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May 29,2001 - Joint Committee on Finance ~~ -~ Paper#760

High School Graduation Test (DPI -- Assessments and Licensing)

{LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 548, #1]

CURRI&N’I‘ LAW

Under 1999 Act 9, by Septcmber I, 2002 school boards operatmc hagh schools nust
adopt a written policy for granting a high school diploma. The criteria must include: (a) the
pupil’s score on a high school graduation test (HSGT) adopted by the board; (b) the pupil’s
academic performa.nce and {(c) the recommendauons of teachers. These criteria-are in addition to
credﬁ reqmrements L - - ST

_ A schocl board must adcpt a hlgh school vraduatmn exam that measures whether pupﬂs- FE.
meet pupil academnic standards adopted by the board. If the board adopts the statewide standards
in mathematics; science, social studies and English language arts as issued and adopted. under-
executive order 326, .the board could adopt the HSGT developed by DPL I a school board
develops and adopts its own hlgh school graduatlon exarn, it is requzred to noufy DPL

Be:gmnmg in 2002 03 a high school chp}oma cannot be granted to any pupil unless the
pupil has satisfied the school board’s written criteria. The test may be administered only in
grades 11 and 12, and must be offered twice each year. In addition, a board. must excuse a pupil
from the exam upon the request of a parent or guardian. -

These provisions apply to charter schools operating high schools as well.
Act 9 also specifically provided 2.0 permanent positions beginning in 1999-00 and 4.0
two-year project positions beginning January 1, 2000, for DPI’s development and administration

of the HSGT The project positions are scheduled to expire at the end of December 2001.

In 2000~O§, $2.5 million is provided for administ?ation and d_evelopment of the HSGT.
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GOVERNOR

Provide $4,599,800 GPR in 2001-02 and $4,651,700 GPR in 2002-03 above a base level
of $2,500,000 GPR for development and administration of a high school graduation test. Of the
total, $24,000 in 2002-03 is attributable to allowing schools participating in the Milwaukee
parental choice program to administer the test to students attending school under the program.
Although the Governor’s proposal did not provide nonstatutory provisions to extend the project
positions for another two years, funding was provided for these positions, and DOA officials
indicate that it was the Governor’s intent to extend and fund these positions.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Under 1997 Act 27, DPI was required to design a state high school graduation test
that local school districts could use if they adopted the model academic standards of executive order
326. Act 27 provided that, starting September 1, 2002, a pupi]l would be required to pass either the
state HSGT or an alternative test adopted by the school board to be granted a high school diploma.
Act 9 changed the HSGT law to make a passing score on the test one criterion for graduation, rather
than a requirement. Act 9 also specified that the test could be administered only in grades 11 and 12,
and must be offered at least twace each yea.r Flnally, Act 9 applied the requ&rements to charter
‘ schecis : :

2. - The Department requested $4,623,800 GPR in 2001-02 and r$4,651,800 GPR in
2002-03 -above the base level of $2,500,000 -GPR, as-well as the extension of the 4.0 project
positions for another two years. The Govemor’s bill provides $4,599,800 GPR in 2001-02 and
$4,651,700 GPR in 2002-03. Although the Governor’s proposal did not include a specific
nonstatutory provision to extend the 4.0 positions, funding was provided for these pcsxtmns in each
year. DOA officials indicate that it was the Governor’s intent to extend these positions for another
two years. In addition, DPI requested $24,000 GPR in each year for the estimated cost of
administering the HSGT to MPCP puplls The Governor mciuded this funding only in 2902-03

3. Proponents of the HSGT have contended that in order for Wxsconsm to remain
competitive in the 21 century, Wisconsin high school graduates must be able to demenstrate their
knowledge and skills based on high standards across core academic subjects. A high school
graduation exam would establish that 2 Wisconsin high school diploma would énsure a high quality
graduate that is prepared for higher education, a competitive job market or community service.

4. Opponents of a high-stakes high school examination requirement argue that such an
exam is expensive to develop and would provide little specific information about the skills or
knowledge of a high school graduate in Wisconsin. Further, they contend that a high-stakes
examination may encourage marginal pupils to drop out of high school, rather than fail an
examination and be denied a high school diploma. In addition, opponents argue 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.
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5. Officials from:DPI have testified that while they believe that all students shouid be
expected to meet, at a reasondble level, appropriate academic standards as a precondition of grade
advancement and graduation, a determination of whether or not a student meets the standards
should not be bascd soleiy on the results of one test. : i :

6. The Comttee cauld con51der repealmg current statuiory provzszons tha{ aliow A
parent or guard_lan to excuse a-pupil from taking the HSGT, as DPI proposed inits agency budget
request. One could argue that if the intent of a HSGT is to ensure all students are meeting a certain
achievemnent level prior to high school graduation, then the parental opt-out provision should be
removed. 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. However, one could argue that the HSGT would be a standard measurement of pupil
achievement and provide information for comparing students and school districts. If lower-

