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The Chief Clerk makes the following entries under the
above date:

AMENDMENTS   OFFERED

Assembly substitute amendment 1 to Senate Joint
Resolution 27 offered by committee on Government
Operations.

Assembly amendment 1 to Senate Bill 182 offered by
Representatives Huber and Schneiders.

Assembly amendment 1 to Senate Bill 417 offered by
committee on Financial Institutions.

Assembly amendment 1 to Senate Bill 422 offered by
Representative Ainsworth.

Assembly amendment 3 to Senate Bill 437 offered by
Representative Goetsch.

Assembly amendment 1 to Senate Bill 523 offered by
committee on Criminal Justice and Corrections.

Assembly amendment 1 to Assembly amendment 1 to
Senate Bill 600 offered by committee on Highways and
Transportation .

ADMINISTRATIVE   RULES

Assembly Clearinghouse Rule 95−187
Relating to requirements for malpractice insurance

coverage for advanced practice nurse prescribers.
Submitted by Department of Regulation and Licensing.
Report received from Agency on April 22, 1996.
To committee on Health.
Referred on April 26, 1996.

Assembly Clearinghouse Rule 95−215
Relating to a state 25% tax credit program for

rehabilitation of owner−occupied historic residences.
Submitted by State Historical Society.
Report received from Agency on April 16, 1996.
To committee on Ways and Means.
Referred on April 26, 1996.

Assembly Clearinghouse Rule 96−30
Relating to simulcasting fees.
Submitted by Gaming Commission.
Report received from Agency on April 16, 1996.
To special committee on Gambling Oversight.
Referred on April 26, 1996.

INTRODUCTION   AND  REFERENCE
OF  PROPOSALS

Read first time and referred:

 Assembly Joint Resolution 96
Relating to: the life and public service of Ron Brown.
By committee on Assembly Organization , by request of

Representative Leon Young and Senator Gary George. 
To calendar.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 97
Relating to revival of 1995 Assembly Bill 33 for further

consideration.
By committee on Assembly Organization. 
To committee on Colleges and Universities.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 98
Relating to revival of 1995 Assembly Bill 758 for further

consideration.
By committee on Assembly Organization. 
To committee on Environment and Utilities.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 99
Relating to revival of 1995 Assembly Bill 812 for further

consideration.
By committee on Assembly Organization. 
To committee on Environment and Utilities.

 Assembly Bill 1095
Relating to: repealing the rejection of federal preemption

over state interest rate provisions.
By committee on Assembly Organization. 
To committee on Rules.

 Assembly Bill 1096
Relating to: filing of oaths of members and officers of the

assembly and senate, trademark assignments, ineligibility to
serve as a notary, articles of amendment for statutory close
corporations, reinstatement of corporations following
administrative dissolution, including the date of

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/187
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/187
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/215
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/215
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1996/30
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1996/30
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incorporation in certificates of status for foreign corporations,
information filed with restated articles of incorporation,
including the name of the drafter on documents filed with the
secretary of state and the time period within which payment
must be received for reservation of name of a limited liability
company.

By committee on Assembly Organization. 
To committee on Rules.

 Assembly Bill 1097
Relating to: redefining the internal revenue code for the

income tax and the franchise tax.
By committee on Assembly Organization. 
To joint survey committee on Tax Exemptions.

 Assembly Bill 1098
Relating to: the period of time during which a stock

corporation or a nonstock, nonprofit corporation may apply
for reinstatement after being administratively dissolved.

By committee on Assembly Organization. 
To committee on Rules.

COMMUNICATIONS

April 29, 1996

Charlie Sanders, Chief Clerk
Wisconsin State Assembly
1 East Main Street, Suite 402
Madison, Wisconsin  53708

Dear Mr. Sanders:

On April 1, 1996, Senate Bill 628, relating to the bonding
authority of the Wisconsin Housing and Development
Authority for economic development activities; loan
guarantee programs funded by the Wisconsin development
reserve fund; and the ratio of reserve funding to guaranteed
outstanding principal for the Wisconsin development reserve
fund, was referred to the Assembly Committee on Rules.
However, this bill should have been referred to the Joint
Committee on Finance.

Pursuant to Assembly Rule 24(3)(a), and with the consent
of Representative Scott Jensen, chairman of the Assembly
Committee on Rules, Senate Bill 628 has been returned to me
from the Assembly Committee on Rules for referral to the
Joint Committee on Finance.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,
DAVID  PROSSER, JR.
Assembly Speaker

April 29, 1996

Charlie Sanders, Chief Clerk
Wisconsin State Assembly
1 East Main Street, Suite 402
Madison, Wisconsin  53708

Dear Mr. Sanders:

On April 26, 1996, Assembly Clearinghouse Rule
96−30, relating to simulcasting fees, was referred to the
Special Committee on Gambling Oversight.  Pursuant to
Assembly Rule 13(2)(b), Assembly Clearinghouse Rule
96−30 is withdrawn from the Special Committee on
Gambling Oversight and rereferred to the Assembly
Committee on Ways and Means.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,
DAVID  PROSSER, JR.
Assembly Speaker

COMMITTEE   REPORTS

The committee on Children and Families reports and
recommends:

Senate Bill 420
Relating to: joint legal custody, a custodial parent moving

with, or removing, a child after divorce, enforcement of
physical placement orders, the fee for a custody study and
providing a penalty.

Assembly amendment 1 adoption:
Ayes: 7 − Representatives Ladwig, Gunderson, Seratti,

Goetsch, Krug, Morris−Tatum and Murat.
Noes: 4 − Representatives Dobyns, Huebsch, R. Young

and Bell.

Concurrence as amended:
Ayes: 11 − Representatives Ladwig, Gunderson, Seratti,

Goetsch, Dobyns, Huebsch, R. Young, Krug, Morris−Tatum,
Murat and Bell.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

Senate Bill 460
Relating to: the disclosure of child abuse or neglect

records and reports.

