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Testimony on SB 355

Chairman LeMahieu and members of the Senate Committee on Elections and Local Government,
thank you for giving us the opportunity to discuss what we believe is an important taxpayer
protection reform. There is no disagreement that in an era of ever increasing demands on all units
of government, a tool such as a referendum is an important resource for our school districts. This
bill does not take away a school district’s ability to utilize this important tool. However, like any
tool, the referendum process is amendable. The common sense reforms we are proposing are
essentially best practices that many school districts already employ.

Overall, the referendum process is being utilized at a higher rate, thereby making the abuses we
are attempting to address with this legislation all the more pressing. This funding mechanism has
been utilized over 2,500 times since 1994. During this same time period, just one of the counties
in my district has experienced $182.5 million in new school district borrowing. In light of this
increased reliance, we are simply asking that districts seek broad participation and take into
account the will of the electorate.

Since the introduction of this bill, some have argued that this is a solution without a problem — that
the examples of abuse are few and far between. I wish that were the case. While it is true that
many school districts have communicated effectively with their communities and have only sought
the funding which is absolutely necessary, there are unfortunately blatant examples of school
districts either scheduling referenda on low-turnout primary elections or special elections that are
essentially hidden from the electorate or bringing back basically the identical referendum only
months later. And in some cases, both tactics have been simultaneously used.

I'want to be clear. The abuses we have discovered are the exception, and not the rule. However,
as legislators that set statewide policy, we cannot simply ignore these examples. My office
reviewed data provided to us by LRB relating to every referenda brought to Wisconsin voters
between 1990 and 2012. Even with a very narrow focus, we have discovered 69 instances where
a referendum was voted down and the school board brought it back to voters at least once within
one year in an almost identical format and dollar amount. In these 69 examples, 92 extra elections
were called within a year after the voters spoke. Thirty-four projects passed on the second or
subsequent vote while 35 projects failed again. Of the 34 that passed, Wisconsin voters were
rewarded with $291 million in additional property taxes, despite having rejected essentially the
same request within the previous year. And the 35 which failed on the second attempt would have
resulted in an additional $401 million in additional property taxes. These dollar amounts are
obviously not insignificant and have, or would have had, a significant impact on our local property
taxpayers.
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A brief overview of specific examples reveals startling abuses. Referenda during the middle of
summer are relatively common. School districts have scheduled referenda in December, in one
case two days after Christmas. Some school districts have gone back to voters numerous times
during the course of a single year. In one example a school district went to the voters on four
separate occasions over the course of 14 months, initially at the same dollar amount and then
increasing the ask on the final two referenda.

School funding issues bring up passions on both sides of the issue. Voters care deeply about their
communities and consider the issue before voting. Leaving aside the merits of any particular
proposal, the rules of the game need to be fair and transparent. If a majority of voters support a
referendum, even if that majority is by the slimmest of margins, we respect that decision and local
officials can immediately begin implementing the will of the voters. Unfortunately in some
communities where a majority of voters oppose a referendum, local officials immediately try to
overrule the will of the voters with a snap election, often on a low-turnout special election. Voters
who vote ‘no’ on a referendum should be afforded the same respect as those who vote ‘yes.’
Proponents of a referendum should not be allowed to use or abuse the rules to place their finger on
the scale.

Simply because these examples are the exception does not mean a sound and equitable policy
should not be set for all school districts to follow. Following introduction of this bill, we have had
the opportunity to discuss these common sense standards with numerous superintendents. Many
have indicated that they already follow the policy of only holding referenda on one of the three
general elections which occur over a two year election cycle. The addition of a one-year “cooling
off” period will only sharpen school districts’ proposals to its voters. These best practices require
that school districts seek the most public buy-in as possible by focusing on general elections and
respect the will of the voters by waiting a year before asking in many cases the same referendum
question. I’'m proud to stand by these common sense reforms with Rep. Schraa and our co-
SpPONSOTS.

Respectfully submitted,
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DISTRICT Referenda Type Vote Date |Amount Votes No Votes |RESULTS (PURPOSE

Westby Area (6321) Issue Debt 2/6/1996 9,800,000 869 1,180(Failed new elem & dist wide add & renov

Westby Area (6321) Issue Debt 4/20/1996 9,985,000 1,393 1,062 |Passed new elem & dist wide add & renov

West Depere (6328) Issue Debt 11/2/1999 20,080,000 894 964 |Failed remodel, renovate, equip & construct addition to
West Depere (6328) Issue Debt 5/23/2000 29,365,000 1,660 812|Passed construct addtition to and renovates to HS, MS,
Waterloo (6118) Issue Debt 2/21/1995 2,700,000 396 422 |Failed 11 clsrm add to elem, elem gym

Waterloo (6118) Issue Debt 5/9/1995 2,700,000 606 465|Passed 11 clsrm add to elem, elem gym

Waterford UHS (6083) Issue Debt 6/13/1995 9,750,000 937 1,224 |Failed 80,000 sq ft add & gym, raze annex section, ADA
Waterford UHS (6083) Issue Debt 3/19/1996 9,750,000 2,784 1,489|Passed clsrm add, remod,renov, razing section
Waterford J1 (V) (6113) |lIssue Debt 9/8/1998 18,220,000 821 953|Failed two elementary schools; add to middle school
Waterford J1 (V) (6113) |Issue Debt 11/3/1998 18,220,000 1,959 2,057|Failed two elementary schools; remodel m.s & old e.s.
Waterford J1 (V) (6113) [Issue Debt 2/16/1999 10,500,000 1,033 1,069|Failed new e.s; upgrade 2 school bldgs for code compliance
Waterford J1 (V) (6113) |[Issue Debt 10/12/1999 17,500,000 1,171 1,013|Passed construct 2 e.s., remodel m.s., acquire equip
Sturgeon Bay (5642) Issue Debt 9/13/1994 2,300,000 629 1,076|Failed classroom add-elem

Sturgeon Bay (5642) Issue Debt 2/21/1995 3,975,000 918 803|Passed elem add

Shullsburg (5362) Issue Debt 5/3/1994 5,950,000 370 669|Failed new K-12 & site

Shullsburg (5362) Issue Debt 12/27/1994 5,200,000 354 243|Passed add to K-12

Ripon (4872) Issue Debt 1/14/1997 6,379,225 957 974|Failed new elementary school

Ripon (4872) Issue Debt 9/9/1997 6,530,000 1,123 980(Passed Construct & Equip new elementary school

Rio Community (4865) Issue Debt 11/4/2003 1,000,000 271 315(Failed building maintenance and improvement projects
Rio Community (4865) Issue Debt 2/17/2004 1,000,000 568 477 |Passed building maintenance and improvement projects
Princeton (4606) Issue Debt 9/10/1996 2,900,000 Failed addition & remod

Princeton (4606) Issue Debt 11/5/1996 2,900,000 820 752 |Passed Addition & Remodeling

Prairie Du Chien Area Issue Debt 5/9/1995 11,500,000 1,064 1,367|Failed new k-8, hs renov & add

Prairie Du Chien Area Issue Debt 2/6/1996 12,900,000 1,324 1,377|Failed new k-8, hs renov & add

Prairie Du Chien Area Issue Debt 4/23/1996 12,700,000 1,314 1,460|Failed new k-8, hs renov & add

Prairie Du Chien Area Issue Debt 11/5/1996 12,900,000 1,998 1,520|Passed New Gr 3-8 Bldg, Renovate High School




Phillips (4347) Issue Debt 10/3/1995 2,600,000 527 593|Failed clsrms & gym

Phillips (4347) Issue Debt 12/5/1995 2,600,000 624 1,049|Failed clsrms & gym

Phillips (4347) Issue Debt 9/10/1996 2,600,000 895 834(Passed elem & hs additions

Osseo-Fairchild (4186) Issue Debt 12/6/1994 6,475,000 575 692 |Failed renov

Osseo-Fairchild (4186) Issue Debt 9/30/1995 4,700,000 507 436|Passed elem 12 clsrm add & renov, ADA compliance
Qostburg (4137) Issue Debt 11/7/2006 9,850,000 1,551 1,556(Failed building addition and renovations

Oostburg (4137) Issue Debt 2/20/2007 9,850,000 1,282 1,055|Passed for the purpose of paying the cost of constructing,
Omro (4088) Issue Debt 4/5/2011 1,000,000 1,007 1,078|Failed $1,000,000 bonded over 10 years for maintenance
Omro (4088) Issue Debt 7/12/2011 1,000,000 935 715|Passed 51,000,000 bond for 10 years for maintenance needs
Omro (4088) Issue Debt 9/8/1998 14,915,000 860 1,028|Failed new el. school; renovations to e.s. and h.s. & m.s
Omro (4088) Issue Debt 11/3/1998 14,915,000 1,542 1,432|Passed new el. school; renovations to e.s. and h.s. & m.s
Monona Grove (3675) Issue Debt 2/18/1997 1,615,000 1,610 2,353 |Failed Construct a swimming pool as part of the proposed
Monona Grove (3675) Issue Debt 6/3/1997 1,630,000 1,852 1,886(Failed pool facility

Monona Grove (3675) Issue Debt 11/4/1997 1,630,000 1,258 1,215|Passed swimming pool at high school

Mondovi (3668) Issue Debt 12/6/1997 6,800,000 602 743]Failed Add to & remodel h.s. m.s. and e.s.

Mondovi (3668) Issue Debt 4/7/1998 6,800,000 833 803(Passed add to and remodel elem. M.S. and H.S.

Lake Geneva J1 (2885) Issue Debt 12/3/1996 11,000,000 Failed new ms

Lake Geneva J1 (2885) Issue Debt 5/20/1997 13,600,000 995 746|Passed new middle school

Lake Geneva-Genoa UHS |Issue Debt 2/6/1996 18,000,000 1,031 1,805|Failed expand & remod hs

Lake Geneva-Genoa UHS [lssue Debt 12/3/1996 18,000,000 Failed expand & remod hs

Lake Geneva-Genoa UHS |Issue Debt 5/20/1997 18,000,000 1,195 1,050|Passed expand & remod hs

Kohler (2842) Issue Debt 6/10/2003 9,800,000 488 509|Failed additions/renovations to and remodeling of existing
Kohler (2842) Issue Debt 10/7/2003 9,800,000 655 550(Passed addition/renovations to and remodel existing district
Kaukauna Area (2758) Issue Debt 6/18/1996 30,380,000 2,715 2,795|Failed new h.s., convert current hs to ms & ms to elem,
Kaukauna Area (2758) Issue Debt 2/18/1997 28,900,000 3,039 2,942 |Passed New High Sch, Remodel old HS & MS

[Grafton (2217) [Issue Debt | 5/9/2000] 16,400,000 984| 1,243 |Failed |maintain, expand, renovate, improve facilities/sites;




[Grafton (2217) [Issue Debt 11/7/2000] 16,400,000] 4,765] 2,781[Passed  [maintain, expand, renovate, improve facilities/sites, ]
Fennimore Community [Issue Debt 11/5/1996 3,800,000 Failed hs add incl elevator, gym, locker rm, weight rm, art,
Fennimore Community |lssue Debt 4/1/1997 5,117,000 597 652|Failed hs add incl elevator, gym, locker rm, weight rm, art,
Fennimore Community |[Issue Debt 9/9/1997 2,521,000 736 258|Passed add to and remodel high school & ADA

Edgar (1561) Issue Debt 4/6/1993 1,500,000 540 630|Failed

Edgar (1561) Issue Debt 2/15/1994 1,800,000 586 469|Passed add classrooms to K-12, new gym & shop
Dodgeville (1428) Issue Debt 2/18/1992 6,500,000 364 938|Failed

Dodgeville (1428) Issue Debt 5/25/1992 6,500,000 670 640(Passed

Denmark (1407) Issue Debt 6/6/1995 7,550,000 699 921|Failed hs add & remod

Denmark (1407) Issue Debt 11/7/1995 7,200,000 860 1,067 |Failed hs add & remod

Denmark (1407) Issue Debt 9/10/1996 892,000 1,110 775(Passed performing arts center

Denmark (1407) Issue Debt 9/10/1996 925,000 1,096 784 |Passed high school athletics and phy ed

Denmark (1407) Issue Debt 9/10/1996 5,861,000 1,254 687|Passed add & remodel high school

Crivitz (1232) Issue Debt 4/1/1997 8,400,000 967 1,082|Failed new grades 7-12 bldg and site improvements
Crivitz (1232) Issue Debt 11/4/1997 8,400,000 1,156 1,049(Passed new high school; remodel existing high school
Brillion (0658) Issue Debt 2/16/1999 2,435,000 470 544 |Failed auditorium at high school

Brillion (0658) Issue Debt 9/14/1999 2,540,000 879 101|Passed construct & equip auditorium at new h.s.

