO 3
Lo - [Change to Bl NS e

__ 2. . . Modify the Govemor s recommendation to specify that the technology block grants
funded through the common schocl funci would sunset on June 30, 1999 ‘Provide that the full
_ "_amount of income from the common school fund would be appmpnaied to school hbrary aids
| :through a contmmng appropnancn af{er szr-: 30 1999 and would be d:stnbuted in one payment

| __'on or before Sune 30 ef each yaa.r S : .

. : A!tematwe 2 : : oo . SEG —
1991-99 FUNDING {Change to Base) $20,000,000 |

o 3, Modxfy the Governcr s recommendation to, instead, ‘appropriate all income from
" 'the common school fund to scheoi hbrary auis to be pald out t{} schoo] chstrzcts in one payment
on or before June 30 of each year. ' -

Altamahvea Com T '_ oosEa|
 1897-99 EUNDING {ChangetoBase} - $20,000,000 .
- fChange to Bill . s s SO

S S Maint:ain.cur;ﬁ@m. law to apé?opn’a_te'ai};inc:aﬁié from the common. school fund to
school library aids to be paid out to school districts in January of each year.

A!tematwe4 R SEG >

139?-99Funmm:1(0hangetoea,se) " ssaono00 |
[Changsroadf o -sﬁsaooaa]
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_ Recommendations of the Joint Committee on Information Policy ..

et T

i —

——_ R
1. Alternative 2.
2. Regquire that in completing the annual school census, kindergarten through grade

eight (K-8) districts would be required to count the number of four through 13-year olds in the
school district and union high school (UHS) districts would be required to count the number of
14- to 20-year olds in the school district. Specify that the income of the common school fund,
for both school library aids and technology block grants, would then be distributed to K-8 and
UHS districts based on their respective counts for residents in the school districts.

Prepared by: Ruth H‘ardy

word P e )

JENSEN
. OURADA .
~HARSDORF
ALBERS
GARD
KAUFERT
LINTON"
COGGS

A S

BURKE
DECKER
GEORGE
JaaucH
WINEKE
ZSHIBILSKI
COWLES
PANZER

AYE /D KO [i ABS

‘<*<\<<< <&\%\%&\

zé{z%z)\(xx kzzzzz-_kz

PP PP

Pubiic Instruction and TEACH Board (Paper #792) _ Page §



Paper #793 1997-99 Budget May 14, 1997

o Tes Joint Committee on Finance .

From: Bob Lang.,' Diractor
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
Block Grants to CESAs for Educational Technology (TEACH Board)

' [LFB Summary Page 573 #6]

'CURRENT LAW

The state’s school districts are served by 12 cooperative educational service agencies
(CESAS} School dxstncts enter into contracts w1th the CESA for. particular servxces, however,
a district is not compeued to participate in CESA activities. With the exception of Kenosha and

- Racine, which have elected to withdraw from CESA .1 as pennitted by law, all districts
. parixc;pata 0. varymg degrees, in CESA. pmgrams Schocf} dzstncts may, contract for:services

| __from other CESAs and are aliowed thrcugh a petaimn to DPL to. transfer from one CESA o

amther CESAS are not state agencies, but are mstead govemed by a local board of contrai whzch
represents the school boards within the agency.

CESAs rely primarily on revenues generated from providing services to school districts
and others. The only funding CESAs are guaranteed by statute is $25,000 GPR each, or a total
of $300,000 GPR, for the administrative cost of the agencies. School districts must collectively
match the state’s contribution according to their percentage of average daily membership within
the CESA. In 1992-93, the most recent year for which data is readily available, CESAs had
revenues totalling. $108 9 million, of which $70.9 million was from school dlstncts, $16.7 million
from the federal gevemment $14. 0 million from the state and $6.2 million from other
governmental units. The state fundmg was pnmanly specxa} educat:on categcncal axds othcrwxse
paid to local school districts.
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CGOVERNOR . .

Provide $4,0(}(),000 GPR annually ._in_ an annual appropriation for two types of grants to
CESAs for educational technoiogy--training and assistance programs. '

a. Award grants to CESAS to coordmatc andprovide educational technology planning
and training to school districts served by each agency, which could not exceed $120,000 annually
per CESA. A CESA would be ehglble for a gram 1f 1t agrees 1o do ail of the following:

(1)  Assist school d,tstncts served by the CESA in developing and implementing
educational :cchnoiogy plans

2 Provide staff develapment programs that address educational tech;nology needs
R __1dennﬁed in ihc pians } ;

3) . _ .Coordmate :ts acnvmes under (a) and (b) wnh mstztuuons of hlgher educanon |

65} Employ a full—mm posmon that would be solely dedmaied to prowd;ng technical |
assistance related to educational technology to school distncts served by the
CESA.

e _. "_Bmploy a fuli—tzmc posmcm that would be solely dedicated to coordinaung and
o _provzdmg educatxonai technelegy trammg fc:r schoel dlstncts se,rved by t’hc CESA

b _'_Awa;rd grants to CESAS to tram agcncy ané school dlstnct staff in the use and .

' ::-f"mtegratmn of educationa 'technology, rent space for training and for other costs associated’ thh-f:* -

; trammg In order fo quahfy for these grants, a CESA would be requn‘ed 1o develop a technology
training plan to be appmved by the TEACH Board. Thase grants would be awarded to CESAs
with the funding remalmng after all ehgible CESAS werﬁ granted funds for the purposes of the
_ ﬁrst gram categoxy _

_DISCUSSI()N ?OINTS

. 1;_ " Under the bill, the amount of state aid specifically provided to CESAS would

_ 'mcrease fram SB{}O 000 annuaily to $4 300,000; an increase of 1, 333% ‘However, the additional

'$4 million of annual funding would be prcmded for the specxﬁt: pm‘pose of tcchnoicgy trannng
" and assistance, rather than the general adﬁumstranve costs of CESAs '

2. It could be argued that because of their role as regional service agencies, CESAs
are uniquely positioned to provide training and technical assistance to school districts. The
proposed funding would provide substantial resources to allow CESAs to take a leadership role
in this area and coordinate regional resources for teacher technology training and technical '
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assistance, involving all of the school districts in the service area, institutions of highéi' education
and other community entities.

3. On the other hand, it could be argued that CESAs should only receive funding for
training and techmcal assastance if school districts choose to prov;de funding to CESAs through
contracts for services. Substantial direct state funding for CESAs might provide CESAs too
much leeway in how they would deliver services and what those services would be, thereby
denying school districts the.ability to shape CESA services based on school district needs. This
funding could be retmz;ed by the generai fund or be un};zed for other K-12 purposes.

4, Staff at DPI mdzcate that net aﬁ school districts currently utilize CESA services.

. Por example, because of sufﬁcwnt sxaffing levels and program offerings, many larger districts

_do not have a nced for C‘ESA services, ‘whereas smaller districts often pool resources to fund

~services through a CESA such as, specmi educatwn cou:rses and teacher trammg Argnab}y,

because not all school districts chose to uuhze CESA services, not all d1stricts would beneﬁt
from the addm{mai educat;onal tcchnology fundmg '

5. Inits propascd budget DPI requcsted ﬁmds 20 pmvade CESAS with $100,000 each
annually to hire one additional full-time employe who would provide technology training and
technical assistance to: school districts in the CESA service area. In its request, the Department
indicated that this fundmg would address obstacles that many school districts face in budgeting
* the resources for teacher technology training and planning. . The Committee could provide CESAs
* with this lesser funding level, which would still provide a 400% increase in the amount of state
_ aid specifically provided to CESAs. The first year funding amount could be reduced to $75,000,
S to provide nine months. of: funding for the positions.. The. remammg funding could be utilized

- for block grants to. sc:hoei dzsmcts w}:uch in turn couid use these monies to centract with CESAs
for training services at the discretion of the school districts.

6. Library advocates argue that public libraries should be included in the programs
of the proposed TEACH Board. If the Committee wishes to provide funding for training library
personnel in the uses of technology, it could provide $75,000 in 1997-98 .and $100,000 in 1998-
99 to each of the state’s 17 public library systems. The Committee could place this funding in
a separate appropriation within DPI, which is the agency responsible for the coordination of
library services within the state. Library. ﬁmdmg would not count toward the state’s two-thirds
f\mdmg of K-12 partial revenues.- g

7. . I the: fundmg for CESA grants or other programs that coum tewards two-thirds

state funding of K-12 partial revenues is reduced, funding for equalization aids would need to
be adjusted.
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-ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
A.  CESA Grants

1. Approve thc Gavernor S rccommendatwn to ;)rowde $4 mﬂhon GPR annually for
grants to CESAs for educancnal technology training . and assistance programs.

- Alternative A1 R “GPR

1 '1997.98 FUNDING (Change to Base} -~ $8,000,000
[ChangetoBil! $0]

_ 2. Prov:de SQOG 000 GPR in 1997»98 and $1,200, {)GO GPR in 1998-99 i in order to
N dlsmbute $1{30 000 on an annualized basis to each CESA to knre one additional full-time employe
who would prevzde technology trzunmg and techmcal asszstance to schooi districts i in the CESA
“service area.

