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Statement on Proposed Audit
Before The

JOINT LEGISLATIVE AUDIT COMMITTEE

Senator Carol A. Roessler, Co-Chairperson

Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co-Chairperson

October 1, 2003
411 South, State Capitol

Statement of Deputy Secretary Mary Woolsey Schlacfer

Representing the Department of Regulation and Licensing

Good morning Senator Roessler, Representative Jeskewitz and members of the
Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to appear today. Iam the Deputy Secretary for the
_E)epartment of Regulauon and Lwensmg 1 appear on behaif of the Depaﬁment to comment on
the proposed audat of the methodology for seﬂmg credentzai fees. - '

The Department supports the audit of the methodology as described in the September 24,
2003, memo from State Auditor Mueller to the Committee. We are prepared to work with the
Committee and the Legislative Audit Bureau to timely provide information and other assistance
necessary to complete the audit. We have one concern—that the fee methodology and schedule
that is currently in effect is not adequate. Continuing to operate under the existing methodology
and schedule will seriously compromise the Department’s ability to carry out its critical public
protection responsibilities. For this reason, we request that the Committee direct that the audit be

given top priority and that the audit be completed no later than January, 2004.

T appear primarily to answer questions that the Committee may have. It may be helpful

to the Committee to provide some background context, which I will do at this point, if the Co-

Chairs wish.
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The Department, in conjunction with its associated regulatory boards, licenses {certifies
or registers) and regulates 110 credential types. State law contemplates that initial and renewal
fees for each regulated profession be set to reflect the administrative and enforcement costs of
the Department attributable to that profession. The proposed fee methodology and schedule are
to be submitted with the Department’s biennial budget request.

The previous administration did not submit a proposed fee schedule with its last biennial
budget. The previous administration concluded that the existing methodology was inadeqliate to
capture and allocate costs attributable to a given profession’s cost of enforcement, but did not

propose an alternative.

After the Governor took office, the Department’s new administration reviewed the
existing fee methodology. We agreed that the methodology does not adequately capture and
allocate the Department’s administrative and enforcement costs attributable to individual
professions. For example, the existing methodology sets one uniform fee for initial applications
across all professions. This does not take into account that the application requirements are

significantly more detailed and complex and thus more costly to administer for some professions

and busmesses ihan othcrs Pharmacws and drug manufacturers must for example be mspected i

as part of the hcensmg process Yet they pay the same initial appllcatlon fees as othef credential
types that require no inspection. Nor does the existing methodology take into account that some
professions have continuing education requirements, while others do net. The Department incurs
significant costs reviewing and approving continuing education courses and auditing compliance
with continuing education courses. Under the current methodology, those costs are allocated to
all professions rather than simply the professions that have continuing education requirements.
The result is that professions which do not have continuing education requirements end up

subsidizing a portion of the cost of administering continuing education requirements for other

professions.

The current administration undertook to develop an improved fee methodology in time to
submit to the Joint Finance Committee during the budget process. We retained a top-five
accounting firm, Grant Thornton, with considerable experience developing cost-based fee

structures, to assist the Department in developing a new methodology. Grant Thomnton collected
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and analyzed time data and developed a methodology that more fully captures and allocates costs
attributable to regulation of a specific profession to the fees for that profession. The
methodology, for instance, takes into account the considerable difference among professions and
businesses in the time and costs associated with reviewing mitial applications. The resultant
proposed fee schedule is a true fee adjustment. If adopted, it would result in initial application
fees being reduced for 26 credential types and increased for 84 and renewal application fees

being reduced for 35 credential types and increased for 75.

The I)epartment presented the proposed new meihodology and fee schedule to the Joint
Fi mance Committee. The Joint Fmance Committee, and ultzmaieiy Leglsiature as a Whole did
not _adept the propesal, but rather, a_dop_te_d a recommendation that this Committee request an

audit of the fee methodology.

In the meantime, the Department must operate under a fee schedule established in the
previous biennium, which neither fully nor equitably allocates costs among the professions and
thus does not produce the revenue necessary for the Department to carry out its basic public
protection functions. We believe the newly proposed fee methodology 1s a sound methodology
" 'w}uch more fully’ capmres and aliocates costs to the mdxvzdual regulated pmfessmns as
h contempiated under the law. Ttis critical to pubhc safety and well-bemg that a sound
methodology and a fee structure adequate to support the Depamnent s public protection
functions be adop;edWiﬁmuydciay. For this reason, we welcome the proposed audit and ask that

the Committee direct that it be completed no later than J aﬁuary 2004.

Thank you for your time. Iwould be happy to respond to any questions you have.
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October 29, 2003

Ms. Janice Mueller, Auditor
Legislative Audit Burean

22 E. Mifilin Street, Suite 500
Madison, W1 53703

Dear Ms. Muellex:
The Medical Examining Board passed a Motion at its Qctober 22 meeting to urge the

Legislative Audit Bureau to conduct an audit of the fee methodology for the Department
of Regulation and Licensing by February 1, 2004.

The Board's primary concern is thet it be afforded the funding necessary to carry out its

_ mzssxon 10 pmtactthe hezlth and safeiy of the public in the healthcare setting. The Board
consensus is that the current fee structure is inadequate to the éxceedingly important task
al hand n a pumber of ways.

The resources generated by initial and renewa] fees do not provide the fupding necessary
to function efficiently and effectively, Therefore, we support 2 fee increase for
physieians, to both initial and renewal fees, Weknow our fees are Jow, Most other state
Boards assess initial and renewal faes at two to three times the rate of ours. The resulf is
better information on problem providers, morc resowrces applied to enforcement of
practice acts and codes of professional conduct, and access to more efficient forms of
technology that resulfs in cost savings long-term. In Virginia, for example, the entire
regulatory operation is computer-based.

It is our opinion that the performange of the Division of Enforcement is hindered severely
by an insufficient nurnber of investizators and attorneys. Each attorney on average has
100 cases opern. With a one yesr limit on the time the statutes allow to resolve death
cases, and the three year limit on non-death cases, a substantial resource commitment is
required in order to diligently conduct discovery, respond thoroughly to the high level of
representation secured by respondents, and to resolve cases in 2 timely manner. This
sitnation cannot improve without more support. The Health Team within the Department
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will become increasingly burdened as the population ages. With more health care
consumers relying on the health care systern, it is inevitable that the Department will
receive more complaints, investigate and prosecute more cases, and impose more
disciplinc. As it is, the Health Team already accounts for 57% of the casework of the
Department.

Furthermore, we support the Department’s effort toward a more accurate fee
methodology that fairly represents the costs of each profession. The current formula does
not reflect the intent of the legislature. The renewal fee, for example, consists of a fixed
cosl portion for administration and a variable cost portion based on enforcement
activitiss. The fixed portion of the renewsl fee was intended to represent administrative
costs corrmmon to all professions, but in fact, some profession-specific enforcoment and
credentialing activities were included in that [ixed portion. This results in an involuntary
subsidization of licensees within a profession by licensees in another profession that
requires less administrative support.

Finally, we wish to acknowledge the difficult situation the Legislature and the
Department face with respect to the state budget 2z we encowrage creative solutions in
lean times. We respectfully urge a prompt andit of the Department of Regulation and
Licensing’s fee structure as one very important step in that direction.

Sincerely,

}6@';‘ g £ W@
Sidney Johekon, M.D.

Chair, Medical Examining Board

c: Secretary Donsia Strong Hill, Department of Regulation and Licensing
The Honorahle Suzanne Jeskewicz, Co-Chair, Joint Committee on Audit
The Honorable Carcl Roessler, Co-Chair, Joint Committee on Audil
Joint Commiittee on Audit Members

L N i %Uﬂd
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JANICE MUELLER
STATE AUDITOR

22 £ MIFFLIN §Y., STE, 500
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53763

{608} 266-2818
FAX {608) 267-0410
Novembef S 2003 . Leg Audit Info@legis state.wius
Representative Shery] Albers e ’%’
3 North, State Capitol
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 s

s e
Dear-RepresenWrs: J%ﬂ/ {

Thaﬁk you for yeur letter requesting information on the interaction between the Department of
Admm;stratloxz and the Department of Regulation and Licensing regarding license renewals. As
you may be aware, the Joint Leglslaiwe Audit Committee recently directed the Legislative Audit
Bureau to undertake a review of credentialin g fees within the Department of Regulation and
Licensing. It Lis my mtentzon to incorporate the concerns raised in your letter into that larger

review .

If you have any additional information concerning this issue, or if you wish to discuss it further,
please feel free to contact me.

:Smcerely, _
{ '.'."'.ama :.";'.’A)

Janice Mueller
State _Auditor- '

IM/IC/bm

ce: ‘/Senator Carol A. Roessler
Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz




October 28, 2003

Janice Mueller, State Auditor
Legislative Audit Bureau
22°E Mifflin St Ste 500
Madison W1 53703

De_ar J_anice’

' I am comactmg you. to request {hat the Legzsiative Aud;i Bureau mves’tl gate the precess
by which the Department of Admm;stratson and Departmem of Regulation & Licensing
interact in regards to renewmg hcenses I-have attached a copy of a mailing error that
recently occurred, affecting numerous non-profit agencies.

1t is my hope that we may make recommendations to both departments to formalize the
notification (cross checking) process to avoid these distasteful situations and improve its
processes and accountability. The memo states, “Their (DOA’s) records show that
notices for some charitable organizations were not mailed.” If this is the case, and there
was a record of mailings, why didn’t the Department of Regulation & Licensing cross
check that before mailing out late fee notices? Also, in the obvious case of this mistake,
o _.'-'_:w}ly does it take s0 Iong to get back a late paymen‘t (6{) days)'? Are _ ese mstances

- pursued with priority? ' : :

Subjecting the process to outside scrutiny could result in savings to the taxpayers without
sacnﬁc;ng the quailty of the work that is done. It is-not my intent to have the Legislature
micromanage either. departmem Doing so would only further politicize a process that is
already entirely too political. My intent is to make certain that we have adequate rules
and processes in place so that these types of misiakes do not happen again.