Concurrence:
Ayes: 11 − Representatives Ladwig, Gunderson, Seratti,

Goetsch, Dobyns, Huebsch, R. Young, Krug, Morris−Tatum,
Murat and Bell.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

Senate Bill 540
Relating to: the child care worker loan repayment

assistance program; issuing bonds to finance certain child

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/legislativerules/2011/ar24(3)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1996/30
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1996/30
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/legislativerules/2011/ar13(2)(b)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1996/30
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1996/30
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care centers; authorizing school boards to contract with day
care centers; requesting the board of regents of the University
of Wisconsin System to prepare certain written reports
containing information about child care services in this state;
early childhood councils; requiring the department of
industry, labor and human relations to promulgate rules
permitting children under the age of 24 months to be provided
care on a floor other than the first floor or ground floor of a
group day care center; requiring the department of health and
social services to promulgate rules which establish
requirements that county departments of human services or
social services must follow in establishing and maintaining
waiting lists for state−allocated day care funds; requiring the
secretary of health and social services to submit to the
legislature a proposal which will ensure that safe and
affordable child care is available for all children of
low−income parents upon replacement of the aid to families
with dependent children program and a proposal for the
consolidation of all child care programs administered by the
department of health and social services under a uniform
automated voucher system; requiring the department of
health and social services to promulgate rules that establish
the requirements for obtaining and procedure for granting
exemptions to the outdoor play space requirements under the
administrative rules Relating to group day care centers and
family day care homes; granting rule−making authority; and
making appropriations.

Concurrence:

Ayes: 11 − Representatives Ladwig, Gunderson, Seratti,
Goetsch, Dobyns, Huebsch, R. Young, Krug, Morris−Tatum,
Murat and Bell.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

Senate Bill 624
Relating to: juvenile justice and granting rule−making

authority.

Assembly amendment 1 adoption:

Ayes: 11 − Representatives Ladwig, Gunderson, Seratti,
Goetsch, Dobyns, Huebsch, R. Young, Krug, Morris−Tatum,
Murat and Bell.

Noes: 0.

Assembly amendment 2 adoption:

Ayes: 10 − Representatives Ladwig, Gunderson, Seratti,
Goetsch, Dobyns, Huebsch, R. Young, Krug, Murat and Bell.

Noes: 1 − Representative Morris−Tatum.

Assembly amendment 3 adoption:

Ayes: 9 − Representatives Ladwig, Gunderson, Seratti,
Goetsch, Dobyns, Huebsch, Krug, Murat and Bell.

Noes: 2 − Representatives R. Young and Morris−Tatum.

Concurrence as amended:
Ayes: 10 − Representatives Ladwig, Gunderson, Seratti,

Goetsch, Dobyns, Huebsch, R. Young, Krug, Murat and Bell.
Noes: 1 − Representative Morris−Tatum.

To committee on Rules. 

BONNIE  LADWIG
Chairperson
Committee on Children and Families

The committee on Financial Institutions reports and
recommends:

Senate Bill 417
Relating to: loan funds availability at real estate closings.

Assembly amendment 1 adoption:
Ayes: 12 − Representatives Kaufert, Silbaugh, Ward,

Green, Vrakas, Gunderson, F. Lasee, Baldus, Travis, La Fave,
Ziegelbauer and Meyer.

Noes: 1 − Representative Hoven.

Concurrence as amended:
Ayes: 13 − Representatives Kaufert, Hoven, Silbaugh,

Ward, Green, Vrakas, Gunderson, F. Lasee, Baldus, Travis, La
Fave, Ziegelbauer and Meyer.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

DEAN  KAUFERT
Chairperson
Committee on Financial Institutions

The committee on Government Operations reports and
recommends:

Senate Bill 631
Relating to: bulletproof garments for state traffic patrol

officers and motor vehicle inspectors.

Concurrence:
Ayes: 10 − Representatives Dobyns, Olsen, Ladwig,

Musser, Ott, La Fave, Schneider, Williams, Bock and Murat.
Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

JOHN  DOBYNS
Chairperson
Committee on Government Operations

The committee on Highways and Transportation reports
and recommends:

Senate Bill 331
Relating to: special distinguishing registration plates

associated with professional athletic teams, payments to
D.A.R.E. Wisconsin, Ltd., and making an appropriation.
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Concurrence:

Ayes: 13 − Representatives Brandemuehl, Otte, Silbaugh,
Hahn, Zukowski, Musser, Hasenohrl, Baumgart, Turner, L.
Young, Ryba, Riley and Kreuser.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

Senate Bill 600
Relating to: designating STH 160 as the “Polish Veterans

Memorial Highway”.

Assembly amendment 1 to Assembly amendment 1
adoption:

Ayes: 10 − Representatives Brandemuehl, Silbaugh,
Zukowski, Musser, Hasenohrl, Turner, L. Young, Ryba, Riley
and Kreuser.

Noes: 3 − Representatives Otte, Hahn and Baumgart.

Assembly amendment 1 adoption:

Ayes: 13 − Representatives Brandemuehl, Otte, Silbaugh,
Hahn, Zukowski, Musser, Hasenohrl, Baumgart, Turner, L.
Young, Ryba, Riley and Kreuser.

Noes: 0.

Concurrence as amended:

Ayes: 12 − Representatives Brandemuehl, Otte, Silbaugh,
Hahn, Zukowski, Musser, Hasenohrl, Baumgart, Turner, L.
Young, Ryba and Kreuser.

Noes: 1 − Representative Riley.

To committee on Rules. 

Senate Bill 618
Relating to: vehicles or vehicle parts having an altered or

obliterated vehicle identification number.

Concurrence:

Ayes: 9 − Representatives Brandemuehl, Otte, Silbaugh,
Hahn, Zukowski, Musser, Turner, Riley and Kreuser.

Noes: 4 − Representatives Hasenohrl, Baumgart, L.
Young and Ryba.

To committee on Rules. 

Senate Bill 657
Relating to: designating and marking a bridge on STH 441

in Outagamie County as the “Fox Valley Connection Bridge”
and providing an exemption from rule−making procedures.

Assembly amendment 1 adoption:

Ayes: 13 − Representatives Brandemuehl, Otte, Silbaugh,
Hahn, Zukowski, Musser, Hasenohrl, Baumgart, Turner, L.
Young, Ryba, Riley and Kreuser.

Noes: 0.

Concurrence as amended:
Ayes: 13 − Representatives Brandemuehl, Otte, Silbaugh,

Hahn, Zukowski, Musser, Hasenohrl, Baumgart, Turner, L.
Young, Ryba, Riley and Kreuser.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

DAVID  BRANDEMUEHL
Chairperson
Committee on Highways and Transportation

The committee on Housing reports and recommends:

Senate Bill 387
Relating to: the financial responsibility of persons who

perform on one−family and 2−family dwellings work for
which a building permit is required.