1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) - - §2,100,000' |
[Change to Bill - $5,800,000]
'_'3. 'Mairitaiﬁ'cu'rren; 'l;f;tw.'"f”'. S
AltematweAS _ L _GPR_ _
199?-99 mxmna (ChaageieSase} SRR
[Change to Bill - $8,000,000]

B Public Library Grants

1. ‘Approve the Govemcr s recommeudatxon which would not provide funding for
public lzbrary grants

-2 Provide $1,275,000 GPR in 1997-98 and $1,700,000 GPR in 1998-99 in order to
distribute $100,000 on an annualized basis to each of the state’s 17 public library systems to hire
one additional full-time employe who would provide technology training and technical assistance
to public libraries in the library system service -area. Create a separate appropriation for
technology training for libraries within the Department of Public Instruction.

Alternative B2 GPR
1897689 FUNDING (Change to Base) $2,875,000
[Change to Bill $2,975,000]
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Recommendations of the Joint Committee on Information Policy

@ Delete the Governor's recommendation and, instead, provide $2,000,000 GPR in
1997-98 and $4,000,000 GPR in 1998-99 in a biennial appropriation under the TEACH Board
to provide grants to CESAs and school district consortia, which may include public libraries as
members of the consortia, for the provision of educational technology training and technical
assistance programs. Provide that the TEACH Board would have to gzve prwrzt‘y to consortia
that include a lzbmry comporzem Provide-$56:6060-6 , SE-terthest A Cl-Be

Require applicants to submit a plan to the TEACH Board which outlines the school
districts and libraries that would participate in the training programs and the details of how the
consortia would allocate the funding. Require the Board to administer the program as a
competitive grant program with one funding cycle in each fiscal year, and to ensure that grants
would be distributed to eligible applicants across all regions of the state.

Require that the TEACH Board promulgate emergency rules to specify the administrative
procedures, eligibility and application requirements, and funding criteria for this grant program.
Provide that the TEACH Board could promulgate the initial rule for this purpose as an

emergency rule, without having to provide evidence of the necessity of preservation of the public

peace, health, safety or welfare. Specify that the emergency rule would be subject to approval
~or disapproval by the Joint Committee on Information Policy under a 14-day passive review
process.

Recommendation 1 . GPR
1997-88 FUNDING (Change to Base) §6,050,000
[Change to Bill - $1,950,000]

Require each school district to include in its current law annual report to DPI,
a description of the technology used in the education or training of any person or in the
administration of the school district and related telecommunications services. This description
would have to include the uses made of the technology, and the costs and number of pupils or
other persons using or served by the use of the technology, as determined by DPI in consultation
with the TEACH Board.

ZBURKE 4 N A
Mo#dc'fp /URAD DECKER X N A
| Nditio~ 3 GEORGE Y N A
JENSEN X N A e T o
_ WINEKE Y W A
Prepared by: Ruth Hardy OURADA ¥ N A SHIBILSKI " N A
HARSDORF X N A COWLES Y N A
ALBERS X N A PANZER 2N A
GARD A N A | 3
KAUFERT AT N A AYE NO —
5 ABS
LINTON A N A
COGGS X N A
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Paper #794 . _ 1997-99 Budget- R May 14, 1997

... To: . Joint Committee on Finance

'. F'rbm::. | Bob Lang, E'.151":&:%:’{(3:”'
_ Lzegislatiy:c_ Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
Educational Technology Infrastructure Loans (TEACH B&ard)

" [LFB Summary: Page 571, 45)

CURRENT LAW

School districts and public libraries may apply to the Educational Technology Board
(ETB) pioneering partners program for Joass to fund educational technology and. distance
education 1mprovements including buﬂdmg mfrastmcture upgrades staff and teacher professmnai :
'developmem programs; iclccommumcaﬂons fee payments cumcular or admlmstranve pro_]ects, :
# "and hardware and software purchasas : -

The Board of Cemnnssmners of Pubhc Lands is required to reserve $15, 000 000 annua,ily
from 1996-97 through 1999-2000 for these }Gwﬂmterest state trust fund loans to ‘school districts,
counties, municipalities and consortia. The ETB- may provide a cash grant 1o school or library
loan recipients t tha.i will subsaclxzc tha first twe parcentage pomts of the annual mtercst applicable
to the ioan '

GOVERNOR

Provide $50,000,000 of general obligation bonding in 1997-98 and an additional
$50, 0{30 000 in 1998-99. This bfmdmg Wouid be issued by the Bmidmg Commission, at the
request of the TEACH Beard and ‘with the apgmvai of the Governor, for the purpases of
educationa} technoiogy mfrastmcmre Ioans 10 schao} chstncts The tema of thf;: btmds ceuld not
exceed ten years.
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Authanze the. TEACH - Board: m make subss.dmed Joans. to. school dlstncts from the
proceads of these bonds Reqmre schoel dxsmcts to use the loans only for upgradmg ‘the
_electrical wiring of school bmidmgs in existence on the effective date of the 1997-99 budget and
installing and upgrading computer network ‘wiring in accordance with standards and procedures
to be established by the Board and the Department of Admlmstrauen {DOA). Require school
districts to repay 50% of the total debt service on the loans, as dﬁtemmxed by the Board, and
specify that a school c’ustnct would not be obhgated to repay thc rcmammg 50%.

Create a sum sufficient GPR approprzanon 'for the payment Of debt service costs incurred
in ﬁnancmg subsidized -educational technology - infrastructure. lfoans. to school districts. The
apyropnanan reflects estimated debt service of $250,000 GPR in 1997~98 and $5,000,000 GPR
in 1998-99. Create a sum, sufﬁcwnt PR appropriation to pay out monies received from school
districts for their share of the debt service incurred in financing subsidized educational technology
infrastructure loans to school distucts Debt serv;ce is esumated to be $259 ()00 PR in 1997-98
and- $5 000, {}Oﬂ PR in 1998~99 : 2 SRR

_ Specxfy that the Bﬁard of Carnnussmners of Pubhc Lands wculd contmuc to make
available $15 million annually through 2002~03 for the purpose of makmg loans to school
districts and other entities for education technology and distance education projects.

DISCUSSION P(}INTS

1 ..: Staff at ETB and the Wlsconsm Advanced Tglecammnnlcations Feundatxon

g ._ 31996 mc}udzng both WA’E‘F and ETB fundmg and Ioca.i matchmg funds was approxunately_-_}_ o

'$31.0 million. " Of this total, approximately $5.8 million, or 18.7%, of all the funds for these
technology projects was dedicated to wiring. ETB.and WATF have defined wiring to include
“the cost of electncal upgrades w;re, cable, mounts ‘data ports, patch boards and cords, routers,
:_canncctors transceivcrs, hubs terzmnatons sloz chassxs power supphes a,nd mstalianen o

20 Of ihe 60 ioan awards offere:d to schoci dlsmcts and pubhc ixbranes by the ETB
only five applicants accepted the offer for the loan, mcludmg two school districts, one library,
one library consortium and one distance education network. Staff at ETB indicate that these
applicants accepted the loans primarily because ETB was able to offer a cash grant equivalent
to the total interest payments on these loans: I

R S It couid be argued that based on past expenence, schoal distncts are unmllmg 10
bermw to fund technaicgy prs}_;&cts and would, therefore, be unhkely 10, borrow significant
'_ammmts under thc pmpose,d loan pmgram However, under the bill, the state ‘would pay one-half
of the debt service, so that the loan terms would be more advantageons t0 schoel dlsmcts and
loan demand may be much higher than under current law. As an example of the potentzal debt
service, if $1 million would be borrowed for a 10-year term at an interest rate of 5.5% structured
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_ with level payments annuai debt servxcc would ba approxunately $133,000, of which the school
d;strzct would pay $66, 500 atmually over the ten-year life of the loan. Thus, the district would

 receive the benefit of $1 O rmlhon in fundmg ata total cost to the dastnct of $665 000 pa.xd over
a 10~year pﬁmed '

4. Wiring Wisconsin, a non-profit organization that coordinates’ Wwiring school
districts, reports that 11 school districts partz,czpatcd in the November, 1996, wiring day and
approximately 125 school dastncts partxc:lpatad n Apnl 1997. Wmng days pair school districts
with community volunteers who install the wiring and businesses that purchase low-cost wiring
kits for school dxstncts through the Warmg W;saonsm orgamzatmn “The ability of school
districts to use local and private sector resources to provide wiring upgrades for their schools may
reduce the need for state bondmg authonty to provxde fundmg for wmng upgrades in the state’s
pubhc schools ' ' :

5. Staff at DOA esumate sta_;ew_zde Iocal arca network (LAN) mstallation wmng
needs of approxzmately $66 zmlhon, based on severai assumptxons (a)a cost of $250 for each
node (computer hook-ap), as budgeted for state” agenczes (b) one computcr per five pupﬂs, {c)