I appreciate any and all consideration given by you and your colleagues at the Legisiative
Audit Bureau to this request. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact
me anytime.

Sincerely. ’
E;wv..‘m.um.»a et g . ! {"‘ ;‘ .
Sﬁani K/ Albkrs v

State Representam e
5*3 Assermbly Dismci

25 U olisn Qucribess, At Hig Dgot, i)

\j State Capitol Office: PO, Box 8952 « Madison, Wisconsin 53708-8952
(608) 266-8531 = (877) 9470050 « FAX: (608) 282-3650 « Rep.Albers@legis state.wias
District: Box 332 Country Cove Estates ¢ Golf Course Road © Reedsburg, Wisconsin 53959 » (608) 524-0022
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September 30, 2003

RE Chantabie Organization Renewal

i %Eear{lredenual Heldsr' R e et e e

' 'Due to the hlgh number of ahantablc ergamzau{ms mdxcaimg they never received a renewal notice in June, we
decided to investigate this matter in more detail. .

We contacted the Department of Administration (DOA), which prints and mails renewal notices. They
confirmed they made an error in printing and mailing the charitable organization renewal notices. Their records
show that notices for some charitable organizations were not mailed.

- We have worked with DOA 1o identify the affected organizations and have identified those organizations for
. whichthere is no record confirming that a renewal notice was mailed to the organization. Your Drgamzauon is
' onthe list of affécted: ergamzaiions We are writing to inform. you that the Department of Regulation and.
" .- Licensing (DRL) will waive payment of the late renewal fee for all affected organizations, provided payment of
the $15 renewal fee is received by DRL on or before October 20, 2003.

- You may have previously recelvsd a letter indicating your organization’s license had exp:red and requesting
payment of a late reniewal fee. If you have not already res;;cnde.d 1o that letter, please submit payment of the
- 8135 renewal fee immedxaiely You may disregard the request for payment of the late fee, provided you mail the
- 315 rencwal fee in time for DRL to receive it on or before October 20, 2003, Any payment received after
October 20, 2003, will be subject to the $25 late renewal fee.

For those affected orga@nizbtians that already paid the $25 late fee, we will refund that amotint to you. You do
not need fo contact DRL to request a refund. We will automatically process a refund for all affected
organizations that have paid the late fee. Please allow at least 60 calendar days for receipt of the refund.

We are sorry for any inconvenience caused by this error.

Sincerely,

G2t

Cathy Pond, D#ision Administrator
Professional Credential Processing

RAWORDPROCRENEWAL\charitylir.doc
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February 26, 2004

The Honorable Alberta Darling
Chair, Joint Committee on Finance
Room 317 East
State Capitol
P.0.Box 7882
‘Madison 53707
The Honorable Dean Kaufert
Chair, Joint Committee on Finance
Room 308 East
State Capitol

P.O. Box 8952
Madison 53708

Dea: Chau’p ersons Daﬂmg and Kaufcrt

| W e Wﬂﬁe to convey Our concems Wlth respect to the current state of the buciﬁet at the Wlsconsm

t dt te fi
gzgaa;h:en of Regulatmn and Licensing, and to make clear our support for an &ppropria e fee

As you know, the Department Secretary is charged by statute with administering the budget for
the Department. Boards such as*ours do not typically involve themselves in the many
responsibilities that go along with the work of budgeting, but decisions made have a direct
imnpact on our ability to protect the health and safety of the public.

The recent announcement by: the B&part:me""

hat the budget situation has forced a reduction in
the nimber of Board 1 __eannws ‘causes us great: concem. We are not certain of the impact of
meeting only 7 time ‘per year wher we have always come together every month; without fail, to
conduct examinations, review applications, issue licenses, review variance requests, discuss
practice questions, amend our rules, review pending legislation, take disciplinary action against
problem providers, monitor orders we have issued, and to deal with any other urgent situations
that affect the practice of phamlacy State statutes require the:-Medical Examining: B@ard to mest
monthly. We believe the same statute should: ‘apply 1o the Pharmacy: Exammmg Board
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At a minmimum, we foreses applications not being processed in a timely manner, and
nxammattzcmfs that are nesessary for hcensure delayed Sm:h servwe reductzons can oniy

--"_"areas Wbe;z éelayeci approvai prompts quahﬁed phmmaclsts to Iocate in another state,
Wisconsin consumers will have less access to medicine.

We take very seriously our role in minimizing the possibility of error and unsafe practice by
educating pharmacists, pharmacy owners, drug distributors and manufacturers. The Pharmacy
Examining Board is far and away the most proactive Health Professions Board in answering
questions related to lawful practice so that breaches of public health and safety are eliminated
before they can cccur. To prevent confused licensees from acting on uncertainty, we invite
written guestions for our full discussion and response. Our accessﬂaﬁ&ty 1 this respect is well
known. If the difficult decision of paring away agenda items is forced upon us, our ability o
educate our constituents in this important way will erode.

We support an appropriate fee increase in ‘order to retirn to monthly meetings so that we can
maintain the level of protection we have provided over the vyears, and to encourage the
modernization of the Department. OQur fees are quite low and our responsibilities such that we
are subsidized by other professions. We are proud of the fact that we have delivered a good
product at a'low cost for many years, yet we now realize that the state budget crisis and the
demands of the 21% century necessitate additional resources so that Wisconsin consumers are
protected, staff and Boards can leverage the advantages of new technology, and so that we may
continue ‘to’ build on the successes we have achieved: {Moreover, we believe the profession
would back a fee increase. A letter of support for the Pharmacy Examining Board that I recently

received from Tom Engels, Vice President of Public Affairs for the Pharmacy Society of
‘Wisconsin, is attached. ﬂ '

We urge you to give serious consideration to the concerns and requests expressed in this letter
and to draw conclusions that allow us to fulfill our mission in partnership with an agency that
should be equipped to.meet the regulatory challenges of the times.

Sincerely,

Wep S

Michael Bettiga ‘
Chair, Pharmacy Examining Board

Ms. Janice Mueller, Auditor, Legislative Audit Bureau

Members, Joint Commitiee on Finance

Members, Joint Committee on Audit

Secretary Donsia Strong Hill, Department of Regulation and Licensing

Attachment



February 6, 2004

Wisconsin Dept of Regulation & Licensing . SOCIETY OF
Attn: Mr. Michael B ettiga, Chairperson WISCONSIN
Wisconsin Pharmacy Examining Board “Leading Our Profession
1400 E Washington Ave, Box 8935 '

in @ Changing
Health Cere Environment'

Madison, W1 53708
DMW%L
The Pharmacy Society of Wisconsin Board of Directors discussed the status of the
financial constraints at the Wisconsin Department of Regulation and Licensing (DRL)
and the impact those constraints have on the Pharmaey Examining Board (PEB). Atthe

conclusxon of the PSW Board’s discussion, I was asked to provide this letter to-you that _
outlines its support for the PEB and makes a recommendation to address the fiscal issues.

First; PSW supports the work and dedication of the members of the PEB. In order to
effectively conduct its business, PSW-believes that the PER shanld have the ability to
meet whenever it deems necessary. However, we understand that the DRL has

‘determined that the number of PEB meetings each year should be reduced dus to
financial constraints of the department. T

I ;bwttﬁl' understand the financial constraints .of DRL; PSW recommends fhat the

: tive Andit Bureau conduct an andit of the PEB, The andit should evaluate PEB

ctiveness ofits staff, Additionally, PSW recommends that

- the audit review the income 2nd expenses assomated with all pharmacy licenses and DRL
activities related to both the individuals and companies licensed by the PEB. Finally, the
process should determine the adequacy of funding provided through the current license

fees to support the ability of the PEB to conduct its work and meet as frequently as it
deems [IeCessary.

' I%: ;s our hope that we can continue 1o have a close working relationship with members of
‘the Pharmacy Examining Board and the administrations at the Department of Regulation
and Licensing. We believe that an audit will provide the necessary information that will

enable the DRL to address the financial constraints related to the functions of the PER
and enable others outside of the Department to better understand the situation.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this request. As always, please do not
hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or CORCerns.

Sincerely,
Tom Erigels
Vice President of Public Affairs

701 Heartland Trail
Madison, WI 53717
tele 608.827.9200
{fax 608.827.0292
Ainfo@pavwi.org

WWW, Ty ey




WIiSCONSIN STATE LEGISLATURE
Joint Audit Conunittee

we| Committee Co-Chairs:
Mt State Senator Carol Roessler
State Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz

For Immediate Release July 13, 2004
For More Information Contact:
. Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz (608) 266-3796
Senator Carol Roessler (608) 266-5300

Credentialing Fees Review Outlines Legislative Options for Change

(Madison) Today, the Legiskatwe Aundit Bureau (LLAB) released a review of the methodology for
determining {:redcnna}mg fees proposed by the Department:of Regulation and Licensing during the 2003-
05 biennial budget dehberatlons The review was requested by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee in -
~ order to assist the legzsiature in its consideration of an expected agency budget proposal for the 2005-07
Biennium.

Co-Chair Carol Roessler (R-Oshkosh) remarked, “While Wisconsin’s renewal fees are lower than
Midwestern averages for some professions and many businesses, we must consider the implications of
how fees are assessed and how they are applied. Tlook forward to careful consideration in the next budget
cycle.”