Brighton #1 (0657) Issue Debt 5/25/2000 2,700,000 127 177|Failed additing to, improving, remodeling, renovating, and
Brighton #1 (0657) Issue Debt 11/7/2000 1,900,000 368 318|Passed adding to, improving, remodeling, renovating and
Blair-Taylor (0485) Issue Debt 5/4/1996 6,500,000 449 974 |Failed new hs, remod elem

Blair-Taylor (0485) Issue Debt 4/15/1997 6,000,000 302 840|Failed

Blair-Taylor (0485) Issue Debt 6/24/1997 7,500,000 886 827|Passed grade 7-12 building; remodel old bldg.to grade EC-6
Black River Falls (0476) [lssue Debt 9/13/1994 4,700,000 1,102 1,177|Failed hs addition

Black River Falls (0476) [Issue Debt 11/8/1994 4,700,000 1,794 1,636|Passed hs addition

Beloit Turner (0422) Issue Debt 2/8/1997 9,900,000 Failed

Beloit Turner (0422) Issue Debt 4/1/1997 9,900,000 1,016 790|Passed

Amery (0119) Issue Debt 6/10/1997 7,800,000 1,084 1,152 |Failed high school addition & remodeling (4.8),tech. plan
Amery (0119) Issue Debt 11/4/1997 7,890,000 1,761 1,441 |Passed add to and remodel high school; upgrade technology
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DISTRICT Referenda Type |Vote Date |Amount Yes Votes |No Votes |RESULTS |PURPOSE

Whitewater (6461) Issue Debt 9/8/1998| $18,000,000.00 1,411 1,486|Failed update and renovate four buildings

Whitewater (6461) Issue Debt 11/3/1998| $18,000,000.00 2,477 2,969(Failed add to and remodel buildings; athletic facil. at h.s.
Weyauwega-Fremont Issue Debt 11/3/1998] $11,700,000.00 1,102 1,277|Failed add to school buildings, including auditorium
Weyauwega-Fremont Issue Debt 5/18/1999] 5$1,715,000.00 469 929|Failed new auditorium

Weyauwega-Fremont Issue Debt 5/18/1999] $7,875,000.00 555 846 |Failed add to & remodel school buildings

Westfield (6335) Issue Debt 9/8/1998| $7,900,000.00 844 869|Failed convert former high school to middle school
Westfield (6335) Issue Debt 6/22/1999] $8,431,470.00 475 1,043[Failed raze part of h.s;build new m.s; remodel gym & music
West Allis (6300) Issue Debt 2/18/1992| 511,000,000.00 5,992 6,639|Failed

West Allis (6300) Issue Debt 4/8/1992| S11,000,000.00 7,018 13,094 |Failed

Webster (6293) Issue Debt 11/3/1998] $8,795,000.00 1,099 1,332|Failed add to el. school; buy land; new high school
Webster (6293) Issue Debt 2/16/1999] $8,795,000.00 566 1,184 (Failed new high school; add to elementary school
Watertown (6125) Issue Debt 11/7/2006] $29,500,000.00 5,452 5,652(Failed To construct a new elementary school and renovate
Watertown (6125) Issue Debt 4/3/2007| $28,900,000.00 2,928 4,205]Failed Remodel and Renovate Schurz and Webster

Valders Area (5866) Issue Debt 4/7/1992| S4,890,000.00 1,270 1,336|Failed

Valders Area (5866) Issue Debt 6/2/1992| 54,890,000.00 1,064 1,446(Failed

Spooner (5474) Issue Debt 11/6/2001| $31,870,000.00 1,856 2,103 |Failed adding to and improving ES and MS; construct new
Spooner (5474) Issue Debt 1/15/2002| $31,870,000.00 1,637 2,681|Failed add to/improve ES and MS; construct new HS;
Solon Springs (5397) Issue Debt 11/7/2000] $1,710,000.00 483 638|Failed construction/remodeling additional classrooms in
Solon Springs (5397) Issue Debt 4/3/2001| $1,730,400.00 317 385|Failed construction/remodeling of additional classrooms in
Saint Croix Falls (5019) |Issue Debt 11/5/2002| $7,200,000.00 1,254 1,257(Failed construct, furnish, equip new elementary school
Saint Croix Falls (5019) |Issue Debt 2/18/2003| $7,200,000.00 847 1,111 |Failed construct/furnish/equip new ES; demolish present
Rhinelander (4781) Issue Debt 4/1/2008] $32,000,000.00 3,077 3,612|Failed remodeling, renovating, improving and/or adding to
Rhinelander (4781) Issue Debt 9/9/2008| $23,350,000.00 3,135 3,178|Failed remodeling, renovating improving and/or adding to
Rhinelander (4781) Issue Debt 11/4/2008] $23,350,000.00 5,514 5,952|Failed remodeling, renovating, improving and/or adding to
[Raymond #14 (4686) [Issue Debt 9/10/2002|  $3,265,000.00] 414| 424|Failed [construct an addition to and remodeling, repairing, |




[Raymond #14 (4686) [Issue Debt 11/5/2002| $3,265,000.00] 566| 932|Failed [construct an addition to and remodeling, repairing, |
Prentice (4571) Issue Debt 2/19/2002( $7,750,000.00 601 735|Failed addition/improvements to Prentice school building;
Prentice (4571) Issue Debt 7/23/2002| S$7,750,000.00 491 665 |Failed addition and improvements to Prentice School
Poynette (4536) Issue Debt 4/1/2008| $13,410,000.00 795 979|Failed construct and equip a new Pre K-3 elementary
Poynette (4536) Issue Debt 11/4/2008| $13,675,000.00 1,462 2,101|Failed construct and equip new Pre K-3 elementary school;
Oak Creek-Franklin Issue Debt 2/17/1998| $28,000,000.00 1,342 2,036|Failed add to and remodel high school

Oak Creek-Franklin Issue Debt 11/3/1998| $37,400,000.00 4,356 5,897 |Failed add to & remodel high school

Oak Creek-Franklin Issue Debt 4/6/1999| $23,600,000.00 2,377 3,289(Failed renovate & expand high school facility

Neosho J3 (3913) Issue Debt 9/13/1994| $3,035,000.00 170 269(Failed gym & 11 classrm add

Neosho J3 (3913) Issue Debt 11/8/1994| $2,500,000.00 299 333(Failed gym & clsrm add

Neosho J3 (3913) Issue Debt 12/13/1994| $2,500,000.00 158 485 |Failed gym & clsrm add

Mosinee (3787) Issue Debt 4/1/1992| $6,650,000.00 1,291 1,303 (Failed

Mosinee (3787) Issue Debt 6/1/1992| $6,650,000.00 1,187 2,138|Failed

Mosinee (3787) Issue Debt 11/1/1992| $3,900,000.00 2,029 2,715|Failed

Linn J6 (3094) Issue Debt 4/5/2011| $3,900,000.00 180 200]|Failed paying the cost of repair, replacement and

Linn J6 (3094) Issue Debt 10/18/2011| $3,900,000.00 183 187|Failed paying the cost of repair, replacement and

Lafarge (2863) Issue Debt 4/6/1999| S2,850,000.00 206 262|Failed add gym; remodel bldg; athl field lighting, equip.
Lafarge (2863) Issue Debt 7/6/1999| $2,810,000.00 172 291|Failed add gym. Remodel e.s; jr & sr hi; athl field lights,
Janesville (2695) Issue Debt 4/1/2003| $37,220,000.00 5,560 5,625|Failed addition/remodel/renovations to Craig & Parker HS;
Janesville (2695) Issue Debt 11/4/2003| $37,220,000.00 5,150 6,144 |Failed addition, remodel, renovations to Craig and Parker
Hudson (2611) Issue Debt 9/1/1991] $11,985,000.00 1,740 2,300|Failed

Hudson (2611) Issue Debt 11/1/1991| $11,985,000.00 1,600 2,440|Failed

Horicon (2576) Issue Debt 11/4/2003| $1,850,000.00 520 561][Failed construct/equip new High School gymnasium
Horicon (2576) Issue Debt 4/6/2004] $1,850,000.00 643 1,022 |Failed construct and equip a new High School gymnasium
Hilbert (2534) Issue Debt 11/7/2006| $9,500,000.00 709 717 |Failed construct/equip new elementary school at ms/hs
Hilbert (2534) Issue Debt 4/3/2007| 59,500,000.00 597 816|Failed construct/equip new elementary school at




Hartford UHS (2436) Issue Debt 4/7/1992] $12,525,000.00 2,810 3,984 (Failed

Hartford UHS (2436) Issue Debt 6/12/1992| $12,525,000.00 1,152 3,208|Failed

Greendale (2296) Issue Debt 10/3/1995] $9,990,000.00 1,508 1,996 (Failed 76,000sq ft add to ms & dist wide remod
Greendale (2296) Issue Debt 12/5/1995] $8,400,000.00 1,545 2,197|Failed 76,000sq ft add to ms & dist wide remod
Elroy-Kendall-Wilton Issue Debt 9/12/2000] $9,095,000.00 398 1,016]|Failed building/remodeling HS, MS, elem school
Elroy-Kendall-Wilton Issue Debt 5/8/2001| $7,440,000.00 383 609 (Failed construct addition to and remodeling to MS/HS and
Dover #1 (1449) Issue Debt 4/4/2000] $1,400,000.00 122 126|Failed construct/equip addition to Kansasville Graded
Dover #1 (1449) Issue Debt 11/7/2000] $1,400,000.00 202 276|Failed construct/equip addition to Kansasville Elem School
Dodgeland (2744) Issue Debt 4/1/1997] $5,500,000.00 Failed

Dodgeland (2744) Issue Debt 11/4/1997| $5,500,000.00 Unknown [building (defeated 40%-60%)

Deforest Area (1316) Issue Debt 10/7/1997| $31,500,000.00 1,237 1,780(Failed new high school

Deforest Area (1316) Issue Debt 4/7/1998| $31,500,000.00 1,748 1,879]Failed new high school and remodel old high school
Deforest Area (1316) Issue Debt 9/8/1998| $31,500,000.00 1,652 2,624 |Failed new high school; convert old h.s. to middle school
Deerfield Community Issue Debt 4/3/2001] §8,750,000.00 615 680]Failed construct/equip new school for PK-6; issuance costs;
Deerfield Community Issue Debt 6/26/2001] $8,700,000.00 426 536|Failed construct/equip new school for PK-6, bond issuance
Cuba City (1246) Issue Debt 4/2/2002| $5,995,000.00 560 650|Failed remodel and upgrade existing school facilities and
Cuba City (1246) Issue Debt 6/11/2002| §5,995,000.00 743 759(Failed remodeling and upgrading

Cuba City (1246) Issue Debt 4/1/2003] $6,995,000.00 901 988|Failed remodel/upgrade/addition

Cuba City (1246) Issue Debt 6/17/2003| $6,995,000.00 712 797 |Failed add to, renovate, remodel and improve elementary
Central/Westosha UHS  [Issue Debt 4/6/2004] $21,400,000.00 1,243 1,991][Failed construct addition to and remodel/renovate HS
Central/Westosha UHS  [lIssue Debt 9/14/2004] $20,900,000.00 1,433 2,057 |Failed constructing an addition to and remodeling and
Central/Westosha UHS [Issue Debt 5/21/1991] $6,975,000.00 615 957|Failed

Central/Westosha UHS  [Issue Debt 10/23/1991| $6,975,000.00 959 1,607 |Failed

Bloomer (0497) Issue Debt 11/3/1998[ S$13,550,000.00 1,203 1,519]|Failed new high school; remodel old h.s. & raze middle
Bloomer (0497) Issue Debt 2/16/1999| $12,925,000.00 742 1,421|Failed new h.s; convert old h.s. to middle school.

Black River Falls (0476) |Issue Debt 4/3/2001| 5$2,480,000.00 1,265 1,598(Failed construct addition to, remodel and equip High
Black River Falls (0476) [Issue Debt 9/25/2001| S2,545,000.00 556 583|Failed construct addition and remodeling and equipping of
Black River Falls (0476) [lssue Debt 12/11/2001| $2,545,000.00 844 1,090|Failed construct addition to and remodel/equip Gebhardt




S/A Dist #
15/43  $401,516,870.00 Total
$8,137,500.00 Median

$11,471,910.57 Mean
14/40

14/41

5/15

37

10/28

13/37

9/25

25/73/75

25/73

10/28

12/34

21/62



PO. Box 8053
Madison, Wl 53708

Olfice; {608) 2677000
Toll-Free: (608) 534-0053

Rep.Schraa@legis. wigov
Lial ]

Testimony on SB 355

Thank you Chairman LeMahieu, Vice Chair Kapenga and members of the committee for giving
me the opportunity to provide testimony on this legislation to reform school district referenda
elections.

We all have a vested interest in great public schools for students across the state. Making sure
they are funded is important. | was proud to vote for the last two state budgets, which helped
increase state funding support for K-12 education by 4.7% and 5% respectively. Whether it's the
children in our own family or others, we want the best for their education. It is also important, as
legislators, to balance the needs of K-12 education with the increasing demands on taxpayers
across the state.

Our original bill as drafted does two things. First, a school board may only schedule a
referendum concurrently with a spring or fall general election. Second, if a school board adopts
a resolution to borrow money or increase revenue through the available mechanisms and it is
rejected by voters, the school board may not use any of the available borrowing mechanisms for
two consecutive years. School districts that have natural disasters or fires that occur would be
exempt from the provisions of the bill for six months. This gives them an opportunity to go to
referendum for funds to address costs associated with the disaster/fire if needed. After
introducing this legislation, we were made aware that districts must sometimes utilize short-term
borrowing in the summer, and the bill would prohibit that if a previous referendum failed. We
have introduced an amendment to address those concerns. Additionally, Senator Stroebel and |
added a provision to our amendment to reduce the waiting period after a failed referendum from
two years to one year. After listening to individuals who both oppose and support our bill, we
feel that reducing the waiting period to one-year strikes the right balance.

In addition to state funding, school districts increasingly use referenda for capital improvement
projects and simple ongoing maintenance. While school district referenda are permissible
funding vehicles that are occasionally needed, they seem to sometimes be used in a fiscally
irresponsible manner. Instead of offering reasonable proposals to voters that are aligned with
high-turnout elections, districts often schedule referenda during low-turnout primaries or special
elections with the knowledge that the electorate is paying less attention. If these referenda fail,
districts often return election cycle after election cycle, reducing the funding request each time,
until the desired outcome is achieved. When the voters of a community make their voices heard



and say no to new borrowing or spending by a school district, why is that school district ignoring
the will of the taxpayers?

Despite all the great reforms enacted by the majority party and our Governor over the last 5
years, Wisconsin continues to be one of the highest property tax states in the nation. If a
community decides to increase their taxes through referendum to provide a little more funding to
their school we fully support their ability to make that decision. But that decision should be made
during spring or fall general elections when more voters are engaged and actually voting. By
holding special elections on random days not associated with regular elections, it is more likely
that only a very small number of voters are deciding whether or not everyone’s property taxes
will go up. More individuals in a community going to the polls to voice their opinion on a
referenda is a positive thing and, in my opinion, it's a goal all school districts should strive for.
SB355 provides another advantage to taxpayers in the area of costs savings. Instead of
requiring clerks to run completely separate elections, holding these referenda with other
regularly scheduled general elections will save school districts and local government's time and
money.

In looking at the data over the last six years, just under 24% of school referenda were held on
primary or special elections and passed at a rate of roughly 65%. Just over 76% of school
referenda were held on spring or fall general elections and passed at a rate of roughly 61%.
This shows that the overwhelming majority of referenda are held on general elections and pass
at a similar rate as those held during primary or special elections.

| have been asked repeatedly, why is this bill necessary and who asked for these changes? My
answer is simple... The majority of taxpayers in this state overwhelmingly support our bill. In a
recent spring survey that was sent out to constituents in the 53 District, the question was
asked: /n order to ensure the most number of individuals have their voices heard, should votes
on school referenda be held in conjunction with regularly scheduled general elections? 89%
responded positively...

