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Legislaﬁve FI'SCEI Bureau Robert Wm, Lang, Director
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Cmie Bast Main, Suite 101 « Madison, W1 53703
Ermmil: Fisaa}.Bmm@!cgis.mte,m,ug
Telephone: {60B) 286-31847 Fax: {608} 267-6873

Staie of Wisconsin

January 23, 2006

The Honorable Tom Barrett
Mayor, City of Milwaukee
City Hall

200 East Wells Street
Milwaukee, W 53202

Dear Mayor Barretr:

In respense to your January 23 2006, letter, 1 am providing information on the Milwaukee
parental choice program and the Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS). Specifically, you asked three
questions, as follows:

1. What would be the impact on the Milwagkee property tax levy if the 14,500 students
currently enrolled in the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program [MPCP] were enrolied in the
Milwaukee Public School System [MPS}?

2. What would be the impact on the state’s general school aid funds if the 14,500
students currently enrolled in the MPCP program were enrolled in MPS? '

thirds of partial schoo] Tevenues, any increase i the MPS revenue limit that wonld result fom
choice pupils returning t© MPS would no longer result in an ncrease in general schoo! aids by an
Hnount equal to two-thirds of the revenye limit increase.
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The fiscal effect of the elimination of the choice program would depend in part on two
factors. The first factor is how the 55% state share of program costs would be appropriated in the
absence of the program.  One option would be to appropriate the funding for general school aidg to
aceount for the possible retum of an unknown peicentage of students 1o MPS, Another option
would be to appropriate the funding to other Programs or use # to improve the balance of the
general fund. To {ilustraie the possible effects of the elimination of the choice program, this letrer
will consider both options,

The second factor would be the number of pupils that would attend MPS rather than pursue
other educationa] Opportunities, such as private schools or home schooling, and it js unclear how
many would do so. To iltustrate the possible revepue himit and peneral school aids effects of an
alternative to eliminate the choice program, this Jetter presents five hypothetical examples of the
fiscal effect of the elimination of the program using the alternative assumptions that 0, 25, 50,75 or
100 percent of choice pupils attend MPS.

Once these pupils and their related shared costg would be fully included by MPS for revenue
humit and general schoo] aig prposes, there would be ajd shifts. Table 1 shows the revenue Hmir,
general school aids, and potentia) levy changes that would have occurred in 2005-06 for MPS and
the other districts in the state, in total, if the indicated percentage of pupils attended MPS and oo
additional funding had been appropriated for general school aids, Table 1 is calculated as if the
pupils and costs would be fully phased-in for purposes of revenue limits and general school aids,

TABLE 1
2005-06 Revenue Lirait, General Schoo} Aid and Levy Changes if Various
Percentages of Pupils Attended MPS and No Additional Funding
was Appropriated for General School Aids

(3 in Millions)

MPY __Other Districts
Percent Revenue  General R

evenue  (General

Attending MPS Limip Aid Levy Limig Aid Levy
% 30.0 5422 ga22 0.0 $0.0 5G.0
25 345 72.3 -37.8 00 ~33.2 302
50 £3.9 i02.6 -33.7 0.0 -60.5 60.5
75 1034 133.0 -29.6 0.0 50,9 90.9

100 137.9 1635 256 9.0 ~121.4 1214
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Table 2 shows the revenne Hmit, general schoo! aids and Potential levy changes that would
have occurred in 2005-06 for MPS and the other districts in the staic, m total, if the indicated
percentage of pupils attended Mps and the $51.5 million state share of the choice program had
been appropriated for general school aids. The same assumption used in Table | relating to fully
phased-in cost is used in Table 2.

TABLE 2
2605-06 Revenuye Limit, General School Aid and Levy Changes if Vayious
Percentages of Pupils Attended MPS and 351.5 Milllon of Additional Funding
was Appropriated for General School Aids

(3 in Millions)

. MP3 Other Districts

Percent Revenue General Revenue Genera)
Altending MFS Limit Aid Leyy Limit Aid Levy
0% 0.0 $459 34359 300 $47 4 -547.4
23 345 76.] 41,6 0.0 173 -173
0 - 68.9 106.4 -37.5 0.0 -13.0 130
7 103.4 136.8 -334 0.9 ~43.4 43.4
100 1379 1673 -294 0.0 -73.9 739

Finally, it must be emphasized that these examples are speculative, Assumptions have been
made on the effects on MPS membership and shared costs and the examples are calculated as if al
of these factors had been fuily effective in 2005-0¢, Changes to the assumptions could significantly
modify the respits. These €xXamples should be considered as am iltustration of the potential range of
effects of an alternagve to eliminate the chojce program,
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3. For the 2005-06 school year, what is the Milwaukee Property tax levy for each MPS
student? For the 2005-06 school year, what is the Milwaukee properiy tax levy for each
MPCP student? How much more or less do Milwaukee property taxpayers pay for a student
enrolled in MPCP vis-2-vis each student enrofled in MPS?

For 2005-06, the MPS levy is 226,360,163, The aig reduction related 1o the choice program
s 342,157,620, With 14,751 choice pupils, the choice levy is $2, 858 per puptl. Excluding the
choice levy and the COMMmUILLY service levy of $8,077 455, the remainder of the 2005-06 MPS levy
18 $176,125,088. Witha current year three-year average enrollment of 96,978 under revenue limits,
the MPS levy is $1.816 per pupil. The difference between the two figures is $1,047 per pupil,

1 hope this information is helpful. Please contact me if you have further questions.

Sincerely,”

£ dau

Robert Wm. Lang
Director .
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