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May 20.,.19.99 e Joint Committee 'on Finance: Paper #779

' School Library Aids Reestimate (DPI -- Categorical Aids)

N .CURRENT LAW
Fundmg for school lxbrary aids is prowdcd throngh income crencrated on the common.

school fund. Under the state Constitution, revenues from certain fines and forfeitures and sales
of pubhc lands are df:poszted in the. common schooi fund. The mcome for the fund i is pnmanly

'-the mcome from the fund bﬁ in proporuon to the number 0f ms;dents between I:he aoes of four-' '
and 20 ycars

‘I ihe 1997~»99 bmnmum $14 300, GOG SEG. annualiy was appropnated for schooi hbrm—y“ﬁ-_. L

" aid from income on the common school fund. In addition, $15 000,000 SEG in 1997-98 and
~-$5,000,000 SEG:in 1998-99 was appropriated for TEACH Board block: grants to school districts
-~ for educational technology.. However; -funding for-the TEACH block .grants is only distributed

< after the $14.3 million of annual income: from the: common school funds is apportioned by the |

Department of Public Instrucugn {DPI) to school districts for school hbraries, and to the extent
the addltzona} fundmg is available. 3

GOVERNOR

Maintain funding from income on the common school fund at the base level.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Prior to 1997 Act 27, funding for school library aids varied from year to year
depending 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
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million in 1996-97. n 199697, the base Ieve,l ap;propnatzon for school hbrary alds was’ $14 3
million; however, $17.9 million was paid in 1996-97 based on the actual amount. of monies
available. This occurred because the aids were paid from a continuing appropriation that allowed

for the expenditure of all monies received as income from the common school fund. Under 1997

Act 27, the school library aid appropriation was modified from a continuing appropriation to an
annual sum certain appropriation with expenditures limited to $14.3 million annually.

2. During the 1999-01 budget process, the Joint Committee on Finance, in its earlier
deliberations on the TEACH Board, modified funding. for school libraries by providing that the full
amount of income from the common school fund would be appropnated to school library aids
through a continuing appropriation. Under the Committee’s action, it was estimated that $19.3
million SEG annually would be distributed to school libraries under the continuing appropriation in
the 1999-01 biennium. |

3, Bascd on more - recent information provzded from officials from the Board of
Comrmssmners of Public Lands, avaﬂab}e income fmm the common school fund i is estimated to be
528.2 rmihon SEG in 1999-00 and $21.7 mﬂhon SEG in 2000-01. The larger amount in the first
year is due to carryover funds fmm 1997-»98 and 1998~99 that could not be expended under the sum

 certain appropriation.

e '_ Bccause school hbra.ty aids are conszdered a categoncal aid and are included in the

_ cajculauon of the state’s goa3 of fundmg two*thn'ds of parnai school revenues, the additional funding

esumated to be recewed from i income on the common school fund would decrease the amount of

' 'equahzat;on aid needed by 33.3 cents for every dollar of added funding.

- "ALTERNATIVES

1. Provide $8 900 OOG SEG in 1999—60 and $2, 400000 SEG in:2000-01 to reﬂcct a
reestimate of the income from the common school fund that will be available to distribute to school
libraries during those years: In addition, decrease ‘equalization aid funding by $2,966,700 GPR in
1999-00 and $800,000 GPR in 2000-01 toadjust two-thirds famdmg of parizal school revenues.

Alternative 1 GPR SEG TOTAL
1998-01 FUNDING (Changs 1o Bili) - $3,786,700 £11,300,000 $7,533,300
2. Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Tricia Collins "
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Gov Agency: Department of Public Instruction - Staff
Development
Re'cam:mendat'ionsf |

Paper No.: 780 Aite'mtive(sx Alt. 1 (WEAC pick also)
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May 20,1999° = Joint Cémmiittéef{')n'Fina_nce © " Paper #780

Staff Development (DPI -- Categorical Aids)

. [LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 491, #5]

__ CURRENT'LAW |

The W1scensm academy staff development ‘mitiative " (‘W ASDI) consists of “two

_components (a) one week summer academies for K««EB teachers on’ toplcs reiated to scmnce

mathematics and technoiogy education ‘that- mvalve local’ busmesses and umversmes and

R tcchmcal cclleges, and (b) a lead teacher institute which’ trams teachers o serve ‘as resources on
o mathematlcs, smence ‘and technelogy educatzon to their schocﬁ dzsmct and state associations and

. ~clock hours: for attending: the academe :
- from the Nationai Scxence Faundauon, isa

present programs at the summner acadexmes Educators may receive graduate crédit or equivalent
i _’-’I‘he mmanve fnnded m pa.rt wzth a: ﬁvauyear grani."_

~and Letters )

GOVERNGR

?rowde $500 GDO GPR in: 1999‘00 and $1 GGOQGO GPR in 2000~Oi in-a new, annual _
appropriation for grants to school districts, CESAs and other persons for staff development.

- ‘Require the State Superinténdént to promulgate rules  to’ implement and administer this grant

program, mc}udmo nﬂes reiatlng to ehgibzhty requzrements granf amounts and Ciigﬂ)iﬁ grant

CUses.

DISCUSSION POINTS
. 1.... . Thefunding provided in the bill for staff development is based on a DPI initiative
that was prepamd separately from the agency’s 1999-01 biennial. budget request. - Under this

initiative, DPI would assume. coordination .of WASDI administrative infrastructure when the
National Science Foundation federal funding ends in November, 1999. The current five-year
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federal grant was awarded to the Wisconsin' Academy of Sc1encas Arts and Lett_e s, whic
mdependent non-profit, membership oroamzauen whose purpose is to advance. se::ience aﬁ and
literature in the state.

2" The Department indicates that the purpose of the new Wisconsin staff development

- program: initiative (WSDP) is to provide. educators with the staff development necessary 1o ensure
that Wisconsin students can meet the academic standards at the proficient and advanced levels. The
Department adds that the program is needed to strengthen the statewide network for professional
development of educators. and prov;cie a structure through which DPI can work to: (a) enable all
students to achieve high academics; (b) align acadennc ‘standards, curriculum, assessments and
instruction; (c) identify approaches to successful schools .in the .areas of instruction, assessment,
classroom management, professmnal development parental involvement, school organization,
leadership and school management (d) enhance teacher skills in addressmg the needs of diverse

students. in’ order 10 avoid ‘unnecessary refarrais to specml educational . procrams or “shifting -

' responsabﬁxty award from regulax education ] pmgrams and 1G] enhance school staff skills in sharmg'
g respnnsab;hty for prcventmg schﬂol fmlum and hzstemcally dzfﬁcult 10 educate students

3, ) Under DPIs mmatzve the 1() curtent sammer acadexxues ol ¢ conﬂnue o operate
. zndepencientiy -and- be masﬂy se}fvﬁ.mded In_addition, an. adw,sory council would explore the
.. feasibility of establishing a new academy in the C:ty of Mllwauke:e that would focus on the unique
' charactensncs of urban educamon The exzsi‘mg lead teacher institute would. be renamed the lead
- educatcr msntute and weuld cc)nnnua 1o train 60 lead. teachers and acinumstrators each ycar m the
. _currant areas of science, math and technology :md wmxici expand 10 othcr acadermc dzsmphnes The
N ___WASi)I network Ime would be mamtmned asa ded:cated hstserve far 1ead teachers

e ording ) . ram cam@oncnts undex ‘WSEP would e
"”“'mclude (a) aid to 'cmperauve educatmn service agencies 10 “develop and coerdmaw acadsmy
workshops; (b) aid to school dzstncts to train teachers fo instruct advanced placement courses; (¢)
workshops ;raiated to the- nnpiementatmn of. standards and- 1mprovement of student performance on
' state- assessments; (d) teacher training at. Workshcps conducted in"partnership. with:the business
community; and (e) support for educatxonai interest groups to dcveiop and present academy -
e workshaps reiazed to- asszstmg students aclueve hlg‘n standards R L

: ; 5, - ’}"he WSDP mmanve weuld adm;mstered by four dxrecwrs, mclndmg thﬁ: asszsta.nt

;-state superintendent for instructional services at DPL and three directors appointed by the State
Superintendent based on recommendations of an advisory council appointed by the .State
Superintendent. The advisory council would provide guidance for the program, including
recommending distribution of aid for expanded academy workshops and evaluannn ef the program
The directors would be responsible for the overall coordination of the program.” s

6] Currently, DPs involvement in the " WASDI program-includes providing federal

" funding to partially cover the costs of’ the WASDI listserve anid prcmdmg consuitants that serve as
'- tralners at the lead msutute and conduct presentataon at the academzes ; SR
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7. The Department requested $307,400 GPR in 1999-00 and $1,414,700 GPR in 2000-
01 for this initiative. - Under DPIs request the funding. would bc allocated over the biennium as
follows: (a) $525,000 for administrative” costs; (b) $488,600 for the lead educator institute; (¢)
$58,500 for the WASDI listserve; (d) $400,000 for advanced placement academy workshops; and
- {)$750,000 for. grantg to academies and professzena} ergamzatlons for worksh0ps

o 8 o Department ofﬁcxals mdmate that the mmatlve may have to be scaled backed under
' the Governor’s preposed funding level of $1.5 million for the 1999-01 bzenmum _Whﬂe plans are
not finalized at this time, two program components that may not receive fundmg or may receive less
funding than orzgmaﬁy planned under the initiative inclide the advanced placement academy
workshops and assistance to academies. Further, officials from DPI indicate that if funding is not
provided for the initiative, the lead. teacher institute: component of the program will probably not
continue, nor the statewide ccsordmatwn of the program In addation academies that are not seif-
supportmg may be disconnnued TR : :

5. Currently, the state pmv;des fundm«:y for a number 0f professxonai deveiopment -
' procrrams for educators mcludmc peer review and mentormv grants, TEACH trammg and techmca.’i
assistance grants and National Board -of P;:ofessxonal Siandards cemﬁca‘aon incentive grants. The
Committee may wish to consider whether a new categorical aid program should be created for
additional staff development purposes. In recent years, the state has level funded many categorical
aid programs and some categorical aid programs must currently prorate payments. Further, school
- districts may use equalization aid funding for staff éevelopment purposes, although the proposed
categorical aid would be outside of revenue lnmts Arguably, the academies, which charge fees for -
the program could continue to operate if there is sufﬁc;ent interest in the proorams offered.

Chpaanes” Mtemataveiy, gzvcn the new standards and upnconnng assessments, this. typc of

- :irammg and statewide coordination may be desirable to ensure ‘that teachers are prepared to assist
Wisconsin students in meeting academic standards. In this regard, the Committee could approve the
Govemor’s récommendation or provide the funding in-itially -reqnestcd by DPI under this initiative'-

1 1. 'Fhis program wouﬁid be created as categoncaj ald and thercfore wouid be mcfuded i
the caﬁiculanon of the state’s goal of fundmg two-~thirds of partial school revenues. If funding would -
be adjusted for the program, the amount of monies needed for equalization aids would be affected.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Approve the Governor’s request to provide $500,000 GPR in 1999-00 and
$1,000,000 GPR in 2000-01 in a new categorical aid program for staff development grants.

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by providing an additional $307,400 GPR
in 1999-00 and $414,700 GPR in 2000-01 for staff development grants. Decrease equalization aid
funding by $102,500 GPR in 1999-00 and $138,200 GPR in 2000-01 to adjust two-thirds funding of
partial school revenues.
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Alternative2 - 0 o © GPR
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bil) $481,400

3. “Maintain current law and delete the newapproptiation for staff development with

$500,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $1,000,000 GPR in 2000-01. Increase funding for equalization aid

by $166, 700 GPR in 1999-00 and 3333 300 GPR m 2000 ()1 in order to Thaintain twn«t}urds
' fumuhnU of partlal schooi revenues

' .&lszn_am,% S eeR|
1999-01 FUNDING (Change 1o sm) 7 -$1,000000 |

| Prepared byTrlma Ck_jii'ins'_'.:": S
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May 20, 1999 - Joint Committee on Finance Paper #781

‘Peer Review and Mentoring Program (DPI -- Categorical Aids)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 492, #8]

CURRENT LAW

The 'peer'review and mentoring program was created in 1997 Act 237. Under this
program a cooperative educational service agency (CESA) or a consortium consisting of two or
more school “districts or CESAS, or a combination thereof, may apply to ‘the Department of
Public Instruction (DPI) for a grant to provide technical assistance and training for teachers; who
are licensed by or have been issued a professional teaching permit by the State Supenntendent to
xmpiement peer review and mentoring programs. Grantees are required to provide ‘matching

funds, which may be in the form of cash or in-kind services or both, equlvalent to at least 20% of

the amount of the grant awarded.  The Department cannot award more ‘than $25,000 to an’
' apphcant in a fiscal year. In 1998 99 the ﬁrst year the program was funded $500 000 GPR was
appropnated for these grants,

GOVERN()R
Provzde an additional $500,000 GPR annually fer the peer review and mentoring
pmgr&m

. PISCUSSION POINTS

L In 1998~99 DPI awarded. 20 peer review and mentoring grants to eleven CESAs and
nine school chstrzct consortia, . All ehg1b]e applicants were funded in 1998-99. One CESA did not
apply for a grant and one applicant was disqualified as mehglbie

_ 2. The peer review and mentoring program focuses on providing support and
assistance to initial educators. DPI adnumstratlve rule defines an "initial educater" as a teacher who
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receives a regular license from DPI for the first time. Under the program, mentors; ‘who are deﬁned
by rule as an educator and a peer to the initial educator who primarily provides: suppoﬁ and
assistance to initial educators, may be used to provide this support and assistance. '

3. Grants of not more than $25,000 may be made under the program to fund programs
that include all of the following components: (a) ongoing orientation for initial educators. that is
collaboratively developed and delivered by administrators, teachers, support staff and parents; (b)
seminars for initial educators that reflect the ten Wisconsin standards for teacher development and
licensure_as recommended by the -State Superintendent’s Task Force on Restructuring Teacher
Education in Wisconsin; (¢) mentoring for initial educators; and (d) development of a professional
development plan for the initial educator which would include a list of activities, timelines and
assessments based on the standards. ' ' o

4. In addition to the peer review and mentoring program, there are a number of state
programs that provide funding for professional staff development activities. Under current law, the
State Superintendent is required to operate a program to provide prospective teachers with one-
semester internships under the supervision of licensed teachers. This program may also. fund in-
service activities and professional staff development research projects. The program is funded
through fees charged to school districts for participation in the program. In addition, under the
SAGE program, schools that receive funding must provide for staff development and accountabﬂzty,
including .a transition program for ncwly—hlred employes, teacher _professional ﬁevelopment plans
and evaluanons of profassmnal staff members. The preschooi to.grade five grant program also
requires that all grantees participate in in-service training that. focuses on educanonal _practices and
policies that are effective in improving pupﬂ achievement. The TEACH Board -administers a
_pmgra,m fer teacher trammv a.nd techmcal assxstance m the use of educau{mal technology

5 " The statc also currently promdes mcentw& grants (34 500 over twe years) to teachers
who receive cemﬁcatxon from the National Board of Professional Standards. The Governor’s
budget recommendations would increase the grants to $24,500 over a ten-year peﬁed In addition,
the Governor’s budget also recommends providing $500,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $1,000,000 GPR
in 2000-01 in a new, annual appropriation for grants to school districts, CESAs and other persons
for staff development. Further, one could argue that a teacher’s undergraduate courses at the state
supported universities should prepare new teachers for classroom activities.