There is a concern that the methodology that determines credential fees has been based on estimates, rather
than on documented time spent, This review recommends that the Department of Regulation and

o L 'Lwensmo“ 1m§r0ve the accuracy and precxsxon of methedcﬁmgy proposals by.clearly expiammg how

- mdmduai fees are determined, as well as use accurate timekeeping methods to further aid in the efficiency
and effectiveness of future proposals.

Credentialing fees i in-‘Wisconsin have not changed since 2001 and any proposed changes'shouid reflect
actual regulatory costs by credential type and provide sufficient revenue to support the Department’s
operations. At this time, credentialing fees fund the majority of staff positions within the department and
revenue from these fees has exceeded the Department’s spending authority.

Roessler added, “By taking into account the recommendations of the Legislative Audit Burean, it is my
hope that by the time the next budget is considered for the 2005-07 biennium, excess revenue from the
Department of Regulation and Licensing could fund increased services that benefit professional groups in
Wisconsin.”

Co-Chair Suzanne Jeskewitz (R-Menominee Falls) said, “The Joint Legislative Audit Committee will hold
a hearing on this report later this year. It is important for professional groups and citizens to understand
how fees are assessed and how funds are used.”

it

SENATOR RCESSLER REPRESENTATIVE JESKEWITZ
PO. Box 7882 » Madison, Wi 53707-7882 PO. Box B952 » Madison, WI 53708-8952
{608} 266-5300 » Fax (608) 266-0423 {608} 266-3795 » Fax (608) 282-3624
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JAMNIGE MUELLER
STATE AUDITGR

22 E. MIFFLIN ST, §TE, 500
MALHBON, WISCONSIN 53703
{808} 266-2818

FAX (608} R67-6410

ieg. Audit info@legls state wi.us

July 13, 2004

"JUL 13 Z0u4

Representative Sheryl Albers
3 North, State Capitol
Madison, Wisconsin 53702

Dear Représentati_ve Albers:

At ycmr request, we have compieted a review to determine the cause of a Department of
Regulanon and Licensing error that affected a mailing to charitable organizations in Fune 2003.

Statutes define charitable organizations as not-for-profit agencies or fundraising entities that
solicit funds or have funds solicited on their behalf, and require them to be credentialed by the
Department. These organizations must pay $15 when they initially apply for a credential, and an
additional $15 to renew their credentials by August 1 each year.

Since 1997, the Department has contracted with the Department of Administration (DOA) to
print and mail renewal notices to credential holders for whom renewal is required, including
.. charitable-organizations. In June 2003, the Department submitted to DOA an order to print and
 mail. credentza} renewal notices to'5; /449 charitable organizations. However, DOA printed and
mailed oniy 2,725 renewal notices and, as a result, the remaining charitable organizations did not
receive notices.

Department officials reported that three quality control measures that had in the past prevented
such mailing errors were unsuccessful in June 2003:

¢ First, as DOA readies a printing job for completion, it confirms with the Department the
number of pages to be printed, which typically equals the number of renewal notices to
be sent. While DOA confirmed with the Department the number of printed pages for
charitable organization renewal notices, the printing job was then delayed by DOA when
it received a higher priority printing job. The Department believes the error likely
occurred after its printing job was resumed by DOA, but was not detected because the
Department had already given DOA final authorization for printing.
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CC:

21{;: Mueller

State Auditor

Representative Sheryl Albers

Tuly 13, 2004

Second, in June 2002, DOA implemented a Web-based tracking system, through which
customers monitor the status of specific printing jobs. From June 2002 through

June 2003, DOA had continued to e-mail printing job confirmations to the Department
while its staff became familiar with the new Web-based system. As a result, the

June 2003 printing of renewal notices for charitable organizations was one of the first
printing jobs for which the Department did not receive an e-mail confirmation.
Department officials reported that staff were not well-trained on the new system and as a
result, they inappropriately continued to rely on e-mail confirmation as the primary
quality control- measure. Therefore, the Department did not detect a problem until
receiving credential holder complaints beginning in Angust 2003.

Fxnaiiy, at the same txme it g;ves final authorization tc DOA for printing, the Department
must also submit to a separate DOA office an order for mailing services. The order
notifies DOA. of the number of renewal notices to be mailed. Department OffICIa]S
reported that I}OA did- not detect a dlscrep&ncy between the mailing order submutted by
the' Department and the number of renewal notices received from the DOA printer.
Department officials also reported that although the completed maihing order was
returned to the Department in July 2003, it indicated that only 2,725 renewal notices were
sent. However, it was filed by Department staff without review, according to the
Department.

Although 2,724 charitable organizations never received a renewal notice, they were assessed a
~ Tate renewal fee of $25, which approximately 1,500 of them paid. All of them have received
refunds. f)epariment officials rep{)ﬂed that-the Department required at Ieast 60° days to-process
the refunds because its first priority continued to be issuing credentials, and because the refund -
process required significant administrative effort.

Department officials accepted responsibility for the error and believe that such errors will be
avoided in the future because the Department’s staff have now been formally trained on DOA’s
Web-based tracking system.

I hope you find this information helpful. If you have additional questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

i)

IM/DB/ab

Senator Carol A. Roessler /
Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz



WISCONSIN STATE LEGISLATURE

Joint Audit Conunittee

i Committee Co-Chairs;

August 2, 2004

Ms. Donsta Strong Hill, Secretary
Department of Regulation and Licensing
1400 East Washington Avenue, Room 173
Madison, Wisconsin 53708

Dear Ms. Strong Hill:

State Capitol.

11",

Sincerely,

Senator Carol A. Roessler, Co-chair
Joint Legislative Audit Committee

Enclosure
ce: Janice Mueller
State Auditor

State Senator Carol Roessler
State Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee will hold a public hearing on Legislative Audit Bureau report 04-7,
A Review: Credentialing Fees, on Wednesday, August 11, 2004, at 10:00 a.m. in Room 411 South of the

As this report relates to the activities of the Department of Regulation and Licensing, we ask that you and
appropriate members of your staff be present at the hearing to offer testimony in response to the audit
findings and to respond to questions from committee members. Please also plan to provide each committee
member w1th a wntiﬁn copy of your testlmony at the he&rzng :

' P]aase contact Ms Karen Asbjomsen in the office of Senator Caroi Roessler at 266 5300 to confirm your
pamcxpatlon at the hearing. Thank you for your assistance and we look forward to seeing you on August

Joint Leglslanve Audat Commjttee

SENATOR ROESSLER
. BO. Box 7882 « Madison, W1 53707-7882
(658) 264-5306 » Fax (608) 266-0423

REPRESENTATIVE JESKEWITZ
..FO. Box B952 « Madison, W1 53708-8952
(608) 266-3796 » Fax (608) 282-3624



Credentialing Fees
Department of Regulation and Licensing

Legislative Audit Bureau
September 2004

Dép'a;rtment of Reguiation and
Licensing’s Regulatory Activities

+ Support 21 boards with indepe;xdeﬁt authority to
license and discipline members

+ Support 17 additional boards and councils with
more limited authority -

+ Regulate directly a Hmited number of professions

+ Wisconsin has 318,000 individual and business

- eredential holders in 84 professions and 26 .. .

40T business types T T

b

Largest Regulated Professions

Registered Nurse 67,700
Physician 20,500
Engineer 19,600
_”l;:}arber or (’,‘c:szm:iolugislu o 19.3G0 o
i%wberir;g or Costretolgy Manager 15,560 i
:i:icensed Praciical Nurse 15,500
Real Estate Salesperson F3.600
Real Estate Broker 13,400
Certified Public Accountant 12,600
Private Secui;is}' Person ! 10,200




Staffing and Funding

+ 125.5 full-time equivalent staff and a
FY 2003-04 budget of $11.1 million

+ All funds are program revenue, primarily
from new and renewal credentialing fees

+ Statutes require that credentialing fees for
each profession reflect the cost of services
received by that profession

Fee Concerns

+ New credentials are $53; renewals vary
from $53 to §343
+ Department’s proposal for new fees in
FY 2003-05 budget rejected for twe reasons:
~ catculations were based on estimates
rather than actual costs
-~ proposal resulted in significant fee
.- <hanges for.some professions ©

e LAB'di'fééféﬁ.:t_é'-déjteifriéihé-\#'%é_tﬁer' the fee
methodology reflected actusl regulatory costs,

Current Allocation Method

+ Most costs (72.6%) are allocated equally,
regardless of differences in level of service
to different professions

+ (osts that are allocated by level of service
{27.4%: are allocated by inaccurate
measures of service delivery costs




Proposed Allocation Method

+ Percentage of costs allocated based on level
of services increases from 27.4% to 58.2%

+ Costs will be calculated based on actual
time spent rather than estimates

~Comparison-of Current and |
Proposed Allocation Methods

Current . Proposed

41.80%

W% of Costs based oh serices L L D
| B% of costs not hased on services

- Recommended Improveménts to
Proposed Method

+ Increase further the proportion of costs
alfocated based on actual stalf time spent

+ Provide clear explanations of atlocation
methods to make the process more
transparent and understandable

9




Future Considerations

+ Determining levels of service for the boards

+ Determining total revenue needs

10

Appropriation Balances
(in millions)

FY 200304

FY 200465

Opening Balance i R

Revenues 12.7 ) 10.1

Lapses to General

Fund _an (2.2

Fofal Available 3.2 115

Expenditrés . 56" 104
- Closing Balance $3.6 skl

Legislative Options

+ Make no fee changes

+ Consider surcharges for those professions
wishing increased levels of service

+ Consider adding an inflation factor to all fees

+ Implement the proposed methodology with
the recommended improvements




Renewal Fee Comparisons

’Pmﬁ jon Midwest Avg, Wi
Physician 8372 5156
Pharmacist 149 97

( ‘eriiﬁf:f% Public Accountant - 84 59

: 82 58
Barber 62 63
Registered Nuyse 59 4]
Licensed Practical Nurse 36 69

43 63

Credentialing Fees

Depariment of Regulation and Licensing

Legislative Audit Bureau
. _S_e_;}_t_e__mi}a_r_ 2(_)04 _




Asbjornson, Karen

From: Chrisman, James

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2004 3:51 PM

To: Matthews, Pam

Ce: Asbjornson, Karen

Subject: Hearing notice email distribution (for credentialing fees)
Hi Pam:

For the September 23rd hearing on credentialing fees, | have assembled an email list of the chairpersons of the various
professional groups that are regulated by the Depariment of Regulation and Licensing. My thought is that you would send
the text below in an email {using a the bee feature of Qutlook) to those email addresses at the bottom of this rmessage and
attach an electronic copy of the hearing notice. (Note that only one Board chair needs a hard copy of the notice and his
address appears at the bottom of this message.)