- achieving pupils are permitted to opt out of the test, one could argue that the HSGT's results would
be skewed and thus a less accurate indicator of aggregate student achievernent in Wisconsin. The
test currently cannot be the sole reason why a child would not receive diploma, and students are
penmtted four oppoxtumues over two schoal years to pass the exam. The test is not "high stakcs
and therefore one ceuld argue that there 1s no 51gn1ﬁcant need for a parental opt -out provzsxon

7. Further,' if the goal of the pupil academic standards and high schooi graduanon 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 skills and knowledge, it may be beneficial to
require all students take the high school graduation exam “if “order to provide an accurate
measurement of pupil knowledge. This might benefit institutions ‘of higher education and potential
employers when conSIdermg hlgh school graduates o

' '8' The C()mrmttee could a,lso consxder modlfymg current iaw to requu‘e a pupﬁ to paes '
the HSGT before the pupil could be ‘granted a diploma. One could argue that the expenditure of
nearly $14.3 million GPR over the biennium warrants an assurance that the test will be utilized to
the fullest extent possible. Elimination of the parental opt-out, as well as requiring pupils to pass the
exam in order to receive a diploma, would restore the exam’s original “"high stakes" nature.
Arguably, if it is a valid exam and measures student performance accurately and fairly, then pupils
should not be allowed to graduate until they can demonstrate their competence on the exam. One
could argue that it is unfair to require some pupils to pass the exam, while others are allowed to fail
the exam but -demonstrate -their competence through academic performance, teacher
recommendations, or other criteria set by school boards. If the exam is a valid measure worthy of
ongoing state investment, then arguably it should be applied evenly to all pupils. .

9. Alternatively, one could argue that it would be inappropriate for the exam to be
"high stakes.” Some have argued that some pupils cannot be expected to pass the HSGT, and
furthermore that for every pupil, it must be left to an individual parent’s discretion to determine
whether the exam is an appropriate measure of that pupil’s ability. If the exemption of certain
students and the parental opt-out are deemed necessary, then one could call into question the exam’s
value as an accurate indicator of aggregate student performance or for any individual pupil. If even
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after implementation -of the HSGT, alternate criteria must still be used for some pupils, one could
argue that-the HSGT would not be a prudent investment of state funds during a fiscally challenging
budget process. Traditionally it has been left to local schoolofficials to judge-a pupil’s-competence
for graduation, and that would still be the case under current:law, since the HSGT .would:be only
one factor among many that may be considered even for pupils who take the exam. While it may be
desirable 10! provide school officials the luxury of one ‘more measure by which to judge a pupil’s
performance; in-the context of a state budget with limited GPR ‘resources, the Committee could
consider whether this GPR' funding might be better invested in moré essential ‘state ‘functions.
Additionally, if school boards found ' a-HSGT to be a desirable criterion for graduation, individual
districts could develop their owr assessinients to be used in this capacity. “If the HSGT were to be
eliminated; $500,000- wouid be: needed m 2001—02 to buyvout the ‘contracts reiatmg 10 test
de»elopment P R : RN ! T ; i :

ALTERNATIVESTO BASE R

S Approve the Governers recomendamn to increase fundmLT for the HSGT by
$4, 599 800 in 2001-02 and $4,627,700 in 2002- 03 above a basc level of $2 500,000 GPR. The
second year funding amount reflects a reduction of $24,000 related to the deletion from the bill of
assessments -for the Milwaukee parental choice program.. Cianfy that the 4.0 HSGT project
positions would be extended until December 2003.. . : .

AiteraatlveT e et e GPROE

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) E .$9,22?,500 Fooa
[Chang@ to Bill . .=$24,000
2 Appmve provxsmns of Alternative } wzth onc or both of the foliowmg
mochﬁcanons
Tal ehm:mate the current parentai OP'{ out for the HSGT' '"or
S b 8 requixe pupils to pass the HSGT i in order '{qreceivé a'hzgh: school diploma. - o

©3. - Delete $6,599,800 GPR in 2001-02 and $7,151,700 GPR in 2002-03 and 6.0 GPR
positions as well as the related current law requirement that DPI develop and administer an HSGT
and that school board criteria for granting a diploma include a pupil’s score on a state HSGT.

Attematwe 3 G GPR

' _zem 3 FUND!NG_ (Change to Base)  -§4,500,000
: © [Change to Bl -§13,751,500]

2001@3 ?OSITFORS (Chafzge to Base) L g00
i {Changseto Bill . - - - 8007
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4, Take no action.

GPR

Alternative 4
80

1-03 FUNDING (Change to Base)
oo [Change to Biff - $8,251.500}

Prepared by: Layla Merrifield
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AGENCY: DPI - Assessments and Licensing

ISSUE: Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations and Reading
Comprehension Test (Paper 761)

ALTERNATIVE: support modification

SUMMARY:

Simple modification.

Watch for motions from Senators Moore and Decker that would expand
testing, requiring choice school students fo take the same fests that public -
schools offer.