_ one computcr ‘for each pmfessxonal staff member (d) one ;annter for cvery 10 computers, (e) and
one server for each building. DOA estimates general eicctncai ‘wiring upgrade needs of $275.2
million, based on estimates of wiring upgrade, needs prowded to DOA by the Milwaukee Public
Schools (MPS) and the Madison School District. On average, MPS and Madison estimate wiring
needs of approxzmate}y $324 per pupﬂ aithough Madlson has since somewhat increased its

pro;ected needs :

6. There 1s a goed deal 0f uncertamty to these esumates for: sevcrai reasons (a} the -
two components, LAN ccnnecixons and general Wiring _cveﬂap and couid double count’ wmng ..
costs; (b) MPS and Madison as the two largest dastncts in the state, may not be’ accurate
reflections of the wiring needs of smaller school districts across the state; (c) older school
buildings could have wiring needs well above the average, whereas new buildings may have no
wiring needs; (d) school districts throughout the state could be working to achieve differing
cempﬁterfpupﬁ ratzos, ‘and (&) several districts have recenﬂy, at least pamal}y, mct theu wiring
needs thmugh private efferts and 3ocal refcrenéa h

7. One other area of uncertainty is that the estimate of $250 per node could be too
high for school district LAN connections. Staff at ETB estimate that each computer connection
would cost approximately $150. Wiring Wisconsin has been able to secure the following average
;mces for kits that wire su; “classrooms each with two computer ports or the equivalent of 12
nodes: (a) $633 for category five, pienum {ﬁre retardant) copper wmng kits; and (b) $2,500 for
plenum fiber optic wiring kits. The co;responémg amount using $250 per node would be $3,000.
However, the Wmng Wxsconsm prices have been subsxdlzed by pnvate busmesses tha{ have
agreed to pammpate in the prograrn

TEACH Board (Paper #794) " Page 3



y 8...  Utilizing- the ETB and Wiring Wisconsin prices and DOA assumptions. for
_ _compuier ratios, with:the addition of four computers for every one su;;pon; staff member would
result in the foliowmg statewide estimates for LAN. connecnons (a) ETB $150/mode -~ $4£3 3
million; (b) Wiring Wisconsin $633/copper wiring it -~ $14.2 million; and (c) Wiring Wxsconsm
$2,500/fiber optic wiring kit -- $55.9 million. Therefore, total wiring needs could range from
.. $289.4 million to $341.8 million, _mclurimg DOA assumptions on ge_nerai electrical wiring costs.

: P N Staff at DOA 1nd1cate that the Govemor s recommendatzon for $100 mﬁhon in
; genera} obhgancn bondmg is based on: (a) DOA’S abxhty to contract for and managc pro_;ects
(b) the capacity of contractors to do addxtwnal work; (c) the hmned season for wiring upgrades
due to weathe;r factors and (d) the evera}.i magmtude of thlS mmatwe wathm the state budget.

1() Whﬂc esumates of the need for school diStI’iCt wmng exceed $100 million, it could
~ be argued that Jocal buﬁdmg construction may not be a state priority considering the magnitude
. of state buxldmg construction needs. School districts can borrow, if voters approve, and the debt
service costs are. aidable under the equahzanon formula in the followmg year. In addition, $15
.__-Imlhon amma}}y would continue to be avaﬁable from the Boarci of Commissioners of Public
Lands,. a}theugh on k:ss favorable terms. As a resuit it may be desirable to prevadc a lesser
ameunt of bondmg, such as $25. mﬁkon annuaﬂy Under this alternauve, the GPR supported
portion. of this bonding could be realiocatcd to fund state bc}rmwmg necds such as projects in the
1997~99 bmldmg program.

II Under SB 77, pubhc libraries wouid not be ehgable for mfrastmcture }oans
Arguably, public libraries should be included in the infrastructure loan program because they are |
included in the current pioneering partners loan program. Through the first three of four ETB
fundmg cycfes in 1996-97, libraries were offered approxzmateiy 4.5% of the $7.5 million in loan-

" _proceeds awarded. If the Committee wishes to include libraries in the infrastructure loan portion
of TEACH, it could set asxde 4.5% of the bondmg revenue and GPR debt service fundmg for
public hbrancs :

- 1-2. The bAII wouid define wmng znfrastmcture that would be eligible fcr loan funding

S, "elccmcal wiring of school buildings” and "mstalhng and upgrading computer network

wn‘mg " Staff at DOA indicate that they would intend that loans be made available only for

equipment and wiring that would have a lifetime equivalent to the life of the loan (up to 10
years).

13..  Under SB 77, the TEACH Board weuid be rcquxrcd to establish application
. procedures. for, and the terms and condmons of, the subsidized loans. - Arguably, the TEACH
program and DOA sheuid also more spemﬁcally define the wiring and equipment that could be
funded under the mfras:mc:mre loan component of TEACH. The Committee may wish to require
that the TEACH program, in coordination with DOA, promujgate admmzstrauve rules that would
specify the wiring and equipment that may be purchased and installed with funding provided
through these loans.

Page 4 TEACH Board (Paper #794)




ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

A.  General Obligation Bonding

1. Approve the Governor’s recomnmendation.
Alternative A1 GPR PR BR TOTAL
199799 FUNDING (Change to Base) $5,250,000  $5,250,000  $100,000,000  $110,500,000
- fChange to Bill g0 o B0 e e B0 80}
2. Modify the Governor’s request to delete $25 million of general obligation bonding

annually, which would provide a net amount of $25 million general obligation bonding in 1997-
98 and an additional $25 million in 1998-99 for wiring infrastructure loans to school districts.
Delete $125,000 GPR and $125,000 PR 'in 1997-98 and $2 500,000'GPR and $2,500,000 PR in
1998-99 attributable to the esumatﬁd éebt service on the $25 Imlhon of bonémg that would be
deietcd from the b111

| Alternative A2 GPR PR  BR  TOTAL
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base)  $2,625,000  $2,625000  $50,000,000 $55:250,000
- [Change to Bill -$2,625,000. -$2,625000 - $50,000,000 - $55,250,000}

3. Maintain current law.
Alternative A3 GPR' PR . BR - TOTAL
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) $0 $0° $0 $0
[Change to Bill -$5250,000 - $5250,000 - $100,000,000 - $110,500,000]

B. Public Libraries

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation, under which public libraries would not
be eligible to receive funding.

2. Allocate 4.5% of the bonding revenue and GPR funding for infrastructure loans
to public libraries. Create a separate sum sufficient GPR appropriation for the payment of debt
service costs mcurred in financmg subsidized educational technology infrastructure loans to
public libraries. Modxfy the PR debt service appropriation to receive debt service payments from
public libraries.
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C. R-u'les to 'Deﬁne Eligible Wiring and Eq’uipmem L

1. Approve the Govemor S reccnnnendanon, which allows the ’I‘EACH Board and
DOA to estabhsh standards and ’pmcadures for loans under the program.

2. Rf:qun'e that the TEACH Board promulgate adzmmstranvc rules to specify the
wmng and equzpmeni that maybﬁpmchased »bymschml &W these. loan proceeds

o S o g T B A T o T 5 DT T e i o S e S 62 S " et ST

I AItematwe AI

2 vaide tkat pubizc’ Izbmne'__ 'wauid be mcluded in the educatzonal zechnoiogy

_.mﬁastmcmre Joan: pmgmm under. the TEACH initiative. Prowde $5 000, 900 annually in
‘additional genem! obl;gatwn bandmg for publzc library mfmsmecture loans. Create a separate
sum sufficient GPR appropriation -and provide $25,000 GPR in 1997-98 and $500,000 GPR in
1998-99- for: the payment of estimated debt- service costs incurred-in financing subsidized
educational technology mﬁastructure loans to public libraries. Specify that this GPR funding
would not count toward smre 'S ﬁmdmg of 66. 7% of K-12 partial revenues.Modify the PR debt
service. appropnaiwn 1o receive debt service paymenzs from public libraries and provide $25,000
PRinl 997—98 and $590 000 PRinl 998»99 for the pubilc Ilbrary paymenrs of the estimated debt
service costs.

1997-99 FUNDING (Change fo Base) $525.000 $525,000 _:$‘_i__i_}_,099_.,090 BRSO 3 ) R {359 900
: [Chaﬁge o Brf! Lo $525,000 . $625,000. . $10,000,000 $11,050,000]

3. Reqmre that the TEACH Board promulgate emergency rules to specify the wmng
and equipment that may be purchased by school districts with ‘educational technology
infrastructure loan proceeds. Provide that the TEACH Board could pmmulgate the initial rule
for this purpose as an emergency rule, without kavmg 1o provzde evzdence of the necessity of
preservation of the public peace, health, safely or welfare. Specify that the emergency rule would
be subject 10 approval or dzsappmvai by the Joint Committee on Information Policy under a 14-
day passwe review process If the C’o«»Ckazrs 0f Infonnarzan Polzcy ‘would schedule a meeting
1o review. the proposed emergency rules the rules would not take efﬁect until the Committee’s

__meenng, ‘and then only if the Cammzttee appraved Ike ‘rules. If 1 the C’ommrzee dzsappraved the
rules, the TEACH Board would have to resubmit revised emergency rules under z‘he .same
process.

