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PASSED BY THE 1977 WISCONSIN LEGISLATURE 

This bulletin contains the veto message of Governor Patrick J. Lucey for 1977 Senate Bill 77 
(Chapter ... ), the Executive Budget Bill, passed by the 1977 Wisconsin Legislature. A later bulletin will 
contain the veto messages of any additional gubernatorial vetoes. The report provides the vote on final 
passage in each house and the page number of the looseleaf journals referring to the vote. ("S.J." stands 
for Senate Journal; "A.J." stands for Assembly Journal). 

The vote is followed by the veto message, excluding the standard opening and closing passages: "I 
am returning ....... Bill ..... without my approval" and "For these reasons I am returning ....... Bill ..... 
without my approval". 

Following the text of the veto message, the bulletin contains a proof copy of every page of enrolled 
1977 Senate Bill 77 on which a partial veto occurred, with the material vetoed indicated by a 
distinguishing overlay (~~) 

Legislative Action on 1977 Senate Bill 77-

The Senate adopted Senate Substitute Amendment 2 to SB 77, on a voice vote, S.J. 5/24/77, p. 
668, and passed the bill, as amended, 21 to 12, S.J. 5/24/77, p. 669. The Assembly, in turn, adopted 
Assembly Amendment 262, as amended by Assembly Amendment 6, to Senate Substitute Amendment 
2, 63 to 34, A.J. 6/13/77, p. 1406, and concurred in the bill, as amended, 58 to 41, A.J. 6/13/77, p. 
1409. The Senate concurred in Assembly Amendment 262, 21to12, S.J. 6/15/77, p. 761. The bill was 
approved in part and vetoed in part, and the part approved became Chapter 29, Laws of 1977, published 
in the WISCONSIN STATE JOURNAL 6 /29 /77. 

Text of Veto Message 

To the Honorable, the Senate: 

I have approved Senate Bill 77 as Chapter 29, Laws of 1977, and deposited it in the office of the 
Secretary of State. 

Senate Bill 77 is a budget in which the executive and legislature can take great pride. It enhances 
and consolidates the reforms of the last six years without an increase in any state-administered general 
tax. It is very much in the progressive tradition of Wisconsin government and it adds to our reputation 
as one of the most forward-looking of the fifty states. 

When I signed the 197 5-77 budget two years ago, we faced bleak economic circumstances. 
Conditions are much different today, especially in Wisconsin. The general trend in the national 
economy is good, and in Wisconsin we are nearly at full employment. Because of the decisions of the last 
six years, including those in this budget, Wisconsin can look forward to a period of sustained prosperity. 

One result of that prosperity will be pressure for increased state spending. If those pressures are 
resisted over the next two years, Senate Bill 77 will provide the basis for sound fiscal management, while 
creating the very real possibility of yet another no-tax-rate-increase budget in 1979-81. 

The first test of your resolve to avoid a tax increase will come this week, when consideration is given 
to the vetoes I have exercised in signing Senate Bill 77. For as laudable as this budget is, unless several 
crucial vetoes are sustained it contains the almost inevitable pressure for higher taxes in 1979-81. I urge 
the legislature to resist the temptation to dole out benefits now which will later undermine the record of 
fiscal responsibility. 

The last six years have demonstrated that it is possible to have progressive and humane government 
without sacrificing fiscal responsibility. Though the austerity of the last few years was the direct result 
of difficult economic circumstances, it is my strong belief that austerity should become a continuing 
feature of Wisconsin state government. It is essential that the budgetary discipline that has been forced 
upon us not be lost as state revenues increase. 

Local governments and special interest groups will never be satisfied with their share of state 
revenues, no matter how much those shares might grow. This budget demonstrates conclusively that it is 
possible to resist the pressures for more and more spending and still produce a budget that improves the 
lives of our people and quality of our government. 

Prepared by Gary A. Watchke, Research Analyst. 
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During the last six years our state's economy has made remarkable progress. There has been steady 
growth in private employment in Wisconsin, while public employment has grown much slower. Our 
national tax ranking fell from first to seventh. We avoided the worst effects of a national recession while 
bucking the regional trend of economic decline. That progress would not have been possible without. 
job-producing business tax reform and tough budgetary decisions. 

The budget for 1977-79 builds on this six-year record of achievement. It will result in a continued 
level of high quality public services. And it will provide a strengthened Wisconsin economy, and a fairer 
tax system, to support those services. In that regard, four measures in the area of revenue policy stand 
out as particularly significant. 

First, there is the renewed commitment to phase out the inequitable and arbitrary inventory and 
livestock tax. Every citizen in Wisconsin will benefit from this decision, because, as the legislature has 
recognized, it is much more than simply a new "tax break". The phase out of this tax will strengthen the 
state's economy, just as it will introduce a new element of fairness into the tax system. Farmers, 
merchants, manufacturers, and the citizenry in general will be grateful for this achievement. 

Second, the 1977-79 budget includes the largest dollar expansion of the Homestead Tax Credit 
program in its history. The liberalized program will provide $81.8 million in new dollars to low and 
moderate income citizens in Wisconsin. The average credit will increase to $260 from $205 today. This 
reform will assure that Wisconsin has the most progressive income tax in the country for low and 
moderate income families; its effect will be to eliminate any state income tax liability for a family of four 
earning less than $8,024. 

Third, the budget provides for more than a 20 percent biennial increase in shared revenue payments 
to municipal and county governments. The increase amounts to more than $100 million in new financial 
aid to cities, towns, villages and counties. This unprecedented infusion of new aid assures that 
Wisconsin will continue to provide more assistance on a per capita basis to local governments than any 
state in the country. 

Fourth, the budget includes a farm preservation and tax relief provision which may become a model 
for other states. ·Much of the credit for this proposal goes to the hardworking and persevering members 
of the Senate and Assembly who developed a balanced program that carefully addresses the needs of 
rural and urban Wisconsin. It is now the responsibility of future governors and legislatures to preserve 
that balance; if they do, the result will be a program which ensures that the agricultural land of our state 
will be preserved. 

These four programs symbolize the balanced objectives of economic development, tax 
progressivity, sound planning, and local government assistance which have characterized the state's 
revenne policy during the 1970's. 

Senate Bill 77 reinforces the state's strong commitment to education at all levels. At the end of the 
biennium, state support for elementary and secondary education will have grown to more than 40 
percent, the highest level in the history of our state. In absolute dollar terms this new commitment 
represents an increase of $205 million over the 1975-77 biennium. The budget continues full 70 percent 
funding of educational services for the handicapped, at a total cost of $172.3 million, an increase of 
$55.5 million. 

State aid for vocational, technical and adult education is increased by $21 million over the last 
biennium to 35 percent of total cost, the highest percentage in history. In addition, the budget requires 
increased consideration of women and minorities in the appointments made to local VTAE boards. 
Accountability of those boards also is enhanced by a requirement that any construction requiring 
bonding in excess of $500,000 be subject to a referendum. 

The budget provisions relating to higher education affirm our commitment to one of the world's 
leading institutions of learning. An enrollment funding formula gives the university system the 
flexibility it needs to react to increases or decreases in the number of students seeking admission in any 
given year. Funding for a new faculty development program will revitalize the teaching skills of U.W. 
faculty and retrain faculty to meet the changing needs of students. 

Senate Bill 77 increases the amounts available for medical and dental education and for grants to 
minority students. Equally important, the budget provides for a revenue bonding program to assure a 
sound and stable funding source and repayment plan for student loans. 

Few sections of this budget contain more sweeping reform than those dealing with transportation. 
And, due largely to the involvement of the legislature, these reforms will be accomplished with no 
increase in cost to the general motoring public. The transportation package in this budget will enable to 
chart a responsible course for the future well-being of all Wisconsin citizens. 

The budget provides a major investment of dollars into the existing road and bridge network; 
essential new projects are included, but the emphasis is no longer on more and more new concrete. 

I 
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The budget provides a true transportation fund to replace the old highway fund. In 1977-79, all 
mass transit assistance will come from this fund, as will new aid programs for the elderly and the 
handicapped. 

The archaic and outdated highway aid formula is scrapped by this budget and replaced with an 
up-to-date method of allocating aid on the basis of true local need. 

Finally, the budget authorizes a reorganization of a transportation department so it can respond to 
the needs of an energy-short state as it copes with the harsh reality of critical transportation issues. 

The budget bill makes historic changes in our laws relating to the construction of health care 
facilities and the licensure of medical services. For the first time, there will be a mechanism to control 
the overbuilding and overutilization of health facilities which do so much to inflate the cost of health 
care. The certificate of need and service licensure provisions in Senate Bill 77 are among the strongest in 
the country. The bill also will make it much more difficult for health care providers and the recipients of 
medical assistance to abuse the state's generous program of benefits. 

There are substantial increases in funding for mental health and community social services, as well 
as an inovative program to provide the state's elderly citizens with expanded nutrition services, 
additional assistance in the building of senior citizens centers, and new access to home health care 
services. 

The budget also provides a much needed infusion of resources into our correctional system, with the 
emphasis on expansion through the purchase of existing property. Bringing our correctional problems 
under control is certain to be a long and difficult process; the budget provisions constitute only the first 
step in ·~hat arduous and painful course. 

The reorganization of the Department of Industry, Labor and Human Relations will bring new 
accountability and efficiency to that important part of our government. The reorganized department 
will be better managed under a secretary who serves at the pleasure of the governor, who in turn must be 
responsive to the people of Wisconsin. The newly created Labor and Industry Review Commission 
should provide a higher quality of justice to those involved in Unemployment Compensation, Workers 
Compensation and Equal Rights disputes. 

Similarly, the uniform fee schedules and budgetary changes instituted within the Department of 
Regulation and Licensing are an important element in the ongoing effort to make that agency the 
servant of all the people of Wisconsin, rather than an outpost for well organized professional groups. 

The budget bill also strengthens the state's commitment to protecting and developing our natural 
resources. The assumption by the state of responsibility for funding environmental protection efforts 
that had been formerly paid for by the federal government is testimony to our firm and lasting resolve 
that Wisconsin's air and water must remain clean. 

The new industrial environmental user fee and trout stamp programs provide an equitable and 
predictable means of funding essential natural resource related activities. 

The legislative initiative to provide funding for a state sewage treatment grant program will help 
local communities to meet the requirements of state and federal law. 

Finally, the budget takes a long step toward achieving the goal of equal justice under the law. The 
statewide legal defender program will guarantee competent legal representation to the poor while 
providing some needed property tax relief at the county level. 

While there is much in this budget that will improve the quality of life in Wisconsin, it also contains 
provisions which I believe are inconsistent with our state's current and future interests. 

I am especially concerned with changes in state/local fiscal policy which I believe undermine the 
record of equity and accountability which has been shaped during the 1970s. Too many of these changes 
are premised on false assumptions, including: 

- the false assumption that the state with the most generous local assistance program in the nation 
is somehow "shortchanging" local government. 

- the false assumption that Wisconsin's dramatic economic turnaround in this decade has 
somehow come at the expense of local governments, when they are in fact the prime beneficiaries. 

- the false assumption that elected officials in Madison, who levy most of the funds spent by local 
officials, have no right to impose flexible restraints on local spending. 

It is because I refuse to accept these implausible assumptions that I have vetoed several of the fiscal 
policies included in Senate Bill 77. I urge the legislature not to undo the progress which has been 
achieved in this decade. To do so would only fuel more efforts by those who benefitted from the 
discredited fiscal policies of the past. To do so would create unwarranted pressure for unnecessary tax 
increases. 
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The net effect of all of the partial vetoes of Senate Bill 77 is to eliminate $11.5 million in added 
spending for 1977-79. If the vetoes are not sustained, the effect in the following biennium will be to raise 
expenditures by $50.5 million. The largest single savings results from the elimination of the new fifty 
percent machinery and equipment reimbursement. The cost of the reimbursement provision alone is. 
approximately $37 million between now and June 30, 1981. That is an unconscionable price, 
particularly when the state already devotes more than two-thirds of its genereal tax revenue to local 
assistance and property tax relief. 

Equally unacceptable is the provision in the budget which repeals the limits on local government tax 
levies, which have done so much to ensure that increased state aids to localities achieve their purpose
dirninishing reliance on the property tax. To abolish levy limits now is to abandon the progress we have 
made over the last six years in making our tax system more equitable while assuring that local 
governments have the revenue they need to provide essential services. We have now reached the point 
where state aids are the largest source of revenue for local governments. This is surely not the time to 
remove an effective and legitimate restraint on property tax growth. 

Finally, I want to reiterate my firm conviction that the budget for 1979-81 need not include a tax 
increase if the legislature will act now to limit expenditures for the corning biennium. I believe that is a 
goal which is far more valuable than any short-run advantage which might be gained by attempting to 
satisfy the demands of local governments for more and more state funds. 

I. Tax Policy and Local Assistance 

I-A. Levy Limit Repeal 
Sections 6d, 674p, 680p, 684p, 687r, 732, 766p, and 893 eliminate the county and municipal 

property tax levy limit program. I have exercised my partial veto of these sections to retain this 
program. 

During the two years in which the limits have been a part of the state/local fiscal system, county 
and municipal mill rates have dropped by 3. 7 percent. Retention of levy limits, coupled with expanded 
state payments to local governments, will allow the continuation of this trend. 

Those who have criticized the levy limit program assert that it has 2 flaws: 1) it is too restrictive; 
and 2) it is an unwarranted use of state authority. I would make the following comments: 

I) The experience of the last two years has shown that the program is flexible enough to 
accornodate the needs of towns, villages, cities and counties in Wisconsin. In 1976, for example, local 
units used only 40.3 percent of their allowable increase. In instances where limits were restrictive, the 
taxpayer referendum option was available to exceed the limits. In the last two years, large and small 
communities have taken advantage of this referendum option, and in the majority of cases (29 of 52) 
voters approved the referenda. 

2) The Legislature has enacted several exemptions, which provide considerable flexibility to the 
program. These include exemptions for: 

a) principle and interest on general obligation borrowing 
b) above-average population growth 
c) court orders 
d) pollution abatement costs 
e) costs incurred because of natural disasters 
f) costs of assuming new services 

3) The levy limit program would become even more flexible beginning in 1979. In that year and 
thereafter, all growth in shared revenue payments will be exempt from the limits. This will allow local 
officials considerable additional latitude in making local budget decisions; it certainly negates the 
criticism that the limits are somehow too restrictive. 

4) During the last six years state aid to local government has surpassed the property tax as the 
major local revenue source. In other words, most of the money spent by local elected officials is now 
levied in Madison by state elected officials. These high levels of state aid - the highest in the entire 
nation - are designed to stabilize the property tax. With those facts in mind, it is not unwarranted for the 
state to attempt to assure that its massive tax relief effort achieves real tax relief. It would be especially 
ironic to repeal the levy limit program as part of a budget bill which provides an unprecedented increase 
in shared revenues and road aids. At a time when the state is assuming greater responsibility for 
financing local services, the limits are more appropriate than ever. 

5) It also should be emphasized that the state provides more aid, proportionately, to local 
governments than it does to school districts. Certainly, in that light, the argument for retaining levy 
limits is as strong as it is for retaining school cost controls, which the Legislature has wisely done. 

6) Levy limits are not new, either to Wisconsin or to most other states. The vast majority of states 
have levy limits, just as Wisconsin has for many years (although the previous limits had little impact). 

I 
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The law enacted two years ago has encountered opposition not because it is unwarranted, but because it 
is effective. 

7) In addition to limiting property tax increases, levy limits prompted unexpected but welcome 
changes in the finance procedures of some smaller municipalities. Since 1941, Wisconsin law has· 
required all counties and municipalities to publish and adopt budgets as a way of assuring proper citizen 
input into the budget-making process and to encourage basic financial planning. Many towns and 
smaller villages, however, have continued to operate with extremely crude budget procedures - and 
compliance aspects of the levy limit law has forced these communities to significantly upgrade their 
fiscal procedures. 