BY: Bob






Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East M_&in, Suite 3(}1 * Madison, W1 53703 « (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 29, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #761

Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations and Reading
Comprehension Test (DPI -- Assessments and Licensing)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 549, #2 and #3]

CURRENT LAW

The Wisconsin knowledge and concepts examinations are currently administered in the

4&‘, 8‘“, and 10" grades in all public and charter schools in the state, to evaluate the level of

knowledge attained by pupils in the areas of mathematics. science, social studies, reading and
language arts/writing.

" - The Wisconsin reading comprehension test is administered to 3™ grade pupils in all

public and charter schools in order to identify marginal readers who may need remediation,

provide comparative performance data for schools; allow districts to evaluate their reading

programs, and provide data for meeting federal and state requirements regarding pupil
assessments.

GOVERNOR

Provide $40,500 GPR in 2002-03 attributable to allowing schools participating in the
Milwaukee parental choice program (MPCP) to administer these tests and examinations to
students attending school under the program.

MODIFICATION TO BASE
Delete $40,500 GPR in 2002-03 from pupil assessment as a change to the bill.

Explanation:  The section of the bill that required each school participating in
MPCP to provide notification whether it would administer the state’s pupil assessments was.
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[res—

removed from the bill to be introduced as separate legislation. Therefore, the fundmg
associated with this provmon should also be removed.

Modification ' GPR
2001-08 FUNDING (Change to Base) 30
{Change to Bilt . 540 500]

Prepared by: Layla Merrifield
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Representative Duff
Senator Darling

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION -- ASSESSMENTS AND LICENSING

Place Assessment Fanding in JCF Reserve

Motion:

Move to transfer $1,559,600 GPR in 2001-02 and $1.610,800 GPR in 2002-03 for the
Wisconsin knowledge and concepts exams and Wisconsin reading comprehension fest to the
Committee’s s. 20.865(4)(a) reserve appropriation. Require DPI to submit a plan annually for use of
federal monies for pupil assessment. If no federal monies for assessment become available, require
DPI to submit a request to the Committee under s. 13.10 of the statutes for release of the funds to
administer the assessments each year.

Note:

The motion would place funding for contract costs associated with the knowledge and
concepts exams and reading comprehension test in the Committee’s reserve, but allow DPI to retain
administrative funding, in order to ensure that the tests are administered each year.

[Change to Bill: -$3,170,400 GPR]
[Change to Base: -$2,570,400 GPR]

Motion #882
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11
12
13

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
Assessments and Licensing

Base Agency

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

Title

Modify Assessment Appropriations
4" and 8" Grade Pupil Assessment Modifications

LFB Summary Items for Introduction as Separate Legislation

Title
Milwaunkee Parental Choice Program Pupil Assessmen{

Access to Statewide Examinations
Exceptions to Teacher Licensing Education Requirements

Establish Different Levels of Teacher Licensure
Recognize Out-of-State Teacher Licenses
Teacher Background Checks and License Suspension

Waiver for Teacher Licenses Allowed

MO#
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AGENCY: DPI- School District Operations \(\ I~
ISSUE: Referenda Scheduling (Paper 745) _

DL
ALTERNATIVE: 3 {maintain current law) ' [a,\%
SUMMARY:

The chart on page 4, interestingly, undercuts the notion that districts gain
some advantage by manipulating referenda scheduling.

Let's have some local control here.






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

May 29,2001 Joint Committee on Fina_nce ' Paper #765

School District Referenda Scheduling (DPI -- School District Operations)

[L.FB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 557, #3]

CURRENT LAW

: Referendum to Exceed Revenue L:mzr In submttmg a resolution to exceed the school
district revenue limit to voters, a school board may call a special referendum, or a rf:ferendum at
the next succeeding spring primary or election or September primary or general election, if such
election is to be held not sooner.than 42 days after the filing of the resolution of the school board.

School District Borrowing. In submitting a resolution to the voters for the purpose of
“borrowing, the school board is required to direct the school district clerk to call a special election-
for the purpose of submitting the resolution to the electors for approval or rejection or to submit
the resolution at the next regularly scheduled pr;mary or election to be held not earlier than 45
days after the adoptzon of the resoiuﬁon :

Srate Trust Fund and Long-Term Loans. If any municipality, including a school district,
is not empowered by law to incur indebtedness for a particular purpose without first submitting
the question to its electors, the application for a state trust fund loan for that purpose would be
required to be approved and authorized by a majority vote of the electors at a special election.
The special election must be called, noticed and held in the manner provided for other special
elections. The notice must state the amount of the proposed loan and the purpose for which it
would be used. Every appiication for a long-term loan by a unified school district, the required
repayment of which exceeds ten years, must be approved by a majority vote of the electors of the
school district at a special election.