In closing, we all want vibrant schools to prepare the next generation for an evolving and
competitive world. School districts must realize that local taxpayers are already burdened by
federal and state income taxes, local property taxes, sales taxes, and a plethora of fees. The
least we can ask of our school districts is to respect taxpayers by asking for additional revenue
at times when taxpayers are paying the most attention. And if a referendum fails, just give
taxpayers a reasonable amount of time between subsequent referendum elections. Our bill
accomplishes this important balance. Thank you again for the opportunity to present this
needed reform. I'd be happy to answer any questions the committee might have.
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I want to thank Chairman Thiesfeldt and members of the committee for the opportunity to testify
before you today on Senate Bill 355 (SB 355). My name is Bob Soldner. I am the Director of
School Financial Services for the Department of Public Instruction (DPI).

Background

Student demographics and enrollment have changed significantly in last 15 years. While
statewide student enrollment has remained steady, today, students are significantly more diverse,
lower income, and more concentrated in suburban and urban districts.

Geographic Enrollment: Wisconsin has a large number of small, often rural school districts. In
fact, 55 percent of districts enroll fewer than 1,000 students.

In 2001, 1/3 of districts were in declining enrollment, but by 2010, nearly 2/3 districts were in
declining enrollment.

While many districts are declining in enrollment, statewide enrollment has been stable—
concentrating enrollment in a smaller number of mostly suburban and urban districts. Today, 75
percent of students are located in just 30 percent of districts.
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Over the same period, statewide student eligibility for Free and Reduce Lunch (FRL) more
than doubled, from 21 percent to 43 percent (see maps on the following page).
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Declining enrollment has concentrated students and those small, rural districts are facing

in fewer districts... growing poverty

FY 2012 2012 Percents in from 2000 Base S Proportion of Students FRL 2012

Key Takeaway: Number of districts in declining Key Takeaway: Percent of FRL students doubles

enrollment doubles (grows from /3 to %/3) from 21% in 2001 to 43% in 2012

Enrollment by Sector: Wisconsin’s educational landscape offers students and families an intricate
ecosystem of schools and systems. These myriad options are particularly prevalent in urban and
suburban areas and include neighborhood schools, open enrollment between districts, several types
of charter schools, as well as parental choice programs for students to attend private schools.

Looking across Wisconsin’s enrollment landscape by sector:

Wisconsin’s 2,100 traditional public schools enroll nearly 830,000 students (92 percent),
nearly 50,000 of these students open enroll between districts;

Almost 30,000 students enroll in one of the 242 district charter schools (three percent),
About 8,500 (one percent) students enroll in independent charter schools;
Around 7,000 students (one percent) enroll in one of 30 virtual charter schools; and

Approximately 30,000 students receive a voucher to attend school under a parental choice
program (three percent).




Analvsis of Senate Bill 355

The bill’s intent appears to be twofold:

1.

To limit a school board’s ability to revisit resolutions to pursue borrowing, and/or garner
additional revenue raising authority (either for operations or construction), which have
been rejected by voters at a referendum.

To ensure that referenda are on the ballot only in higher turnout general elections.

The bill as drafted by the author accomplishes its intent by:

1

Requiring school boards to wait 730 days (2 years) before considering another resolution
to go to referendum, regardless of whether it is related to the rejected referendum, unless
the request is to address a natural disaster, including a fire.

Applying the 730-day requirement to any revenue increases that make use of :

a. Trust Fund loans from the Board of Commissioners of Public Lands (Wis. Stat. s.
24.66(3)).

b. Loans and bond issues that result in a school’s indebtedness exceeding the lesser
of $1 million or 1.5 percent of the average state equalized value per member
times the district’s membership (Wis. Stat. s. 67.05, s. 119.49).

c. Short-term borrowing or promissory notes, whether or not a referendum is
required (Wis. Stat. s. 67.12). For example, rejecting a referendum to build a new
school would prohibit short-term borrowing for cash-flow.

d. MPS taxes under the School Construction Fund (Wis. Stat. s. 119.48)

Requiring a “natural disaster” referendum question to be on a ballot between 70 days and
6 months of school board passage of a resolution. By exempting only natural disasters
and fire from the 2-year suspension, prevent a school district from requesting borrowing
authority to address safety, security, or building code violation issues during the
suspension period.

Requiring that spending/borrowing referenda questions be put to voters only on the
spring (April) and fall (November) general election dates. However, the two year
referendum moratorium and limiting referenda to general election dates could results in
districts having to wait as long as three years between referenda.

For example, if a school district referendum failed in April 2015, then the next
opportunity may not be until April 2018.

A board vote on a new referendum would have to occur (1) at least 70 days prior
to next April election in 2017; and (2) at least 730 days after the previous
resolution passed.



If the April 2017 election were not viable due to the statutory restrictions, then the
district would have to wait until April 2018, as there is no fall general election in
2017.

Analysis of Senate Amendment 1 to Senate Bill 355

Senate Amendment 1 would reduce the SB 355°s original two-year (730-day) proposed
moratorium on additional referenda, bonding and borrowing following a failed referendum to
one year (365 days).

The restriction to holding referendum in the spring and fall general elections remain in the bill.

The amendment also removes restrictions on short-term borrowing proposed. All other
restrictions on borrowing (e.g., promissory notes, state trust fund loans, etc.) would remain in the

bill.

Please note, the “one-year” moratorium could be a year-and-a-half, if a failed referendum vote
occurs in November of an even-numbered year (since there is no fall general election in an odd-
numbered years).

Referendum Results

e Since 1994, there have been almost 2,800 referenda (52 percent approved).
e Since July 2011, there has been 380 referenda (63 percent approved).
e Approximately 80 percent of referenda are in rural school districts.

Limiting when districts can ask voters to approve new resources would diminish or delay the
number of successful referenda, reducing voter-approved resources for students in public
schools.

Since July 2011, 31 districts have successfully passed a total of 36 referenda within two years of
having a referendum turned down by voters. These successful referenda—which would not have
been allowed under this bill-represent $196 million in voter-approved resources for public
schools.

Repeated referenda attempts and use of special elections are both extremely rare; however, they
are important governance tools.

A narrowly defeated referenda often will pass on a subsequent attempt after incorporating
feedback from voters. This engagement with the electorate is at the heart of local government
and the cornerstone of the referenda process.

Additionally, while special elections generally have lower turnout than regular elections, they are
used for a variety of legitimate purposes. If special elections are a valid tools for important
decisions such as filling a legislative vacancy, then the rare occasions when they are needed for
referenda should be treated similarly.
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To: Senator LeMahieu- Chair January 14, 2016
Senator Kapenga- Vice Chair
Senator Wanggaard
Senator Riser
Senator Miller

Subject: SB355 Referendum Restriction Bill

Thank you Senators for giving me the opportunity to testify on SB355. I have attached a resolution made in
November from my Baraboo School Board. Even with the recent changes that have been made to the bill SB355
this bill is still both overly restrictive and anti-local control. We live in a democracy and this bill takes the
decision making away from both our locally elected school boards and the communities they represent.

In 2006 my community had two failed school referendums. The second was rejected shortly after the first. The
second was put forward with little additional arguments for it over what was offered for the first referendum and
included no real changes. It was badly run which resulted in both a failed referendum and a split community.
From that failure the community did not look for the Wisconsin Legislature to create a solution to a process that
they could solve themselves on this divisive process. They proceed to replace two incumbents by voting on new
school board members one of those included myself.

The damage was done and before Baraboo could go back to referendum we had years of repair to make with our
community. Last year we passed an overdue maintenance and safety referendum with a communication process
that engaged our overall community. Thank goodness for local control that allows voters to make their own
choices on both the referendum and who represents them locally to keep their schools accountable to their
community.

Please do not take away the choices/voices of our local citizens and boards of education to do what is best for
both their schools and communities. For this reason and others which others have stated I would ask you to vote
not to advance SB355 in the legislative process. \
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School District of Baraboo
Proposed Resolution:

WHEREAS, State Rep. Michael Schraa (R-Oshkosh) and state Sen. Duey Stroebel (R-Cedarburg) have
introduced legislation (Assembly Bill 481/Senate Bill 355) to place restrictions on school district
referenda ballot dates and implement a 2 year waiting period following failed referenda; and

WHEREAS, under current law, a school referendum can coincide with a primary election, general
election, or a special election can be called specifically for the referendum. Under this bill, a school
district referendum would have to coincide with a regularly scheduled Spring or Fall general election;
and

WHEREAS, under current law, there is no limitation on whether, and how frequently, a referendum may
be placed before voters. This bill would prevent a school board from bringing a new referendum request
for two years if a referendum is voted down; and

WHEREAS, the bill is anti-local control and does not show trust in locally-elected officials; and

WHEREAS, with state-imposed revenue limits on school districts frozen for the entire two —year state
budget cycle for the first time ever, referenda are the only way many districts can access resources. This
proposal will significantly impact declining enrollment districts which comprise over 60 percent of
Wisconsin school districts. Most seriously affected will be small, rural school districts which lack
economies of scale and have few places to make cuts. Many of these districts have come to rely on
periodic referenda to maintain programming and, in some cases, to continue to exist. Legislators should
know that supporting this bill could have the effect of forcing districts to consider dissolving; and

WHEREAS, the bill will further exacerbate the trend of creating “Haves” who can pass referenda and
“Have Nots™ who cannot and opportunities for students will further be determined by their zip code; and

WHEREAS, the bill is extremely restrictive and inflexible for school boards — under the bill in
odd-numbered years boards will only have one opportunity to go to referendum (in the spring). If that
referendum fails, boards will have to wait two years to the next odd-numbered year where once again
there will only be one opportunity. In a state budget year (an odd-numbered year with only an April
general election) a district would have to wait until the following spring to react to funding decisions
made by the state; and

WHEREAS, the bill is extremely restrictive and inflexible for school boards in another way as well—it
also affects a variety of other funding mechanisms used by school boards to help them manage their
finances, such as short-term borrowing, state trust fund loans, promissory notes and other borrowing or
issuance of bonds. It provides that, if a school board applies or adopts a resolution to use any of these
funding mechanisms and it is rejected by a majority of the electors of the school district, the school
board may not use any of these mechanisms for two consecutive 365—day periods. When the Legislature
adopted Act 10, it provided a number of “tools™ to school boards to help them better manage their
finances. This bill proposes taking away “tools” districts use to help them manage their finances; and

WHEREAS, in arguing for the two-year moratorium, the co-sponsorship memo being circulated states it
1s necessary because school boards are “holding repeated referenda in order to either wear down the
public or manipulate the process.” Legislators should be aware that referenda can fail for reasons other
than the community is unwilling to increase spending on their schools. There may be other issues in the



plan that voters do not support and when those issues are addressed the subsequent referendum passes.
For example, there could be disagreement over the plan for construction, not the need for new/expanded
facilities. In these instances, school boards are being responsive to the community; and

WHEREAS, voting is not a difficult process and voters in Wisconsin are intelligent. They do not need to
be protected from themselves. If they do not support a referendum, they can vote no; and

WHEREAS, referenda can provide an opportunity for a community to have a very focused and robust
conversation about what it wants its public schools to be. School boards propose referenda because they
believe doing so is in the best educational interests of the students and communities they represent; and

WHEREAS, The Wisconsin Association of School Boards (WASB) has formally adopted a policy
resolution (Resolution 1.25) stating that “The WASB opposes limits on scheduling referenda.”

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the School District of Baraboo Board of Education calls on
Gov. Walker, Sen. Jon Erpenbach and Rep. David Considine to oppose this legislation that would

further curtail the already very limited set of revenue options available to Wisconsin school boards.

Adopted, approved and recorded November 23, 2015
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SCHOOL DISTRICT OF FLORENCE COUNTY
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Senate Committee on Elections and Local Government Bon Dumks, Clerk
Ron Yadro, Treasurer
Testimony in Opposition to Senate Bill 355 Tom Jonet, Member

Bhawn McLain, Member
o . Linda Opsahd, Membuz
Submitted by Ben Niehaus, Administrator, School District of Florence County

Chairperson LeMahieu and members of the Senate Committee on Elections and Local Government, thank you
for the opportunity to submit written testimony that underscores my strong opposition to Senate Bill 355,

As administrator for the School District of Florence County, | am gravely concerned about the potential
implications this bill could have on the many rural school districts that have unique challenges due to
diseconomies of scale. The legislation would compound the challenges we face given the resource restrictions
of the current state budget, which has the first, consecutive two-year zero revenue cap in history.

This legislation will be nothing short of a potential catastrophe for the students we serve. Nearly a decade ago
the residents of Florence County faced the potential dissolution of the School District of Florence County. If
this legislation had been in place then, the district would have dissolved!

Under that very real scenario, what educational opportunities would there be for Florence County students
today? Further...where would Florence County Wisconsin, and the surrounding area be today without any
public school in the entire county? What type of local and regional commerce would exist today? What about
the impact on the tourism industry? Finally, what would have been the impact on the local taxpayer? Again,
this legistation would have had, and could have, catastrophic effects on students in small rural districts, their
tocal and regional economies, and taxpayers!

On the point of the local economy, what business or industry is going to grow or look to a specific area
knowing there is not a public school system to serve the students of those warking families?

*  lust this past week, during a visit from the plant manager of Pride Manufacturing, one of several
regional businesses that serve on our industry advisory council for our Fab Lab, it was shared that they
will likely add 10-15 new jobs next year. Pride Manufacturing and other regional employers serving on
our Fah Lab industry advisory council are invested in our school because they share our goal of better
preparing today’s students for the careers of tomorrow.

*  Also, our county’s largest employer, Florence Hardwoads, employs approximately 60 individuals.
Florence Hardwoods opened in 2010 in the industrial park next to Pride Manufacturing. Florence
Hardwoods, a subsidiary of two of the largest logging companies in the Upper Peninsula, saw an
opportunity for growth and expansion in Wisconsin and brought mare than 50 jobs to a county of only
4,400 residents. Would Florence Hardwoods and Pride Manufacturing collectively be employing nearly
120 employees today in Florence County if the school district had dissolved in 20057
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Today, Florence County has nearly 250 small businesses, Without the passing of successive referendums to
support the School District of Florence County, the employment opportunities and commerce would not be
what they are today.