\ 
I-A 
SECTION 6d: Statute 8.50 (2) (a) 

~ 
SECTION 674p: Statute60.175 \ 
~ ~'t>/N~~\i).~ "-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-.~ "-."-."-."-. ~v .. .,.. '" ''" 

SECTION 680p: Statute 61.46 (3) \ 

~"~~~*~"""""""""""""""""""""''".;.,,;,;" 
SECTION 684p: Statute 62.12 (4m) I 

I 

~~~~~~~~~"~~~"~""""""~V·~"."!•.•~· I 
SECTION 687r: Statute 65.07 (2) I 

~~'>iN!t'-'*-~"""""""""""""""""""""""'v;.;,.:. •· ;,;.; I 
SECTION 732: Statute 67.035 / 

67.035 Tax limitations not applicable to debt levies. All taxes levied or to be levied by any 
municipality proceeding under this chapter for the purpose of paying principal and interest on valid 
bonds or notes now or hereafter outstanding shall be and the same are hereby,dcclared to be without 
limitation notwithstanding the limitations imposed by s. {i/Jim~~~~~)~ 
~ [60.175, 61.46 (3), 62.12 (4m}, 65.07 (2), 70.62 (4) J 38.29 or subch. 1-¥-Yllof ch. 121, or 
any legislative limitation now or heretofore existing, and all such limitations are hereby repealed insofar 
as they apply to taxes levied or to be levied to pay principal and interest upon such bonds or notes. ~·~:-;! 

SECTION 766p: Statute 70.62 (4) j 
~'"IJ),-n~'hl<>J,.'ibi><>Jill.'-'-.'''''''''''''''''''"'"'"."'"''" 

SECTION 893: Statute 79.03 (1) / 
79.03 (I) Annually on the 3rd Monday in November, the dep~ntment of administration, upon , 

certification by the department of revenue, shall distribute to municipalities and counties :.di funds I 
entered in the shared~ revenue account as of the previous October J 1.v'ur ·11 1 1·111 .. ,. l~"'i"d puHll'llll 1Q ·' 

<>:h ?(i ·1g·dR~I light IW"' ·1qd p Jw"r ·gmp·uliet;-.cam.:-A<at-Wn--.a-1~~mp·rnir~ >ir pi~.iw
<;;Qmp211ks aad e11lered i11to the d12re1 t2x "Ccount a~ Qf the preHigul' November 12, after reduction by 
the amounts necessary to make the payments from the shared revenue account under i;i;...~ 79.04...79,.0.S. 
n1d 79 055. The distributable share t.h~of each municipality and county shall consist of an amount 
determined on the basis of population under sub. (2), plus an amount determined under sub. (3), less 
the amount distributed in Jul of that ear under s. 79.02. · · 

[The distributable shares, thus determined, shall be reduced as provided in ss. 
60.175 (6),61.46 (3) (f),62.12 (4m) (f),65.07 (2) (f) and70.62 (4) (f). Thcnmountsofthose 
reductions shall remain in the municipal and county shared tax account and shall become a part of the 
funds to be distributed from that account in the next distributions under this section nnd s. 79.02.J ~'~";;! 

l-B. Mand E 50 Percent Reimbursement 
Sections 366k, 446, 776m, 782g, 782r, and 1657(38) (o) create a manufacturing machinery and 

equipment (M & E) reimbursement program based on 50 percent of the value of exempt M & E 
multiplied by the local tax rate. I have exercised my partial veto to remove this proposal and to retain 
the current reimbursement program. 

During the debate on the M & E issue, it has been discouraging to hear local officials support the 
state's economic development efforts at the same time that they are unwilling to help finance those 
efforts. This is troubling because local governments are the prime beneficiaries of a sound economy, and 
that is exactly what Wisconsin has achieved in the last several years. To state that the M & E program 
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has caused local tax "losses" is to completely ignore the major economic dividend which has resulted 
from our investment in sound business tax relief. The fact that Wisconsin is virtually at full employment 
- a stark contrast to the rest of the nation - should help put this bogus "loss" theory in proper perspective. 

Not only do local governments benefit from a stable employment and tax base, but they also benefit 
from the higher state aid that results from economic growth. Just last week it was reported that 
Wisconsin continues to provide more per capita aid to local governments than any state in the country. 
Our ability to do so is obviously a direct result of a healthy economy, for it is that sound economy which 
generates the revenue we share with local governments. This fact must be kept in mind as the 
Legislature appraises the "loss" which local officials assert they have suffered. 

The proposed reimbursement program in SB 77 reprepresents a new state payment program which 
will distribute millions of dollars annually to counties and municipalities, largely on the basis of the 
location of exempt M & E property. Other state aid programs, such as shared revenues, school aids, and 
general property tax relief, also distribute large amounts each year. The current exemption of M & E 
automatically gives industrialized communities an advantage with regard to receipt of state funds from 
existing aid programs, because the M & E exemption reduced their tax base relative to other 
communities. Thus, the places that are already getting larger school aid, shared revenue, and other 
payments because of the exemption would be the major winners under this proposal. These gains would 
come at the expense of the state's nonindustrial communities. 

A second consideration is the cost of the reimbursement program. The program would cost about 
$8 million in the current biennium and would be substantially higher in future biennia ($29 million in 
I 979-81, for example). Those who favor this reimbursement program should be asked to explain where 
the money will come from to finance the rapidly escalating costs. Such large sums must eventually come 
from higher taxes. 

By vetoing these sections, most of the current M & E reimbursement payments to affected 
communities. This approach cushions local governments from sudden or unanticipated fiscal impacts of 
the M & E exemption, but also recognizes the long range reimbursement effect of shared revenues, 
school aids and other state payments benefitting communities with large amounts of exempt M & E. 
Because the program will be phased out by 1984, the problem of overcompensating industrialized 
communities at the expense of other part of the state is resolved. 

Estimated Fiscal Impact: Increase General Purpose Revenue in 1977-79 by $7.995 million. 

1-JJ ) 
SECTION 366k: Statute 20.835 (2) (ds) 

20.835 (2) (ds) Manufactuz:..1".!!e_!!1achinery and equipment rebnburseme1u. The counties', towns', 
villages' and cities' share~~ as provided ins. 70.996 to provide the reimbursement specified 
thereunder for manufacturmg machinery and equipment. v.1-i In PJrc 

SECTION 446: Statute 25.50 (3) (b) / 
25.50 (J) (b) On the dates specified and to the extent to which they are available, subject to s. / 

16.53 (JO). funds payable to local governments under ss. 70.996 (I)~ ((a)], 79.02 (2) (a) .i!!ld 
.Ll!ml. 79.03 (I), 79.04 (I), (2) (a) and (3), 7?05 (1), 79 OSS, 79.06, 79.08, 79.10 (I) and (J) and I 
79.17 (I) and (J) shall be considered local funds and, pursuant to the instructions of local officials, may 

1

1 
be paid into the separate accounts of all local governments established in the local government 
pooled-investment fund and, pursuant to the instructions of local officials, to the extent to which they 
are available, be disbursed or invested. Vdotd In Par1 

SECTION 776m: Statute 70.995 (7) (d) / 
70.995 (7) (d) To determine the amount 1md value of any nmchinery and specific processing 

equipment exempt under s. 70.11 (27) any person owning such properly shall report lhe amount and 
value or l>uch .lh.i;_ properly on schedules prescribed hy !he dep<1rlmenl of revenue and .~hall he included 
with the standard manufacturing reporl form rc<1uircd under sub. ( J 2). U....ny Any person, including 
an officer of a corporution, required by law lo make, file, render, .~ign or verify said schedules IY.hil_ 
wilfully overstates !he amount or value of any manufacturing m:idiincry or specific processing 
equipment exempt under s. 70. I I (27), 1rnd1 f"Fron:may he finl.!d nnl more than $500 or imprisoned not 
more than 6 months or both. ~Tu person shall 11lsn he required to pay the cosl nf pro.~l.!culion. In 
addition, l>uch lb!;, person shall he requircd-10 pay to the department or revenue lhe taxc.~ due for !he 
amount of~ overstatement tngl.!ther with interest at the rak or nnl.! pcrcl.!nl pt:r monlh or fraction 
thereof from »4-~4»~~~~ (January I, 1')75/ ~~.to the date the 
overstatement is discovered by the deparlml.!nt of revenue. VttoH I• J>•rt 

SECTION 782g: Statute 70.996 (1) (a) (intro.) / 
SECTION 7~2g. 70.996 (I) (a) (intro.) of the statuh:s i.~ ~l\N,"~~~~~amended 

to read: 

7.0.996 (I) r<a) Ontro.~J. On or about April 20, ~11975/-~~~ 
counties, towns, villages and c1!1esslmll he paid by thl.! slate from tlw nnprcmdatj1m under s 20 81' (2) 
1.!!ll an an~ount cq~al to~ the·~>~>~; !M11y I, 197.J,J *"-~~value of 
manufacturmg mal.!hmcry and c4111pmcnt cxcrnpll.!d from lol.!al taxation under s. 70. I I ( 27) multiplied 
by !he loc!'.I or county tax rate 11s t.hc Ctlsc mi~y he. The .. value of 111:111ufacturing machinery and 
e4u•pmcnt shall he the value dctcnn!ncd acl.!ordmg to s. 70.995 e4u•llcd to the ~~~~m~ !May I, 1 
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1974,\ ~~~'general \eve\ or assessment of all other property within the t;urntion district. 
Paymcnls to towns, v1llagc.'i and dlics shall he determined using the local tax rate that was applied to !he 
~f\>JA~~ [May I, 1974,j ~lt§asscssmcnt or all taxable pro11crty within tl1c taxation 
di'itricl. Payments to counties shall he determined using the county lax ri1tc thal was applicll to the~ 
~!May I, 1974,] · ·:-..assessment. or 1~11 t;ixahl~ iropcrt within th~ count{. 

\Suhsc4ucnl payments shall he made ~mnually on or before /\pril 20 according to the followin!! 
schcduk:} v~1....i In P•rl 

SECTION 782r: Statute 70.996 (1) (a) 1 to 9 and (b) j 
~~"._~~~"-~"'-<~~"-"-"'~""~~"-"'-"'-'..'..'..'..'..'..'0,~.'.:< ;.~; .. I 

(o): Statute Session Law / 

,~, ~~~~~~~~~~~ 
SECTION 1657 (38) 

I-C. Homestead- Elderly Income Factor 
Section 792m provides a special $600 deduction for Homestead claimants who are over age 65 or 

who have elderly spouses or dependents. I have vetoed the language to allow the $600 deduction for all 
Homestead claimants, regardless of age, who have either a spouse or dependent. In this way the 
program will not discriminate on the basis of age, a factor which does not, in and of itself, create greater 
or lesser financial need. The vetoed language will recognize family size for the first time in the 
Homestead program. It is a desirable change that should be made now that the program has been 
dramatically expanded by the budget. 

Estimated Fiscal Impact: Increase program costs by $4.0 million in 1977-79. 

Homestead - Data Requirements 
Section 799d provides that municipality and school district codes be added to all Homestead forms. 

The municipality data is useful and should be collected. Because the collection of the information is 
costly and complicates the Homestead return, I have stricken this requirement. During the last two 
years, school district information has been collected, but has not proved useful in public policy analysis. 
A Legislative Council committee considered the use of this data for school aid purposes, but rejected the 
concept. 

I 1-C 
SECTION 792m: Statute 71.09 (7) (a) 3. 

71.09 (7) (a) 3. "Household income" means all income received by all persons of a household in a 
calendar year while members of such household. For claims filed jn 1978 and thereafter and based upon 
property taxes accrued or rent constjtuting proocrty taxes accrued in the preceding cplendar year 
household income shall be reduced by $600 if the~spouse or any dcoendent of the claimant as 
claimed under sub (60) is ~'§-Th«e~~· Ve1oed In Part 

SECTION 799d: Statute 71.09 (7) (i) / 
7l.09 (7) (i) In administering this subsection, the department of revenue shall make available 

suitable forms with instructions for claimants, including a form which may be included with or a part of 
the individual income tax blank. In nreparing homestead credit forms for the taxable year 1977 and 
thereafter the department of revenue shall provide a space for identification of the~ 
county and city village or town jn which the claimant resides Vrtoed in Put 

I-D. Town Veto of Exclusive Agricultural Zoning 
Section 982m would permit a majority of towns in certain counties to reject an exclusive 

agricultural use zoning ordinance after adoption by the county board. I have vetoed this provision. 

The ability of a majority of towns to reject an exclusive agricultural use zoning ordinance would 
severely hamper effective land use provisions that would protect prime agricultural lands in rapidly 
urbanizing counties. This would also allow a minority of residents in a county to override the will of the 
majority-and prevent otherwise eligible farmers from participating in this tax credit program. 

This veto retains the original provisions developed in the Senate, which are as follows: 

I) in counties with more than 75,000 population, or counties adjacent to counties with more than 
400,000 population, no town veto over an exclusive agricultural zoning ordinance; 

2) in all other counties, current law provisions regarding town vetoes would apply. 

Agricultural Lands ·Preservation Board 
Section 33 creates an agricultural lands preservation board to make certain decisions regarding the 

new farm tax relief program. As adopted, the board would consist of 6 members: the secretaries of 
administration, local affairs and development, and agriculture; the executive secretary of the board of 
soil and water conserva.tion districts; and 2 owners of farmland eligible for inclusion in the program. 

I 
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U There are two serious drawbacks to this membership alignment: 

1) It makes no provision for public membership from other than the agricultural community. 
Clearly, the successful implementation of this program requires a broader range of public involvement 
to assure representation of those who will pay most of the cost of the program. 

2) The number of members (six) creates the undesirable prospect of tie votes. 

For these reasons I have vetoed this section to restore the makeup of the board to that provided for 
in SSA 2 to SB 77: the three secretaries previously referred to (with the Secretary of Agriculture as 
chairperson) and two public members appointed by the Governor. This will create a board of 
appropriate size, and one that can more fairly represent the broad range of citizen interest in the success 
of this program. 

1-D I SECTION 982m: Statute 91. 73 (3) 
(3) ~~~~in a county with p9pulation exceeding 75,000 or a county adjacent to a 

county with population exceeding 400,000, {R,_~adoption of a count exclusive agricultural use 

wn~·n ordinance under this subchapter for all towns within the coun~~~~~-~~i~~i *".~ q._~~~~by tho oounty bo"d ~~ 
~ ~~~'N_otwithstanding._s,29.97(3f~~ ~\· ~ 
~~~-S~l!l\_~~~~ ~~ly P~Z~(l~~'WR~"1i~\$:. 'in such a county, 'l..f\N 
~~Nn.~'n'ffl"gl:lNAl~b..~'W:h Veto«I in P•t! 

SECTION 33: Statute 15.135 (3) / 
15.J 35 (3) AGRICULTURAL LANDS PRESERVATION BOARD. There is created an agricultural la~ds 

preservation board which is attached to the department of agriculture, trade and consumer protection 
under s. 15,03. The board shall consist of the secretaries of administration, of agriculture. trade and 
consumer protection and of local affairs and development or their designees. th.\...'«..~\t.~~-

~~ . ·' . :'a~~l ~blic~~~ 
~~he secretary of agriculture, trade and consumer protection, or the <le.,ignee of 
the secretary, shall be chairperson of the board. Vt!otd In Port 

1-E. General Property Tax Relief 

Sections 907, 907c and 907m modify the general property tax relief (GPTR) program 
to include personal income as a factor in determining a community's allocation. The main 
supporters of this change have been in the forefront of implementing some of the most 
progressive policy reforms in SB 77. Their forward-thinking goals are reflected in this GPTR 

· change, but I nevertheless believe that this provision must be vetoed. I have done so for the 
following reasons: 

1) The personal income of a community's residents is not an accurate way of measuring the real 
income available to pay property taxes in that community. This is because it does not include corporate 
income, or income of those who own property but do not live in the community. Some communities have 
a great deal of income which is. excluded as a result of counting only personal income. Thus, the partial 
income factor included in SB 77 does not result in a sound measurement of ability-to-pay property taxes. 

To illustrate this flaw, consider the inequity that would result if only corporate income were 
included in the GPTR formula. That would correctly be criticized as being a partial and misleading 
income indicator; the same criticism applies to use of only personal income. 

In part because of this concern, a special Legislative Council committee has recommended against 
using a personal income factor in the school aid formula. The committee's concerns are equally 
applicable in this instance. 

2) The laudable goals of this amendment's sponsors are being addressed more effectively through 
state aid programs which are being expanded substantially in SB 77. 

Specifically, the shared revenue and school aid reforms of this decade have succeeded in greatly 
reducing the tax rate disparity between central city and suburban residents. The tax rate in Milwaukee 
has declined more than 20% since 1970; this is more than twice as fast as suburban tax rates have 
changed (in some cases it is four or five times as fast). 

The 1977-79 budget includes an unprecedented increase in shared revenue and general school aid 
payments; these increases will further the progress already achieved in reducing urban-suburban tax 
rate disparities. 

3) The goal of relating income to property tax bills is best achieved through payments to 
individuals. The major expansion of the Homestead program in SB 77 addresses this goal; it does so in a 
better way than using an income factor in GPTR, because that has the effect of helping both wealthy 
and poor taxpayers in communities which would benefit. 

Likewise, in communities that Jose, both wealthy and poor taxpayers would lose. The cost to the 
wealthy would be relatively small, but a $I 00 or $200 tax increase to a person of modest means could not 
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be justified by this policy. This is especially true in light of the relatively small tax benefit ($10 or $20 to 
most homeowners) which would occur in gaining communities. 

4) The general property tax relief formula should be closely scrutinized between now and the 
1979-81 budget. If the formula is to be drastically changed in 1979-81, the Legislature should delay the 
introduction of a major new factor into the formula at this time. 

1-E 
SECTION 907: Statute 79.10 (2) 

SECTION 907/c/: Statute 79.10 (Z) (b) . \ 

SECTION 907m: Statute 79.10 (4) (d) 

g 
0 

0 

w 
n 

1-F. Homeowner Improvement Tax Credit 

' e 
f 

'· d 

·~ 
t 

Sections 366e, 748r, 767, 768, 910, 1643(1) (d), 1643(38) (c), 1646(3) and schedule establish a 
home improvement tax relief credit paid by the state. The objectives of this new program are laudatory, 
and the authors deserve much credit for developing the plan for budget consideration. While the issue is 
worth pursuing, I have decided to veto the specific elements of this plan. I do so with the hope that 
continued efforts will be made to develop a new proposal for future legislative consideration. 

There are several reasons for this item veto: 
1. The net effect of this proposal is to have the state subsidize, over a 5-year period, about 10% to 

15 % of the cost of qualifying home improvements. If the state wishes to embark on a direct subsidy of 
this kind, greater program control is needed to assure that the expenditures actually achieve the goals 
intended. For example, as structured in SB 77, little effort is made to restrict the subsidy to projects 
which otherwise might not be undertaken; thus, a potentially large expenditure of state dollars would be 
devoted to finance projects which would have been undertaken in any event. 

2. Serious doubts regarding its constitutionality have been raised. These issues need further 
attention before a law should be approved. 

3. The new state credit is not integrated with other state aid programs, such as school aids, shared 
taxes, property tax relief, and Homestead. It would be possible for an individual to receive a Homestead 
Credit for property taxes that were actually paid by the state. Also, under shared taxes, school aids, and 
general property tax relief, state payments to localities would be made against taxes paid by the state. 

4. The program is not adequately based on ability to pay, because it includes no income test 
whatsover. Such considerations must be included in any program that provides tax relief to individuals. 
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Limiting the benefit to owners of homes valued at less than $50,000 is not a sufficient test of 
ability-to-pay. 

5. Severe administrative difficulties would be created both at the state and local levels. It is n.ot 
clear how the state could adequately review all home improvement claims to assure that the cost of the 
program would be limited to the original intent. 

6. The roll-back feature does not assure that required payments plus interest would be paid. 

7. It is not clear that the program actually provides a worthwhile incentive to improve homes. 
Furthermore, the program could provide larger credits for less significant improvements. For example, 
a $3,000 improvement to a $20,000 house may be more significant than a $3,000 improvement to a 
$45,000 house. Yet under this program, the state credit could be the same or even higher for the more 
modest overall improvement. 