Milwaukee Public Schools. If the MPS School Board deems it necessary to exceed the
statutory 0.6 mill levy rate for purposes of a school construction fund, it may by a two-thirds
vote of the members-elect include a communication to the Common Council of the City of
Milwaukee as part of the budget transmitted to the Council. Upon receipt of the communication,
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the Council is required to cause the quest:on of exceeding the levy rate to be submrt d tm _the
voters of the City at the Septernber election or at a special election. '

If the MPS School Board deems it mecessary to construct buildings or addmons to
buildings, to remodel buildings or to purchase school sites or to provide funds for any such
purpose as a participant in an intergovernmental contract, it may by a two-thirds vote of the
members-elect send a communication to: the .Council requesting that the Council -submit a
question to the voters to issue school bonds. Upon the receipt of the communication, the Council
is required to cause the question of issuing such school bonds in the stated amount and for the
stated school purposes to be submiited to the voters at the next election held in the city, . -

GOVERNOR

Require that the following referenda and elections be held only at spring elections or
general elections or at a special elections held on the Tuesday after the first Monday in
November in an odd-numbered year, within the current law requirements for calling and noticing
such referenda or elections: (a) any referendum held by a school district to exceed the district’s
revenue limit; (b) any election held by a school district for borrowing, for the application for a
state trust fund loan and for certain joint contracts; and (c) any election held by MPS to exceed
the statutory 0.6 mill levy rate for purposes o’f a schooi constructmn fund or to 1ssue bonds for
.schooi constructlon or remodelmg ' :

* Provide that these’ modaﬁcatmns would flI‘St apply with respect to referenda cailed onor
after th@_ effect_l_vg giate of the bill.

DISCUSSION POINTS

I. Based on data collected by the Department of Fubhc Instmcnon (DPI) since the
imposition of school district revenue limits in 1993-94, school districts have offered a total of nearly
1,400 referenda. Of these referenda, 40.5% have been-subject to a vote at an-annual spring election
or a November general election date or the equivalent Tuesday in an odd-numbered: year,:20.9%
have been put to voters during a spring or September primary ¢lection or the equivalent Tuesday in
an odd-numbered vear and 38.6% have been offered during a special election on another date.
Table 1 provides a further breakdown of school district referenda vote scheduhng, mciudmg
referenda held through the 2001 sprmg general election. - - - : : G
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- TABLE1-

Number of School DlStZ‘ict Referenéa Offered

By T:mmg of Eie{:ﬁon Date
e : | Referenda Offered .
- Election Date : Number Percent
November General’ o 223 - 161
Spring Prirmary 141 10.1
September Primary S 150 10.8
Other Dates 336 386
Total 1,389 100.0%
2. “"Under the Governor's proposal, school districts could hold referenda two days. per-.-'

year, during the annual spring election, or the November general election in even-numbered years or
the Tuesday after the first Monday in November in odd-numbered years. Administration staff
indicate that the proposed limit on the number of days that school districts may hold a referendum
vote is intended to encourage higher voter turmout for such referenda, and as such will prov'ide a
more accurate representation of the will of Ehe voters in a school district on the question:being pesed. S
m the referendum. : :

; 3 Generally, the best guarantee for higher voter turnout is citizen inferest in 4an issie or-"-_-

‘race.. While there is no central data source through which to analyze voter turnout for local school
district referenda questions, voter turnout is normally highest during the November general election,
generally followed by spring election dates and September primary elections. Local voter turnout
figures likely vary significantly across the state, and cannot be predicted for special elections,

4. - Proponents of the proposal believe that some school districts may be scheduling
referenda during odd special election dates in an effort to suppress voter turnout and increase the
likelihood of passage of their building or revenue limit referendum. Proponents also feel that,
especially because of the enhanced financial benefits of a successful referendum due to both
revenue limits and, for some districts, increased state equalization aid funding, school districts may
have an increased incentive for scheduling referenda during a time when voter turnout is not at jts.

5. Opponents of the Governor’s proposal assert that school districts generally schedule
referenda during times when they feel they can attract the greatest local turnout and therefore,
support. Because voter turnout is dependent on voter interest in a race, local school district
questions may be able to garner significant voter turnout due to the importance of the referendum
for local school programs and property tax levels, regardless of the date of the vote.

Public Instruction -- School District Operations {Paper #765) Page 3



6. Table 2 provides an outline of referenda success rates by election date since the
imposition of revenue limits in 1993-94. The table shows the total number and funding amount of
referenda offered for spring and September primaries, spring regular elections, November general
elections or the equivalent Tuesdays in odd-numbered years-and all other dates, as well as approval
rates based on the number of referenda and total funding requested. School district referenda have
generally been approved at the highest rates when they have been before voters on the regular
spring or fall election dates.’ Referenda that have been offered on special election dates have the
next highest approval rates, followed by those that have been offered during a primary election.