Aside from the direct jobs they provide, local and regional commerce support our tourism industry by
providing the services needed to support seasonal tourism opportunities for those who frequent the
Northwood's. Basic amenities such as restaurants, gas stations, motels among other needed services would be
minimal at best.

Please think about what the effect on other Northwood’s schools and communities should they find
themselves in the position that faced the School District of Florence County? This legislation increases the
likelihood of the threat of further dissolutions in northern Wisconsin...this surely does not contribute to our
state’s motto of “Forward Wisconsin.”

This brings me to the heart of my concern with this proposed legislation...it will remove local control from
locally elected boards of education. As a state, we object when the federal government imposes regulations
because we believe we are better able to act in the best interest of the citizens and taxpayers of Wisconsin?
Does Washington know what's best for Wisconsin, or do you as the representatives of Wisconsin know what's
best? i think we know these answers, and can agree, so why do we have a state proposing to limit what is a
matter that should surely continue to be entrusted to locally elected boards of education, and the taxpayer, in
the interest of how they choose, or do not choose, to support their schools? Why can’t local communities,
through their voice as provided by democracy, express their thoughts and opinions of what they will or will not
support in sustaining their schools? Unfortunately, there seems to be a perception that local boards are
abusing the referendum process..how untrue.

Also, it is of great concern that the proposed bill would limit a district’s authority to short-term borrow for
purposes of cash flow, specifically to make payroll during times of low cash reserves, It's unfortunate that
there is such a misunderstanding, or perception, that districts sit on large cash reserves due to their fund
balances. How untrue, especially in our property rich, yet income poor, northern Wisconsin districts. Imagine
receiving your take home pay in two lump sums each year...this is reality for our revenue stream at the School
District of Florence County. We receive 75% of our revenue during the months of August and January. Qur
state aid is decreased 15% each passing year, with our largest state aid payment received in June not evening
amounting to enough to cover two consecutive payrolls. To hinder our ability to short-term borrow if
absolutely necessitated due to implications of revenue payments to our school that are beyond our control is
unacceptable, and would force districts to make difficult personnel decisions due simply to the fact that in one
or two specific moments in time a district’s assets are not liquid enough to see payments through.

The referendum history of Florence has allowed for a true voice of a school district to guide and direct the local
board in its decision-making authority. Over approximately an 18-month period, Board members went to the
voters four successive times seeking to pass a referendum to keep their doors open. Taxpayers were educated
about different options and ultimately saw that passage was needed to keep the district moving forward, in
the interest not only its students, but of local taxpayers. The closing of the school would not have saved taxes,
but instead increased taxes, with less local control. Of all the schools bordering Florence County that would
have absorbed the district, each has a higher mill rate than that of the current mill rate.
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Since this time, the School District of Florence County has passed three, successive operating referendums, all
during the November election cycle. The referendum that ultimately passed to avoid dissolution was a
November vote that remains the highest voter turnout recorded for a school referendum in Florence County;
our most recent operating referendum, another November election, nearly doubled in voter turnout from the
previous operating referendum. The Board chooses to go to referendum for operations during this time to
solicit the best possible response from its taxpayers, yet due to local dynamics, it may be necessary to go to
referendum at other times. As example, we rely upon several sources of revenue from the federal
government, primarily due to the vast amount of National Forest acreage in our county, 27% to be exact, Each
year dependent upon the federal budget, we see fluctuations that do not only affect our payments, but due to
delays and other matters in Washington, sometimes these payments arrive at erratic times. We receive just
over $300,000 in federal funding; if this amount were to be reduced, or is delaved, it can have further adverse
implications on our cash reserves in making timely payments to our vendors or for purposes of payroll.

Another illustration of local control working is the decision by the Florence County Board of Education not to
abuse the system, or take advantage of the taxpayer, but to truly levy what they know is needed. During the
past 11 years of annual referendums, the Board of Education has chosen to under levy by $1,383,954. The
most recent operating referendum asked for approval of an annual authority to exceed of $900,000, whereas
the previous 5-year referendum asked for $1,000,000 annually and the two years prior to that, $1,250,000
annually. During a time of a continued erosion of support for our schools from the state, and an exponential
increase in the demands placed upon our institutions, the School District of Florence County is asking for less,
not more of its taxpayers via referendums (the state’s 15% annual reduction in the distribution of aid forces
our board of education to shift more of a burden to the taxpayer each year though). This shows that iocally
elected officials can, and are, doing a great job of representing their local communities and taxpayers at the
iocal level.

We currently are in the process of master planning with an architect and construction manager. Our facilities,
specifically our high school, have sections being utilized from the 1930’s and 1950's; we need to make a
decisions as to what to do with our facilities that are in the best interest of the taxpayer. In doing such, we’ve
formed a facility task force, comprised of numerous individuals representing the various make-ups of our
school district, parents, retired individuals, residents relatively new to the area and business owners. At this
time, we are looking at the assessment from a needs perspective.

What if when we go to referendum, and this task force through their efforts makes a recommendation to the
board of education with what it believes to be a realistic plan to address the current and “soon-to-be” needs of
the district and this is put to the voters and turned down? Even with the proposed amendment, it is my
understanding that we could have to wait up to a year and a half before going back with a revised proposal
that may remove the “soon-to-be” needs of the district as an example, understanding that those issues will
have to be later addressed. What would be the cost to the taxpayers of further deferred maintenance and
erosion of an aging building? With such a wait, if a subsequent referendum were to pass, at minimum there
could be three to four years before any renovations begin. With systems of infrastructure further eroding
during that time, and with costs only going up, this may require a school district to use taxpayer dollars to put
band aids on something that could have been addressed sooner.

In closing the School District of Florence County today surely lives up to its vision of Positively Affecting the
Lives of Children. The District has earned six DPI School of Recognition Awards. During 2014-2015 we were
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recognized as a High Progress School, seeing us in the top 10% of schools in Wisconsin experiencing growth in
reading and math. In addition, we were recognized as a Beating the Odds School for above average student
achievement in reading and math when compared to similarly sized schools in size, grade configuration and
poverty levels, Our schools are meeting or exceeding state expectations via the most recent school report
card, with our overall district score exceeding expectations, Our district earned a DP! Rural Schools and
Communities Award via our collaboration as one of only a handful of shared school and county libraries in the
state {without each other there would not be a public library in Florence County), Most recently, our
endeavors with the opening of our Fab Lab are providing our youth with a multitude of opportunities in
attaining an education that will prepare them for the careers of tomorrow, or that may spark an interest that
will guide them to furthering their education beyond school to ultimately become the leaders of tomorrow.

These are just a few of the many great things we are accomplishing and striving to do in the Scheol District of

Fiorence County. Ishare this with you because none of the aforementioned accolades and offerings would be
possible if not for the persistence and efforts of the citizens of the School District of Florence County, through
local decision making.

The final takeaway from the Florence story is this — please don’t make a decision today, by supporting this
legislation, that could adversely affect what a school board is entrusted to do as locally elected officials. We
can’t predict the adverse implications of legisiation that arbitrarily takes away local control from the Boards of
424 school districts and local taxpayers. For those of you supporting this legislation, I'd ask for you to
reconsider and think about the Florence story. The School District of Florence County is where it is today
through democracy at the local level. A community has voiced what it desires its schocl to be, or not be,
balancing a multitude of interests and dynamics at the local level. How many other schools may find
themselves in a situation like that of Florence’s a decade ago? Can it be ascertained this legislation will not do
this to any of the schools and communities affected by this legislation? A loss of a school is not just a lost
school, it’s a loss to both a community and commerce.

i'd be more than happy to address further questions or concerns you may have via phone, in person or via
email.  apologize that | could not be available in person due to such short notice of this hearing.

Sincerely,

< b

|e aus, District Administrator
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To: Senate Education Committee Members
From: Bruce Quinton
Re: Testimony to the Assembly Education Committee on SB-355

I would like to thank the Senate Education Committee members for giving me the
opportunity to address your committee in regards to SB-355.

Pepin Area Schools strongly opposes the proposed legislative limits on our school district’s
ability to go to our local taxpayer for a referendum. We believe this violates the tenants of
and represents the continuation of practices that deteriorate local control in our state. Our
stance is firm on this matter. School referendums are a local matter and this should not be
limited at the state government level. Pepin Area School District voters should be allowed to
continue to determine their school district’s fate as it relates to our local levy. Provisions in

this bill apply penalties that could force the closure of our school if this bill is signed into
law.

As a school district administrator, I am astonished at the timing of this bill. With revenue
limits frozen for this budget cycle for the first time in our state’s history, referenda are the
only way many districts can access desperately needed resources. [ have attended listening
sessions with numerous assembly representatives and senators who have specifically spoken
about the use of local referendums to address our local fiscal needs during a time when our
state lawmakers have not provided public education with a revenue limit per pupil increase,
at the rate of inflation, for eight consecutive years. This proposal will significantly

impact declining enrollment districts, which are often small rural school districts, many of
which need referenda to maintain educational opportunities for children. This bill, if adopted,
could have the effect of forcing districts to consider dissolving or consolidating if they cannot
pass such referenda and are barred from going back to their voters for one year (or more).

It begs the question, is the education of students in rural areas of the state less important than
other areas of the state? Pepin was able to pass a referendum in the fall of 2006 to exceed the
revenue limits on a recurring basis. If the current bill was law and that referendum failed, I
believe Pepin Area Schools would no longer exist. In 2006 we had a fund balance of
$273,000 and an annual structural deficit of approximately $180,000. If we had to wait a
year to run another question, Pepin Area Schools would have been all but bankrupt!
Additionally, we were doing significant short term borrowing to get through the school year
as we waited for aid payments to be transferred from the State of Wisconsin into our school
district accounts. There would have been periods of time during the summer where we could

Pepin Area School's vision is “Encouraging a community of learners in a positive atmosphere where
learning is a life long process which develops responsible citizens who value knowledge.”

The Pepin Area School District does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age or handicap.



not have met our payroll, paid our utility bills, or other fiscal obligations such as loan
payments, on two buses. The simple fact is, under this current bill’s structure we would have
been forced to dissolve due to a state imposed action, as opposed to the will of the local
residents and taxpayers of this school district.

Further, why shouldn’t our local voters have the right to vote down a referendum question
that they believe is overreaching without fear of losing their local school district all together?
If our referendum would have failed in the fall of 2006, we would have laid out the specific
cuts in educational opportunities for our students, informed our voters of the reductions that
would need to be made and almost certainly asked a similar question again in the spring
election to make sure those cuts reflected the will of our community and the educational
opportunities our voters were comfortable providing the children of our local community.
Shouldn’t our local voters have had a right to revisit this question in the spring of 20077

Who is this bill protecting? If our local voters feel that the school board is abusing their local
authority to go to referendum, it seems to me that the local voter will hold the local board
members accountable at the next school board election.

Who does this bill truly serve? Are legislators prepared to take ownership of the
ramifications of the consequences of this bill? Are legislators looking out for rural schools in
this bill? Legislators are kidding themselves if they believe this will only impact rural
schools. This will impact other school districts who are in serious fiscal trouble, regardless
of the size of the district.

This bill will further exacerbate the trend of creating “Haves” who can pass referenda and
“Have Nots™ who cannot. Opportunities for students will further be determined by their zip
code. Poorer districts will cut educational opportunities to their students as opposed to
risking insolvency and the gap between the “Haves” and “Have Nots™ will continue to grow
wider and wider in our state.

I am asking the state’s Senate Education Committee to let these matters be determined where
they impact the lives of the people you represent. This is a matter for the local voter to
decide at the ballot box of their own district! Please do not impose your will on those who
are not asking for you to take away their right to vote for the self determination of their local
school in rural Wisconsin.

Thank you for your time,

Bruce Quinton, District Administrator
Pepin Area Schools
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January 14, 2016
Dear Senate Committee on Elections & Local Government:

Please accept my written testimony in opposition of Senate Bill 355, dealing with limiting
school district referendums. I do understand you all have very difficult jobs and I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you to speak on this issue.

My name is Mike Richie and I have been the District Administrator of the Northland Pines
School District (NPSD), located in Eagle River, for the past 12 years. This is my 18% year
overall serving as a District Administrator in Wisconsin. I believe the Northland Pines School
District has a great story to tell you regarding our referendum history and why we are so
ADAMANTLY against this Bill.

The Northland Pines School District will be going to its 5™ operational referendum during my
tenure here. The NPSD is located in rural northern Wisconsin; the district is comprised of 487
square miles with an operational budget of approximately $25,000,000 and revenue limits of
$16,000,000 (you can see the problem — we can legally only levy $16,000,000 without a
referendum for a $25,000,000 budget). We are also a property rich school district of over
$3,000,000,000 in property value. NPSD only receives $72,000 in equalized state aid. We have
declining enrollment and serve 1,310 students. Our Free & Reduced population is just over 40%.
This Bill is a kiss of death to any rural property rich school district with declining enrollment.
Here is our operational referendum history since revenue limits were introduced to put this

testimony in perspective:

October 6, 1998 $950,000 recurring Failed
April 6, 1999 $598,000 recurring Failed
June 29, 1999 . $598,000 non-recurring Failed
April 2, 2002 Q1 - $787,000 for 3 yrs Passed

Q2 - $353,000 for 3 yrs Passed
Q3 - $174,000 for 3 yrs Passed

April 4, 2006 $2,400,000 for 3 yrs Failed
June 27, 2006 $1,580,000 for 3 yrs Passed
April 7, 2009 $2,900,000 for 3 yrs Passed

February 19,2013 QI - $2,700,000 for 3 yrs ~ Passed
Q2-% 240,000 for 1 yr Passed
February 16,2016  $3,900,000 for 3 yrs 707N

The reason I mention kiss of death to rural school districts is the fact that every district is unique
and has its own set of circumstances regarding demographics. It will cost more to operate our
school district versus an urban district with the same enrollment. This is why local control and

less state mandates are so important.

Northland Pines School District is dedicated to empowering all individuals to reach their potential.