Prepared by: Ruth Hardy
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Representative Coggs

TEACH BOARD |
Adjustment to Revenue Limits for School District Debt Service:

Motion:

Move to provide an adjustment to revenue limits for the school district share of debt
service on educational infrastructure access loans.

Note:

SB 77 would provide $50,000,000 of general obligation bonding in 1997-98 and an
additional $50,000,000 in 1998-99. This bonding would be issued by the Building Commission,
at the request of the TEACH Board and with the approval of the Governor, for the purposes of
educational technology infrastructure loans to school districts. The term of the bonds could not

exceed ten years.

The bill would authorize the TEACH Board to make subsidized loans to school districts

from the proceeds of these bonds. - Require school districts to use the loans only for.upgrading . . .

the electrical wiring of school buildings in existence on the effective date of the 1997-99 budget -
and installing and upgrading computer network wiring in accordance with standards and
procedures to be established by the Board and the Department of Administration (DOA). Require
school districts to repay 50% of the total debt service on the loans, as determined by the Board,
and specify that a school district would not be obligated to repay the remaining 50%.

This motion would create an adjustment to schbol district revenue limits in the amount of
each school district’s share of the debt service, which would allow the school district to levy for

these costs.

BURKE AT N A
MO# ‘782) DECKER A7 N A
GEORGE A7 N A
JENSEN Y A JAUCH AT N A
OURADA Y N A WINEKE A N A
HARSDORF Y X~ A sHBLSK A N A
ALBERS Y o A COWLES Y A A
GARD Y 2 a PANZER Y ,a/ A
KAUFERT
‘ZUNTON :::f{ : AYE ?ﬂo ?ABS
JCOGGS 7 N A = -

Motion #780



Paper #795 . ... 1997-99 Budget _ May 14, 1997

To: Joint Commiittee on ¥Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Modxficatnons fo. the Current Status and Parposes of the Umversal Semce Fund
{Admmlstratmn and PSC)

[LFB Summary: Page 56, #8 and Page 497, #5]

CURRENT LAW .

- Prowszons of 1993 Wz,sconsm Act 496 du'ected the i’ubl;c Servzce Ccmrmssmn (PSC) 1o
estabhsh a Universal Service Fund {USF) by adnumstranve rule, con%:ract mth an 0uts1de vendor

.. for the actual administration of the USF and obtain an’ annual mdependent andit of the USF.
. Since Ja.nuary 1, 11996, ‘the PSC has rcqmred telecommamcatlons provlders to contubute to the

USEF.a propc}ruoaate share of their gross. opcratmg revcnues deﬁved from mtrastate activities to
_support the purposes of the Fund. The PSC approves an annual budge.t for program activities to
..be. f‘m:a.nced by the USF.. For calendar year, 1997 the approved USF budget is 38, 00{) 000

The PSC also deﬁnes by ru}e those e}ements ef telecammumcaﬂons service w%uch are
necessary. components of universal service and which must be made available to all customers
in the state at affordable pnces ‘These rules must be updated bzenmaily At a minimum, these
essential services must include smgle—party service with touch-tone capabzhty, line quality capable
of carrying facsimile and data transm;sszons, equal access, emergency services number capabxhty
a statewide telecemmnmcaﬁans rclay service and blocking of long distance toll service, The PSC
must also ensure thaz contnbutlons 10 the Fund be usef.i oniy to support the follewmg four
statutorily enumerated pu:poses of the Fund:

* To assist customers Iocated in areas of the statc that have relatwe}y hzgh casts of

telecommunications services, low-income customers and disabled customers in obtaining
affordable access to a basic set of essential telecommunications services;
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: . To assist .in. the. depioymem of %:he advanced servme capabﬂmes of a modern
telecommunications infrastructure throughout the state;

» To promote affordable access throughout Wisconsin to high-quality education, library
and health care information services; and

« To administer the Fund

GOVERNOR

Make the following .changes to the current operation and purposes of the Universal
Service Fund:

_ *Create a Segregated Trust Fund, Estabhsh the USF as a separate, nonlapsible segregated
trust ‘fund' and ‘specify that the Investment Board would have exclusive control over the
investment-of assets in the USF. Repeai various existing stamtory references telating to the
initial establishment of a USF by the PSC under provisions of Act 496.

«Establish an Educational Telecommunications Access Program as an Essential Element
of Universal Service. Direct the PSC, in consultation with DOA and the proposed new
Technology for Educational Achievement in Wisconsin (TEACH) Board, to promulgate rules
_ establishing and defining -an educational telecommunications access program as an essential -
_element of umversai service. Such a program would have t0 pmvxde schooi dzstncts m ihe state
| 'wﬁh access o data lmes and v1c¥.ec> hnks : :
Prowde that thcse raies govemmg thc new: program Would be exempt from the current'
. reqmrements apphcable to other USF m}es, that the PSC review and revise them, as appropriate,
on a biennial basis. In. addltxon, exempt ‘the new program ; and its associated rules from being
subjcct to the current requirement that the existing USF Council periodically advise the PSC on
bmh the admlmstrauon of USF and on the content of ali USF ruies

_ ' *Afiaw the Use of zhe USF for Payments under the Educational Telecommunications
Access Program Add to the four current statutory purposes for which USF monies may be used
anew, fifth stamtory purpose. Under the new statutory purpose, Fund monies could be used to
- support the costs of contracts ente:red into bctween DOA and those telecommunications providers
. _that make data line and video lmk access avaﬂable to schocl districts: Payments from the USF

" for this new purpose would be authorized only to the extent that total contract costs exceed the
total amounts received by DOA from participating school districts (up to a ‘maximum of $250
per month per data line or video link from aach partxcxpatmg schaol chstnct) under the
educauanal te}ecommumcanons access program
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*USF Appropriations. Create two separate appropriations to makepaymentsfrom the
USF, as follows:

" First, establish a new sum sufficient appropriation under the PSC for the promotion of
universal telecommunications service, and specify that the expenditures from this new
appropriation could only be used to support the four current law authorized funding purposes for
the USF. This appropriation would not be available to fund any of the costs under the new
educational telecommunications access program. Estimated expenditures of $G SEG for this
appropriation are included under the bill for 199‘?—98 and 1998 99 ' '

_ Second, establish another new sum sufficient appropriation under DOA to fund the
amounts payabie to. teiecommumcauans pmvxders under contracts entered into betwccn DOA and
the provxders making data line and video link access available to schooi dxstncts ~The armounts
payabie from this sum. sufficient. .appropriation would be limited to the total contract costs that
.are.in €Xcess. of the requ:rcd school district conmbutmns for’ prov:tdmg these -access services.
_Esumated expendmares under DOA from ﬂns new appropnanon are $2 SO{} 000 SEG in 1997*98
and $3,000,000 SEG in 1998-99. o |

C Requn‘e the PSC to ensure that teiecommumca&ons prov1der contnbutzons to the USF aze
in amounts sufficient to support all of the Fund’s authorized purposes, mc:ludmg all costs of the
_educational telecommunications access program not covered by school district user fees.

. *Allow the Initial Creation af the Educational Telecommunications Access Program by
Emergency Rule. Direct the PSC to ‘promulgate the initial rule requzred to establish the

- educational telecommunications access program as an emergency: rule. Stipulate that the PSC

_would ; not have to prov:de cv;dence of the necessny of prescrvaan of the pubhc peace, hea}th ’
safety or. we}faxe in order. to promulgate this mle as an emergency mlc )

*Require Certain Reports. Require that the PSC submit an annual report to the TEACH

- Board on the status of providing data lines and video links to school districts.. Specify that the

report also assess the impact on the USF of the reqmrcd payments to teiecommumcamns
providers in excess of the required school district contributions for these access services.

Provide that if the Federal Communications Commission promulgates or modifies rules
under those sections of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 relating to rate discounts for
wlccommumcatwns services to school districts, the Governor would be reqmre:d to submit a
report to the Joint Committee on Financc ccntaxmng recommended changes to ex.zstmg statutes
or rules with respect to funding the educational telecommunications access program.
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DISCUSSION POINTS .

1. The Governor’s recommendations concerning modifications to the “current
Universal Service Fund present two chstmct issues which the Comnmtee may wish to address in
the foilowmg ordnr

. Fiisi, s_ho_ulc_i the emstmg I'}_"SF be crea_xed as _:a: 'Segreg_ai&i s_tate _'i'r_ust fund?

. Sccond should the exxsung statutory purposes of the USF be modlﬁed to mclude the
proposed educational telecommunications access program?