Concurrence:
Ayes: 11 − Representatives Owens, Kaufert, Silbaugh,

Green, Vrakas, Kelso, Morris−Tatum, Bell, Baldwin, Wilder
and Riley.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

Senate Bill 547
Relating to: the registration and regulation of certain

nonprofit corporations as mortgage bankers, loan originators
or loan solicitors.

Concurrence:
Ayes: 11 − Representatives Owens, Kaufert, Silbaugh,

Green, Vrakas, Kelso, Morris−Tatum, Bell, Baldwin, Wilder
and Riley.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

CAROL  OWENS
Chairperson
Committee on Housing

The committee on Small Business and Economic
Development reports and recommends:

Senate Bill 519
Relating to: security deposits made by motor fuel dealers.

Assembly substitute amendment 1 adoption:
Ayes: 10 − Representatives Seratti, Vrakas, Kreibich,

Kaufert, Owens, Huebsch, Rutkowski, Wilder, Plombon and
Springer.

Noes: 0.

Concurrence as amended:
Ayes: 10 − Representatives Seratti, Vrakas, Kreibich,

Kaufert, Owens, Huebsch, Rutkowski, Wilder, Plombon and
Springer.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

LORRAINE  SERATTI
Chairperson
Committee on Small Business and
Economic Development
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The committee on Urban Education reports and
recommends:

Senate Bill 290
Relating to: children−at−risk programs operated by the

Milwaukee Public Schools.

Concurrence:
Ayes: 7 − Representatives Williams, Duff, Nass, Lazich,

Grothman, Walker and Black.
Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

ANNETTE POLLY  WILLIAMS
Chairperson
Committee on Urban Education

The committee on Ways and Means reports and
recommends:

Senate Bill 360
Relating to: exempting all transfers between spouses from

the real estate transfer fee.

Concurrence:
Ayes: 15 − Representatives Lehman, Klusman, Coleman,

Underheim, Seratti, Gard, Goetsch, Huebsch, Handrick,
Wood, Robson, Turner, Hanson, Riley and Ziegelbauer.

Noes: 0.

To committee on Rules. 

MICHAEL  LEHMAN
Chairperson
Committee on Ways and Means

EXECUTIVE   COMMUNICA TIONS

State of Wisconsin
Office of the Governor

Madison

To the Honorable, the Assembly:

The following bills, originating in the Assembly, have
been approved, signed and deposited in the office of the
Secretary of State:

Bill Number Act Number Date Approved
571 287 April  25,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
550 288 April  25,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
591  (partial veto) 289 April  25,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
495 290 April  25,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

528 291 April  25,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
585 296 April  29,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Respectfully submitted,
TOMMY  G.  THOMPSON
Governor

GOVERNOR’S  VETO  MESSAGE

April  26, 1996

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly:

I have approved Assembly Bill 591 as 1995 Act 289 and have
deposited it in the Office of the Secretary of State.  I have
exercised the partial veto in a number of areas.

I am very pleased to sign the country’s most significant piece
of welfare reform legislation.  Through a series of waivers and
pilot programs, beginning with Learnfare in 1987, we have
established the basic premise that for those who can work,
only work should pay, and that everybody should work to the
extent of their abilities. Welfare should be used as a temporary
last resort, and should provide incentives to promote
individuals’ efforts to attain self sufficiency.  It should provide
only as much service as an individual asks for and its fairness
should be measured by comparison to working families who
are supporting their families without public assistance.  This
set of principles has been one of the keystones of this
administration.  It culminates with the signing of this bill.

Several years ago, as a result of those waivers and pilot
programs, we had established a foundation which resulted in
significant consensus between the executive and legislative
branches on the need to move forward to meaningful,
comprehensive restructuring of the welfare system.  It
remained only to determine the design of that reform.  AB
591, Wisconsin Works or W−2,  is that design.  It is the result
of many months of concentrated work by both of these
branches of government, and I have every confidence that it
will  change and improve both the lives of those who must rely
on some support from their government and the communities
in which they live.

Working together to implement the provisions of AB 591, we
can change our state forever to one where those who are able
to work do so, and where those who are not are given the
incentives and supports they need to enable them to do so.  We
will  be a state where all citizens are educated and trained to
work and expected to do so, where communities work
together to provide temporary help to those who need it, and
where the government of the state acts to enable persons to
work, instead of simply providing cash to individuals who are
not working.

WISCONSIN  WORKS  PROVISIONS

The Wisconsin Works (W−2) initiative that I proposed in
September 1995 is enacted in this legislation.  It responds to
the directive in 1993 Wisconsin Act 99 to replace the current

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/289
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1993/99
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welfare system by January 1, 1999.  That replacement system,
as embodied in this legislation, will have the following
characteristics for clients:

• For those who cannot immediately enter the
workforce, provide 3 levels of employment support:

− Trial jobs, for which a subsidy is provided to
employers for a limited time, to meet the needs
of those without a work history;

− Community Service jobs, for those who need
to practice the work habits and skills necessary
to be hired by a private business; and

− W−2 Transition jobs, for those not yet able to
perform self−sustaining work, where they can
participate in activities consistent with their
abilities.

• Provide health care, delivered through managed care
providers, to all families with low incomes and low
assets who do not have coverage provided by their
employers.  All families will pay a portion of their
health care premium based on income.

• Provide child care for all eligible families with low
income and low assets who need it to work.  All
families will pay a portion of their child care costs
based on income.

• Provide educational or training opportunities for those
who are in Community Service or W−2 Transition
employment, to enable them to increase their earning
potential.

• Provide other services that a client needs such as
transportation, job access loans and the services of a
financial and employment planner for every client
who needs assistance in developing a plan for
self−sufficiency.

• Assure that child support payments go to whom they
belong − working custodial parents and their children.

To underline that W−2 is intended to help people become
self−sufficient, not substitute for self−sufficiency,
participation in the employment components will be limited
to 60 months overall, with some exceptions, and will be
limited to shorter periods for each component.  To insure that
clients receive the assistance they need, W−2 agency
contracts will be performance−based, so funds will be
channeled to the agencies that are the most successful in
placing and keeping people in private sector employment.

Not only does this legislation provide supports to people
differently than in the past, it also provides those supports
through a different delivery system.  The new system is
intended to strengthen the ties between people and their
communities by creating more support for the needed services
at the local level, and to integrate employment programs at the

state level.  To achieve this the W−2 legislation includes  the
creation of:

• Local Community Steering Committees, made of up
community leaders to oversee the creation of job
opportunities; and

• Children’s Services Networks, to provide a link from
families to a comprehensive array of services such as
food and clothing centers, transportation and housing.

