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WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC §
IN STRUCT ION Tony Evers, PhD, State Superintendent

September 17, 2018
To the Citizens of Wisconsin:

Wisconsin has a proud history and tradition of strong public schools. Our state’s education system - from early
childhood through higher education - has served as the pathway to prosperity for generations of Wisconsinites and
the key to a skilled workforce and strong economy.

In recent years, however, historic cuts to education have impeded our progress. Today, the state is investing less
in inflation-adjusted dollars in our K-12 public schools that it did eight years ago, putting us below the national
average for the first time. In response, over half of Wisconsin’s school districts have held referenda - 70 percent
of which have been successful - to fund their local schools, creating an unsustainable and inequitable shift from
state to local support. Moreover, testimony provided to the Legislature’s Blue Ribbon Commission on School
Finance underscored several recurring themes from citizens and schools around the state: ending the decade-long
freeze on special education funding; prioritizing student mental health; restoring and expanding crucial student
supports; and reforming our broken school finance system.

The budget I am releasing today responds to these challenges. It changes how we fund our schools and provides
our educators the resources to meet the needs of every child. Specifically, our budget:

e makes an unprecedented $600 million investment in special education, increasing the reimbursement rate
from 25% to 60%, while expanding funding for English learners and rural schools;

e provides nearly $64 million more for student mental health funding, a tenfold increase over FY19;

e funds full-day 4K for our youngest learners, creates the state’s first funding stream for afterschool
programs, and establishes new opportunities for children in our largest urban school districts;

e reforms our broken school finance system to help districts of all sizes, including revenue limit fairness so
lower spending districts can catch up and all districts can plan for the future; and

e achieves two-thirds state funding of our schools without raising property taxes.

Our students deserve our support as they prepare to inherit this great state. As the parents, taxpayers, and citizens
of Wisconsin, [ ask for your support during the 2019-21 biennial budget process so every child gets a shot ata
great Wisconsin education.

Sincerely,

-ﬂ*& 4,___,_
Tony E#ers, PhD
State Superintendent
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KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS AND NOTES

Commonly Used Acronyms
e CESA - cooperative educational services agency
o DIN - decisionitem narrative
e FTE - full time equivalent
e FY -fiscal year
o FED - federal revenue
e JCF - Joint Committee on Finance
e LEA - local educational agency
Fund Sources
¢ GPR - general purpose revenue
e PR - programrevenue
e PR-S - program revenue-service
e SEG - segregated revenue

FY19 Base - The total FY19 authorized funding level for an agency or program. The base equals FY19
appropriations, pay plan modifications and any other supplements. It is this base that serves as the
beginning point for calculating budget changes for the 2017-19 biennium.

References to Members, Pupils, and Students

Throughout this document there are references to “student(s)’, “pupil(s)’, “member(s)’, and
“membership”. These are all references to K-12 students, but the terms “member(s)” and “membership”
reflect how students are counted under state law for purposes of state general equalization aid, certain
categorical aids, and revenue limits.

Simply put, a district’s “membership” is the total full time equivalent (FTE) of students who are residents
of the school district and for whom the district pays the cost of educating. As an example: a district’s
“membership” includes residents who attend a public school in a different school district under the open
enrollment program (and conversely, excludes non-resident students who attend a public school in the
district under open enrollment). This is because each school district incurs a cost, via a reduction in its
state general aid, for each resident student who enrolls into a public school in a different school district
under the open enrollment program. State law provides for similar adjustments to a district’'s membership
for other circumstance as well.

The singular term “member” generally means 1.0 FTE pupil, unless otherwise stated (e.g., with respect to
four-year-old kindergarten, which may reference 0.5 FTE or 0.6 FTE pupil).

Membership for general equalization aid purposes uses prior year data. A district’s total membership
includes the average of the September and January pupil counts (converted to FTE), and adds in the
district’s FTE pupils for summer school and interim session, as applicable. General aid membership now
also includes resident students of the district who enroll in the Racine and the Wisconsin private school
parental choice programs (if the student first enrolled in those programs in the 2015-16 school year or
after), and for a subset of independent charter schools. Finally, adjustments are made to reflect students
enrolled part-time in the school district, in the Youth Challenge Academy program, and for some students
in foster care placements.



Membership for revenue limit purposes uses current and prior year data. It is comprised of the three-
year rolling average of FTE of the third Friday in September student count, plus 40 percent of summer
school FTE (if applicable).

While general equalization aid membership is calculated differently than membership for revenue limit
purposes, the concept of a member (a resident for whom the district pays the cost of educating) is the
same for both purposes.

In this paper, references to “pupil” (e.g., “per pupil adjustment”), in the context of state aids and revenue
limits, has the same meaning as “member”, as described above.