What do you think?
Joe
Cn Thursday, Septerﬁ'ber 23, 2004, the Joint Legislative Audit Committee will hold a public hearing on Legislative Audit

Bureau report 04-7, A Review: Credentialing Fees, Department of Regulation and Licensing. You may view an electronic
copy of the report at <htip://www.legis.state.wi.us/lab/reports/04-7Full.pdf>.

As described in the attached public notice, this hearing will begin at 10:00 a.m. and will also be broadcast on the Internet at
<http://www. legis state wi us/lab/JCAHearing. htms.

Given your leadership role on a regulatory board, you may wish to testify about the findings in the audit report. We
encourage you to attend the public hearing or forward written testimony to the members of the Joint Legislative Audit
Committee. Contact information for the Committee may be accessed at

<hftp:/Awww.legis state.wi.us/lab/AuditCommittee htms.

EHE $h_<'>_a_ld_;y'_ u have 'ahj} 'qu_ést_ibr’aé_ﬁ_Qr'j}e_qmré additional information, please contact Ms, Pam Matthews in the office of

Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz at (608) 267-3796 or by email at pam.matthews @legis.state.wi.us.

Emall addresses:

nj.st.johnson@charter.net; jimo @eadp.com; bradleysherman @ sbeglobal.net; rlust@lasauctions.com; L12149
@sbhceglobal.net; jimrosemeyer@centurytel.net; cabenning @ acl.com; dan.barry@deancare.com; BBarrette @ new.rr.com;
bahamafats @aol.com; skm @ execpc.com; 2020@merr.com; unbehaun@charter.net; joan.underwood @ earthtech.com;
glkupper@execpc.com; sdonohue @foth.com; fernholzd @ aol.com; lifrank @ execpec.com; lindas @ prevea.com;

claude @lakeside.edu; alfredf1 @earthlink.net; dujacfms @ mwt.net; sshluk @ newnorth.net; jaeficks @ milwpe.com;
hubbeye @yahoo.com; Mbettiga @ shopko.com; laurie.kontney@marquette.edu; Irei@inwave.com;

putras @watertown.k12.wi.us; mfischer@mcw.edu; dickk @firstrealty.com; lloydpl@aol.com; csevans @centurytel.net;
tcbenzel @ centurytel.net; petdoc@wi-net.com; rick.vangoethem@nwic.edu

One to mail a hard copy (no email address):

George Kamps, Chair
Social Worker Section
1373 Russell Street

Green Bay, Wi 54304




WISCONSIN STATE LEGISLATURE

Joint Audit Conunittee

Committee Co-Chairs:
State Senator Carol Roessler
State Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz

September 13, 2004

Ms. Donsia Strong Hill, Secretary
Department of Regulation and Licensing
1400 East Washington Avenue, Room 173
Madison, Wisconsin 53708

Dear Ms. Strong Hill:

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee will hold a public hearing on Legislative Audit Bureau report 04-7,
A Review: Credentialing Fees, on Thursday, September 23, 2004, at 10:00 a.m. in Room 411 South of the
State Capitol.

Because staff from your Department could not appear before the Committee at its public hearing on
August 11™® it was necessary to postpone this item of business from the calendar. Therefore, we anticipate
that you, E}eputy Secretary Sandra Rowe, and other appropriate members of your staff will be present on
September 23" to offer testimony in response to the audit findings and to respond to questions from
committee members. Please also plan to prowcie each committee member with a written copy of your

: -.--tesnmony at the hearmg -

Please contact Ms. Pam Matthews in the office of Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz at 266-3796 to
confirm your participation at the hearing.

Sincerely,

Senator Carol A. Roessler, Co-chair
Joint Legislative Audit Committee Joint Legislative Audit Committee

Enclosure
cC: Ms. Sandra Rowe, Deputy Secretary

Department of Regulation and Licensing

Ms. Janice Mueller, State Auditor

SENATOR ROESSLER REPRESENTATIVE JESKEWITZ
PO, Box 7882 « Madison, W1 53707-7882 PO. Box 8952 ¢ Madison, W 53708-8952
(508} 2566-5300 » Fax {(A08) 264-0423 {608) 266-3796 » Fax (608) 282-3624



Asbjornson, Karen

From: Matthews, Pam
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2004 3:00 PM
Subject: Joint Legislative Audit Committee public hearing on Legislative Audit Bureau report 04-7, A

Review: Credentialing Fees, Department of Regulation and Licensing

Dear Interested Parties:

On Thursday, September 23, 2004, the Joint Legisiative Audit Commitiee will hold a public hearing on Legislative Audit
Bureau report 04-7, A Review: Credentialing Fees, Department of Regulation and Licensing. You may view an electronic
copy of the report at <httpi//www.leqis state. wi.us/lab/reports/04-7Full.pdf>.

As described in the attached public notice, this hearing will begin at 10:00 a.m. and will also be broadcast on the Internet at
<htip://www legis. state. wi.us/lab/AJCAHearing him>.

Given your leadership role on a regulatory board, you may wish to testify about the findings in the audit report. We
encourage you to attend the public hearing or forward written testimony to the members of the Joint Legislative Audit
Committee. Contact information for the Committee may be accessed at

<http:/fwww legis.state.wi.us/lab/AuditCommittee. hims.

| Should yo;i have any guestions or require additional information, please contact Ms. Pam Matthews in the office of
Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz at (608) 267-3796 or by email at pam.matthews @legis.state. wi.us.

Pamela B. Matthews

Hesearch Assistant

Office of Representative Sue Jeskewilz
24th Assembly District

Office: 608-266-3796
Toll Free: 888-529-0024
. Pam.Matthews @legis.state.wi.us



WISCONSIN REALTORS® ASSOUIATION
4807 Forest Run Road,

Madison, W1 33764

GOR-241.2047 B RO-279. 19"7

Walter Hellver, CRB, URS, GRI, Chairmsan
Femail: corky@propertydoor.com

September 20, 2004

Senator Carol A. Roessler and

Reresentative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co-chairpersons
Joint Legislative Audit Committee

State Capitol

Madison, Wi 53702

Wiilkan Mallasiaz, CAE
E-pmally werddiwra, org

Re: Department of Regulation and Licensing Credentialing Fees Audit

Dear Senator Roessler and Representative Jeskewitz:

n behalf of the Wisconsin Realtors Association (WRA), 1 am g
ts regarding the July, 2004 report by the Legislative Audit Bureau which

reviewed a proposal by the Department of Regulation and Licensing for determining
credentialing fees. This report is the subject of a public hearing by your committee on
September 23, 2004. These comments and concerns are intended to provide additional
information to the committee regarding real estate licensing under the new credentialing

proposal.

Time Allocation System

“Legislatlve Audit Bu

he Department’s proposal to tise:
fees fo 1

When it submits:its 2005-07 biennial budget proposal to the
Department of Administration in September 2004, the Departrent
will have ten months of timekeeping data with: which to apply its
proposed methodology. It will have 16 months of data when' budget
deliberation by the full Legislature: begms in-early 2005. However,
because the time staff spend supporting each credential type differs

Waé will mosl accy Tepresent

based on when particular credentials are renewed, using two full
_years of timekeeping data when the Department repares :ts

for ea tial type.

The concem of the WRA !S that the
considerationw Tocisl

ﬁ;ndérstancimg from "conversatnons with ':'DRL staff that since the mceptloﬂ of the current

timekeeping system, there has been a high priority given to minimizing the backlog of

1w a strict Code of Ethics as a member of the NATIONAL

REALTORY {s a registeced mark which tdentificy a professionsl in rzal estate who subseribes

ASSOUIATION OF REALTORSY
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real estate cases being processed by the division of enforcement. 'Ch_@;esu]mmb_ﬂrl_‘
%Q%gf\}lﬂi.&m&ﬂt of {he time and resources consumed in the regulation of real estate
s. We are concerned that the failure 10 examine a full biennium's time records
will resylt in the failure to esent servi be received by real estate
licensees in the next biennium.

M
Allocation of Administrative Expenses

o expenses 1o all

‘As the i_eglslatlve Audit Bureau stated

Currently, the Department assesses two.types of credentialing fees:
aninitial fee. 'which is assessed:when a credential is first issued; and
a renewal fee, which is assessed when a credential is renewed,
typically every two . years. Costs broadly defined as administrative
overhead are divided equally among alf new and renewing ’
credential holders, while direct enforcement costs are allocated only
to renewing credential holders. As a result, initial fees——currently
$53—are the same for ail credential types.