8. There is a dangerous incentive for the value of homes to be attributed to improvements so that 
the tax burden is shifted to the state. 

Estimated Fiscal Effect: $2 million in increased costs in 1977-79 and $9 .5 million during 1979-81. 
The cost is estimated to steadily increase beyond that point to approximately $18 million annually, once 
the program is totally implemented. · 

I-F 
SECTION 366e: Statute 20.835 (2) (d) 

SECTION 748r: Statute 70.32 (2) (d) 

SECTION 767: Statute 70.665 

~~~~~""""""""""""""~'·;.;,1.-.~. 
SECTION 768: Statute 70.665 (2) / 

-~~~~~v.·~····~: 
SECTION910: StatuteSubch.JilofCh. 79 

' 

I 
I 
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SECTION 1643 (1) (d): Statute Session Law I 
~~~~~~~~::! ~~'SJ ~~~"'-.~"i.~~"t11Put 

SECTION1643 (38) (c): StatuteSessionLa~v I 
~~~ ... "'~~~SQ<..~~~~l:\>f 
r~~,~~~~~~~~~~~~'l\~"'~'-..'."'-".'"-~'v~1<>t<1111P•rt 

SECTION Schedule: Statute funding for 20.835 (2) (d) I . 
~"-'..'Tui)l~li.\l)~.lR,'e.h,~'-.~~'~'~~''~'''''"''"''''0.'~~~-:;:,"'2,,)...'R'&..'R')._'a.'6.."6. 

I-G, Real Estate Transfer Fee 

Sections 842p, 842r and 1655 (38) (e) increase the rate of the real estate transfer fee 
from I 0¢ to 20¢ per $100 of real estate transferred. There simply is no need to double the 
state's revenue from this fee at this point in time. 

Estimated Fiscal Effect: Reduction of general purpose revenues by $11 million in 1977-79. 

I-G I 
SECTION 842p: Statute 77.22 (1) 

77.22 (l) CONVEYANCE. There is imposed on lhe grantor of real estate ll real estate transfer fee at 
the rate of* [10] :::zg cents for each S 100 of value or fraction thereof, on every conveyance not 



-12- LRB-77-WB-5 

exempted or excluded under .this subchapter. Such fee shall be (O/lccted by the register at the time the 
instrument of conveyance is submitled for recording. At the time of such submission the grantee or his 
m:...h£r duly authorized agent or other person acquiring an ownership interest under the instrument shall 
execute a return in such form as the secretary prescribes setting forth the value of the ownership interest 
transferred by the instrument, the amount of the fee payable and such other information as the secretary 
requires. The register shall enter the fee paid on the face of the deed or other instrument of conveyance 
before recording, and collection by hlm the register of the fee shall be a prerequisite to acceptance of the 
conveyance for recording. The register shall have no duty to determine either the correct value of the 
real estate transferred nor the validity of any exemption or exclusion claimed. If the transfer is not 
subject to a fee as heiei4 provided in this subchanter, the reason for exemption shall be stated on the face 
of the conveyance to be recorded by reference lo the proper subsection under s. 77.25. Vr•DN In Port 

SECTION 842r: Statute 77.24 
77.24 Dhision of fee.~ {Fifty] ~~percent of all fees collected under this 

subchaptershall be retained by the county and the balance shall be transmitted to the state. Remittances 
shall be made monthly by the county treasurers to the department of revenue by the 15th day of the 
month following the close of the month in which the fee was collected. The remittance to the depart men! 
shall be accompanied by the returns executed under s. 77.22. v.roN In Pu1 

I-H. Fuel Tax Exemption/or Taxicabs 

Sections 88lm and 1655(38) (a) create an exemption for taxicab companies from the motor fuel 
tax. 

This exemption will achieve no other purpose than to increase the profits of companies who have an 
obvious responsibility to share in the financing of our road network. The estimated savings per trip of 2? 
to 3? surely will not be passed along to any customers; rather, the $600,000 loss will eventually have to 
be paid by the rest of the motoring public. I urge the Legislature to reject this special interest provision. 

1-H 
SECTION 881m: Statute 78. 75 (1) (a) 

-SECTION 1655 (38) (a): Statute Session Law / 

~~~~~~~~~~~: 
I-I. Utility Formula Distribution 

Sections 897 and 899 increase utility tax distribution payments and establish a 
$75,000 minimum payment to municipalities with large plants. I have vetoed some of the 
changes so as to recognize the need, as pointed out by the Joint Finance Committee, for 
higher aid to counties which have utility property in towns. 

The result will be a 100 % increase in payments to such counties. All municipalities will continue to 
receive the current payment of 3 mills (or $75,000 in some communities). The resulting formula will 
recognize the need to expand utility payments, but will not go beyond reasonable levels. 

In considering this veto, the Legislature should understand that approval of higher payments to 
cities and villages would cause reduced shared tax payments to other communities. That is because the 
higher utility payments would come not from the general fund, but rather from the shared revenue 
"aidable revenues" payment. 

1-1 - - \ 

SECTION 897: Statute 79.04 (I) (a)/ 
79.04 (I) (a) An amount from the shared revenue account determined by multiplying by 3 mills fil. 

"1¢¢a)N}f\a'fo.Wb._'f»~ah,'K'l!\s&J't>.p.i~ 'the first $100,000,000 of the amount shown 
in the account, plus leased property, of each public utility on December 31 of the preceding year for 
either "production plant, exclusive of land" and "general structures", or "work in progress" for 
production plants and general structures under construction, in the case of light, heat and power 
companies or electric cooperatives, for all property within a munjcipaljty in accordance with the system 
of accounts established by the public service commission or rural electrification administration, less 
depreciation thereon as determined by the department of revenue. The amount distributable to a 
municipality in any year shall not exceed $300 times the population of the municipality, except for the 
guaranteed payment under par. (b). ve1ot<1 l• Porl 

I 
I 
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SECTION 899: Statute 79.04 (2) (a) j 
79.04 (2) (a) _Annually, beginning November 15, 1976, the department of adrilinistration, upon 

certification by the department of revenue shall distribute from the shared revenue account to any 
county having within its boundaries a production plant or a general struclure, including production 
plants and general structures under construction, used by a light, heat or power company assessed under 
s. 76.07 or by an dectric cooperative association assessed under ss, 76.07 and 76.48, respectively, an 
amount~~)~~~~~· [equal to one-half of the total] amgunt dis'ributah!e that year to 
all of the nrnnicipaliti;c gr tJ:1e county under rub ( 1), Im' 1rnt inch1dii1g any additigns neceBSary to 
~Ho"He the S"?ran•eed minim 11 mt dis•rib11 t-;ab'e to vwh mnnkip?Uties 11 nder 1i'lb (I} (b} determined 
by multiplying by 6 mjl]s the first $100 000 000 of the amount shown in the account pins leased 
property of each public utility on December JJ qf the preceding year for either "production planl 
exclusive of land" and "general structures" or "work in progress" for production plants and general 
structures under construction in the case of light heat and power companies or electric cooperatives for 
all property within a town in accordance with the system of accounts established by the public service 1 

commission or rural electrification administration less depreciation thereon as determined by the 
department of revenue and by multiolying bv 3 mills times the first $JOO 000 000 of the amount as 
defined in this subsection for all property within a city or village. The amount distributable to a county 
jn any year shall not exceed $100 times the oopulatioo oft he county. Vd<>td In Put 

1-J. PPTRExcess Over BO Percent Credit 

Sectioq,909 requires that one-half of any excess Personal Property Tax Relief (PPTR) payments 
be deposited in the municipal general fund, and that the remainder be used as a direct tax credit. I have 
exercised my partial veto to require that the entire amount of any such excess payment be used as a tax 
credit. This change will assure that all property tax relief funds made available to municipalities are, in 
fact, used for direct tax relief. Without this change, municipal governments with no municipal levy 
would nevertheless get state aid. These and other communities would receive aid based upon the tax levy 
of school di~tricts and counties, and therefore such aid would have no relationship to municipal need. 
The approiich I have recommended will insure that this money actually goes to property taxpayers in 
those communities, just as it has in the past. 

I 
1-J 
SECTION 909: Statute 79.17 (3m) 

79.17 (Jm) Whenever a taxation district receives an amount under sub. ( l) in excess of the total 
t~x credit a lied under sub. (3) (b), th7 treas.urer of the taxation district ~~~'\\.~1\~~ 
e ~~~treat1tas~~~~~~~'a..~~~ 
t · ~~~~'I<>( relief of taxation to be collected in the same year 
on property entitled to tax credit under s. 79.10. The municipal clerk shall add this excess to the lax 
credit for the same year provided under s. 79.10, and shall apply the resulling total as the tax credit 
distributed according tos. 79.10 (3) (b). · v.1-i in P•r1 

1-K Non-Profit Hospital Tax Exemptions/ Residential Property 
Under current law, residential property owned by non-profit hospitals is exempt from the property 

tax. Section 745m repeals that exemption, but only for dormitories which house less than 12 student 
nurses; it retains the exemption for those dorms housing 12 or more student nurses. 

There is no reason to tax such property only when it houses less than 12 nurses. All such property 
should be taxable, so I have vetoed the section to restore its effect to that established by the Joint 
Committee on Finance, i.e., a total repeal of the current exemption. 

1-K 
SECTION 745m: Statute 70.11 (4m) 

70.11 (4m) NONPROFIT HOSPITALS. J>~gperty" hid1 i~ Real properly ownrd imd used ;md pcrson;il 
JmmITlY. used exclusively for the purposes of any hospital of 10 beds or more devoted primarily to the 
diagnosis, treatment or care of the sick, injured, or deformed. which hospital is owned and opcrntcd by a 
corporation, voluntary association, foundation or trust, no part oft he net earnings of which inures to the 
benefit of any shareholder, member, director or officer, and which hospital is not opcr:itcd principally 
for the benefit of or principally as an adjunct of the private pr:icticc ofa doctor or group of doctors. ~ 
exemp•im\ herei~ sr·m\ed thaU be eHecti"e 11.rd "PP1Y 19 ·1rn"Tlll 'Rlr of prnp1~.y-fof--t-~~~ 
permitted lo he made P"Fli'll<'PI lo Ii' 70 44, in th" }""tr 19S7 ·rnd n.1hr"1pwrl }""lfr This excmrljon docs 
not apply to property used for commercial pyrposes or us a doctor's office The i•xemption for rcsjdenl ja! 
r t sh llb in it d · · · ~~~ 

Vdot<l In l'u! 

1-L. Sales Tax on Mobile Home Sales 
Sections 843, 851, 853, and 855 subject occasional sales of mobile homes to the 4 percent sales tax 

but allow an exemption for homes exceeding 45 feet in length. 

I have exercised my partial veto to remove the exemption for mobile homes exceeding 45 feet 
because it would represent an arbitrary and inequitable tax break for one class of mobile homes. 
Without this veto, a mobile home 45 feet or longer would be subject to the tax if sold by a dealer, but not 
if sold by a private party. Thus, a sales tax exemption for occasional sales of larger mobile homes is not 
justified because it would result in the inconsistent treatment of similar transactions. 
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This exemption was inserted primarily because real estate sales are not subject to the sales tax. It 
was thus felt that certain mobile homes also should be exempt. However, it should be pointed out that 
real estate is exempt because the sales tax applies only to tangible personal property (and certain 
services). The material used in building a home is taxable to the contractor, and this tax is reflected in 
the retail price. A mobile home is personal property, not real property, and that is why the sales tax 
applies to such sales at retail. This does not create a disparity between real estate and mobile homes 
because, as pointed out above, the retail price of real estate improvements also will reflect the sales tax 
paid by the contractor. 

Estimated Fiscal Effect: Increase GPR by $200,000 in 1977-79. 

1-L 
SECTION 843: Statute 77.51 (7) (am) I 

77.51 (7) (am} Any person making any retail sale of a motur vehicle, aircraft snowmobile mobile 
~'b-WJMih.&'45.'Re).'iiNJN:th trailer semitrailer or boat registered 2r...ilikQ.. or required to be 
registered~. under the laws of this state. v~1-i 111 l'ut 

SECTION851: Statute77.53 (17) \ 
77.53 ( 17) This section shall dQ§ not apply to tangible personal property purchased outside this 

state .+. other than motor vehicles, boats snowmobiles mobile homes ML'i*~bt'l~'ih.'Rn)Nl 
trailers semitrailers and airplanes registered or titled or required to be registered or titled in this state). 
amlJlb.kh..ll brought into this state by a nondomiciliary for hi& the oei'son's own storage, use or other 
consumption while temporarily within this state when such property is not stored, used or otherwise 
consumed in this state in the conduct of a trade, occupation, business or profession or in the performance 
of personal services for wages or fees. Vttoed In Pitt 

SECTION 853: Statute 77.54 (7)\ 
77.54 (7) The occasional sales of tangible personal property and services and the storage, use or 

other consumption in this state of tangible personal property, the transfer of which to the purchaser is an 
occasional sale, except that the exemption herein pro"idud shall, in the case of motor vehicles, boats, 
snowmobiles. mobile homes"~ trailers semitrailers or aircraft registered Qr 

1i1kd. or required to be registered ~ in this state, be limited to motor vehicles, boats, 
snowmobiles mobile homes !tM'{x~'iliJeli)}fi trailers semitrailers or aircraft transferred 
to the spouse, RM1lhur, Cather Qairo.t or child of the transferor and then only if sudi. the motor vehicle, 
boat snowmobile mobile home ~)).ti trailer semitrailer or aircraft has been 
previously registered 2L!i.!.kd in this state in the name of the transferor and the person selling is not 
engaged in the business of selling the type of property for which exemption is claimed. This exemption 
shall~ not apply to gross receipts from the sale of bingo supplies to players or to the sale, rental or use 
of regular bingo cards, extra regular cards and special bingo cards. Vetoed Jn P1rt 

SECTION 855: Statute 77.61 (1) (a) and (c1' 
77.61 (1) (a) No motor vehicle, boat. snowmobile mobile home @Nx~ 

tea Her semitrailer or aircraft shall be registered .2Lt.i.l.le.d in this state unless the registrant presents proof 
that the sales or use taxes imposed by this subchapter have been paid. Votoed la P•rt 

(c) In thecaseofmotorvehicles, boats snowmobjles mobile homes~~~ 
trailers semitrailers or aircraft registered 2L..1.i1kd. or required to be registered 2L1i1.l.!<.d.. in this state 
purchased from persons who are not Wisconsin boat gr aircraA trailer or semitn1ilcr dealers or licensed 
Wisconsin ai.fila1l. motor vehicle mobile home or snowmobile dealers, the purchaser shall pay the tax 
prior to registering~ or titling the motor vehicle, boat snowmobile mobile home~~ 
Rfthlu~ trailer semjtraileror aircraft in this state. Vttotd ta P•rt 

I-M. Licensing of Juke Boxes and Other Coin-operated Amusement Devices I 
Sections 1260m and 1657(38) (L) require that each juke box or other coin-operated amusement . 

device be licensed with the Department of Revenue at a fee of $10 per unit and allow this fee to be used 
as a credit against sales taxes paid by the owner of such devices. I have exercised the partial veto in these 
sections to remove the licensing and fee requirements and to retain the current 4 percent sales tax on 
these devices. The proposed fee plan would result in no additional revenues to the state but would create 
additional paper work for both the owners of such devices and the Department of Revenue. At a time 
when government should be seeking ways of reducing red tape and administrative costs as much as 
possible, this proposal is clearly a step in the wrong direction. 