SUMMARY OF STATE SUPPORT FOR K-12 EDUCATION (STATE AIDS AND TAX CREDITS)

Department of Public Instruction 2019-21 Biennial Budget Request

Total Change to

FY19 - Base FY20 FY20to Base Fy21 FY21 to Base Base
Categorical Aid Programs
Per Pupil Aid $ 549,098,400 $ 545,700,000 $ (3,398,400) $ 543,800,000 $ (5,298,400) $ (8,696,800)
Special Education Categorical Aid $ 368,939,100 $ 444,000,000 $ 75,060,900 $ 900,000,000 $ 531,060,900 $ 606,121,800
Achievement Gap Reduction (AGR) $ 109,184,500 $ 109,184,500 $ - $ 109,184,500 $ - $ -
Sparsity Aid $ 25213900 $ 35000000 $ 9,786,100 $ 35,000,000 $ 9,786,100 $ 19,572,200
Pupil Transportation $ 24,000,000 $ 24,000,000 $ - $ 24,000,000 $ - $ -
High Cost Transportation $ 12,700,000 $ 15,000,000 $ 2,300,000 $ 15,000,000 $ 2,300,000 $ 4,600,000
Spec Educ-High Cost $ 9,353,800 $ 9,353,800 $ - $ 9,353,800 $ - $ -
Personal Bectronic Computing Device Grant $ 9,187,500 $ 9,187,500 $ - $ 9,187,500 $ - $ -
Bilingual-Bicultural $ 8,689,800 $ 22,700,000 $ 14,110,200 $ 35,400,000 $ 26,810,200  $ 40,920,400
Tuition Payments $ 8,242,900 $ 8,242,900  $ - $ 8,242,900 $ - $ -
Head Start Supplement $ 6,264,100 $ 6,264,100 $ - $ 6,264,100 $ - $ -
Educator Effectiveness $ 5,746,000 $ 5,746,000 $ - $ 5,746,000 $ - $ -
School Lunch Match $ 4,218,100 $ 4,218,100 $ - $ 4,218,100 $ - $ -
Aid for CCDEB's $ 4,067,300 $ 4,067,300 $ - $ 4,067,300 $ - $ -
School Performance Improvement Grant $ 3,690,600 $ 3,690,600 $ - $ 3,690,600 $ - $ -
Spec Educ-Transition Incentive Grant $ 3,600,000 $ 3,600,000 $ - $ 3,600,000 $ - $ -
Mental Health Collaboration Grants $ 3,250,000 $ 10,250,000 $ 7,000,000 $ 10,250,000 $ 7,000,000 $ 14,000,000
Mental Health Categorical Aid $ 3,000,000 $ 25,000,000 $ 22,000,000 $ 25,000,000 $ 22,000,000  $ 44,000,000
School Breakfast Grants $ 2,510,500 $ 5,300,000 $ 2,789,500 $ 5,400,000 $ 2,889,500 $ 5,679,000
Spec Educ-Supplemental $ 1,750,000 $ 1,750,000 $ - 0% - $ (1,750,000 $  (1,750,000)
Peer Review & Mentoring $ 1,606,700 $ 1,606,700 $ - $ 1,606,700 $ - $ -
Spec Educ-Transition Readiness Grant $ 1,500,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 3,500,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 3,500,000 $ 7,000,000
Summer School Programs Grant (UE) $ 1,400,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 3,600,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 3,600,000 $ 7,200,000
4K Start Up Grants $ 1,350,000 $ 1,350,000 $ - $ 1,350,000 $ - $ -
TEACH Debt Service $ 1,000,600  $ 1,000,600 $ - $ 1,000,600 $ - $ -
School Day Milk $ 617,100 $ 1,000,000 $ 382,900 $ 1,000,000 $ 382,900  $ 765,800
Rural Teacher Talent Pilot Program $ 500,000 $ 500,000  $ - $ 500,000  $ - $ -
Transportation Aid for OE $ 454200 $ 434200 $  (20,000) $ 434,200 $ (20,000) $ (40,000)
Transportation Aid for ECCP [Separate] $ - $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 40,000
Robotics League Participation Grants $ 250,000 $ 500,000 $ 250,000 $ 500,000 $ 250,000 $ 500,000
Gifted and Talented Grants $ 237,200 $ 1,000,000 $ 762,800  $ 1,000,000 $ 762,800 $ 1,525,600
SAGE-Debt Service $ 133,700 $ 133,700 $ - $ 133,700 $ - $ -
Supplemental Aid $ 100,000 $ 100,000 $ - $ 100,000 $ - $ -
Consolidation Aid $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
BLBC Programs Grant $ - $ - $ - $ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000
BLBC Supplemental Aid $ - $ 2,400,000 $ 2,400,000 $ 2,400,000 $ 2,400,000 $ 4,800,000
Targeted Aid for English Learners (TAFEL) $ - $ 3,400,000 $ 3,400,000 $ 3,400,000 $ 3,400,000 $ 6,800,000
Driver's Education $ - $ - $ 2,500,000 $ 2,500,000 $ 2,500,000
Milw aukee Math Partnership $ - $ 2,500,000 $ 2,500,000 $ 10,000,000 $ 10,000,000 @ $ 12,500,000
Community Engagement Grants UE $ - $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 2,000,000
WI Urban Leadership Institute Grant (UE) $ - $ 250,000 $ 250,000 $ 250,000 $ 250,000 $ 500,000
After School Grant $ - $ - $ - $ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000  $ 20,000,000
Early Childhood start up (UE) $ R -3 - $ 5000000 $ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000
ECCP Aid for Schools (Tuition Reimbursements)* | $ - $ 1,753,500 $ 1,753,500 $ 1,753,500 $ 1,753,500 $ 3,507,000
GPR Categorical Aids $1,171,756,000 $1,321,203,500 $149,447,500 $1,826,353,500 $ 654,597,500 $ 804,045,000
Tribal Languages (PR) $ 222,800 $ 222,800 $ - $ 485,000 $ 262,200 $ 262,200
Aid for AODA (PR) $ 1,284,700 $ 1,284,700 $ - $ 1,284,700 $ - $ -
PR Categorical Aids $ 1,507,500 $ 1,507,500 $ - $ 1,769,700 $ 262,200  $ 262,200
School Library Aids $ 37,000,000 $ 37,000,000 $ - $ 37,000,000 $ - $ -
Env Educ, Forestry-UW $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Env Educ, Env. Assess-UW $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Educ Telecomm Access-DOA $ 15,984,200 $ 15,984,200 $ - $ 15,984,200 $ - $ -
SEG Categorical Aids $ 52,984,200 $ 52,984,200 $ - $ 52984200 $ - $ -
Total Categorical Aids $1,226,247,700 $1,375,695,200 $149,447,500 $1,881,107,400 $ 654,859,700 $ 804,307,200
General Aids
General Equalization Aids $4,656,848,000 $4,846,848,000 $190,000,000 $6,170,000,000 $ 1,513,152,000 $ 1,703,152,000
Gen Aids-Hold Harmless (Sum Sufficient) $ - $ - $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000
High Poverty Aid $ 16,830,000 $ 16,830,000 $ R - $ (16,830,000) $ (16,830,000
Total General Aids $4,673,678,000 $4,863,678,000 $190,000,000 $6,175,800,000 $ 1,502,122,000 $ 1,692,122,000