20 Depcndmg on how thc Commxttee resolves the fn’st issue, it may or may not wish
'to address the i issue of expandmg the purposes ‘of the USF as proposed by the Govemor. - If the
Committee determines mxtxally that it does not wish to establish the USF as a separate new
_segregated fund and formaily appropnate monies from ‘that fund for the current purposes of the
_USF, then it would appear questionable whether the Committee would also want to establish a
new program purpose for the USF xnvolvmg petenualiy sxgmﬁcant expendmire levels that would
continue to be "off-budget” and, therefore, would not be subject to direct oversight and control
by the Legas}ature However, if the Committee acts to establish the ‘USF as a new, segregated
state fund, con51derat10n of the Govemm' s recommandatzon to expand the purpose of the USF
would then bc necessary :

Estabhshment of the Existing USF asa Segregated Trust Fund

3. Whenthe Legislature established the USF under 1993 Wisconsin Act 496, there
were several mdlcataons at the time that the Fund ‘was not considered to be a state fund and that
revenues and expendltures from the USF were not intended to be considered subject to the state
ap;_a_ropnahon process. __These factors zncluded the followmg

« The PSC was gzven clear dlrectlon that the USF be admmzstered under contract’ by a
party other than the agency,

. Th_e USF was not_enur_ne_ra;e_é as a sepa_raic state fund u:_;d_er Chapter 25 of the statutes;
. There had been an cxphcu decision not to prowde an appropnanon under the PSC into
whlch USF revenues from telecommumcanans prowders could be crcdztcc} and from which

expend;tu.res could be made for enumerated Fund purpnses,

* The Legislature directed the PSC to obtain annual independent audits of the USF (all
state funds are currently subject to audit by the Legislative Audit Bureau under s. 13.94(1) of the
statutes, rather than by an independent auditor); and
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. * The PSC apparem}y be}mved that cenmbutmns to thc Fund were not to be treated as
state monies which would require appropriation by the Legxs}amre and, consequently, did not
seek an appropriation of USF monies as part of its 1995-97 biennial budget request.” Furtber, the
1995-97 biennial budget act appropriated no funds for this purpose.

4,.. Notw:lthstandmg the above conmderanons, .the State Controller s Ofﬁce in DOA
revmwed the issue and concluded that in its view the USF was not in fact, a iegally separate
-nonstate entity. The Controller’s analysxs poted that most }egally separate orgamzanons were
readily identifiable as such by virtue of havmg a separate cerporate charter or by havmg powers
qualifying them as a specxai-pur;)ose govement" or authority, - The Controller cited the
Wisconsin. Advanced Telecommamcamen Foundaﬁon, also created by Act 496, as such' 2 legaﬁy
separate entity and argueﬁ that by contrast, the USF "is not granted [nor] docs it possess any of
these powers which would allow it to be consxdcred a }egally separate enmy Therefore in the
State Controller’s view, the USF was required to be reported for accounting purposes in the same
manner as other state agencies and departments for inclusion in the state’s consolidated annual
fiscal report. {The state’s: Camgrehenswc Annual Flfl&!lCi&l Report for the 1995-96 fiscal year
does report $2.2 million of USF mvestments “which a:rc repartcd in the general fund " '

| 5; The State Contreller s, Ofﬁce further concluded that “all recelgts and dlsbursements
for the Universal Servzca Fund must be recordad 1o a state apprepnanen ‘This conciusxon was
: ba_sed on several factors:

. The PSC’S dutzes relauve to- the. operanon 9f the USF as estabhshed by Act 496, were
the type that are nonna}iy prescrlbed rclatmg to actwmes of a state fund

- . An opmaon by the Comnnssmner of Banking on deposnozy ;ssues indicated that the PSC
was a pubhc depositor” on behalf of the USF. _Consequently, USF accounts were those "of the
state" or.a "commission, committee, board or officer of any govcrnmental subdivision of the
state”; and

L. An oplmon of the Dcpamncnt of Justice concurrmg with the Cemmxsszoner of Banking
and holdmg that "the funds in the Umversal Service Fund .. . are state funds, administered by an
agency, the PSC."

} 6. Subsequently, the PSC sought to establxsh an appropnataon for the USF by means
of a s..16.515 request to the Comrmitce An rcwewmg the agency’s request, the Committee: (2)
..noted there was no suatable appmpﬁatmn under the PSC through which USF monies could
actually be expended; (b) questioned a proposal to use an appropriation under Mmcellaneous
Appropriations for the USF; and (c) found that the PSC and the State Controller had already
acted to establish the USF as an "off-budget” account with a level of expenditure and reporting
arrangements in p}ace which could continue until such time as any remedial legislation clarifying
the exact status of the Fund could be. enacted. Therefore, the Committee directed the PSC to
study the formal status of the USF and report to the Committee by December, 1996, detailing
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‘the Commission’s recommendations as o whether the Fund should be established as a state fund
with the necessary apprognanon structu_r_: or wheﬂ;er to prowde for the farmai creation of the
USF as a separate, nonstatc entsty : : -

7. On November 11, 1996, the Chair of the PSC farmaily recommended to the
Committee "[t]hat the Legislature ... create a separate and specific Chapter 20 segregated
contmmng appropnaﬁon expressly for the expendxmrc of Universal Service Fund revenues” first
begmmng w1th the 1997-98 fiscal year The PSC ‘Chair’s recommendation went on to'state that
"the creanon of 2 segregatcd fund as a State ... Fund brings with it no intention to use the Fund
_for purposes other than {those] for which’ the Fund’ was created.” The PSC’s prcposal also
_xndlcaied that the advzsory USF Counc:l voted on September 24,1996, in support of establishing

the USFasa segregatf:d sa;ate fund. Fmaliy, it may be noted that in keepmg with its position that
the USF be formalized as a state ‘fund, the PSC requasted the I.eglsiatwe Audlt Burcau to
-undenake the ﬁrst rﬁqu;red amma] audit of thc Pund B

R '8 in summary, based on: (a} cencems garev;ously raised ’by the Siate Ccntx‘oller, the
Co;mnussmner of. Ba.tﬁung and the I}epaxtment of Justice that the USF is already a state fund,
notwithstanding’ its operation as an "off-budget” ‘account; (b) recommendations of the PSC'to
establish the USF as a segregated fund; (c) the formal support of the advisory USF Council to
establish the Fund as a state account; and (d) the general desirability of maximizing the level of
legislative oversight and control of state expenditures through the formal appropriation process,
the Committee may wish to approve the Governor’s recommendation to establish the' existing
USF .as a separate, nonlapsible scgregated trust fund with assets managed by the Investment
‘Board. If the Committee adopxs this’ ap;aroach it should also include a’ technical ‘provision to
transfer any residual balances in the current USF that are reportcd in the general fund to: the new

. segregated stata ﬁmd on the generai effec:txve date af the b’udget act. .

' 9. The pnmary altematxve argument for mamta:;mng the USF "eff budget "
presumably as a nonstate account, is that the Fund might then have additional flexibility in
making certain types of grants (particularly those providing assistance to private, sectarian entities
under the Fund’s msntutsonal assistance program} This flexibility might not be possible
depending on the actua.l purpose and use of the grant funds, if USF monies were deemed state
funds. Howeéver, as noted above, the State Controller and others already consider the USFas a
state fund, so it is doubtful that maintaining the Fund "off-budget" would lead to any change in
this treatment by the State Controller. Furthermore, continuing the Fund “off-budget” would
likely not change its ‘current presuzmd status as a state fund and would also serve to lessen
legislative oversxght and centrel through the appropnanon process. " Thus, the Committee may
find that this argument is not a safﬁczcnt Justxﬁcation to contu:xue the USF in its current status
as an “off budget" account. j

10, 1 the Commmcc acts to estabksh the existing USF as a segregated trust fund, it

must also deternnne whether the associated appropnanen for making expenditures frorn the fund
should be created as an ammal contmmng or sum sufﬁcxent appropnazmn
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L. Axmua;l appropnat:ons are expendabie orﬂy up to the amount shown in the appropriation
scheduic and on}y fc)r the fiscal year for which made. Unencumbemd ‘balances at year end lapse
) 10 the source fund. Uncie:r an annual appmpnaﬂon, the PSC would presumabiy submit a proposed
budget for the USF. The Legislature would typically set the appropriation level based on that
budget proposal. Under an annual, sum certain appropriation, the PSC could not expend more
funds than were originally appropriated unless the amounts were adjusted through a subsequent
law change or pursuant to a s. 13.10 request to the Committee. Unexpended funds at year-end
would lapse and could not be used until specifically appropriated by legislative action. This type
of appropriation would provide the Legislature with the highest level of oversight and control of
‘expenditures. It is also the preferred type of appro;;natwn where funding levels can be reliably
set based on a program budget developed by the agency, as would appear to be the case with the
program purposes for the existing USF.

