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State Budget Process

Introduction

The purpose of this document is to acquaint
the reader with the state biennial budget process
in Wisconsin. Because the report is designed to
provide a layperson's introduction to the process,
a generalized explanation is provided. The use of
technical details and language has been limited.
Appendix I, however, provides additional infor-
mation on some technical aspects of the state
budget that are not discussed within the body of
the paper.

Succeeding appendices provide additional
budgetary material. Appendix Il provides the
timetable of the 2011-13 biennial budget (2011
Wisconsin Act 32). A narrative history of the
2011-13 biennial budget is provided in Appendix
[1l. Appendix IV provides a narrative history of
budget adjustment and collective bargaining
legislation enacted as 2011 Act 10. Appendix V
provides a history of the passage of biennia
budget bills, beginning with the 1977-79 biennial
budget. Appendix VI lists the statutorily-
required budget introduction dates and the actual
introduction dates for the last 18 biennial budg-
ets. Appendix VII shows, beginning with the
1977-79 biennium, the years in which some type
of budget adjustment bill was considered. Ap-
pendix VIII contains four charts which are
reproductions of actual sections of the fina
statutory appropriations schedule and language
for the 2011-13 budget. Appendix IX contains a
series of tables providing summary information
about the 2011-13 budget.

Revenues and expenditures -- the essence of
state fiscal policy -- are among the key issues
facing the Governor and the Legidature every
biennium. In Wisconsin, the resolution of these

issues is accomplished primarily through the
state budget process. Given the Legidature's
primary function of determining state policies
and programs and reviewing the performance of
existing programs, the budget represents the
financial expression of public policy.

A definition of the term "state budget" can
vary depending upon the user and the context in
which the phrase is used. However, a generally-
accepted definition of the state budget isthat it is
the legidative document that sets the level of
authorized state expenditures for a certain period
of time (in Wisconsin, afiscal biennium) and the
corresponding level of revenues (particularly
taxes) projected to be available to finance those
expenditures. Thus, the budget is a financia
balance statement for state government, dealing
both with income and outgo for a two-year
period. The requirement for a state budget is
linked directly to the State Constitution. Article
VIII, Section 2 of the Wisconsin Constitution
provides that "No money shall be paid out of the
treasury except in pursuance of an appropriation
by law." This establishes the prerequisite for
legislative appropriation of available revenues
prior to any state agency being able to expend
funds. The definition of the budget is supported
further by a subsequent constitutional provision
where the requirement for a balanced budget is
specified. Section 5 of Article VIII states that:

"The legidlature shall provide for an annua
tax sufficient to defray the estimated expenses of
the state for each year; and whenever the ex-
penses of any year shall exceed the income, the
legislature shall provide for levying a tax for the
ensuing year, sufficient, with other sources of
income, to pay the deficiency as well as the
estimated expenses of such ensuing year."



While there are a number of facets involved
in Wisconsin state budgeting, the most useful
introduction to the state budget is a synopsis of
the budget process itself. The material which
follows presents a summary of the current
biennial budget process. While each budget
cycle is somewhat different, the process outlined
below is based generally on the procedures
followed for the 2011-13 biennia budget and is
presented as a characterization of the current
process.

Submittal of Agency Budget Requests

The state budget process can be viewed as a
continuous cycle, moving from submittal of
agency budget requests to legidlative authoriza-
tion of appropriations, to agency expenditure of
those appropriations, to review of agency ex-
penditures and then, beginning again, with
subsequent agency budget requests. This cyclical
processillustrated in Chart 1.
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The budget process begins when the State
Budget Office in the Department of Administra-
tion (DOA) issues instructions to state agencies
for submittal of their budget requests for the next
biennium. These instructions specify the form,
manner, and detail in which each state agency
must submit its budget request. The issuance of
these instructions usually occurs in June of each
even-numbered year. In addition to detailing the
budget forms and narratives that state agencies
will be required to submit, these instructions
include any broad fiscal policy directives that an
incumbent Governor wishes agencies to follow as
part of the development of their individual budg-
et requests.

Although issuance of the State Budget Office
instructions can be viewed as the beginning of
the budget process, most larger agencies begin
their interna processes for development of their
budget requests several months prior to the
issuance of these instructions. While the devel-
opment of a budget request will vary depending
upon the size of the agency and the complexity of
its programs, the process for a larger state agency
may be portrayed as follows. The department's
budget personnel will develop internal budget
instructions in January or February of a budget
request submittal year. These instructions include
internal policy and procedure directives which
reflect the preferences of the agency head. Later,
when the State Budget Office instructions have
been promulgated, additional information ampli-
fying upon, or adding to, those directives may be
issued by agency budget personnel.

Normally, subunits of the agency (this might
be separate ingtitutions or facilities within the
agency or various sections, bureaus and divisions
of the department) will then be involved in
providing input during the agency's budget
request preparation process. The precise manner
and process by which such subunits are involved
will vary, even within a single agency. Further,

the heads of larger departments may place more
responsibility on division administrators for
initial budget request development. However,
subunit budget request submittals may -- regard-
less of the development process -- be subject to
some overall limitation such as restricting the
total subunit request to some percentage increase
over the current level.

Depending upon the size and complexity of
the agency and the approach a particular agency
head chooses, a series of sublevel reviews,
discussions, meetings, and resultant changes may
occur prior to the overall internal agency request
being finalized. In very large agencies there may
be a series of sublevel reviews culminating with
the individual division administrator's review of
requests from subunits of the division. Or, there
may be more centralized budget development at
the divisiona level, but with input and consulta-
tion from the sublevel entities. In such agencies,
these divisiona activities may be followed by
reviews by the agency head, but more typically
will involve another series of reviews including
both division level administrators and the agen-
cy's top management.

There may be assigned budget staff at both
the division level and the agency head level who
are involved in an agency's internal budget
review process. For those agencies headed by a
part-time policy board (such as the University of
Wisconsin System), the budget developed by the
agency head is first submitted to that board for
approval before being submitted to the State
Budget Office. By statute (s. 16.42), agency
budget requests are to be submitted to the State
Budget Office no later than September 15 of each
even-numbered year.

Upon submittal to the State Budget Office, the
budget requests are initially reviewed by the
budget analyst(s) responsible for that agency.
Further reviews are then conducted by the Gov-
ernor's budget officer (the State Budget Director),



the Secretary of the DOA, and ultimately, the
Governor. Although at this stage of the process
the Legidature has no officia role, agencies are
required, by statute, to submit copies of their
budget requests to the Legidative Fiscal Bureau
at the same time that copies are delivered to the
State Budget Office. This is done so that the
Legislature may be kept apprised of the content
of agency budget requests. The Legidative Fisca
Bureau is a nonpartisan legisative service agen-
cy, which is charged with the statutory responsi-
bility of assisting the Joint Committee on Finance
and the Legislature in their deliberations on fiscal
matters. Similar to the State Budget Office, the
Bureau's analysts are assigned the responsibility
for review of specific state agencies’ budgets.

The Secretary of the DOA is required, by
statute (s. 16.43), to provide to the Governor or
Governor-Elect and to each member of the next
Legidature, by November 20 of each even-
numbered year, a compilation of the total amount
of each state agency's biennial budget request. In
addition, the statutes require that the report
include information on the actual and estimated
revenues for the current and forthcoming bienni-
um. These revenue estimates are prepared by the
Department of Revenue and are used by the
Governor as the basis on which total genera fund
biennial budget spending levels are recommend-
ed.

Subsequent to the release of the November 20
report, the Legidative Fiscal Bureau publishes a
summary of the major items included in state
agencies budget requests and distributes this
document to each member of the Legisature.
This summary is distributed in December of each
even-numbered year. The Fiscal Bureau also
prepares an independent estimate of general fund
revenues. This is provided annually, in January,
to the Legidature. Traditionaly, the Bureau's
revenue estimates issued in January of the odd-
numbered year are incorporated into the Gover-
nor's budget submittal and are used throughout

legislative budget deliberations.

Governor's Recommended Biennial Budget

After state agencies have submitted their
budget proposals, the budget analysts in the State
Budget Office begin their review of the requests.
These reviews include checks of the technical
accuracy of the request, analyses of the justifica-
tions for the requested changes, and evauations
of the policy implications of such changes.

The State Budget Director (who is an appoin-
tee of the Secretary of the Department of Admin-
istration and who also serves as the Administra-
tor of the Division of Executive Budget and
Finance) is involved in the review of agency
requests and the development of the Governor's
budget recommendations. Typically, thereis also
considerable involvement by the Secretary of the
DOA (who is an appointee of the Governor),
although this may vary depending on the desires
of the Secretary and/or the Governor. Regardless
of the specific procedures followed, the overal
responsibility of the State Budget Office is to
provide such information, analyses, and recom-
mendations as the Governor desires to allow the
Governor to arrive at a recommended appropria-
tion level for each year of the forthcoming bien-
nium for each state agency and program.

In addition, the Governor's budget recom-
mendations include any statutory language
changes needed to accomplish policy initiatives
and program or appropriation changes that are a
part of the Governor's budget recommendations.
For example, if it is recommended that a state
agency undertake a major new program activity
or, conversely, discontinue operation of an
existing one, thisis reflected not only in the total
dollar level recommended for an agency but also
in any accompanying required statutory modifi-
cations.