One easy example for you to understand why we must go to an operational referendum,
compared to other districts, is due to the large geographical size of our district - 487 square
miles; this requires us to spend $1,300,000 per year in transportation. Let’s compare the
Northland Pines School District to another district that has the same enrollment as us that is
situated in the Fox Valley and is 3 square miles with no daily transportation. I don’t think all of
our legislators realize the disparity among our school districts!

Our Eagle River campus has an elementary school, a middle school and a high school. Any
middle school or high school student who lives in the far northwest corner of our district is over
40 miles away from the middle school and high school (one way). We also operate two small
rural elementary schools; one is 20 miles north of Eagle River and the other is 15 miles west of
Eagle River, so these two schools are 35 miles apart. If we did not have our 2 rural
elementary schools, our 4 year old Kindergarten through 5" grade students would be on
the bus over 1.5 hours one way, which means they would be on a bus over 3 hours on a
daily basis as an elementary student and we all know how cold our winters are in

‘Wisconsin.

Urban districts do not face this issue. It will always cost the Northland Pines School District
more money to operate because of our location and makeup of the district. ' What I mean by this,
using our elementary situation as an example, we have three of everything. We have three
elementary offices, three elementary cafeterias, three elementary secretaries, three elementary
principals, three Special Education programs; this list goes on and on. There is nothing in the
current funding formula that takes this into account. The formula treats all districts the same.
Believe me, one size does not fit all! We have 624 elementary students in 3 separate elementary
schools, providing elementary programming and services in triplicate, whereas an urban school
or a smaller geographical district could have 1 elementary school with the same number of
students. We are penalized by the funding formula due to our demographics. Please don’t allow
the state to take our referendum options/choices away. Allow our School Board to do the job

they were elected to do by our local residents.

The only way we can survive is to rely on our operational referendums. If this Bill is passed, it

will not only be devastating to NPSD, it will be detrimental to any school district in the state that
relies on operational referendums due to the current Wisconsin state funding formula. It will
force those districts to close their doors; districts cannot wait 1 or 2 years between any failed
referendum. The reason they are going to a referendum is that they need the money to balance
their budget for the upcoming school year and continue with their programming. It’s hard to
fathom that our district has gone to 9 operational referendums since 1998, yet other
districts across the state have not had to go to even 1 operational referendum!

As I deliver this testimony today, ironically, I must rush out of here to make the 240 mile drive
back to Eagle River to deliver a 6:30 p.m. public informational presentation regarding our
February 16" operational referendum, as we must rely on this referendum every 3 years. If this
Bill is passed, we will not even have an option to present our public with a referendum during a
primary, only during the general election. This Bill is extremely restrictive and inflexible for
school boards. When I make a decision regarding education, I base it on what’s best for the
students. When my school board makes a decision, they base it on what’s best for the school
district they serve. You are taking that opportunity away from them if this Bill is passed. It
really needs to be about local control.



We are asking for $3,900,000 for the next 3 years at our February 16™ referendum, yet we have
an average budget shortfall of $4,237,502 for each of the 3 years. Even if we pass this
referendum, we will still need to cut over $1,000,000 over the next 3 years. As a district, we are
extremely fiscally responsible and we have been the front runner in implementing all the cost
saving tools given to us through Act 10; we have been very aggressive in seeking grants as well.

Here are a few of the strategies we have used to ensure a high quality fiscally responsible school
district:

¢ Continue to bid out all insurances
Implemented a $5,000/$10,000 deductible HSA/HRA health insurance plan
Reduced post-retirement benefits by 50%
Outsourced food service to a private vendor
Employees pay 50% of their Wisconsin retirement
Employees pay 12% of their health and dental insurance
We share teachers between middle school and high school
Implemented a Pay for Performance payscale, eliminated steps and lanes
Layoffs and/or reductions are based on teacher performance and NOT seniority
Our district is changing grade structures by moving 7™ and 8" grade students out of the
middle school in to the high school; part of the rationale behind this is to be more fiscally
responsible in the area of sharing staff and programming between the middle school and
high school buildings. Again, we are taking every advantage to stretch our budget
dollars.

Again, if this Bill is passed as written, we would not even be able to go to our referendum in
February because it is a primary, so we would have to wait until the April General Election. If
that April referendum failed, we would have to wait 1 or 2 years before we could come back for
another referendum. As a district, we would have to cut $4,237,502 per year as we waited for
another delayed opportunity to go to referendum. This would destroy our school district and
any other district like ours. Once a school district is forced to go to an operational referendum,
due to how the funding formula works, the school district will have to continue with that
referendum cycle indefinitely.

I don’t understand the rationale behind this Bill nor does my School Board. Voters get to vote at
the polls. The argument that people might be away during a referendum is a moot point as they
always have absentee voting available to them. We are open and transparent with our
referendums and we hold publicly posted informational meetings in each of our school buildings
and we send every district resident an informational flyer prior to any referendum vote. Again, I
urge you to oppose this Bill. I am also happy to answer any specific questions you may have
so please feel free to contact me at my office at (715) 479-6487, Option 1, Extension 1 or by
email at mrichie@npsd.k12.wi.us Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, )
/

]
Dr. Michael Richie
District Administrator
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Public Hearing - January 14, 2016
Senate Committee on Elections and Local Government

Testimony in Opposition to Senate Bill 355
Submitted by Ken Bates, President, Fair Aid Coalition

Chairperson LeMahieu and members of the Senate Committee on Elections and Local Government, as the
administrator of the Green Lake School District and President of the Fair Aid Coalition, an organization of high
property value school districts, | appear before you today to testify in strong opposition to Senate Bill 355.

Lawmakers concerned about property taxes have introduced SB 355/AB 481 to restrict the ability of local
school boards to seek voter approval to override the state-imposed levy limit for operating or capital
expenditures. However, the bill is predicated on the flawed presumption that school board members and
administrators are not careful stewards of state and local resources. On the contrary, school board members
take seriously their charge to efficiently and effectively operate a public school system and ensure a quality
educational opportunity that promotes high student achievement.

So, when a school board opts to go to referendum, particularly for operating expenditures, it does so as a last
resort, after all reasonable cost reduction measures have been undertaken. The challenge is that there are few
if any places left to achieve further spending reductions. School districts, arguably more than any other unit of
government, have been forced to continually cut costs. Most recently, districts have found savings through
shared services, utilization of HRA's for healthcare, and other means made possible through the enactment of
Act 10. Beyond those measures, districts are confronted with further reductions of staff or class offerings.

The reality is that many districts are struggling to do more with less, in a way that is unsustainable. Rather
than threaten the very existence of some districts by restricting their ability to cover budget shortfalls,
lawmakers should instead address the root causes of the problem, including, insufficient state aid, diminishing
revenue limit authority, declining enrollment, and diseconomies of scale.

FACTORS INFLUENCING INITIATION OF OPERATING REFERENDA:
1. Insufficient State Aid (zero or declining general aid; minimal categorical aid increases; reliance on
declining enrollment adjustment)
Minimal or No Revenue Limit Increases
Declining Enrollment
Diseconomies of Scale
Increasing Costs (inflationary and mandated)

vs W

Due to flat or modest increases in the per pupil revenue limit and continually declining state general aid, high
property value districts that are especially reliant on local tax dollars have struggled to raise sufficient revenue
to keep pace with inflation in school costs. These districts often must either cut programs and staff or go to
the voters with an operating referendum in hopes of maintaining existing programs and staff for their
students.



Indeed, a preliminary review of data from the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) website shows that
between 1990 and 2015, 33 high property value school districts - 8% of the total 424 districts —passed non-
recurring referenda for operating expenses that accounts for 25.7% of the total NR referenda approved
statewide.

e The equalization aid map from the DPI will give you a sense of the location of the 60 high property
value districts that receive zero or primary aid only — they are shown as salmon or red districts. The
some 116 negative tertiary districts are represented in cream and 250 positively aided districts are
shown in green. Importantly, because high property value school districts are zero or primary aid only,
the passage of referenda does not result in any additional state aid.
http://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/sfs/pdf/FY15gen aid type.pdf

e The attached spreadsheet shows that the majority of high property value school districts, those that
are highlighted, have approved one or more non-recurring operating referenda since 1990, and further
shows the related continual annual 15% loss of state general aid.

The dilemma of whether to go to referendum is particularly acute in small and rural districts that have been
facing declining enrollments over a prolonged period and find they have few places left to make cuts should a
referendum not pass. But as you can see from the DPI map on membership declining enrollment affects a
significant number of school districts across the state.

http://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/sfs/pdf/FY15pct chg membership.pdf

Under current law, districts are eligible for a declining enrollment exemption, which is intended to serve as a
parachute during times of declining enrollment. This exemption provides districts with additional revenue
authority to make up for the loss in revenue authority due to declining enrollment. While the exemption is
critically important, once enrollment begin to level, districts experience immediate and significant reductions
in state aid - the parachute becomes an anchor, in some cases causing serious and challenging budget holes.

While high property value districts disproportionately rely on operating referenda, they pass far fewer
referenda to exceed revenue limits for capital improvements — 59 high property value districts (14% of total
districts) approved debt that represents just 6.2% of the statewide total. While districts may differ in their
approach to building and facilities management based on the values of their communities, it is also likely that
high property value districts forego capital improvements because local taxpayers cannot bear this additional
expense. In other words, operating referenda take precedence over capital referenda. This is obviously a
concern, because many of these districts have buildings in need of repair or replacement.

FACTORS INFLUENCING INITIATION OF CAPITAL REFERENDA:
1. Renovation/remodel of aging facilities
2. Construction of new buildings to replace aging facilities
3. Building maintenance needs such as a leaking roof or failing HVAC system

Concerns about the local property tax burden are valid and shared by all. But if the Legislature is unwilling to
provide school districts with the resources to meet mandated or inflationary costs, then it should not preclude
districts from choosing the only means available for budget solvency — an appeal to local property taxpayers to
provide the dollars necessary to preserve or enhance educational opportunity in their community. As such,
the Fair Aid Coalition strongly urges that you OPPOSE Senate Bill 355. Not only does the bill run contrary to
local control, but ignores the reality that school district referenda are ultimately driven by factors beyond
school district control. Thank you for your consideration.
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HIGH PROPERTY VALUE SCHOOL DISTRICTS: ONE OR MORE APPROVED NON-RECURRING REFERENDA BETWEEN 1990 and 2015

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2014-15 2015-16

DISTRICT 2013-14 GENERAL GENERAL GENERAL CHANGE CHANGE

SCHOOL MEMBERS AID AID AID PERCENT PERCENT
Geneva |4 122 [i] 0 0 0.00% 0.00%
North Lakeland 147 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00%
Gibraltar Area 575 6,757 5,737 4,873 -15.10% -15.06%
Linn J6 100 2,107 1,789 1,520 -15.09% -15.04%
Fontana I8 236 10,812 9,182 7,801 -15.08% -15.04%
Williams Bay 536 36,773 26,448 24,983 -28.08%  -5.54%
Phelps 147 9,864 8,377 6,972 -15.08% -16.77%
Minocqua J1 592 40,806 34,655 29,440 -15.07% -15.05%
Washington 57 4,004 3,401 2,889 -15.06% -15.05%
Mercer 138 10,293 8,741 7,426 -15.08% -15.04%
Linn J4 121 9,046 7,683 6,527 -15.07% -15.05%
Northland Pines 1317 109,009 92,576 72,540 -15.07% -21.64%
Green Lake 275 21,604 18,347 15,587 -15.08% -15.04%
Northwood 394 37,951 26,385 22,415 -30.48% -15.05%
Sevastopol 554 43,884 37,269 31,662 -15.07% -15.04%
Lakeland UHS 702 67,403 57,235 48,623 -15.09% -15.05%
Drummond 409 39,672 33,692 28,622 -15.07% -15.05%
Elcho 375 36,551 31,041 26,367 -15.07% -15.06%
Three Lakes 529 61,221 51,993 44,169 -15.07% -15.05%
Webster 690 116,197 98,680 83,831 -15.08% -15.05%
Birchwood 253 62,648 53,204 45,198 -15.07% -15.05%
Lake Country 418 85,786 96,750 82,191 12.78% -15.05%
Hayward Community 1816 550,382 467,415 397,081 -15.07% -15.05%
Stone Bank 288 82,710 77,467 65,810 -6.34% -15.05%
Big Foot UHS 530 103,335 124,619 134,228 20.60% 7.71%
WoodruffJ1 443 172,543 146,533 147,996  -15.07% 1.00%
Wabeno Area 416 224,742 182,810 155,302 -18.66% -15.05%
Glendale-River Hills 940 374,564 340,309 360,452 -9.15% 5.92%
Wisconsin Dells 1769 685,007 699,731 700,749 2.15% 0.15%
Winter 321 180,937 153,661 130,540 -15.07% -15.05%
Spooner 1368 962,014 816,994 576,274 -15.07% -29.46%
Suring 428 268,602 228,112 193,788 -15.07% -15.05%
Wausaukee 520 339,671 288,466 245,060 -15.07% -15.05%
Bayfield 437 287,014 243,748 207,070 -15.07% -15.05%
Beecher-Dunbar-Pembine 262 156,406 132,828 130,822 -15.07% -1.51%
South Shore 186 136,038 115,531 98,147 -15.07% -15.05%
Crivitz 722 530,654 450,659 382,847 -15.07% -15.05%
Kohler 521 383,965 326,083 277,015 -15.07% -15.05%
Mequon-Thiensville 3491 2,125,671 2,239,229 2,186,310 5.34%  -2.36%
Lake Geneva-Genoa UHS 1418 1,304,839 1,108,139 959,225 -15.07% -13.44%
Elmbrook 6488 5,177,606 4,879,812 4,553,746 -5.75%  -6.68%
New Berfin 4638 4,573,624 3,884,879 3,299,703 -15.05% -15.06%
Elkhart Lake-Glenbeulah 520 565,960 480,645 408,320 -15.07% -15.05%
Princeton 404 383,308 325,526 319,467 -15.07%  -1.86%
Lac Du Flambeau #1 534 218,672 228,737 446,167 4.60% 95.06%
Wild Rose 581 674,291 572,646 486,478 -15.07% -15.05%
Maple Dale - Indian Hill 422 468,185 438,199 389,682 -6.40% -11.07%
Nicolet UHS 1066 1,191,618 1,082,291 1,024,239 -9.17%  -5.36%
Lake Holcombe 338 458,642 389,504 330,893 -15.07% -15.05%
Yorkville 12 337 480,393 407,976 346,585 -15.07% -15.05%
Tomahawk 1276 1,975,170 1,677,420 1,425,014 -15.07% -15.05%
Friess Lake 171 265,129 225,162 191,283  -15.07% -15.05%
Flarence 482 757,420 643,242 546,451 -15.07% -15.05%
New Auburn 298 487,628 414,195 351,805 15.06% -15.06%
Siren 476 703,999 597,875 571,124 -15.07% -4.47%
Turtle Lake 476 423,221 359,422 589,184 -15.07% 63.93%
Pepin Area 244 465,148 395,029 335,588 -15.07% -15.05%
Erin 237 459,442 390,183 331,470 -15.07% -15.05%
Rhinelander 2483 3,649,299 3,083,657 3,784,101 -15.50% 22.71%
White Lake 199 464,183 394,279 334,831 15.06% -15.08%
Goodman-Armstrong 116 282,253 239,704 203,635 -15.07% -15.05%
Norway 17 81 212,601 180,554 160,286 -15.07% -11.23%
Fox Point 42 737 1,491,080 1,540,267 1,567,626 3.30% 1.78%
Herman #22 68 220,043 186,908 149,722 15.06% -19.90%
Chequamegon 761 3,205,266 3,035,079 2,577,909 5.31% -15.06%