However, the existing methodology allocates costs related 1o issuing
credentials, which totaled $1.1- million'in FY 200203, equally to all
credential holders even though some. credential-types require
relatively more services; For example, to issue new credentials to
certified public accountants, the Department’s staff thoroughly

review muftiple documents to ensure that applicants have passed
multiple parts of an examination.and ,bave fu ffilled other......

However, the proposed methodology would continue to allocate
many costs equally to-all credential holders, as'the existing
methodology does. For example, staffing and other costs for the
Division of Management Services, Office of the Secretary, and most
general administration would continue to be allocated equally to all
credential holders. If it wishes to propose this methodology again,
the Department could consider allocating more of these costs based
on levels of service. In particular, Division of Management Services
costs, which include staffing costs for information technology
professionals, could be allocated based on which credential types
receive the most services.

According to the Legislative Audit Bureau, the failure to-allocate costs based on
services received has, and will continue, to cause real estate licensees to be charged a
disproportionate share of non-allocated costs. Both initial and renewal fees are impacted
by this problem under the proposed methodology.
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The Legislative Audit Bureau goes on to say:

As the Department allocates more costs based on the level of service
received, rather than equally to all as administrative overhead, a
shifting of costs that results in fee fluctuations can be expected.
However, implementing such changes all at once, without adequate
explanation, will result in questions about whether this is the most
sfficient and equitable method to allocate costs.

professson is atways mmdfui of the challenge of accurately trackung time anci We give a
creditfo the DRL ts: sgard. However, given that DOE enforc ment taff
and others using the new t mekeepmg system will be responsib for a substantlai

We hope you find these comments useful in your consideration of the Legislative
Audit Bureau's report. Should you have questions or desire additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact us. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely:

William E. Malkasian, CAE
President

Cc: Joint Legislative Audit Committee members




OUTAGAMIE COUNTY

320 5. WALNUT ST. APPLET ON, WISCONSIN 54911 JUSTICE CENTER

CIRCUIT COURT CHAMBERS DENNIS C. LUEBKE

CIRCUIT COURT BRANCH NO. 2 PHONE (920) 832-5153 CIRCUIT JUDGE
FAX (920) 832-5115
DONNA UTSCHIG
COURT REPORTER
MARY LOU GARVEY

JUDICIAL ASSISTANT
September 22, 2004 '

‘Wisconsin State Legislature
Joint AudﬁCommﬁtee '

RE: An -Evah}_ai_i{_;t_z: _-Résto;aﬁve'ifus_tice Programs
Dear Senator Roessler and Representative Jeskewitz:

It is my understanding the Legislative Audit Bureau has done an audit on the Restorative
Justice program in Qutagamie County. I want to extend my support of the Outagamie
County District Attorney’s Restorative Justice grant. This position has helped lend
credibility to the restorative justice movement and bring together many different people
in our community. '

- Asa Judge, Lam aiways ioekmg for creative sentencing options that get to the root of the -
R :probiem and- also hold the offender accountable. In addition, it is important for us to
recognize the victims, in a system that focuses on the offender. The Restorative Justice
programs in our county, whether it is an impact panel, a fast track program or victim-
offender conferencmg, have helped address offender accountability, provide treatment
and programmmg to address the problems that may have led to the criminal offense and
also include the victim as an integral part of the process.

Restorative Justice programs, like victim-offender conferencing and the victim impact
panels, address problems the criminal justice system does not have the ability or time to
address. These two programs help educate offenders on the impact their crime has on
others by giving a voice to the victims they affect. Hopefully by educating them, they
will think before driving while intoxicated or before committing another act of domestic
violence. These programs also give victims a voice in the system and chance to help
others avoid going through what they have been through. Restorative justice programs
improve the criminal justice system and help restore the community in a way the crimin
justice system does not. .

There are many wonderful restorative justice programs throughout the country, however,
very few of them are part of a prosecutor’s office. Yet, it is the most logical place for a
program to exist because prosecutors have contact with all the different groups within the




criminal justice system. A prosccutor has the ability to bring all these different groups
together to share information and develop new ideas. The most recent example of this in
Outagamie County is the creation of the domestic violence impact panel. The prosecutor
was able to bring together domestic violence advocates, restorative justice professionals,
probation agents, the courts, treatment providers and victims to create a panel addressing
the impact of domestic violence on victims and children. Because many of these groups
do not work directly with each other, they may otherwise not have had an opportunity to
collaborate .

I strongly support the work the Restorative Justice prosecutor has done in Outagamie
County and encourage the Legislature to continue their support of these very worthwhile
programs,

Sincerely,

N

¥ udg;Dénnis Lucbke
Outagamie County Circuit Court
Branch I

g
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State official to quit

Strong Hill leads Regulation and Licensing

By Anita Weler
The Capizod Times .

The head of the state’s Department of Regu-
lation und Licensing - the only member of Gov.
Jim Doyle’s Cabinet who had not been con-
firmed by the Senate — is resigning.

Secretary Dounsia Strong Hill sald Tuesday
that she wants to spend more time with herfam-
iy and that the Senate’s lack of action had noth-
ing to do with her resignation, which is effective
Oct. 22. S

Her husband, Rick Hill, a Tormer chairman of
the Oneldas, and her young sons-fived in Madi-
son for a year but recently returned to the
Oneida reservation to live, she said.

“The commute became difficult,” Strong Hill
explained in an interview. “I need to get home to
be with my family. My littie boys are only this
age once. They have special needs and great in-
terests. 1 go to flag football on Saturday but f am
not there on Thursday to take them to practice.

“This is really with mixed emotions, but I
don't think 1 am any different than other women
who leave jobs they love every day for the love
of children.” .

.. 'Strong Hill, who formerly served as a Brown
County assistant  district atforney, said she

would look for world as an attorney closer to
home. L
The Department of Regolation and Licensing
is responsible for credentialing and regulating
various professions and cccupations in the
state, It provides administrative services to oc-
cupational regulatory boards,

Doyle praised Strong Hill for streamlining
and simplifying the regulatory process and help-

ing to make it possible for Wisconsin eitizens to

buy affordable prescription drugs-from Canada.

. "Her work fo reformn and revitalize the depart-

ment has left a lasting Impact,” Doyle said.
He said she had worked to eliminate an en-
forcement backlog inherited by the Doyle ad-

ministration that dated back to 1993, All |

complaints submitted prior to 2001 have been
or are being addressed, Doyle said.

The governor appointed Strong Hill in Janu-
ary 2003, When the Senate failed to bring up
her confirmation for a vote, Doyle accused Re-
publieans of partisan games and the Pharmacy

Examining Board of punishing him for trying to
irnport prescription drugs,

Appointees can serve indefinitely without
confirmation.

Doyle spokeswornan Melanie Fonder said the
resignation was Strong Hill's idea. “She came to
the governor and he was surprised. He was dis-
appointed o see her go,” Fonder said. “She has
done s'greatjob” =~ o R

Sen. Tom Reynelds, R-West Allis, who chairs
the Labor Cormmittee that refused to act on her
confirmation, disagreed, _

“1 had been approached by 2 number of
boards as to how she was violating state statutes
in dealing with them. She was holding up rule
packages that the various(boards were putting
together,” Reynolds allegefl'today.

I met with a number’of different board mem-
bers, taking documentation, and brought that
before the senators. They thought that was
enough {6 hold np her nomination. I believe at
that time Mary Panzer was supposed to bring
that issue before the governor.”

Panver, who was Senate majority leader at

~ the thme, conld not be reached for comment.

- Reynolds alleged: that Strong Hill interfered
with an ‘election’of ‘a board chairman and “im-
pounded” a rule proposed by an examining
board so that it could not move forward, ,

“The statute gives bosrds complete autono-
mous rulemaking power,” Reynolds said, “The
statute says the department is 2 servige bureau
for independent licensing boards.”

Strong Hill could not be reached this mom-
ing for a response. But department spokesman
Chris Klein said the Labor Committee had not
informed Strong Hill of any such allegations.

“I, would have been nice if Senator Reynolds
had talked to her, We could have addressed that
issue at the time. No one ever told her the rea-
son,” Klein said.

“T don't know of an instance where she pur-
posely held up a rule. The majority of the boards
did not object to the support provided. She is re-
ceiving phone calls from board members wish-
ing her well.”

E-mait: awsler@madison.com

Capitol Headlines
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Milwaukee Journal Sentinel September 22, 2004

State department head will step down

By PATRICK MARLEY
and STAGY FORSTER
pmarlev@joumalsentinet.com

Madison — S8tate Regula-
tion and Licensing Secretary
Donsia Strong Hill wili step
down Ogt. 22, the second of
Democeratic Gov. Jim Dovle's
department heads to leave.

Strong Hill said Tuesday
she was departing so she
could spend more time with
her - husband “and children,
who live on the Oneida reser-
vation, o '

“These are our children,
they're not an’ experiment,
and you donw't get to Ly
again ... I was attempting to
commute, but s difficult to
do that,” she said. “I prayed
ahout it, thought about #t and
talked to the governor, and
this is what makes sense
now.”

In a statement, Doyle

praised Strong Hill, saying
she has made the state more

friendly to business and was
& key player in making cheap-
er drugs from Canada more
readily available to Wiscon-
sin citizens,

Strong Hill, who earned
$03,384 a year, was never con-
firmed by the Republican-con-
trolled state Senate, in part
because she helped sot up a
state-run Web site that di-
rected residenis to Canadian
pharmacies, The move was
opposed by many Republican
legislators and the Bush ad-
ministration. -

Strong Hill and Doyle aide
Dan Leistikow sald the confir-
mation problems had nothing
to do with her departure. Sec-
retaries are able fo serve in-
definitely without such con-
firmation.