1-M I 
SECTION 1260m: Statute 175.22 \ 

~~~""'l..~~'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'0';,;,.;,;.;.;~ 
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SECTION 1657 (38) (L): Statute Session Law J 

.~,~~,~~~.~I 

I-N. Tax Appeals Commission 
SB 77 includes provisions expanding the membership of the Wisconsin Tax Appeals Commission 

from 3 to 5 and assigns additional duties to the Commission. Sections 815 and 1640 provide that 2 
members of the body be assigned primarily to manufacturing property assessment appeal cases. I have 
exercised my partial veto to remove this requirement, because it would prevent the chairman from 
assigning members of the Commission to hear cases in accordance with the Commission's workload. 
Manufacturing property assessment appeals are seasonal in nature and the restrictive language being 
deleted would limit the Commission's flexibility in scheduling Commissioners to hear other cases during 
the balance of the year. 

I-0. Occupational Taxes 

1-N 
SECTION 815: Statute 73.01 (4) (b) 

{b) Any matter requirCd to be heard by the commission may be heard by any member of the 
commission or its hearing examiner and reported to the A»icommission for d;t;rmilutigR, and hearings 
of matters pending before it shall be assigned to members of the commission or its hearing examiner by 
the~ cbajroerson 1Jnless a majorj!y of the commission decides th;it the full commission should 
decide a case cases shall be decided by a panel of 3 members assigned by the chairperson prior lo the 
hearing. l'WfNRhlnli~~~~)ijMe~'\ID)in.llfa§tv~ 
i!ti$'ltle'Jik,lPQe)>N' ff the parties have agreed to an oral decision the member nr members cond11cting 
the hearing may render an oral decision. Hearings shall be open to the public and all proceedings shall be 
conducted in accordance with the rules of practice and procedure prescribed by the commission,.....t.he. 
pg"'er fg m·+e &''Ch ru 1es beiRg express 1y R::re cg111'.@ned upgn it. v~1....i h1 Port 

SECTION 1640: Statute Session Law 
SECTION 1640. Appointments tD tax appeals commission. Of the 2 additional members of the tax 

appeals commission provided by the amendffient of section 15.01 (4) ofthc statutes by this act, one shall 
be appointed for a term to expire on March 1, 1981, and one for a term toe~~~~ on March l, 1983. ~ 

=~~,~~~~~~~~ 

Section 895 allows occupational tax revenues to be included as aidable revenues in the shared tax 
formula. The language has been vetoed, because there is no reason to provide a double-benefit to 
communities that receive occupational tax revenues. Without the veto a locality would be able to count 
the occupational tax as a locally raised revenue, even though it is a state tax, and it would be included in 
the measure of local tax effort. Thus, shared tax payments to these localities would increase at the 
expense of other local units of government. There is no basis for considering the state-imposed 
occupational tax as local tax effort, and its inclusion was not intended by the authors of the occupational 
tax proposal. 

1-0 ; 
SECTION 895: Statute 79.03 (3) (e) l.d 

d. "Local purpose revenues" means the sum~ of the following geno;ral re"cnues "ccor~i~g' ~n) ~hr1· 
deCiAili9RS set Wrth in the h·rndlll}9k Wr lgc·1l gg"erRRl'R 1 rin.,11chl reponi11g, hrne 19'.14, published by 
the d"j?''rlmcnt or re"eRnc: local genera[ puroose taxes except payments jn ljeu oft·1xes by enterprises· 
regulation and compliance revenues, except judgments and damages; revenues for services !O private 
parties by a county's or municipality's general operations or enterprises, except services by hospitals, 
nursing and rest homes, mass transit systems, urban development and housing agencies, liquor stores, 
cemeteries, and electric, gas and water utilities; interest and rental income; and, special assessment 
revenues, or in the case of enterprises, those soecial assessment revenues that are transferred to the 
municipality and county for general operations. In thjs subdivision· "local gt•neral puroose taxes" means 
those taxes collected to finance the ooeration of the general purpose government unjl jnc!udjng but not 
!imjted to general property t~xes for local purposes ~).'forest cropland taxes woodland 
taxes interest on taxes mobile home fees room tax and retamed sales ta1r "regulation am! comp!jaog; 
revenues" means revenue from local licenses local permj!s local law and ordjnance violations local 
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II. Transportation 
II-A. Farm Trailer Definition 

Section I 408m changes the definition of farm trailers that are eligible for reduced registration fees. 
The current definition requires the trailers to be used "exclusively" for the transportation of farm 
products from the owner's farm to market or for the transportation of supplies to the farm. The bill 
changes "exclusively" to "primarily." This could lead to abuse of farm trailer registration privileges and 
will make effective enforcement virtually impossible. 

Reduced farm trailer registration fees are intended to assist farmers in the conduct of normal farm 
operations. This bill would unnecessarily extend that privilege to nonfarm operations. {It should be 
emphasized the existing farm truck fees, as opposed to trailer fees, apply to vehicles used "primarily" for 
farming activities. This recognizes that a farm family may also use a farm pickup truck for personal 
purposes, such as shopping or traveling to church. The same reasoning does not apply to farm trailers.) 

II-A 
SECTION 1408m: Statute 340.01 (17) I 

340.01 (17) "Farm trailer" means a frailer or semitrailer with a 1>ross weight greater than 3 000 
llill!.Ilfil. which is owned and operated by a farmer and is used~~~~~~~ [exclusively] ~for the 
transportation of farm products from the owner's farm to market or for the transportation of supplies to 
hU; the owner's farm. Vtcotd In Put 

II-B. DOT Reorganization Requiring a Division of Highways 
Section 919 requires that any reorganization of the Department of Transportation must include a 

Division of Highways. I am vetoing this provision, because mandating a particular division is 
inconsistent with using a flexible approach to transportation problems and organization. 

The new departmental secretary should be free, as are most other agency heads, to structure the 
agency in the most efficient manner to serve the transportantion needs in the state. Reorganization 
proposals prepared by the secretary are reviewed and approved by the Governor, and in this process 
adequate consideration will be given to the prominent role highways will continue to play in our 
transportation system. There should not be arbitrary restrictions which prevent the creation of a division 
which includes highways and other modes of transportation. 

11-B 
SECTION 919: Statute 84.01 (3) I 

84.01 (3) ~~Bl\~~~~ J;_)J_STf~'~T OFFICES. An'.t' ,internal reorganization of the 
department unders. !5.02shall ~'a.~~~1t_~l\~provide for 
maintenance by the department of Oistrict offices throughout the state. vt1ot<t ln P•rt 

II-C. Appeals a/Transportation Commission Decisions on Uninsured Motorists 
Section 1463 allows uninsured motorists to appeal Transportation Commission decisions to the 

circuit court in their county of residence, rather than the Circuit Court for Dane County. I am vetoing 
this provision. 

(Under present law an uninsured motorist involved in an accident may be required to deposit 
money with the Department of Transportation for payment of the reasonable costs of property damage 
and personal injuries to others, if there is a reasonable possibility that a judgment could be entered 
against the uninsured motorist. Failure to obtain a release of liability, or to make this required deposit, 
will result in the suspension of the uninsured motorist's operator's license.) 

It is not unusual for the state to allow individuals filing petitions for judicial review of 
administrative rulings to do so in their county of residence, to aid in their ease of appeal. However, this 
practice should not be extended to cases involving uninsured drivers, who already receive hearings at the 
general expense of the insured motoring public. It is estimated that this requirement would increase 
transportation fund expenditures by $120,000 in 1977-79. 

11-C 
SECTION 1463: Statute 344.03 

344.03 (title) Judicial review. (I) Any person aggrieved by :,any uctign gr lhe ·1dminirtr·1tgr .a 
decision of the transportation commission pursuant to this chapter may, at any time prior to JO days 
after the entr~ ?~order of susp:~s!on or revocation, file a petition in the circuit court of~ [Dane]~ 
county~~ for a review thereof as provided ins. 227.16. The court shall 
summarily hear the petition and may make any appropriate order or decree within the scope of s. 
227.20. 

(2) If any person aggrieved by any ··ctign of the adminirtralgr a decision of the transportation 
commjssion pursuant to this chapter fails to file a petition within lhe time allowed in sub. (I), the circuit 
court of~[DaneJ ~county ~~b:may, upon the person's petition and notice 
to the ad1+1:Pislr2tgr department and transportation commjssinn, and upon the terms and within a time 
as the court deems reasonable, but not later than one year after the act complained of, allow a review 
with the same effect as though done within the time prescribed in sub. (I}. This subsection does not 
authorize the court to stay suspension or revocation of an operator's license. Vetoed Iii P•rt 
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III. Elemental'y and Secondary Education 

III-A. Special Adjustment Aids 
Section 1092m of the budget bill would establish a new state aid program to reduce the effects of 

large changes in valuations and membership within a school district. I have vetoed a portion of this new 
program. 

Equalization is the fundamental goal of school finance in Wisconsin. Its premises are justified and 
legally required in the state and federal constitutions. With the noteworthy achievements that have 
been made in Wisconsin, I am hesitant to approve the establishment of a new categorical aid that does 
not measure up to that goal. However, I recognize that sharp changes in membership and valuations can 
produce adverse effects that are a legitimate concern for school officials and taxpayers. The special 
adjustment aids, with the item veto I have made, will mitigate these concerns without upsetting the basic 
equity inherent in the school aid formula. 

Special adjustment aids are designed to soften losses in general aid experienced by some districts. 
This is a legitimate concern. However, the special adjustment aids as written would allow districts to 
include their adjustment aids in computing future losses. For example, a district that receives $500,000 

.. : in general aid in 1976-77 and is eligible for $400,000 for each of the next two years, would receive 
:: $50,000 in adjustment aid in the first year. In the following year, they would receive $25,000 in 
· adjustment aids even though there was no change in their general aid eligibility. In fact, they could 

receive adjustment aids even though their eligibility increased in the second year. Without the change I 
propose, the special adjustment aid program would be a permanent part of a school district's base for aid 
purposes, rather than providing for a legitimate transition where it is necessary. 

III-A 
SECTION 1092m: Statute 121.10 (3) 

(3) For the pu_rp~s~~ ~f this sec~LoEL~!'!!~~ld~~e,,.a,?~. the~ amo11~~[~C~~v~<} !!~ !Jt;_n,e~al. 
aid under s. 121.08,_-~~--..~'l'l.~"-"~~'\_"Kl'1s_'<,'._'\h~~ 
Ji)t'tull~'ti.."'b,~. Vtt~lnPart 

III-B. Personal Property Tax Relie/Transfer Aid 

Sections 907n and 1092u \establish[ a new state aid, related to the personal property / 
tax phaseout, for school districts that receive no general state aid. I have vetoed the personal : 
property tax relief transfer aid, because it is contrary to the equalization of school finance I 
in Wisconsin. . I 

School districts which would benefit under this proposal already have higher property tax bases 
than the state guarantees for most districts. Thus, this proposal gives an advantage to districts which 
already are able to spend more and tax less than the average district. 

The money for this program would otherwise be paid statewide, distributed on the basis of personal 
property location. There can be no justification for transferring $900,000 from these taxpayers to a 
relative handful of school districts. 

111-B 
SECTION 90711: Statute 79.16 (2) (b) (intro) and 3 .. I 

79.16 Personal property tax relief provided through school aid and shared rev-eliue account,\ 

(2) SCHOOL AID./ 

(b) Within the time period under par. (a), the state superintendent of public instruction shall 
calculate the amount to be transferred by the department of administration from the appropriation 
under s. 20.835 (2) (b) to the appropriation under s. 20.255 (I) (fj) which shall be equal to the 
differenceofsubds. land 2._)hts._~~~. v~iot<t tn l'arl 

I. The amount of general aid which would be distributed using the valuations certified under s, 
121.06 and guaranteed valuations as determined under par. (a). 

2. The amount of general aid which would be distributed under par. (a). 

"-'-~~~~~'<.~~~'l\~~~'-.'-.'-.'-V•«•<I"""' 

SECTION 1092u: Statute 121.11 
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II!-C. Parity for Union High and K-8 Districts 
Section 1086 provides a phase-in for general aid parity between UHS/K-8 districts and K-12 

districts. 

I have vetoed this phase-in period to provide immediate parity in state sharing with the UHS and 
K-8 districts under the general school aid formula. This was the proposal included in my budget 
recommendation. It is clear that the aid differential is not an incentive for further reorganization. 
Instead, the penalty may diminish educational quality in such districts. 

Estimated Fiscal Effect: Reduce GPR by $2.0 million in 1977-79. 

111-C 
SECTION 1086: Statute 121.07 (6) (a) and (7) (c) and (d) I 

121.07 (6) SHARED cosT. (a) "Shared cost" is the sum of the school district general fund 
operational cost and annual capital outlay, minus the operational receipts, plus principal and interest 
payments on long-term indebtedness for the current school year. The sum of principal and interest 
payments on long-term indebtedness included in shared cost may not exceed $90 per member. ~ 
~O\>_~~~"'""~~\<IJ'-"->lh<'ll'OQl-'&b.1il<\U<Nli\<),&)'<'<liliMu'l"''""~"""'\: 
~~ \'etllfd ln Put 

(b) The "primary ceiling cost per member" is 110% of the state average shared cost per member 
foi" the previous school year, as determined by the state superintendent. 

{c) The "primary shared cost" is that portion of a district's shared cost which is less than the 
primary ceiling cost per member multiplied by its membership. 

(d) The "secondary shared cost" is that portion of a district's shared cost which is not included in 
the primary sh~red cost. 

(7) Gt:ARA:-:TEED VAU.:AnON PF.R ME~IBEll.. (a) The "primary guaranteed valuation per member" 
sha!l be $116,800 in the 1977-78 school year and $130,500 thereafter. 

(b) The "secondary guaranteed valuation per member" shall be an amount rounded to the nearest 
$ IOOdctermined by dividing the equalized valuation of the state by the state total membership. 

(c) For districts operating onlY high school grades, the amounts in pars. (a) and (b) shall be' 
mulflpli<d~~~li_~ by 3 i\>-_ll)e.~'(R~l-.~"-~~~'l\:aod 
rounded to the nearest $100. \'eiDN ht P•rl 

(d) For districts operating only elementary grades, the amounts in pars. (a) and (b) shall be 
multlpliod ~'l.,~'>W>.6..'QI,~~~~ by 1.5 ""-~t<('l\N.1(~4".'#l.">..~'$l'll<...: oud 
rounded to the nearest $100. \'•tl>N ln Porl 

(8) GUARANTEED VALUATION. A school district's primary and secondary guaranteed valuations 
are determined by multiplying the amounts in sub. (7) by the district's membership. 

111-D. Cost Control Formula 
Sections 1122 and l l 22m provide for two levels of school cost controls: 1) districts at or above the 

statewide average may increase their per pupil costs by 9.5 % ; 2) districts below the average may use 
9.5 % of the statewide average per pupil cost. I have vetoed these sections to provide that all districts use 
9 .5 % of the statewide average per pupil cost in computing their allowable cost increase. 

Current law provides that districts may increase their per pupil expenditures by 9 .5 % over the prior 
year. This procedure has led to larger dollar increases for those districts with the highest spending levels, 
while districts with low levels of spending are allowed a smaller dollar increase. This has tended to widen 
the disparity in educational opportunity between districts. 

Through the item veto I have made, all districts will base their increases on the statewide average. 
In this way the controls will allow every district a comparable per pupil increase. This will introduce a 
significant element of equity between districts into the program. As before, the voters of any school 
district will have the opportunity to determine if the controls should be exeeded. 

Cost Control Appeal to Improve Energy Efficiency 
Section 1 !23p would provide a cost control appeal for school districts which incur expenditures in 

upgrading their facilities to energy efficient standards. 

This appeal procedure is of questionable benefit because most upgrading of facilities involve 
non-operating costs (i.e. principal and interest), which are already exempt from the controls. The 
remaining types of structural improvements that might lead to energy efficiency fall within the concept 
of maintenance. Cost controls require school districts to plan for and implement careful maintenance 
cycles. If they do this, improvements can be made without any need for an appeal. 

Finally, I believe that the local referendum procedure should not be undermined by additional cost 
control appeals. The voters of a school district are better qualified than the state to determine when cost 
controls should be exceeded. 
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III-D 
SECTION 1122 and 1122m: Statute 121.91 (1) I 

121.91 (title) Cost control formula. (l) For the 1975-76 school year, and annually thereafter, fm: 
sghggl districts budgetiRB Qll a s<.:hgsl year lnsic, the :dis"'able sh·1 re gggl budg@t shall be G911lJrnt0G as 
~the budgeted per p11pil shared controllable cost ~for each school district 9"'<ir its prigr 
school year per pupil shared cost shall be limited to the sum of its controllable cost per member for the 

revi h I 9.5% · 
multi lied b 

\'Hoed in PHI 

SECTION 1123p: Statute 121.91 (3) (d) / 

~~~~~~' 
III-E. S.E.N. Discretionary Grants 

Section 1076i authorizes the superintendent of public instruction to award up to $100,000 annually 
in discretionary grants under the special educational needs program. I have vetoed this authority, 
because funds should be made available according to the same criteria to meet the intent of the special 
educational needs program. 

There has never been a permanent authority granted for discretionary awards, and during the. 
1977-79 biennium, as new changes are being implemented to improve the program throughout the state, 
there should be maximum equity in the way awards are granted. 

There is no fiscal effect of this veto, because the monies designated for discretionary grants will be 
distributed according to the program criteria already established for other grants. 

Inkind Matching Under the S.E.N. Program 
Section 1076g establishes the option for non-public grantees under the S.E.N. program to use an 

inkind match to meet the new requirements for funding under the program. Public schools that receive 
an award would not be allowed this option. Public schools would have to provide a cash match, and it is 
because of this double standard that I have vetoed ink:ind matching for non-public grantees. 

Under current law there is no matching required for participants in the S.E.N. program. 
Experience has shown, however, that grantees have not continued their programs after termination of 
state funding. It is reasonable to require a minimal match in order to elicit sincere district interest in the 
program as a precondition to funding. Even though a cash match may be difficult in some instances to 
generate, it would be inequitable to allow some grantees an exemption from this potential improvement 
in the program at the same time it is required of others. 

III-E 
SECTION 1076g: Statute 115.92 (2) (a) I 

(2) The school districts and other agencies eligible under s. I 15.90 shall submit applications to 
serve the number of children determined under s. 115.91. S'uch propgs~ls 

(a) No grantee may receive any funds djstribnted 1mder this subcbapter unless the grnnlee 
provides at least 25% of the estimated total cost of the program to be funded under this subchapter. 