6. Given that there are a number of current programs that provide funding and support
for professional development for educators, the Committee may wish to maintain the current level
of funding for the program. Further, because the program has only been operating since July 1998,
it is difficult to determine if the program is providing a significant benefit that would warrant a
100% increase in ftmdmg The Committee could consider the questmn of additional funding for
this program at a later time when there is more mformatwn avaaiabie Gn accemphshments Of the
program.

7. The statutes provide that these grants are intended to fund pro;ects to train teachers
how to implement mentoring and peer review programs, ‘rather than provide funding to implement
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and maintain such programs. The Department, in its application materials, indicates that funding
under the program, if available, could be provided to consortia with a 1998- 99 funded project. The
Department states that continiing grants will be funded up to two years and up to 80 percent of the
current grant, contingent upon availability of funding. The Committee may wish to allow consortia
that were awarded grants to be eligible for continued funding up to 80% of their current grant for up
to two years.

8. ~Alternatively, because the program would only fund 20 applicants under current law
and 40 applicants under the Governor’s recommendation, the Committee may wish to limit funding
to only new applicants each year, thereby expanding the scope of the program. Because the
Department is currently receiving applications for grants for 1999-00, it may be desirable to specify
that this prohibition would first apply in 2000-01. Another option the Commitiee could consider to
ensure new applicants receive funding would be to require DPI to give priority to new applicants
when making awards.

9. This program is considered a categorical aid and is included in the calculation of the
state’s goal of funding two-thirds of partial school revenues. If funding would be adjusted for the
program, the amount of monies needed for equalization aids would be affected.

ALTERNATIVES

A. Funding for Peer Review and Mentoring Grants

L. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $500,000 GPR annually for the
pcer review and men{onng grant program _ _

2. Mamtam current an by deletmg $500,000 GPR annualiy from the bill and restoring
$166,700 GPR annually for equalization aid to maintain the state’s commitment to fund two-thirds
of partial school revenues.

Alternative 2 GPR

19888-01 FUNDING (Change o Bill) - $666,600

3. Eliminate the current law program and delete $1,000,000 GPR annually from the bill
and restore $333,300 GPR annually for equalization aid to maintain the state’s commitment to fund
two-thirds of partial school revenues.

Alternative 3 GPR

1999-01 FUNDING (Change {o Bif}) - $1,333,400
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B. Continuing Grants

1. . Allow grantees to apply for grants for up to two years following the successful
completion of the implementation of a peer review and mentoring grant program in an amount not
to exceed 80% of the initial grant. :

2. Require DPI to give priority to first time applicants when awarded grants under this
program. - Specify that if after all eligible first time applicants receive a grant there is funding
available, DPI may allow eligible current grantees to receive continued funding, for no more than
two years, at not more than 80 percent of their initial grant.

3. Prohibit DPI awarding grants under this pfogram to an applicant that received a
grant in the prior year, effective beginning in 2000-01.

@ Maintain current law.
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Prepared by: Tricia Collins
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(Gov) Agency: DP| - Milwaukee Parental Choice and lewaukee
Charter Schools Funding

Recommenddations:

Paper #785: Modification

Comments: This is simply a re-estimate based on most recent
enroliment and school finance data.
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May 20,1999  Joint Committee on Finance Pap_er #785
o lewaukee Parental Choice Pragram and Milwaukee Charter Schools Fundmg
(DPI -- Cho;ce and Charter Schoois) '

[LFB 1999~01 Budget Summary Page 495 #1 and 49? #4}

CURRENT LAW

Milwaukee Parental Choice Program. A pupil who resides in the City of Milwaukee
“may attend a private school ’parnczpatmg in the Milwaukee parental choice program (MPCP) if
- hisvor her family: meets income . requirements :for the pregram The: State’ Supermtendent is
= required to: pay-the parent ‘or- guard;an of the pupil an amount equal-‘to-the’ avcrage ‘equalization
-~ -aid per. pupil for the Milwaukee Piblic Sehools’ {MPS), or. the private school’s operating ‘and debt
. SEIVICe costs’ per pupil that is related to educational programming;: whzchever is less. The parent
: .:-_:or gaardi it -;:equned o resmctwely endorsa_ -'check fﬁr use of - the 'te-f school The -
ation aid. for. MPS is -reduced by the average equahzatxon aidpe m_ mber received by
- MPS times the number of piipils attending MPCP schools. “The State Supérintendent is required

- to ensure-that ‘the amount ‘of the aid reduction to MPS- lapses to the general ‘fund. In<1998-99,

base year: fundmg in the sum sufﬁczent appropnatmn for the program is $6.6 million. However,
becausc parncapat;{on increased szgmﬁcanﬂy foilowmg a Wisconsm Supreme Court decision to
aliow the' pamcipatzon of private reilgmus schools in accordance with the: prows:om of 1995 Act
27, estimated expendlmres are apprommately 528 7 mﬂhon to fund 5, 873 pupﬂs at $4,894 per
pup;l in 1998 99

lewaukee Ckarter School Program “The Crammon Counc;l of. tha Clty of Milwaukee,

the Chancellor of Unwersﬁy of W1sconsm~M1lwaukee: and the Mﬂwaukee Area Technical
College District Board are authorized o establish by charter and operate, or contract to operate a
charter school located within MPS. The State Superintenidént is required to pay the operator of a
charter school an amaunt equal to the shared cost per pupil for MPS muitzphed by the number of
pupils enrolled in the school. The equalization aid for MPS is reduced by.an equivalent amount.

The State Superintendent is required to ensure that the amount of the aid reduction to MPS lapses
to the general fund.
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(Gov) Agency: DPI -- Choice and Charter Schools State Ald and
Revenue Limit Calculations

Recommendations:

Paper #786: Alternative 1

Comments: The governor would spread the impact of Choice and
Charter schools among most school districts in the state, not just MPS
where it now fcﬁls most heqv iy

This is The #1 pnor’ry ’for the MPS boord members who vzs;’fed fhe _
.-off;ce on Wednesdcy Alternative 2 also would be helpful. Alternative 4

would be adisaster, a “pousora pill” for choice, in the words of George

Mitchell,

DP! supports Alfernative 1 because it would be the easiest to
odmmlsfer and would spread the costs of the progrc}ms most equmbEy

WEAC suggesTs we w;l! see a separate motion on Thzs %\APS board
members say Riley is working on an option if 1 or 2 fail, |

Prepared by: Bob
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May 20, 1999~ . Joint Committee on Finance - o  Paper #786

- Milwaukee Parental Chmce Program and Milwaukee Charter Schﬁois _
' State Axd and Revenue Limit Calculatmns
(DPI -- Choace and Charter Schaols)

. [LFB 1999-01 B_udgc.:.Summarsf; Page 495, #2 a.nd.497, Bl

CURRENTLAW

" Milwaukee Parental Choice Program (MPCP} A pupzi in kmdergarten through vrade
'-tweive ‘who Ttesides in the City of Milwaukee may attend a prwate sch001 parucapatmg in the
" 'MPCP if his or her family meets the family income requxrements “for the program In the school
year prior to their initial enroliment in a private school, participants must have been either enmllad_

in.the Milwaukee Pabhc Schcmis (MPS) an MPCP school or grades kmdergarten through three i in- '

Epr;:srate schoels located within the City of Mﬂwaukee ‘or not enrolled in school. Special court-
imposed transition rules apply in 1998-99 for certam chﬂdmn No more than 15% of the' MPS
membership can ‘attend - pnvate schoois under the program whxcb results m a mammum of
--"apprommate}y 15 7()(} pupxls in 1998 99 ' S

. lewaukee Charter Schools. The Common Councﬂ of the Cxty of Mﬂwaukce (the Clty),
the Chancellor of the University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee (UWM)Y and the Milwatkee ‘Area
Technical College (MATC) are authorized to establish by charter and operate or contract with a
* group or individual to operate a‘charter school. The 1998-99 ‘school year is the first year that
UWM, MATC or the City can establish or contract for the estabhshmeﬂt of a schooi under the
Mﬂwaukee char{er schoe} prcagram (MCSP) R

Revenue Lzmzts Revenue limits are 1mp0sed on the amount of revenue (}btameci through
‘the -combination -of ‘general 'school aids and the property tax levy. Under revenue: limits; the
number of pupils enrolled is defined as the number of pupils who are enrolled on the third Fnday
of September. For the MPS, this definition of pupils enrolled includes pupils enrolled in MCSP
-and MPCP schools. However, in calculating the three-year rolling average membershm used for
- MPS’ revenue limits, the MCSP and MPCP pupils are subtracted out using ‘prior’ year data.
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Specifically, the base year number of pupils is calculated by adding the number of pupﬂs
enrolled in the three previous years, subtracting the number of MCSP and MPCP pupﬁs in the
fourth, third and second preceding years, and dividing the remainder by three. The number of
pupils used in calculating the current-year revenue limit is determined by adding the number of
pupils enrolled in the current and two preceding school years, subtracting the number of MCSP
and MPCP pupils in the three previous school years and dividing the remainder by three.

Equalization Aid. In computing equalization aid, membership in the previous school year
is used and the definition of membership includes the number of pupils enrolled in MPCP and
MCSP schools. Membership also includes those pnpﬂs attending a MPCP school in the current
school year, who in the prior year were enrolled in crades K-3 in a private school located in the
City of Milwaukee that was not a MPCP private school.

The State Superintendent is required to pay the parent or guardian of a pupil enrolled in a
MPCP school from a separate state appropriation specifically for this purpose. The parent or
guardian is required to restrictively endorse the check for the use of the private school. The total
payment is equal to the lesser of the following: (a) the average equalization aid per pupil
received by MPS; or (b) the private school’s operating and debt service cost per pupil that is
related to educational programming, as determined by DPI. The State Superintendent 1s required
to pay the operator of a MCSP school an amount equal to the shared cost per member of MPS in
the previous school year multiplied by the number of charter school pupils attending the school.
Shared costs are the school district expendltures that are aidable through the state equalization
aid formula. The payments are. made in four equal installments in- September November,
: _February and May of each school year.

i, Current }aw reqmres that equahzatmn axd for MPS be rcduced by Ehﬂ totai amount pmd to
the MCSP and MPCP schools. ‘The State Superintendent is requlred to ensure that equalization
aid pzud to other school a:hstncts is neither reduced nor increased as a result of the payments to
MCSP and MPCP schools or as a result of the aid reduction to MPS.  In addition, the State
Superintendent is required to ensure that the amount of the aid reduction to MPS lapses to the
general fund. Under the revenue limit calculation, MPS can increase its property tax levy to
offset these aid reductions.

As of January 1999, there were 5,873 pupils enrolled in the MPCP. The MPS average
equalization aid per pupil is $4,894.in 1998-99. The MPCP schools will receive-an aggregate
amount of $28.7 million in 1998-99, and the MPS equalization aids will be reduced by an
equivalent amount. Based on the September, 1998, enrollment counts, there are 55 pupils
enrolled in three City of Milwaukee charter schools. Based on estimates from DPI1, the 1997-98
- shared cost per member for MPS, upon which the 1998-99:charter school payments are based, is
-:$6,052. : _

Due toa dzsagreement over who is responszble fer providing Speczai educatzon services 1o
children with disabilities attending these charter schools,; one of these schools will not receive the
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full per pupil funding each of its charter school pupils. However, if it‘assumed that each of the
55 pupils is aided at the full amount, the aggregate aid paid to these charter schools will be
$332,750 in 1998-99, and MPS equalization aid will be reduced by an equivalent amount.

GOVERNOR .

Modify current law governing the calculétion of equalization aid and revenue limits
relating to pupils attending MCSP or MPCP schools, as follows:

_ a.  Delete the mclusmn of pupils enrolled in a MCSP or MPCP school from the count
of the average of the number of pupils enrolled on the 3% Fnday of Septcmber and the Z“d Friday of
January of the previous school year, required for the annual membership report for each school
district. Delete the provision that the membership used to compute state aid to MPS include those
pupﬂs who are. attencimg MPCP schools in the current school. year and were enrolled i in grades
klndergarten I:hrough three in.a pnvate school Iocated in the City of Mﬂwaukee other than a MPCP
school, in the previous school year. These changes would have the: effect of removing these pupils
fro:m MPS membersth for purposes of both equallzatwn azd and rcvenne hrmts _

b. Delete the prevzsmn of current law that subtracts pupﬂs attendmg MCSP or MPCP
schools from the c¢alculation of enrollment used to determine school district revenue hrmts from
preceding years. This would be deleted both from the three-year rolling average calculation for the
base year and current year. Because these pupils would no longer be included in MPS membership
under the bill, current law that removes these pupils would be deleted as no longer needed;

L e Deiete thc reqmrement that DPI reduce equa}zzanon aid pmd to MPS in an amoumnt
' . equal to state payments to pnpiis attendmg MCSPor MPCP schools and that this MPS aid reduction
B lapse to the gencra} fund. Delete the rcqmrement that DPI ensure that equahzatlon aaé paid to other
school districts is neither reduced nor mcreased asa result of the MCSP and MPCP payments or the
reduction in aid to WS and :

y d. Prowde that for the purposes of setting the equalization aid appmpnamn the Joint
'Comttec on Fmance would be reqmred to determine an amount necessary to meet the state’s
commitment to fund two-thirds of partial school revenues less the amounts paid for MCSP and
MPCP. A technical correction Wou}d be necessary to achieve the intent of the bill, whxch is that an
' amount equal to the cost of fully fundmg MCSP and MPCP be lapsed to the general fund from the
appropnatmn for equalmanon ald

~ Provide that these modiﬁcatiéns would first apply to state aid distributed in the 1999-00
school year. These modifications would result in a lower statewide membership for both revenue
limits and state aid beginning in 1999-00. Staff at DOA estimate that the cost of two-thirds
fandmg of pamal school revenues wouid decrease by approxzmateiy $2, 500 000 GPR in 1999-00
and $5,600,000 GPR in 20()0 01 cempared to current law estimates.
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DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Durmcr the 1998-99 school year, the partzc:lpanon in the MCS and MPC programs
has greatly expanded Due to a Wisconsin Supreme Court decision in June, 1998, which permitted
the participation of private, parochial schools in the program, the MPCP expanded from 1,539
pupils in 1997-98 to 5,873 pupils in 1998-99. Enrollment in the MPC program is projected to be
8,000 pupils in 1999-00 and 9,200 pupils in 2000-01. The 1998-99 school year is the first year
under which the City, MATC and UWM could charter schools under the MCS program. The City
originally contracted with three ‘charter schools, one of which later decided to remain'a MPCP
school due to federal requirements regarding special education services. However, the City expects
to contract with four schools in 1999-00 and UWM may contract with two schools MCSP

enroﬁment is pro_]acted to be 500 pupﬂs in }999—{30 and 1, 800 pupzls in 2000-01. '

2. The fiscal unpact 'of the MCS and MPC programs 18 compiex Under the state’s

current school finance system the MCS and MPC programs effect revenue limits, equahzanon aid,
~ the maximum allowable ;Jroperty tax levy and the state’s commitment to fund two-thirds of pamal
school revenues. However, the major lonv-tema difference between current law and the Governor’s
recommendation is which school districts are most 1m§acted by the existence of the MCS and MPC
programs. Under current law, nearly 100% of the impact of the programs falls on MPS; under the
Governor’s proposal, the effects of the proorams wouid be dzsm’buted among most schoo} districts
‘across the state o

3. Under current law, ihe effect of an increase in ‘the number of puplls enrolled in a
MCSP or MPCP school ‘on ‘the MPS’ revenue limits will depend on where the pupils otherwise
‘would have gone to school. If the pupﬂ otherwise would have attended MPS, then MPS revenue
limits ‘will be. unchanged in ihe cm'rent year.. However, MPS revsnue hmlts wﬂ} declma over-the
next three years, a5 one-third of thxs pupﬂ will be removed from the revenue hmlt calculation éach
year, begxnmng in the foliowmg year In the fourth year, ‘this pupil will be fully removed from the
MPS revenue limit calcuiauon so that there will be a reductzon ef one pupll in calculanng MPS
revenue limits.