The Governor, in arriving at budget recom-
mendations, may elect to hold detailed briefing
sessions with State Budget Office staff and/or
other DOA and Executive Office (Governor's)
staff, may choose to focus attention only on
recommended changes to agency requests, or
may choose to examine primarily major policy or
dollar changes. Further, the Governor may
choose to have one or more meetings with the
State Budget Office staff and a particular state
agency head regarding that agency's budget
request and/or the tentative budget recommenda-
tions of the Governor.

In addition to a wide variety of possible
internal budget briefings and hearings, the Gov-
ernor may, but is not required to, hold public
hearings on agency budget requests for the
purpose of gathering additional information from
state agencies, interested citizens, and others
regarding agency budget requests.

Under state law (s. 16.45), the Governor is
required to deliver the biennial budget message
to the Legidature on or before the last Tuesday in
January of the odd-numbered year. However,
upon request of the Governor, a later submittal
date may be alowed by the Legislature upon
passage of a joint resolution. For the 2011-13
budget, the Governor requested, and the Legisla-
ture approved, an extension of the required
submittal date from January 25, 2011, to March
1, 2011. The Governor's budget recommenda
tions were introduced, in identical form, as 2011
Assembly Bill 40 and 2011 Senate Bill 27.

For 15 of the last 18 biennial budgets, a
delayed submittal date has been requested by a
Governor. Appendix VI compares the statutorily-
required submittal dates with the actual submittal
dates for the last 18 biennial budgets. The stat-
utes (s. 16.46) aso require that, in addition to
delivering the budget message, the Governor isto
transmit to the Legislature the biennial state
budget report, the executive budget bill or bills

and suggestions for the best methods for raising
any additional needed revenues.

In addition to the actual budget bill (or bills --
see the discussion of an omnibus budget bill in
Appendix ), there are a number of supporting
documents which accompany the bill. The prin-
cipa oneis customarily referred to as the Gover-
nor's Budget Book(s), which is actually refer-
enced in the statutes as the Governor's "Biennia
State Budget Report.” The budget book provides
a brief description of each agency, summary
fiscal information, and a listing by incremental
items of the Governor's recommended changes to
an agency's existing (base) budget level.

All of the budget changes requested by an
agency must be shown in the Governor's Budget
Book, as well as the Governor's recommended
changes, although how this is to be done is not
specified. In recent years, the budget book has
focused on agency request items that have been
recommended by the Governor and may include
abrief summary of the reasons for the Governor's
decision. Further, where a Governor has recom-
mended a new budget item not requested by the
agency, this item will also be summarized. Items
not recommended are listed in title form only at
the end of the agency summary without any
accompanying discussion. Thus, the Governor's
Budget Book provides an item-by-item listing of
all the spending changes from an agency's base
budget level that are included in the Governor's
recommended budget. In general, however, this
listing is summary in nature. More detailed
descriptions of the change items are usualy
contained in the agency budget requests.

In addition to this book, there is the Gover-
nor's budget message (delivered to the Legida
ture) which tends to focus on highlights of the
recommended budget. The State Budget Office
aso produces a "Budget-in-Brief" document,
which is an overview of the Governor's budget
policies and the major changes recommended by



the Governor.

Shortly after introduction of the executive
budget bill(s), independent explanatory infor-
mation on the Governor's budget is prepared by
the Legidlative Fiscal Bureau. It is at this pointin
the budget process that the Bureau begins its
budget summary document. Initialy, the docu-
ment provides a summary of all changes to each
agency's existing budget level that are being
recommended by the Governor as well as al
proposed statutory changes included in the
Governor's budget bill. Included in the descrip-
tive material are references to all sections of the
Governor's budget bill. This summary document
is then periodically updated throughout the
legislative budget process to reflect the status of
the budget at various stages of the enactment
process. When completed, it provides a historic
tracking of budget decisions, reflecting the
actions of the Governor, Joint Committee on
Finance, Senate, Assembly, and partial vetoes of
the Governor.

Joint Finance Review of the
Governor's Recommended Budget

Budget Bill

As required by statute (s. 16.47), the Gover-
nor's budget recommendations must be incorpo-
rated into an executive budget bill(s) to be pre-
sented to the Legidature. To accommodate this
requirement, a bill draft incorporating the Gover-
nor's fiscal and statutory recommendations is
prepared by the Legidative Reference Bureau.
The statutes provide that immediately after
delivery of the Governor's budget message, the
executive budget bill(s) must be introduced,
without change, into one of the two houses of the
Legislature by the Joint Committee on Finance.
Upon introduction, the bill or bills must be
referred to that Committee for review.

The Joint Committee on Finance is a statutory
Committee that consists of 16 members -- eight
senators and eight representatives. Under s.
13.093(1) of the statutes, "All bills introduced in
either house of the legislature for the appropria-
tion of money, providing for revenue or relating
to taxation shall be referred to the joint commit-
tee on finance before being passed.” [A descrip-
tion of the Finance Committee and its responsi-
bilities is detailed in a separate Legidlative Fiscal
Bureau informational paper entitled, "Joint
Committee on Finance."]

Review of proposed legisation by a commit-
tee of the Legidature is usually the first step in
the legidlative processing of any proposed statu-
tory enactment. However, the Joint Committee
on Finance's review of the Governor's recom-
mended budget is -- because of both the com-
plexity of the document and its significance on
state government operations -- the most extensive
and involved review given any bill in a legida
tive session.

Briefings and Public Hearings

Upon issuance of the Legidative Fisca
Bureau's budget summary document, the Joint
Committee on Finance begins to hold public
hearings on the Governor's proposed budget.

Two distinct types of public hearings were
held on the 2011-13 biennial budget. The first
type, denominated as agency informational
briefings, were public hearings a which repre-
sentatives (agency head and other appropriate
agency staff) of designated state agencies ap-
peared before the Joint Committee on Finance to
present testimony on the Governor's budget and
the effect that the budget would have on the
agency and its programs. For those agencies
governed by a part-time policy board or a com-
mission, the president of the board or the chair of
the commission was also asked to appear before
the Committee.



The agency head was asked to provide com-
ments on the budget for the agency as proposed
by the Governor. This testimony was then fol-
lowed by questions from Committee members.
These agency hearings were held in Madison on
March 29, 30, 31, April 4 and 6.

The second type of hearing that was held were
Committee sessions at which members from the
general public were heard regarding any area of
the proposed state budget that was of concern to
those citizens wishing to testify. Agency repre-
sentatives were asked not to testify again at these
hearings. Four public hearings (between the
period of April 7 and April 13) were held in
municipalities around the state (Stevens Point,
Superior, West Allis, and Neenah).

The time period required to complete public
hearings on the budget varies, depending upon
the scheduled floor periods for the Legisature.
When floor sessions of the Legislature are being
held, the Joint Committee on Finance -- like all
other committees -- is able to meet only when the
respective houses are not in actual floor session.
When floor sessions are not scheduled, the
Finance Committee can hold budget hearings
during the entire day. However, in recent years,
the scheduling resolution for the Legislature has
provided specified blocks of time when the
Legislature will not be in floor sessions to allow
the Finance Committee, as well as other commit-
tees, to meet in all-day sessions.

At the same time that the Joint Committee on
Finance is involved in its review of the budget,
other committees of the Legislature may aso
hold hearings to review portions of the Gover-
nor's budget proposal. These sessions, conducted
a the discretion of the standing committee
chairperson, are intended to inform the standing
committee's members of particular aspects of the
budget which may impact upon the substantive
interests of that particular committee. Some
committees also forward recommendations to the

Finance Committee regarding possible budget
changes to be incorporated in the Joint Finance
Committee version of the budget.

Non-Fiscal Policy Items of the Budget

Given the omnibus nature of the Wisconsin
biennia budget, the recommendations of the
Governor often include policy items that are non-
fiscal and not related to budgetary matters. In
recent biennia, the Co-chairs of the Joint Com-
mittee on Finance have identified a number of
such items contained in the budgets as submitted
by the Governor and removed them from consid-
eration prior to Committee deliberations on the
state's budget. Rather than address these items as
part of the budget, they have instead been drafted
asindividua bills for introduction into the Senate
and Assembly. The purpose of this action is to
provide the opportunity for greater public input
and detailed review of these items by the other
standing committees of the Legidature. The
remova of the non-fiscal policy items from the
Governor's proposal is done prior to the Commit-
tee's executive sessions on the budget.

Following is an identification of the number
of items deemed to be of a non-fiscal policy
nature, beginning with the 1993-95 budget
recommendations of the Governor.

Number of Non-

Budget Fiscal Policy Items
1993-95 110
1995-97 89
1997-99 114
1999-01 112
2001-03 150
2003-05 21
2005-07 21
2007-09 48
2009-11 45
2011-13 21

Earmark Transparency Report

Under 2011 Act 220, the Legidlative Fiscal



Bureau is required to prepare an earmark trans-
parency report on each biennial budget bill and
on each amendment to the budget. The report
must contain al of the following: (a) alist of all
earmarks; (b) the cost of each earmark; (c) the
beneficiary of each earmark; and (d) if the report
relates to an amendment, the name of the repre-
sentative to the Assembly or Senator who pro-
posed the earmark. An earmark is defined as "a
provision in a bill or amendment that authorizes
or requires the payment of state moneys to a
specific beneficiary or beneficiaries or creates or
modifies a tax deduction, credit, exclusion, or
exemption that applies to a specific beneficiary
or beneficiaries.”