--SECTION 1076i: Statute 115.92 (3) / 

III-F. Community Action Agencies 
Section I 077 enables local school districts to finance services through community action agencies 

during summer months. The purpose is to expand the funding opportunities available to community 
action agencies so they can begin to meet needs that may not have been addressed in the past. I have 
vetoed an amendment that would exclude all types of instructional services from those that can be 
financed by a school district through CAAs. There is no justification for this limitation at this time; in 
fact, it could significantly weaken the program. 
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IV. Higher Education 
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I 111-F 
SECTION 1077: Statute 118.28 

118.28 Community action agencies. The school board ofa school dist_rict may appropriate funds fqr 
promoting and assisting any community action agency designated by lhe U.S. community services 
adf!linistration pursuant to th~ community services ~ct of I~~~~ 

~~~~ v .......... . 

IV-A. School of Veterinary Medicine 
Section 479p directs the Board of Regents to establish a school of veterinary medicine at the 

University of Wisconsin-Madison and a satellite clinic at UW-River Falls. Within the state building 
program as enumerated in Section l 606c ( 1) (a), money for advance planning and for construction of a 
veterinary college is also appropriated. 

Establishing a veterinary college in Wisconsin is not the way to solve the problem of the 
maldistribution of veterinarians or to meet the educational needs of our students. Training veterinary 
medical doctors in Wisconsin will not automatically increase the number of practicing veterinarians in 
Wisconsin. Nine of the 32 states without veterinary colleges have more veterinarians per 100,000 
residents than Wisconsin. Factors other than the presence of a veterinarian college greatly affect the 
distribution of veterinarians among the states. 

If a school were established in Wisconsin, it is unlikely that more than half of those trained here 
would stay here to practice. The graduate retention rates in neighboring states show that Minnesota 
keeps only 50% of its native graduates, Illinois 53%, Michigan 52%, and Iowa 51 %. Furthermore, 
there is no evidence that the graduates who would stay in Wisconsin would tend to settle in rural 
counties or in areas of veterinarian shortage. Veterinarians as a group will continue to enter lucrative 
urban practices in Wisconsin for the next 15-25 years, until the market for veterinarians in the urban 
counties is saturated, regardless of the presence or absence of a veterinary college. 

Although the money appropriated for the school in this bill is relatively modest, once the school is 
fully operating it will cost about $6 million annually, including debt service on new construction. Thus, 
directing the Board of Regents to establish a school of veterinary medicine irrevocably commits this 
state to substantial expenditures for years to come. 

As an alternative, I proposed a series of contracts with neighboring states, which would allow 
Wisconsin residents to attend veterinary colleges in other states. These contracts would provide 80 % of 
the graduates that a Wisconsin school would produce, at only 40 % of the cost. Because the contract 
alternative is a far more cost-effective way to meet the state's need for veterinarians, I am vetoing the 
directive to proceed with a school of veterinary medicine in Wisconsin, contained in Section 479p. I am 
also directing the Department of Administration to place the $981,000 GPR which was added to the 
University of Wisconsin's General Program Operations appropriation into unallotted reserve for the 
1977-79 biennium. 

Additionally I am vetoing both the $240,000 GPR in Building Trust funds for advance planning 
and $2,900,000 bond revenue for construction of the veterinary college facilities, as enumerated in 
Section 1606c(I) (a). 

IV-A 
SECTION 479p: Statute 36.25 (18) 

SECTION I606c (I) (a): Statute Session Law 
SECTION l606c. Authorized state building program.· (I) For the 1977-79 fiscal biennium, the 

authorized state building program shall be as follows: 
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V. Natural Resources 
V-A. Water Pollution Discharge Permits 

Section 161 Oh directs the Department of Natural Resources to reissue existing pollution discharge 
permits to all direct point source polluters on the Fox and Wisconsin rivers. The Department would not 
be allowed to use the criteria normally applied in issuing such permits. The reissued permits would 
expire on December 31, 1980; between now and then the Department would be precluded from 
upgrading water quality standards for the Fox and Wisconsin rivers, and no public hearings could be 
held on eventual new standards until 1979. I have vetoed these provisions because they would unwisely 
delay continued improvement in water quality in the effected rivers and because the provisions directly 
conflict with federal laws and regulations. 

Federal law establishes water quality standards which must be attained in accordance with various 
deadlines and within the limits of available technology. Section 16 !Oh prevents the Department of 
Natural Resources from taking the necessary steps to insure that these federal requirements will be met; 
specifically, section !610h prevents the DNR from gradually increasing water quality standards and 
from issuing discharge permits consistent with those standards. 

The critical deadline for meeting federal water quality standards is July l, 1983. Those standards 
cannot be met if the state's water quality control efforts come to a virtual standstill for the next 3 I /2 
years. There would only be 2 1/2 years left (after December 30, 1980) to issue new permits, plan 
construction projects, order and install new equipment and see that it is in working order. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has already notified state officials that this 
amendment is in direct conflict with federal laws and regulations. EPA has indicated that if DNR 
reissues current permits on the Fox and Wisconsin rivers, it could not approve them. Municipal and 
industrial permittees would be left without valid permits and would be subject to federal and civil suit. 

To date, water pollution abatement efforts in Wisconsin have been significant. They have been 
supported and demanded by the public. The paper industry has made a substantial and highly 
commendable contribution to this total effort. The enactment of the provisions described above would 
mandatorily halt for several years any further progress in pollution abatement on two of our major 
rivers. 

V-A 
SECTION 1610h: Statute Session Law 

V-B. Environmental Discharge Fee 
Section 1188 establishes a fee by which polluters will defray some of the cost of the state's 

environmental protection effort. The program provides for a $50,000 ceiling on fees, as well as a fee 
schedule that will generate 30 % of program costs. I have vetoed the $50,000 ceiling and made a 
technical change to insure that the program will generate the 30 % share. 

The $50,000 ceiling will mean that plants with relatively low pollution levels could pay a 
disproportionate share of the enforcement program cost. For example, the ceiling could prevent a firm 
which pollutes twice as much as another from paying twice as high a fee. As a result, smaller industries 
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in Wisconsin would be required to subsidize the costs of environmental protection caused by larger 
plants. This subsidy could be particularly burdensome if smaller firms are required to pay that portion of 
the fees exceeding $50,000. 

Estimated Fiscal Effect: Increase GPR-earned revenue by $30,000 in 1977-79, 

V-B 
SECTION 1188: Statute 144.54 (3) (c) and (d) 

144.54 (3) (b) In establishing an annual discharge fee schedule, the department shall distinguish 
between substances discharged directly to surface waters and those discharged into land disposal 
systems or publicly owned treatment works based on their relative impacts on the quality of ground and 
surface waters. Vot....t In Par1 

(c) The annual ~~fee~~ shall be designed to generate revenues equal to 30% of the 
state cost of departmental activities for the administration of air pollution control under this section and 
ss. 144.30 to 144.42 and water resources under this section and ss. 144.025, 144.04 and 144.55 and ch. 
147, except that the costs of departmental inland lake renewal activities under ch. 33, water supply 
activities under ss. 144.025 (2) (L) and (r) and 144.04, high capacity well activities under s. 144.025 
(2) (e) and solid waste activities under ss. 144.44 and 144.445 shall not be included in determining such 
costs. Voto>td in Put 

(d) T~~ ~~ny,.a! ?{?C,r~tJ~g_ plant discharge environmental fee under this section 1)\'*'"'l\~~bl! 
~~~shall be paid for each plant at which pollutants are discharged. 

V-C Non-Point Source Water Pollution Grants 
Sections 37lm, 984, 984m and schedule establish a nonpoint source water pollution abatement 

grant program funded by general purpose revenue of $265,000. The program would be administered by 
the Board of Soil and Water Conservation Districts. I have vetoed this program. 

Non-point source pollution is a significant problem which at some point may require the state to 
provide some assistance toward its solution. However, the establishment of a program at this time would 
be premature, because: the methods of addressing the problem of non-point source pollution have not 
been well defined; priorities among state initiatives have not been identified; and the appropriate roles of 
state agencies have not been determined. 

In addition, the program as structured has the following problems. First, the funds appropriated 
are so small that there would likely be little accomplished to improve the state's water quality. A 
meaningful program would cost considerably more, which underscores the need to closely study this 
issue before proceeding. To do otherwise could lead to implicit "commitments" of major new dollars. 
Second, the program is assigned to an agency not principally responsible for pollution abatement, 
thereby segmenting Wisconsin efforts in this area. Third, the limiting of grants to "farmers" 
discriminates against non-farm landholders with nonpoint pollution problems. 

V-C 
SECTION 371m: Statute 20.855 (2) (I) 

SECTION 984: Statute 92.04 (4) (i) 
92.04 ( 4) (i) Prepare and present to the board of regents of the university of Wisconsin ~ a 

budget to finance the activities of the board and the districts except the budget for the programs under 
~s 92 20 RhlfiW need not be submitted to the board of regents, and to administer any law 
appropriating funds to the districts. Vt1o>t<11n Pu1 

SECTION 984m: Statute 92.21 
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SECTION Schedule: Statute funding for 20.855 (2) (I) I· 
m-.." ~"""~"""'""'"""""-""' ' '.~ ~"'"""""""'"""""" '-'-"'»-'-"'"'"''' '' ~ ~~·~~"'' "'' '-0 

V-D. Sewage Treatment Grant Program 
Sections 385m, l 176d, 1176m, 1177m, 1609n and schedule would continue the state pollution 

abatement grant program for two years at a level of $13,085,000, of which $6,850,000 is general 
obligation bond funds and $6,235,000 is GPR funds. I have vetoed the general obligation bond funds 
and the new need criteria added to the program. 

The $6,235,000 GPR is adequate to fund those projects which are either under construction have 
been certified application on file and DNR by May 18, 1977. I believe that we have a moral obligation 
to fund these projects because these localities have proceeded under the legitimate assumption that state 
funds would be available. The remaining projects (those which have expressed an interest in building at 
some point in the future) should not be funded until it is determined that it is necessary to continue the 
state grant program and, until a serious look is given to restructuring the program. 

GPR funds should be used instead of bond funds because we are addressing a short term problem, 
i.e. the backlog of grant applications which are at an advanced stage of completion. In addition, there 
are federal public works funds which are available for pollution abatement projects which could be used 
to fund those municipalities which have expressed an interest in building at some point i~ the future.) 

Although I am in agreement that grants should be made based upon financial need, I do not believe 
that section l l 76m is adequate to accomplish what must be done. In addition, if there is to be a state 
grant program in the future, I would hope that wholesale changes would be made (including addressing 
the financial need issue) and not piecemeal changes such as this section accomplishes. The current state 
grant program has some serious flaws which should be corrected before the state makes any further 
commitment of scarce resources. 

V-D 
SECTION 385m: Statute 20.866 (2) (tm) 

SECTION 1176d: Statute 144.21 (3) (c) I 
~~~~~~~~~~~~·~~,·~>;'"\ 

SECTION 1176m: Statute 144.21 (3) (c) 2. I 

v 
a 

0 
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' 
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SECTION 1177m: Statute 144.21 (6) (b) 2. \ 
SECTION 1177m. 144.21 (6) (b) (intro,))b(»ofthe statutes are amended to read: J 

144.21 (6) (b) (intro.) The department may enter into agreements with municipalities and school I 
districts to make payments to them from the appn;ipdatigR aporopriations made by s..ss 20 370 (2) ({) 
arul.20.866 (2) (tm). V•toedinP•rt 

~~~~=~~~~', 
SECTION 1609n: Statute Session Law \ 

SECTION 1609n, Natural resources; stat~ wastewater grants.:Ql::the ~~'t),{- ii 
state grants to municipalities and school districts for assistance in the construction of water pollution 
abatement and sewage collection facilities under sections 20.370 _{2)_ (0.ib\~~'): of the j 
statutes~~shall be allocated for 25% state grants and~~"'ba-for 5% to 
15% state supplemental grants. This funding is provided for the projects for which applications were. I 
filed with the department of natural resources by May 18, 1977, and which were placed on the 
department's project list. Those projects which had a completed application on file, were placed under 
construction, were certified by the department to the environmental protection agency or had received a I 
federal grant shall be given first priority for these funds~'H)i:.~\\..\i.."'$..~'t..~"l\~HN.~ I 
~~'$_'\W'-Os), Vetoed ln Pitt 

SECTION Schedule: Statute funding for 20.866 (2) (tm) / 

~~~~~~~~~~~·~~~ 

V-E. Expanding the Scope of Boat Aids 

Sections 219 and 464 increase the maximum amount available for boat enforcement aids 
administered by the DNR from $200,000 to $400,000. These sections also expand the eligibility for 
boat enforcement aids to include search and rescue activities. I have vetoed both of these adjustments. 

It is unlikely that there will be sufficient funds available in 1977-79 to even pay $200,000 in boat 
enforcement aids; consequently, increasing the $200,000 figure is meaningless in the absence of a 
registration fee increase or new fees. 

A further concern is whether or not search and rescue operations should be funded as an 
enforcement activity. Inclusion now will require proration of aids. If reimbursement for search and 
rescue operations are a legitimate use of boat registration monies, they should be differentiated from the 
enforcement appropriation. 

V-E 
SECTION 219: Statute 20.370 (3) (wt) 

20.370 (3) (wf) {title) Aids, boat e11forcen1en1, From the moneys received under ss. 30.50 to ! 
30.55, an amount not to exceed~ [$200,000] ~annually for the payment of state aids 1 

under s. 30. 79, after first deducting the amounts appropriated under .p<us.ill!.L. (wd) .a.a~ and sub. I 
(8) (w). VdoedlnP•rt 

SECTION 464: Statute 30.79 (1) (b), (2), (3) and (4) 
30.79 (I) (b) "Water safety patrol unit" means a unit within an existing municipal law 

enforcement agency or a separate municipal agency, created by a municipality or by a number of 
municipalities riparian to a single body of water for the purpose of enforcing ss, 30.50 to 30,80 and any 
rules and ordinances enacted p1.1rsua1It theretg under ss 30 SO to 30 80 ~~tp)l' 
r9Sc'W>h¥Wt@tU. Vr!oed ln Pu! 

(2) STATE AID. In order to protect public rights in navigable waters and to promote public health, 
safety and welfare and the prudent and equitable use of the navigable waters of the state, a system of 
state aids for local enforcement ofss, 30.50 to 30.80 and ordinances enacted p"rfl"'RI tlu:ri:to~ 
JO 50 to 30 80~~ is~ established. Aid shall be 
granted under this section to those municipalities which establish, maintain and operate water safety 
patrol units in accordance with this chapter. Vr1....i In r .. 1 

(3) ENFORCEMENT POWERS. Officers patrolling the waters as part of a waler safety patrol unit may 
stop and board any boat for the purpose of enforcing ss. 30.50 to J0.80 or an rules or ordinances 
enacted pursu"AI thei:cto d 80 \if~ 
has the officers have reasonable cause to believe there is a violation of~ sections, rules or 
ordinances · ' 
~· Vr!oed ln p.,, 

(4) JuR1so1cnoN. Upon petition by any municipality or group of municipalities operating or 
intending to operate a water safety patrol unit, the department shall, if it finds that it is in the interest of 
efficient and effective enforcement to do so, by rule define the waters which may be patrolled by s.uch 1lli; 
unit, including waters lying within the territorial jurisdiction of some other town, village or city if sw;h. 
!fil: town, village or city consents~ to the patrol of jts waters, Such consent is not required if the 
petitioner is a municipality containing a population of 5,000 or more, bordering upon the waters to be : 
affected by such~ rule in counties having a population of Jess than 500,000, Officers patrolling the · 
waters as part of suchl.M water safety patrol unit shall have the powers of sheriff in enforcing ss. 30.50 
to 30.80, or rules or ordinances enacted pursw1At thereto 1mder ss JO 50 to JO 80 ~~~'R)i : 
~~»~.on any of the waters so defined, whether or not ~J.lli.:. waters are within : 
the municipality's jurisdiction for other purposes. V~oH I• P•rt ! 
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V-F. Lake-Mendota Bulkhead 
Sections ! 606c and I 606d would deed the state's title and interest in certain lands along the shore 

of and beneath the waters of Lake Mendota to the U.W. Board of Regents. This area, between the 
Limnology Building and Memorial Union and extending 250 feet into the lake, would be used to 
construct a permanent bulkhead and pier (s) for the Hoofers Club (an outdoor recreational club at 
UW-Madison), I have vetoed these provisions because the proposed project could cause significant 
environmental damage by encroaching on a walleyed pike spawning area. Spawning sites for walleyes 
are not plentiful in Lake Mendota and this site should be preserved. 

Further, the land created by filling in the lake bed will be used to store the boats of the Hoofers 
Club. The Hoofers Club bylaws state that only members of the club can use its facilities; thus, public 
lands would be deeded to a quasi-private club. 

Finally, section 1606(d) contains an inadequate legal description of the lake bed grant. Rather 
than containing an accurate legal description, it provides only a general footage description between two 
buildings on the UW campus. 

Estimated Fiscal Effect: Reduce building trust fund expenditures by $75,000 and gift and grant 
expenditures by $175,000. 

V-F 
SECTION 1606c: Statute Session Law 

' . ''"'""''''""-"h.t.e~~'1ih9~~~'''''':''''"~'&..,"ll;~'''"','''"Y~IO«linPart'\'\.'.'..'..'-.."-' 

VI. Human Services 

SECTION 1606d: Statute Session Law 

0 

b 

' ' b 

VI-A. Corrections' Institutional Facilities and Staffing 

' 

Sections 1606c, 1625v and 1625x provided $5 million for construction or purchase of additional 
adult correctional facilities, $5 million for construction or purchase of additional juvenile correctional 
facilities and $13.5 million for additional staffing for added adult and juvenile facilities during the 
1977-79 biennium. I have vetoed the specific dollar limits for the respective adult and juvenile facility 
construction, purchasing and staffing. Additionally, I have vetoed the requirement that the Department 
of Health and Social Services obtain the specific approval of the Joint Committee on Finance before any 
staff for the increased institutional space can be recruited. 

The specific dollar limits included in the budget bill are too restrictive relative to the department's 
ability to secure additional housing for adults and juveniles during the 1977-79 biennium. The veto 
maintains a total of $10 million for adult and juvenile facilities. Legislative oversight and determination 
is retained since the department must still submit a plan to both the State Building Commission and 
Joint Committee on Finance by September I, 1977 for their approval in order to use the Building 
Program funds. Without the veto, neither of those committees could authorize any expenditures in 
excess of the specific dollar amounts for adult and juvenile facilities respectively. 

The requirement for prior approval by the Joint Committee on Finance for recruiting each of 
approximately 700 added positions in corrections' institutional programs during 1977-79 would require 
virtually weekly meetings between the department and the committee. The department's submission of 
periodic reports to the committee on the status of the added positions should suffice in terms of the 
committee's need to know how the positions are being utilized. 

VI-A 
SECTION 1606c: Statute Session Law 

Projacts to bs financed by buildinq tru•t funds: 

Conectiond systllm - advance i>h.nninq 

- purchase/re.model, hass or 
construction of additional 

~'*'."l.t facilltlas 

1,500,000 

2,000,000 
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CGrrecttonal system - re~idential centers 

- pun:hase/remodd or 
construction af additional 

0-"\~\.'.. facilities 

- purchase/remodel or 
,'\.o~s,truction af additional 

~"'-~'h.+..'\,\.:. !acilitiBS 

l,610,000 

3,000,000 

LRB-77-WB-5 

Vetoed h1 Port I 
(9) (a) Release-~~~~ authorized under sub. (I) (b) for the purchase, lease or 

construction of additional~correctional facilities or remodeling of existing state buildings shall be 
subject to prior approval by the building commission and the joint committee on finance. The 
department of health and social services and the department of administration shall report to the joint 
committee on finance by September 1, 1977, a specific plan for such funds. Vel<>K in P•rt 

!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~' 
II 
e 

. t 

Ii v .. ..,,.,} 

SECTION 1625v: Statute Session Law 

~""~-----~ ~ V~to>td 
ln Part 

SECTION 1625x: Statute Session Law 

V/-B. Specialized Programming for Juvenile Correctional Clients 
Sections !625p and 1625y add funding for an experimental educational program for juveniles in 

group foster homes and require that the GPR match for the federally funded Childrens' Monitoring 
Unit be spent only upon approval of the Joint Committee on Finance after receipt of a plan to 
systematically gather information on offenses committed by juveniles in the correctional system and 
after receipt of various types of data relative to juvenile correctional programming. 

I have vetoed the provision requiring that the .funds be expended on experimental educational 
programs in group foster homes, thus providing the department with the ability to utilize these funds for 
educational programs for juvenile correctional clients in a variety of residential settings. 

Additionally, I have removed the requirement that the department obtain Joint Committee on 
Finance approval before expending the GPR matching funds for the Childrens' Monitoring Unit after 

·~the submission of the required reports. The GPR matching funds must be available on July I, 1977 in 
order to capture the federal funds which are funding, for the most part, an ongoing program. The 
requirement to both develop a data gathering plan and collect the data makes it impossible to meet the 
July I deadline. 

VI-B 
SECTION 1625p: Statute Session Law 
· SECTION 1625p. ~N.~'t educational programs for corrections ~'tq'$:,.\. Of t~e 
amounts appropriated under section 20.435 ~'Qt) of the statutes, $50,000 in 1977-78 and $50,000 in 
1978-79 shall be utilized for ~)l~~cducation and vocational training of juvenile correctional 
clients~~'$:..~. The funds shall be released at the discretion of the department. Vtt<>t<I 1" p.,i 

SECTION I625y: Statute Session Law 

Vflotd la Part 

VI-C. AFDC Work Related Expenses 
Sections 579p and 580m establish methods for calculating work related expenses for AFDC 

payments. One method is a flat rate of 18 % of gross income. The other method is the itemization of 
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actual expenditures, which must include a vehicle mileage allowance but may not include vehicle 
payments, insurance, repair and maintenance costs. 

My partial veto would provide for a flat rate of 18 % of gross income or the itemization of actual 
expenditures. It removes the requirement that the itemization include a mileage allowance and nol 
include vehicle payments, insurance, repair and maintenance costs. Requiring that all itemizations 
include mileage allowances is inappropriate since there are recipients who do not require a mileage 
allowance as as related to their work. Furthermore, the blanket prohibition of vehicle payments, 
insurance, repair and maintenance costs may violate federal regulations. The effect of the veto will be to 
preserve and strengthen the intent of the legislative amendment. 

Reimbursement of Funeral Expenses 
Section 597 would require the state to reimburse counties at I 00 % of the costs of funeral expenses 

of aid recipients. At the same time section 49.30 of the statutes, which remains unchanged stipulates 
that the maximum state reimbursement to counties for funeral expenses shall be $300. I am vetoing the 
reference to 100 % reimbursement of funeral expenses in order to remove this inconsistency and to 
retain the maximum state reimbursement at $300. 

AF DC Recertification and Income Verification Procedures 
Sections 579b, 580r, and 581m require: (I) the documentation of actual income, economic status 

and assets by recipients of AFDC; (2) the department to establish a random sample method of 
recertifying AFDC recipients; and (3) a prohibition of estimating or projecting income for purposes of 
AFDC dete"Tmination. The requirement to document "economic status" is being vetoed because it is too 
vague. The requirement to "verify" all assets is being vetoed because it would substantially increase the 
costs of income maintenance programs (e.g. requiring on-site appraisals of physical assets) and funds 
are not included in the budget for this purpose. 

The provision requiring a random sample method of recertifying AFDC recipients is being vetoed 
because it would remove existing requirements with regard to recertification of all public assistance 
recipients. The sampling procedure proposed is a valid approach an one which should be included as a 
supplement to the existing recertification requirements rather than replacing them. 

· The prohibition on estimated or projected income for purposes of AFDC determination is 
being vetoed because it would violate federal regulations related to required income averaging 
provisions. 

VI-C 
SECTION 579b: Statute 49.19 (4) (bm) I 

49.19 (4) {bm) The person applying for aid shall document, to the department's satisfaction, 
actual income ~~~~as claimed in the application, and shall reveal ~'\iX'b(itY all assets. 

V~tot<l In Put 

SECTION 579p: Statute 49.19 (4) (es) I 
49.19 (4) (es) In the determination of eligibility for aid under this subchapter all income of the 

A.FDC group as defined under par. (em) shill be considered except an amount equal to expenses 
incurred in the earning of income and any other amount which must be disregarded under federal law . 
and regulations. The work-related expense deduction shall be set at the greater of 18 % of gross income 

or ~he a~ount of~~~~~~~~~~{~~~~~~ 
~~~~v.l~"t' \'~loe<linP•rl 