. Contmumg appropriations are expendable until fully dcpletscd or rcpealed by subsequent
laws and do-not lapse.. Continuing appropriations estabhshed such that they may expend "all
monies recmved” _may continue to expend mdefmtaly to the extent of available revenues.
Specific dollar. amnunts appearing in the appropriation schedule merely represent the most
reliable estimates of the amounts to be expendeé durmg any ‘given ﬁsca} year but are not
considered hmmng Continuing appropriations may be desirable where ; programs are cyclical or
are unpredlctabie in terms of expenditure demands. However, where funds are budgeted for
specific puxposes and there are defined grant or allocation cycles (as thh the current USF), a

-continuing appropnanon would not appear to be warranted. Contmu;ng appropnauons also lessen
-the level of legislative oversight and reduce the impact of the appropriation process in setting
expendmlre levels for a program.

R Sum sufficlent appropnauons are expcndable in. an amonnt necessary or sufﬁcxent to"
'accomphsh the statutory purpose of the appropnanen The amounts appropnated represent the
most reliable estimate of the amounts which will be needed for the purpose and- are ‘ot
considered as limiting. The Governor has mcammcnéed estabhshmg both the appropnatmn under
the PSC for the existing USF and the appropriation under DOA to support the ‘educational
telecommunications access program for an expanded USF as sum sufficient appropnations.
Further, langnage has been included requiring the PSC to assess telecommunications providers
arnounts sufficient to accomplish all of the purposes of the USF. However, under circumstances
where: (2) the PSC would normally establish a coniroilmg, annual budget for the USF (as is the
case with thc current USF in order o support its emstmg fundmg pumoses}, and (b) there were
no programs under the USF that were not sub;ect to the overall fundmg limitations of that annual
budget, additional assessments would not be rec;mred because there should be no addmcmal
unbudgeted expenses. Thus, the question may be raised why a sum sufficient should even be
considered in the context of establishing the existing USF as a state fund. Accordingly, based
on the foregemg dlscussmn, the Commmec could prsvxde that the appmpnaﬂan for the emstmg
Universal Service Fund be estabhshed as a sum certam amma} appropnat;on
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_ .11, Fmally, if the Committee acts to establish the existing USF as a segregated trust
__fund some estimated expend;mre apprepnanen level should be prevzded under the biil for the
Fund (unless it is acmaliy anticipated that no funds wﬂi be expcnded for the ex:{stmg purposes
of the Fund) For the 1997 calcndar yeax, _the PSC has approved a Fund budget of $8, {}GG OGO
as foilows _ -

o 'I’A"BLE} :

. ?SC-Approved Umversal Semce Fund Budget
N (199‘7 Calendar Year)
Pm ram. ‘?3‘3'.'-' e ; S .i.-...?;.,,._
_ '_:-'_Spﬁcxai Needs Eqmpment Purcbase o $1 200000 B
_Institutional Access and Assistance 2,000,000
_ Lifeline Assistance and Related 1,620,000
_ __VGICC ‘Mail Services for the Homcless ' 20000
. Rate Shock Mmgauon S 1,094,500
__High Rate Assistance Cred;t S 185 000
.. Fund Adnunzst:anon F 210 500

12 Whan the PSC sought to estabhsh a USF approprzatmn in: 1996 under as. 16515 s
"'_zequest it also proposed an annual funding level of $8,000,000. The PSC indicates that it does
- not expect this overall budgeted level for the current USF t0 be <:hanged matenal]y over the near
_'tcmi Thns, based on this recent budget }'ustory for the e)ustmg USF the Committee may choose
to approprzate $8 GGO OGG SEG annually for the Fumi

. 13 Under t.bc Govemor s recommendauon the cnrrcnt statutory purposes of the USF

_ would be expanded to authsnze payments from the Fund for the new educatzonai

telecommumcatzons access program This program expans;on wouid result m the foﬂowmg magor
modxﬁcatzoas 10 the opcraan of the exxstmg Fund

. Payments ﬁom the USF wou}d be newiy auﬂ:xemed to fully fund all costs coz&tracted
by school districts that are m ‘excess of the amounts recewed by DOA from each schooi district
participating in the program. "These amounts paid by school districts may not be more than $250
per month per data line or video link;
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» Payments to fully fund all ‘eligible educational telecommunications access program
contracted costs would be made from a sum sufficient appropriation from fund provided under
DOA and estimated expenditures from this new appropnaﬂon would be set at $2, 580 000 SEG
in 199‘7-98 and $3 O()(} 0()0 SEG m 1998-99 o

-+ The PSC would have to ensure. that teIeComumcatzons' providers contribute sufficient
amounts to the USF to fund chglble “contracted  costs under the new educational
" telecommunications access program as weli as to accomphsh the other purpeses cf the ex;stmg
USF; and S :

+ The rules govemmg ‘the new educational access program’ would be exempt from
reqmrements that the PSC and the 'USF Council periodically review them ‘and recomimend
apyropnate modzﬁcanens to reﬂect changes in the ad:mmstratxon and purposcs of the USF

; “i4:."-3' In revmwmg these pmpesed changes o :he ex:stmg purposes of thc USF a
number Of potentzai concems may ‘be 1dent1ﬁed '

'15 Fust under ‘current procedu:es, the PSC approves an annual budget for the USF
after’ receiving input from the USF Council, which “is" comprised of consumer and
‘telecommunication provider representat;vcs ‘Based on this approved budget, an assessment on
telecommumcancns pmwdars is then levied prospectxvcly in monthly or quarterly installments
* (depending on the size “of ‘the telecommunications provider’s ‘assessment). - Allof these
assessment costs are ultimately recovered Ihrough the rates telecommunications providers charge
their ‘customers. * Under the proposed expansion to- ‘the "'USF "to “include the educational
telecommunications access pmgram, there is no reqmrement that either DOA or the PSC develo;;

Ca budget fer the pro;eeted annual ‘costs of tile new program compenent Instead a new sum '

sufﬁcxent 15 estabhshed under DOA which would draw autemtacaliy from the USF the amounts

' necessary to fund the new program. “With PSC requared 10 assess providers sufficient amounts
to fund both the current and the expanded pusposes of the USF, the foilowmg scenarios are
possible:

"+ If the PSC determined that the total USF “assessment should remain at $8 million
axmually and attempted to fund the new educatmnal telecommunications access program from
within that total $8 million annual assessmeént amount, then the currént programs funded from
the USF would necessarily have their funding allocations eorrespondmgiy reduced. If the new
program subsequently required a significant infusion of funding from the USF (as has been
suggested in some public testimony on the Governor’s pmposal), then the corresponding offset
against the $8 million" allocated to existing USF pmgram purposes would be even greater. [It
] :may be noted that the' language of the bill would require the PSC only to ensure that assessments
* are allocated to all current purposes ‘of the Fund. The allocations would have to’ be sufficient to
accemphsh each existing statutory program purpose of the Fund but such allocations might not
* be the amounts required to fully fund each activity as set by the ' PSC. Further, since the costs
attributable to the educational telecommunications access program would be contractual, unlike
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most of the program.costs for.the existing. USF,. funzimg of the contractual costs would
presumably take. pre;ccdcncc] . W

. If thc PSC detemnned that total USF assessments fﬂr ths: naw pmgrmn should be in
excess of the current $8 million annual amounts assessed for existing programs, and if the new
program . subsequently .- grew rapidly, then periodic, supplemental. assessments of
telecommunications. prcviders would be necessary At program costs under the new program
required significant increases in assessment levels, at some point hexghtened rasxstance to these
assessments by telecommunications providers could reasonably be expected.

.. » If increasing assessment levels to. fund the new program were required, these actions
n:ught also serve to hezghten the demané by beneficiaries of the existing USF grants and
allocations for program- mod;ﬁcatmns and mcreased al}ocatmns to these current undertalungs
- It may be noted that under. the new educanonal telecammumcaﬂons access program, funds from

- the USF .would be used to.support contracted payments 10 the extent that the required $250
menﬂ:}y paymcnts per ‘data/yvideo line by schooi districts were msufﬁcxcnt 1o cover the costs of
those contracted payments. By contrast, grants prov:lded under a number of the current USF
. programs are; (a) made on a first-come, first-served. basis; (b) cagped at a maximum dollar
amount; o1 .(c) provided over scveral _years on a declmmg subsxdy basis. In the face of a likely
expanding. educational . access. _program. Wwith . assured, contracted payments from the USF
.- {regardless of the. number or size of such payments) gressures for expanded fundmg for those
exxstmg USF pmgrams cm'rcntiy SIlbjﬁCt to f\:mdmg limitations zmght zeasonably be annczpated

16 Based on the forcgomg, 1f the Comrmttee detcnmncs thax 1t mshes to (a) cnsurc.
L greate:f budgstary control . over. the. pmennal f{)r rap;ld cost. increases under the proposed
" educational: telecom&mcatmﬁs access program;’ and (b) minimize thc potentia} nnpact of such -

_increases on the existing programs offered through the . USF it could act to fund the new program' '
purpose by means of a sum certain, raxher than. sum sufficient appropnauan However, one
impact of this approach: would be to limit. the numbcr of school districts that conld parncxpate
under the program.