Act 220 specifies that the Joint Committee on
Finance may not vote to recommend passage of a
biennial budget bill or an amendment to the
biennial budget bill until the earmark transparen-
cy report on the budget bill is distributed to each
member of the Legislature and the report is made
available on the Legidature s web site. Further, if
a member of the Committee makes a motion
during Committee deliberations on a biennid
budget bill to remove an earmark from the bien-
nial budget bill, the motion prevails on either a
majority or atie vote.

Besides the limitations on actions of the Joint
Committee on Finance, Act 220 also specifies
that neither house of the Legidlature may pass a
biennial budget bill until the Fiscal Bureau has
distributed a copy of an earmark transparency
report on the biennia budget bill to each member
of the Legidature and has made the report avail-
able on the Legidature’ s website.

Executive Sessions

Upon conclusion of the public hearings, the
Finance Committee commences executive ses-
sions on the Governor's recommended budget.
These executive sessions represent the decision-
making phase of the Committee's responsibilities.
In Wisconsin, executive session meetings on the

budget are open to the public; however, testimo-
ny or commentary from the public or agency
officials is not taken and discussion is between
Committee members, Legidative Fiscal Bureau
staff, and State Budget Office staff. Occasionaly,
when deemed appropriate, an agency representa-
tive may be invited to respond to a question
during an executive session.

Executive sessions on the budget generally
cover a period of eight weeks. During the Com-
mittee's 2011-13 budget deliberations, 11 execu-
tive sessions were held between April 26 and
June 3, 2011.

In advance of the executive sessions, the
Fisca Bureau prepares issue papers on various
budget items and distributes them to the members
of the Finance Committee, other legidators, and
the public. The issue papers present background
information and analyses, and identify options
for the Committee's consideration. For the Com-
mittee's 2011-13 budget deliberations, the Fiscal
Bureau prepared 281 issue papers. These papers
are displayed on the Bureau's website
(http://legis.wisconsin.gov/Ifb/index.html).

In addition to the issue papers, any Committee
member may request that the Bureau prepare a
motion to amend an agency's budget. It is these
two written items -- issue papers and motions --
that the Committee works from in its executive
session budget deliberations.

The Joint Committee on Finance invariably
adopts a budget which contains numerous chang-
es to the Governor's recommendations. Once all
proposed changes to the budget have been con-
sidered, the Finance Committee directs the
Legidative Fiscal Bureau to work with the
Legidative Reference Bureau and draft (in bill
form) the Committee's recommended budget.

The form of the Committee's budget is usualy
as a substitute amendment to the Governor's
budget bill rather than being a separately identi-



fied new hill. In addition to working on the
preparation of the Committee's version of the
state budget, the Legidlative Fiscal Bureau at this
time updates its summary of the biennial budget
by itemizing each of the Committee's changes to
the Governor's proposed budget on an agency-
by-agency basis.

Capital Budget Requests

L ong-range Building Program

There is a somewhat different initial process
for development of the state biennial capital
budget. The statutes (s. 13.48) require the estab-
lishment and biennial update of a long-range
state building program plan. Under this require-
ment, each state agency (where applicable) must
submit, each biennium, a six-year facilities plan
for the agency. The following state agencies are
the primary agencies that submit capital budget
requests. Administration (primarily for state
office  buildings); Corrections, Educational
Communications Board; Health Services; Histor-
ical Society; Military Affairs, Natural Resources;
Public Instruction; State Fair Park Board; Trans-
portation; University of Wisconsin System; and
Veterans Affairs. The plan defines the facility-
related needs of each agency in terms of specific
projects requested and establishes a timeline for
these projects over the forthcoming six years.

Agency Capital Budget Requests

Each state agency wanting to have a project
included in the capital budget (state building
program) portion of the 2011-13 biennial budget
had to submit its capital budget request to the
Secretary of the State Building Commission (who
is aso the Administrator of the Division of State
Facilities in DOA) by September 15, 2010. Staff
to the Building Commission (employees in the
Division of State Facilities) then analyzed these

requests and submitted staff recommendations
regarding the individual agency requests to the
Secretary of DOA and the Governor.

Building Commission

The Building Commission consists of the
Governor, who serves as Chair, one citizen
member, appointed by and serving at the pleasure
of the Governor, and three legislators from each
house of the Legidature, appointed in the same
manner as members of legislative standing
committees. The mgority and minority parties
from each house must be represented.

The Commission is divided into two sub-
committees. a Higher Education Subcommittee
and an Administrative Affairs Subcommittee.
The Higher Education Subcommittee is responsi-
ble for reviewing the capital budget requests of
the University of Wisconsin System. The Admin-
istrative Affairs Subcommittee is responsible for
reviewing the capital budget requests of al other
state agencies. The Governor appoints the Chair
and members of the two subcommittees, each
subcommittee consists of three legislative mem-
bers and the citizen member.

Gubernatorial and Building Commission
Review of Agency Capital Budget Requests

The staff recommendations were then first
reviewed by the Secretary of DOA and the
Governor during January and February of 2011.
In March, 2011, these recommendations were
reviewed by the subcommittees of the Building
Commission. The subcommittees developed
recommendations which were then acted upon by
the full Commission. Decisions of the full Com-
mission became the formal recommendations for
the proposed 2011-13 state building program
(capital budget). Following Commission action,
Division of State Facilities staff prepared for
submittal to the Legislature a summary of the
projects recommended by the Commission and



had drafted an amendment to the budget bill
submitted by the Governor to provide the statuto-
ry enumeration of major projects and any other
statutory modifications recommended by the
Building Commission.

Joint Committee on Finance Review of Capital
Budget

The statutes (s. 13.48) provide that those
biennial recommendations of the Building Com-
mission for the forthcoming biennium which
require legislative approval shall be transmitted,
in the form of draft legidation, to the Joint
Committee on Finance no later than first Tuesday
in April of each odd-numbered year, unless a
later submittal date is requested by the Building
Commission and approved by the Committee.

The building program summary, prepared by
the Division of State Facilities, and the accompa-
nying recommended statutory changes, drafted in
the form of an amendment to the budget, are
presented to Joint Committee on Finance. Typi-
cally, the Committee reviews these recommenda-
tions from the Building Commission in a public
hearing, which is held after the recommendations
have been presented to the Committee. Then, at a
subsequent executive session of the Committee,
actions on the capital budget are taken similar to
the way the Committee acts to approve the
recommended budgets for state agencies. These
actions are then incorporated into the Commit-
tee's recommended biennial budget bill.

Legidlative and Gubernatorial Review of the
Capital Budget

Subsequent Assembly and Senate review of
the budget, as recommended by the Joint Com-
mittee on Finance, covers the entire budget,
including the capital budget. Similarly, once the
budget is passed by the Legidature, the Gover-
nor's action (including any partial vetoes) in-
volves the entire budget, including the capital
budget provisions.
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[For further information on the capital budget
process, see the Legidative Fiscal Bureau Infor-
mational Paper entitled "State Building Pro-
gram."]

Senate/Assembly Consideration of the Budget

The Governor's budget bill(s) is initialy
introduced in either the Assembly or Senate (or
both houses) and then referred to the Joint Com-
mittee on Finance. For the 2011-13 budget, the
Governor's budget bill was introduced in the
Assembly as 2011 Assembly Bill 40 and in the
Senate as 2011 Senate Bill 27. Upon completion
of the Finance Committee's review the Gover-
nor's recommended budget, the bill, as recom-
mended by the Finance Committee, returns to
that house which initially referred it to the Com-
mittee. For the 2011-13 budget, all of the Com-
mittee's actions were incorporated as a substitute
amendment to Assembly Bill 40, and the bill was
reported to the Assembly by the Committee.

Immediately following Finance Committee
action on the budget, one or both houses will
schedule briefings on the budget either as a
briefing for al members of the respective house
or as separate briefings for the two partisan
caucuses of the respective house. These briefings
are usualy conducted by Legidative Fisca
Bureau staff. (If only one house holds a briefing
when it receives the budget, the other house will
then typically hold such briefings when it re-
ceives the budget from the other house.) Then,
depending upon the amount of time set aside for
the respective house's consideration of the budg-
et, the house usually moves immediately to
commence party caucuses on the budget.

In contrast to the way in which recommended
changes to the state budget are considered at the
Finance Committee stage (where motions speci-
fying intended changes are considered and



adopted and then ultimately incorporated into a
revised budget bill), any changes proposed for
consideration by the full Assembly or Senate
must be offered and adopted in the form of
drafted amendments to the bill. Thus, should an
individual legislator be interested in -- for exam-
ple -- adding or deleting two positions to an
agency's recommended budget, the legidator
must have an amendment drafted by the Legisla-
tive Reference Bureau increasing or decreasing
the recommended budget level for the agency.
This would typically be an amendment which is
very short in length, perhaps only two or three
lines of text.

Another legidator -- wanting to include a new
program activity or delete an existing activity
from the budget -- might have a lengthy amend-
ment to modify not only the recommended dollar
levels for the agency but also to add, delete, or
modify the pertinent statutory language govern-
ing the program or activity. Individual legislator-
initiated changes that are to be considered on the
floor are offered as individua amendments to the
bill. Occasionally, an entire substitute amend-
ment (a new budget bill) will be offered as an
alternative to the budget under consideration.