4. ‘For a MPCP pupﬂ that otherw1se would not have attended MPS the MPS reverne
limits will be increased in the cuzrent year, as one-third of this’ pupﬂ will be added 1o the revenue
hmxt calculatmn for MPS. In the second and third years, the net effect of current law governing
revenue limits i is that one-third of this pupil will be added to the revenue limit calculation, 5o that the
same increase in pupil enrollment will occur in éach of these three years. In the fourth year and each
year thereafter, the pupil will roll out of the revenue limit calculation and MPS revenue lirnits will
. be. unchanged from. the current. ca}cu}at;on 50 that there will not be a 1ong-term effect from this

pupll

5. Under current law, the mag or 1mpact on equa;hzataon aid attributable to the MCS and
MPC programs ‘is the reqmrement that ‘the payments for these programs be offset by a lapse of
equalization aid. For example, the equalization aid formula in 1998-99 would provide $515.1
million of aid to MPS, before consideration of integration (Chapter 220} aid. Because of the lapse
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requirements for the MCS and MPC programs, the amount of equalization aid actually received by
MPS will be reduced by an estimated $29 million, for a net equalization aid payment of $486.1
million. :

6. - Assecond effect on equalization aid of the MPCP program relates to the calculation
of membership. In computing equalization aid, membership in the previous school year is used and
the definition of membership includes the number of pupils enrolled in MCSP and MPCP schools.
Membership also includes those pupils attending a private school under the MPCP in the current
school year, who in the prior year were enrolled in grades K-3 in a private school located in the City
of ‘Milwaukee that was not a MPCP school. Because there is a current year component in the
definition of membership relating to certain pupils. enrolled in a MPCP school, statewide
membership for equalization aid is higher and MPS receives somewhat more equalization aid than
otherwise would be the case.

" 7. Under revenue limits, MPS has.the authority to increase its property tax levy by the

amount of the aid reduction attributable to payments for pupils attending MCSP and MPCP schools.
There is no requirernent that the levy increase by this amount, and in 1998-99, the MPS levy was an
- estimated $6 million below the maximum allowable levy. ‘Whenever the local school property tax
levy increases, the state’s cost of :attaining the goal of two-thirds funding increases as well. With
regard to the increase in the MPS levy, the state had already set the funding level for school aids for
1998-99 prior to the Wisconsin Supreme Court ruling relating to the MPCP. ‘A total of $5 million
GPR was provided in 1998-99, as the state’s share of what was projected at that time as a $7.5
million MPS levy attributable to the MPCP. As a result, the increase in the MPS levy in 1998 99 did
not have any effect on the actual amount of state funding provided for school aids. However, the
increase in the MPS levy does have the cffect of mcreasmg the cost of fuﬁy fundmg the goa} of two-
thn‘ds of pamal school revenues T - e g : :

8. The Govemors prcposal prowdes an nnmediate reducnon in the cost of two-thirds
fundmg because of the drop in'MPS enrollment. However, in the long term, the effect on partial
school revenues and the cost-of two-thirds funding will be similar under current law and the
Governor's recommendation.  Under both scenarios, the state will fund two-thirds of the local
school district: partial school revenues, mciudmg any levy to .offset an MCSP .and MPCP aid
reduction. - . .

9. Based on the most recent enrollment and school finance pro;ecnons it is estimated
that aid for the MPC program will be approximately $42.4 million in 1999-00 and $50.6 million in
2000-01. Aid for the MCS program is estimated to be $3.26 million in 1999-00 and $12.6 million in
2000-01. Under current law, MPS's school aids will be reduced by the above amounts to fund the
program and therefore, the property tax levy necessary to make up for all or part of the aid reduction
will be paid for by the Milwaukee property taxpayers. Under the Govemor's proposal, the aid
reductions would be spread across most school districts in the state; however, the impact on an
individual school district . would likely be modest given that even in 2000-01, the $63.2- million
provided for the programs would comprise an estimated 1.6% of funding for general school aids.
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10.  Staff at DOA indicates that because the programs are expanding significantly, it 15
more appropriate to distribute the fiscal impact of the programs across the state, rather than solely
on MPS and the property taxpayers of Milwaukee. In considering this point, because MPS is a
lower-value school district, it may be required to significantly increase its levy rate to make up for
an aid loss of the magnitude required after the recent and future expansion of the programs. Based
on the ability to raise property taxes, it may be more equitable to spread the necessary property tax
increase across the state rather than focusing on Milwaukee. Depending on how one allocates
MPS’s school property tax levy it is estimated that from 12% to 16% of the levy in 1998-99 1s
attributable to the MPCP. Although many factors will affect the school property tax levy next year,
it is estimated that 20% to 25% of the MPS levy in 1999-00 would be attributable to the MPC and
MCS programs under current law. Under the Governor’s recommendation; it is estimated that the
levy attributable to these programs would represent 1.6% of the statewide school property tax levy
in 1999-00.

11.  The MPCP has expanded into a major educational ‘program, comprising
approximately 5.2% of MPS's fall, 1998, enrollment, and is pro;ected to continue to expand as more
private schools participate: The MCSP; ‘while just initiated, is expected to expand ssgmﬁcanﬂy over
the next several years as the City of Milwaukee-and UWM:-charter more schools: It could be argued
that given the' size of these programs; their fiscal impact should be shared with all school districts
statewide, as is currently the case under the Chapter 220 integration aid program. In addition, both
of these programs were created by the state, but only apply to MPS. One can argue that since the
~ state created these programs, which “are expanding to the ‘point where they reqmre szgnlﬁcam
resources, it would be appropriate for the state as a whole to fund them

12, .. The Governor's proposal would layse an amount cquwalent to the cost of thc MCS
and MPC programs from the appropriation that funds statew;de general schooi aids: In order to meet
the intent of the bill, a modification to the lapse provision would be necessary; however, as intended
the lapse would not apply districts’ that receive ‘equalization aid ‘at the primary aid level of the
equalization aid formula only. Districts that receive primary aid only, are either high value districts
whose equalized value per ‘member exceeds the secondary guarantee ($676,977 in 1998-99), or
higher-value, higher-cost districts that generate negative tertiary aid that exceeds their positive
secondary aid. " All districts that-qualify for equalization aid receive at least their primary aid, due to
the primary aid hold-harmless provision. Finally, those districts that have such a high value per
member $o as not to qualify for equalization aid, but that receive other forms of general school aids,
would not have thexr state aid reduced under the Govemer s propesal '

13.  In order to ‘ensure that the effects- of the’ Govemors proposal are spread
proportionately across all school districts ‘in the state, it may be desirable to require DPI, in
- détermining the amnount of general school aids for school districts, to: (2) set the secondary
guarantee for the general equalization aid formula utilizing the full amount appropriated; (b)
determine the MPS equalization aid per member upon which MPCP payments are based; (¢} based
on the amount of aid required for the MCS and MPC programs, proportionately reduce the general
school aids for each school district in the state; and (d) ensure that the gross amount of these aid
reductions is lapsed to the general fund. Such a method would ensure that high value school districts
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- -that currently receive either primary aid-only or no equahzatlon aid would be affected in the same
- ‘manner as ali other school dlstncts in the state. : : -

14 Whﬂe it may be more equnable from a property tax perspectwe o spread the cost of
the MCS and MPC programs across all school districts, it could be argued that because the program
- 18 focused ‘on Milwaukee, the fiscal impact of the program should be largely shouldered by MPS
and the Milwaukee taxpayers,”as under. current law. Because-only: pupils that are residents of the
“MPS . district are: permitted :to. participate in the programs, the*Milwaukee taxpayers:are simply
- -providing funds:to offer Milwaukee parents:and children more educam(mal options than are allowed

for parents and children in the rest of the state: ' R e e o

15. Further, it has been suggested that the demand for the MCS and MPC programs
arose because of a falure of the MPS school district to provide sufficient, quaizty educational
_opportunities for children in Milwaukee.. Because of thxs MPS should be. d1recﬂy, and singularly,
affected due to the participation of clnldren m these: pmgrams ‘Without such- a reiaﬁenshxp between' -
_the ﬁnances of MPS a.nd the: cnrollment in these schools, MPS would not be provzded with ‘the
- mcentzve o 1mpr0ve its educatzonai oppoﬂumtles for.all chlldren Arguably, other school- dlstncts

_ m the state should not be adversely affected to address cencerns over thc pcrfonnance of MPS

" '16'." Under current law, payments o MPCP pa.rents are ‘based on the ' MPS" av‘erage
equahzatlon aid per pup;i and payments to MCSP school’ operators are based on the MPS ‘shared
S cost per member, which are '$4,894 and $6, 052 respectxveiy for’ 1998-99 school aids. “The MCSP
' 'payments ‘were estabhshed ata hagher level because’ it was" believed that many charter schools
" would be new schools that would require ‘additional funcimo for site acqmsmon and start-up costs.

* However, while some future charter schools will likely- be-_new schoeis the two cnrren'r(lﬁy of o
“Milwaukee charter schools are converted pnvaie schiools: As a co : et

. emollment program provxdes payments based on the avemge mstructionai and. support servu:e' costs

for schooii districts across the state. The payment is. detenmned annually by DP.'{ and is $4,555 in
_ 1998- 99 The’ paymem level was estabhshed to be a pr{)xy for the margznal cost of a school dlstncz
B :addmg or subtracung pupﬁs R . § . '

T 173, . may be des1rable to eqnate the pnvate school cho;ce and charter schonl payments
a wnth the payments prowded to’ pubhc school- districts under the open enrollment program T order
“to provide for the start-up costs associated with new charter schools, a per “pupil payment ‘equal to
125% of the open enrollment payment could be provided in the first 'vear of operation to charter
schools that DP] determines to be bona fide new schools. Otherwise, all MCSP and MPCP schools
) weuid recelve per pupﬂ payments eqmvalent to the pubhc schec:i d;strxct o;aen enroilment Ppayment.

18.  Assuming that the open enrollment payment increases to- $4,805 in 1999-00 and
$5,105 in 2000-01, and that one-half of the charter school en;rol}ment would be for bona fide new
schools in each year, such a modification would decrease the MPS ‘or statewide levy necessary to
offset these payments. Estimated _payments under the MPCP would decrease by $3,960,000 GPR in
1999-00 and by $3,634,000 GPR in 2000-01, while payments under the MCSP would decrease by
$557,200 GPR in 1999-00 and by $2,262,400 GPR in 2000-01. Estimated lapses of general school
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- aids would be reduced by a corresponding amount. Because there would be more general school
aids funding available to reduce the school property tax levy, the cost of two-thirds funding would
decrease by an estimated $3.01 million GPR in 1999-00 and $3.93 million GPR in 2000-01, both
under current law anci under the mechﬁcatmn pmposed by the Govemer

i 1'9.' In order to-maintain current law, fundimﬂr for general school aids would- have to be
increased by $2.5 million GPR in'1999-00 and $5.6 million GPR in 2000-01, in order to'maintain
two-thirds funding of partial school revenues. This ' would be necessary because this is the amount
that was removed from general school aids under the Governor's estimates due to the decrease in
statewide enrollment generated under the Governor’s recommendation. e '

 ALTERNATIVES.
 Point of Fiscal Impact of MCS and MPC Programs _

1. Azd Lapse Aﬁects Most School Dzsmcts Approve the Govamer S recommendaxmn
o Spread the gross fiscal effect of Ehe MCS and MPC programs across most school dzstncts in the
state, including a modification to spcczfy the related aid lapse. The modification would require DPJ,
in determining the amount of general school aids, to:. (a) initially set the secondary guarantee for the
_ _'equaizzatmn aid formula using the full amount appropnated (b) use that initial aid run to determine
- -the MPS equahzation aid. per. member_upon which MPCP payments are based; (c) once the
estunated MPC and MCS payments are deterxmned set the secondary guarantee for the equalmatlon
_ald formala usmg the net amount of fuﬂdmg, after. lapses for the MPCP and MCSP, ‘and use ths aid
run.to. determme schooi dxsmci equahzauon aid amounts; and (d). ensure that the gross amount of

- the MPCP and MCSP aid reducuon is lapsed to the general fund - o

2'. _ Ald Lapse Aﬁects All School Dtstncts Modxfy the Governors rcconunendauon to
_requlre DPL, in detenmrung the amount of general school aids for school dlstrxcts to: (a) set the
'secondary guarantee for the general equalization aid formula ut;hzmg the full amount appmpnaied
(b) determine the MPS equalization aid per member upon which MPCP payments are based; (c)
_based on the amount of aid required for the MCS and MPC programs, proportionately reduce the
. general school aids for each school dlstnct in the state; (d) ensure that the gross amount of these aid
reductions is lapsed to the general fund. Such a method would ensure that all school districts would
be affected in the same manner.

3. | Azd Lapse Aﬂ’ects MPS Mamtam currcnt law. Increase general schooi axds by
$2,500,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $5, 6{}0000 GPR in 2000-01, in order fo maintain two-thirds
.. funding of partial school revenues.