TABLE 2
School District Referenda Approval Rates by Election Date
($ in Millions)
Spring Primary ~ Fall Primary  Spring General ~ Fall General Other Dates Total
Debt Referenda K SRS e
Number Proposed 114 107 214 172 406 1,013
Number Passed 53 55 130 115 222 575
Percent of Referenda Passed + 465% .7 - ~514% . . 609% 66.9% . 54T% 56.8%
Bonding Proposed . $9923 S80S S14862 §14757. 531646 §7.9269
Bonding Passed o 85098 $3450  $8039 88406 = 16060 T 84,1052
Percent of Bonding Passed ~ 514% ~  427%  SAI% 57.0% 0 508% 7 518%
Referenda 1o Exceed Revenue Limit - 770 e SEEREE RN S R HE L A e
Number Proposed 27 43 125 51 130 . .. 376
.~ Number Passed _ 11 16 60 20 57 164
-- : _Percent-c_fRe'ferg_nda Passed .40.'?% S .._377_2.% = : 480% 392% . 438% o 436%
Funding Proposed © $264 5229 se4 | sles 0 ss99 0 sionl
Funding Passed =~ Csit4 $6.6 §239 0 0 L $62 0 o 8266 0 8747
Percent of Funding Passed- - 43.1% Lo 28.6% . 38.4% 320%: . 445% - - 39.0%
7. - Based on this data, it appears that school district referenda are most likely to pass

during elections that traditionally have higher voter turnout. ~However, it is difficult to speculate
what the passage rate for all school district referenda would have been had they. been scheduled
during either the November general election or spring election, as proposed under the budget bill.
Because it appears that higher voter turnout is beneficial for the passage of school district referenda,
the overall approval rate may have been higher had all of the school district referenda been voted on
during spring regular or November general elections. However, because school districts may
currently schedule referenda during times when they believe they are most likely to pass, overall
passage rates may be Jower under the Governor’s proposal. ' s '

8. - Proponents of the Governor’s proposal argue that because the outcome of a local
school district referendum affects the amount of funding that is required to meet the state’s two-
thirds funding commitment, the state should be able to limit the dates upon which school districts
are allowed to offer a referendum to voters. School districts would still have the ability to reallocate
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resources within the revenue limits to respond to unanticipated situations, and districts may be
covered by insurance for emergencies. Additionally, because the cost of administering a
referendum vote is more expensive during a special election than during an active primary, spring or
general election, because school districts are not able to share the costs with another municipality,
referenda dates should be limited to times during which other elections are likely to occur.

9. Opponents assert that local school boards should maintain the authority to decide
when a school district referendum is proposed to voters and that the Governor’s proposal hinders the
tradition of local control of school district policies and finances. Limiting referenda dates could also
hinder a district’s ability to respond to certain emergency situations. In addition, opponents argue
that the imposition of revenue limits and the state’s commitment to fund two-thirds of partial school
revenues were predicated on the ability of local voters to increase local school revenues, if desired.
They believe that limiting the number of dates on which local citizens can vote on a school district
referendum diminishes both the state’s commitment to two-thirds funding and local control of
school district business.

10. Arguably, reducing the number of dates on which a school district may schedule a
referendum from virtually any day of the year to two dates per year may be too restrictive. In order
to provide school districts with more flexibility, the Committee may wish to extend the number of
dates that school districts could schedule a referendum to include the spring primary, held in most
election districts in each year, the September primary, held in even-numbered years, and the second
Tuesday in Septernber in odd-numbered years. Under this alternative, school districts would be
provided four dates per year upon which they could schedule referenda. These dates covered 61.4%
of all referenda scheduled since 1993-94.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

L. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to generally require that school district
referenda and elections be held only at spring elections, general elections or special elections held
on the Tuesday after the first Monday in November in an odd-numbered year.

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation to also permit school districts to schedule
referenda on the spring primary, the September primary and the second Tuesday in September in
odd-numbered years. '

3. Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Russ Kava
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Representative Gard

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION -- SCHOOL DISTRICT OPERATIONS

Remove School Start Date Opt-out

Motion:
Move to delete current law that allows a school board to commence the school term before

September 1 in any school year if it holds a public hearing on the issue and adopts a resolution to

that effect in that school year.

Note:

Under current law, begmnmg in 2000-01, no public school may commence the school term .

' untﬂ September 1, unless a school board hoids a public hearing on the issue and adopts a resolution
to that effect in that school year. School boards are not prohibited from holding athletic contests or
practices or from scheduling in-service days or workdays before September 1, or from holding

school year-round.

MO#
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PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

School District Operations

Bill Agency

LFB Summary Iems for Introduction as Separate Legislation

tem# Title

Expand Current MPS School Closing Authority Statewide

Expand Current MPS Private School Contractmg Authority Statewide
School Start Date

Layoff or Reassignment of Employees in Consolidated Schooi Districts
Low Performance Schools

Prohibit Waivers for School Performance Reports
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AGENCY: DPI- Adminisirative and other funding

ISSUE: National Teacher Cerfification (Paper 770} b
. .. W'_“\\
R \ P
ALTERNATIVE: Aband B1 * / Gﬁ wﬁf {9 /

SUMMARY:

These motions provide funding for grant awards for newly certified
teachers, and also residency requirements are waived, which apparently
helps a teacher living in lowa.

Wirch might have motion o add $500,000 to grants.

By: Bob . . .