SECTION 580m: Statute 49.19 (5) (a) 
49.19 (5) (a) 2m. From the earned income of any other child 14 years of age or older or any other 

individual living in the same home and whose needs are taken into account in determining the budget, an 
amount equal to expenses incurred in the earning of income sh:1ll not be counted in determining the 
family income. The work-related expense deduction shall be set ai the greater of 18% of gro~s income 

or tho •mouoto~~~~{~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~ '""''"""" 
SECTION 597: Statute 49.52 (I) (a) 

49.52 (I) (a) The department shall reimburse each county for reasonable costs of income 
maintenance pdmjnjstratjoo Crom s 20 435 (4) (de) and (p) under a sern1rate contract acCording to s 
46 032. The department shall reimburse each county from the appropriutions under s, 20.435 (4) (d), 
(df),(dh..). and (p) for 100% of the cost of aid to families with dependent children granted pursuant to 
s, 49.19, the admi11istratig11 gf p··blic ·1ssisl ''Rec medic·' I anisl" R··e ·ind (Qr social services as approved 
by the department pursuaRt t1.1 !!.11!1.kc ss. 46.22 (4) (j) and (5m) (c) and 49.51 (2) (a). (3) (c) and 
(4), and for l-OQ-%.)iffuneral expenses paid for recipients of aid~ l!filk:.r.s. 49.30, except that 
no reimbursement shaU ma,ybe made for the administration of or aid granted under ss. 49.02 and 49.03. 
Funds received under this section may not be used to match stale reimbursement for shelter care under 
ss 48 31 and 48 58 Velool l~ Put 
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SECTION 580r: Statute 49.19 (5) (e) 

SECTION 581m: Statute 49.19 (11) (c) 

t!N: 

VI-D. Participation of Medicaid Skilled Nursing Homes in Title XVIII (Medicare) 
Section 588 requires all skilled nursing homes receiving Title XIX (Medicaid) payments to be 

certified for Title XVIII if the facility exceeds 100 beds. Facilities of less than 100 beds would be 
required to be Title XVIII certified, dependent upon: the availability of Title XVIII beds in the area; 
the effect on the rate if Title XVIII certification is required; and financial and staffing ability of the 
facility to be Title XVIII certified. This provision is being partially vetoed to require that facilities 
under 100 beds be required to be Title XVIII certified based on rule. This change would allow the 
department the flexibility to include criteria in addition to the three in the bill, for determining which 
facilities of less than I 00 beds must be certified as Title XVIII facilities and to assure that the freedom 
of choice required in federal regulations is met. 

I 
VI-D 
SECTION 588: Statute 49.45 (6m) (g) 

49.45 (6m) (g) Reimbursement under this section to skilled nursing facilities subject to this 
paragraph shall not include the cost of care reimbursable under Title XVIII Of the social security act for 
persons eligible for Title XVIII benefits, Title XIX recipients shall not be liable to incur such costs. Alt 
skilled nursing facilities with 100 beds or more shall be certified, in whole or in part, for Title XVIII. 
The department · · · 

,, 
·" ·' ·I ·.,, " 

' 
t 

'' ·' ·' "' 
··"'' ·' . ' 

·' ' 
·'>..."\' ' ..... ;... shall i'his section :>.::.~effective ?a~~ ~f ·'· 

the date of the first ~~">..' ·'~'be"! 
issuance or renewal of the f;cihty s certification under Title XIX of the social secunty act, occurring 
after the effective date of this paragraph. Vr1~ In rare 

VI-E. Public Assistance Recipients' Bill of Rights 
Section 577r creates a Bill of Rights for public assistance recipients. The vetoes which I have made 

eliminate the expansion of rights beyond those available to the average citizen and eliminates the need to 
publish the U.S. Constitution and Wisconsin Constitution as administrative rules. However, it retains 
the codification of essential rights of public assistance recipients. 

I 
VI-E 
SECTION 577r: Statute 49.001 

49,001 Public assistance recipients' bill o( rights. The department ~~~'w...'l\ 
~~~ and all public assistance and relicf-grantit1_&_,,.a._g~ncies ~~~~~shall 
respect~~~ rights for recipients of public assistance. The,~ rights shall include all rights 
guaranteed by the U.S. constitution and the constitution of this slate, and in addition shall include: 

(I) The right to be treated with respect by state agents~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~. Vr!OfdlnP•11 

(2) The right to confidentiality of agency records and files on the recipient ~"N,.)i..~~~8 
~~~~a..~~~. Nothinginthissubsectionshall 
prohibit the use of such records for auditing or accounting purposes. VdoM I• P•rt 
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(3) The right to access to agency records and files relating to the recipient, except that the agency 
may withhold information obtained under a promise of confidentiality, 

(4) The right to a speedy determination of the recipient's status or eligibility for public assistance, 
to notice of any proposed change in such stalus or eligibility, and, in the case of assistance granted under 
s. 49, 19, 49.46 or 49.47, to a speedy appeals process for resolving contested determinations. · 

~~~~~~~~ 
VI-F. Community Mental Health Aids 

Sections 6!8m and 619m provide that a limited amount of funds not allocated after the application 
of the formula, or funds not matched by county funds, shall be reallocated to specific special needs 
categories. I have vetoed the funding restrictions and also vetoed the specific special need categories. 

Any unallocated funds should be available for special needs to increase the department's flexibility 
to respond to community need. It should not be limited to a specific funding level. 

In addition, unallocated funds should not be restricted to selected disabilities or categories. It 
should be available to meet those needs as determined by the department and should not discriminate 
against other target groups. The existing language does not allow the funding to be used for alcoholism 
or drug abuse programs, for example. 

VI-F 
SECTION 618m: Statute 51.42 (8) (d) 

Sl.42 (8) (d) lf any funds appropriated under s. 20,435 (2) (b) and (o} remain unallocated after' 
application of the formula set forth in pars. {a) to ( c), such funds shall be distributed by the department 
to boards established under s. 51.42 or 51.437 or botb. ~ 

SECTION 619m: Statute 51.42 (8) (e) 
51.42 (8) (e} .I( ftl!_Y,l!:f!ll_lt;i_n:a}q funds allocated to match county funds arc not claimed,~~ ! 

~~~~~~suchfundsi)<.~~'-.'RNl..~"~~sha!l 
be redistributed for the purposes set forth in par. (d) and for the funding of expiring federal grants. 
Grant·in~aid funds allocated to boards and not spent may be allocated to other boards as the department 
designates subject tos. 20.435 (2} (b). v,il>ftl In Part 

Vl-G. Community Mental Health and Social Services Appropriation 
Sections 238m and 246 provide that ninety percent of funds not spent or encumbered by 51 boards 

and county social service departments shall lapse to the general fund unless transferred to the next 
calendar year by the Joint Committee on Finance. I have vetoed these provisions because they would 
severely restrict the department's ability to respond to unanticipated and unusual community needs. 
Further this policy would provide a direct disincentive to collections at the local level, since any dollars 
collected would offset expenditures of state funds and this would result in the local agencies lapsing state 
funds with no possibility of retaining them. 

VI-G 
SECTION 238m: Statute 20.435 (2) (b) 

20.435 (2) (b) Com1111111ity 111e1110J health serl'ices. The amounts in the schedule for the provision · 
or purchase of mental health services pursuant toss. 51.42 and 51.437. Al!ocalion of such fund shall be 
exclusively determined by the department of health and social services, subject toss. 51.42 and 51.437. 
Notwithstanding SS 20 001 (]) (a) and 20 002 {I) the department or he:1l!)J and social services may 
transfer funds b tween fiscal •ears under t is rn h ::... 

SECTION 246: Statute 20.435 ( 4) (di) 
20.435 (4) (df) Cauntysodnl services. The amounts in the schedule for reimbursement for county 

administration of social services under ss. 46.22 {5m) and 49.51 (3) and (4), including foster care 
under ss. 49.19 (10) and 49.50, Disbursements may be made from this appropriation under s. 46.03 
(20). Refunds received relating to payments made under s. 46.0J (20) shall be returned to this 
appropriation. Counties shall be Hable for any share of lhe disbursements according to the rate 
established under s. 49.52. The receipt of the counties' payments for their share of the cost of services 
under s. 46.03 (20) (d) shall be returned to this appropriation. Notwithstanding ss. 20.001 (3) (a) and 
20,002 (I), the ~epartment may transfer fun~s between ~iscal years. ~~~~~~ 

. ~~~ 
~ Vd<>tdiaPttt 
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VI -H. Coordinated Plan and Budget Development 
Sections 543, 544b and 620 outline the coordinated plan and budget process for county social 

service departments and 51 boards. Portions of these sections provide that counties may appropriate 
funds outside the approved budget. I have vetoed these provisions. 

The Department of Health and Social Services has followed a policy of encouraging counties to 
develop comprehensive plans and budgets reflecting all sources of funds. Sections 544b & 620 restrict 
the approved plans and budgets to include only federal and state funds. These plans would be 
incomplete, because they would not encompass all other sources of funds, such as county funds, 
collections, private donations, etc. A veto is necessary to ensure that these plans and budgets continue to 
be a comprehensive document, including all sources of revenue. Otherwise, the restrictions on the 
sources of funds could result in a dual delivery system, which is neither fully reviewed nor approved by 
the Department. 

Section 543b would require county board approval for geographical groupings for state mandated 
mental health/social service planning. This could result in a multi-county area submitting a combined 
mental health plan and budget but separate county social services budgets, defeating the purpose of 
coordinated budgets. 

VI-H 
SECTION 543: Statute 46.03 (21) (b) 

(b) The department, after consulting with representatives of mental ~~developmental 
disability a.Ad nublic welfare or ·social ~ services and community human seryices program 
directors, shall develop a uniform planning, budgeting and review procedure. The department shall 
designate the most geographically appropriate grouping of public welfare departments, lliill mental 
Health aAd ~developmental 'disability and community human services programs for coordinated 
planning and budgeting purposes and may reouire the submission of one coordinated olan and budget 
from each geographical groupjng Witb"th~'QPe~\ktt'cfthltt\"b)AAN).'g'f,)iH>e)~. The 
department shall m,ake available such planning, budgeting and review procedures to county agencies by 
~Ml!y I of each year. 

SECTION 544b: Statute 46.031 (2) (b) 2. \ 
2. The department shall review and approve the coordinated plans and budget but shall not approve 

budgets for amounts in excess of available revenues. Such approval constitutes the approved budget. 

\'ttood in PHI 

SECTION 620: Statute 51.42 (8) (It) 
51.42 (8) (h) Each board established under either s.--SJ..4.l this section or 51.437, or both shall 

apply all funds it receives under pars. (a) to (d) to provide the services enumerated in ss. 51.42 (5), 
51.437 (5) and 51.45 (2) (g) to meet the ne"eds for service quality and accessibility of the persons in its 
jurisdiction, except that the board may pay for inpatient treatment only with funds designated by the 
department for this purpose. The board may expand programs and services with county and gthllr Jg~·al 
~funds not used to masch state funds under this subsectkw at the discretion of the board~ 
~~~subject to the approval of the department The board shall report to the 
department all county funds allocated to the board and the use of such funds Moneys collected under s. 
46.10 shall be applied to cover the costs of primary services, exceptional and specialized services or to 
reimburse supplemental appropriations funded by counties, Boards shall include 100% of collections 
made by the department under s. 46.JO on or after January I, 1975. for care in county hospitals, as 
revenues on their grant-in-aid expenditure reports to the department. \'otood In Put 

Vl-l Annual Program Budgets 
Sections 560 and 596 provide that county social service departments and 51 boards submit annually 

a program plan and budget. They also state that the approved plan and budget shall not exceed the 
available amount of federal or state funds. I have vetoed the provisions pertaining to "federal or state" 
funds. .. 

The annual plan and budget is a comprehensive document detailing how a county social service 
department or a 51 board is going to fund the services in their area, If the restrictions are not vetoed, this 
approved plan and budget could only deal with state and federal revenues and would ignore all other 
funding sources (local funds, private donations, collections, etc.). 

- I - -
VI-I 
SECTION 560: Statute 46.22 (4) (j) 

46.22 (4) (j) To submit annually a program plan and budget in accordance withs. 46.031 for 
services authorized in this section, except for the administration of and cost of aid granted under ss. 
49.02, 49.03, 49.19 and 49.45 to 49.47. The approved plan and budget shall not exceed the available 
amount of~~O..funds. Vt1oed i. Put 

SECTION 596: Statute 49.51 (4) I _ _ _ _ 
49.51 (4) ANNUAL PROGRAM BUDGETS. The county agency shall submit-annUallY a-ProJi:r.lffi plan 

and budget in accordance with ss. 46.03 I and 46.032 for authorized services in the form and manner 
prescribed by the department. The approved plan and budget shall not exceed the available amount of 
~~~funds. . . VtlM<llnPu1 
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Vl-J. County Liability 
Section 613m states that community mental health boards shall provide for services only to the 

limits of the state and county appropriations. I have vetoed the provisions relating to these limits. 

In accordance with an Attorney General's opinion, counties are responsible for providing the 
services outlined in the statutes, even if the cost of these services exceeds the limits of the state 
appropriation. 

VI-J 
SECTION 613m: Statute 51.42 (5) (intro.) 

• • •••• Ii ·, : ~ 

S V<tot<I iR Part 

Vl-K. Liability of Adult Children/or Parental Support 
Sections 631m and 631r would establish an adult childrens' liability for any dependent parent. A 

consequence of ti).ese provisions would be to place the state out of compliance with federal regulations 
related to SSI and Title XIX programs. These regulations provide that financial responsibility of any 
individual for any applicant or recipient must be limited to the responsibility of spouse for spouse and of 
parents for children under age 21, or blind or disabled. 