$ 33,806,673 $ 29,955,902 $ 32,667,661

Bold = Special Adjustment Aid Only Italicized - Special Adjustment/Primary Aid

2014-15 201516 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16
CHANGE CHANGE AID AID  AID
DOLLAR DOLLAR PUPIL PUPIL  PUPIL

= T = ~ 0 0 0
5 z 0 0 0
(1,020) (864) 12 10 8
(318) {269) 21 18 15
(1,630) (1,381) 6 39 33
{10,325) {1,465 69 49 a7
(1,487) (1,405) 67 57 a7
(6,151) (5,215) 69 59 50
{603) (512) 70 50 51
{1,552) {1,315) 75 63 54
{1,363) (1,156) 75 63 54
(16,433) (20,036) 83 70 55
(3,257) (2,760) 79 67 57
{11,566) (3,970) 96 67 57
(6,615) (5,607) 79 67 57
{10,168) (8,612) 96 82 69
(5,980) (5,070) 97 82 70
(5,510) (4,674) 97 83 70
(9,228) (7,824) 116 98 83
{17,517) (14,849) 168 143 121
(9,444) (8,006) 248 210 179
10,964 (14,559) 205 231 197
(82,967) (70,334) 303 257 219
(5,243) (11,657) 287 269 229
21,284 9,609 195 235 253
(26,010) 1,463 389 331 334
(41,932) (27,508) 540 439 373
(34,255) 20,143 398 362 383
14,724 1,018 387 39 396
(27,276) (23,121) 564 479 207
(145,020) (240,720) 703 s97 421
(40,490) (34,324) 628 533 as3
(51,205) (43,406) 653 555 a71
(43,266) (36,678) 657 558 474
(23,578) (2,006) 597 507 499
(20,507) (17,384) 731 e 528
(79,995) (67,812) 735 624 530
(57,882) (49,068) 737 626 532
113,558 (52,919) 609 641 626
(196,700) (148,914) 920 781 676
(297,794) (326,066) 798 752 702
(585,176) (585,176) 986 924 711
(85,315) (72,325) 1,088 924 785
(57,782) (6,059) 949 806 791
10,065 217,430 209 428 836
(101,645) (86,168) 1,161 986 837
(29,986) (48,517) 1,109 1,038 923
(109,327) (58,052) 1,118 1,015 961
(69,138) (58,611) 1,357 1,152 979
(72,417) (61,391) 1,425 1,211 1,028
(297,750) (252,406) 1,548 1315 1,117
(39,967) (33,879) 1,550 1,317 1,119
(114,178) (96,791) 1,571 1,335 1,134
(73,433) (62,390) 1,636 1,390 1,181
(106,124) (26,751) 1,479 1,256 1,200
(63,799) 229,762 889 755 1,238
(70,119) (59,441) 1,906 1,619 1,375
(69,259) (58,713) 1,939 1,646 1,399
(565,642) 700,444 1,470 1,242 1,524
(69,904) (59,448) 2,333 1,981 1,683
(42,549) (36,069) 2,433 2,066 1,755
(32,047) (20,268) 2,625 2,229 1,979
49,187 27,35 2,023 2,090 2,127
(33,135) (37,186) 3,236 2749 2,202
(170,187) (457,170) 4,212 3,988 3,388
$ (3,747,202) § (1,743,784)
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December 16, 2015

Proposed Limit Would Restrict New Resources
WISCONSIN

BUDGET
BUDGET  for Schools, Even as Amended

Wisconsin lawmakers have proposed a change that would make it more difficult for voters to approve
additional resources for children in public schools in their district. An amendment to the bill would make
the limits less restrictive than originally proposed, but would still make it more difficult for residents to
pass referenda increasing local support for schools.

The state limits the average amount each school district may spend to educate students, but voters in a
district can override the spending limit by approving a referendum lifting the spending caps. Voters also
determine, via referendum, whether to allow a school district to issue debt for large capital projects.

Wisconsin lawmakers have proposed limiting the opportunities voters have to approve referenda. The
original proposal (AB 481/SB 355) banned any school district from putting a new referendum before
voters for a period of two years after an unsuccessful referendum. An analysis by the Wisconsin Budget
Project found that 36 school districts have passed referenda since July 2011 that would have been
prohibited or delayed by the original proposal. Those referenda allocated nearly $200 million in new
resources to local schools.

An amendment to the original bill would shorten the period during which districts may not go to
referendum, from two years to one year. Shortening the window reduces the effect of the proposal on
school districts, but would likely still reduce resources for students in public schools. Since July 2011, 24
districts have successful passed a total of 27 referenda within a year of having a referendum turned down
by voters. These successful referenda — which would not have been allowed to go to voters when they did
if the proposed change had been in effect — represent $147 million in voter-approved resources devoted to
improving Wisconsin public schools.

Even as Amended, Proposal Would Limit New Resources for School
Districts

Number, types, and dollar amounts of successful referenda passed less than one year after an unsuccessful
referendum in the same district, starting in July 2011. These referenda would not have been allowed as
passed if a policy change proposed by lawmakers had been in place at the time.

TYPE OF REFERENDUM AMOUNT, IN NUMBER OF
MILLIONS REFERENDA

Issue debt $102.6 9

Exceed revenue limits $44.5 18

Total $147. 27

Source: Analysis of figures from Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction WISCONSIN BUDGET PROJECT

555 W Washington Ave, Suite 200 | Madison, Wl 53703 [ 608 284-0580 | wisconsinbudgetproject.org

An initiative of the Wisconsin Council on Children and Families
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®
” " LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS® OF

WISCONSIN
612 W. Main Street, #200 (608) 256-0827
Madison, WI 53703-4714 hitp://www.lwvwi.org
January 14, 2016
To: Senate Committee on Elections and Local Government

Re: Opposition to Senate Bill 355

The League of Women Voters registers its strong opposition to SB355 and AB481 which would place limitations
on the ability of Wisconsin public school districts to schedule referenda, including restrictions on the dates such
referenda could be held, and which would also impose a mandatory waiting period before a defeated
referendum could again be scheduled.

The League believes that decisions on scheduling school district referenda are appropriately made by the
members of Boards of Education who are elected by the public to make decisions about local schools and how
to best serve students and families. The needs of individual school districts vary considerably, and addressing
those needs should not be further restricted by state mandate.

Reducing the number of options for Districts to act on issues of educational opportunity and quality for their
students is unwarranted and unfair. A referendum gives the public full opportunity to participate in important
decisions critical to the education offered in the community. School districts, by necessity, are required to
present essential information that gives citizens the opportunity to express their views in public discussion, and
finally, through their votes, to determine the outcome of the referendum.

The League of Women Voters believes this legislation would damage the ability of Wisconsin school districts to
fulfill their responsibilities to provide for the educational needs of their citizens.

Thank you.



122 W. Washington Avenue, Madison, W1 53703
Phone: 608-257-2622-Fax: 608-257-8386

John H. Ashley, Executive Director

WISCONSIN &

ASSOCIATION OF
SCHOOL BOARDS

TO: Members, Senate Committee on Elections & Local Government

FROM: Dan Rossmiller & Chris Kulow, WASB Government Relations

RE: Opposition to Senate Bill 355, limitations on school referenda and other funding
mechanisms.

DATE; January 14, 2016

Chairman LeMahieu and committee members, thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns
about Senate Bill 355. My name is Dan Rossmiller and T am the government relations director for the
Wisconsin Association of School Boards (WASB), representing 423 school boards across the state of
Wisconsin.

Based on resolutions adopted by our membership, the WASB strongly opposes the bill. Specifically:
Resolution 1.25 Authority to Schedule Referenda: The WASB opposes limits on scheduling
referenda. (2000-4)

The bill is restrictive and inflexible for school boards—in odd-numbered years boards will only have
one opportunity to go to referendum (in the spring). If that referendum fails, boards will have to wait a
full year before they can go back to voters. Because state budgets pass in odd-numbered years, a district
facing reduced revenues would have to wait until the following spring to react to funding decisions
made in the budget act.

Furthermore, this bill is anti-local control and does not show trust in locally-elected officials.

School districts usually go to referendum for two reasons: to issue bonds (long-term debt obligations) to
fund construction projects and to exceed state-imposed revenue limits. Senate Bill 355 would restrict a
school board’s ability to go to referendum for either of these reasons.

Revenue limits or caps limit the budget resources available to each school district by limiting the amount
of state general aid and local property taxes that can be collected by a district. Revenue limits are
calculated utilizing the previous year’s limit and a three-year average of pupil enrollment in that district
as well as a per-pupil adjustment (increase/decrease) as allowed by the Legislature. Districts are
penalized by a loss of state equalization aid if they exceed their revenue limit.

School boards initially, grudgingly, supported revenue limits because: a) because they were part of a
deal that also included caps on teacher union settlements and a state promise to pay two-thirds of the
overall expenses of Wisconsin public schools that are shared between the state and local districts (i.e.,
paid for by property taxes and state aid); and equally importantly, b) it was understood that if a school
board did not receive adequate revenues under the revenue limit it could always ask its voters to approve
a referendum to exceed the revenue limits by a given amount on either a temporary or permanent basis.



Indeed, whenever school boards or districts would complain about revenue limits the first response has
always been, “You can always go to referendum.” That is, until now.

Now, in 2015, with revenue limits frozen for an entire state budget cycle for the first time, a referendum
is the only way many districts can access additional resources this year. By limiting when school
districts may schedule referendum votes and imposing a moratorium on additional referenda if a vote
fails, Senate Bill 355 will significantly impact declining enrollment districts, many of which are small
rural school districts that rely upon passing referenda to allow them the revenue to maintain
programming.

We are concerned this bill will further exacerbate the trend of creating “Haves”—districts that are able
to pass referenda to increase allowable revenues and “Have Nots” who cannot pass such referendums.
The result is that opportunities for students will be determined by their zip code more than ever.

The authors of this bill have argued that by ensuring the referenda questions occur on general elections,
more of the voting population will be “tuned into™ the process. This is debatable. With higher turnout
elections come higher profile statewide and national races where television advertising is likely to play a
major role in informing and influencing voters. School referendums seldom involve advertising and
media coverage about them is often meager.

A great irony of this bill is that the Maclver Institute examined 211 school district referendums across
Wisconsin from the past two years. Their survey included all school ballot questions from November
2013 through October 2015, for which DPI has recorded results. This information is available through
DPI’s website.

Of those 211 referendums, 142 passed and 69 failed — an approval rate of 67 percent. Most were held
during general elections (81 percent).

The most successful referendums were those held in conjunction with primary elections (passage rate of
79 percent), followed by general elections (66 percent). Referendum votes held as stand-alone special
elections succeeded only 62.5 percent of the time. There was no difference between the success rates of
fall and spring general elections. According to the Maclver Institute analysis, special referendum
elections resulted in the highest rate of failure for referendums--37.5 percent of referendums held during
special elections fail.

Let’s look at borrowing referendums—referendums to approve debt used to finance school construction.
By far the largest amount of increased property taxes authorized by school referendums is used to
finance school construction—investments by the community in its schools.

There may be a variety of reasons why a school board might want more control over the timing of such a
vote. It may be to get shovels in the ground before it freezes, or to ensure that a construction project is
completed before the school year begins so children are not exposed to construction hazards. In a rising
interest rate environment, it may be to allow the district to get the best deal on borrowing costs.

In arguing for the moratorium after a failed referendum, supporters state it is necessary because school
boards are holding repeated referenda in order to wear down the public or manipulate the process.
Referenda can fail for reasons other than the community is unwilling to increase spending on their
schools. There may be other issues in the plan that voters do not support and when those issues are
addressed the subsequent referendum passes. For example, there could be disagreement over the plan for



construction, not the need for new or expanded facilities. In these instances, school boards are being
responsive to the community when they come back to voters with a new plan.

A referendum can provide an opportunity for a community to have a very focused and robust
conversation about what it wants its public schools to be. School boards propose referendums because
they believe doing so is in the best educational interests of the students and communities they represent.

If you take a look at school district referenda since July 2011, you will find that 24 school districts
statewide have passed 27 successful referenda less than a year after an unsuccessful one. Those
successful referenda — which would not have been allowed to go to voters when they did if the bill with
the proposed amendment had been in effect — represent $147 million in voter-approved resources
devoted to improving Wisconsin public schools. Of that $147 million approved, $102.6 million (9
referendums) was for the purpose of issuing debt for construction purposes. The remaining $44.5 million
approved by voters (18 referendums) was to exceed revenue limits.

Senate Amendment 1 would reduce the bill’s original two-year (730-day) proposed moratorium period
on additional referenda, bonding and borrowing following a failed referendum to one year (365 days). It
also removes restrictions on short-term borrowing proposed as part of the original bill. All other
restrictions on borrowing (e.g., promissory notes, state trust fund loans, etc.) would remain in the bill.

While we view these two changes as positive, they do not change the WASB’s opposition to the bill.