Total State School Aids (no tax credit) $5,899,925,700 $6,239,373,200 $339,447,500 $8,056,907,400 $ 2,156,981,700 $ 2,496,429,200
School Levy Tax Credit® $1,090,000,000 $1,090,000,000 $ - $ - $ (1,090,000,000) $ (1,090,000,000)
Total Cat/Gen School Aids & Credits $6,989,925,700 $7,329,373,200 $339,447,500 $8,056,907,400 $ 1,066,981,700 $ 1,406,429,200
State Residential Schools $ 10918900 $ 11,277,100 $ 358,200 $ 11,277,100 $ 358,200 $ 716,400

Total State Support

$7,000,844,600

$7,340,650,300

$ 339,805,700

$8,068,184,500

$ 1,067,339,900

$ 1,407,145,600

Percent change to base:

4.85%

15.246%

10.05%
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DP12019-21 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST

DECISION ITEM 6001 - FAIR FUNDING FOR OUR FUTURE: SCHOOL FINANCE REFORM

201 - General equalization aids
s.20.255 (2) (ac)

203 - General equalization aids - hold harmless
s.20.255 (2) (ag) - NEW

225 - Aid for high-poverty school districts
s.20.255(2) (bb)

FISCAL SUMMARY
2019-20 2020-21
Request Request
Requested Aid $4,863,678,000 $5,085,800,000
Less Base $4,673,678,000 $4,673,678,000
Requested Change $190,000,000 $412,122,000

Request

The department requests the following changes as part of its Fair Funding for our Future: School Finance
Reform (Fair Funding) proposal.

Provide requisite overall general and categorical aids to fulfill the state’s former “two-thirds” funding
definition that was in effect from FY97 through FY03, beginning in FY21.

Provide $190,000,000 GPR in FY20 and $412,122,000 GPR in FY21 to fund general equalization aids
and implement the state superintendent’s Fair Funding plan. These figures reflect general school aid
increases of 4.1 percent in FY20, and 4.6 percent in FY21, over the prior year.

Transfer a total of $1,090,000 GPR from two state tax credits, the School Levy Tax Credit (SLTC)
[$940,000,000] and the First Dollar Credit (FDC) [$150,000,000], into the department’s general
equalization aids appropriation, beginning in FY21. Since these credits are paid to municipalities in the
subsequent state fiscal year, the general equalization aids appropriation will not reflect the transfer
until FY22.The department proposes continuing the delayed payment schedule that exists under
current law for the SLTC and FDC. Thus, $1,090,000,000 GPR would be paid to school districts as
general equalization aids from the FY22 appropriation (July 2021) but reflected as a FY21 general aid
payment.

Maintain the high poverty aid program at its current funding level in FY20 and eliminate it in FY21,
transferring base level funding into the state general equalization aids appropriation in that year.

Change the revenue limit adjustment to $200 per revenue limit member in FY20 and to $204 in FY21,
and increase it by the Consumer Price Index (CPI) annually, startingin FY22.

Increase the low revenue ceiling from $9,400 per revenue limit member, to $9,700 in FY20 and to
$10,000in FY21.

RETURN TO TABLE OF CONTENTS




e Increase the state general equalization aid and revenue limit four-year-old (4K) membership
calculations for school districts, independent charter schools, and private schools in the state’s
parental choice programs that provide a full-day 4K program, from either 0.5 or 0.6 FTE member
under current law, to 1.0 FTE member, beginning in FY21.

e Provide a revenue limit adjustment for school districts to identify and fix lead contamination in the
district’s buildings.

Background

As part of his four previous budget requests, the state superintendent outlined the Fair Funding
framework to start, and continue to move forward on, a discussion on school finance reform. The state
superintendent believes that regardless of the state’s fiscal situation, the state can reinvest in our K-12
schools and enact school finance reform while holding the line on property taxes.

The state superintendent has built consensus among other state and local elected officials, as well as
business, community, education, and opinion leaders, around a framework for school finance reform. This
school finance reform plan provides solutions that make sense from both an education and a public policy
perspective, and is politically viable. It is a powerful first step that makes long overdue changes to the
state school aid formula, increases transparency, and provides local school district officials with much
more predictability to plan and prepare for future years.

With this proposal:

e Every district will receive more state general school aid, which will reduce their gross property tax
rates and levies, providing more transparency to property taxpayers statewide.

e Additionally, 94 percent of districts will receive more overall state support under this plan compared
to current law, and for $5.8 million it will hold harmless any district that may not necessarily do better.