“Members of the various
regulatory boards found her
style abusive and dictatorial,”
sald state Sen. Dsle Schultz
{R-Richland Center) In ex-

plaining why her confirma-
tion was held up. “I don't
have any personal animus to-
ward her. She just kind of had
a2 hard time communicating
with professionals about their
professional duties.”

Strong Hill's agency in-
spected Canadian pharmacies
for drugsavings.wi.gov, a Web
site run by the state Depart-
ment of Health and Family
Services that refers residents
to pharmacies that the agen-
cies say provide safe drugs at
lower costs,

She also made # easier for
memtal health workers to get

acpredited and caught the

agency up on its enforcement
backlog, the governor's office
said.

Tourism Secretary Kevin

" Shibilski was the first depart-

ment head to leave during
Dovle’'s tenure. He stepped
down in April 2003, just
months after taking the job.



TESTIMONY OF

Donsia Strong Hill, Secretary of the
Department of Regulation and Licensing
Before the Joint Audit Committee
Senator Carol Roessler and
Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co chairpersons

Concerning
Legislative Audit Bureau report 04-7

A Review: Credentialing Fees

Room 411 South ~ State Capitol
Thursday, September 23, 2004, 10:00 a.m.

Good Morning Senator Roessler, Representative Jeskewitz and members of the
Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to appear today.

. I am Donsia Strong Hill, Secretary of the Department of Regulation and Licensing. With
2 e me today is Sandy Rewe Deputy Seeretary of the department .

I want to cammend the Leg1siat1ve Audit Bureau (LAB) team S objecmvrry and
professionalism and willingness to assess the proposed methodology for setting credentialing
fees. I thank the entire team for their hard work, valuable comments and suggestions.

As you know, Act 33.recomm€nded that you order this audit and the Department
welcomed the opportunity to gain further suggestions and input in our fee setting process.

We are here today to discuss the Legislative Audit Bureau report on the audit of the
methodology of setting credentialing fees as developed by Grant Thornton.

I have a few comments on the LAB report, and then we would like to answer any questions you
may have.

We proposed a new fee setting methodol{)
becanse the old method di

as part of the 2003-2005 biennial budget not




: board resources.
The Department’s intent in seeking a new fee setting methodology was not, and is not,
primarily based on the need for more revenue, but to distribute costs as the law requires. State

~ law contemplates that the initial and renewal fees reflect the administrative and enforcement

- costs attributable to each profession.

. As I stated in my response to the audit findings, [ believe the audit report correctly
- identifies the complexity of the fee model that was developed by Grant Thornton.

1 agree that the Grant Thornton proposed fee methodology is not perfect, but 1t does
- reflect a service based allocation of costs as required by law. Grant Thornton collected and
L -fanaiyzed time data and deveieped a meth{)dclogy that more fuliy captured and allocated costs
_ attributable to regulatz{m of speczﬁc professions to the fees for that profession. The time data -
Gollecmd consisted of actual documented time spent on activities and estimated time based on -
the. expenance of Iong term staff. - AsLAB 1ndzcated we now have a timekeeping systemin
“place and will have: actual data to support a new fee proposal.

The Grant Thornton model does increase the proportion of costs that are allocated based
- .0n services provzded As the LAB report indicates, currently, more than two-thirds of

I would also like to point out in response to our previous “false starts” and inadequate IT
resources, that the lack of completion and implementation of IT infrastructure modernization
suffered by the Department took place not only under previous administrations but under the

previous IT director and staff. The Department’s IT shop is truly “under new management”.
Some of the {1 e

e An IT Strategic Plan was developed with the input from IT professionals in other state
agencies and implemented.



o N
v

P Compieted feasibility studies for systems mtegranon

£ L aid o

: RL ‘ywent live February 24, 2004. Board meeting schedules and
mmutes are now available on the website. Obtaining information about professions
has been simplified.

¢ License lookup was totally revamped providing decisions/orders files tied to the
respondent. Users get total information faster,

e On line name and address change. [as of June 24, 2004, 1540 credential holders have
submitted name/address changes online.] j“"i <

a\t

e 16 new registration types can renew online bringing the total to date of 81. {*’& \O’A}

¢ On February 29, 2004 an updated IVR Software and Server was put into production.

o On May 28, 2004 new exam creation and scoring software [Partest] and a server went
into production.

. - We will be d1rectmg that the consuitant mcorporate
LAB and this Committee’s comments and suggestions.

Now I’d be happy to answer your questions, suggestions and observations




Joint Legislative Audit Committee
September 23, 2004

Potential Questions

CREDENTIALING FEES

Questions for the Department of Regulation and Licensing:

e The audit report indicated that last fiscal year you reduced some board services, such
as the number of meetings and frequency of Board newsletters. What is the status of

those reductions? i

s Have you considered ways you could implement your proposed fee-setting
methodology to minimize large swings in credentialing fees for some professions?

* How do you believe we should respond to the concerns of the Medical Examining
Board and others who believe they have special-funding needs given the complexity
of their enforcement cases?

¢ Moving forward, what is your strategy for improving communication so that
credential holders, legislators, and other interested groups can better understand the
- fee-setting process? T ' -




Asbjornson, Karen

From:

Ce:
Subjeci:

Dear Legislators

Matthews, Pam

Tuesday, September 28, 2004 8:27 AM

Alberta Darfing; Bob Cowles; Cale Battles; Carol Roessler; Connie Schulze; Cynthia Boley;
Dan Kursevski; Dave Cullen; Dave Hansen; David Volz; Dean Kaufert; Diane Handrick; Diane
Harmelink; Eric Esser; Glenn Wavrunek; James Chrisman; Janice Mueller; Jay Schulze; Jeff
Plale; Jeff Valenzuela; Jennifer Halbur; Jennifer Toftness; Jessica Kelly; Jessica Tormey; Julie
Lassa; Karen Asbjornson; Katy Venskus; Marcie Malszycki; Mark Pocan; Matt Kussow; Pam
Matthews; Pam Shannon; Ritch Williams; Roger Frings; Samantha Kerkman; Sarah Popp;
Susie Schooff; Suzanne Jeskewitz; Todd Stuart; Tom Petri

'2020@ merr.com’

FW: Joint Legislative Audit Committee public hearing on Legislative Audit Bureau report 04-7,
A Review: Credentialing Fees, Department of Regulation and Licensing

and Staff,

~ I received the foi}_owing e-mall regarding the Audit Report 04-7, on
Credentialing Feegs in the Department of Regulatlon and Llcenmﬂng from a

. board member who was unable to attend the pubIT

Séptember 23,

2004. Please review the following written response for your

considerartion.

Thank vou,

Pamela B. Matthews

Regearch Assistant

Office of Representative Sue Jeskewitz
24th Assembly District

" Office: 608<266~3796 =
“iToll Free@.888—529—0024
Pam.Matthewslegis.gstate.wi.us

L Original Message-=—---

From: Lynda Farrar [mailto:2020&merr.com]

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2004 9:40 PM

To: Matthews, Pam; Martin Hanson; Dale Paczkowski; Nancy Sobczak
Subject: Re: Jolnt Legislative Audit Committee public hearing on
L.egislative Audit Bureau report 04-7, A Review: Credentialing Fees,
Department of Regulation and Licensing

Ms. Matthews,
Could you please

forward my response to the Joint Legislative Audit

Commitiee. I wasg unable to appear before the commiitee at the hearing but
would like to submit this written response.
Thank vou, ILynda Farrar

Dear Joint Legislative Audit Committee:

I have been a board member in the Department of Regulation and

Ligw@nﬁing

(DRL} in both the medical area and the bus:x..ness area. I have been a

S—
i T

e

1 e



professional board member and chair of the optometry examznlng board and a
publlckbdéfﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁEfr and chair of the professional engineer (PE) section of
the Joint board of architects, landscape architects, professional
engineers,

designers and land surveyors. I have found the DRL employees to be
Qggicated and hard workers. I have found the majority of licensed
professionals to be upstanding law-abiding citizens of Wisconsin. The
health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Wisconsin have been protected
by the work of the board of examiners in our state.

This said I find it interesting that with the budget problems and cuts
the same guality of performance of the department and the boards is

expected
by the legislature and the public. The DRL has reduced costs in many

ways--reducing the number Qﬁwmgﬁg;ngﬁhwreduClng travel on board related

“@gtter§ww@nd so-on. On page 7 of your report..."In additiocn, the
Department

reduced service levels for some professions in FY 2003-04, in an effort to
cut its own costs." The PE Board definitely is affected in our ability to

act on pending credential applications and enforcement cases. According to
Wisconsin Statute 443.04 and A-E 4.05, the PE Board reviews every applicant
requesting approval to sit for the National Examination on the road to
becoming a Wiscongsin licensed PE. The PE Board reviews every applicant
requesting to be licensed under the experience or experience plus
education.

The reduction of board meetings affects our ability to properly evaluate
applications and not be rushed in our decisions. The severe travel
restrictions limits our board members and our board administrator to
participate in legitimate activities related to administrating the PE
credentialing program. We have been limited in attending the NCEES
regional

0  meetings, the NCEES national meeting, and the ABET review of state

engineering college programs. The PE Board's efficiency has been hampered
with the cuts.