Some of these individual amendments are
ultimately offered and debated in each house.
However, in some budgets, most of the consid-
ered changes are formulated and put forth by the
majority caucus as a single package as a result of
extensive caucus deliberations. This process
involves consideration of numerous proposed
changes to the budget. In some cases, the changes
are advanced by individual members of the
caucus and the ones for which there was suffi-
cient caucus support are incorporated into a
single caucus amendment. In other cases, pro-
posed changes from individual members are first
submitted to caucus leadership for development
of a caucus package to be reviewed by the caucus
membership.

The Assembly commenced action on the state
budget on June 14, 2011. A total of 41 amend-
ments to the Finance Committee's budget were
offered. Two amendments were adopted. The
Assembly adopted the amended budget on June
14, 2011, by avote of 60 to 38.

The Senate commenced, and completed,
action on the state budget on June 16, 2011. A
total of eight amendments to Assembly bill 40, as
amended, were offered. No amendments were
adopted. The Senate concurred with the Assem-
bly by avote of 19 to 14.

Final L egidative Enactment

The two houses of the Legislature rarely pass
identical versions of the budget in their first
consideration. Consequently, like any other hill
over which the two houses are in disagreement, if
the bill is to become law it must be agreed upon
in the identical form by each house.

There are severa methods available for
achieving resolution of differences between the
two houses on hills. The traditional approach --
where there are substantial differences -- is for
one house to seek a committee of conference on
the bill wherein a specified number of members
from each house are delegated by their respective
houses to represent that house and meet as a
bargaining committee with the goal of producing
a report reconciling the differences. Under this
procedure, a conference report is then submitted
to each house as an unamendable document to be
voted up or down.

However, because of the vast scope of the
budget bill (encompassing al of state govern-
ment) and the difficulty of limiting the items
which may be addressed by a conference com-
mittee, another method that has been used from
time to time has been to successively pass,
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between the houses, narrowing amendments
dealing with only the points of difference be-
tween the respective budgets as initially recom-
mended by the two houses. This narrowing
process is then continued until all items of differ-
ence are resolved by either inclusion, exclusion,
or modification.

In the 2011-13 budget, because the Senate
passed the bill without adopting additional
amendments, there was not a committee of
conference. The bill was enrolled on June 24 and
presented to the Governor.

Governor'sVeto Authority

Regardless of the approach used to resolve
any differences, once the differences between the
houses are resolved, a final budget bill, as passed
by the Legidature, is prepared for the Governor's
consideration. The bill at this stage -- termed an
"enrolled bill" -- is not sent to the Governor until
it is called for by the Governor. This alows the
Governor and the Governor's staff time to review
theitemsin the final legislative budget bill and to
consider -- in consultation with the State Budget
Office, agency heads, legidators, and others --
possible partial vetoes of the hill.

Article V, Section 10, of the Wisconsin
Constitution provides the Governor with the
power of partial veto for any appropriation bill,
including the biennial budget bill. In contrast to a
"nonappropriation bill," this means that rather
than having to approve accept or reect a bill in
its entirety, the Governor may selectively "de-
lete" portions of the budget bill. Thus, both
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language and dollar amounts in a budget bill may
be vetoed by the Governor. However, the Gover-
nor may not create a new word by reecting
individual letters in words, and may not create a
new sentence by combining parts of two or more
sentences.

Typicaly, a Governor will partially veto a
number of provisions in the legisatively-enacted
budget bill, athough the vast mgority of the bill
will become law in the form as passed by the
Legislature. The budget bill (less any items
deleted by the Governor's partial veto) then
becomes the state fiscal policy document for the
next two years.

Just as with a Governor's veto of a bill in its
entirety, the Legislature has a chance to review a
Governor's partial vetoes and may, with a two-
thirds vote by each house, enact any vetoed
portion into law, notwithstanding the objections
of the Governor.

On June 24, 2011, Enrolled AB 40 was
presented to the Governor. He approved the hill,
in part, on June 26 and had it deposited in the
Office of the Secretary of State as 2011 Wiscon-
sin Act 32. The Governor indicated in his mes-
sage that he had exercised his authority to make
50 partial vetoes to the bill, as passed by the
Legidature. Act 32 was published on June 30,
2011, and, except as otherwise specificaly
provided, became effective the following day.
None of the Governor's partia vetoes were
considered by the Legidlature.

Chart 2 shows a flow chart of Wisconsin's
biennial budget timetable, beginning with the
issuance of budget instructions until the budget
bill becomes law.
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APPENDIX |

Additional Considerations Regar ding the State Budget

There are a number of technical items regard-
ing the state budget in Wisconsin that are im-
portant factors in the overall budget process but
which are not discussed in the main body of this
paper. The purpose of this appendix is to briefly
present the more important of these points under
various topical areas.

Budget Period

Budgets can vary by the period of time they
cover. In government, budgets generaly cover
either one or two years.

Biennial Budget. Wisconsin uses a biennia
budget process wherein the budget act provides
the funding for the ensuing two-year period.
Most of the appropriations contained in the
budget bill are one-year appropriations (annual
appropriations) with any unused funding lapsing
(reverting) to the fund or account from which the
revenues were appropriated at the end of the
fiscal year. However, some appropriations,
although listed in annual increments, are valid for
the entire two-year period (biennial appropria-
tions) with any unused funding not lapsing until
the end of the fiscal biennium. Further, other
appropriations (continuing appropriations) are
made available for expenditure over any number
of years until funds are exhausted or the appro-
priation is repealed by the Legisature. A typica
use of such an appropriation would be for a
multi-year study or demonstration project. In
other, limited cases, appropriations are made on
an open-ended basis (these are termed "sum
sufficient appropriations’) wherein the agency
may expend whatever funds are necessary to
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accomplish a particular statutorily-specified
program purpose. Traditional uses of sum suffi-
cient appropriations include those for entitlement
programs such as homestead property tax credits,
for principal and interest payments on debt
service obligations, and for the operation of the
courts, Governor's office, Senate, and Assembly.

Annual Budget. Wisconsin has aways
adopted a biennial budget. This has continued to
be the case even after the Legidature acted in
1971 (Chapter 15, Laws of 1971) to provide for
regular annual sessions of the Legidlature. The
odd-numbered year legislative session has tradi-
tionally focused primarily on budget matters and
the even-numbered year session more on consid-
eration and disposition of other legidlation.

There have, however, from time to time been
proposals to change to an annual budget. Under
an annual budget, the entire budget is considered
anew each year. Thus, the complete budget
process (from agency budget requests to legisa-
tive budget enactment) takes place each year.
Congress and local governments use the annual
budget process.

Upon taking office in 1987, Governor
Thompson requested legidlative consideration of
aproposal to make a variety of statutory changes
to the budget process, including providing per-
missive statutory authority for submission of
separate annual budgets for fiscal years 1987-88
and 1988-89 as an dternative to submitting a
biennial budget.

In response, the Legidature retained the
statutory requirement for the submittal by the
Governor of a biennial budget. However, the
Legislature established a one-time requirement



that the Governor submit to the Joint Committee
on Finance, no later than the last Tuesday in
January, 1988, arecommended annual budget bill
draft or drafts incorporating any needed changes
in appropriations or revenues for the then current
biennium (1987-89). This created the necessity
for submittal by the Governor of, and action by
the Legidlature on, a 1988-89 annual budget.

It is important to note, however, that the
1988-89 annual budget, submitted by the Gover-
nor, was not a completely new budget because
appropriations for 1988-89 for most agencies had
already been reviewed and approved as a result
of the biennial budget (1987 Wisconsin Act 27).
Therefore, the 1988-89 annual budget actualy
contained only selected adjustments to previously
established appropriation levels and selected new
policy initiatives. No action has been taken in the
subsequent sessions of the Legislature to contin-
ue the annual budget provisions.

Practices in the States. Nineteen states use a
biennial budget approach. Two of those states
(North Dakota and Wyoming) actually appropri-
ate money for atwo-year period of operation and
the remaining 17, including Wisconsin, appropri-
ate for a two-year (biennial) period but allot the
funds in annual (fiscal year) increments (which
some view as two annual budgets). The remain-
ing 31 states have an annual budget process.

Budget Type

Budgets can also vary by the type of budget
method that is primarily used (typically distin-
guished by the terms either line-item budget or
program budget).

Line-Item Budget. When the term "line-item
budget” is used, it typically refers to either the
budget bill or the back-up building blocks which

are used to compile the budget document. Term-
ing a budget a "line-item budget” is intended to
characterize the way the budget is developed
regarding objects of expenditure (for example,
salaries, fringe benefits, rent, supplies, contractu-
al services and permanent property). A traditional
line-item budget will both develop and appropri-
ate funds on the basis of such categories.

Program Budget. Wisconsin's budget is
termed a "program budget." This means that the
structure of both the appropriations schedule and
the individual appropriations is generally of a
"program” nature. In Wisconsin, individual
agencies are first assigned to one of several broad
functional areas (such as commerce, education,
or human relations and resources). Then, within a
given functional area, agencies are listed in
alphabetical order and all the appropriations for
an agency are listed under the agency heading.
Depending upon its size, an agency may be
shown as having one or several programs. For
each program there will generally be a lump sum
appropriation listed, plus such other additional
special appropriations as are considered neces-
sary. (For a sample of the program budget appro-
priation structure, see Chart 6 in Appendix VIII.
Chart 7 in Appendix VIII shows the statutory
appropriation language for each of the appropria-
tions shown in Chart 6.]