.. -17..  Second, the proposed new educational telecommunications access program would
be sxmxiax in concept to the USF’s e:«usnng assistance to institations program. Both programs
are intended to assist institutions with estabhshmg mgh-speed data transfer capablimes and two-
.-way interactive video links. Howevcr, these programs would d:szer mgmﬁcantiy in a number of
I'espects : L !

o The pmp@sad educatzonal te}ecommumcamans access program wouid fully fund the
excess costs of these data and vzdeo services far schﬁoi dlsmcts that are in excess of $250 per
month per data line or video link payment amount for an mdefimtc pcrzod In contrast, under
the existing program, institutions (defined to mc}ude schools Iibraries and health care famhzzes)
may receive funding for- three years only and are rmmbursed 30% of thf:;z annual service costs
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the first year, 20% of such costs in the second yeax and 1{}% of such costs in the thxrd year,
subject to an overall cumulative subsidy limit of $3,600 per line ‘or video link.

« Fundin g for the ex;stmg msutunenal access pregram is cun'ently budgeted at $2,000,000
annually while funcimg for the proposeci new educanona} access program is ‘estimated at
$2,500,000 in 1997-98 and $3,000,000 in 1998-99 ‘Given these programmatic | and fundmg
dlfferences school chstnct beneficiaries under the exxstmg msntunonal assistance program might
reasonably be expected 1 to seek fundmg under the more genemus educaﬁenai teleaommumcatmn
access program. In contrast however, oother entmes such as l1b:ranes and health care facilities,
would have no choice but to remain with the current USF program, since they would bc
ineligible for the proposed new educational access program.

o 8 Smce the PSC and the USF Councﬁ wnuld have no authonty to revxew and revise, as
_ap;}ropnate the rules govermng the operation and adxmmstrauon of the new educational
taiecomumcanons access program to coordinate zt thh the e)ustmg USF assistance to
institutions program, the:sc dlspantws woulé arguabiy contmue ‘unless the PSC modxﬁed ihe
existing: USF program to. mlrmr the new educatzonal access program L :

e The cx.xstmg mstxmtwna] access program wﬂ} h}ceiy be affected by USF administrative
rules governing advanced telecommunications service capabﬂmes Under these rules, the
following advanced telecommunications service capabilities are all requmeé to be made generally

-available to any customer on request, in a timely manner, and at affordable prices by the dates
indicated:. d;gital access. hnes and channsls (by _;}“anna:y i, 2(}0{}) hxgh-speed data transfer

f-:cannectw;lty (by January 1 2002) and twe'wway' 'mteractwc v1deo confcrencmg and two—way

‘in place, a questzon may be rmsed whethcr fundmg should conuniié'to be prowded under the niew
educational telecommunications access program beyond these dates by which the’ ‘indicated
services are supposed to be generally available at affordable prices.

18.  Based on the differences between the existing institutional access program and the
new educational telecommunications access program, if the Committee determines that a greater
degree of uniformity between the programs would ultimately be des:.rabie, it could grant the PSC
the authority to review and revise, as appropriate, the rules governing the operation and
administration of the new cdu(:atzonal telecomumcanons access program to coordmate it with
existing USF. adﬁnmstranvc rules. :

19.  The Committee could also require the PSC to submit to the Governor and the
Leg;slature by January 1, 1998, recommendations on: (a) any ‘modifications the Legislature
should consider to reduce programmanc and ﬁmdmg dlfferences between the, assistance to
institutions program and the educaﬂcnal i:eiecsmumcatxons access program and’ ) whether
time limitations should be imposed on how Iong 'school districts may receive grants under the
educational telecommunications access program to recognize that data and video link access is
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supposed to be available on request by any customer, in a timely manner and at affordable prices,
under existing PSC rules no later than January 1,2003.

. .20. . Finally, it could be argued that no compelling arguments have been advanced for
why a second, separate sum sufficient appropriation should be created under DOA which would
draw on the USF without limitation solely for the purpose of funding the excess costs of
viding data ines and video links to school disicts, The PSC currenly has in place

procedures for funding activities under the USF. Tt could be argued that there does not appear

to be any reason why DOA could not certify amounts to PSC which could then be paid to

eligible school districts from the USF under existing administrative procedures already in place
at PSC. spe from e ST SR SR TR

.21 If the Committee believes that this approach has merit, it could delete the sum
sufficient appropriation created under DOA to fund the new educational telecommunications
access program from the USF and instead provide that the new program be funded from the USF .

appropriation created under the PSC, Under this approach the amounts which would have been
appropriated under the DOA [$2,500,000 SEG in 1997-98 and $3,000,000 SEG in 1998-99] could
also be transferred to the PSC appropriation. If the amount required from that appropriation for
payments under the educational telecommunications access program exceeded the amounts
budgeted, the PSC could request an increase under s. 13.10 procedures to provide for additional

22 I_ Altcmatlve}y, 1fthe Com;mttce believes that the potential issues associated with
the establishment of an educational telecommunications access program as part of the USF are
_such that the new program should not be included under the Fund, it could delete the proposed

- expansion of the existing purposes for the USF and seek an alterative funding source for the.
 educational telecommunications access program. .

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
* Establishment of the Existing USF as a Segregated Trust Fund
- 1 '_ ; A?i;xfovie.'the_ Go:\'zéméy’s reéémmendation to cstzib_lish the USF as a separate,
nonlapsible segregated trust fund, with assets managed by the Investment Board and with
expenditures funded through a sum sufficient appropriation created under the PSC.
e 2 M()Cflf}’ the 'ch')vatﬁor;.s mpémﬁix_é?ﬁpﬁ by: (a) estimating expenditures from the
_Fund’s sum sufficient appropriation under the PSC at $8,000,000 SEG annually; and (b) including

a technical provision to transfer any residual balances in the current USF to the new segregated
state fund on the general effective date of the budget act. c '
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1. Alternative 2

1 1997-89 FUNDING {Change o Base)
[Change to Bill

SEG

$16,000,000 ] -
$16,000,000] 1,

Mcdlfy the Governor’s recommendation by: (a) creating an annual appropriation

_ rather ‘than a sum sufficient appropriation under the PSC to find USF operations; (b)
appropnatmg $8,000,000 SEG annually for Fund operations; and (c) including a technical
provision to transfer any residual balances in t,he current USF to the new segrcgated state fund
on the general effcctive date of the budget act.’

i _Aftema!ivgs _ ~ BEG
1997-9% FUNDING (Change to Base) $16,000,000
[Change to Bill £16,000,000]
4. Maintain current law.
Expanding the Stafﬁtory Purpose of the USF
5. Approve the Govemor’s recommendation to: (a) establish the educational

~ telecommunications access program as an essential element of universal service; (b) allow the
~ use of the USFfor payments under the educational telecommunications access program; and (c)
_create a sum sufficient appropriation under DOA funded from the USF to support the new access
"'program funded at $2,500,000 SEG in 1997—98 and $3,000, O(}O in 1998- 99

6. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by creating the appropriation under DOA
to fund the educational telecommunications access program as an annual, sum certain
appropnanon

7. Modify the Govemor’s recommendation by: (a) deleting the sum sufficient
appropriation created under DOA to fund the educational telecommunications access program
from the USF and instead provide that the program would be funded from the USF appropriation
created under the PSC; and (b) transferring the amounts which would have been appropriated
under the DOA [$2,500,000 SEG in 199‘7—98 and $3 000,000 SEG in 1998-99} to the USF
appropriation under the PSC. '

Alternative 7 SEG
1987-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) $§,500,0§O
. [Change to Bill $0]

Administration and PSC (Paper #795)
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8. Modify the Governor’s recemmandatmn by granting the PSC the authority to
review and revise, as appropriate, the rules governing the operation and administration of the new
educational tc]ecommumcanons access pregram te ccsrdmate it with ex1stmg USF administrative
rules. S :

: 9. -Modify the Governor’s recommendation to require that the PSC submit to the

Govemo;r and the: Lf:gas}ature by 5anua:y 1 1998 recammendaﬁons on (2) any modifications the
. Legislature .should consider to. reduce programmauc and fundmg dlffcrenccs bctwaen the
assistance to institutions program and the ‘educational telecommunications access program “and
(b) whether time Imutatmns should be 1m§osed on how 1ong school distﬁcts may receive. grants
under the educational telecormunications access program to recognize that data and video link
access is supposed to be available on request by any customer, in a timely manner and at
affordable prices, under existing PSC rules no later than January 1, 2003.