Aiternatwes . ' GPR
. 1998-01 FUNDING {Change fo Bifl) <o $8,100,000
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'-. MCS and MPC Per Pupil Payment Amount

4. In addition to any of the above alternatives, provide that the per pupil payment
provided to parents of children participating in the MPCP and school operators participating in the
MCSP would be equivalent to the payment determined by DPI under the public school district open
enrollment program. Provide that charter schools in the MCSP that are bona fide new schools, as
determined by DPI, would be receive a per pupil payment equivalent to 125% of the payment
determined by DPI under the public schoo] district open enroliment program, during the first school
year of operation. Reestimate payments under: (a) the MPCP by -$3,960,000 GPR in 1999-00 and
-$3,634,000 GPR in 2000-01; and (b) the MCSP by -$557,200 GPR in 1999-00 and by -32,262,400
GPR in 2000-01. Reduce the corresponding GPR-Lapse estimates by a total of $4,517,200 in 1999-
00 and $5,896.,400 in 2000-01. Delete $3,010,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $3,930,000 GPR in 2000-
01 from general school aids, in order to maintain two-thirds funding.

| Alternative 4 . . GPR = GPR-Lapse
11999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bifl -$17,353,800 - §10,413,600
. ' Prepared by: Ruth Hardy
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(Gov) Agency: DPI - Milwaukee Charter Schools Special Ed Aid

Recommendations:
Paper #787: Alternatives A2, B2+3, C2
‘Comments: Special education has been an explosive issue with

charter schools in Mliwaukee The governor tries to iron ouf some of ’rhe
problems.

WEAC and WASB unite on the above options. While neia‘her_ support
charter schools that are not under the authority of a school board, they

argue that special ed funds should be based on the same fimelines and
restrictions that apply to all school di stricts.

Burke Motion:

Prepared by: Bob



Legislative Fiscal Bureau
Ql_l_c East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 53703 « (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 20, 1999 o - Joint Committee on Finance h Paper #787

Milwaukee Charter Schools Special Education Aid
~ (DPI - Choice and Charter Schools)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Simmary: Page 498, #6]

- CURRENT LAW

The Common Council of the City of Milwaukee (the C1ty), the Umverszty of Wisconsin
Milwaukee (UWM) and the Milwaukee ‘Area Technical College (MATC) may estabhsh by
charter and ‘operate, or contract with a group or mdavs,dua} to operate a charter school.” These
schools receive state funding equal to the “sharéd ‘cost per member of the Milwaukee Public
Schools (MPS) in the previous school] year multiplied by the number of charter school pupils
attendmg the. school. ~Annuaily, state -equalization aid paid to MPS is reduced by an :amount
equivalent to the total funding provided for these schools. For payments in 1998-99, the MPS
shared cost per member is approximately $6,050. R TR S

~During the 1998-99 school.year, the first year under which the City, UWM and MATC
could estabhsh charter schools, three schools were established by the Clty to. op&rate as charter
schools, with-a totai enrollment of apprc;xxmately 55 students = - R

_ Schsol dlstrlcts cooperauve education servace agencxes (CESAS) and county children
with dlsabﬂxt;ies education boards (CCDEBS) are eligible for rcxmbursement of certain prior year
special educatlon and specxai education transportanon costs, based on speczfic: reimbursement
rates and the avaslabihty of funding. In 1998- 99, $275 548 100 GPR s provzded
for these purposes. _

GOVERNOR

~ Provide that Milwaukee charter schools would be eligible for special educauon aid. This
would apply to the ‘operator of a charter school established by charter and operated by the City,
UWM or MATC, or an individual or group under contract with any of these entities to operate a
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charter school. The operator of one of these charter schools could receive aid 1f it eperates a
special education program and the State Superintendent is satisfied that the operator of the
charter school is complying with federal special education law under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) as though the operator of the charter school were a local
education agency (LEA), as defined under federal law. In this case, the State Superintendent
would be required to certify to the Department of Administration (DOA) a-sum equal-to the
amount that the charter school estimates it will expend during the current school year for: (a)
salaries of full-time or part-time licensed teachers; (b) licensed coordinators of special education;
(c) licensed school .social workers and psychologists;. (d) paraprofessionals; (e) licensed
consulting teachers to work with any. teacher of regular educatmn programs who has a child with
a disability in a class; and (f) any other personnel as determined by the State Superintendent.
Provide that the costs certified would be eligible for reimbursement from the appropriation for
Specaal education and school age parents programs.

Provide that these “charter schools would be -eligible for aid on special education
transportation. costs. The operator of one of these charter schools could receive aid if it
transports children with disabilities and the State Superintendent is satisfied-that the operator-of
the charter school is complying with federal special education law under IDEA as though the
operator of the charter school were an LEA, as defined under federal law. In this case, the State
. Superintendent would be required to certify to DOA a sum equal to the amount that the operator
of the charter school estimates 1t will expend durmg the current school year for specxal education
traasportatmn ‘as_costs ehgﬂ)le for rmmbursement from the appropriations for aid for. spemal
education and school age: parents programs and aid fer spemal education transportation. . .

S - Nonew _ﬁind:i:'n_g ﬁfyﬁ%j{f)ﬁid._b@:provigiéd f()i‘ theaddltlon()fthase Mih&gﬂk_ﬁ:@_ :Chai’ter:schéofs.

DISCUSSION POINTS

.m0 Thefederal ‘Individuals with Disabilities Education Act ‘and” Section 504 of the
* Rehabilitation’ Act of 1973 require-that all students: with-disabilities be provided with a free and
appropriate public education (FAPE) based on their specific- individual needs. Private schools are
not always required 10 admit special education students if the schools would need to make more
“than minor adjustments to their programs to accommodate the students. Tn contrast, public schools
cannot deny ‘admission to any student regardiess of the severity of his or her disabzhty While
charter schools are exempt from’ most ‘state education laws and reoulatzons, they must follow
applicable federal laws. Tn addition, state charter school law provides that charter schools’ cannot
discriminate in admission or deny participation in any program or activity on the basis of various
student characteristics, including physical, mental, emotional or learning disability.

2. Most charter schools in the state are instrumentalities of a school district, and
therefore the school district is responsible for providing special education services to pupils enrolled
in the d;stnc:t S. charter schools. The Mﬂwaukee charter schools are not school district schools.
Because current state law does not. explicitly state that charter schools are public schools, -the
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Department of Public Instruction (DPI) and the City have disagreed about whether the City or MPS
~ isrequired to provide special education services to students enrolled in the City’s charter schools.

3. City officials have stated that their charter schools will accept students with
disabilities-and will provide basic special education services. However, they contend that because
charter schools do not have the necessary resources, MPS, as the LEA, should be responsible for
providing services to severely disabled students. DPI believes that charter schools are public schools
and therefore, must follow. federal laws relating to the provision of special education services, and
has asserted that either the Cxty or the schools themselves are obhgated as the LEA to prowde such
Services. s :

o4 Federal law deﬁnes LEA as: (a) a pubixc school board (b) a pubhc authonty that
perfonns services for pubhc schools; or {c) any public 1nstitution or agency that has administrative
control and dlrect:on of a public school. An LEA must maintain sufficient control in order to.ensure
complete compliance with federal special education laws in all aspects of a child’s education. The
City has argued that it neither exercises administrative control nor provides the schools with any.
services, “and that state iaw does not mc}ude the City in its definition of an LEA. Under current state

law, an LEA is:. {a) the school district in which a child with a disability resides; (b) the Department

of Health and. Fa.rmly Services (DHFS), if a:child with a disability resides in a DHFS facility; or (c)
the Department of Corrections, if a child with disabilities resides in a secured correctional facility.
Under state law, however this deﬁmuon of LEA. does not apply to charter schools. :

' 5 ' MPS does not mmntam any adnﬂmstraiwe controi or dzrecnon of any of the Czty,
UWM or MATC charter schools. State charter school law explicitly states that a charter school
established by the City, UWM or MATC, unless established by the City and operated by a for-profit

- entity,.is not an msn"umentaizty of MPS ‘and that MPS may not employ:: any personnel for the charter =

school. Further, it could be argued that permitting the City, UWM and MATC to establish charter
schools was an effort to provide a school option-other than MPS for children residing in the
Milwaukee school district. Requiring MPS to - attain administrative control and direction of the
schools in order to compiy with: federal IDEA laws ‘1nay be retreating from the spirit of the charter
school law. Finally, requiring MPS 1o provide services. to children that attend schools other than
those operated by MPS would hkeiy be an administrative.and financial burden on the district.

6. Because tha three lewaukee charter schoo}s wouid not agrec that thf:y were
requued to follow the pubhc school reauiatmns related to the provision of special education services
under federal law, DPI withheld the full charter school payments from the schools, and instead
treated the schools as if they were Milwaukee parental choice program (MPCP) schools. During the
Fall of 1998, the schools received payments equivalent to the average equalization- payment per
pupil received by MPS in 1998-99; approximately $4,900; rather than the $6,050. per pupil payment
granted to Milwaukee charter. schools. - DPI indicated. that-if the schools agreed to comply with
federal laws related-to speeial education for public schools, then DPI would provide the :schools
with the full Milwaukee charter school payment, - -

7. In October 1998, the State Supen'ntendent.'received a 1ei£er from the U.S.
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Department of Education (DOE), in response to DPI inquiries regarding this dispute and the
potential loss of federal special education funding due to noncompliance with federal law. The
major arguments of the DOE correspondence include:

ca. - Wisconsin charter schools are public schools. Charter schools are defined as public
schools under federal law and are required to provide special education services as public schools
under IDEA. Charter school laws throughout the nation treat charter schools as public schools and
Wisconsin’s law: is structurally comparable to these Taws.: DOE defines the term public "as applied
to -an ‘agency, organization, -or institution -under administrative ‘supervision or control -of a
government." Based on the DOE comments, because the City has the ability to grant and revoke
charters, include specific contract terms and requirements regarding evaluations and personnel, it
maintains sufficient supervision and control to meet the definition of the term public. Further, the
* state has received federal charter school grants based on thﬁ': prermse that Wlsconsm charter schoc)}s

are pubhc schoels S -

b State and. Czty cannot use def nition of LEA 1o avazd obitgatwns under fedeml law.
States have great flexibility in designating LEAs; which is a concept under- federal law that creates a
responsible agency for receiving federal funds and meeting substantive federa} program and civil
rights ‘obligations. ‘However, for the purposes of IDEA, those obligations hmge on whether or not
charter schools are public schools, which DOE asserts that they ‘are. -DOE is not responsible for
interpreting state:law, and as long as the state’ensures compliance ‘with federal law regarding special
education, the state may designate a responsible LEA. If the state does not designate an LEA, the
state would be reqmred to prowde a FAPE to chﬁdren Wxth dlsabxht;es a!;tendmv Milwaukee charter
schools

o Noncampl:ance wzth federal law cauld place fedﬁml II)EA ﬁmdzng recezved by the
state at rzsk In federal fiscal vear 1998, Wisconsin received approximately $80 million in federal
IDEA funding. ' The state has ‘general supervisory responsibility for ensuring that policies and
procedures are in place for the provision of a FAPE for all eligible children with disabilities in the
state, and for monitoring agenmeS institutions and orgamzauons that have responmbxlmes under
IDEA. The state and the City must resolve the issues in-a way that best serves children. However,
where' a designated LEA fails to make a FAPE-available to eligible students with disabilities
attending public charter schools, or, absent a designated LEA, where the state fails to make FAPE
available, the state would be found to be out of compliance. DOE has broad discretion to utilize
various' enforcement optmns avaﬂabie mciudmg, but not hmited o partza}. or full wnhholdmv of
E)EA funds

8. - Since last fall, agreements have been reached regarding the responsibilities of the
charter schools. Two of the three Milwaukee charter'schools sent a letter to DPI agreeing to comply
with the public school requirernents to provide a FAPE to children with disabilities. In-turn, DPI
has agreed to provide the full charter school payments to the schools, retroactive to the start of the
school year. The third school has not agreed to comply with the public school requirements and has
decided to remain a MPCP school.
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920 In an effort to ensure that the cost-of complying with federal law would not-hinder
.- the: ability of these charter schools.to operate ‘successfully, the State Superintendent took the
following steps: (a) authorizing the federal IDEA flow-through funding in‘this year, one year prior
to normal eligibility; (b) requesting-in the DPI biennial budget that these charter schools be eligible
~for state categorical-aid; (c) providing technical assistance,-training and assistance to these schools
in complying with federal law; (d) accepting proposals that may qualify for IDEA discretionary
funding in this year; and (e) directing staff to seek other federal ﬁmdmﬂ for whxch these schools
'may quahfy as pubhc schools : -

. - 10. : In March 1999 the federa] DOE released 1ts ﬁnal reguiauons related 10 the 1997
reauthorzzatlon of IDEA, which have several prov1sxons specifically related to- charter  schools.
Under these regulations, an LEA is further defined as, "any other public-institution or. agency having
administrative control and direction of a public elementary or secondary school, including a public
charter ‘school’ that is’ estabhshed as an LEA under state law." The regulatzons also define charter
* schools'as pubhc schools, requxre that chzldrcn with disabilities attendmg charter schools be'served
“in the same manner as ehﬂdr@n thh é:sabﬂmes in othe:r pubhc schools 3nd state that chldren w1th _

11 The Commxttee may w1sh to mqmre, under state: }aw that these charter schoois be
the.LEAs and. provide special education: services. to pupils ‘who attend these schools, as required
under federal law: This requirement:-could: better ensure that these charter schools are-fulfilling the
« federal laws requiring a FAPE for all children with disabilities: In‘addition, this would likely better
< prevent these schools from violating state and. federal non- -diserimination laws, and only accepting
- certain students; while. schoel d1strzcts are reqmred to educate all studcnts who reszde in the dxsmct
-_:.rega:dlessofdlsabﬂﬂy ST s T O P RS

R .1'2 Under the Govemors recommendat;on : Mﬂwaukec charter schools would be' o

eligible for special education categorical - aid. funding: based on current “year,: estxmated spec:ai
education costs. The bill does not include a provision that wouid pernnt DPI to audit actual costs at
the end of the scheol year and reduce aid'if apprepnate in order to ensure that only ehglb}e costs
are aided. School districts would continue to receive special educatzon md based on: pnor year
actual costs, and be subject to DPI cost audits to ensure ehgablhty -

13 Mﬂwankee chaxter school offimals have argued that it is necessary to aid these
schools based on current year, estimated costs because, unlike school districts, the charter schools
do not have the fiscal capacity to provide expensive special education services prior to being
remabursed for cests ‘However, in 1998«»99 the spec;al aciuc:anon categoncal aid provided funding
" to cover approxzmateiy 34% of total speczal edacauon costs Therefore these charter schools wou}d
be required to fund most special education costs from the per pupﬂ aid received from the state.