We note that the original “two-year” moratorium in the bill as introduced would actually be a three year
moratorium in certain circumstances so the amendment reflects a big improvement. However, even the
“one-year” moratorium under the amendment would actually be nearly a year-and-a-half moratorium if
a failed referendum vote occurs in November of an even-numbered year. (Because there is no fall
general election in an odd-numbered year, a school district would have to wait until the spring general
election (April) following the expiration of the one-year moratorium in order to go back to its voters—
one year and five months after the initial failed referendum.

Finally, this bill doesn’t simply address referendums; it also affects a variety of other funding
mechanisms used by school boards to help them manage their finances, such as state trust fund loans,
promissory notes and other borrowing or issuance of bonds. It provides that, if a referendum is rejected
or if a school board applies or adopts a resolution to use any of these funding mechanisms and it is
rejected by a majority of the electors of the school district, the school board may not use any of these
mechanisms for a 365—day period. It is ironic that when the Legislature adopted Act 10, it provided a
number of “tools™ to school boards to help them better manage their finances. This bill proposes taking
away “tools™ districts use to help them manage their finances.

For all these reasons we oppose Senate Bill 355. We thank you for the opportunity to bring these
concerns to your attention.
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To Senate Committee on Elections and Local Government:

Please accept my written testimony in opposition of Senate Bill 355 dealing with limitations on borrowing by
school districts and the use by school districts of resolutions and referenda to authorize bonding for capital
projects or increase revenue limits and scheduling of school district referendums to exceed revenue limits.

I would ask that you oppose SB 355 regarding proposed referendum reform. This bill will be very damaging to all
public school districts and especially the numerous rural districts in the state. With the present financial constraints
on public schools, referendums and community support are the keys that are keeping many of the rural districts
alive. It should be left up to each individual district to decide what is best for their district. With added limitations on
borrowing, this could virtually cause some districts to have to shut their doors as money runs out. I would also point
out that this bill could have a negative impact on local economies that have construction firms as part of their tax
base. In talking with contractors they share similar concerns with this bill.

In my opinion these are the points to be considered:

This bill is anti-local control.

With revenue limits frozen for this budget cycle for the first time, referenda are the only way many districts can
access resources. This proposal will significantly impact declining enrollment districts which are often small rural
school districts many of which need referenda to maintain educational opportunities for children. This bill, if
adopted, could have the effect of forcing districts to consider dissolving or consolidating if they cannot pass such
referenda and are barred from going back to their voters for two years (or more).

This bill will further exacerbate the trend of creating “Haves” who can pass referenda and “Have Nots” who cannot.
Opportunities for students will further be determined by their zip code.

The bill is extremely restrictive and inflexible for school boards — under the bill in odd number years boards will
only have one opportunity to go to referendum (in the spring). If that referendum fails, boards will have to wait two
years to the next odd number year where once again there will only be one opportunity. In a state budget year, a
district would have to wait until the following spring to react to funding decisions made by the state.

Limiting referendum date selection for capital projects such as new buildings, renovations or additions will reduce
the effective planning of these projects to meet the needs of students and citizens. What's more, a poorly-timed
referendum date could add to the construction time-frame and possibly increase costs to taxpayers.

Even with the recent amendment offered by the bill's author to remove the restriction on short-term borrowing and
changes the overall restriction (on when you can go to referendum or borrow after a failed referendum) from two
years to one year there is no fall general election in odd-numbered years, this restriction would actually be more
like a year and five months if the failed referendum occurred in conjunction with a fall general election in an even-
numbered year. You'd have to wait until the April following the November with no general election to go back to the
voters

The two links below to the Wisconsin Budget Project has some very good information on referendums.
hitp:/ /www . wisconsinbudgetproject.ovg/proposed-limits-would-make-it-more-difficult-for-voters-to-approve-new-
resources-for-schools, https://mail.google.com/mail/u/o/?tab=wm#inbox/151ac18af3aqgd8ba?projector=1

I urge you to leave this to local decision making as each entity knows best what works for their communities. If I can
be of further assistance, please let me know.

Thank you for listening,

Sincerely,

Kimv Kokl

Kim Kaukl

Executive Director of the Wisconsin Rural Schools Alliance (WiRSA)




January 14, 2016 Presentation on SB 355 Senate Committee on Elections and Local Government Room 201 Southeast Capitol by: Dr, Ronald 1, Walsh

Thank you for this opportunity. My name is Ron Walsh. I'm the superintendent of Elk Mound Area
School District in West Central Wisconsin. We are located on highway 94 between Eau Claire and
Menomonie. | will be finishing my 37 year as a Wisconsin Educator and will be retiring in June. I'm
here not just to prove to you that I'm going to work hard for our students until they actually take my
keys but to also advocate for not just our students but for children and grandchildren of our present
students. As I've often stated to our school board members, owning schools for the public is not the
same as owning a home for our families. Our individual families grow up, we take care of our home,
eventually, hopefully we have it paid off and we enjoy the fruits of our labor until God takes all our
keys away. A school and its infrastructure have an entirely different lifespan than our individual
homes. In theory, it should live on forever. For a district to live on forever, that is, to be able to meet
the needs of today’s children, then their children, and then their grandchildren, and on and on,
challenges must be confronted that deal with buildings, staffing, technology and so on. No complete
project is ever completed. It will have a lifespan that needs to be planned for. The roof that will last 25
or 30 years; the parking lot that will age out after 20 years; the building that will be obsolete in 50 or
so years. And the beat goes on.

When Tommy Thompson, one of our most distinguished governors, and a great US Secretary of
Health and Human Service by the way, enacted revenue limits we were promised two things; 2/3
funding and the ability to go to our taxpayers to exceed the revenue limits. 2/3 funding has become
an ever decreasing fraction but we have made do. Some make do by cutting or benefitting from
increased enrollment. Others, over the years, have had to go to their pubic taxpayers and ask for
permission to exceed the limits to maintain a decent quality of instruction for its students or to even
just keep the doors open.

I'm aware of no superintendent of school board that has abused the right to go to referendum for any
reason. Selling a referendum is not the same as selling a car or a vacuum cleaner. Districts that
successfully pass referendums do so by deliberately communicating their needs to their publics and
by include all of their stakeholders in the process. In many cases it is a committee of citizens, parents,
staff, students, seniors and others that bring referendum recommendations to the school board. This
is local control at its best. This bill, whether intended or not, will take away the local control that so
many of our elected officials say they support. Not only that, but in small and not so small school
districts, this bill could be the difference in between school district being able to survive and its having
to fold. Think again if you think closing a school district will save money; transportation costs will rise
as well as construction costs to deal with the dislocated students. And the debt of a closed school
district does not go away either.

Any district that is forced to wait any extended period of time after a failed referendum will face
increased debt costs and increased construction costs. The inability for some districts to exceed
revenue limits will mean the loss of essential and hard to replace staff.

For the sake of my children, your children, their children and their grandchildren, please ensure that
we are able to keep the healthy lifecycle of our school districts intact. The ability to go to referendum
as a decision of the locals who control is an essential part of keeping our public school healthy and
thriving this year, next year and on and on.
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January 14, 2016

Thank you for the opportunity to testify regarding Senate Bill 355. My name Marjorie Stoneman and | am one of
the organizers for Whitewater YES for Education, a mother, and the President of our middle school’s parent teacher
organization. 1am here today on behalf of Whitewater YES for Education and the nearly 1,300 people who signed a
petition opposing the provisions of this legistation that would take away local control and limit when and how often
school boards can go to referendum.

Whitewater parents, families, and community members have actively worked to oppose this proposal. In fact,
the Whitewater Unified School District School Board wrote a letter to our local legislators and newspapers in oppaosition
to the proposal. Whitewater YES for Education is a community group based in Whitewater that was formed for the sole
purpose of supporting Whitewater schools and making sure our schools are strong so our community is strong.
Whitewater YES organized a state-wide petition against this proposal. As of yesterday morning, nearly
1,300 Wisconsinites from more than 220 communities signed the petition and made it clear they want local control over
their school districts. We have included copies of the signatures for each of you in the envelope with the testimony, the -
School Board letter, a copy of a Janesville Gazette Editorial that speaks out against this bill, a copy of a letter from the
2015 Wisconsin Teacher of the Year in opposition, and a copy of a Daily Jefferson County Union Editorial that states,
“Our greatest concern, though, is that when to hold a referendum should be a local decision, not one the Legislature
regulates.”

The Whitewater Unified School District has been forced to rely on a budget-by-referendum approach because
of the state’s inadequate funding of schools. Senate Bill 355 would severely inhibit the district’s ability to ask our own
local community for support. Under this legislation if a referendum fails a school district has to wait one year to go
before the voters again; it's going to be very difficult for schools to maintain programming and educational opportunities
during that time.

Our schools provide all kids with the future they need in order to thrive. Public education is the cornerstone of

our communities. We encourage you to please vote against this proposal. Thank you.



Building a Legacy of Excellence Student by Student

(Nov 5) Letter to the community from Whitewater School

Boaxd "As Whitewater Unified School District school board members, we
appreciate and are fortunate to have had the support of our community for
recent referendums. Despite our ongoing efforts to reduce expenses and increase
efficiency, our district has come to depend on responsible referendums to fill
budgetary gaps as the state funding structure has been insufficient to meet public
school districts' needs. We are gravely concerned about Senate Bill 355, which
would restrict school referendums and put unnecessary constraints on local
control.

Limiting how and when schools can seek funding via a local referendum takes
away the rights of voters and removes local control over our own elections. If the
bill passes, our community could lose the ability to secure the funds needed to
provide a quality education.

We need to maintain the right for our community members to control their own
public schools through tl1e election process. The proposed limits on local voter
rights regarding their schools are unnecessary and potentially harmful. We
strongly encourage community members to contact their representatives to urge
them not to support Senate Bill 355."

Whitewater Unified School District School Board Members: Casey Judd, Chuck
Nass, Brian Brunner, Steve Ryan, Dan McCrea, Gretchen Torres and Kelly
Davis.

(whitewaterbanner.com)



Our Views: Limiting school referendums is troubling proposal to strip local control

Janesville Gazette editorial board
November 10, 2015

Proposed state legislation would limit when and how often school districts could seek extra money from taxpayers through referendum.
As state legislators prepare to break for the holidays, one languishing proposal would impose a two-year waiting period on school districts
after failed referendums.

Lawmakers might take up Senate Bill 355 this spring, but it should never see the light of day.
Credit opponents in the Whitewater School District with shining a spotlight on this plan, which would strip local control.

The second of our editorial board's 10 guiding principles states: “The Gazette believes a strong public school system is important for
attracting businesses and economic development. Good schools are vital to a good community, and quality schools require regular
investments.”

SB 355 also clashes with principle No. 5, opposing mandates that hamper local governments and schools in their efforts to meet priorities.

Sen. Duey Stroebel's bill would ban special elections for school referendums and allow the referendums only during regular fall and spring
elections, when voter turnout often is higher. That's not so onerous, but the Saukville Republican's measure also would bar districts from
proposing another referendum for two years after one fails.

Stroebel told the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel that his plan would break the “cjrc'lé of referendums” in which districts retum to taxpayers
repeatedly for building projects or operating costs. -

Granted, residents in some districts grow weary of seeing referendums and wonder when “no means no.” But almost all school boards listen
after referendums fail, then streamline their plans to levels residents might support before proposing new referendums.

Without the ability to do this, too many districts would be forced into drastic cuts in staffing, programs, or both. Rural districts with declining
enrollment might need to dissolve or merge and create intolerably long bus rides for kids. :

Many Republican lawmakers argue property taxes are out of control. Yet since 1994, the state has imposed revenue caps that limit how much
school districts can raise levies. That has squeezed those with declining enrollment, especially as the state cut millions of aid dollars in recent
years. Referendums were their only option. In the past two decades, districts have gone to voters with almost 2,500 referendums, including
nearly 1,000 to exceed revenue caps, the Journal Sentinel reported.

Stroebel's bill wasn't on our radar screen until the citizens group Whitewater Yes for Education sent a letter opposing it. The Gazette printed
the letter Oct. 21. It suggests Whitewater “has been forced to rely on a budget-by-referendum approach because of the state's inadequate
funding of schools.” The Whitewater School Board signed on to another letter opposing SB 355 that we printed Friday.

By then, Yes for Education had started an online petition that caught the attention of school advocates statewide.

“If Senate Bill 355 passes, our children, and children from around the state of Wisconsin, could be at an educational disadvantage competing
for entry into universities, two-year colleges and the job market,” Ron Binning of the Whitewater Yes group said in a news release. “The
state's recent drastic decisions to cut funding to public schools, coupled with these restrictions in referenda, could cripple our district and
many others in Wisconsin.”

The petition is a great opportunity to send a message to Stroebel and other lawmakers and show your support for local control and public
education. ‘

- See more
at: http://www.oazettexira.com/20151 110/our_views_limiting_school_referendums_is_troubling_proposal_to_strip_local control#sthash.xz

hesyl.dpuf




Diana Callope
N1060 Fremont Road
Whitewater, WI 53190
2015 Wisconsin Teacher of the Year

December 15, 2015
To the representatives of the Committee on Education:

As a parent of two former Whitewater Unified School District students, a 24-

year veteran of the Whitewater Unified School District, 2 member of the Whitewater community
and the 2015 WI Teacher of the Year, I urge you to vote against the proposal for Assembly Bill

481.

In 2011, the rights of Wisconsin’s public school teachers were stripped under the guise of
“providing school districts with the tools they need,” (Governor Scott Walker) to manage their
budget. Since that time, our state legislature has repeatedly raided the toolbox. Deep cuts to
public education continue to impact the number of highly qualified teachers in public schools as
teachers leave the profession in search of better pay and as fewer college students declare
education as a major. Vouchers utilize more and more of our tax dollars to send students to
private schools having little to no accountability compared to the demands made on public
schools for performance outcomes. Public schools are expected to continually do more with less
as our public funds go private.

Now before you is a proposal that would take away the rights of citizens in a community to vote
on whether or not to support their local public schools. The impact of waiting one or two years
after a failed referendum before restructuring and asking a community again to support its
schools through referendum will be irreversible. Once programming and staff are cut from a
district’s budget, they are gone, but the students remain. Students who deserve the same support
for their public education that others received prior to 2011.