In 1995 Wisconsin Act 27, the Department of Industry, Labor
and Human Relations (DILHR), the department responsible
for other state−level job programs was given responsibility
for the current welfare program and, therefore, for its
replacement.  DILHR, to be renamed the Department of
Industry, Labor and Job Development (DILJD), will integrate
the W−2 program into its Partnership for Full Employment
system.  As a result of these programs coming together, W−2
will  be able to offer its clients the advantages of “one stop
shopping” in areas where the W−2 agency and the Job Center
are co−located.  It will therefore make the established network
between employers and job seekers more accessible to W−2
clients.

W−2 means the end of the automatic welfare check.  This
comprehensive replacement will demand more of
participants, but in the long run it will provide independence
and a future.  The process of developing this legislation has
involved citizens and professionals all over the state.  Without
that help this dramatic break with the past could not have
occurred.

Partial Vetoes

We now face the equally difficult task of implementing W−2.
While I am very pleased that AB 591 passed with bipartisan
support, I am using the partial veto in a number of areas.  I
have done so primarily to remove some of the more onerous
and unnecessary rule making requirements or to provide
increased flexibility for the operation of the program.  Both of
these are necessary to ensure its success.

W−2 Implementation Date

Section 84 [as it relates to the W−2 program implementation
date] specifies that if a federal waiver is granted or legislation
passed, DILJD shall implement W−2 statewide no sooner
than July 1, 1996 and no later than September 1, 1997.  I am
exercising the partial veto in this section to remove the
specific date in September by which W−2 must be
implemented statewide because the department needs one
additional implementation month.  The original timetable was
constructed last summer and assumed passage by fall or early
winter.

State as a Provider of Last Resort

Section 85 [as it relates to the state as the provider of last
resort] specifies that if no acceptable provider in a
geographical area is selected under the competitive or
noncompetitive processes outlined in the bill, DILJD shall
administer the W−2 program directly for that geographical
area.  I am exercising the partial veto in this section to strike
the word “directly” because DILJD needs more flexibility in
this situation to either subcontract the administration of the
W−2 program or operate the program itself.

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/27
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W−2 Contract Requirements

Section 85 [as it relates to requirements for the W−2 agency
contracts] requires the department to award the W−2 contracts
at least six months before statewide implementation.  It also
specifies that the W−2 contract may only be terminated by the
mutual consent of both parties.  I am exercising the partial
veto in this section to remove both the six month requirement
and the restriction on when a W−2 contract may be terminated
because the department will need additional flexibility in the
implementation of W−2, which will be a challenging and
difficult  task.  The department may need to adjust timeframes
as statewide implementation draws closer.  I do recognize,
however, that the W−2 agencies must be given sufficient time
to prepare, especially in those geographical areas where the
county has elected to not participate in W−2.  I am, therefore,
directing the department to come as close as possible to the six
month timeframe, reporting to me if this goal is not
achievable.  In addition, I am partially vetoing the language
regarding the need to have the mutual consent of both parties
to terminate a contract to allow the department to terminate
the contract of a non−performer.

Rulemaking

Sections 85 [as it relates to rulemaking for W−2 contract
components], 88, 94 [as it relates to rulemaking regarding
refusal to pay certain child care providers], 95 and 99g all
require DILJD to promulgate rules for certain W−2 program
components.  I am exercising the partial veto in these sections
to remove the rulemaking requirement.  First, I do not believe
that it was necessary to put this much programmatic and
operational detail either into the statutes or to require the
development of administrative rules on almost every
component in W−2.  The legislature understandably wants to
maintain oversight over this program because it is new and
radically different than the current welfare system.  However,
in order for the department to be able to successfully
implement W−2 in the timeframe outlined in AB591, it needs
a certain amount of flexibility.  The department must focus on
the development of federal waivers, the W−2 request for
proposals and other critical steps in the transition from AFDC
to W−2.  Having to promulgate rules for so many parts of W−2
will  only consume valuable staff resources that are needed
elsewhere.  The Legislature will be very involved in the W−2
implementation through upcoming s. 13.10 requests, the
1997−99 biennial budget and, more than likely, follow−up
legislation.  It is not prudent to impede the department’s
ability to implement W−2 by requiring it to promulgate rules
on matters that can be done either in the W−2 contracts or as
part of the administrative handbook and policy clarification
memos to the W−2 agencies.

Requirements on Employers

Section 85 [as it relates to requirements for written contracts
with trial job employer] specifies that the W−2 agency must
enter into a written contract with each trial job employer.  The
contract terms shall include the hourly wage at which the trial
job participant is to be paid, which may not be less than
minimum wage.  I am exercising the partial veto in this section
because it is not necessary to include the requirement to have
a written contract in the statutes.  Without statutory language
directing this, written contracts are already used in the

on−the−job (OJT) training programs and will also be used in
the W−2 program.

Extensions of the 60 Month Lifetime Limit

Section 86 specifies that the W−2 agency may extend the 60
month overall time limit on participation, if warranted by
unusual circumstances, only in 12−month increments.  In
addition, DILJD must approve each extension.  I believe that
the W−2 agencies should work intensively with each client
who needs to receive an extension of the 60 month time limit.
To be able to provide only as much service as needed, their
cases should be extended only as needed, not in 12−month
increments.  These extensions should be determined by the
W−2 agency, in accordance with rules promulgated by the
department, as the W−2 agencies are the most familiar with
the client’s case history.  I do not believe it is necessary that
the department review each and every case, but it will retain
the right to review any case in any geographical area.  I am
therefore exercising my partial veto of this section to remove
the specific 12−month increment and the requirement that the
department review each extension of the 60 month time limit.

Exemption from Work Requirements for Mothers with Young
Children

Section 89 specifies the benefit levels for each of the W−2
employment positions.  It also specifies that an eligible
custodial parent of a child who is 12 weeks or younger is
exempt from the work requirement and may receive a
monthly grant of $555.  This section further specifies that this
time period is not counted towards the 60 month time limit in
certain circumstances.  If the child is born not more than 10
months after the date that the participant first became eligible
for either Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
or W−2, the 60 month “clock” stops for up to 12 weeks.  For
all other cases except in two situations, the clock does not
stop.  These two situations are 1) if the baby is the result of
sexual assault or 2) if the mother has not participated in AFDC
or a W−2 employment position for at least six months and the
child was born during that period.  I do not believe it is
appropriate to stop the clock in the second circumstance.  I am
therefore exercising the partial veto in this section in order to
stop the 60 month clock only when the child was born less
than 10 months after the person was first determined eligible
for AFDC or a W−2 employment position or if the child was
conceived as a result of sexual assault.  I believe that this
eliminates any incentive for a woman to have an additional
child while participating in AFDC or W−2, and at the same
time does not punish people who are just coming on to the
system or who were victims of sexual assault.