Budget Bill or Bills

Many states use a number of billsto cover the
range of state agencies and programs for which
appropriations are made. In these cases, each hill
will relate only to certain agencies or programs or
to different functional areas, or will use some
other breakdown that is traditional for that state.
Other states use only a small number of hills.
Eighteen states, including Wisconsin, have a
single budget bill encompassing al of state
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government. These different types of budget bills
are discussed below.

Multiple Budget Bills. Thirty-two of the fifty
states use multiple budgets, ranging from as few
astwo to four bills (12 states) to as many as 60 to
over 100 bhills. [One state (Arkansas) has 500
budget bills.] In states with an extremely high
number of bills, there tends to be a bill for each
agency or sometimes multiple bills for large
agencies. For those with only a few budget bills,
there may be an omnibus operating bill, a capital
budget bill, and a transportation bill.

Budget Bill or Bills in Wisconsin. The
statutes (s. 16.45) call for the Governor to deliver
his or her budget message to the Legidature by
the last Tuesday in January and, along with that
budget message, to transmit to the Legislature the
biennial state budget report (Governor's budget
book) and the executive budget bill(s). Following
the development of program budgeting in Wis-
consin in the late 1960's, governors have general-
ly submitted, and legislatures have adopted, a
comprehensive biennial budget contained in a
single omnibus bill. There have been occasions in
the past when a governor has chosen to submit
multiple budget bills. For example, for the 1989-
91 biennia budget, Governor Thompson initially
submitted atotal of three separate bills constitut-
ing his executive budget recommendations: a
genera bill; a transportation bill; and a natura
resources bill. Later, a fourth proposal constitut-
ing the 1989-91 executive capital budget recom-
mendation was submitted in draft form. Further,
in the 1995-97 budget, the Governor and the
Legidlature agreed to deal with the transportation
budget as a separate hill.

Omnibus Budget Bill. In contrast to many
states and the federa government, Wisconsin
(and 17 other states) uses an omnibus budget bill
which, upon enactment, provides the appropria
tion authorization and statutory language neces-
sary for the operation of all state agencies in the
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next fiscal period. There are arguments that can
be advanced both for and against a single omni-
bus budget bill versus the use of severa or many
appropriation bills. However, the omnibus hill
approach has been favored in Wisconsin on the
basis that it encourages and enhances considera-
tion of various competing program demands for a
fixed level of resources. At each stage of the
omnibus budget process, fund balance statements
are determined to ensure that the total level of
spending proposed to be authorized does not
exceed the estimated available revenues.

Development of the New Budget

Another way in which budgets differ is in
how successor budgets are developed. Three of
the more frequently mentioned methods are
discussed below.

Incremental Budgeting. The general budget
formulation process in Wisconsin can best be
termed "incremental budgeting." This means that
agency budget requests for an upcoming bienni-
um use, as a starting point, the existing budget
level (the base budget). There are several tech-
nical adjustments to this base that may be re-
quired in any biennium, but the budget request
instructions for the next biennial budget direct an
agency to build its budget by identifying request-
ed budget changes from its current base budget
level, technically termed the agency's "adjusted
base budget level." All of the budget decision
items identified in agency requests and the
Governor's budget book represent increments of
change over the existing level of spending (the
adjusted base budget).

Zero-based Budgeting. Zero-based budget-
ing (ZBB) enjoyed a brief popularity in the
1970s. According to the National Conference of
State Legidatures, none of the 50 states are
currently using a pure ZBB style of budgeting,



although a few states indicate that they still may
be used on occasion for selected agencies. While
the application in the individua states that exper-
imented extensively with ZBB varied, the con-
cept in its classic form was that the next budget
was to be rebuilt from zero. In other words, no
existing base budget or cost to continue level was
to be assumed. Rather, agencies were to restate
their entire budget [both existing budget and
budget changes (increments)] starting from zero.
Budget request elements were to be prioritized
based usually on some numerical percentage of
the base budget.

Reports on the success of zero-based budget-
ing varied. In genera, however, two of the more
frequently cited conclusions were that: (1) it was
a burdensome, paper heavy process, and (2) any
benefits from using this process seemed to flow
more to agency management than to the ultimate
budget decision-makers due to the level of de-
tailed review required.

While Wisconsin has never used a true zero-
based budgeting procedure, elements of the
practice have been included as a part of the
biennial budget process in past years, usualy by
the Governor. In recent budgets, a typical part of
budget instructions required state agencies to
provide an identification of where each agency
would propose to reduce its base budget if afixed
percentage of each agency's budget was required
to be reduced. A number of exclusions have been
made, such as excluding any reductions in debt
service payments or payments to local units of
government. In other words, the "cut" require-
ment has tended to be focused on expenditures
for state operations (that is, state administrative
costs).

For example, the 2007-09 budget instructions
required agencies with state operations adminis-
trative appropriations to submit a plan to absorb a
10% permanent base cut. According to the
instruction, "this reduction should equal 10% of

al non-federal, sum certain state operations
administrative appropriations in an agency,
excluding debt service and fuel and utilities
appropriations.” A similar directive was con-
tained in the budget instructions for the 2011-13
biennium.

Performance-based Budgeting. In recent
years, most budget improvement discussions
have focused on agency performance measures
and the use of performance-based budgeting. As
with zero-based budgeting, there is no single
accepted definition of what constitutes perfor-
mance-based budgeting. However, in genera,
performance-based budgeting is a budget deci-
sion-making process that is aimed at allocating
resources to an agency based on a review of the
agency's goals and objectives and its correspond-
ing planned and actual performance results.
Further, the performance achievements are to be
evaluated relative to the level of measured (quan-
tifiable) achievement by the agency in reaching
program outcome goals (results). The intent is
that budget decisions in the next budget cycle
(and subsequent budget cycles) can then be made
based on the actual agency performance in the
current budget period related to stated program
outcome measures. As indicated above, Wiscon-
sin, to date, has used primarily incremental
budgeting. However, 1997 Wisconsin Act 27
created a requirement that two state agencies (the
Department of Transportation and the Technolo-
gy for Educational Achievement Board) submit
their agency budget requests for the 1999-2001
biennium on a performance-based budget basis.
Further, the budget instructions for 2001-03
required that each state agency include with its
budget request a minimum of two to four (based
on agency size) performance measures.

For the 2003-05 budget, the budget instruc-
tions directed state agencies to update the per-
formance measures included in their 2001-03
biennial budget submittal. This updating was to
include, to the extent possible, five years of
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actual results under each performance measure
and five years of planned future years results for
those same program performance measures. At a
minimum, however, the agency's budget submit-
tal was to include past actual outcomes for the
performance measures selected and planned
outcomes for those measures for the forthcoming
three years.

For the 2005-07 biennial budget, the budget
instructions directed state agencies to update the
performance measures submitted for the 2003-05
budget and to continue to report on the perfor-
mance measures they identified for previous
biennial budgets.

Budget instructions for the 2007-09 biennium
directed agencies to report actual outcome
measures for the 2004-05 and 2005-06 fisca
years and planned outcome measures for 2006-
07, 2007-08, and 2008-09.

Similar to 2007-09, budget instructions for
2009-11, 2011-13, and 2013-15 required agen-
cies to report actual outcome measures for two
years and indicate planned outcome measures for
three years.

Budget Fiscal Periods

Budgets may dso be distinguished with
regard to beginning and ending dates of the
individual budget year. In general, a budget
covers a 12-month period (annual fiscal period)

or a 24-month period (biennial fiscal period).
Even though Wisconsin's budget is for a biennial
period, appropriation amounts are typically set in
annual increments. Each increment represents the
budget alotment for the fiscal year used for
financia reporting. However, the starting month
for a fiscal year period can be any month of the
calendar year. The concepts of a biennial budget
period and fiscal years versus calendar years are
discussed below.

Biennial Budget Period. The official fisca
biennium for the state runs from July 1 of one
odd-numbered calendar year to June 30 of the
next odd-numbered calendar year, a 24-month
period. The Legislature normally has from Feb-
ruary of the odd-numbered calendar year until
June 30 of that same year before the then current
fiscal biennium ends and a new fiscal biennium
begins.

Fiscal Years vs. Calendar Years. The
biennial budget period includes two annual
periods or fiscal years. Most appropriations are
annual appropriations and are effective for that
fiscal year only. The state's fiscal year runs from
July 1 of one cadendar year to June 30 of the
succeeding calendar year. Thus, the 2013-15
biennial budget will involve appropriations for
both fiscal year 2013-14 (July 1, 2013, thru June
30, 2014) and fiscal year 2014-15 (July 1, 2014,
thru June 30, 2015). These fiscal years will be
referred to as "FY 14" and "FY 15" respectively,
using the ending calendar year of the overlapping
years as the identifier.

The correspondence or overlap between

Chart 3: Comparison of Budget Calendar and Fiscal Periods

Calendar Y ear(s) Caendar Dates

2011 and 2012 July 1, 2011 to June 30, 2012
2012 and 2013 July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013
2013 and 2014 July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2014
2014 and 2015 July 1, 2014 to June 30, 2015
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Fiscal Y ear Biennial Budget Period
2011-12 2011-13 Biennial Budget
2012-13 2011-13 Biennial Budget
2013-14 2013-15 Biennial Budget
2014-15 2013-15 Biennial Budget



calendar years, fisca years, and biennial budget
periodsin Wisconsin is portrayed in Chart 3.