Because the proposed changes in these sections could result in a loss of $28 million or more of 
federal funds, I am vetoing these sections. 

VI-K 
SECTION 631m: Statute 52.01 (1) (a) 

SECTION 631r: Statute 52.01 (4) 

~' 
" d 

. g 

It 

' ., 
' ' 

VI-L. Audit Bureau's Audits of Medical Assistance Providers and Organization Receiving More Than 
50% of State Funds 

Sections 13r and I 3w would permit the Legislative Audit Bureau to audit providers of medical 
assistance and every organization receiving more than 50 % of its annual budget from state funds. 

These audits would duplicate audits already required and conducted by state agencies, such as the 
Department of Revenue and the Department of Health and Social Services. One additional audit by the 
Legislative Audit Bureau also could cause confusion at the local level. Audits conducted by one state 
agency can serve as information for other branches of state government. 

As these provisions relate to medical assistance, the budget provides an expanded capability for the 
Department of Health and Social Services and the Department of Justice to audit medical assistance 
providers and to investigate fraud. The Legislative Audit Bureau's audits of these providers would 
duplicate these activities and create the potential for a lack of coordination between state agencies in the 
most complex area of medicaid fraud. 
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For these reasons I am vetoing the provisions which would permit the Legislative Audit Bureau to 
audit medical assistance providers and organizations receiving more than 50% of its budget from state 
funds. 

VII. Agriculture 

VI-L 
SECTION 13r: Statute 13.94 (4) (a) 

I 3.94 ( 4) (a) In this section, "department" means every state department, board, commission or 
independent agency; and iRchid~s the \Visconsin health facilities authority, the Wisconsin housing 
finance authorit and the Wisconsin solid waste rec cling autho~n~··~~~~~~~~~ 

Vtioed In Put 

SECTION 13w: Statute 13.94 (4) (b) 

VII-A. Membership of the State Fair Park Board 
Sections 25, 32d and 985d of the budget bill require the Secretary of Agricnlture, Trade and 

Consumer Protection, or his or her designee, to serve on the State Fair Park Board. 

It would be a bad precedent to add to the board someone representing a particular interest, given 
the variety of activities promoted by the State Fair Park. This precedent could create pressure to add 
members who represent other identifiable constituencies. Also, adding a fourth member to the existing 
board would make it possible for the board to be deadlocked when tie votes occurred. 

At the present time the Secretary, or his or her designee, serves as the nonvoting secretary to the 
State Fair Park Board. Under this arrangement the secretary has ample opportunity to promote 
agricultural interests. · 

This veto would continue the secretary or his or her designee in a nonvoting status. The veto is 
supported by the State Fair Park Board and the Board of Agriculture. 

VII-A 
SECTION 25: Statute 15.07 (2) (h) 

~~~~~~-~~~~,;.~ 

~E_CTION 32d: Statute 15.135 (1) / 
15.135 (I) STATE FAIR PARK BOARD. There is created a stale fair park board which is attached to 

thedepartmeilt of agriculture trade and consumer orotection under s. 15.03, The board shall consist of 

~~~~~~~'>l)i\{3 membern 
appoinle lo~erve altePfeasUfe<:t7g0Yernor. vo1<>td 111 Port 

SECTION 985d: Statute 93.25 (2) 
93.25 (2) The secretary gf agricult11re shall act basic·11ly lg advise and coordinate the activities of 

the state fair park board with the other functions o~~h~.d-~~rtment ~~W,.~ 
~))$,.~~· v ......... .. 

VIII. Regulation and Licensing VIII-A. Appropriation Balances for Professional Regulation 
Section 125 requires the unencumbered balance exceeding $100,000 in the consolidated 

appropriation for professional regulation in the Department of Regulation and Licensing to revert to the 
general fund at the end of each biennium. I have vetoed this provision. 

It is estimated that at the end of 1977-79 there will be a $515,000 balance in the professional 
regulation appropriation. This item veto would allow the department to "carry over" this entire amount 
to the 1979-81 biennium. 

Requiring the lapse of balances in e~cess of $I 00,000 would mean that funds collected from 
licensees could not be carried over to offset increased program costs, in future biennia, as is permitted of 
other state activities funded by user fees. By eliminating this prohibition, there will be less frequent 
requests for fee increases. Of the moneys now collected from licensees, IO% is already transferred to the 
general fund to "pay" for services financed with general purpose revenue funds which are related to 
professional regulation activities. 

Estimated Fiscal Effect: Reduce GPR by $415,000 in 1977-79. 



LRB-77-WB-5 - 33 -

VIII-A 
SECTION 125: Statute 20.165 (2) \ 

20.165 (2) PROFESStONAL REGULATION. (g) Ge11erol program uperatio11s. Ninety pen:enl of all 
moneys received under chs. 156, 158, 159 and 440 to 459, except s. 440.07, for the licensing, 
r1.1le·making and regulatory functions of the department. ,'1\._'li)\.~~~~"'R...~~'-~ 
IK'SQ..~~.._,,__,,_~~1\~~~0,~'><_~~~ 
t&.~ta.'of.a~)t- \'tt<>t<J"' p,rt 

Vlll-B. Licensing Exams of the Psychology Examining Board 
Section 1556 authorizes the Psychology Examining Board to require all prospective licensees to 

take an examination on basic and applied psychological science, in addition to the examination on ethics 
now required. I have vetoed this authorization. 

Current statutes authorize the board to require examinations in addition to the ethics exam only to 
determine the equivalence of qualifying training and experience. Requiring additional exams of all 
applicants would create an unjustified barrier to entering this profession, which is clearly not in the 
public interest. 

II--; v 
Vtt<>e<I iA P'rl 

IX. Building Commission 
IX-A. State Design and Construction Alternatives 

Sections 8 and 87a delete the existing statutory provisions which permit the Building Commission 
to use innovative alternatives to conventional design and construction. Elimination of this authority 
would deny the state the opportunity to use, for example, the design/build alternative for GEF II and 
GEF III. Design/build for these two buildings is estimated to be at least $2 to $3 million cheaper per 
building than conventional construction. 

In addition, if design/build cannot be used for the Madison office buildings, the resulting years' 
delay in construction will cost another million dollars, because of price increases and extension of leases. 
These cost increases could make any new construction prohibitive, when compared to costs of continued 
leasing. 

The design/build procedure allows for competitive bidding on performance standards in the sizes, 
and provides an incentive to architects/engineers to keep the costs down because they are members of 
the team involved in the competitive bidding process. It is time that the public sector takes advantage of 
a device successfully used in the private sector for well over ten years. 

Therefore, I have vetoed these provisions to Jet the state use the best and most economical building 
procedures available. 

IX-A 
SECTION 8: Statute 13.48 (19) 

SECTION 87a: Statute 16.855 (1) 

I 
I 
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X. Other 

X-A. Community Development Fund 
Section 324 increases the local matching requirement for Community Development Fund grants 

from 20% to 50%. If a 50% local match is required, the Community Development Fund may likely 
become a supplement to projects which would have been undertaken without financial assistance for the 
state, rather than a source of funding for innovative projects which have transferrability from one 
jurisdiction to another. The recommended partial veto retains the provision in current law for a required 
20 % local match, thus continuing to provide financial incentive for local governments to undertake 
projects which are of benefit to their jurisdictions as well as to the state as a whole. 

X-A I 
SECTION 324: Statute 20.545 (I) (b) 

20.545 (I) (b) Co1nmunity devefopn1i!11t grants. Biennially, the amounts in the schedule for the 
purposes of s. 22.13 (2) (n), improving and strengthening local governments throughout this state. 
The appropriation under this paragraph is allocated to the department for grants to local units of 
government, subject to the approval of the local governing body. Activities eligible for funding 
~ under this oaragraph include;.. but are not limited to. establishing local capability to 
determine priorities including policy review, administration and evaluation for the use of state or federal 
aids; improvement of management and productivity capabilities relating to the administration of local 
governments; facilitating the implementation of voluntary cooperation between 2 or more local 
governmental units leading toward improved and efficient service delivery; and providing training 
opportunities to local governmental personnel for these purposes. It is the intent of the legislature that 
approvtd projects shall be of sufficient size and scope to provide models which may be utilized by local 
units of government in other parts of the state, but no funds may be utilized to supplant funds otherwise 
committed to the project. Prior to accepting grant applications, the department shall establish 
parameters for evaluating application~...__Ihs. parameters tQ ilifill be approved by the joint 
committee on finance. No grant made under this paragraph~~~~ 
may exceed~ {80%J ~ofthe cost of any activities fun~ Under this paragraph. Vtioed In Put 

X-B. Pipeline Condemnation by Counties 
Section 468m of the budget bill would prevent a county from exercising full condemnation powers 

for land to be used as a pipeline. A county could acquire an easement, but it could not acquire complete 
ownership of the land. This provision was apparently designed to prevent land from being condemned 
for one purpose (pipelines) and later being used for another (snowmobile trails). I have vetoed this 
change so that counties will continue to be able to condemn land for pipelines. 

Without this veto, counties may be prevented from providing basic services requiring pipelines. In 
addition, the flexibility of cities, towns and villages in cooperating with counties to provide such services 
would be reduced. The laws concerning condemnation are extremely complex and ought not be changed 
until all the consequences changes are clearly understood. However, the concern over the ability of 
governmental and corporate bodies to condemn land for one purpose and then use it for another purpose 
several years later is a serious one. The Legislature Council has begun a study of Wisconsin's 
condemnation laws and is the proper body to examine these questions. A comprehensive approach to 
condemnation law is preferable to piecemeal amendments. 

X-B 
SECTION 468m: Statute 32.03 (6) 

X-C Out-of-State Travel 
Section 1629g would restrict some out-of-state travel in 1977-79 to 75% of the level in 1973-75. 

All elected officials, except the superintendant of public instruction, would be exempt from the 
restriction. I have vetoed this restriction for several reasons. 

First, due to the effects of inflation, the restriction actually represents about a 50% cut in affected 
travel. There is no evidence to suggest that any significant across-the-board cut is neccessary, to say 
nothing of a 50% reduction. 

Second, the restriction will severly penalize state agencies which conduct essential, revenue
producing outofstate activities. The relatively modest savings produced by this restriction will in fact 
be more than offset by a substantial loss in general fund revenue. For example, revenue from 
out-of-state corporate audits by the Department of Revenue could decline by $5.3 million under this 
restriction. 

Third, the restriction 
established or expanded. 

ignores the fact that since 1973-75 important new programs have been 
The Department of Business Development's recruiting efforts would be 

I 
I 
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drastically affected by this cut. So would a new program for the Commissioner of Securities which was 
approved elsewhere in the budget. Because such programs were not in effect in 1973-7 5, this restriction 
would be totally unrealistic. 

Fourth, in addition to exempting travel by most elected officials, all non-GPR travel is exempt. It is 
not likely that the dividing line between wasteful and productive travel in state government coincides 
with the exemptions so established. 

X-C 
SECTION 1629g: Statute Session Law 

g 

d 

d 

a 
( 

"~ 
X-D. Legislative Allowances 

' 

Section 6mg repeals the expense allowance for the state legislators during months when the 
Legislature is in actual session for 3 days or less. Senators are reimbursed $7 5 per month and 
representatives are reimbursed $25 per month. The allowance which has been frozen since 1973, is 
intended to reimburse legislators for costs incurred servicing their constituents during periods in which 
they spend a substantial amount of time in their districts, thus not having the resources of their Capitol 
offices. 

I am vetoing the repeal of the allowance because of the detrimental effect it could have on the 
ability oflegislators to serve their constituents. I would urge the Legislature to develop a comprehensive 
and equitable program for reimbursement for legislative constituent service costs; until that time, repeal 
of the allowance appears premature. 

X-D 
SECTION 6mg: Statute 13.123 (2) 

~~~'l>\~~~""""""""""""""""""""°"'v;,~i.i>;« 
XI. Executive Branch Structure 

(The following two vetoes are made at the request of my successor to insure an orderly transition 
and to provide an organizational framework consistent with his priorities.) 

XI-A. Department of Industry, Labor and Human Relations 
Section 1657 (22) would make the reorganization of the Department of Industry, Labor and 

Human Relations effective January 1, 1978. The veto which I am making would make the 
reorganization effective immediately. A related transitional provision in section 1655 (22) (a) is also 
being vetoed. 

There are a variety of policy issues which will be facing this department in the next several months 
which require that the new secretary be appointed and be able to deal with these issues. 

XI-A .. / 
SECTION 1655 (22) (a) 3: Statute Session Law. 

\'~lotd ln P.rl 
3. All rules of the industry, labor and human relations commission and ail rules of the department 

of industry, labor and human relations in force on the effective datC of this act shall remain in force until 

~·~~ .··• 
SECTION 1657 (22): Statute Session Law 
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Vtlffd la Port 

XI-B. Division of Highway Safety Coordination Transfer 
Sections 14, 15, 16, 17, 401, 629, 914, 967 and 1655(43) (be) and (g) of the budget bill would 

transfer the highway safety coordination function from the Executive Office to the Department of 
Transportation. I have vetoed portions of these provisions. This will retain Highway Safety 
Coordination in the Executive Office. I have done so, as in the case of my veto regarding the DILHR 
reorganization, in order to facilitate the transition between administrations and to respond to the 
organizational alignment that the next Governor wants to establish. 

XI-B I SECTION 14: Statute 14.011 (1) 

~~~~"%_~~~~ 
SECTION 15: Statute 14.013 I 
~~~~~~ 

·. ·--
SECTION 16: Statute 14.017 (1) 

1 

~~~~~~~~~::;I 
SECTION 17: Statute 14.21 \ 

~~~"-~'*-~~""" """""""""""""""""""""" "" "'-''·;.;., ,; ;,;, 
SECTION 401: Statute20.923 (4) (b) 3. I 

SECTION 629: Statute 51.45 (4) (n) \ 
51.45 (4) (n) Cooperate with the ~~~'Ni~~~ [highway safety coordinator 

and] higRmay commiEsion department of transportation in establishing and conducling programs 
designed to deal with the problem of persons operating motor vehicles while intoxicated, Vttotd In P .. 1 

SECTION 914: Statute 83.013 (1) (a) and (c) / 
83,013 (l) (a) For each county, the rt?'e hiBR"'a}' engineer gr" dcsigJ1'1led rvpresentali"'.:, the 

county highway commissioner, the chief of the Gt;ite patrol or a defign·1ted n~pfesei:it;iti"e, the chief 
oounty trnffio faw onfoco<mont offim, ~~\<Oo/~~W~~~~~~~~'l1l~~~ 
~~Oi.>P~iti~ [the state highway safety coordinator or a designated representative, and] a 
representative designated by the county board from each of the disciplines of education, medicine and 
law and 3 reprnsentatjyes joyolved in law enforcement highways and highway safety designated by the 
secretary of lransoor!ation, shall comprise a traffic safety commission that shall meet at least quarterly 
to review traffic accident data from the county. The commissions shall designate a person to prepare 
and maintain a spot map showing the locations of traffic accidents on county and town roads and on city 
and village streets if the population of the city or village is less than 5,000. Upon each review, the 
commission shall make written recommendations for any corrective actions it deems appropriate to the 
derartment of transportation the county board, where appmpriate, tg the county highway committee, 
"'heTe appiopria•e, to the Pigh"'?Y commi~sim1, "'hen: appi:oprht'\ ·111d or to any other appropriate 
branch of local government. v.1.....i In Part 

~~~~~~.~:. 
SECTION 967: Statute 85.07 / 

• 
p 
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SECTION 1655 (43) 

~ 
t 
0 

0 . ·"'-' ...... ··...:;. "' ' ' t' 
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(be) and (g): Statute Session Law 
·,i, 

XII. Technical/Minor Policy Ideas 

XII-A. Federal Revenue Sharing Audit Reports 
Sections 703 and 704 require local governments to file copies of federal revenue sharing audit 1 

reports with the state. This provision has been removed because the additional work and cost that it 
would generate at the local level does not appear to be justified. The proposal had originally been 
considered for inclusion in the executive budget proposal but was not included in the final set of 
recommendations. However, the language was inadvertantly inserted into the budget. 