This plan fixes the school funding formula and holds the line on property taxes by:

e Guaranteeing a minimum amount of state general aid for every student ($3,000), providing vital
resources to the approximately 55 school districts that currently receive little or no state general aid;

e Incorporating a poverty factor (20 percent) into the general equalization aid formula (for
determination of property value per member), so as to reflect the ability of the districts’ families to
support schools, rather than relying solely on the district’s property value to indicate local ability to

pay;

e Making technical formula changes that strengthen rural, declining enrollment and negatively-aided
school districts, by increasing the secondary cost ceiling and the special adjustment aid level so that no
district faces significant reductions in its state general aid in any given year;

e Restoring the revenue limit adjustment to $200 per revenue limit member in FY20 and to $204 in
FY21. These figures will represent revenue limit increases of roughly two percent annually for the
average school district; and

e Transferring the SLTC and the FDC into general school aids, thereby increasing transparency for
property taxpayers and providing direct state support for schools throughout the state.
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Proposal

State General Equalization Aid Formula

Appropriation under s. 20.255 (2) (ac)

FISCAL SUMMARY
2019-20 2020-21
Request Request
Requested Aid $4,846,848,000 $5,080,000,000
Less Base $4,656,848,000 $4,656,848,000
Requested Change $190,000,000 $423,152,000

Overall, the department requests $190,000,000 GPR in FY20 and $423,152,000 GPR in FY21 to fund
general equalization aids. While an additional $1,090,000,000 GPR would be paid to school districts as
general state aid for FY21, the payment would be made on a delayed basis in July 2021 (as under current
law for the SLTC and FDC); thus, the appropriation for general equalization aid in FY21 does not reflect
the $1,090,000,000 GPR. The increase would occur in FY22, but would be completely offset by a
reduction to the appropriation for the SLTC and FDC in FY22, producing no net impact on the state’s
general fund or property taxes.

Fair Funding Hold Harmless Aid

Appropriation under s. 20.255 (2) (ag) - NEW

FISCAL SUMMARY
2019-20 2020-21
Request Request
Requested Aid $0 $5,800,000
Less Base $0 $0
Requested Change $0 $5,800,000

The department requests $5,800,000 GPR in FY21 to fund a hold harmless provision for approximately
23-24 districts that do not immediately receive more state support under the Fair Funding model
(compared to current law) when including the two tax credits and High Poverty Aid. This appropriation
would be sum sufficient, to ensure any district eligible for Fair Funding Hold Harmless Aid would receive
the full amount for which it is eligible. The hold harmless amount is an estimate, based on a comparison of
general aid under current law, per the July 1 estimate of general aid for the 2018-19 school year, and a
simulation of aid under the Fair Funding proposal, using the same factors that were used for the July 1 aid
estimate.

Reallocation of SLTC and FDC

In addition to the amount shown in FY21 for state general equalization aids, the department is proposing
to reallocate the full $1,090,000,000 GPR from the SLTC and FDC into the state general equalization aid
formula. The FY21 state aid formula would be run with the $1,090,000,000 included, for a total of
$6,170,000,000 that year. Since the current SLTC and FDC are paid to municipalities on a delayed basis,
in July, the $1,090,000,000 is not reflected in the FY21 equalization aid appropriation. School districts
would receive the $1,090,000,000 in school aids in July 2021 (FY22), but have it attributable to their
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FY21 state general aid, identical to the mechanism that exists currently for the $75 million delayed
equalization aid payment under Wis. Stats. sec. 121.15 (1m).

When the two-thirds funding model was established in FY94 and implemented in FY97, the SLTC, and
subsequently the FDC, were counted as part of the state’s “state support for schools” calculation. Both tax
credits were added to general equalization aids, categorical aids, and state residential schools
appropriation amounts to determine the total amount of “state support” for all school districts, as a

percentage of a state-determined figure identified as “partial school revenues”.

While the two-thirds funding requirement expired in FYOS3, there is still occasional reference to these tax
credits as “state support” for schools. Moving the SLTC and FDC into the state general equalization aid
formula will actually direct these funds to what they have been called - state support for schools. Since
these monies will be received by school districts under existing revenue limits, there is no net statewide
property tax impact related to the proposed transfer of these funds.

State Minimum Aid per Pupil

In FY19 there are 21 districts that are essentially out of the state general equalization aid formula, due to
their high property wealth per member. As a result, these districts receive no state equalization aid, with
five of these 21 districts receiving no state general aid whatsoever. While the remaining 16 districts are
eligible to receive Special Adjustment Aid (“hold harmless” aid), which provides them 85 percent of the
amount of aid they received in the prior year, this is a very small amount of state general aid within the
overall school aid formula. In addition, there are approximately 35 districts that receive aid only at the
primary level, meaning they only receive a small amount of state general aid per member.

The state superintendent believes the state should be providing a minimum level of state aid to every
public school student, regardless of where they live. Therefore, the Fair Funding proposal will establish a
minimum level of state aid at $3,000 per member. This minimum aid amount will be applied at the end of
the formula, after all other adjustments to a district’s aid amount have been calculated (with the exception
of the reduction for the Independent Charter School Program, which is applied to all districts that are
eligible for state general aid in proportion to each district’s state aid eligibility).