Section 89 also uses the word “tolling” to describe the
counting of time under the 60 month time limit.  Technically,
tolling is defined to mean “to suspend”.  I am therefore
exercising the partial veto because the use of the word
“tolling”  is incorrect.  The partial veto in this section will
make the bill technically correct and consistent with
legislative intent.

Noncustodial Parents and Employment Positions

Section 96 specifies what assistance a noncustodial parent is
eligible to receive under W−2.  The W−2 agency may provide
job search assistance and case management designed to
enable an eligible noncustodial parent to obtain and retain

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/13.10
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work.  In addition, AB591 would allow a noncustodial parent
to participate in an employment position if he or she and the
custodial parent meet the financial eligibility criteria, if the
custodial parent is not a W−2 employment position
participant and if the noncustodial parent is subject to a child
support order.  I am exercising the partial veto in this section
to restrict access to W−2 employment positions to custodial
parents.  Expanding access to W−2 employment positions for
noncustodial parents will increase the cost of W−2.  It will also
potentially conflict with the Children First program because
under these provisions a noncustodial parent only has to be
subject to a child support order, not necessarily making full
and timely payments.  A person could be in arrears on their
child support order and access a paid employment position
under W−2 rather than participating in unpaid community
work experience as required under Children First.

Eligibility Criteria

Section 86 [as it relates to the participation of more than one
individual of a Wisconsin Works group in an employment
position] provides that an individual is not eligible for a
Wisconsin Works employment position if another individual
in the same Wisconsin Works group is participating in an
employment position at the time of the determination of
eligibility.  I am exercising the partial veto in this section
because the policy on this issue needs to be very clear.  It is our
intent that only one adult in a W−2 group may participate in
a trial job, community service job or W−2 transition job at any
given time. The partial veto removes the reference to the time
of eligibility determination.  I am, at the same time, directing
the department to review this policy and to determine if it
creates a disincentive to marriage and to make
recommendations, if it is found to do so.

Child Care Eligibility and Co−payment Schedules

Sections 56, 56c, 56d, 56f, 56g, 94 [as it relates to the child
care co−payment schedule] and 279 [as it relates to child care
eligibility  and co−payment schedules] place the new child
care eligibility and co−payment schedules in the statutes.  The
Legislature maintained an overall eligibility for child care
assistance of 165% of the federal poverty line, but made the
co−payment schedule more generous than originally
proposed.  In addition, rather than being effective upon
passage of the bill, the new co−payment schedule and income
limits for current low income child care recipients would be
phased in during FY97.   I support the changes made by the
Legislature in this area.  Having access to affordable child
care is a critical element for people leaving the welfare
system.  The Legislature recognized this and reallocated
funds from other W−2 components in response.  In addition,
while the phase−in of the new eligibility and co−payment
schedule for the current low income child care recipients will
be administratively complex, I understand and support the
idea that these changes should be made gradually in order to
allow people to make other satisfactory arrangements.  While
I support these modifications, I do not believe that it is
necessary or desirable to have this level of detail specifically
laid out in the statutes.  Historically, co−payment schedules
have not been included in the statutes and I see no reason to
change that precedent.  In addition, the 14 day passive review
process that was established to allow the Joint Committee on
Finance (JCF) to unilaterally modify statutes is not an

appropriate role for this committee.  I am therefore vetoing
these provisions and I am directing the Department of Health
and Family Services (DHFS) and DILJD to administratively
establish the same child care co−payment schedules and the
same phase−in process for current low income child care
recipients as in AB591.

Regulation of Child Care Providers

Sections 27 and 74 relate to the regulation of child care
providers.  Section 27 directs DHFS to maintain the current
levels of child care regulatory standards for licensed group
centers, licensed family day care, Level I and Level II
certified providers.  Section 74 places current administrative
rules regarding training requirements for Level I certified
family day care providers in the statutes.    To date, this
department has effectively regulated child care providers
either through administrative rules and/or guidelines.  I am
vetoing section 27 and exercising the partial veto in section 74
to remove the specific training requirement because it is not
necessary to have these provisions specifically included in the
statutes.

Health Care Co−payment Schedules

Section 93 [as it relates to the health care co−payment
schedule] establishes in the statutes the monthly premium
schedule that an individual who qualifies for the Wisconsin
Works health plan will pay.  As with child care, having access
to affordable health care is a critical element for people
leaving the welfare system.  AB591 assumes that everyone
should contribute to the cost of their health care.  The
co−payment or cost−sharing premium schedule included in
AB591 is very reasonable.  Again, however, I do not believe
that it is necessary or desirable to have this level of specificity
laid out in the statutes.  Historically, co−payment schedules
have not been included in the statutes and I see no reason to
change that precedent.  In addition, the 14 day passive review
process that was established to allow JCF to unilaterally
modify statutes is not an appropriate role for this committee.
I am therefore vetoing these provisions and am directing
DHFS to administratively establish the same health care
premium cost−sharing schedule as in AB591.

Health Care Eligibility Determinations

Section 93 [as it relates to eligibility determination] specifies
that the W−2 agency shall make the eligibility determination
within two working days and that DHFS or the provider shall
issue the health plan membership care to an individual within
three working days.  I am exercising the partial veto in this
section because these timelines are too prescriptive.  It is
certainly this administration’s  intent that a person’s
application and membership card be processed as quickly as
possible.  However, these rigid timelines do not allow
flexibility  to address unforeseen circumstance that could
cause a delay.  In addition, these issues can be addressed
through contracting.