XII-A 
SECTION 703: Statute 66.041 I 

SECTION 703. 66.041 ofthestatutesis~~~~'i.._~amcnded to read: ~t~-: 
66.041 ru Notwithstanding any other prn,,idg11 gf thr; slat~tl"S s..lll!..Uk. the governing body of any 

~city m:. village i!L1ID'fil may require or authorize a financial audit of any municipal~ 
iR<;;h1dit1g .anr ~officer, department, board, commission m:, function or activity financed in 
whole or part from municipal~ funds, or~ i[any portion of the funds thereof ure the funds 
of such £9.Yll!X. city'*• vi\lage.QI..lmW. The governing body may likewise require submission of periodic 
financial reports by any such officer, department, board, commission GI', function~· 

SECTION 704: Statute 66.041 (2) I 

~~---~~~ 
Xll-B. Transportation Commission Staff 

Section 1655 ( 43) (am) sought to provide the Transportation Commission with a staff separate and 
independent of the Department of Transportation. However, the language in the bill could be 
interpreted to exclude all existing department employes from ever being employed by the commission. I 
have partially vetoed this section to preserve the intent that the commission should have its own staff but 
clarify that the commission may choose to employ persons who are now employed by the Department of 
Transportation. 
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XII-B 
SECTION 1655 (43) (am) : Statute Session Law i 

(am) Independent commission. It is hereby declared to be the purpose a.id policy of the legislature 
to create a transportation commission independent of the department of transportation. The 
commission's staff shall be employed by it only~~~~~~~li._~~""~~~ 
~~~- The commission shall adopt such rules and practices as are necessary to maintain the 
integrity and separate function of the commission's staff and to avoid involvement of commission's staff 
in departmental investigations and receipt of any reports, documents or other information from the 
department without benefit of public notice or hearing. Vor...i in Pon 

XII-C. Reference to the All-Mode Program 
Section 1343 retains a reference to the all-mode program originally proposed by the Department of 

Transportation. I have eliminated this refereqce because this program was eliminated by the 
Legislature. 

XII-C 
SECTION 1343: Statute 195.199 (5) 

(5) To the extent that the costs of acquiring abandoned property under this section cannot be 
properly charged to other aP.propriations, the department may expend moneys for that purpose from 
appropriations available~~~~~""-.'*.~ under s. 85.08. v .. ...i i• Port 

XII-D. Technical Error in Cost Control Language 
Section 1126 makes various changes in cost control language for school districts. A technical error 

was made in eliminating the mandatory nature of adjustments by the state superintendent to reflect the 
treatment of receipts within school budgets. I have vetoed this error in order to return this language to 
current language and the intent of my earlier recommendation. 

This veto has no fiscal effect. 

XII-D 
SECTION 1126: Statute 121.91 (Sm) 

121.91 (3) ~ [(a)] After determining that it has reached the maximum amount allowable for its 
budgeted controllable cost under nib (I) gr (2) this section, a school b9a<d i:!illri£! may file a request 
with the state superintendent for an adjustment of its ~controllable cost oer member for the previous 
~year per p11pil sllared cgst, along with such evidence as required by the state superintendent. The 
state superintendent may adjust tile prigr )'ear per p11pil <Rared cg<& gf tile <Cllggj di<trict fgr tile p11rpg<e 
gf cgA<p11tiA8 tile allgmable <llarod cgst b11dset authorize such an adjustment if supoorted by clear 
convincing and substantial evidence for any of the following: 

~ [l .] A cost that was payable in the~ previous school year, but paid in the current ghQQl 
year. and only where costs payable in the current~ year are not retro.active obligations. 

~ [2.] A receipt received in the current school year which was receivable in the~~ 
school year. 

~"lli [3.] A change in the classification of receipts and e~peAditures disbursements that is 
uniformly applied to all districts. 

~ [(b)] 4 AJ' decisioA by tile state •11periAteAdeAt uRder tlli< <Yb<ectioA sllall be <11ppgrted by 
clear, CQAHiACiAS aAd illbitaAtial evideACe 

~~~~~~~»l~ [The state superintendent shall initiate an adjustment of the prior year per 
pupil shared cost in order to carry out par. (a) 2.] v .. ...i 1a Pon 

XII-E. State Laboratory of Hygiene 
Section 1630 requires the Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin to submit a report on the 

State Laboratory of Hygiene by November I, 1977. 

The purpose of this date was to ensure that the report be available for consideration in preparing the 
annual review budget bill. The University has committed itself to submitting the report in time for the 
annual review consideration, but it believes the November 1 date is too restrictive. I have therefore 
vetoed this date. 

XII-E 
SECTION 1630: Statute Session Law 

SECTION 1630. State laboratory of hygiene. The board of regents of the university of Wisconsin 
system and the secretaries of health and social services and natur.al resources or their designees shall 
submit to the governor and the legislature ~~'!...~a report on the state laboratory of 
hygiene. The objective of the report shall be to clearly identify the mission of the laboratory as it relates 
to public health. The report shall propose an appropriate fee structure to make the laboratory 
self-supporting and may propose other alternatives. The report shall identify the actual costs of all the 
services and resources provided by the laboratory to other state agencies. The report shall also 
aggregate the laboratory's activities as instruction. research, public service and other; and delineate the 
workload and budget associated with each category. Potential sources of federal reimbursement for 
activities of the laboratory and an estimate of the annual dollar amounts which the state should receive 
shall be identified. V-4 • Port • 
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X/l-F. Spark Arresters on Locomotives . I 
Section 448b provides that locomotives must be equipped with spark arresters that meet standard 

"5100-la" enumerated by the U.S. Forest Service or the standards set by the Society of Automotive 
Engineers. The section goes on to specify the responsibilities which railroads and their employes have in 
examining and maintaining spark arresters. I have vetoed the references to the specific standards for 
spark arresters. The effect of the veto is to give DNR the authority to set standards. 

According to federal officials the standards cited in SB 77 are not appropriate to cite in legislation 
because of the rapidly changing technology in the area. Furthermore, federal spark arrester standards 
for locomotives are now in the final stages of being adopted, so there is no enumerated federal standard 
which can be referenced. Consequently, the DNR Board should have the authority to adopt standards. 
This will allow time for finalization of federal standards and enable state standards to conform to federal 
standards and permit state standards to conform to federal guidelines if deemed appropriate. Further, it 
will allow for public involvement in the formulation of standards through the DNR public hearing 
process. 

A second provision that causes problems which the Legislature will need to address involves the 
liability of r~ilroad employes in examining locomotive spark arresters and reporting fires caused by their 
trains. Under present law liability in these areas can be up to $500 against the railroad. The changes in 
SSA 2 increased this possible corporate liability to $1,000 and created liabilities for individual violations 
of both of these responsibilities. However, the individual liability was intended to apply only to employe 
responsibility in reporting fires caused by the train, not in connection with examining spark arresters . . 
Because this problem cannot be solved through an item veto, remedial legislation should be introduced · 
that will limit the individual liability specifically to the responsibility of reporting forest fires. 

XII-F 
SECTION 448b: Statute 26.20 (2) 

26.20 (2) SPARK ARRESTERS ON LOCOMOTIVES. All road locomotives operated on any railroad shall I 
be equipped with SJJark ~rresters that meet or exceed minimum l'"..rf ~rmance and maintenance standards I 
enumerated bythe-~department~~~~~~~~'ia~~~I 
~~b-._~~~~~~~~"o(S. The superintendent of motive power or \ 
equivalent officer of each railway shall designate an employe of the railway at each railway division I 
point and roundhouse who shall examine each locomotive and its spark arrester each time the locomotive 
leaves the railway division point or roundhouse and the designated employe and his or her employer shall i 
each be held responsible for complying with this subsection. vetoet11a """ ! 

Xll-G. Medical ExaminationAssignability . . - I 
Section 1577, through a drafting error, incorrectly referenced Section 632.72 of the Statutes , 

regarding medical assistance assignment provisions. I am vetoing this reference to correct this drafting • 
error. I 

XII-G 
SECTION 1577: Statute 632.71 I 

a 

XJI-H. Legal Representation in DILHR Reorganization I 
Sections 1042 and 1044 deal with legal representation in unemployment compensation appeals.' 

They repeal the word "department" and replace it with the word "commission" which has the apparent 
effect of requiring all attorneys in the department's unemployment compensation unit be employees of 
the Commission. This was not intended, nor would it be appropriate, because only a portion of their 
responsibilities is to represent the Commission in unemployment compensation appeals. My vetoes will 
have the effect of restoring the intended relationsip of attorneys as employees of the Department. 

It should be noted that this in no way affects the attorneys who were intended to be employees of the . 
commission. · i 

XII-H 
SECTION 1042: Statute 108.09 (7b) 

l 08.09 ( 6) (c) Within 14 d·iys aCteT expiTatioA Qf tbe risbt Qf tile pulies IQ re1111est a lle~TiA!! by •A 
appeal trib11Aal QT to petitiQA fQT re><ie"' by tile cQmA>issiQA, QT witlliA 28 days after a dec1S1on of the : 
commission ~~mailed to the parties, the commission may on its own motion reverse, change •. or set 
aside the deterA>iAatiQA Qr decision, QA tile basis Qf e><ideAce pre11 io11sly submitted iA s11cll case Qr 11 A>ay 
Qrder tbe takiA!! Qf e><ideAce as tQ rncb m·111ers ·is it may direct aAd IllereaCter make it• fiAdiA!!S aAd '. 
~for further consideration or remand the case to the departm,nt for further proceedings. [ 
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(7) (a) Either party may commence judicial action for the review of a decision of the commission 
under this chapter if the part:¥ after exhausting the remedies provided under this section if the party has 
commenced such judicial action in accordance with s. I 02.23, I 971 stats , within 30 days after a 
decision of the commission"""'~ mailed to his Jll1filD::J; last-known address. 

(b) Any judicial review under this chapter shall he confined to questions of law, and the provisions 
of ch. 102, l!lJI stats, with respect to judicial review of orders and awards shall likewise apply to any 
decision of the commission reviewed under this section. AA:¥ ln..J!ru'. such judicial action ~ 
defeRded, iR behalf gf the commission, may apoear by any qualified attorney who is a regular salaried 
employe of the V..•P~~ [department] ~and has been designated by it for this purpose, or 
at the commission's r~quest by the department of justice. Vet...i i. Part 

SECTION 10:44: Statute 108.14 (3m) 

(3m) In any court action to enforce this chapter the{:!~~· [department] ~'}lMand the 
state may be represented by any qualified attorney who is a regularly salaried employe of the 
department or the commission and is designated by it for this purpose or at the commission's request by 
the department of justice. In case the governor designates special counsel to defend. in behalf of the 
state, the validity of this chapter or of any provision of Title IX of the federal Social Securit:· 'ct social 
securitv act, the expenses and compensation of such special counsel and of any experts employed by the 
department in connection with such proceeding may .be charged to the administration fund. v .. ...i in Put 

Section 1625t specifies the dollar amount of funds allocated for a Medicaid Management 
Information System. The dollar figures in this section are incorrect and therefore I have vetoed them. 
The correct figures are $283,600 in 1977-78 and $237,700 in 1978-79. 

XII-I 
SECTION 1625t: Statute Session Law 

SECTION 1625!. Medicaid management information system. ~~amounts appropriated under 
·section 20.435 (8) (a) of the statutes, as affected by the laws of 1977, N\0..'l(R'6,.~'(9..~~'ti.'R.'ll: 
sm,'00.'R~and ~O.amounts appropriated under section 20.435 (8) (m) of the statutes, as 
affected by the laws of 1977, ~~~'QOOJ<i~Wis provided for development 
of a medicaid management information system. Funds for this purpose shall require the approval of the 
joint committee on finance prior to release. V•toed in Put 

XII-J. Permanent Personal Property Definition 
Section 84 defines property which costs $100 or more and has a life of two or more years as 

permanent personal property. I have vetoed the $100 or more restriction. 

Consistent with budget and generally accepted accounting procedures, permanent personal 
property should be classified based on estimated life only, not dollar value. Otherwise, certain assets 
could be inappropriately considered current expenditures and not capital assets. 

XII-J 
SECTION 84: Statute 16.70 (3) 

16.70 (3) The wgrds "permaReAt "Permanent personal property" iAclude fllrAitt1re aAd 
fllrnishiR!!S, type"'riters, calculatiR!!, RumberiR!! aAd addiAg machiRes, apparatus, lillrar:Y aRd other 
gggks, mgtgr 11ehicles, machiRery a Rd equipmeRt, aRd means any and all property which in the opinion 
of the secretary will ~i(H):Q~have a life of more than~ 2 years. v .. ...i in Port 

Xll-K. Supervision of Children in State or County Facilities 
Section 1072r deletes the requirement that school boards must submit information on special 

education in state or county facilities located in their districts. The budget bill places the responsibility 
for the education of handicapped on the state or county facilities that serve them. This responsibility is 
retained and is not changed by my veto. However, this does not exempt the Department of Public 
Instruction from their supervisory responsibility under federal law. For this reason, I have vetoed the 

·repeal of this section of the statutes. 

XII-K 
SECTION 1072r: Statute 115.85 (1) (c) 

'-"-~~~~"-"-"-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-."-.'-Vetoed In Port 

XII-L. Uniform Foster Care Rates 
Section 1625c specifies an amount of funds for a special parenting component for multiple-child 

homes and for the care of older children. I have vetoed the specific funding designations. 

The supplemental rate portion of the uniform foster care rates will include additional payments to 
foster parents who care for more than 2 foster children or care for older foster children. Since the 
number of cases which would qualify for this additional special parenting is not known, it is impossible to 
determine what the appropriate amount of funds should be. Further, it is not possible to appropriate the 
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exact amount of federal money since the amount of federal money that will be generated by the uniform 
foster care rate is not known. [ 

For these reasons, a specified sum may create unintended problems. I have asked the Department 
of Health and Social Services to report to the Joint Committee on Finance in the event this specified sum' 
might need to be exceeded. \ 

XII-L 
SECTION 1625c: Statute Session Law 

SECTION 1625c. Uniform foster care rates. The supplemental rate portion of the uniform foster 1
, 

care rates shall include a special parenting component for multiple-child homes and for older children as i 
opposed to infants. ::&o; 

XII-M. Section 1122 Facility Reviews I 
Section 1622m ( 4) requires that the department terminate its contracts with the United States: 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare for section 1122 facility reviews no later than one year 
after the effective date of this act. Although it is recognized that the Certificate of Need Program in SB · 
77 will eliminate the need for the 1122 reviews, it is not absolutely certain that these mechanisms will be 
in place within one year. Hence, I am vetoing this requirement. I 

XII-M 
SECTION 1622m (4): Statute Session Law 

XII-N. Reduction of Library System Aids 
1 

Section 526 is intended to clarify the Department of Public Instruction's authority to reduce library 
system aids if systems fail to meet responsibilities established in state law. This section could confuse i 
intent relative to proration of library aids, because the work "may" is used, yet the language of other 
sections is that aids are required to be reduced if the statutes are not complied with. For this reason, I 
have vetoed the underscored material in this section to require the aid reduction if appropriate. This 
veto has no fiscal impact. 

XII-N 
SECTION 526: Statute 43.24 (3) 

Correction of typing erro~: I I~- SECTION 4 7' Statute 15.227 ( 4), the words\ "relations l 

a council on worker's ,, were repeated. The veto corrects the typing error. I 
(4) COUNCIL ON WORKER'S COMPENSATION. There is created in the department of industry, labor 

and human relations a council on worker's ~'s...'li._~~~~compensation appointed by i 
the ~ labor and lu.1111aA r;latiQAo industry review commission to consist of a member or : 
designated employe of the department of industry, labor and human relations ~QmmisoiQA or the labor 
and industry review commission as ~ chairoerson, 5 representatives of employers and 5 
representatives of employes. The commission shall also appoint 3 representatives of casualty insurance 
companies as nonvoting members of the council. v.1...i ••Pon . 



- 42 - LRB-77-WB-5 

Table of Contents 

Page Page 

I. Tax Policy and Local Assistance E. Public Aid Bill of Rights ....................... 28 

A. Levy Limits ................................... .......... 4 
B. M & E Reimbursement .......................... 5 
C. Homestead Credit .. .. .. ............................. 7 
D. Farm Tax Relief ... .. .. .......................... .... 7 
E. General Property Tax Relief .... ........... ... . 8 
F. Home Improvement Credit ...... .. ... ... ... ... . 9 
G. Real Estate Transfer Fee ....... ............. .. 11 
H. Fuel Tax Exemption for Taxies ............ 12 
I. Utility Tax Payments ............................. 12 

F. Community Mental Health Aids .......... 29 
G. Community Mental Health/Social 

Service Appropriation ....... ........ ....... 29 
H. Coordinated Plan & Budget 

Development .. ......... .............. .. .......... 30 
I. Annual Program Budgets ...... ....... ..... .... 30 
J. County Liability .. .... ......... ..................... 31 
K. Adult Childrens' Responsibility .... .. ... .. 31 
L. Audits of Service Providers ................... 31 

J. " Excess" Personal Property Tax Credit .13 VII. Agriculture 
K. Non-Profit Hospital Property ........... ... 13 
L. Sales Tax/Mobile Homes ..................... 13 
M. Vending Machines & Amusement 

A. State Fair Park Board ........................... 32 

VIII. Regulation & Licensing 
Devices .. ... .. ...... .... ... ........................... 14 A. Fund Balances ... ........ ............... .... ........ 32 

N. Tax Appeals Commission .... ... ... .... .. ... .. 15 
0. Occupational Taxes/ Aidable Revenue .15 

II. Transportation 

A. Farm Trailer Definition ................. .. .... . 16 
B. Division of Highways ..................... ... ... . 16 

B. Psychology Tests .......... .. ................. : ..... 33 

IX. Building Commission 

A. Design/Build ..... ... .. ..... .. ... ... ................. 33 

X. Others 

C. Uninsured Motorist Appeals ......... ....... 16 A. Community Development Grants ......... 34 

III. Elementary & Secondary Education B. Pipeline Condemnation ......................... 34 
C. Out-of-State Travel ..................... ......... 34 

A. Special Impact Aids .............................. 17 
B. Special Personal Property Tax Relief ... 17 
C. UHS/K-8 Aid Parity ............................ 18 

D. Legislative Allowances ......................... 35 

XI. Executive Branch Structure 

D. Cost Controls .................................. ... ... 18 A. DILHR Reorganization ... .................... 35 
E. Special Education Needs ....... ...... ... .. .... 19 B. Office of Highway Safety ..... ......... ....... 36 
F. Community Action Agencies .... ............ 19 XII. Technical Adjustments 

IV. Higher Education A. FRS Audits ... .. ................. ................... .. 37 
A. School of Veterinary Medicine ............. 20 B. Transportation Commission Staff .. ...... 37 

V. Natural Resources C. All-Mode Program Reference .............. 38 
D. Cost Controls ........ ................................ 38 

A. Pollution Discharge Permits ................. 21 
B. Environmental Discharge Fees ........... .. 21 
C. Non-point Source Pollution Grants ... ... 22 
D. Sewage Treatment Grant Program .... .. 23 
E. Boat Aids ... ........ ..... ...... .... ......... .... ..... .. 24 
F. Lake Mendota Bulkhead ..... .............. .... 25 

E. Hygiene Laboratory Study ... -. ............... 38 
F. Spark Arresters ... .. .... .... ....... ..... ............ 39 
G. Medical Exam Assignability ................ 39 
H. DILHR Attorneys ................. .... ..... .. .... 39 
I. MM IS Funding ... .... ....... ..... ... ...... .. ........ 40 
J. Permanent Property Definition ....... ...... 40 

VI. Human Services K. Supervision of Children in 

A. Correctional Facilities Staffing .......... .. 25 
B. Special Juvenile Program .... ................. 26 
C. AFDC ....... ............................................ 26 
D. Medicare Certification of Nursing 

State-County Facilities .... ........... ..... 40 
L. Uniform Foster Care ...... ....................... 40 
M. Section 1122 Reviews .......................... 41 
N. Library System Aids ............................ 41 

Homes ... .... ........................................ 28 Correction of Typing Error ...... ..................... 41 