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

May29,2001° ' Joint Committee on Finance - ~ Paper#770
Néiidﬁél"’l“eéchér:Certiﬁcati.éﬁlReésiiméte -
(DPI -~ Admlmstrat:ve aml Other Fund:ng)

[IFB 20{)1 -03: Budgct Summary Page 562, #4}

CLRRENT LAW

DPI is’ reqnzred to award a grant to any person who does all of the foilowmg (a) 15
certified by the National Board of Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS); (b)is licensed as.a
teacher by the State Superintendent or employed as a teacher in a private school; (¢) is a resident
of this state; (d) is emiployed as a teacher in this state. The grant must equal the costs of obtaining

certification, not to exceed $2;000, in the school year in which the person is'certified, or if nota . - -

‘resident at the time of certification, in the first school year in which the’ person ‘meets - the
requirements. In addition, the grant recipient receives $2,500°in each of the nine school years
following the school year in which he or she received the initial grant if the person does all of the
following: (a) maintains national certification; (b) maintains state license or employment in a
private school; (¢) remains a resident of this state; and (d) remains employcd as a teacher in this
state. In 2000-01 $85,000 GPR is provided for the program, which is paid from a sum sufficient
appropriation established for this purpose.

GOVERNOR

Provide $130,000 in 2001-02 and $255,000 in 2002-03 to fully fund awards for teachers
earning certification from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. Modify the
current grant program for national certification in the following manner: (a) delete the
requirement that a person be a resident of this state; and (b) clarify the language governing the
dispersal of subsequent annual $2.500 grants. A person would still have to satisfy the other
current requirements in order to receive an initial grant and subsequent grants.
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DISCUSSION POINTS -

1. Created in 1987, the NBPTS is an independent, nonprofit, nonpartisan organization
governed by a 63-member board of directors. The mission of the NBPTS is to: (a) establish rigorous
standards for what accomplished 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 educational reforms for the purpose of improving student learning in American schools.

2. Two Wisconsin teachers were certified by the NBPTS in 1998-99 and 10 in 1999-00.
For 2000-01, however, only nine teachers are continuing in the program, Also, 23 were newly
certified for 2000-01. While 50 téachers are in the certification program currently, DPI estimates
that only 25 to 30 will likely be ceitified for 2001-02 and that 50 more ‘teachers will be certified in
2002-03. It is estimated that the NBPTS will reimburse newly cerﬂﬁed teachcrs $700 each, makmg
the state’s payment $1,300 annually for newly certified teachers.

3. For 2001-02, -1t is estxmateci_ that DPI-WIH pay $2,500 to each of the 32 continuing
teachers and $1,300 to a projected 30 teachers gaining certification for that year, for a total of
$119,000 to fully fund awards in 2001-02. For 2002-03, assuming 50 teachers are newly certified, a
total of $220,000 would be necessary to fully fund awards for teachers earning national certification.

4, DPI's recent changes to teacher licensing rules include the acquisition of NBPTS
certification as a possible way to obtain certification at the master teacher level. DPI expects [hiS
fur{her Incentive to contmue 10 increase: the mlmber of apphcants for t}us grant Lo ks

o 5, ’I‘he Govemor recomm.cnds deleﬂng the raquirement that a person bf: a resmient of the

S state in order to recelve a grant, SO- that persons employed in Wisconsin-schools but. resmimg in
- another state would be’ f:lsglbic if they meet the other requirements for: the’ program Since the

person would have to teach in Wisconsin in order to qualify for grants, Wisconsin puplls would
benefit from their employment regardless of their state of residence. : -
ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

A. Estimated Funding

L Approve the Govemor's recommendation to provide $130,000 in 2001-02 and
$255,000 in 2002-03 above the base level of $85,000 for national certification grants. o

Aitemaiwe Al oo _ . _ . . GPR

203‘! <03 FUNDING (Change to Base} : $385,000
f Changa to Bill 0]
2. Modify the Govemor’s reécommendation to provide $34,000 in 2001-02 and

$135,000 in 2002-03 above the base level of $85,000 to fully fund national certification grants.
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Alternative A2 QE_E

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $168,000
{Change fo 8ilf ~ $216,000]

B. Delete State Resident Requirement

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to delete the requirement that a person be
a resident of this state in order {o receive a grant.

2. Take no action.

Prepared by: Layla Merrifield
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Senator Wirch

PUBLIC INSTRUCTION -- ADMINISTRATIVE AND OTHER FUNDING

National Teacher Certification Grant Increase (LFB Paper #770)

Motion:

Move 1o increase the amount of the grants a person receives annually for nine school years
following the initial year of certification by the National Board of Professional Teaching Standards

(NBPTS) from $2,500 to $5,000. Provide $114,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $290,000 GPR in 2002-
03 for this purpose.

Note:

- Thi%;__motibh would replace the estimated fuﬁdi_r_ig.fjéfiieﬁié;ﬁ'?es:in'L_FB paper #770.
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AGENCY: DPI- Administrative and Other funding

ISSUE: Reorganization Plan (Paper 771)

g7
ALTERNATIVE: 3 {no action) O% /udl i .

A (¥l
SUMMARY: QVL ¢

This is bca_d medicine, the administration frying fo have its way. The new
superintendent should be given the opportunity to pursue reorganization
in her own way at her own pace.

