
 
   

 
 

   
  

  
 

  

   
   

   

   
  

        
 

       
       

           
         

       
        

             
  

            
        

        
   

             
           

            
    

         
         

        
          

      
        

  

       
        

          
             

             
    

Legislative Audit Bureau 
S T A T E  O F  W I S C O N S I N  

Joe Chrisman 
State Auditor 

www.legis.wisconsin.gov/lab 
AskLAB@legis.wisconsin.gov 

22 East Mifflin Street, Suite 500 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 

Main: (608) 266-2818 
Hotline: 1-877-FRAUD-17 

DATE: October 29, 2025 

TO: Senator Eric Wimberger and 
Representative Robert Wittke, Co-chairpersons 
Joint Legislative Audit Committee 

FROM: Joe Chrisman 
State Auditor 

SUBJECT: Proposed Audit of Educational Licensure Revocation, Suspension, Restriction, and 
Investigation—Background Information 

At your request, we have gathered some background information that the Joint Legislative Audit 
Committee may find helpful in considering an audit of educational licensure revocation, suspension, 
restriction, and investigation by the Department of Public Instruction (DPI). Wisconsin Statutes assign 
responsibility for educational licensure to DPI. To revoke a license means to terminate all of the rights and 
privileges associated with a license. To suspend a license means to completely and absolutely withdraw 
and withhold for a period of time all rights, privileges, and authority previously conferred by a license. To 
restrict a license means to impose conditions and requirements upon the license holder, and to limit the 
scope of the license holder’s practice. 

In general, DPI is required to revoke a license without a hearing if the license holder is convicted of certain 
offenses. Following the opportunity for a hearing, DPI may revoke a license for the license holder’s 
professional misconduct, which may include immoral conduct or incompetency as defined by Wisconsin 
Statutes and administrative rules, respectively. 

In accordance with statutory and administrative rule requirements, DPI conducts formal investigations of 
license holders based on information DPI receives that alleges professional misconduct on the part of the 
license holder. DPI indicates that it typically receives this information through school district referrals, 
media reports, and individuals. 

Upon receipt of a report from the administrator of an educational agency, DPI is statutorily required to 
investigate in order to determine whether to initiate revocation proceedings. Under administrative rule 
requirements, DPI must determine based on its investigation whether there is or is not probable cause to 
revoke a license. DPI is also statutorily required to maintain a record of all investigations that indicates the 
name of the license holder, the date the investigation began, the reason for the investigation, and the 
result of the investigation. While underway, statutes require DPI to keep confidential all information 
pertaining to the investigation. 

On its website, DPI specifies that each allegation of professional misconduct is investigated and 
considered individually to determine if there is sufficient factual evidence to conclude whether the alleged 
behavior occurred and if any other conduct occurred. If there are pending criminal charges, DPI indicates 
that it usually holds its investigation open until the criminal case is concluded. Similarly, DPI indicates it 
usually holds its investigation open pending the outcome or conclusion of the school district’s 
employment or discipline process. 



 
 

 
 

 
 

       
 

 
         

 
            

        
 

         
       
    

 
       

 
          

    
 

          
 

         
 

         
    

 
         

 
      

 
       

        
    

 
 
          

 
 

 
     

     
    
    
 
    
     
 
 
 

An audit of educational licensure revocation, suspension, restriction, and investigation by DPI could 
evaluate: 

 trends in the allegations received and investigations conducted by DPI in recent years; 

 the time elapsed from when DPI received an allegation to when DPI initiated, conducted, 
completed, and closed an investigation, or to when DPI decided not to investigate; 

 the written policies and procedures DPI implemented to govern its processes, 
including whether these written policies and procedures complied with statutory 
and administrative rule requirements; 

 the extent to which DPI consistently followed its policies and procedures; 

 the steps taken by DPI to gather evidence, assess evidence, and document its 
investigations and determinations of probable cause or the lack thereof; 

 the process used by DPI to prioritize work effort among investigations; 

 patterns or trends among DPI’s determinations over time; 

 the steps taken by DPI to revoke, suspend, or restrict an educational license, including 
whether these steps complied with statutory and administrative rule requirements; 

 the fiscal, staffing, and technology resources applied to these processes by DPI; 

 the qualifications of and the training provided to DPI investigators; and 

 the extent to which the processes are similar to or different than those used by entities 
that administer educational licenses and investigate such alleged professional 
misconduct in other midwestern states. 

I hope you find this information helpful. Please contact me with any questions. 

JC/tl 

cc: Senator Chris Kapenga Representative Dan Knodl 
Senator Howard Marklein Representative Mark Born 
Senator Robert Wirch Representative Francesca Hong 
Senator Melissa Ratcliff Representative Sequanna Taylor 

Dr. Jill Underly, State Superintendent 
Department of Public Instruction 
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