Most local governments within the state are
on a fiscal year period that coincides with the
calendar year except for school districts, which
are on the same fisca year as the state. The
federa government is on a cycle that runs from
October 1 of one calendar year to September 30
of the following calendar year. [For example, the
federal fiscal year (FFY) 2014 budget will be for
the period beginning on October 1, 2013, and
ending on September 30, 2014.]

budget has been enacted by that time, the appro-
priation levels that were in effect for the fiscal
year just ended are automatically continued for
the new fiscal year (and al subsequent years)
until amended or repealed by subsequent legisla-
tive enactment. Thus, in those sessions when the
Legidature has not enacted a new budget by June
30, state agencies have been able to continue
operations at their existing appropriation levels
until a new budget is finally enacted. However,
such expenditures are ultimately financed from
the new appropriations once they are authorized.

Proceduresin Event of Lack of New
Budget by Start of New Fiscal Biennium

Proceduresfor Interim Changes
in the Authorized Budget

For the federal government, and many state
governments, if the current fiscal period ends
without a new budget having been authorized for
the succeeding fiscal period, the government is
generally prohibited from making any further
expenditures until a new budget is enacted. In
genera, the only exception permitted is if some
type of temporary budget continuation resolution
is approved by the legidative body to allow the
government to continue to expend money. Wis-
consin differs in this regard by having a perma-
nent statutory provision that automatically
allows for continuation of the existing budget
level when this circumstance occurs.

Continuation of Authorized Appropria-
tions. The Wisconsin Legislature considers the
appropriation levels for the forthcoming fiscal
biennium during the last six months of the cur-
rent fiscal biennium. In the event that a new
biennial budget is not enacted by June 30 of the
odd-numbered year, however, the operations of
state government do not come to a halt. This is
because of the continuation procedure contained
in the Wisconsin Statutes (s. 20.002(1)). This
provision specifies that, in the event that no new

Wisconsin's biennial budget, once adopted,
provides spending authority (by fiscal year) for a
two-year period. The budget may be modified by:
(1) separate legislation authorizing an additional
appropriation or eliminating or modifying an
existing appropriation; (2) a budget adjustment
bill (generally in the second annual session of the
Legidature) to make changes to the adopted
biennial budget; and (3) the authorization of
limited emergency changes to existing appropria-
tions at the request of state agencies with the
approval of the Joint Committee on Finance.
These items are discussed in more detail below.

Interim Changes in Appropriation Levels.
Except for sum sufficient appropriations, the
levels of funding appropriated to agency pro-
grams may not be changed during the biennium
except by subsequent action of the Legidlature or
as supplemented by the Joint Committee on
Finance.

The Legidature can pass legidation which
modifies previously approved appropriation
levels. Aside from this type of change, appropria-
tion levels can be modified in only two other
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ways.

First, as a part of each biennial budget there
are certain supplemental appropriations or ac-
counts which represent amounts set aside to
augment program appropriations. The most
significant of these supplements are those for the
costs of salary and fringe benefit increases. These
compensation reserve amounts are to pay for the
costs in the forthcoming biennium of compensa-
tion amounts not yet adopted. A lump sum of
money for such anticipated costs on a statewide
basis is normally reserved in the biennial budget,
rather than including financing for such costs in
the individual agency program appropriations.
This is because the compensation amounts are
usually not finalized until after the end of the
budget process and because the specific agency-
by-agency costs of such compensation changes
are not known. Another example of such a sup-
plement is for increased space rental costs in
state-owned office buildings or in leased, private
office space.

The other way in which an agency's appropri-
ations can be modified is by action of the Joint
Committee on Finance pursuant to ss. 13.101 or
16.515 of the statutes. Under these statutes, the
Finance Committee may supplement any agen-
cy's appropriation which is insufficient because
of unforeseen emergencies or is inadequate to
accomplish the purpose for which it was made if
the Committee determines that: (1) an emergen-
cy exists, (2) no funds are available for such
purposes;, and (3) the purposes for which a
supplemental appropriation is requested have
been authorized or directed by the Legidature.

The Committee may aso transfer funds
between appropriations and programs. In this
case, the Committee may make such transfers if
it finds that: (1) unnecessary duplication of
functions can be eliminated, more efficient and
effective methods for performing the program
will result, or legidlative intent will be more
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effectively carried out; (2) legislative intent will
not be changed as the result of such transfer; and
(3) the purposes for which the transfer is request-
ed have been authorized or directed by the Legis-
lature.

Interim Changes in Authorized Positions.
Although the dollars appropriated to an agency
are specified by program and fund source in the
budget bill, the number of authorized staff posi-
tions is not. There is, however, backup budget
detail that is considered an integral part of the
budget process which specifies that number.
Generaly, positions may only be authorized for
agencies in one of three ways. (1) by the Legis-
lature as a part of budget enactments or by other
separate legidation; (2) by the Joint Committee
on Finance; and (3) by the Governor for federal-
ly-funded positions. The Department of Admin-
istration reports quarterly to the Joint Committee
on Finance on the total number of authorized
positions for each state agency.

There are, in addition, two special exceptions
provided. One exception allows the University of
Wisconsin (UW) Board of Regents or the Chan-
cellor of UW-Madison to unilaterally change the
number of positions authorized for the UW
System -- but only for positions funded from
program revenue, segregated revenue, or federal
revenue accounts. The UW Board of Regents is
required to report quarterly to the Department of
Administration and Joint Committee on Finance
on any position changes made under this provi-
sion. The second exception also relates to the
University of Wisconsin System. This provision
allows the UW Board of Regents or the Chancel-
lor of UW-Madison to create or abolish academic
staff or faculty positions funded from the Univer-
sity's GPR appropriation for general program
operations of the University. The Board and
Chancellor are required to report, by September
30 of each year, to the Department of Admin-
istration and the Joint Committee on Finance on
the number of such positions created or abolished



under this authority in the prior fiscal year.

Budget Adjustment Bills. As noted earlier,
the Wisconsin statutes provide for a biennial
budget rather than an annual budget. There is no

current statutory provision for any regularly-
scheduled annua budget adjustment bill to be
considered by the Legidature. There was a
statutory provision for the submittal by the
Governor of an annua budget review bill that
was in existence from 1972 until its repeal in the
1981-83 biennial budget.

Other than the fiscal emergency provision
described below, there is no statutory require-
ment for submittal by the Governor of a budget
adjustment bill. However, it is frequently the case
that changes in economic conditions or unex-
pected developments in state or federal govern-
mental programs will result in the need for
legislation to be submitted and considered in the
second annual session of the biennial Legislature.
Appendix VII lists budget adjustment bills from
1977-79 to 2009-11.

Fiscal Emergencies Declaration. There is a
statutory provison (s. 16.50) that addresses
actions to be taken in the event of a shortfall in
budgeted revenue collections. This provision
specifies that if, subsequent to the adoption of the
biennial budget, the Secretary of DOA deter-
mines that previously authorized expenditures
will exceed revenues in the current or forthcom-
ing fiscal year by less than one-half of one per-
cent of estimated GPR appropriations, the Secre-
tary may take administrative action to adjust
agencies' budget allotments to withhold funds
sufficient to offset the revenue shortfall.

However, if the Secretary of DOA concludes
that the level of GPR appropriations will exceed
the level of revenues expected to be available in
the current or forthcoming fiscal year by more
than 0.5% of the amount of total GPR appropria-

tions for the respective fiscal year, the Secretary
may not take any action to reduce agency spend-
ing authority. Rather, the Secretary must notify
the Governor, the presiding officer of each house
of the Legislature, and the Joint Committee on
Finance of thisfiscal emergency situation.

Following this notification, the Governor is
required to submit his or her recommendations
for correcting the imbalance to the Legidature. If
the Legidature is not in an actual floorperiod at
the time of the Secretary's notification, the Gov-
ernor is required to call a specia session of the
Legidature to address the situation and the
Governor's recommendations for dealing with the
imbal ance.

The latter part of this statutory provision first
came into play in the 2001-02 fiscal year when a
decline in state revenues required the Governor
to cal a specia session of the Legidature to
address that fiscal emergency. A bill was submit-
ted by the Governor to address the situation and
following legidative deliberation on that bill, this
budget adjustment legislation was enacted as
2001 Wisconsin Act 109. This also occurred in
2002-03 (2003 Act 1), 2007-08 (2007 Act 226)
and 2008-09 (2009 Act 2).

Non-Budget Fiscal Bills

Special statutory provisions apply to the
legislative handling of the biennial budget bill.
However, there are aso hills in each legidative
session that propose to authorize the expenditure
of money for specific limited purposes. Bills
providing for the appropriation of money or
affecting revenues are termed "fiscal bills' and
have added requirements related to legislative
consideration of such bills. These requirements
are described below.
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Emergency Clause Requirement. A facet
used in Wisconsin to enhance the comprehensive
budget approach to spending authorization is a
statutory provision (s. 16.47(2)) specifying that
no hill affecting state appropriations or revenues
or increasing the cost of state government by an
amount in excess of $10,000 annualy may be
passed by either house of the Legislature until the
budget bill has been passed by both houses.
However, two exceptions -- referred to as emer-
gency clause provisions -- are provided.

First, the Governor and the Joint Committee
on Finance are each individually empowered to
recommend for passage bills that would other-
wise be in violation of this prohibition (against
passage in advance of the budget bill) for consid-
eration as "emergency bills' by the attachment of
an "emergency clause." The emergency clauseis
a statement designating the bill for such emer-
gency consideration. The Governor may send a
letter to the house of origin indicating this intent
or the Finance Committee may vote to attach
such a statement to a fiscal bill. Second, the
organization committee of either house is also
authorized to attach a similar emergency clause --
but effective only for consideration of the bill in
that respective house -- to bills that would other-
wise violate the prohibition so long as such bills
would not affect state finances by more than
$100,000 biennially.