This frees up $?0(_)‘;jf§00.
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Leglslatwe Fiscal Bureau o
One EastMam Suite 3{}§ Madxson Wi 53703 (6(}8) 266 3847 Fax {608} 267 6873

May 29,2001 .~ Jomnt Committee on Finance ) _ Paper #771

Reergamzatmn Plan (DPI - Admlmstrative and Other Fundmg)

{LFB 2001 93 Budget Summary Page 566, #18]

CURRENT LAW

- Current law requires the State Superintendent to annually identify those school districts
that are Jow in performance and those schools in which there are pupils enrolled who do not meet
the state minimum performance standards on the. statewide pupil assessments The State
Superintendent is requxred to. make racommendaumns regarémv how  the programs and

operations of the identified school districts and schools may be improved and penodzcaiiy assess
sch001 distnct 1mplementauon of the recommendatzons e : :

) The Davzslon for Leammg Suppert and Instructzonal Servxces (DLSIS) thhm I:hc o
Department of Public Instmctzon (DPI) consists of eight teams that are responsible for a variety
of programs and services. The services relate to general or regular education and include
consultation with parents, administrators, teachers, lay public, and legislators about assessment,
teacher preparation and licensing, professional development, career and lifework education;
opportunities for minority students, issues related to urban education, advanced placement and
the development and implementation of academic standards and curriculum materials in a variety
of subject areas. The Division also administers state and federal funds supporting. activities
related to increased student achievement. Teams within the Division are the following: content
and learning, education options, lifework education, office of educational accountability, office
of urban education, teacher education and licensing teams, and the - Wisconsin education
opportumty pro grams team (WEOP) : -

The Dniswn for Leammg Support Eqmty and Advecacy (DLSEA) in DPI consists of
five teams, the Wisconsin School for the Deaf (WSD) and the Wisconsin Center for the Blind
and Visually Impaired (WCBVI). The Division provides technical assistance, leadership,
advocacy, and staff development, training, and education to help meet the cultural, emotional,
social, health, and educational needs of pupils, The Division, through WSD- and WCBVI,
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provides direct instruction to students and technical assistance through outreach to. local
educational agencies (LEAs), communities, and families statewide. The DLSEA includes the
following teams: special education; student services, prevention and wellness; equity; Title [;
WSD; WCBVI; and school improvement. '

GOVERNOR

' Require the State Superintendent, in consultation with the Secretary of Administration, to
develop a plan for reorganizing the Division for Learning Support and Instructional Services in

DPI in order to enhance DPT’s ability to support the improvement of schools. Require the plan do -

all of the following: (a) establish a Bureau for School Improvement composed of staff in the
Division for Learning Support and Instructional Services and federally funded staff in the
Division for Learning Support, Equity, and Advocacy in DPIL; (b) organize the Bureau into
multidisciplinary school improvement teams to provide on-site technical assistance to schools
and school districts, especially those that are identified as low-performance by the State
Superintendent; and (c) include on each school improvement team at least one licensed teacher
employed by a school district and temporarily assigned to DPI under agreements formed for this
purpose. Require DPI to submit the reorganization plan to the Governor and to the Secretary of
Administration by March 15, 2002. '

Establish the Bureau statutorily including the requirements itemized in (b) and (¢) under
the plan. Specify that the provision creating the Bureau would not apply unless the Governor
approves the plan for reorganization of DPI. The agreements temporarily asmgnmg teachers to
DPI would not be subject to approval by the Secretary of Empioyment Re1at10ns '

Provide $700,000 GPR in 2002-03 in DPI’s largest state -operations appropriation and
require DPI to allocate the funding to contract school districts for the services of teachers.
Prohibit DPI from encumbering or expanding the money so allocated unless the Secretary of
Administration determines that the reorganization plan has been implemented.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Teams within the DLSIS are responsible for a variety of programs. In general, the
content and learning team works with schools to develop curriculum. The education options team
administers such programs as youth options, the student achievement guarantee in education
program (SAGE), charter schools, and Goals 2000. Programs under lifework education include
vocational-technical education. The office of educational accountability currently handles the
Wisconsin student assessment system, assessment results reporting, and the annual school
performance reports. The office of urban education primarily assists schools in the areas of Beloit,
Racine, Milwaukee, and Kenosha, and is located in Milwaukee. The teacher education and licensing
teams work to ensure quality preparation and continuing professional development of educators,
providing information about education programs for teachers and other educators, licensing
reguirements and procedures, and programs related to education careers. WEOP works to encourage
pupils to go on to higher education and administers such programs as the minority precollege
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scholarship program, the talent incentive program, and the early identification program. -

-2 Teams within the DLSEA are generally responsible for programs: addressing the
special needs of pupils. The special education tearn administers {DEA grants, provides guidance to-
schools and-parents-about special education eligibility and rights, and monitors compliance. The:
student :services, -prevention. and wellness team administers-the alcohol and-other -drug abuse
(AODA), safe and drug-free schools, school-aged parent, and youth violence prevention programs,
among others. The equity team handies general equity'concerns, including bilingual and English-as
a second language (ESL) education, gender equity, and minority student achievement. The Title I
team is responsible for administration of the basic grants, as well as more focused program areas
such as even start family literacy, migrant education, and neglected and delinquent youth. The WSD
is"a residential school for deaf and hard of hearing students ages 3'to-21 throughout the state. The
WCBVTI operates the Wisconsin School for the Visually Handicapped, a residential school for blind
and visually impaired students, and through its campus/school and regional sites provides a wide
array of statewide services, assessments, summer/weekend programs, resources, and professwnal
opportunities. - Y