Weighting for Poverty Using Economically Disadvantaged Data

Wisconsin’s school aid formula operates under the principle of an “equal tax rate for equal per pupil
expenditures.” More simply, its goal is to “equalize” the property tax base across school districts.
Conceptually, this means the formula uses property valuations as the basis for school district residents’
ability to pay taxes to support local school district expenditures. As such, there is an inverse relationship
between state general equalization aid and property value. In short, districts with lower property values
per member receive a larger share of their costs through the state equalization aid formula than districts
with higher property values per member.

The state superintendent believes that using property value alone is no longer adequate to measure
Wisconsin citizen’s ability to pay, as it unfairly penalizes areas with high-priced vacation homes and large
populations of year-round residents living on modest incomes and those living in poverty. The state
superintendent therefore proposes that a measure of local family income should also be a factor in
measuring a district’s “wealth” in determining the distribution of state general equalization aid.

Thus, the Fair Funding plan will include the number of economically disadvantaged students that reside in
each school district to partially determine how much state general aid a district will receive. Specifically,
the Fair Funding plan will add 20 percent, or 0.20 FTE, to each district's membership count for each
economically disadvantaged student (for purposes of calculating each district’s property value per
member only) regardless of whether the district participates in the National School Lunch Program
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(NSLP) or not. Increasing a district’s membership count in this manner will generally reduce its property
value per member, and more fairly reflect a district’s “wealth” in the state general equalization aid
formula.

Secondary Cost Ceiling

The state equalization aid formula reimburses school districts for prior year “shared costs” (expenditures
paid for with state general aid and local property tax revenue), at three levels of expenditures. One of the
three levels of state equalization aids is for shared costs per member that exceed $1,000 but are less than
the secondary cost ceiling, referred to as secondary shared costs. Under current law, the secondary cost
ceiling is set to be equal to 90 percent of the prior year statewide average shared cost per member. For
FY19 (July 1 aid estimate), the secondary cost ceiling is equal to $9,881. Nearly 400 (95 percent) of the
state’s school districts have shared costs exceeding 90 percent of the statewide average, making it
difficult to argue why the state school aid formula only recognizes such costs up to the 90" percentile
statewide.

Under the Fair Funding proposal, the secondary cost ceiling will be raised to 100 percent of the statewide
average shared cost per member, beginning in FY21, reducing the state aid penalty faced by over 110
districts that have above average property values per member.

Special Adjustment Aid

The state has long provided additional state general aid to districts as a way to cushion the impact of state
aid reductions from one year to the next, commonly referred to as a "hold harmless" payment. Such aid
benefits a wide variety of districts, including the 16 districts that receive no state equalization aid; but
also those in declining enrollment and others with spikes in their property valuation.

Under current law, special adjustment aid ensures that a district's general school aid payment is no less
than 85 percent of its prior year payment. In FY19 (July 1 aid estimate), 56 districts qualified for Special
Adjustment Aid. The Fair Funding proposal raises the Special Adjustment Aid level to 90 percent of the
prior year general aid payment, ensuring that no district’s general aid would decrease by more than 10
percent from one year to the next.

Repurpose Funding for High Poverty Aid

Appropriation under s. 20.255 (2) (bb)

FISCAL SUMMARY
2019-20 2020-21
Request Request
Requested Aid $16,830,000 $0
Less Base $16,830,000 $16,830,000
Requested Change $0 -$16,830,000

High poverty aid was created under 2007 Act 20 (the 2007-09 biennial budget) and funded at $9 million
in FYO8 and $12 million in FY09. At that time, 24 school districts were eligible for funding as they met the
statutory threshold of having 50 percent of their students being economically disadvantaged. The high
poverty aid program was created as a compromise that provided Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS) with
some additional property tax relief to offset their Milwaukee Parental Choice Program (MPCP) aid

5
RETURN TO TABLE OF CONTENTS




reduction, while at the same time helping other districts that also had higher percentages of economically
disadvantaged students.

High poverty aid is received as a general aid by eligible districts under their revenue caps, so it must be
used to reduce their gross property tax levy. In the case of MPS, state law requires MPS to use high
poverty aid to offset a portion of the property tax levy that results from the MPCP aid reduction applied
to MPS’ equalization aid.

As described earlier, the department is proposing to reflect income and families’ ability to pay in the state
general equalization aid formula by weighting economically disadvantaged students in calculating
property values per member. As a result, the department proposes to eliminate the High Poverty Aid
program in FY21, and shift the funding to the state general equalization aid formula in that year. In
addition, this proposal will eliminate the link between High Poverty Aid and MPS’ school district property
tax levy related to the MPCP.

Revenue Limit
Pupil Adjustment

During the first 18 years that revenue limits were in place, from FY94 through FY 11, the state provided all
school districts with the opportunity to increase their revenue limit authority per member by no less than
$190 (the figure in FY94). Since FY11, the maximum annual allowable per pupil adjustment has been $75
in both FY14 and FY15. Most recently, the state has not allowed any increases to the per-pupil
adjustment for four consecutive years (FY16 through FY19). Current law provides no increase in the per-
pupil adjustment going forward.

In order to provide additional necessary resources to school districts and reduce their need to go to
referenda, the department is proposing to restore the per pupil revenue limit adjustment to $200 per
member in FY20 and to $204 per member in FY21. These figures represent increases of approximately
two percent in annual state and local revenues for the average school district. The department further
proposes that beginning in FY22, the change in the per pupil revenue limit adjustment be linked to the
CPl, as it had been through FY11, to provide more budgeting predictability for local school officials in the
future.