14, Arguably, because these charter schools are established and 'epérated by or under
~contract with large, well-established organizations, the City, UWM or MATC could assist in
funding specxal education costs that have yet o be cevered by state ald During the current fiscal
year, the City, UWM and MATC have total esumated aﬂ fund budgets, of approximately SQOO
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‘million, $300 million and $200 million respectively. While MPS’s 1998-99 all-funds budget is
approximately $875 million, most school districts have much more modest budgets. Based oni the
- 1998-99 revenue limit calculations, school district local property tax and state general aid revenues
ranged from a low of approximately $550,000 to a high of over $700 million for MPS. Of the 426
school districts, 67% have local property tax and state general aid totals below $10 mullion in 1998-

15.  In order to provide special education categorical aid funding to Milwaukee charter
schools in a manner consistent with the aid distribution to school districts, the Committee may wish
to provide special -education aid to these schools based on reported. prior-year, actual costs.
Additionally, it may be prudent to permit DPI to audit the repoxte:d costs in order to ensure that only

: ehg1ble costs are aided by the state. : : : : -

RO 16 Under AB 133 ‘TIO NEW fundmg would be prowded for spemal education md even
though additwnal entities would become eligible for such aid.  In order not to reduce. special
_education aid - to- school d:smcis CESAs and CCDEBs, the. Committee may wish to provide
additional funding for this purpos,e _Charter school officials in Milwaukee estimate that 500 pupils
in 1999-00 and 1,800 pupils in 2000-01 will be enrolled in these charter schools. Of these pupils, it
can be assumed that approximately 50% would-have been MPS pupils had they not enrolled in
- charter . schools. Based on 1997-98 enrollment and cost data, 12.8% ‘of statewide public school
-enrollment is'made up of children‘with disabilities, with average per pupil special-education costs of
. approximately $7,600.- In.1998-99, the state categorical aid funding covered approximately 34% of
~total eligible special education costs. Based on these figures, the Committee could provide $82.700
GPR in 1999-00 and $297,700 GPR in 2000-01 to-cover the estimated' current.year ‘special
education costs for these charter schools or $82,700 GPR in 2000-01 to cover actual. prior year
costs.. In order to maintain- two-thuds fundmg of parnal school revenues, the Com:tmttee could
' pmv}de a correspondmg reduction in general school aids of $27,600 GPR in 1999-00 and $99 200 '

- GPR in 20004)1 or $27 600 GPR in 2000-01 respectlve}y -

ALTE&NATIVES
A.  Local Education Agency Designation and Charter Schools as Public Schools

1. . . Approve the Govemor’s recommendation. .

2. Modlfy the Govemors recommendau(}n to reqmre that under state charter school
law, that these charter schools must be the desagnated local education agenczes and prevade special
educauon services to pupils who attend those schools, as requxred under federal law.

B.  Milwaukee Charter School State Aid Eligihility

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendatmn to provuie that the caicuianon of special
education aid to Milwaukee charter schools would be based on'a sum equal to the amount that the
charter school estimates it will expend during the current school year.
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2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation to provide that the calculation of special
education aid to Milwaukee charter schools would be based on a sum equal to the amount of actual
expenditures during the prior school year.

3. In addition to either Alternative Bl or B2 above, permit DPI to audit the costs
reported by these charter schools and adjust the special education aid provided to these schools in
order to ensure that the final aid amounts reimburse only eligible, actual costs.

C. Special Education Categorical Aid Funding Level

1. Provide $82,700 GPR in 1999-00 and $297,700 GPR in 2000-01 to cover the
estimated current year special education costs for these charter schools. Reduce general scheol aids
by $27,600 GPR in 1999-00 and $99,200 GPR in 2000-01 to adjust state two-thirds funding.

Alternative C1 GPR

1089-01 FUNDING (Change to Bil) $253,600

2. Provide $82,700 GPR in 2000-01 to cover actual prior year costs special education
costs for these charter schools. Reduce general school aids by $27,600 GPR in 2000-01 to adjust

state two-thirds funding.
Alternative C2 GPR
1899-01 FUNDING {Change to Bill} $55,100
AT o el (U
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Gov Agency:- Department of Public !ns*truchon National Teacher
Certification Incentive Program

Recommendations:

Paper No.: 790 Alternative(s): Alf. T (WEAC pick diso) and 4 b and c.
(WEAC didn’t weigh in on Alf. 4) o o

- Comments: .Go-with. the Govemnor on increasing the. amount of fime
teachers are. eitglble to receive these awards. Alternative 3 would be the fall
back if someone’s looking for ways to save GPR.  Then pick The iower grant

award.

Alt. 4b allows ’rhe individual to receive. the gram award if they were
deemed eligible in another state. Could help with hiring teachers from out of
state.

Al 4cwould requifé-:?he use of federal funds for this purpose, should they
become available, '

Prepared by: Cindy



Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One Ez_ist Main, Suite 301 + Ma__{iisop, WI 53703 * (608) _1_266-38_47 » Fax: (608) _267»68’_73 _

May 20, 1999 Joint Committee on Finance: =~ - -+ Paper #790

Natmnai Teacher Certification Incennve Program )
(DPI “- Assessmems and Licensmg) |
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CURRENT LAW

-+ Under .the. state - national - teacher certification ‘program, the :Department of Public
-.Instructlen is required to award grants of $2,000to any eligible person in 1999-00; and $2,500 in
~-2000-01 1o any.person. who received a grant. in the previous year and still meets the ehgiblhty

requirements for the program. In orderto be eligible for a grant. under the -program, a. person
must-meet the following.criteria at the time of the initial grant and for the. foilewmg grant year:

r *(a) be a re&zdent of the state; (b) hold a. teachmg license Issued by the State Supermtendent or: .
.__empioyeé in private school; (c) be certified by the National Board. for Professional Teaching

Standards (NBPTS); and (d) be employed as a teacher n the state. The program is funded froma
-sum sufﬁment appropnaﬁon i

'f“GOVERNOR

- Provzde SSO OOO in 1999 00 and $1 12 5{}0 in 2000 01 and make pcrmanent the natxonal
_ teacher cemﬁcauon mcentzve program Increase the number of years an ehglble tcacher could
~receive a grant under the program by reqmrmg DPI to. award grants in the amount of $2,500 to

" eligible teachers for nine consecutive years after the initial grant award of $2 00{) Requ;re DPI
to pay the first year grant in the school year in which the teacher is certified.”

 BACKGROUND

“Created in 1987, the ‘National Board of Professional Teachmg Standards is an mdependent
'ncnproﬁt noapamsan organmanon governed by a'63-member board of directors.” Board members,
whe serve a maxzmum of two; three~ycar terms mcIude classroom teachers schoof adammstrators
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school board members, state governors, state legislators, higher education ofﬁmals, teachﬁrs ‘union
leaders and business and community leaders. According to materials developed by the Board, the
mission of the NBPTS is to: (a) establish high and rigorous standards for what accomphshed
teachers should know and be able to do; (b) develop and operate a national, voluntary system to
assess and certify teachers who meet these standards; and (c) advance related educaﬁonal reforms
for the purpose of improving student learning in American schools. 5

The National Board’s policy position states that the Board seeks to identify and recognize
teachers who effectively enhance student leaming and demonstrate the high level of knowledge,
skills, dispositions and commltments reflected in five core pmposmons " (a) teachers are committed
to students and their learning: (b} teachers know the subjects they teach and how to teach those
subjects to students; (c) teachers are responsible for managing and monitoring student learning; (d)
teachers think systematically about their practice and learn from experience; and (e) teachers are
membcrs of 1eammg communities.

In 1999-00, there will be 16 ﬁelds available for National Board cemﬁcanon The Board has
plans to eventually develop standards in over 30 certificate fields. The Attachment lists the fields

the Board is currently developing certificates for and highlights the fields avaiiable for cemficanon
in 1999-00. :

- To be eligible for National Board ‘certification, teachers must have: (a) a bachelor’s degree;
(b) a minimum of three Vear’s teaching experiernice; and (c) a valid state teaching license, or where a
license is not required, teachers miist be: teaching in a school recognized and approved by the ‘state.
Teachers must apply for certificates offered in the 1999-00 school year on-or before December 31,
* 1999; however, applications received between December 2 and 31 must include a $200 late fee. In
+1999-00, the  cost of National'Board- cemﬁcatzcm 1s $2 0{30 per candxdate, m addmon to nnmmal
' postage matenais and m—state travel: costs S TN

The certlﬁcatmn pr{)cess consists of two paﬁs The first part-_is a_pcrtfolio, W_hi_ch is

completed at the teacher’s school and would include examples of student work, lesson plans,

videotapes of classroom teaching, activities with parents and members of the community, personal
assessments and recommendations. Following the submission of a portfolio; teachers ‘must
complete a full day of examinations at an NBPTS assessment center, which include four
: as&gnments that explore a teacher’s knowiedge of his or her subject area and pedagogical and
instructional practices The portfolio exercises are deszgned 1o be completed in an average of 120
hours over at least a fourmmonth penod ‘The assessment center portions of the prccess are dcsx gned
to be completed in one day, in addmon to several days of preparatlon

Assessment exercises are scored by committees of current teachers who are selected by
application and trained to assess candidates for National Board certification. Teachers must score
275 points out of a possible 400 to achieve certification. Candidates may appeal a decision of the
Board, after which the Board president decides whether there is good cause for reconsideration of a
candidate. Additionally, candidates may "bank" individual entry and exercise scores over a three-
year pemod which would allow a candidate who is not yet certified to retake any of the entries and
exercises in the assessment package and submit new responses for rescoring. Further, the Board
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may deny or revoke certification for:any :applicant or certificate holder sho, in the sole judgement
of the Board, has:  {(a) knowingly misrepresented or falsified material information, credentials or
documents offered during the certification process;-or {b) been convicted of a felony, had a'teaching
license: denied, suspended or revoked, or, in-the case of .an unlicensed teacher, been fired or
suspended, .and where the conduct leading to such felony conviction, licensure . action, firing or
suspension has involved.child abuse, job-related crimes,. violent crimes against persons or other
- conduct of similar severity that the Board determines is inconsistent with the standards of the Board.

From 1993-94 through 1997-98, 1,836 teachers have received National Board certification.
In 1998-99, approximately 6,900 teachers applied for certification. According to the National
Board, 45% of the teachers who have apphed for certification have been awarded certification. The
_ certzﬁcatwn is valid for ten years. . :

N The state Of Wlsconsm current}y mamtams sevcral connections to the NBPTS There are
 two W1sconsm professors one from the Umverszty of WzsconszmMadman and one. frorn Alvema

_ Coﬂege in Milwaukee, on the Board, Wisconsin hosts five N"BPTS assessmﬁnt centers, one each in
Bmokfieid Mad;tscm, (Z)shkosh Stevens Pomt and Eau Clau’e Fmally, Wxsconsm currentiy has two -

' Kansa.s and is cun‘enﬂy a teacher in Onaiaska and one who i IS currently iea.chmg in Edgen‘.on

" DISCUSSION POINTS

_ 1. Under the 1997~99 budget adjustment bill, the Governor recommended creation of
_ __the nanonal teacher certlﬁcatmn mcen_t;ve program. Under the Governor’s proposal beginning July

L 1999, any. person ‘who held a teacher-s license. 1ssued by the Siate Supenntendent and who'became -

" certified by NBPTS while employed '

$3 000 and for rezmbm'sement eqﬁai to oneﬁha}f the costs of the costs of obta.mmg ihe national
'__cemﬁcanon '

2. UAs passed by the Leg;siature Ehzs program wouid have: prov1ded 20 ehm‘ble teachers

* who were, certified by the NBPTS, during 1999-00 or'in prevmus years, a.grant of $2 000'in 1999-

“00and 2 grant of $2,500 per for the foﬁowmg elght years “The Governor vetoed the ZG—person limit
and the provision that would have required DPI to make grants to f:lw;ble teachers for nine
consecutive years. .

3 The’ G(}vemors 1999-01 budget recommendatxon would increase the number of
" years an ehgzbfe taacher could recexve 2 grant under the pregram by requmng DPI to award grants

_ "_m the amount of $2 5(}0 to ehglble tcachers for nine consecutive’ 'years after the mmai grant award
of $2.000. Under the Governor’ s proposa] each. cemﬁed and ehgxble teacher wonld receive a total
~ of $24,500, compared to $4 500 over two years umder current law. Staff from’ DOA’s budget office

indicate zhe Governor znciadcd this T prov;snon m the budge;t b;ﬂ to enceurage teachers in Wlsccnsm
to become certified by the NBPTS. o

4. Staff from DPI indicate there are 23 teachers that applied for and may receive
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NBPTS certification in 1999-00. Therefore, with the addition of the two teachers that are currently
certified, 25 teachers may be eligible for a grant in 1999-00. ‘Given the December, 1999,
application deadlife, it is unknown at this time how many teachers would receive certification in
2000-01.  The funding recommended by the Governor, $50,000 in 1999-00 and $112,500 in 2000-
01'is based on 25 teachers receiving 4 license in each year. While it is possible that more than 25
teachers could apply for ‘and receive their certification in 2000-01, given the recent creation of the
program and the “uncertainty regarding participation, the Governor’s estimates appear reasonable.
The grant program 1s funded w;th a sum suffi_c_l_cnt appropnatzon_

5. “The Committee may wish to consider the future costs of prowdlng ten years of
payments under this program.  While the future fiscal impact of the program is difficult to
determine, it is possible to illustrate the potential cost by assuming the current projected certification
rate of 25 teachers per year continues for the next ten years. Under this estimate, the cost of the
- program would increase from $50,000 GPR in 1999-00 to an estimated $612,500 GPR in 2008-09.