10. Maintain current law.

Alternative 10 ©gpm
199799 FUNDING (Change to Base) 30
[Change tc Bill - $5,500,000]

s i o -""*«'«*‘u.s:.-i p y
et L
e o ppTeuEns .

e

; é’ Recommendanons of t}w Jmnt Commzttee on Infommtzan Polwy

1 Altefnariﬁe' 3, modiﬁed 10 create the approﬁrid.tibn. as a biennial, sum certain
appropriation. T B -
2. Alternative 7, modified: (a) to establish the appropriation under the TEACH

Board, rather than under the PSC; and (b} to create the apprapnatzon asa bzenmal sum certain
approprzatzon : % : _

3 Altematwe 9 modgﬁed to require the repon prepared by the PSC 1o be submzzted
on January 1, 1999, rarher than January 1, 1998 -

4. PSC Assessment Aurhorzty Clanfy that Ihe PSC would be. required to assess
telecommunications providers the amounts necessary to fund rhe two appropriations created
under Alternatives 3 and 7

5. Admzmstratzve Rules. Specify that the rules governing both the operation of the

USF and the educational telecommunications access program shall prohibit any recipient of USF
monies from simultaneously receiving funding under both s. 196.218(5)(a)3. and under s.
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196.218(5)(a)3. of the statutes, if the funding is for substantially similar activities designed to
promote affordable access to high-quality education, library and health care information services.
Specify further that the rules required for the educational telecommunications access shall
address the personal privacy protection considerations specified under s. 196.209(4) of the

statutes. Require the PSC to consult with the Telecommunications Privacy Council on the
content of such rules.

6. Report to the Joint Committee on Finance. Require the PSC and the TEACH
Board to submit a joint report to the Joint Committee on Finance no later than August 15, 1998,
containing the following information: {a) the level of expenditures incurred under each of the
above appropriations during the 1997-98 fiscal year; (b) a summary of the principal programs,
activities and recipient classes funded under each appropriation during the 1997-98 fiscal year;
{c} an assessment of the projecred fundmg demand by principal program, activity and recipient
classes from each appropriation for the 1998-99 fiscal year; and (d) based on these projections,

whether additional appropriation authority is required in either approprzanon for the 1998-99
fiscal year.

Prepared by: Tony Mason
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' Representative Jensen

TEACH BOARD, PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION AND PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Funding from the Universal Service Fund for Newsline for the N
Blind in Wisconsin Pilot Program ' .

Motion:

Move to include a session law provision directing the PSC to provide $111,000 SEG in
1997-98 and $35,000 SEG in 1998-99 from the Universal Service Fund under s. 196.218(5)a)l.
of the statutes to the Department of Public Instruction to support a pilot project to provide the
electronic news servjce New;s'line,fto'-the biind and disabled' in Wiscunsin

Require DPI, in consuitatma thh the Wlsconsm chional Labrary for the Blmd and
Physically Handicapped in Milwatikee, 10 contract with the Naﬁona} ‘Federation of the Blind to
provide the Newsline service from two local service ‘centers: one located at the Wisconsin
Regional library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped in Mﬂwaukee and the other at a
location in Madison selected by DPI in consultation with’ the Wisconsm Regzonai Library for the
Blind and Physically Handicapped. - :

Note:

Newsline is a specialized information service through which three news organizations (U/SA
Today, the Chicago Tribune and The New York Times) provide electronic versions of their daily
news text for redistribution to the blind and others with disabilities who cannot use standard print.
The user listens to the news or other information items on a standard touch-tone telephone. In
addition, under the Newsline service, each local service center may distribute one or more papers
of local interest for a one-time fee of $5,000 per paper.

This motion provides funds from the Universal Service Fund to establish a pilot project to
install Newsline access boxes in Milwaukee and Madison each of which would be connected to
24 telephone lines, thus, allowing 24 simultaneous users of Newsline at each location. (No funds
are provided for adding papers of local interest. It is anticipated that if there is a desire to add
such papers, funds will be sought from interested organizations.)

Motion #1080 -1



This motion would reallocate funding already avatlable in the Universal Service Fund to
support this pﬁot project. Of a total of $8,000,000 SEG annually provided for the current
statutory purposes of the Universal Service Fund, $1,200,000 SEG annuaily is currently budgeted

for special needs equipment.

[Change to Base:  $146,000 SEG]
[Change to Bill: $0}
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Representative Jensen

TEACH BOARD AND PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Recovery of Universal Service Fund Assessments
to Support the Educatzonal Telecommunications Access Prograrn
fwm Certam Rates '

- Motion:

Move to include statutory language stipulating that a telecommunications utility may fully
recover its share of assessment costs for Universal Servicé Fund expenditures that support the
educational teicconnnumcancns access program under s. '196. 218{5)(3)5 of the’ statutes through
adjustments applied only to basic Tocal exchange service rates.” Provide that the recovery of such
costs may be effected by the telecommunications utility notwithstanding any other rate adjustment
provxsmns under Chaptcr 196 of the statutes -affecting telecommunications utilities. Further,
~direct that the PSC report to the’ Joint Committee on Finance in each fiscal year of the 1997-99
baenmum the amounts reqmred to be assessad agamst each telecommunications utility subject to
these cost recovery provisions for the purpose of funding the educational telecommunications
access program. Finally. specify that these reports would have to be submitted no later than 90
: days after establishing the Universal Service Fund assessments m each ﬁscai ’year for the | purpose
of funding the educational telecommunications access program.” '

Note:

This motion would apply to telecommunications utilities (such as Ameritech and GTE
North, which generally provide local exchange service) and would not apply to
telecommunications carriers (such as AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, MCI and Sprint,
which generally furnish telecommunications services within the state to the public but do not
provide basic local exchange service).

Currently, certain large telecommunications utilities that have elected to bécome . price-
regulated telecommunications are subject to a rate freeze for three years and thereafter are subject
to statutory caps on the amounts by which they may adjust their rates. Other telccommumcaucﬂs
utilities that do not elect to become price-regulated may adjust their rates pursuant to a formal
or expedited rate review by the PSC (depending on the size of the telecommunications utility and
the magnitude of the proposed increase).

Motion #785 (over)



e Under current iaw, any assessments to support the adchtmnal costs of the educational
telecommumcauons access program would have to be accommodated within the frozen or capped.

rate structure for pme-wgulated utahues or would have to be recovered through a rate adjustment
for utilities that are. not- subject to pm:f: regniauen 6

This motion would allow :the: automatzc pass»through" of .the Universal Service Fund
assessment costs for. the educauonai iﬁleconnnumcauens access: program, notwithstanding the
current law rate freeze or rate mcmase caps for pncc-reguiated telecommunications utilities or
the rate increase procedures reqmred for tciecemmumcatzons utilities that are not pnce-regulated

Under the motion, the pass-ﬁxreug " ﬁmounts would be applxed solely to baszc Jocal
exchange rates These cests cou}d not be pass&d on to mtraLATA lcngmdxsizmce rates.’

o Cu;:rent law prohlbns telecornmumcatxons utalmes from estabhshmg a surcha.rge on
_:custamers bllis i:o collect from customers. the. assessments required for the. Un;versai Sarvzce
Fund Thls pr vmmn wonid nat ba affected by thc _mouon

L As rccommended by thc Govemcr, a :etal of $2 590 {)OO 1n 1997-»98 and $3 000{}00 in S
s 1998 99. weuid be assessed fram ali ie.}ewmmumcanons pmwders for, the cOsts of the educatxonal

; -teiecormnumcatmns access program. . As. recommcnded by the Joint Cemmzttee on Information
_?elxcy, a total of $4,825 000 in 1997-98. and $6 216,400 in. 1998-99 would be. assassed from all
i teiecomunlcaﬁons provxders for the costs of an cxpanded educauonai tclecnmmumcanons access
.. -program. . Teiecommumcatxons unlmes weuid be suhjea::t to. assessmcnt for an csnmatcd ’75% to

80%. of these total costs, and it wauid be thesez amounts that would be subject to thiS 'pass-
through" prowszo_n. ' :
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Senator Panzer
Representative Albers

TEACH BOARD AND PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISS'_I(}?:‘I
Information. on School Districts with Special Circumstances

to Be Included in Report to the Joint Committee on Finance

Motion:

Move to modify the recommendations of the Joint Committee on Information Policy
relating to the Universal Service Fund (Paper #795) by specifying that the information contained
in the report to be submitted by the TEACH Board and the PSC to the Joint Committee on
Finance by August 15, 1998, shall also include an analysis of whether there are school districts
with special needs relating to their size or geography that should be provided with additional data
lines and video links than would otherwise be authorized under the educational
telecommunications access program.

Note:

Thc rccomendatmns of the Jomt Commxttee on . Infermauon Pohcy concemmg '
modlﬁcauons to the Universal Service Fund include a requirement that the PSC and the TEACH
Board to submit a joint report to the Joint Committee on Finance no later than August 13, 1998,
containing the following information: (a) the level of expenditures incurred under each of the
above appropriations during the 1997-98 fiscal year; (b) 2 summary of the principal programs,
activities and recipient classes funded under each appropriation during the 1997-98 fiscal year;
(c) an assessment of the projected funding demand by principal program, activity and recipient
classes from each appropriation for the 1998-99 fiscal year; and (d) based on these projections,
whether additional appropriation authority is required in either appropriation for the 1998-99
fiscal year.

This motion requires the report also to include a review of whether there are school
districts with special size or geographical needs that might require additional data lines and video
links than authorized under the educational telecommunications access program. As currently
proposed, the program would aflow a school district access to either one data link or one video
link. Districts with more than one high school could request both a data line and a video link
as well as access to more than one data line and a video link.

Motion #1540
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