Low-Revenue Ceiling Adjustment to Revenue Limit

Revenue limits were imposed in FY94 and have been in place for 26 years. One of the many concerns
related to revenue limits has been that frugal, “low-spending” districts in FY93 have been “locked in” to
relatively low-revenue authority, as revenue limits have been calculated on the basis of FTE membership
since their inception. While some districts have passed referenda to increase their revenue limit
authority, many others have not been able to do so, resulting in an ever-growing gap in revenue limit
authority among districts throughout the state.

In FY96, the state established the low-revenue ceiling (LRC) adjustment, which allows districts to increase
their revenues up to a state-determined figure per member without having to go to referenda. Use of the
LRC adjustment is not required; rather, it is an option for school boards to increase their operating
revenues if they so choose. Historically, the LRC adjustment was increased each year, as the revenue limit
per pupil adjustment increased with the CPI; however, it was held constant at $9,000 per member from
FYO9 through FY13. After a $100 increase was provided in in FY14, the low-revenue adjustment was
again frozen, at $9,100 per member, from FY 14 through FY18.

In March 2018, the legislature enacted 2017 Act 141 (Act 141), which provided an increase to the low
revenue ceiling for the first time in five years. Current law allows the low revenue ceiling threshold to
6
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increase by $100 (per member) annually, for FY19 and for the subsequent four years (through FY23).
However, Act 141 also created provisions that penalize districts by prohibiting them from utilizing it if
they have a failed referendum in the three prior years (with some exceptions).

The low-revenue ceiling provides the state’s lowest spending districts with the opportunity to narrow the
disparity with the highest spending districts in the state. A review of the LRC threshold and the minimum
and maximum revenue limit per member among districts, from FY96 through FY 18, indicates that during
periods of time when the LRC adjustment is held constant, there is significantly more volatility in the
discrepancy between the districts with the lowest and highest revenue limit authority per member (see
Figure 1, below). As demonstrated in Figure 2, in the first several years, the LRC adjustment appears to
have reduced those discrepancies; but, as the LRC adjustment itself was held constant for several years,
those discrepancies began to increase.
Figure 1.
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Figure 2.
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Thus, the department proposes increasing the current low revenue ceiling from $9,400 per member in
FY19, to $9,700 in FY20 and to $10,000 in FY21. It is estimated that over 125 districts would be eligible
to use this additional authority in both FY20 and FY21. This change to the low revenue ceiling, along with
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the proposed counting of 4K students (see next section) will advance revenue limit equity among school
districts in the state.

The department also proposes repealing the statutory limitation currently in effect, under Wis. Stats. sec.
121.905 (1)(b), for districts that have a failed referenda, so that any district whose per-member revenue
limit authority falls below the low revenue ceiling threshold can make use of the low-revenue adjustment
as intended.

Four-Year-Old Kindergarten (4K) Membership Change

While not statutorily-required to do so, 404 (98.5 percent) of the state’s 410 districts that could possibly
offer programming for 4K students will do so in FY19. Under current law, a 4K student is counted as 0.5
FTE if the student attends a program providing at least 437 hours annually, and may be counted as 0.6
FTE if the program provides at least 87.5 additional hours of outreach activities.

There are some school districts, independent charter schools, and private schools in the state’s various
choice programs that have long provided full-day programming for 4K students; however, they are only
able to count them as 0.5 or 0.6 FTE for state general aid and revenue limit membership purposes under
current law. The department is proposing to allow those school districts, independent charter schools,
and private schools in the state’s parental choice programs choosing to provide full-day programming for
4K students as 1.0 FTE in their membership for state general aid and revenue limit purposes, beginning in
Fy21.

Lead Testing and Remediation Revenue Limit Exemption

Some school districts have discovered they have lead contamination issues within their buildings in recent
years that need to be addressed. While not prevalent in all districts, lead contamination is a serious issue
impacting the health and wellbeing of students, and as such, can detrimental impacts the academic
outcomes. The department proposes to provide any school district that chooses to test and address its
water quality with a revenue limit exemption (requiring approval of the school board by resolution) to do
so, starting in FY21.

Statutory Language

The department is proposing statutory language related to this request.
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DPI12019-21 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST
EXPANDING ACCESS TO MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES AND SCHOOL SAFETY RESOURCES
Mental Health and School Safety Initiative Summary

To address the significant needs around student mental health and school safety, the department
requests funding increases for the three existing, state-funded mental health programs administered by
the department. This additional funding is needed in order to expand access to services, as well as to
expand the scope of the programs to also address the needs of students and schools around school
climate and safety. Three existing school mental health programs were enacted under 2017 Wisconsin
Act 59 (Act 59, the 2017-19 biennial budget), and include: 1) categorical aid for school mental health
expenditures (i.e., school social worker services); 2) school and community mental health collaboration
grants; and 3) mental health training programs.

These programs were created to improve access to mental health services for school-age youth, both in
school and in the larger community, with a combination of state support for direct services and enhanced
training to improve efforts to identify youth in need of services and ensure that those youth are
connected to resources.

The department proposes expanding these programs to meet the existing unmet need of schools and
students for services around mental health, and for supporting a safe and healthy school climate. In
summary, the department requests the following increases to support the Mental Health and School
Safety Initiative:

1. $22,000,000 GPR annually, beginning in FY20, to expand the categorical aid for school mental
health programs and provide reimbursements on the basis of expenditures for all pupil services
categories, as opposed to just school social workers. See DIN 6011 for additional information.