Asset Test for Pregnant Women and Children

Section 93 [ as it relates to the asset criteria] specifies the
income and asset criteria that a Wisconsin Works group must
meet in order to be eligible for the W−2 health care plan.
AB591 applies a different asset test to pregnant women and
children up to age 12 than to the rest of the W−2 health care
plan participants.  For this group of people, the W−2 agencies
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shall exclude all of the resources specified under 42 USC
1382b (a), which is the section of the federal code that
enumerates the asset test for the federal Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) program.  However, the motion made
by JCF was to model the asset test after the spousal
impoverishment asset test, which is broader than SSI.   Even
if  the spousal impoverishment asset test had been referenced,
I believe that it would be confusing and administratively
difficult  to apply two different asset tests to, in some cases, the
same family.  I am exercising the partial veto to apply the same
asset test to all W−2 health care plan participants.

Health Care Spenddown

Section 93 [as it relates to medically needy individuals]
specifies that nonpregnant adults and children ages 12 to 18
years old, who meet the other requirements of the W−2 health
care plan, but have income in excess of 165% of the federal
poverty level can qualify for the W−2 health care plan if they
spend down to 165% of poverty.  This group would remain
subject to the employer−offered health care rules in AB591.
In addition, this section specifies that pregnant women and
children under 6 years old with excess income may also spend
down to 165% of poverty, but children ages 6 to 12 would
have to spend down to 100% of poverty.  Neither of these two
groups would be subject to the employer−offered health care
rules.

Under current law, nonpregnant adults are not eligible under
the spenddown program.  Children ages 6 to 18 have to spend
down to 133.33% of the AFDC grant size, which for a family
of three is roughly 65% of poverty.   Under the W−2 bill, as
it was originally submitted, spenddown was eliminated for all
groups.  While I understand the Legislature’s desire to extend
a health care safety net to as many people as possible,
especially pregnant women and children, the provisions of
AB591 will increase the costs of the W−2 program and go
beyond current law eligibility.  I am therefore exercising a
partial veto of this section to limit spenddown to pregnant
women and children up to 12.

Learnfare Sanction Amount

Section 143m specifies that a dependent child in a Wisconsin
work group who fails to meet the school attendance
requirement under the Learnfare program is subject to a
monthly sanction of $50.  The sanction amount for the current
Learnfare program is determined by the department by rule.
I am exercising the partial veto of this section in order to
remove the $50 from the statutes because I believe that the
department should have additional flexibility in the Learnfare
program.  I am directing the department to continue to
determine the amount of the monthly sanction by rule.

Transportation

Section 275 (4m) (b) requires DILJD to identify significant
local and regional employment opportunities and identify the
residential locations of current and potential W−2
participants.  In addition, no later than September 30, 1996,
DILJD shall submit, with assistance from the Department of
Transportation (DOT), a report to JCF that recommends
options that the W−2 agencies could take to facilitate the
transportation of W−2 participants to the employment

opportunities.  The report may not recommend options that
would have an adverse impact on existing public
transportation systems.  I am exercising the partial veto in this
section to remove the date that the report must be submitted
and to remove the restriction on what options the report can
present.  First, submitting the report by September 30, 1996
will  make the information less current than it might otherwise
be for W−2.  I am therefore directing the two departments to
submit the report no later than the date by which the
department must implement W−2 statewide.  Second, I do not
believe that the report’s options should be limited.  It is
possible that DOT, DILJD and local communities may
develop creative transportation solutions that work outside of
the public transportation network.

Advanced Earned Income Tax Credit

Sections 21b, 21c, 219m, 225b, 225d, 225f, 225h, 225j, 225L,
225n and 278 (3g) and (3h) provide a mechanism for an
advanced payment of the state earned income tax credit
(EITC), if both an employee and employer choose to
participate.  Employers could reduce the amount owed for
individual income tax withholding or, if that is insufficient,
from unemployment compensation contributions that are due.
DILJD would be required to promptly transfer an equal
amount from the general fund to the unemployment trust
fund, if unemployment compensation is used.  Based on the
experience of the federal advanced EITC, where only 1% of
the eligible population elect to receive it, participation in the
voluntary state advanced payment option is likely to be very
low. On the other hand, the cost to the state is likely to be high,
both in terms of administration and payments to persons
eventually found to be ineligible for the EITC.  I am vetoing
these provisions because benefits are likely to go to only a few
EITC recipients, while the cost to the state is relatively high.
I am directing the department to require, as part of the W−2
contract,  the financial and employment planners of the W−2
agencies to help W−2 participants sign up for the federal
advanced earned income tax credit program.  If participation
in the federal program increases significantly, I believe it
would be appropriate to revisit the idea of an advanced
payment program for the state EITC.

Retroactive Benefits for Decisions Overturned

Section 92 allows an individual to petition a W−2 agency for
a review of certain actions.  In addition, the department is
required to review a W−2 decision regarding the
determination of initial eligibility, if requested to do so by
either the W−2 agency or the individual.  If the department
reverses a decision on initial eligibility the individual will
receive benefits retroactive to the date of the original decision
to deny benefits.  The benefits would be computed as if the
person had complied with all the requirements of the W−2
employment position into which they most likely would have
been placed.  I am exercising the partial veto of this section to
eliminate the requirement that a person receive retroactive
benefits if the department reverses the W−2 agency decision.
It would be very difficult to implement this provision.
Assessment of where the person most likely would have been
placed is likely to lead to additional disputes between the
applicant and the W−2 agency.  For example, a person may
have been able to be placed in an unsubsidized job.  In this
situation, it is unclear what retroactive benefit amount the
person should receive.  At the same time,  it may be

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/usc/42%20USC%201382b
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/usc/42%20USC%201382b
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appropriate for a person to receive some level of
compensation if the denial is overturned.  I am directing the
department to determine the best way to accomplish this goal
and to report back to me and Legislature.

Report on Homelessness

Section 84 [as it relates to homelessness] requires DILJD to
maintain a record detailing statistics on the homelessness of
W−2 participants.  I am exercising the partial veto of this
section to remove this reporting requirement.  I do not believe
that this requirement was carefully constructed.  It is unclear
when or for how long this information should be collected.  It
will  not shed any light on the W−2 program if this information
is collected as people come into the W−2 office.  If the intent
was to see if the W−2 program had an impact on
homelessness, it is more helpful to look at information from
homeless shelters and transitional housing programs.  Data
are already being collected and compiled on the people using
these services by the Department of Administration’s
Division on Housing.  This Division will be able to compile
information on the W−2 population as it is implemented.