Wisconsin's initial credential fee and biennial renewal -fee-is-Tower
tgggwmgigmﬁgaﬁe§:ab4y@uxﬂLan$e S0H page 28 of vour report clearly points
out for biennial renewal fees. The éownwgz@e of this is that the resources
of the Department and the time of the board aré bBéing used by some
profe551onals As chair 6T the PEBOard, T haVe received requests of
engineers that never plan to practice in the state. One individual in
Japan,
asked me for requirements to be licensed in our state. He was never going
to practice outside of Japan but his prestige and pay scale improved if he
was licensed in the US. He was upfront in pointing out to me that
Wiscongin
wasg "one of the cheapest states to get a PE license and to renew". The PE
Board hears thig over and over. 7This is such a waste of tHe Board's
efforts
and the Department's staff time. Although our board agrees the number of
biennial renewals remains relatively the same, the number of new applicants

seems to ke@p 1ncreas;ng It is not good to be Uged:

Tt should be noted, at least for Engiheering Boards in other states
that



riany have a full FTE devoted to their board alone. The DRL has two bureau
directors and each being in charge of several boards. The bureau director
for PE Board works extremely hard and tries his best for the boards he
works

with. Realistically, no one individual should be regquired to bare the
expertise of so many diverse professions. The DRL staff support should be
allocated to accommodate the desires of the boards and financially
supported

by the credential holders, i.e. raise fees to hire ore staff instead of

@i&g&gating statf. The effzc1ency and efficacy of the Boards and DRL would
reap benefifs—

There is an apparent high cost in investigation, enforcement, and
rehabilitation. The PE do not have a large number of cases in these areas
compared to some other professions. One profession should not be r@qulred
Lo pay any share of another profession's costs in these areas. It is too
bad the cost of investigations and enforcement couldn't be born by the
complainant if found without merit and by the credential holder if found in
violation.

Much time and money has been spent studying credentialing fees. Would
it be so wrong to increase the biennial renewal fee and the initial
application fee by a given amount? An example, according to,%ggendzx 2 the
total credential holders is 317,944. Incféagiﬁgwrenéw51"fees by $20 would
gf@gwr@venue of $6,358,880. "The éXfra money could aide the boards and the
department in protectlng h@alth ~safety and welfare of the c1tlzens of

Wisconsin. o

The per diem of the board members i $25. When I was chair of the
optometry board, I did a survey of other states. Wisconsin is lowest in.
- o.this amount. Many times it is not even minimum wage for the amount of work
" the boar&’mem%ers do. I have watched the cost of living go up and I -have R@Q\
watched state employees at all levels receive raises. Per diems have not -7
chang@d for board members. _Staff reductions mean more bcazd member work
It i difficuTe t6 get qnaliﬁLeé/andnd@é&cahedhbgaxﬁ members. Per dlems

1nsu1t

In conclusion, please do not tie the hands of the boards and the
department that help make Wisconsin a safe, great place to live.