2. $7,000,000 GPR annually, beginning in FY20, for the Community and School Mental Health
Collaboration (CSMHC) Grant. Increased funding will allow the department to serve more
districts and schools via the grant program, which provides resources to help districts and schools
connect school youth to needed mental health services. See DIN 6012 for additional information.

3. $2,580,000 GPR annually, beginning in FY20, to expand the scope of trainings to include
additional mental health and school climate/safety related trainings for school staff. See DIN 6013
for additional information.

4. $150,000 GPR annually, beginning in FY20, to cover expenses associated with the purchase and
maintenance of a statewide survey data system, including obtaining licenses for department staff
who will work with the survey data system, as well as for staff located in county public health
departments, CESAs, and all school districts. See DIN 6014 for additional information.

Proposed Funding under the Mental Health and School Safety Initiative

Program FY19 Base FY20 FY21 BIENNIUM
Mental Health & School Climate Training $420,000 | $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $5,160,000
CSMHC Grant $3,250,000 | $10,250,000 | $10,250,000 | $14,000,000
Mental Health Categorical Aid $3,000,000 | $25,000,000 | $25,000,000 | $44,000,000
Support for YRBS $0 $150,000 $150,000 $300,000
TOTAL $6,670,000 | $38,400,000 | $38,400,000 | $63,460,000
9
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Following the background information provided below are the department’s three DINs for each of the
three programs listed above. The DINs contain additional information about the three components of the
department’s Mental Health and School Safety Initiative.

Prevalence of Mental Health Issue among School-Aged Children

An estimated one- in- five school-age children and youth struggle with mental health issues, and 80
percent of those students do not get professional help. The lack of professional help and intervention for
children and youth struggling with mental health issues is considered a significant contributing factor to
unsafe school environments.! Of the 1.4 million children in Wisconsin, it is estimated that 95,200 (7
percent) have serious mental health needs.?

The youth suicide rate in Wisconsin consistently exceeds the national average, according to the U.S.
Centers for Disease Control (CDC). The CDC data indicates that the number of youth ages 5-19 in who
committed suicide (per 100,000) was 5.5, compared to the national suicide rate of 4.10, for 2016. See
Figure 1 for historical comparisons of Wisconsin and national data on youth suicide rates.

Figure 1: CDC Comparative Data on Youth Suicide
(Annual age-adjusted suicide rates per 100,000 people, ages 5-19)
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Source: CDC WONDER Online Database; standardized to the US population in 2000.

Existing Resources for School Mental Health

In Wisconsin, the ratio of pupils to pupil service professionals fluctuates from year to year, but for some
categories, displays a more consistent growth trend. Regardless, the ratio for each of the four pupil
services categories significantly exceeds the recommended staffing levels suggested by national
organizations. (More information is included in DIN 6011).

1“Summary Framework and Recommendations for Action: Keeping Wisconsin Schools Safe: A Safe Schools Initiative”
2 powerPoint Presentation from Kevin Moore, Deputy Secretary, Wisconsin Department of Health Services,
http://sspw.dpi.wi.gov/files/sspw/ppt/safementalhealth.ppt
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Prior to the passage of Act 59, which provided dedicated state funding for school mental health
programming for the first time, most school districts did not receive funding specifically to support the
identification of children and youth with mental health issues, or to serve those in need. A limited number
of school districts received federal grant funds to implement programming related to mental health and to
create trauma sensitive schools. Federal funding received by the department to support programming to
address mental health issues include:

e In 2013, the department received a four-year project award from the federal Substance Abuse
and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) for the Safe Schools/Healthy Students
project; this grant expired in late 2017.

e |n 2014, the department received a five-year award from SAMHSA for Project AWARE, which
expiresin late 2019.

e |n 2014, the department received a five-year project award from the U.S. Department of
Education for School Climate Transformation, which expires in late 2019.

Collaboration with Stakeholders to Advance School Mental Health Programs

In 2016, in collaboration with interested stakeholders, the department developed the three-pronged
school mental health initiative to expand and improve access to mental health services for school-age
youth. That package reflected the discussions between the department and the various stakeholders, in
the pursuit of the common interest: to expand and improve access to mental health services for school-
age youth, both in school and in the larger community. The proposal sought a combination of state
support for direct services and enhanced training to improve efforts to identify youth in need of services
and ensure that those youth are connected to resources. That school mental health initiative was a major
pillar of the department’s 2017-19 biennial budget request; it was subsequently included in the
governor’s proposed 2017-19 budget. The legislature enacted all three parts of that initiative as part of
Act 59 (and a portion under 2017 Act 31).

Act 59 provided much needed state funding to support programming to help schools with identifying
children and youth with mental health issues and serving those in need. This was a significant step in
establishing a dedicated, state-supported funding stream for school mental health programming.
However, the need for school mental health supports far exceeds the current level of available funding (as
evidenced, in part, by the first round of applications for the Community and School Mental Health
Collaboration Grant for the 2018-2019 school year, for which requested grant amounts were well over
double the amount appropriated for the grants). Additionally, schools face challenges stemming from the
related issues of school safety. The amount of discretionary federal grant funds available for the
department’s specific work in school mental health and school safety is limited, and there is no guarantee
of continuation beyond the scheduled end of these federal grants in 2019.