Enough is enough. It is time to stop stripping the rights Wisconsin’s citizens. Allow the local
voters to determine how to best support schools in their communities. Support bills that reflect
continued commitment to public education in Wisconsin and help put Wisconsin public schools
back on top. Iurge you to do your part —vote no on the proposed Assembly Bill 481.

Sincerely,
Diana Callope

2015 Wisconsin Teacher of the Year
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Refain local control

This Thursday, the Wisconsin Assem-

bly Committee on Education will be

~ holding public hearings on four bills, in-

cluding one that would restrict public
school referenda.

If signed into law, Assembly Bill
481/Senate Bill 355 would limit ballot
dates and implement a two-year waiting
period for a district to hold another vote

after a failed referendum. Specifically, it -

would allow resclutions and referenda to
authorize bonding for capital projects or.
to exceed revenue limits only during the
spring election on the first Tuesday in
April, or the general election during
even-numbered years. No primary dates
and special elections would be allowed.
Proponents say referendums should be

held when voter turnout is the highest: ‘

in spring and fall. Right now, school dis-
tricts can set them on whatever date
they wish. They also warn about “wear-
ing down” voters with repeated referen-
dums. ,
Certainly, it makes good sense to
schedule referenda when, traditionally,
the most people turn out to vote. At the
same time, the school district can pig-

gyback on municipal, county, state or

other balloting already being held and
avoid paying for a special election.

Yet, referenda do tend to draw a lot of
voters to the polls, no matter when held,
and instead of “wearing down” voters,
subsequent proposals in the wake of a
failed ones provide an opportunity for re-
visions, tweaks and improvements, not
to mention create more public awareness
and understanding. .

In addition, the state Department of
Public Instruction says this provision
“could have a significant impact on
school district operations and could force
districts to spend down cash reserves in
order to meet operational costs before
the next round of state aid payments.”
That would prompt short-term borrow-
ino fo eover the gap, further costing tax-

payers in the form of interest.

Our greatest concern, though, is that
when to hold a referendum should be a
local decision, not one the Legislature
regulates,
~ School districts, not surprisingly,
agree, and have written state legislators
about their concerns. And one area par-
ent/community group took it even fur-
ther. - ] -

Whitewater YES for Education repre-
sentatives circulated a statewide peti-
tion, signed by more than 1,200 people,
that they will be presenting to the As-
sembly committee this Thursday. It says
that the legislation “makes it potential-
ly very difficult for school districts to
maintain programming and educational
opportunities.”

Rising costs, decreasing state aid the
past five years and state-imposed rev-
enue caps have forced school districts to
go to the ballot box to get elector per-
mission to exceed the limits in order to
retain programming. For example, Fort
Atkinson held its first operational ref-
erendum in 2007 and is considering a
fourth three-year operational referen-
dum after the current one sunsets in
June of 2017. The Whitewater Unified
School District held an operational ref-
erendum in 2014 that passed by 65 per-
cent, while the School District of Jeffer-
son has set its first-ever operational ref-
erendum for this February.

However, these referenda were ad-
vanced only after their respective school
boards did everything they felt respon-
sibly possible to trim expenses, includ-
ing making six-digit cuts to already tight
budgets.

We all want the best education possi-
ble for our schoolchildren, If residents of
a specifi¢ school district wish to have,
keep or add certain programs or facili-
ties and are willing to pay for them, then
state lawmakers have no business fur-
ther tying their hands.



Dear Wisconsin Lawmaker,

The undersigned are very concerned about Senate Bill 355/Assembly Bill 481 that restricts school district

referenda. The proposal limits ballot dates and implements a two-year waiting period after a failed referendum.
The legislation makes it potentially very difficult for school districts to maintain programming and educational
opportunities. Public education is the cornerstone of our communities. Please don't take away the rights of our

school districts to go to referendum.

Name

John Gremmer

B.J. O'Neil

David C. Dyb
Stacey Bradley
Samantha Kable
Annette Krueger
Wendy McNeely
Rocco D'Amelio
Patrick Monroe
Marie Nesemann
Linda Stichman

Jim Murphy

J. R. Fahrenkrug
Patrick Monroe

Sara Companik
Maria Gaie Beyer
Julia Hickinbotham
Joseph Bartolameolli
Charles Garnier
Barbara Minchefff
Susan J. Morrissey
BARBARA Mincheff
Sydney Rouse

Susan Sorenson
Linda and Kurt Wilkens
Lauren Norton

Julie Ziegler

Pamela Davidson

Street Address

5935 Hiawatha Drive
N9162 Van Dyne Road
670 OAK ST

774 County Road M
1612 N Star Ct

1709 Dexter St

237 Berkeley Street
1215 Cameron Circle
212 Riva Ridge Ln

778 Millbrook Drive
3554 Shenandoah Trail
885 Tumblebrook Road
802 Grant Place

212 Riva Ridge Ln

889 Kernan Ave.

1107 Manitowoc Rd
1296 Frances Way
1496 Lakeshore Drive
262 Misty Meadows
2156 Cottonwood Drive
387 Naymut Street
2156 Cottonwood Dr
N6097 Lost Creek Road
479 Golf Hill Court
W872 Leslie Ln

N6284 Highway 49
N8348 Edgewood Lane
781 McArthur St.

City
Winneconne
Van Dyne, WI
Scandinavia
Pickett

New London
NEW LONDON
Neenah
Neenah
Neenah
Neenah
Neenah
Neenah, Wi
Neenah
Neenah
Menasha
Menasha
Menasha
Menasha
Menasha
Menasha
Menasha
Menasha
Green Lake
Green Lake
Green Lake, WI
Green Lake
Fond du Lac
Fond du Lac

Zip
54986
54979
54977
54964
54961
54961
54956
54956
54956
54956
54956
54956
54956
54956
54952
54952
54952
54952
54952
54952
54952
54952
54941
54941
54941
54941
54937
54935



Dear Wisconsin Lawmaker,

The undersigned are very concerned about Senate Bill 355/Assembly Bill 481 that restricts school district

referenda. The proposal limits ballot dates and implements a two-year waiting period after a failed referendum.
The legislation makes it potentially very difficult for school districts to maintain programming and educational
opportunities. Public education is the cornerstone of our communities. Please don't take away the rights of our

school districts to go to referendum.

Pam Burmeister
Mel Kolstad

Lynn Schrauth
Jeffrey Schultz
Barbara Sewall
Ted Eischeid

Ted Eischeid

Tom Ray

Norman Tebo Nancy Tebo
Nathelee Bowman
Michel Marichal
Laura M. Hoepfner
Karin Babcock
Julie Brown

Jim Bowman

Jill Mitchler

Janel Batten

Jane Marichal
Jackie Nider

Emily Voight-Cone
Eileen Felix

David Babcock
Dan Gabrielson
Carol Lenz

Ann Halverson

V Gayle Hardt
Timothy Leahy
Tim McKeag

Sara Wilda
Matthew Van Grinsven
John J. Gosling, MSE LPC
2

222 Taft St

464 Mary Lee Drive
673 Kingswood Ave.
264 Rose Ave.

767 E Pioneer Rd

638 BOYD ST

638 BOYD ST

N9173 Oak Lawn Drive

2600 s Heritage Woods Dr.

701 N Canterbury Drive
1901 E. John St.

11 Solar Circle

511 E South River St
1601 S. Sundown Lane
701 Canterbury Dr
N308 Candlelite Way
1730 S Memorial Dr.
1901 E. John St.

N9173 Oak Lawn Drive
29 Grace Ct

n517 Sonny Ct

511 E SOUTH RIVER ST
53 Kensington Ct

1209 S Lee St

1315 E. Shade Tree Ln
4707 Dogwood Ct.

167 Hillock Ct.

1824 N. Douglas Street
1602 N. Rynders St.
1610 W. Glendale ave.
1102 W. Prospect Ave.

Fond du Lac
Fond du Lac
Fond du Lac
Fond du Lac
Fond du Lac
FOND DU LAC
FOND DU LAC
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton, WI
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
APPLETON
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton, WI
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton

54935
54935
54935
54935
54935
54935
54935
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54915
54914
54914
54914
54914
54914
54914



Dear Wisconsin Lawmaker,
The undersigned are very concerned about Senate Bill 355/Assembly Bill 481 that restricts school district

referenda. The proposal limits ballot dates and implements a two-year waiting period after a failed referendum.
The legislation makes it potentially very difficult for school districts to maintain programming and educational
opportunities. Public education is the cornerstone of our communities. Please don't take away the rights of our

school districts to go to referendum.
Former AASD School Board Member,

2011 - 2014

Diane Doden

Cheryl McQuade
Bob Baker
Shirley Strange
Patti Clark-Stojke

marlene dion

Mark & Renita
Schoembohm

Marcia & Paul Engen
John David Strange
Deann Piehl

Connie Raether
marlene dion
Stephanie Malaney
Nicole Doden
Karen Bachhuber
Dianne Lang
Connie Roop
Christine Morrissey
Ann Muenster
Nancy Hallin
Patricia Scanlan
Cyndy Rutz

Claire Broussard
Patrick White

Rebecca Srubas
Julie Gordon
Jim Evans

Jim Evans

3240 Rambling Rose Dr.

1601 W. Highland Ave.
Appleton, Wi 54914

1624 S Driscoll Street
W3435 Equestrian Trail

4824 West Jack Pine Court

4725 n newcastle lane unit ¢

1359 north lake ct
Appleton WI 54913

4734 N Stargaze Drive
W3435 Equestrian Trail
3620 Woodhaven Ct.
1700 E. Memory Lane

4725 n newcastle lane unit ¢

307 E McArthur St

3613 N McDonald St
1818 E Lindbergh St
1041 E. Park Ridge Ave.
2601 North Union St.
1102 N Union St

3528 Hillsborough Drive
230 west Lindbergh st
1625 Deerfield Dr.

2018 n. Point Comfort rd.

701 W 4th Ave
1422 Wisconsin
202 W.Melvin Ave.
324 Fulton Ave.
426 N. Main St.

Appleton

Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
appleton

Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton, WI
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Appleton
Oshkosh, WI
Oshkosh

Oshkosh
Oshkosh
Oshkosh
Oshkosh
Oshkosh

54914

54914
54914
54913
54913
54913

54913
54913
54913
54913
54913
54913
54912
54911
54911
54911
54911
54911
54911
54911
54904
54902

54902
54901
54901
54901
54901



Dear Wisconsin Lawmaker,

The undersigned are very concerned about Senate Bill 355/Assembly Bill 481 that restricts school district

referenda. The proposal limits ballot dates and implements a two-year waiting period after a failed referendum.
The legislation makes it potentially very difficult for school districts to maintain programming and educational
opportunities. Public education is the cornerstone of our communities. Please don't take away the rights of our

school districts to go to referendum.

Erv Schroeder
Rachel Floran
Candace Van Hom

Tom Krob
Romine R. Deming, Jr.

President, Solon Springs Board of

Education
Roberta H. Stein
Nina Krob
Michelle Blaylock
John Walt
Jennifer Polzin
Geraldine Muller
Susan Hansen
Daniel Beck
Tammy Bednarik

Rachel Coughtry

Philip Anderson and Valerie
Kozlovsky

Dr.Sara Croney
Superintendent
School District of Maple

Paul DeMain
Joyce Luedke
Scott T. Somerville
Joyce Luedke
Linda Verkinderen
Russ Nelson

Ellen Chicka
Marissa Kaiser
John Knight
Barbara Knight

a

1306 Wisconsin St.
302 W 7th St
N7762 Edgerton Rd
51845 Fahrner Rd

10351 South Harroun Rd

49410 State Hwy 27

51845 Fahrner Rd

11552 S Ryden Dr

11646s Railroad St

10436 S Lake of the Woods
9938 E. Colville Rd

1123 East Lake Drive

16 W John St

17445 County Highway H
61565 US HWY 63

12969 E. County Rd FF

Home

67520 W. Spider Lake Road

PO Box 1500

10696 W. Otter Lane

15865 Guard St., Apt. 108
10696 W. Otter Lane

20110 US Hwy 63

9580 E Spruce Dr

3338 E Lagro Rd

45630 Blue Moon Rd

10545 Whispering Pine Road
10545 Whispering Pine Road

Oshkosh
Washburn
Springbrook

Barnes

Solon Springs W1
Barnes

Barnes

Solon Springs
Solon Springs
Solon Springs
Solon Springs
Shell Lake

Rice Lake, WI
Mason

Mason

Maple

Iron River

Hayward,
Wisconsin

Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Grand View
Gordon
Foxboro
Drummond
Drummond

Drummond

54901
54891
54875
54873

54873
54873
54873
54873
54873
54873
54873
54871
54868
54856
54856

54854

54847

54843
54843
54843
54843
54839
54838
54836
54832
54832
54832



Dear Wisconsin Lawmaker,

The undersigned are very concerned about Senate Bill 355/Assembly Bill 481 that restricts school district

referenda. The proposal limits ballot dates and implements a two-year waiting period after a failed referendum.
The legislation makes it potentially very difficult for school districts to maintain programming and educational
opportunities. Public education is the cornerstone of our communities. Please don't take away the rights of our

school districts to go to referendum.

William Tews
Judith Keilholtz
Peter Nordgren
Virginia Kay Rowe
Susan Thurn
Kristine Lamb
Ellen Nelson
Andrew Arthur
David Thurn

Bill Stewart

Holly Snyder
Melissa Pientok
Kay Nelson

Kevin Jacobson
Kayla Williams
Janet Bethke-Ede
Urs R Haltinner
Susan Weston
Robert Jasper
Patricia Johnson

K. Lynne Hausman
jim swanson
Janeene Gellerman
Jacalyn Broughton
Holly Long
Elizabeth Haltinner
Debra H. Bell
Taylor Nix

Pamela J. Lehmeier
Melanie Hines
Jennifer Pape

5

2000 Hines Lakeview Drive
P O Box 625

22140 Old Highway 13
10905 Sunset Ext

12205 E. Leonard School Rd.

41815 Cable Sunset road
477455 0Old Grade Road
21570 Garmisch Rd.

12205 E. Leonard School Rd.

W12845 Truman Road
131 S Summit St

18395 Hillside Dr
N38314 Fitch Coulee Rd
E6487 1370th Ave.

535 Kennedy St.

432 N Jackson St
E7078 720th Avenue
1020 16th Ave. 