Emergency Assistance Program

Section 83e continues the current AFDC Emergency
Assistance program after W−2 is implemented with one
modification.  In addition, DILJD would be required to submit
a report to the Legislature within 12 months of the
implementation of W−2 on the interaction of the this program
with the W−2 program.  I am exercising the partial veto in this
section to remove the reporting requirement as it is
administratively burdensome to the department.  I am,
however, maintaining the emergency assistance program
beyond the start of the W−2 program in order to continue to
provide assistance to needy families with dependent children
in the cases of fire, flood, natural disaster, homelessness or
energy crisis.

Kinship Care and Health Insurance

Sections 70d and 70g specify that DHFS, in consultation with
DILJD, shall determine whether a kinship care child is
eligible for Medical Assistance (MA) only if no other health
care insurance is available to the child.  DHFS’s intent was to
make kinship care children immediately eligible for MA as
they do for children in foster care.  Just as in foster care, the
parents of the kinship care child will still be required to initiate
or continue health care insurance coverage for the child as part
of their child support obligation.   I am exercising the partial
veto in these sections to ensure that the kinship care provider
does not have to bear any costs related to the child’s medical
care and to ensure that there is no gap in the child’s health care
coverage if the parent is not complying with the child support
order.

Food Stamp Employment and Training Requirements

Section 79 specifies that the maximum number of hours that
an individual may be required to participate in the Food Stamp
Employment and Training (FSET) program may not exceed
the amount of food stamp benefits divided by the federal
minimum wage or 40 hours per week, whichever is less.  I am
exercising a partial veto of this section to remove the language
related to the minimum wage calculation.  This language will
limit  the department’s ability to require participation in FSET

activities.  For example, the maximum food stamp benefit for
a single adult is $119 per month.  Using the minimum wage
formula would result in this individual only being required to
participate for seven hours per week.  This minimal level of
participation may not lead to self−sufficiency.

Criminal Background Checks

Sections 71d, 71m [as it relates to the petition process] and 75
require criminal background investigations of kinship care
providers, certified day care providers, licensed day care
providers and any employees or adult residents who live in the
homes of the providers.  Also specified is a list of the criminal
convictions that an applicant cannot have on his or her record
if  applying for a kinship care payment or day care certification
or license.  An individual who is denied a kinship care
payment, certification or licensure based on the criminal
background investigation may petition DHSS for a review of
that denial.  I am exercising a partial veto of the provisions
related to the petition process.  The statutes are very clear and
explicit regarding an applicant’s conviction record.  In
addition, current statutes already provide due process rights
to all licensure applicants under s. 48.715.  Certification
applicants may take a grievance to the county department
under Chapter 62.  In addition, I am directing the Secretary of
DHFS to recommend the best method for individuals to make
appeals for the entire kinship care program, not just for an
appeal regarding the criminal background check.  This is a
larger issue that is not addressed in the W−2 legislation.

Section 71m [as it relates to employees of a day care center]
also specifies that the department must complete a
background investigation of each employee and prospective
employee of a licensed day care center.   This language is
substantially different from what I proposed or what was in
Senate Substitute Amendment 1 to SB24 which states that the
applicant or licensee, with the assistance with the Department
of Justice, shall conduct a background investigation of each
employee or prospective employee of the applicant or
licensee.  I am partially vetoing this section in order to require
the day care applicant or licensee to perform the background
investigation of each employee or prospective employee, not
the department.  The language as written would impose a
significant new workload on the department.  This should
instead be the responsibility of the licensed day care center as
part of their licensure.

Nonstatutory Provision on Administrative Rules for W−2

Section 275 [as it relates to rules for the administration of
W−2] directs DILJD to promulgate rules on the qualification
criteria for the administration of the Wisconsin Works
program without the finding of an emergency.  I am partially
vetoing the words “qualification criteria” in section 275 (3)
(title) because the department needs emergency rulemaking
authority for the administration of all of the W−2 program.
This is primarily a technical correction.

State Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Supplement

Sections 175 and 209 create a separate supplemental payment
under the state’s SSI program for custodial parents who
receive SSI and who have dependent children.  The
supplement was intended to replace the AFDC payment that
the child is currently receiving, once W−2 is implemented.
The child was to continue to receive Medical Assistance

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/48.715
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coverage.  Unfortunately, these sections do not reflect the
Administration’s intent.  A federal waiver is necessary before
the department can make this supplemental SSI payment in
lieu of an AFDC payment for the child.  I am vetoing these
sections because the provision in AB591 would require the
department to make this payment beginning July 1, 1996
whether the waiver had been approved or not and whether the
dependent child was receiving AFDC or not.  I am directing
the department to pursue the legislation needed to implement
the provision as originally intended.

Medical Savings Accounts (MSAs)

Sections 250, 250m and 279 [as it relates to qualifying
coverage definition] include provisions on high cost−share
benefit plans that are linked to a tax−preferred savings plan for
payment of medical expenses, which are often referred to as
medical savings accounts.  Under AB591, portability of
coverage and guaranteed acceptance rights would be limited
for MSAs under certain circumstances.  If a person has had a
MSA within 60 days of the effective date of his or her new
job’s health care coverage, and that new coverage includes a
choice between a MSA and group health coverage, and the
employee chooses to switch to a group health care plan,
portability of coverage and guaranteed acceptance rights are
not available.  I am exercising the partial veto in these sections
to remove any reference to high cost−share benefit plans that
are linked to a tax−preferred savings plan for payment of
medical expenses, including the portability and guaranteed
acceptance restrictions for several reasons.  First, tax−exempt
MSAs have not yet been created at either the federal or state
level.  AB591 does not create MSAs either; it only provided
for a limit on MSA portability and guaranteed acceptance in
the event that other legislation is passed that creates the
MSAs.  I have been involved in discussions at the federal level
on this issue and it is not clear to me that the federal legislation
creating MSAs will pass in the near future.  Furthermore, the
state Legislature is currently debating a bill (AB545) that
would create MSAs in Wisconsin.  Any limits on the
portability or guaranteed acceptance of MSAs should be
included with the legislation that actually creates the MSAs.
I do not believe it is appropriate to retain this language in the
statutes in anticipation of the passage of a MSA bill.

I believe that these partial vetoes make a good piece of
legislation even better.  We can now move forward to
implement this pathbreaking welfare reform measure.