Required Reference of Fiscal Bills to the
Joint Committee on Finance. A separate,
statutory provision (s. 16.47(1m)) requires the
budget bill to be referred to the Joint Committee
on Finance immediately upon introduction. The
statutes also provide that certain other bills must,
in addition to being referred to a substantive
legislative standing committee, be referred to the
Joint Committee on Finance. The statute which
governs this referral of hills, s. 13.093(1), pro-
vides as follows: "All bills introduced in either
house of the legislature for the appropriation of
money, providing for revenue or relating to
taxation shall be referred to the joint committee
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on finance before being passed.” In application
of this provision, the following interpretations of
the language of the statute have been developed.

First, "al bills introduced® means that the
referral requirement applies only to bills in their
original form. The referral requirement does not
extend to amendments (either simple amend-
ments or substitute amendments). Second, the
phrases "for the appropriation of money" and
"providing for revenue" means that the language
of the bill must directly affect appropriations or
revenues. The fact that a bill has afiscal estimate
(see definition below) attached is not, by itself,
determinative of the requirement for referrd
unless the language of the bill actualy affects
appropriations or revenues. Third, all appropria-
tion and revenue sources fall within the referral
requirement. Fourth, the phrase "relating to
taxation" is broadly construed to mean any type
of tax and to include local taxes (such as property
taxes) as well state taxes. Fifth, the requirement
is only for referra of the bill to the Joint Com-
mittee on Finance. Thus, while a vote on the hill
can be taken by the Committee, the only re-
guirement is that the bill be referred to the Com-
mittee. Once a bill has been referred, the statuto-
ry requirement is fulfilled and the bill can be
acted upon by the Committee or returned to the
house which referred it to the Joint Committee on
Finance. And sixth, the phrase "before being
passed” means before having been adopted by
both houses of the Legidature. Consequently,
one house may pass a fiscal bill which meets the
requirements for referral to the Committee
without making the actual referral. However, it is
then incumbent upon the second house to make
the required statutory referral before acting upon
the bill.

Fiscal Estimates. Many of the bills intro-
duced in the Legidature each session, if enacted,
will impact on state and /or local government
finances. While in some cases the fiscal implica
tions of abill will be fairly evident, for other bills
that will not be the case. For example, a bill may



require an agency to perform new functions but
not provide any staff or funding to perform those
activities. Or, abill may impose a new tax or fee,
but the bill will not typically identify the amount
of revenues that will result from the proposed tax
or fee. The Wisconsin Legislature was the first in
the nation in recognizing the need of legislators
for fiscal information in considering legislation.
Thus, the requirement for a fiscal note to the bill
(now termed a "fiscal estimate" in Wisconsin)
was created.

The requirement for fiscal estimates on billsis
established both in the statutes and in the joint
rules of the Legisature. The statutory require-
ment [s. 13.093(2)(a)] provides as follows:

" Any bill making an appropriation, any bill
increasing or decreasing existing appropriations
or state or genera local government fiscal liabil-
ity or revenues, and any bill that modifies an
existing surcharge or creates a new surcharge...,
shall, before any vote is taken thereon by either
house of the legislature if the bill is not referred
to a standing committee, or before any public
hearing is held before any standing committee or,
if no public hearing is held, before any vote is
taken by the committee, incorporate a reliable
estimate of the anticipated change in appropria-
tion authority or state or genera local govern-
ment fiscal liability or revenues under the hill,
including to the extent possible a projection of
such changes in future biennia."

The scope of bills which may require afiscal
estimate is considerably broader than just those
bills which would meet the requirements for
referral to the Joint Committee on Finance. This
is because not only is afiscal estimate required if
the bill would make changes in appropriations or
revenues, but aso if the bill would affect state or
local government general fiscal liability.

In general, fiscal estimates on bills are pre-
pared by the state agency or agencies that would
be most affected by, or involved in, the subject
matter of the legidative proposal. That agency
may also be the one designated to provide an

estimate of local governmental fiscal liability if it
is anticipated that the bill would have a potential
fiscal impact in that area. The requirement for a
fiscal estimate is determined by the drafting
attorney in the Legislative Reference Bureau
(LRB) who prepared the bill draft. However,
under the joint rules, any legidator may raise a
point of order that a bill lacking a fiscal estimate
should have one. If the presiding officer concurs,
a reguest for the preparation of afisca estimate
to the bill is made.

The request for a fiscal estimate to be pre-
pared for a bill is sent by the LRB to the State
Budget Office in the Department of Administra-
tion which then determines which agency (or
agencies) is to prepare the estimate. Fiscal esti-
mates are to be prepared within five working
days of receipt of the request and, returned to the
LRB. After a five-day period for review of the
fiscal estimate by the bill's author, the fiscal
estimate is printed as an appendix to the bill and
distributed in the same manner as amendments to
original bills. During the five-day review period,
however, the bill's author may request that the
agency rewrite the estimate. In addition to the
original fiscal estimate, the Joint Rules of the
Legislature provide for the preparation of sup-
plemental fiscal estimates by the Department of
Administration and Legislative Fiscal Bureau.

Appropriations

The state constitution provides that no money
may be paid out of the treasury except pursuant
to an appropriation by the Legislature (Article
VIII, Section 2). In Wisconsin, since the 1960s,
all appropriations are codified into a schedule of
appropriations. This schedule is referred to as the
"Chapter 20 schedule" because the listing of total
appropriations is biennialy published as a part of
Chapter 20 of the statutes.
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Appropriations Schedule. A copy of a
section of the 2011-13 Chapter 20 schedule is in
Chart 6 of Appendix VIII. In addition to listing
the appropriations and the amounts appropriated
in a schedule, Chapter 20 contains specific
language defining each appropriation and identi-
fying the purpose for which the appropriated
funds may be used. An example of this language
isshown in Chart 7 of Appendix VIII.

The schedule of appropriationsis organized in
the following manner. First, state agencies and
programs are organized into one of the following
broad functional areas. Commerce, Education,
Environmental Resources, Human Relations and
Resources, General Executive Functions, Judi-
cial, Legidative, or General Appropriations.
Then, within a functional area, the agencies are
generally listed aphabeticaly. Further, for the
larger agencies, appropriations will be organized
into the various program areas encompassing the
agency's programmatic responsibilities. Next,
appropriations are organized by fund source,
starting with general purpose revenue funding,
then program revenue funding and then segregat-
ed revenue funding (see the revenues section
below for definitions of revenue types).

Appropriation Scope. Wisconsin has, in
general, a program budget appropriations struc-
ture. In its purest application, this would mean
that every appropriation would be very broad in
nature and could be used in a variety of ways to
accomplish the legidlatively-directed program
purpose. The current state appropriations sched-
ule reflects a mixture of appropriation types. The
broadest type would be those for the genera
program operations of a department or division.
The next type might be represented by appropria-
tions for such general programmatic efforts as
state foster care and adoption services or domes-
tic abuse grants. The narrowest type might be
represented by appropriations for such specific
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activities as searches for birth parents and adop-
tion record information or the conduct of com-
pulsive gambling awareness campaigns.

Appropriations in Wisconsin, even if narrow
in scope, generally do not become so narrow as
to be line-item in nature, such as, for example,
providing separate appropriation lines for: (1)
salaries, (2) fringe benefits; (3) supplies and
services;, and (4) the acquisition of permanent
property items. The broadest appropriations are
typically referred to as lump sum appropriations.
Lump sum appropriations are described further
below.

Lump Sum Appropriations. The budget act
provides many appropriations on a lump sum
basis. A lump sum appropriation is usually
denoted in the appropriations schedule as being
for "genera program operations." Departmental
costs that are funded from this single appropria-
tion include such things as. (1) salaries and fringe
benefits for full-time equivaent and limited-term
employees; (2) support costs for such staff in-
cluding travel, space rental, and telephones; and
(3) the costs of other supplies and services.

While considerable supporting documenta-
tion and appropriation detail is prepared and
available regarding the approved spending level
for any program, the amount printed in the
statutes is a lump sum amount. Further, an agen-
cy is alowed considerable flexibility, within the
requirements of other general expenditure control
policies, in the expenditure of that lump sum
amount.

The schedule of appropriations identifies each
appropriation in terms of two different character-
izations. by purpose category and by type of
appropriation. These are described in the follow-
ing two sections.



Appropriation Purpose

Appropriation Type

A broad characterization of the purpose of
any appropriation has been developed to indicate
whether the appropriation is for local assistance,
aids to individuals and organizations, or state
operations. These "purpose' categories are
defined as follows:

Local Assistance. These are appropriations
for payments to be made to directly to, or on
behalf of, local governmental units in Wisconsin
to help pay costs which would otherwise be
borne entirely by the local governments. For
example, the appropriation for general equaliza-
tion aids (to school districts) is classified in this
category.

Aids to Individuals and Organizations.
These are appropriations to allow payments to be
made directly to, or on behalf of, an individual or
private organization. For example, an appropria-
tion for educational grants given directly to
students would be classified in this category.