Tt is likely that cemﬁcanon rates will increase over the next ten years given the mcreased grant
) amounts and the fact that acidmonal cemﬁcanon ﬁeids wﬁi become avaﬂablc over the commg years

6 Staff at the NBPTS indicate that some federa;t funding may be avaﬂable to s{ates
through the National Board, in order to provide funding to teachers to offset the costs of NBPTS
certification. Because alternative funding may be available, the Committee may wish to specify that
in the first year teachers could be reimbursed through a grant for the costs of obtaining certification
that is not supported through other funding sources. ' o

7. Due to the potentlal for i mcreasmg costs under thxs program, cons1derat10n could be
_ gwen to mmntazmng the current grant amounts while makmg the program pexmancnt This. wouid
fpmvzde an incentive for teachers 10 apply for and receive NBPTS certification and allow the stateto
‘hold-down future costs. of the' program. Under ﬂns aiternatwe there would ‘be no fundmg '
‘modification in the 1999-01 biennium; however, over the ten-year grant ;)eﬁod again assuming 25
teacher are certified each year, estimated costs for the program would be $112,500 GPR annually.
One could argue, however, that providing the grant for only two years would lessen the incentive
for teachers to seek cemﬁcatzon and for. cert;ﬁed teachers to remain in the state for longer than two
years. Thamfore, the goal of retaanmg hxghiy quahﬁed teachers could be Jeopardzzcd and the

8. Alternatively, the Committee could consider providing lower grant amounts for the
nine years following the year of certification. This would provide teachers with an incentive to
become certified and remain. empkoyed as a teacher in the state for a ionger period of time, but at a
lower cost. Under this alternative, grants could be $2,000 in the first year and $1, 000 for the next
nine years. . Bascd on 25 teachers receiving ccrtlﬁcat;on ‘annually, it is estimated that costs would
increase from $50,000 in 1999-00 to $275,000 in 2008-09. The table below shows the estimated
amounts that would have to be appropnated using lower grant amounts for the second through tenth
year of the grant program, assuming 25 teachers would be certified each year durmg the next
biennium.
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Grant Amount 1969-00 2000-01

Years 2-10 ' Appropriation Appropriation
$500 $50,000 $62,500
1000 50000 75,000
1,500 50,000 87,500
2,000 ' 50,000 106,000
9..'. | The bﬂl as drafted would }eave severai aspects of the pmgram unclear.  The

langﬁage in the bill ‘provides that DPI wouki be requized to award the initial grant in the school year
in which the person was certified. . Under this provision, it is not clear whether or not teachers that
received NBPTS certification while residing in another state would be eligible for this program if

- they. subsequently became- residents of Wisconsin and met the other critéria of -the program: (a)

received a teaching: license issued by the State Supenntendent or ‘became employed in. private
schoo} and (b) were employed as a teacher in the state. In addition, it appears that under the same.
- -provision that the two current Wisconsin NBPTS. certified teachers would not be eligible for the
grant program. The Committee may wish to clarify whether such individuals would be eligible for
the program. '

ALTERNATIVES

: 1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to: (a) provide $50,000 GPR in 1999-00
- and $112,500 GPR in 2000-01 and make permanent the national teacher certification incentive

‘program; (b) increase the number of years an eligible teacher could rece;ve 2$2,500 grant under the-
program by eight years; and (c) require DPI to pay the first year grant in the school year in which

the teacher is certified. _

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by eliminating the provision that increases -
the number of years an eligible teacher could receive a $2,500 gram from one year to nine
consecutive years. Under this alternative, a certified teacher would recezve a grant for two years -
rather than ten years. G

3. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by decreasing the grant amount for years
two through ten of the program as follows:

Grant Amount GPR Funding Change to Bill

~ Years 2-10 1999-00 2000-01
a, $500 $0 -$50,000
b. 1,000 0 -37,500.
c. 1,500 0 25,000
d 2,000 0 -12,500
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4. In _addi:ti_on' to the alternatives .1"_th:ough 3 approve”(.)z'_ae or more of the following
changes: ' o

a. Modify the provision that directs DPI to award the initial grant of $2,000 in the
school year in which the person is certified to instead direct DPI to award the initial grant of
$2,000 in the school year in which the person is certified, or if certified prior to the effective date
of the budget bill, in 1999-00.

b. Modify the pmvision that directs DPI to award the initial grant of $2,000 in the

" school year in which the person is cemﬁed o' instead dlrect DPI to award the initial grant of
$2,000 in'the schooi year ini which’ the person is certlfied or if certzﬁed while resuimg in another
state the first year the teacher meets the requxrements for a state grant

e, Speczfy that the initial grant amount Wouid be for the costs of obtammg cemﬁcatlon
not supperted by other fundmg sources : ST SRR

= 5.._; Mamtam current law Reduce fundmg in the bill to. reﬂec:t only those teachers itis .
; estzmated would be eligible under:current law fora grant in 1999-00 and 2000-01.

A!temativ_e 4] GPR
1989-01 FUNDING (Change o Bill - $50,000
T TR R mog_~t o+l

. ‘Prepared by: Tricia Collins | BURKE N A
DECKER N A
7. JAUCH N A

MOORE N A »
SHIBILSKI N A
PLACHE N A
COWLES Yo N A
PANZER “¥E N A
GARD N A
PORTEH N A
KAUFERT N A
ALBERS N A
DUFE N A
WARD N A
HUBER N A
RILEY N A
AYE| 2 NO_ | ABS /.
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Gov Agency: Department of Public Instruction - High School
Graduation Test

Recommendations:

Paper No.: 791 Alternative(s): Al, B2, C2, D2 and E1 (Grobschmidt &
WEAC picks) Although rumor has it there may be a super motion offered that
will have Grobschmidt’s approval)

Comments: Just following Grobschmidt’s lead here

Prepared by: Cindy




Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 « Madison, W1 53703 = (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-687_3 _

May-'ZO;_ 1999~ - | “Joint Commitiee on Fi_nanée B Péiper #791

ngh School Graduatmn Test (I)PI -- Assessments and L;censmg)

[LFB 1999—01 Budget Summary Pacre SO{) #1]

o _CURREN’I‘ LAW

Beﬂmmng in 2000-01, e&ch school dzstnct that operates a hzgh school is reqmrcd to
administer the high school graduatlon test adopted by the board at least twice each school year.
The school board is required to determine in which high school grades the exam would be
administered each year. In addition, a board must excuse a pupil’ from the high ischool
graduanon exam up(m the request of a parent or gnardzan

. standards 1ssued by the Governor s Executive. Order: 326 datad January 13, 1998, thc board could

...adopt, the high school graduation exam developed by the Bepartmcnt of Public Instructzon (DPI).
Ifa school boa:d develops and adopts 1ts own. hlgh schcaal oraduaucn exam; it 1s reqmred to
' m)tlfy DPI s o : .

i Begmmng on Scptember 1 2092 a sch001 bmard cannot grant a hzgh scheol diploma to
any pupil unless the pupil has passed. the thigh. school graduation exam. _School -boards are
required:to provide pupils with at least four opportunities in the high school grades to take the
-exam: A pupil may be excused from the hlgh school. graduai:wn exam upon the request of a
_parent-or- guardian. School boards are required. to establish alternative criteria- upon which to
.determine quahﬁcatwns for high school graduation if a pupil has been excused: from the high
school graduation exam. In order to graduate from high school, a pupil 'who was excused from
the examination must satzsfy the alternat:ve criteria.

i in thﬁ 199’7~99 bie:nmum $1 350 OI}G GPR ($SGD G(){} i 1997 98 and $850,000.in 1998-
99) is budgetﬂd for DPI’s deve}opment of the hi gh schoai graduatzon test.
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GOVERNOR

Provide $3,597,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $6,600,000 GPR in 2000-01 and 6.0 positions
(4.0 two-year project and 2.0 permanent positions) beginning in 1999-00 for the development of
a high school graduation test (HSGT). The test would be deszgned to measure whether pupils
meet the academic standards for mathematics, science, social studies and English language arts
issued as Executive Order 326, which would be referenced speczﬁcaliy under the bill.

Require, begmnmg in the 2001-02 school year, that the HSGT would be administered at
least twice each school year only to pupils enrolled in the 11™ and 12" grades.  Eliminate the
current law provision that allows a pupti to be excused from taking the HSGT upon request of
his or her parent or guardian:

-Require charter schools established by school boards to administer the HSGT to pupils
enrolled in the school. “Allow charter schools associated with the City of Milwaukee, UWM or
the MATC to develop or adopt their own HSGT. Specify that current law and bill provisions
relating to the HSGT would apply to these Milwaukee charter schools, including provisions
relating to: (a) the granting of a high school diploma; (b) administration of the test to children
with disabilities and limited-English speaking (LES) pupils; and (¢) development and use of
alternative criteria of those disabled or LES pupils excused from taking the test.

- DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Current law, as created under 1997 Act 27 (the 1997-99 budget), requires DPI to
develop a high school graduatmn test that school dzstncts “may use if they have adopted the pupﬂ
-academic standards 1ssucd as Executive . Order 326." In:addition, .current law’ requires that high
~school-pupils may not receive a high school-diploma unless the pupil has'passed the graduation test

‘administered by DPI or the test-adopted by the school: board or, if’ excused from the cxammation
satisfied alternative criteria develﬂped by the school boaré A -- L

2. The Department requested $3,683, 800 GPR in 1999-00 and $6, 703 90(} GPR in
2000-01 and-7.0 GPR positions (4.0 project and 3 0_:pcrmanent positions) beginning in 1999-00 for
- the-development of 2 HSGT. The Governor’s bill provides $3,597,000 in 1999:-00"and $6,600,000
~ in 2000-01-and 6:0 positions (4.0 project and 2.0 permanent positions) beginning in 1999-00 for the

* development ‘of ‘the test: “The difference in the requested and recommended funding $86,800 in
1999-00 and $103,900 in-2000-01 reflects the deletion of 1.0 permanent position ($46,800 in 1999-
- 00-and $53.900 in 1999~{)G) and a reducuon in suppiies and services fundmg {54{3 000 }999 00

- and-$50,000 in 2000-01)..

3. The major costs of test deveiopment in the next bienniarn inciude (a) customized
“test development ($1,994,000); (b) field testing ($2,000,000); (¢} advisory committees ($300,000);
(d) public information materidls ($300,000); (e):4.0" ediication consultant ‘project positions and
associated supplies and equipment ($488.,400); (f) 1.0 permanent education program specialist and
associated supplies and equipment ($100,700); (g) 1.0 permanent program assistant and associated
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supplies and equipment ($63,800); (h) test administration in 2000-01.($5.200,000); (i) standard
setting ($1 000 OOO) (]) test secunty ($7:> OOG) and (lc) ca}culamﬁ ($375 OOO)

4. Indawduais tesufymg before the: Jomt Commlttee on Fmance and other legislative
committees have expressed .concerns relating.to the current law mgh school testmg reqmrements
and the Gevemer $ recommendations related to the issue.. - SRR

_ A Proponents {)f the HSGT havs contended that in s)rder for. Wlsconsm to -Temain
_C()mpeuuve in the 21% century, Wisconsin high school graduates must be:able to demonstrate their
-knowledge .and skills based on high sta.ndards across. core acadexmc -subjects. - A-high school
graduation exam would establish that a W:scenszn hwh school diploma would ensure a high quaht}
_graduate that 1s prepared for higher educatzon a competmve _}Ob market or commumty service. .

6 Opponents ofa hlgh school exanunauon reqmrement argue that such. an exam would_-
be expensave to develop and would' prov:de little specific. information about the skills.or knowledce
~.of a high school graduate in Wisconsin. Furﬂaer; they contend that. such a high-stakes examination
.Imay encourage marginal pupils to drop. out of high. sch()ol rather than faﬂ an examination and be
denied a I’ngh school dlploma_ in acidmon _opponents argue that thc demszon to award a hjgh school
_ dxpioma should not be focused on one type of performance. measure, but rather. include a broad
array of pupil performance indicators, such -as. grade . point . -average, general - test. scores,
extracurricular activities and behavioral indicators.

7 Ofﬁ(:lais frem DPI have testiﬁad that whlle they behevc that all studems should be
expected to meet; at a. rcasonabie Ievei appropmate academic standards as a precondmon of grade
advancement. and gradnauon a detemunatmn of. whemer or not.a student meets. the standa:fds
cannot and sheuld not, be 'based so}ely on the results of one 1est A Hn .

8. If Cormmitee members agree that the results of a smgle test should not ak)ne
-.preclude a pupil from graduating, members could require. school districts to consider other factors in
determining whethﬂr a pupil would graduate from high school.- One. -option, as proposed under 1999
 SB 98, wouid be to require schaol boarcis begmmng in the 2002-03 scheol ‘year.1to adopf. awritten
policy. spemfymg the criteria for grantmg a high schooI dzpioma that are in addition to current Jaw
requirements relating to number of credits or. altemauvc education. - These criteria could be required
to include: (a) the pupil’s score on the HSGT examination; (b) the pupil’s academic performance; (¢)
- the recommendations of teachers; and (d)-any-other criteria specified by the school board. The
- Committee could specify that beginning on-September 1, 2002, a school board would be.prohibited
. from granting a high school dipioma to a pu;:aﬂ unless the: pupﬂ samsﬁcs the criteria speqﬁed in: the
school- beaxds pohcy : : SR . o

9. Altemanvely, zf Comnuttee members w1sh to attach more 51gmﬁcance to the results
of the test, in addition to requiring consideration of the results in determining graduation, members
-~ could consider-a-diploma endorsement option: -Under this option, students that complete existing
high school graduation requirements but: do not pass the exam would receive an unendorsed
diploma, while students. that pass the state HSGT test would receive a diploma with a state
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endorsement, which would indicate passage of the HSGT.

10.  The Department mdma{es that the state developmem and administration costs for a
HSGT required under current law would be unchanged under the above alternatives. DPI officials
note that whether test results are the sole determinant, or one of several factors considered in
deciding whether a student receives something of value, such as a diploma, or when the test results
may influence future opportunities, the test must be able to withstand a number of legal critenia.
Staff from DPI report that based on case law associated with high school graduation tests there are
" six generally accepted requirements for a high stakes test: (@) ‘adequate notice, usually four years, of
content and consequences of any high stakes test; (b) opportunity for students to learn the content;
(c) reliable, valid and'comparable test; (d) sufficient opportunities to take the test; () free from bias;
and (f) opportunity for remediation for those failing parts of the test before taking it again. Costs
incurred in meeting most of these requirements were the basis for DPI's budget request. The budget
does not mclude func:imor :for remedxation services for p&pﬂs who do not pass paz'ts of the test

Tl It appears’ therefore, “that modzfymg the nature of the HSGT will not affect the
development or administration costs of ‘the test. ' As noted by DPI the state must ensure a high
quality test is developed with' input from a variety of stakeholders and that the exam assesses the
standards.” In addition; the state must ensure that the passmcr scores are defenmble and that proper

“administration and scoring procedures are used. :

12. I members of the Committee are concerned about the high GPR costs of developing
such a test, two alternatives could be considered. First, the Committee could choose to assess fewer
subject areas in the HSGT. Currently, DPI is developing a test that will cover four subject areas: (a)
English. langnage arts;"(b) mathematics; (c) science; and (d) social- studies.’ Whﬂe certain costs will
remain regardless of the number. of content areas’ assessed testmg fewer areas would result in a
reducnon of the overaﬁ costs of the test

13 Officials from DPI report that 23 states have a graduatlon test with varying diploma
* provisions. " Of those 23 states, eleven state test four skills: langaage arts, math, science and social
studies; two states test three skills: language arts, math and science; and ten'states test only language
arts and mathskills. However; the current state tests in'' Wisconsin are broad-based; a decision to
restnct the scope-of the HSGT would represent a szgmﬁcant departure from current pohcy

- 14.- If the Committee decided to assess, for example, only:the subject areas of math and
language arts, the costs of developing and administering such an-exam as estimated by DPI and
excluding items “not ‘approved by the Governor would ‘be $2,382,000 GPR in-1999-00 and
$4,282,200 GPR, less base level funding of $850,000 GPR annually. This would result in a
reduction of costs of $2 065 000 GPR in 1999 O() and $3 167, 800 GPR in 2000~01 and 2.0 project
pesztwns

15, 'While testing fewer subject areas will result in“a ‘cost savings 1o the state, the
objective of determining whether Wisconsin high school- graduates are able to' demonstrate their
knowledge and skills based on high standards across-all core academic subjects will not be
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achieved. Arguably, if the goal of the pupil academic standards and high school graduation exarm is
to ensure a high level of achievement and establish that a high school diploma is a valuable
indicator of graduate skills and knowledge, all of the acadermc standards shouid be assessed

_ }6. Howevcr if the Comrmttee would decide . that fewer than the four subject areas

- should be assessed, the state could include additional subject areas. in.the exam at a-later time.