Sincerely,

Lynda Farrar, OD

Chair Professional Engineer

Examining Board
~~~~~ Original Message ----~
From: "Matthews, Pam" <Pam.Matthews@legis.state.wi.us>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2004 3:00 PM
Subject: Joint Legislative Audit Committee public hearing on Legislative
Audit Bureau report 04-7, A Review: Credentialing Fees, Department of
Regulation and Licensing




State of Wisconsin | LEGISLATIVE AUDIT BUREAU

JANICE MUELLER
STATE AUDITOR

22 E. MIFFUN ST, STE. 550
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53703
(608) 266-2818

FAX (608} 2670410

Leg.Audit Info @ legls state.wius

DATE: July 12, 2004

Karen Asbjornson and Pamela Matthews
Committee Clerks to the Joint Legislative Audit Committee

FROM:  DonBezruki O
Program Evaluation Director

SUBJECT:  Report 04-7: A Review: Credentialing Fees
Department of Regulation and Licensing

Enclosed is our review of the methodology for determining credentialing fees proposed by the
Department of Regulation and Licensing during 2003-05 biennial budget deliberations, as
requested by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee. The new methodology proposed by the
Department was intended to more accurately allocate regulatory costs to credential holders based
on services provided to each type of profession or business, as required by statute. However,
legislators and others were concerned that the methodology was based on estimates, rather than
on documented timme spent, and that several professions would experience large fee increases. As
a result, neither the proposed methodo]ogy nor new fees were approved, and credentialmg fees
--have noi changed smce ’7001 - : - :

The Department is Iikely to reintroduce some variation of its proposed methodology with its
2005-07 bienmal budget request. We recommend additional refinements for consideration by the
Department and the Legislature. We also provide options for Legislature to consider as it
deliberates on-the Department’s funding and spending authority. Board members representing
several professions have expressed concerns that the level of services provided by the
Department is inadequate, but also that revenue from fee increases could be used for purposes
other than increasing services.

We also compared Wisconsin’s regulatory structure and methodology for determining fees with
those in six other midwestern states. Regulatory structures are less centralized in other states,
with regulatory authorities overseeing small groups of related professions. In addition,
credentialing fees in Wisconsin are typically lower than in surrounding states.

The report is scheduled to be released on Tuesday, July 13, at 9:00 a.m. Please contact us with
any questions.

DB/ab

Enclosures



04-7
A Review:

Credentialing Fees

Department of Regulation
and Licensing

july 2004

Credentialing fees have
not changed since 2001.

in 2003, new fees

were proposed

to more accurately
reflect requlatory costs.

Wisconsin’s renewal
fees are lower than
midwestern averages
for some professions
and many businesses.

The Legislature may wish
to consider how fees

are assessed and how
they are applied.

Legislative Audit Bureau » State of Wisconsin

The Department of Regulation and Licensing issues 110 types of occu-
pational licenses, permits, and other credentials to individuals and
businesses, either directly or through the 38 boards and regulatory
authorities to which it provides administrative and other support. It has
125.5 authorized full-time equivalent (FTE) positions and a fiscal year
(FY) 2003-04 budget of $11.1 million. Fees paid by new and renewing
credential holders fund more than three-quarters of the Department’s
operating costs. :

To ensure that credentialing fees reflect the approximate costs of
regulating particular professions and businesses, statutes require the
Department to estimate its administrative and enforcement costs for
each credential type in each biennium and, as part of its biennial
budget proposal, to adjust initial and renewal fees accordingly. To
assist the Legislature in its consideration of expected agency budget
proposals for the 2005-07 biennium, the Joint Legislative Audit Com-
mittee directed us to review:

* whether a new fee-setting methodology proposed by the Depart-
ment in 2003 is adequately documented and could be administered
in a straightforward manner;

* whether proposed new fees would reflect actual regulatory costs by
credential type and could provide sufficient revenue to support the
Department’s operations; and

*  how Wisconsin's regulatory structure and practices compare to
those of other midwestern states

Our report suggests a number of options for establishing an equitable
fee structure and funding new initiatives.




Kay Facts
and Findings

Credentialing fees fund
118.5 of the Department’s
125.5 FTE staff positions.

Costs must be allocated
based on service provided
to credent;ai hoiders

Allocating costs accurately
will require an effective
timekeeping system.

Recently, revenue from
credentialing fees has
exceeded the Department’s
spending authority.

To help address recent
state budget deficits, the

" Department was required

' tolapse $6.8 million
over two biennia.

The Department projects
that if no additional
lapses occur, its

2005-07 revenue could
fund increased services,

Current Fees

Since 1991, the Department has
been required by statutes to allo-

cate its costs to credential holders

based on services provided, so that
fees collected from one type of
credential holder do not support
the cost of regulating others.

During 2003-05 biennial budget
deliberations, the Department
proposed both a new method for
allocating costs, which it believed
to be more accurate, and new
Credentzalmg fees. In some cases,
the new fees also shifted regulatory
costs from new to renewing cre-
dential holders.

These changes were not enacted
because of legislative concerns
about large fee increases for some
professions, as well as uncertainty
about the appropriateness of the

. proposed method for estabhsfung
‘fees. Current fees have been'in -

effect since the beginning of the
2001-03 biennium.

Current fees are set at $53 for new
credential applicants. In contrast,
renewal fees vary widely. Most
include the $53 base, but they are
also intended to reflect direct
enforcement costs related to par-
ticular credential types. Therefore,
they differ based on the number of
credential holders in a profession,
as well as enforcement costs re-
lated to that profession.

For example, soil scientists, massage
therapists, and athletic trainers all
pay renewal fees of $53 every two
years. Engineers pay $58, barbers
and cosmetologists $63, and certi-
fied real estate appraisers $167.

The current renewal fee for most
businesses is $56. However, chari-
table organizations pay $15 and
cemetery authorities pay $343. Our
report includes a listing of renewal
fees for each regulated profession
and business.

Proposed New Fees

The Department’s proposed new
method for setting credentialing
fees would increase the proportion
of costs that are allocated based on
services provided.

Currently, more than two-thirds of
administrative and enforcement
costs are allocated equally to all
credential types; only 27.4 percent
are allocated based on services
provided. The proposed method
for setting fees would allocate

58.2 percent of costs based on
services provided.

Nevertheless, allocating costs
accurately is complex, and the
Department could take additional
steps to simplify fee-setting. Fur-
thermore, basing credentialing fees
primarily on the level of service
received by each type of credential
holder has significant limitations.

First, the majority of the
Department’s costs are for staff
salaries and fringe benefits, and
some staff perform work benefiting
many different types of credential
holders in a single day. As a result,
accurate timekeeping is essential to
ensure that costs are allocated
precisely. The Department did not
have a comprehensive timekeeping
systemn in place when it first pro-
posed changes to the method by
which credentialing fees are set.




Current Fees

. Second, some fees could change
. significantly under a new system.
. Based on the Department’s antici-
spated costs for the current bien-
.nium, renewal fees would have
jincreased for 68 credential types.

{For example, cemetery sales people
iwould have paid an additional

- 18226 to renew their credentials, for
.~ la total of $316 for a two-year
‘period. Dentists” renewal fees
‘would have increased by $121,

to $252 every two years, and
nurses’ fees would have increased
from $60 to $66. However, the
proposed new fee-setting method
would have reduced renewal fees
for 27 credential types.

It should be noted that fees based
on services received do not consider
average incomes in the various
professions and businesses for

_ which credentials are required.

- Therefore, they may raise concerns

Physician

Pharmacist
Certified Public Accountant
Engineer

Baber
Registered Nurse

Cosmetologist
Real Estate Salesperson

Licensed Practical Nurse "

How Regulatory Costs Are Allocated

Proposed New Method

about affordability for some creden-
tial holders. For example, new
renewal fees proposed during
2003-05 biennial budget delibera-
tions would have been $151 for
physicians but $161 for dance
therapists, who typically have
significantly lower incomes.

Fees in Other States

Wisconsin's credentialing fees are
significantly lower than midwestern
averages for some professions with
a large number of credential hold-
ers. For example, Wisconsin’s
current biennial credentialing fee
for physicians is $166 less than the
midwestern average. Pharmacists
pay $52 less, and certified public
accountants $25 less.

Current fees are also below the
midwestern average for four of the
five most commonly credentialed

$272 3106 |
e 63
.
94 128

businesses. However, they are
higher than the midwestern aver-
age for real estate brokers and
salespeople, nurses, cosmetologists.

Like Wisconsin, most midwestern
states require credentialing fees to
be set at a level that is sufficient to
fully fund credentialing activities.
However, most other states adjust
their fees less frequently. Further-
more, because their regulatory
structures are less centralized than
Wisconsin’s, they are less con-
cerned that fees paid by some
professions will subsidize the
regulatory costs of others.

Revenues from credentialing fees
exceeded regulatory costs for each
agency of the other states we
contacted. Nevertheless, some
other states have increased their
credentialing fees or are consider-
ing fee increases.

Future Considerations

For many years, the Department
has been required to deposit

10.0 percent of credentialing fees to
the State’s General Fund. These
funds reimburse costs that other
state agencies incur on the
Department’s behalf. Since

FY 2001-02, the Department has.
also been required to lapse addi-
tional funds to help address state
budget deficits. By the end of

FY 2004-05, these additional .
required lapses will have totaled
$6.8 million.

Despite these required lapses, the
Department projects a balance in
its credentialing fees appropriation.
Nevertheless, regulatory boards
representing several professions




have expressed concern that the
fees credential holders are assessed
to cover regulatory costs are being
used for other purposes.

In addition, the Department re-
duced service levels for some
professions in FY 2003-04, in an
effort to cut its own costs. Some
members of regulatory boards have
indicated that as a result, their
ability to act on pending credential
applications and enforcement cases
has been hampered. Furthermore,
several boards—including the
Medical Examining Board and the
Pharmacy Board—have expressed

an interest in expanding the level
of service the Department provides
to them, even if it results in fee
increases.

Because credentialing fees have not
been adjusted since the beginning
of the 2001-03 biennium, the
Governor and the Legislature may
. ..be asked to consider options for
“-doing so as part of the 2005-07 -
biennial budget process. They wﬂl
have several options to consider
while preparing and deliberating
the Department’s budget.

First, the fees currently enumerated
in statutes could remain un-
changed. These fees have resulted
in considerable fund balances in
each year since FY 2001-02. They
are projected to produce additional
balances through the 2005-07
biennium if the Department’s
spending does not increase.

Second, the fees currently enumer-
ated in statutes could be revised.
For example, surcharges could be
assessed for specific professzons
that request additional services, or
adjustments could be based on an
inflation factor for the 2005-07
biennium. However, fee revisions
may not address the Department’s
concern related to its statutory
requirement to allocate costs based
on services received.

Finally, the Department’s 2003-05
proposal could be implemented in
2005-07 using more complete.
timekeeping data. Under this
option, the proportion of costs
allocated on the basis of service
would be increased.

Recommendation

The Department’s 2005-07 budget
request is expected to again pro-
pose changes in the method by
which credentialing fees are set.
Our report includes a recommen-
dation for the Department to:

M improve the accuracy and
precision of this proposal by
clearly explaining how indi-
vidual fees are determined;
using actual timekeeping data;
and thoroughly documenting
any modifications to current
practices that are based on
policy or other considerations
(pp. 37-38).

The Legisiative Audit Bureau Is a nonpartisan legisiative service agency that assists the
Wisconsin Legislature in maintaining effective oversight of state operations. We audit the
accounts and records of state agencies to ensure that financial fransactions and
management decisions are made effectively, efficiently, and in compliance with state law,
and we review and evalugte the performance of state and Jocal agencies and programs.
The results of our audits, evaluations, and reviews are submitted to the Joint Legislative

Audit Committee.

Legisiative
Audit
Bureau




2003 Wisconsin Act 33

~402 -

2003 Senate Bill 44

after the date of the secretary’s submittal, the proposal shall be implemented. If, within 14 working days after
the date of the secretary’s submittal of the proposal, the cochairpersons of the committee notify the secretary
that the committee has scheduled a meeting for the purpose of reviewing the proposal, the proposal may be
implemented under this subsection only upon approval of the committee.

SECTION 9133. Nonstatutory provisions; legisla-
ture.

(1) FUNDING OF AUTHORIZED POSITIONS FOR THE LEGIS-
LATURE AND LECGISLATIVE SERVICE AGENCIES DURING THE
2003-05 FISCAL BIENNTUM. Notwithstanding section 16.508
(4} of the statues, all authorized positions for the legisla-
ture and for each legistative service agency, as defined in
section 16.70 (6) of the statutes, that are funded from an
appropriation under section 20.765 (1), (2), (3) (a) to (fa),
or (4) of the starates, as affected by this act, shall be

. funded from the appropriation under section 20.765 {5)
of the statutes, as created by this act, before the effective
date of the biennial budget act for the 2005-07 fiscal
bienniwrm until such time as the joint committee on legis-
lative organization acts under subsection (2).

- (1z) APPROPRIATION LAPSES AND REESTIMATES, The
cochairpersons of the joint comumittee on legislative
organization shall take actions during the 2003-05 fiscal
biennium to ensure that from general purpose revenue
appropriations for state operations to the legislature
under section 20.765 of the statutes an amount equal to
$11,840,000 is lapsed from sam certain appropriation
accounts or is subtracted from the expenditure estimates
for any other types of appropriations, or both.

{2) ALLOCAFION AND TRANSFER OF APPROPRIATED
FUNDS BY THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATIVE ORGA-
NIZATION. Béfore the effective date of the biennial budget
act for the 2005-07 fiscal biennium, the joint committee
on legislative organization shall allocate moneys that
have not been expended or encumbered from the
appropriation under section 20.765 (5) (a) of the statutes,
as created by this act, to be used for the purposes provided
in the appropriations under section 20.765 (1), (2), (3) (a)
to (fa), and (4) of the statutes, as affected by this act. The
amounts so allocated shall be reflected by increasing the
appropriations under section 20.765 (1), (2), (3) (2) to
(fa), and (4) of the statutes, as affected by this act, in the
case of sum certain appropriations, or modifying the
expenditure estimates for the appropriations under sec-
tion 20.765 (1), (2), 3) (a) to {fa}, and (4) of the statutes,
as affected by this act, in the case of any other types of
appropriations, and by reducing the expenditure estimate
for the appropriation under section 20,765 (53 (a) of the
statutes, as created by this act, to the amount already
expended or encumbered.

(3)  CONTINUATION OF EXISTING EXPENDITURE
AUTHORITY. Notwithstanding subseetion (2), if on the
effective date of this subsection the joint committee on
legislative organization has not acted to fully allocate for
expenditure the moneys shown in the schedule under sec-
tion 20.005 (3) of the statutes for the appropriation under

section 20.765 (5) (a) of the statutes, as created by this
act, the officers who were permitted to authorize expen-
ditures to be made from the appropriations under section
20.765 (1), (2}, (3) €a) to (fa), and (4) of the statutes, as
affected by this act, on the day before the effective date
of this subsection may, during the period hefore the effec-
tive date of the 2005-07 biennial budget act, continue to
authorize expenditures to be made for the same purposes
and in the same amounts for which they were previously

authorized at the end of the 2001-03 fiscal biennium .-

from the appropriation under section 20.765 (5) (a) of the
statutes, as created by this act, until such time as the joint
committee on legisiative organization acts under subsee-
tion (2). _

{(35): EVALUATION OF CREDENTIALING FEES. The joint
legislative audit committee is requested to, and may,
direct the legislative audit bureau to evaluate the method-
ologies used by the department of regulation and licens-
ing for recalculating administrative and enforcement
costs under section 440.03 (9} (a) of the statutes and rec-
ommending changes to fees for issuing and renewing cre-
dentials under section 440.03 (9) (b) of the statutes. An
evaluation under this subsection shall determine whether
the methodologies are adequately documented and
administered in a straightforward manner, whether they
represent the actual costs associated with the depart-
ment’s regulation of credential holders, and whether they

provide sufficient revenues to sapport the department’s -

operations. I the commitiee directs the legislative audit
bureau to perform an evaluation under this subsection,
the bureau shall, no later than June 30, 2004, file its report
as described in section 13.94 (1) (b) of the statutes

. Vetoed

In Part

Vetoed
in Part




Included in Act 33 as part of the budget bill ~ through the

Requires that the committee consider an audit before June 30 of 2004. Committee is
being responsive.

Were aware of it that the statatory language was there.

October 1

Mostly fees and backlog
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