Sincerely,
TOMMY  G.  THOMPSON
Governor

COMMUNICATIONS

State of Wisconsin
Office of the Secretary of State

Madison

To Whom It May Concern:

Acts, Joint Resolutions and Resolutions deposited in this
office have been numbered and published as follows:

Bill Number Act Number Publication Date
Assembly Bill 188 214 April 30,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 491 217 April 30,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 451 218 April 30,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 685 219 April 30,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 183 228 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 238 229 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 511 230 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 532 231 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 544 232 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 642 233 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 644 234 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 811 235 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 836 236 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 955 237 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 1028 237 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 841 249 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 579 250 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 344 251 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 40 252 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 570 253 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Assembly Bill 690 254 May 2,  1996. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Sincerely,
DOUGLAS  LA  FOLLETTE
Secretary of State

State of Wisconsin
Revisor of Statutes Bureau

Madison
May 1,  1996

Charles R. Sanders
Assembly Chief Clerk

Donna Doyle
Senate Chief Clerk’s Office

The following rules have been published:

 Clearinghouse Rule  95−49 effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−90 effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−115 effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−139effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−142effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−147effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−148effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−167effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−186effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−200effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−212effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−213effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−224effective 5−1−96
 Clearinghouse Rule  95−230effective 5−1−96

Sincerely,
GARY  L.  POULSON
Deputy Revisor

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/49
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/90
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/115
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/139
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/142
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/147
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/148
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/167
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/186
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/200
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/212
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/213
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/224
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/1995/230
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REFERRAL   OF  AGENCY  REPORTS

State of Wisconsin
Office of the Commissioner of Insurance

Madison

February 1996

To the Honorable, the Legislature:

Pursuant to section 153.10(1), Wis. Stats., we are pleased to
submit to the Governor and to the Legislature the sixth annual
Health Care Data Report. This report is based on hospital
inpatient discharge data reported to the Office of Health Care
Information by all operating general medical−surgical and
specialty hospitals in Wisconsin from January through
December 1994. It also contains selected ambulatory surgery
utilization and charge data from general medical−surgical
hospitals and freestanding ambulatory surgery centers in
Wisconsin during the same period.

This report fulfills the statutory requirement to report “in a
manner that permits comparisons among hospitals ... the
charges for up to 100 health care services or
diagnostic−related groups selected by the office.

Sincerely,

JOSEPHINE  W.  MUSSER
Commissioner of Insurance

TRUDY  A. KARLSON,  Ph.D.
Director
Office of Health Care INFORMATION

Referred to committee on Health.

State of Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction

Madison

March 1, 1996

To the Honorable, the Assembly:

Wisconsin School Laws included the following provision in
Section 115.45(6)(b) & (c):

SECTION 115.45 Grants for preschool to grade 5
programs.
(6) The state superintendent shall:
(b) By March 1, 1986, and annually thereafter, submit to
the joint committee on finance and the chief clerk of each
house of the legislature, for distribution to the appropriate
standing committees under s.13.172(3), a budget report
detailing the grants he or she intends to award under this
section in the next fiscal year. The report shall provide
summary data on the results of the annual testing required
under sub.(4)(b) and include a description of the
guidelines used to determine the individual schools and

private service providers that will receive funds under this
section and the types of expenditures eligible for such
funds.
(c)Annually submit to the legislature under s.13.172(2) a
report on the academic progress made by pupils enrolled
in preschool to grade 5 programs under this sections.

This is to inform you that all Preschool to grade 5 Evaluation
Reports are contained herein. A report on the academic
progress for all schools for all schools funded by the
Preschool to Grade 5 Program Grant is also enclosed.

Sincerely,
JOHN  T.  BENSON
State Superintendent

Referred to committee on Education.

DATE: March 11, 1996

TO: Charles R. Sanders
Assembly Chief Clerk

FROM: Katharine C. Lyall, President
The University of Wisconsin System

RE:  Report pursuant to s. 36.11(22)(b), Wis. Stats.

At its meeting March 8, 1996, the Board of Regents
accepted the attached report for submission to the chief clerk
of each house of the legislature for distribution to the
appropriate standing committees under s. 13.172(3).

Section 36.11(22)(b), Wis. Stats., requires the Board of
Regents to submit a report to the chief clerk of each house of
the Legislature annually on the methods each UW System
institution used to disseminate information to students on
sexual assault and sexual harassment.

The law requires UW System institutions to incorporate
into their orientation programs for newly entering students
oral and written information on sexual assault and sexual
harassment, including information on: 1) sexual assault by
acquaintances of the victims; 2) the legal definitions and
penalties for sexual assault: 3) generally available national,
state, and campus statistics on sexual assault; 4) the rights of
victims; and 5) protective behaviors including methods of
recognizing and avoiding sexual assault and sexual
harassment. In addition, each institution must annually supply
to all students enrolled in the institution printed material that
includes information on all of these topics.

This law was enacted in April 1990 and this is the fifth
report to be compiled for the Legislature since its enactment.

If  you need additional information regarding this report
please contact Mark A. Schemmel at 262−5504.

Referred to committee on Colleges and Universities.

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/115.45(6)(b)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/115.45(6)(c)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/115.45
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/36.11(22)(b)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/13.172(3)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/36.11(22)(b)
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DATE: April 15, 1996

TO: Charles R. Sanders
Assembly Chief Clerk

FROM: Katharine C. Lyall, President
The University of Wisconsin System

RE:  Report pursuant to s. 36.25(14m)(c), Wis. Stats.

At its meeting March 8, 1996, the Board of Regents
accepted the attached report for submission to the chief clerk
of each house of the legislature for distribution to the
appropriate standing committees under s. 13.172(3).

Section 36.25(14m)(c), Wis. Stats., requires the Board of
Regents to submit a report to the governor and to the chief
clerk of each house of the Legislature annually by April 15 on
its precollege, recruitment, and retention plan for minority
and disadvantaged students.   The report must also include
information on financial aid programs serving those students.
The report for 1994−95 is attached.

If  you need additional information regarding this report
please contact Andrea−Teresa Arenas at 262−8636.

Referred to committee on Colleges and Universities.

REFERENCE  BUREAU  CORRECTIONS

Senate Amendment 1 to Assembly Bill 869
1. Page 1, line 1:  after “bill” insert “, as shown by

Assembly substitute amendment 1,”..

Assembly Bill 1076
1. Page 10, line 16:  delete “(h)”.

Senate Amendment 1 to Senate Amendment 2 to Senate Bill
572 

In engrossing, the following correction was made:
1. Page 1, line 3:  that line is moved after page 1, line 12,

to place the instruction item in the position shown in the
drafting record.

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/36.25(14m)(c)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/13.172(3)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/36.25(14m)(c)