While adding subjects later may increase the overall cost of the HSGT because of additional fixed

costs, it would provide the Legislature with some time to assess the impact of the HSGT on student

. achievement and school accountability in certain areas. Based on those resuks the state could then
- decide if additional subject areas should be assessed. - v

17 Altemanvely, thc Comnnttee may wxsh m consxdsr whether a state HSGT sheu}d be
develcpeci at all. .Under current law, DPI administers the 10™ grade knowledge - and .concepts
- ‘exarmination. to_measure student achievement. Provisions: under the federal Improving America’s
- Schools Act (IASA),: require states to adrmmster a.state assessment during the high. school grades
that. will describe by three proﬁcxency levels, advanced, proficient and: partially proficient,. the
- progress of pupils. . The- HSGT; however, will not measure pupils by’ proﬁcwncy levels, but. rather
. will indicate whether the pupil has a passing score on the test.- Therefore, it appears that at this time,
. administration of 10" grade :test should continue in order to comply with federal law.. The
. Committee could consider just.administering the IOm -grade examination, rather-than developing
another test to assess high school students. However, the 10" grade test alone, will.not examine
Whether the student has mastered lld’ and 12 grade acadermc standards

. 18 A port:on of the fundmg provxded under bzil wouid be for one-time costs If the
- Commlttee would approve the Govcmor s recommendation, it could specify that $1,713, 0(){) GPRin

2000-01 would be one-time fundmg Altematzvely, if the Comimittee would decide to assessonly -

languagc arts and mathematics; the Committee could provxde one-time funding of $1,228,500 GPR
in 2000-01.

19.  Under the Governor’s bill, the ‘parental opt-out provision for the HSGT ‘would be
eliminated. The bill would provide that a school ‘board may determine not to administer an
examination to a pupil enrolled in a special education program of a hrmted—ﬁnghsh speakmg pupil,
and a school board may modify the format and aénnmstrauon of an exannnatmn for these pupils or
permit a pupil to be exanuned in hxs or her nauve 3anguage '

20.- - The Legislature, in the 1997-99 budget bill,"included a provision requiring ‘school
boards to excuse a pupil from completing the HSGT upon request of the pupil’s parent or guardian.
In addition, the provision required school boards to establish alternate criteria upon which to
* determine quahﬁcatxon for high school graduatwn ifa pupﬂ has been excused from the exam. The
Finance Committee, during its 1997-99 deliberations on this issue. noted that a similar provision
was included under the current law, for the 4‘}‘ g™ and 10‘h grade examns for parents who may have
medical, personal or religious reasons for ‘not requmng their chsidran to take a standardlzed
exanunauon
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21.. . One could argue that if the intent of a HSGT is to ensure all students are meeting a
certain achlevement levels prior to high school graduation, then the opt-out provision should be
removed. However, by eliminating the opt-out provision, the current flexibility of parents to take
into account their chiid’s unique circumstances in determining whether the child should take the
exam would be eliminated. 'As expresséd in testimony before the legislative Committees, such
flexibility becomes espec;aﬁy 1mpor€ant when the test ‘could be the sole reason why a child does not
receive adipiﬁma C - :

- 22. - Further, 1f the goal of the pup;l acadernic standards and hzgh school graduation exam
is to ensure a high level of achievement across the state of Wisconsin and to establish that a high
school diploma is a valuable indicator of graduate skiils and knowledge, it may be beneficial to
require the same high school graduation exam statewide in order to provide a standard measurement
of pupil knowledge. This might benefit institutions ‘of higher education and potential employers
when comparing high- school graduates from varying regions of the state. Further, this would allow
for comparison of student performance tesults among’ school- districts and ‘schools for ‘statewide
accoumabﬁlty purposes; which would not be possible if districts are allowed to adopt and develop
- their own’ “HSGT. The Cormmittee may wish to require school districts to adopt ‘the highschool

“exarnination that would be developed by-DPI based ‘on the academic standards ‘issued by the
‘Governor, rather than develop a district-specific examination. Under this alternative, local school
* districts would lose the ability to develep and adopt their own tests based on locaﬁy deveioped and
adopted academic standards '

23.  The Govemors bﬂl specxﬁes that all current law provisions related to the HSGT
would- apply to charter schools established by school boards. “Under current law, only charter
schools established: by the: Cﬂy of Milwaukee, UWM:or MATC ‘are required to administer the
':HSGT In: addmon, the bills specifies that current law and bill provisions reiatmg to'the grantinga™
" high school diploma based on the results of the HSGT would apply to all charter schools.

ALTERNATIVES
A‘ F undmg for the HSGT

| 1. Approve the Govemor S recommendations reiated io the high school graduation
examination and provide $3,597,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $6,600,000 GPR in 2000-01 and 6.0 GPR
- positions (4.0 prolect and 2.0 permanent positions) begmmng in 1999-00 for the developmcnt of the
fest.

2. In addatmn to altcmatzve 1, specxfy that $1 713, 000 GPR in 2(}09 01 would be one-
time fundmc and $4 887, OGO GPR in 2000- 01 would be on-going.

N Modxfy the G‘ovem{}rs recommendanons reiaied o the high school graduation
examination by deleting $2,065.000 GPR in 1999-00 and $3,167,800 GPR in 2000-01 and 2.0 GPR
project positions and requiring DPI to develop and administer a HGST that only assesses the
English/language art and mathematics subject areas of the Wisconsin model academic standards.
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Alternative A3 i GPR-

1999-01 FUNDING {Change to Bill) _ - 55,232,800
2000-01 POSITIONS {Change 1o Bill) ' -« 2.00

4. In addﬁzon to aitem&uve 3 specify that $1,228,500 GPR in ) 2000-01 would be one-
time funding and $2,203,700 GPR in 2000-01 would be on-going.

5. Delete $3,597,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $6,600,000 GPR. in 2000-01 and 6.0 GPR
positions as well as the related current law requirement for DPI to develop a hwh school graduation
test. Delete the current law requirement relating to school district administration of a high school
graduation test as well as the requirement that a school board cannot grant a high school diploma to
any pupil unless the pupil has passed the high school graduation test.

- Alterpative A5 - e GPR -
1998-01 FUNDING (Chiange to Bill) ~ - $10,197,000
2000-01 POSITIONS {Change to Bil) 600

" B.  Useof the HSGT

IR Approve the Governor’s recommendation to require, beginning in the 2001-02
school year, that thc HSGT would be administered at least twice each school year only to pupils
enrolled in the 11" and 12" grades. Further, approve the Governor’s recommendation to maintain
current law that prohibits a school board from granting a high school diploma to any pupil unless
the pupil has passed a high school graduation exam, beginning on September 1, 2002,

2. Modlfy the Governor’s recommendations by requiring s&méi boards, beginnihg in

the 2002-03 school year, to adopt a written policy specifying the criteria for granting a high school
diploma that are in addition to current law requirements relating to number of credits or alternative
education. These criteria would be required to include: (a) the pupil’s score on the HSGT; (b) the
pupil’s academic performance; (c) the recommendations of teachers; and (d) any other criteria
specified by the school board. Provide that beginning on September 1, 2002, a school board would
be prohibited from granting a high school diploma to a pupil unless the pupil satisfies the criteria
specified in the school board’s policy.

3. In addition to alternative 2, modify the Governor’s recommendation by requiring a
state endorsement on the diploma of a student that passes the HSGT.

C.  Parental Opt-out Provision

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to eliminate the parental opt-out provision
for the high school graduation test.

2. Maintain current law, which allows a pupil to be excused from the high school
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graduation test upon request of a parent or guardian.

D. School District Opt-Out

L. Modify current law to require all school districts to adopt the state HSGT that would

be developed by DPI based on the acadermc staadards issued by the Governor as Executive Order
326.

_ 2. Maintain current law and '3',1_10@ school districts to develop and adopt their own
HSGT. o : :

E. Milwaukee Area Charter Schools

1. Approve the Govemers recommendanon to reqmre charter schools established by
school boards and Milwaukee area charter schools to be subject to: the same HSGT adnnmstrat;on
and grant of diploma provisions as school boards.

2. Maintain current law. Under this alternative, only charter schools established by the
City of Milwaukee, MATC or UWM would be required to administer the HSGT. In addition, the

provisions relating to awa:dmg a hlgh schooI dxploma would not spemﬁcally apply to charter
schoois
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
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H:gh Schoal Graduatlon Test: (DPI - Assessments and anensmg)

" [EEB 1999-01-Budget Summm’y Page 500, #i}

'CURRENT LAW

Begmnmg in 2{)00~01 each school dlStl’iCt ihat operates a hxgh schooi is requ;red to
administer the high school graduation test adopted by the board at least twice each school year.
The school board is required to determine in which high school grades the exam would be
administered each year. In addition, a board must excuse a pupﬂ from the h1gh school
graduation exam upon the request of a parent or guardian.’ :

- A school board must adept a hlgh school graduanon exam that. measures whether pupﬁs -

. :'meet pupll academic standards: adepted by the school board. If the ‘board adopts the statewide

*standards issued by the Governor’s Executive Order 326, dated January 13, 1998, the board could
adapt the high school graduatmn exam deveioped by th& Department of Public Instruction (DPI).
If 'a school board develops. and adopts ﬁs own h]gh schooi graduatxon cxam 1t is reqmred to
notify DPI. : : - ‘

Begmmng on September 1, 2002 a schs::soi ‘board ‘cannot’ grant a hlgh schoel diploma to -
_any pupﬂ unless the pupil has passed the hxgh school graduauon exam.  School boards are
requlreci to provzde ‘pupils with at least four opportunities in the h1gh school grades to take the
‘exam. A pupil may be excused fmm the high ‘school graduatmn exam upon the’ request of a
: pa.rent or ‘guardian. School boards are tequired to establish alternative criteria upon which to
~ determine” quahficatzons for high school graduat;on ifa pupﬁ has been excused from the high
" school graduation exam. In order to graduate from high school, a pupﬂ who was excused from
the examination must satisfy the alternative criteria. e

N in the 1997-99° biennium, $1,350,060 (}PR {$500,000 in 1997-98 and $85€} OGO in E998—
99) is budgeted for EPI s develepment of the hi gh schooi graduatmn test o
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GOVERNOR

Provide $3,597,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $6,600,000 GPR in 2000-01 and 6.0 positions
(4.0 two-year project and 2.0 permanent positions) beginning in 1999-00 for the development of
a high school graduation test (HSGT). The test would be designed to measure whether pupils
meet the academic standards for mathematics; science, social studies and English Tanguage arts
issued as Executive Order 326, which would be referenced specifically under the bill.

‘Require; beginning in the:2001:02 school year, that'the HSGT would be-administered at
least twice each school year only to pupils enrolled in the 11™ and 12" grades. Eliminate the
current law provision that allows a pupil to be excused: from taking the HSGT upon request of
his or her parent or guardian.

Require charter schools established by school boards to administer the HSGT to pupils. -
enrolled in'the school. "Allow charter schools associated with the City of Milwaukee, UWM or
the MATC to develop or adopt their own HSGT. Specify that current law and bill provisions
relating to ‘the HSGT would apply to these Milwaukee charter schools, including: provisions
relating to: (a) the granting of a high school diploma; (b) administration of the test to children
with:disabilities ‘and’ limited-English speaking (LES) pupils; and (c)'development and use of
- altematzve crrtema Of those dlsabled or LES pupﬂs excased from: takmg the test, ¢ e

:blscﬁssxdx P()INTé |

. Current law, as created under 1997 Act 27 (the 1997-99 ‘budget), requires DPI to -

'deveiop a hxgh &chocsl graduatlon test that schoal chsmcts may use it they have ad{)pted the pupil

._acadennc staneiards zssueé as’ Executlve Order 326 1n add;tmn cm"rcnt law- reqmres that hlgh
school pupils may. noi receive a high school dipioma unless the pupﬁ has passed the graduatzon test

. administered by DPI or the test. adopted by the. school board or, 1f excuscd from. the cxammat:on
satisfied alternative cntena developed by the school board. . : E

2. . The Department requested $3, 683, 800 GPR in 1999-00. and $6,703,900 GPR in
_2000-{}1 and 7 0 GPR positions (4.0 project and 3.0 permanem: posmons) bégmnmg in 1999-00 for
the development of a HSGT. _The Governor’s bill provides $3,597,000 in 1999-00 and $6, 600 000
in 2000-01 and 6.0 positions. 4.0  project and 2. 0 permanent posﬁzons) begmmng in 1999- G(} for the
development of the. test.. The. difference in.the requested and recommended. fundmg $86 S{}G in
1999-00 and: $103 900 in 2(}00~{}i reﬂec:ts Lhe deletion of 1.0 permanent posmon ($46 SOG in 1999-
00 and 853, 900 in. }999-{)9) and a rcducuon in supphes and services ﬁmdmg {$4O m m 1999 00
and $50,000 in 2000-01). _

: 3. - The major costs of test development in the next biennium. include: (2) customized
test deveiopment ($1,994, QG{}) (b} field testing (52, 000 ,000); (c) adwsary comttees ($300 00);
(d) public information materials ($300,000); (¢) 4.0 education consultant project positions and
associated supplies and equipment ($488.400); (f) 1.0 permanent education program specialist and
associated supplies and equipment ($100,700); (g) 1.0 permanent program assistant and associated
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supplies and equipment ($63,800); (h) test administration in 2000-01 ($5,200,000): (i) standard
setting ($l,_000_,000)_; () test security ($75,0_00); and (k) calculators ($375,000).

4. Inci1v1duais tesnfymg before the Joint Committee on Finance and other Iegislatwe
committees have expr&ssed concerns relating to the current law high school testing reqmrements
and the Govemor S recommendations related to the issue.

5. Proponents of the HSGT have contended that in -order ‘for ‘Wisconsin to remain
* comipetitive in the' 21™ century, Wisconsin highschool graduatés must be able to demonstrate their
knowledge ‘and skills based on high- standards ‘across core academic subjects.” A- high'school
graduation exam would establish that a Wisconsin high school diploma would ensure a high‘quality
graduate that is prepared for hxgher educatzon a competltxve job market or cornmumty service.