3. ‘In adchtlon under the DLSEA, the schaoi mprovement team prowdes support to
schcmls identified as m ‘need of unprovement The team coordinates the Improvmg America’ s
Schools Act (]ASA) program, the Title I Eisenhowcr profcsszonal development program, and the
Comprehenszve School Reform Demonstration program. The tearn also coordinates the Title VI
Innovative Educauon Program and fac;htates federal mmatwes mc}udmg thc Educaﬂon Fiexzbﬂzty
Partnershxp Act o - '

40 Propo'ne'nts of the redrganization initiative argue that additional services are needed
to help fauhng schools improve. This reorgamzatlon would focus the Department’s attention on

- failing or low»perfomnng schools. The level of ‘on-site technical assistance provided to schools.

" through such a reorganization :tmght lead to improvement in failing schools or fewer schools bemg
identified as low-performing ‘in the future. For 2000-01, DPI identified 23 schools as low in
performance, based' on data for 1998-99 and 1999—00 There are approxxmately 2 080 mdmdual
schoo’is in the state. - :

5. Some have argued that it is necessary to provide funds to pay for teacher input on
school improvement teams since the revolving nature of teacher participation would result in the
teachers having recently been employed in schools. Therefore, these teachers would be versed in the
current issues and problems being addressed by their counterparts in low-performing schools. Some
argue that successful teachers are a better resource to fellow teachers than state consultants who
may not have recently worked in schools. Through the school improvement teams, these teachers
could prowde m51ght to bo{h the consultants workmg for DI’I and their counterparts in schools.

oo 6.0 On the other hand some argue that it wou}d be.. undesxrable to require a
reorganization that adds costs to DPIs state operations. Although each teacher would work for the
Department for a limited period of time, the costs of contracting for their services would. be
ongoing. Some might also note that a school improvement team is currently operating with
resources available within the existing DPI staff and budget to meet the statutory requirements that
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schools low in performance be identified and assisted.

- 7.5 A new State Superintendent will assume her duties in July of this year. It may be
desirable to:allow the new State Superintendent an opportunity to assess the current activities of DPI
before statutorily reorganizing the:Department. The State Superintendent could request a
restructuring, if needed, -as part of separate legislation or in the agency budget submission in the
2003-05 -biennium. - Alternatively, the State Superintendent could be required to develop a
rcorganiz;anon plan for submission to- the chisiature as paﬂ of DPTs 2003-05 agency budget

8 One can ciuestion whether a new initiative; such as thié proposal, should be funded in
the 2001-03 budget given the limited resources available to the Legislature, New GPR- may be
better spent dn’cct}y on school resources or-existing programs. - - :

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

- L. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to require the State Superintendent to
develop a plan for reorgamzmg the Division for Learning Support and Instructional Services in DPL
in order to enhance DPT’s ability ) support the improvement of schools. Require the plan do all of
the foliowmg (@) establish a Bureau for School Improvement composed of staff in the DIVISIOH for
Lz:arnmg Support and Instructzonal Services and federally funded staff in the. Division for Leammg
Support, Equity, and Advocacy in DPL (b) organize the Bureau into multidisciplinary school
improvement teams to provide on-site technical assistance to schools and school districts, espcc;aliy
those that are identified as low-performance by the State Superintendent; and (c) include on each
school improvement, team at least one licemsed teacher employed by a school . district .and
temporarily assigned to DPI undcr agreements formed for this purpose. Require. DPI to subzmt the
reorgamzatlon plan to the: Governor and to the Secretary 'of Administration by March 15, 2002,
Specify that the provision creating the Bureau- would not apply unless the Governor approves the
plan for reorganization of DPIL The agreements temporarily assigning teachers to DPI would not-be
subject to approval by the Secretary of Employment Relations. Provide $700,000 GPR in 2002-03
in DPI’s largest state operations appropriation and require DPI to allocate the fundmg to contract
with school districts for the services of teachers. : :

Alternative 1 s GPR
2001-03 FUNDING {Change to Base} = . §$700,000
_ [Change to Bil 361
2. Delete the Governor’s recommendation and instead require the State Superintendent

to develop a plan for reorganizing the Division for Learning Support and Instructional Services and
Division for Learning Support, Equity, and Advocacy in DPI in order to enhance DPI's ability to
support the improvement of schools. Require DPI to submit the reorgamzauon pian as part of its
agency request for the 2003-05 biennial badget
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Alternative 2 arn
GPR
2001-03 FUNDING {Changs 1o Base) 30
[Change to Bilf - §700,000]
3, Maintain current law,
Alternative 3 G
PR
200103 FUNDING {Change ic Base) 80
[Change to Bili - $700 OO&]

Prepared by: Layla Merrifield
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