Proposal

The department’s Mental Health and School Safety Initiative budget calls for additional state financial
support to expand existing school mental health program and provide schools with resources to build and
nurture healthy and safe schools. The department’s request is predicated on the belief that the mental
health needs of the Wisconsin’s school-age youth is a priority. As such, the state should support the
department’s efforts to provide training opportunities, so that all school districts and independent charter
schools across the state may participate in these trainings, which will ultimately lead to improved mental
health services and school climate for all children and youth in Wisconsin’s schools. The expansion of
these services will further the larger goal of ensuring that all students feel safe and supported in their
schools, and that all students have access to the services they need to be successful in school and in life -
every student graduates, college and career ready.
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DP12019-21 BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST
DECISION ITEM 6011 - SCHOOL MENTAL HEALTH CATEGORICAL AID PROGRAMS

227 - Aid for school mental health programs
s.20.255 (2) (da)

FISCAL SUMMARY
2019-20 2020-21
Request Request
Requested Funding $25,000,000 $25,000,000
Less Base $3,000,000 $3,000,000
Requested Change $22,000,000 $22,000,000

Request

The department requests an increase of $22,000,000 GPR in FY20 and $22,000,000 GPR in FY21, to
expand the School Mental Health Categorical Aid Program to include reimbursement for expenditures
made for pupil services generally, rather than just for social worker services. The department also
proposes to modify the program so that all eligible claimants will receive at least some aid at the Tier 2 aid
level. The requested amount will support statewide reimbursement rate of eligible school district
expenditures of roughly ten percent.

Background

In Wisconsin, the ratio of pupils to pupil service professionals shifts about from year to year, but for some
categories, displays a more consistent growth trend. Regardless, the ratio for each of the four pupil
services categories significantly exceeds the recommended staffing levels suggested by national

organizations, as shown in Table 1, below.

Table 1: Student-Pupil Service Professional Ratio

Pupil Services | Wisconsin Pupil Services Ratios National
o Organization
Position .
Recommendations
2012 2016 2018
Counselors 466:1 399:1 420:1 250:1
Psychologists 956:1 1073:1 967:1 500-700:1
Social Workers 1050:1 1528:1 1468:1 400:1
Nurses* 1596:1 1721:1 1871:1 750:1

Source: Office of Student Services, Prevention and Wellness, Department of Public Instruction.

*Ratios of 750:1 for students in the general population, 225:1 in the student populations requiring daily
professional school nursing services or interventions, 125:1 in student populations with complex
healthcare needs, and 1:1 may be necessary for some students who require daily and continuous
professional nursing services (National Association of School Nurses, 2010).
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Between 2012 and 2016, the ratios for school psychologists, social workers, and school nurses increased
significantly (a trend that continued for school nurses in 2018). Between 2016 and 2018, the data indicate
a slight improvement in the ratio of pupils to school social workers. That change might be partly explained
by the state’s categorical aid program designed to increase the availability of social workers in schools
settings (more information below).

Current School Mental Health Categorical Aid Program

The School Mental Health Categorical Aid program was one of the three pillars of the department’s
School Mental Health Initiative included in its 2017-19 biennial budget request. All three components of
the Mental Health Initiative were included in the governor’s budget proposal, and subsequently included
inthe 2017-19 budget bill that was signed into law as 2017 Act 59 (Act 59).

Beginning in FY19, Act 59 appropriated $3,000,000 GPR annually, for a new categorical aid program to
support school districts, independent charter schools, and private schools participating in a parental
choice program (collectively, LEAs) in the provision and expansion of mental health services, by
reimbursing eligible districts and schools for expenditures on social worker services (district employees
or contracted services). The grant program is structured with two tiers of aid. Tier 1 will provide aid at 50
percent of the increase in expenditures for school social worker services from one year to the next. Tier 2
provides reimbursement on the basis of the amount remaining in the appropriation (after Tier 1 aid is
determined), as a proportion of unreimbursed eligible expenditures. As constructed under current law,
Tier 2 is available only to eligible LEAs, which is defined as those that increased expenditures for social
worker services in the prior year, as compared to the two years prior.

The first year for which aid payments will be made under the program is FY19. The calculation of School
Mental Health Categorical Aid for FY19 will be based on the increase in social worker expenditures from
FY17 to FY18. The department uses audited expenditure data as the basis for aid, and there is a lag time
of nearly one year (after close of a school year) before the audited data is available. Thus, the first
payments to eligible LEAs under this program will be made in June 2019.

As noted above, the observed improvement in the ratio of pupils to school social workers between 2016
and 2018, though small, may be in part a result of the new categorical aid program. With the passage of
Act 59 in September, 2017, districts may have started to expand school social worker services in
anticipation of state aid. The very limited time frame doesn’t allow for a robust trend analysis, and the
department recognizes that other factors could have contributed to the reduction in the student to social
worker ratio between 2016 and 2018. The department will continue to watch trends in ratio of students
to pupil services professionals.

Pupil Services

Pupil services professionals include school staff licensed as school counselors, psychologists, social
workers, and nurses, and all provide essential services to students, including those related to mental
health. The department used audited school district financial data to analyze expenditures for Pupil
Services job categories (both direct personnel costs and contracted services), as a way to identify an
approach that would be most beneficial to school districts’ and independent charter schools’ efforts to
expand mental health services for all pupils. Expenditures in school districts’ General Fund (Fund 10) and
Special Education Fund (Fund 27) were reviewed, although a school district would be able to receive state
aid only for expenditures from Fund 10°. It is not possible to identify the amounts spent by school districts
specifically on mental health services under current reporting categories; thus, the use of expenditure

3 The Department was not able to include independent charter schools in this analysis of expenditures for pupil support services;
thus, the cost projections for the categorical aid program do not account for potential payments to independent charter schools.
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data for the four Pupil Services categories serves as a proxy. See Tables 2 and 3 below, both o