-.6. P Opponents 0f ahigh school examination requaremem argue that such-an.exam: would
be expensive to develop and would provide little specific information about the skills or knowledge
of a‘high-school graduate in Wisconsin. - Further, they contenid:that such ahigh-stakes examination
may encourage farginal pupzls to drop out-of high school, ‘rather-than fail an examination and be
denied a high school diploma. In addition, opponents argiie that the decision to award a high school
diploma should not be focused on one type of performance measure, but rather include a broad
array of pupil performance indicators, such as“grade point average, general' test scores,
' extracumcular actlvnaes and behavzoral mdlcators

7. Officials from DPI have testified that whﬂe they believe that-all students should be
__ expééted o meet, at 4 reasonable level, appropriate academic standards as a precondition of grade
* advancement ‘and graduation, a determination-of whether or not & smdem meets: the standards-_ _

L :'i5cannot and should not be based solely on the results of one test

8. If Committee members agree that the resuits of a smgle test should not aione
“preciude a pupil from graduating, members could require school districts to consider other factors in
* determining whether a pupil would graduate‘fromhigh school. One’option, as proposed under 1999
~ SB 98, would be to require school boards beginning in the 2002-03 school year'to adopt-a Wwritten
~ policy specifying the criteria for granting a high school diploma that are in addition'to current law
requirements relating to number of credits or alternative education. These criteria could be reéquired
to include: (a) the pupil’s score on the HSGT examination; (b) the pupil’s academic performance; (c)
~ the reconnnendaﬁons of teachers; and (d) any other criteria specified by the school board. The
Committee: could speczfy that begmnmg on September I, 2002, a school board would be prohibited
from grantmg a hlgh school d;gioma toa pupﬂ un}ess the pupil sansﬁes thf: crxtena Specxﬁed in the
schooi board S pohcy '

9. Alternatively, if Committee members wish to attach more significance to the results
_of the test, in addition to requiring consideration of the results in determining graduation, members
could consn:ier a dzpioma endorsement option. Under this option, students that complete existing
high ‘school graduation reqmrements ‘but do not pass the exam would receive an unendorsed
diploma, while students that pass the state HSGT test would receive a diploma with a state
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endorsement, which would indicate passage of the HSGT.

10.  The Department indicates that the state development and administration costs for a
HSGT required under current law would be unchanged under the above alternatives. DPI officials
note that whether test results are. the sole detcrrmnani or one of severai factors considered in
deciding whether a student receives somethmg of value such as.a éiploma, or when the test results
may influence future opportunities, the test must be able to withstand a number of legal criteria.
Staff from DPI report that based on case law associated with high school graduation tests there are
six generally accepted requirements for a high stakes test: (a) adequate notice, usually four years, of
content and consequences. of any high stakes test; ) opportamty for students to-learn the content;
(c) reliable, valid and comparable test; (d) sufficient opportunities to take the test; (e) free from bias;
and (f) opportunity.for remediation for those failing parts.of the test. before taking it again. Costs
incurred in meeting most of these requirements were the basis for DPI’s budget request. The budget
does not mclude furxdmg for remediatmn services for pupﬂs whe do not: pass paﬂs of the test.

11 It appears therefore, tha£ modifymg the nature of the HSGT wﬂi not affect the
-deveiopmem or adzmmstratzon costs of the test: As noted-by. DPi the state must. ensure a.high
- quality test is.developed: with input from a vzmety of stakeholders and that the exam assesses the

standards. In addition, the state. must ensure that the passing scores are defensible and that proper
administration and scoring procegdures are used. - o .

12, If members of the Committee are concerned about the hlghGPRccstsof developing
such a test, two alternatives could be considered. First, the Committee: could choose to assess fewer
-subject areas in the HSGT. Currently, DPLis devalopmg a test that will cover four subject areas: (a)

- ..~English language arts; {b) mathematxcs {c) science; and (d) social studies.. ‘While certain costs: will

' 'remam regardless’ of the number of content axeas asssssed testmg fewer areas wouid resuit in. a
reductaon of the overail costsof the test. : o : R

: -:1-.3-. : Ofﬁc:a.ls from DPI report that 23 states have a g:raduauan test wnh varying diploma
. provisions.. . Of those 23 states, eleven state test four skills:: Ianguage arts, math, science and social -
- studies; two states test three skills: language arts, math and science; and ten states test ‘only language -
..arts and math skills. -However, the current state tesis in Wlscensm are. broad hased a declswn to
. restrict.the scope cf the HSGT would re;}resent asi gmﬁcant departure from current policy. .

_ . % If the Comrmttee d&:ided te assess fer example m;y i;he subjcct areas of math and
1anguage aris ‘the costs of deveiopmg and adrmmstemng such an exam as estzmated by DPI and
excluding items. not appreved by the. Gevernor would be $2,382,000 GPR in 1999»{)0 and
$4,282,200 GPR, less base level funding of $850,000 GPR annually. 'I‘his wouid resuit ina
reduction of costs of $2 065,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $3,167,800 GPR in 2000-01 and 2.0 project
- positiens. s G A S o :

- _iS; Wm}e: testmg fewer subgect areas wzii resuit in a cost savmgs te i:he state, the
_ob}ectwe of determining whether Wisconsin high schooi graduatcs are abie to demonstrate their
~ knowledge and skills based on mgh standards 4cross aii core acadermc subjects will not be
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achieved. Arguably, if the goal of the pupil academic standards and high school graduation exam is
to ensure a high level of achievement and establish that a high school diploma is a valuable
indicator of graduate skills and knowledge, all of the academic standards should be assessed.

16. - However, if the Committee would decide that fewer than the four subject areas
should be assessed,-the state could include additional subject areas in‘the exam at a later time.
While adding subjects later may increase the overall cost of the HSGT because of additional fixed
costs, it would provide the Legislature with some time to assess the impact of the HSGT on student
achievement and school accountability in certain areas. Based on those results the state could then
decide 1f additionai sub;ect areas’ shouid be assessed '

17. Aitematlveiy, the Committﬁe may WlSh to conszder Whe{her a state HSGT shouid be
developed at all. . “Under current law, DPI -administers the 10™ -grade knowledge and concepts
- examination to measure student achievement. Provisions under the federal Improving America’s
“Scheols ‘Act (IASA), require states to administer a-state assessment during the high school grades
that: will- describe’ by ‘three proficiency levels, advanced, proficient and partially -proficient, the
progress of pupils. The HSGT, however, will not measure pupils by proficiency levels, but rather
will indicate whether the pupil has a passing score on the test. Therefore; it- appears that at this time,
administration of 10" grade  test should continue in order to comply - with federal-law. - The
Committee could consider just administering the 10% grade examination, rather than developing
another test-to assess high school students However, the 10" grade test aione, will not examine
= whether the student has mastered 11" and 12% grade academic standards. - R

W “18: A portion of the funding provided under bill would be for one-time costs. If the
4 Committee would approve the Governor’s recommendation, it could  specify that $1,713;,000 GPR in
__':_-;i§-§-2{}{}{}-01 wouid be one-time’ fundmg Aitematlveiy, if’ tha Commzttee would dec;cie to assess only:

language arts and mathematics, the Comnuttee could provade one-time’ ﬁmdmg of $1 228 500 GPR -
in 2000-01. S _ : st

19.  Under the Governor’s bill, the parental opt-out provision for the HSGT would be
eliminated. The bill would provide that a school board may determine not to-administer ‘an
examination to a pupil enrolled in a special education program or a hrmied -English speaking pupil,
and a school board may modify the format and administration of an ‘examination for these pupils or
pcrmzt a pupil to be examined in his or her native language.

20. ’I'he Legzsiature, in the 1997—99 budget bxli mciuded a provision reqmrmg school
" boards to excuse a pupil from completing the HSGT upon request of the pupil’s parent or guardxan
In addition, the provision required school boards to establish alternate criteria upon which to
determine qualification for high school graduation if a pupil has been excused from the exam. The
Finance Committee, during its 1997-99. deliberations on this issue, noied that a similar provision
was included under the current law, for the 4", 8™ and 10® grade exams for parents who may have
medical, personal or rehgmus reasons for not requiring their. children to take a standardized
-examination. : ¥
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21.  One could argue that if the intent of a HSGT is to ensure all s{udents are mee_t_iﬁg a
certain achievement levels prior to high school graduation, then: the opt-out provision should be
removed. However, by eliminating the opt-out provision, the current flexibility of parents to take
into account their child’s unique circumstances in. determining -whether the child should take the
exam would: be eliminated. As expressed: in testimony before the legislative. Committees, such
flexibility becomes especially important when'the test.could be the sole reason why a child does not
- receive a diploma. s i : -

22. Further, if the goal of the pupil acadﬁnﬁc_stand_érﬁs and high school g_radua_t-ign exarm
is to ensure a high level of achievement across the state of Wisconsin and to establish that a high
school diploma is:a valuable indicator of graduate skills-and knowledge, it may be beneficial to
.require the same high school graduation exam statewide in order to provide a standard measurement
of:pupil knowledge. This might benefit institutions of higher education and potential employers

- when:comparing high school graduates from varying regions of the state. Further, this would allow
for comparison’of - student performance. results among school .dis_tricts-:-and-_'schoo_l-s' for statewide
- accountability purposes, which. would not be possible: if districts are allowed to-adopt and develop
their. own HSGT.. . The Committee may wish.to require school districts to adopt the high school
examination that would be developed by DPI based: on the .academic standards issued by the
Governor, rather than develop a district-specific-examination, Under this alternative, local school
districts would lose the ability to develop and adopt their own tests based on locally. developed-and
adopted academic standards.: . L S T .

¢ 23, The Governor’s bill specifies that all current law provisions related to the HSGT
woilld ‘apply to-‘charter schools established by school boards... Under: current: law, -only. charter
-~ schools established by the City of Milwaukee, UWM or MATC are required to administer the
'HSGT. ‘In addition, the bills specifies that current law and bill provisions relating to the granting a
high school diploma based on the results of the HSGT would apply to all charter schools..

ALTERNATIVES
A, Fundingfor the HSGT

I. Approve the Governor’s recommendations related to the high ‘school graduation
examination and provide $3,597,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $6,600,000 GPR in 2000-01 and 6.0 GPR
positions (4.0 project and 2.0 permanent positions) beginning in 1999-00 for the development of the
st : S AT TR SIUORS) DR aad e

2.7 In addition to alternative 1, specify that $1,713,000 GPR in 2000-01 would be one-

time funding and $4,887,000 GPR in 2000-01 would be on-going. o

3 Modify the Governor’s recommendations related to the high school graduation
examination by deleting $2,065,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $3,167,800 GPR in 2000-01 and 2:0:GFR

project positions and requiring DPI to develop and administer a HGST that only assesses the
English/language art and mathematics subject areas of the Wisconsin model academic standards.
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Alternative A3 o GPR

1988-01 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - §5,232,800
2000-01 POSITIONS (Change to Bil) - - x ~2.00

4. In addition to alternative 3, specify that $1,228,500 GPR in 1 2000-01 would be one-
time funding and $2,203,700 GPR in 2000-01 would be on-going.

5. Delete $3,597,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $6,600,000 GPR in 2000-01 and 6.0 GPR
positions as'well‘as the related current law requirement for DPI to-develop a high ‘school graduation
test. Delete the current law requirement relating to school district administration of a high school
graduation test as well as the requirement that a school board cannot grant a high school diploma to
any pupil unless the pupil has passed the high school graduation test.

. | Alternative A5 - GPR
1999-01 FUNDING {Changetoam} _ -310197000 e
2000-01 POSITIONS (Change to Bal) sao _ .

'B.  Useofthe HSGT

1. Approve the Goveror’s recommendation to require, beginning in the 2001-02
school year, that Ehe HSGT would be administered at least twice each school year only to pupils
-enrolled in the 11™ and 12" grades. Further, approve the Governor’s recommendation to maintain
s current law that prohibits a school board from granting a high school diploma to any pupil unless
_-::z. the pupﬂ has passed ahi gh school graduation exam, beginning on September 1, 2002,

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendations by requiring school boards, beginning in
the 2002-03 school year, to adopt a written policy specifying the criteria for granting a high school
diploma that are in addition to current law requirements relating to number of credits or alternative
education. These criteria would be required to include: (a) the pupil’s score on the HSGT; (b) the
pupil’s academic performance; (c) the recommendations of teachers; and (d) any other criteria
specified by the school board. Provide that beginning on September 1, 2002, a school board would
be prohibited from granting a high school diploma to a pupil unless the pupil satisfies the criteria
specified in the school board’s policy.

3. In addition to alternative 2, modify the Governor’s recommendation by requiring a
state endorsement on the diploma of a student that passes the HSGT.

C. Parental Opt-out Provision

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to eliminate the parental opt-out provision
for the high school graduation test.

2. Maintain current law, which allows a pupil to be excused from the high school
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graduation test upon request of a parent or guardian.
D.  School District Opt-Out

. =1 Modify current law to require all.school districts to adopt the state HSGT that would
be deve}ope:d by DPI based on the acadennc standards issued by the Governor as Executive Order

326.
S 2 . Maintain. current mwaﬂdaliow school districts to develop and adopt their own
| E. Milwaukee Area Charter Schools
S g Approve the Govemers recommendanon to require charter schools established by
'sc:heel hcards and Milwaukee ‘area charter schools to be subject to the same HSGT administration

anci grant of diploma provisions as scheol boards

2 Maintain current law. Under this alternative, only charter schools established by the

City of Milwaukee, MATC or U‘WM would be required to administer the HSGT. In addition, the
provisions reiatmg to awarcllng a hxgh :_school dzpiema would not spemﬁca}ly apply to charter

- schools.
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Senator Shibilski

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

H;gh School Graduation Test
[Paper #791]
Motion:
Move to:
a. Approve the Governor's recommendation to provide $3,597,000 GPR in 1999-00 and
$6,600,000 GPR in 2000-01 and 6.0 GPR positions (4.0 project and 2.0 permanent positions)
beginning in 1999-00 for the development of the high school graduation test(HSGT).

b. Specity that $1,713,000 GPR in 2000-01 GPR would be one-time funding and $4.887,000
GPR in 2000-01 would be on-going.

c. Specify that beginning in the 2001-02 school year, the HSGT would be administered at least
twice each school year only to pupils enrolled in the 11" and 12% grades..

d.  Require school boards, beginning in the 2002-03 school year, to adopt a written policy

' specafymg the cnter;a for granting a high school diploma that are in addition to current law: -
requirements relating to the number of credits or alternative education. These criteria would
be required to include: (a) the pupil's score on the HSGT; (b) the pupil's academic
performance; (c) the recommendations of teachers; and (d) any other criteria specified by the
school board. Require a school board's criteria for graduation to apply to all students,
including students with disabilities and students with limited English-language proficiency.

e.  Provide that beginning on September 1, 2002, a school board would be prohibited from
granting a high school diploma to a pupil unless the pupil satisfies the criteria specified in the
school board's policy.

f. Require a state endorsement on the diploma of a pupil who scores at or above a required
score on the HSGT set by the State Superintendent.

g Require that the pupil's scores on the HSGT appear on their transcripts.
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Note:

This motion incorporates the following alternatives from LFB Paper #791: Al and A2, Bl
and B2. In addition, the motion would require: (a) a state endorsement on the diploma of a pupil
who scores at or above a required score on the HSGT set by the State Superintendent; (b) that the
pupils' scores on the HSGT appear on their transcripts; and (¢) a school board's criteria for

graduation to apply to all students, including students with disabilities and students with himited
English-language proficiency.
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Gov Agency: Department of Public Instruction - Knowledge and
Concepts Examinations

Recommendations:

Paper No.: 792 Alie_mative(s): Al, Bl and C2 (Grobschmidt & WEAC
picks)

Comments: Ag_cain, just fo!lowihg Grobschmidt’s lead here.

Prepared by: Cindy