State Oper ations. These are appropriations to
allow expenditures by state agencies for the costs
of the general operations of the agency, including
program administration and operation of any
associated institutions or facilities. Expenditures
in these cases would typically be for such items
as state employee saaries and fringe benefits,
supplies and contractual services, space rental,
and permanent property acquisitions. For exam-
ple, the appropriation for general program opera-
tions of the University of Wisconsin system
provides funds for campus administrative activi-
ties as well as the instructional faculty and facili-
ties operations.

There are four types of appropriations listed
in the Chapter 20 schedule: annual, biennial,
continuing, and sum sufficient. Under the
category of "type" in the schedule, these are
indicated respectively as A, B, C, and S
Definitions of these four types of appropriations
are provided below.

Annual Appropriation (A). Under an annual
appropriation, an agency may expend only up to
the amount indicated in the Chapter 20 schedule
for the purposes indicated. Further, such expendi-
tures may be made only within the indicated
fiscal year. Any unused funds remaining in the
appropriation at the end of the fiscal year lapse
(revert) back to the fund or account balance from
which they were appropriated.

Biennial Appropriation (B). Under a bienni-
al appropriation, an agency may expend up to the
total amount indicated in the Chapter 20 schedule
at any point during the two-year fiscal period.
Although the Chapter 20 schedule contains an
identification of an estimated expenditure level
for each year of the biennia fiscal period, these
figures are not controlling by year and expendi-
tures are limited only by the total amount appro-
priated for the biennium. Any unused funds
remaining in the appropriation at the end of the
biennium lapse back to the fund or account
bal ance from which they were appropriated.

Continuing Appropriation (C). Under a
continuing appropriation, an agency may expend
the amounts that have been made available by the
Legidature at any time until the funds are ex-
hausted or the appropriation is repealed. The
actual operation of a continuing appropriation
varies, however, depending upon the revenue
source for the appropriation.
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For a continuing appropriation funded from
general purpose or segregated fund revenues, the
Legidature determines the amount that is availa-
ble for expenditure by the agency. However, that
amount is continuously available to the agency
for expenditure and does not lapse unless the
appropriation is repealed. In contrast, for a
continuing appropriation funded from program
revenues, the Legidature will include in the
appropriations schedule an estimate of the
amount of funds to be expended in a given fisca
year from the continuing appropriation. Howev-
er, those amounts are not controlling and an
agency may, subject to any other specific limita-
tions (such as personnel authorizations), expend
such amounts as are necessary for the particular
program or activity as long as there are sufficient
revenues in the account to cover the expendi-
tures.

Sum Sufficient Appropriation (S). Under a
sum sufficient appropriation, an agency may
expend any amount necessary for the program
subject only to any other specific program re-
strictions. For example, a program may be estab-
lished to make payments to all individuals who
meet certain digibility requirements, but the
Legidlature may provide that only a specified
sum of money may be paid to each €ligible
person. In this case, the agency would be obligat-
ed to make a payment to as many eligible persons
as applied, but would be limited in the amount
that could be paid to each individual. While an
estimate of the amount that will be expended by
the agency in each fiscal year is included in the
appropriations schedule, these amounts are not
controlling. An agency may spend more or less
than the amount indicated. It is expected that the
fund from which the sum sufficient appropriation
is financed will have sufficient revenues to cover
the amounts expended.
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Revenues
(The Sour ce of Funding for Appropriations)

Appropriations, by definition, are established
to alow for the expenditure of monies that have
been collected by the state. In the Chapter 20
appropriations schedule, under a column indica-
tor denominated "source," the source of the type
of revenues which support that appropriation is
identified. These revenue source types are de-
scribed below.

General Purpose Revenue (GPR). This
revenue source represents general revenues
collected by the state and available for appropria-
tion by the Legidature for any purpose. Generdl
purpose revenues represent monies collected
from state taxpayers, primarily through state
sales taxes and individual and corporate income
taxes. Other sources include excise taxes (liquor
and tobacco), utility taxes, and insurance taxes.
In addition, non-tax revenues which are required
by statute to be collected by certain agencies but
which are paid into the genera fund (termed
"departmental revenues' or "general purpose
revenue-earned") are aso a source of genera
purpose revenue. Once collected, all of these
various sources of revenue are deposited into the
state's general account (the general fund) and lose
their identity asto original source.

Program Revenue (PR). This revenue source
represents monies which are credited to a specific
appropriation account to finance an agency or a
particular program or activity within an individu-
al agency. Generdly, these are revenues collected
for such things as user charges imposed as li-
cense or inspection fees, tuition, receipts from
product sales, or for reimbursement for the costs
of services provided by the collecting agency to
another state agency, a non-state organization, or
individuals.



Program Revenue - Service (PR-S). This
revenue source is similar to program revenue in
that it is credited to a specific appropriation to
finance an agency or program within an agency.
However, in this case, the revenues come not
from fees charged to entities or individuals
outside of state government, but rather are trans-
ferred amounts from one state agency (from any
of its revenue sources) to a program revenue-
service appropriation in another agency. These
moneys are shown as expenditures in the appro-
priation of the state agency from which the
moneys are transferred and as program revenue-
service funds in the appropriation of the agency
to which the moneys are transferred.

Program revenue-service appropriations may
also exist in an agency where a central service
divison or unit within the agency charges the
other divisions of that agency for the services it
provides to those entities. An example would be
where a central mailing unit in an agency assess-
es other units in the agency for their respective
share of the mailing unit's overall operating costs.
The revenues to the mailing unit from these
assessments would be paid from other appropria-
tion sources within the agency and deposited as
revenues in the PR-S appropriation used to
finance the operations of the mailing unit.

Segregated Revenue (SEG). This revenue
source represents monies which, by law, are
credited to a specific fund other than the general
fund. Revenues from the distinct (segregated)
fund may be used only for the statutorily-defined
purposes of the fund. For example, motor fuel
taxes are revenues which are placed in the segre-
gated, transportation fund and are designated for
transportation-related purposes.

Segregated Revenue - Service (SEG-S).
This revenue source is similar to segregated
revenue in that it is credited to a specific fund to
finance an agency or programs within an agency.
Although the revenues are deposited in the
designated segregated fund, there is a separate

account within that fund to which those service
revenues are credited and from which the segre-
gated revenue-service appropriation makes the
authorized expenditures. Within the overal
segregated fund then, the revenues received and
expenditures made with respect to this segregated
revenue-service appropriation are tracked as a
distinct account within the over-all fund balance.
There are relatively few SEG-S appropriations
currently and the majority of those that do exist
are in the Department of Transportation.

Segregated Revenue - Local (SEG-L). This
is a revenue source which is received from a
local unit of government or other source for
transportation purposes and is deposited in the
transportation fund. Appropriations under this
designation are financed from these revenues.

Federal Revenue (FED). This revenue
source represents monies received by a state
agency from the federal government for a speci-
fied purpose. Federal revenues do not have a
distinct separate type but rather are listed as a
subset of either a program revenue account or a
segregated fund, depending on where the federad
revenues are deposited. For Chapter 20 purposes,
these appropriations are, therefore, actualy
shown either as program revenue-federal or
segregated revenue-federal appropriations.

Program Revenue-Federal  (PR-F). This
revenue source represents monies which are
received by a state agency from a federal agency
for specific program activities and which are
deposited in a separate program revenue account
of that agency created for the receipt and ex-
penditure of such federal funds. In some cases,
funds from severa different federal grants may
be credited to a single, general program revenue-
federal account. In other cases, there may be a
distinct appropriation set up exclusively for the
receipt and expenditure of federal funds from a
single grant source (such as funds received under
afederal block grant).
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Segregated Revenue-Federal (SEG-F). This
revenue source represents monies which are
received by a state agency from a federal agency
for specific program activities and which are
deposited into a segregated fund operated by that
agency. In some cases, funds from several differ-
ent federa grants may be credited to a single,
segregated revenue-federal account while in
other cases there may be a distinct appropriation
set up exclusively for the receipt and expenditure
of federal funds from a single grant source.

Bond Revenue (BR). This revenue source
represents monies which are received by the state
from the issuance of bonds (contracting of public
debt) and deposited in the capital improvement
fund for expenditure by various state agencies for
specified purposes. The mgority of state bond
revenues are used for state building, highway,
and land acquisition projects. However, bond
revenues are also used to finance some other state
activities such as certain Department of Natura
Resources environmental protection programs
and the Department of Veterans Affairs home
mortgage loan program.

Balanced Budget Requirement

The Wisconsin Constitution (Article VIII,
Section 5) requires that:

"The legislature shall provide for an annual
tax sufficient to defray the estimated expenses of
the state for each year; and whenever the expens-
es of any year shall exceed the income, the legis-
lature shall provide for levying atax for the ensu-
ing year, sufficient, with other sources of income,
to pay the deficiency as well as the estimated
expenses of such ensuing year."

The first part of this constitutional provision
represents the requirement that the state have a
balanced budget, where estimated revenues equal
or exceed estimated expenditures. This means
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that the Legislature must pass a budget document
that meets the balanced budget requirement.
Although the constitutional provision actually
only applies to the Legidlature, in practice,
Governors have aways submitted a balanced
budget.

While al funds must be in balance between
revenues and expenditures, one focus of decision
makers in each biennium is on the general fund,
the fund which is financed from genera tax
dollars (primarily sales and income taxes). Three
components of each biennial budget act which
relate to this are: (1) the estimated general fund
condition statement; (2) the requirement that each
budget contain a statutory reserve balance, not
otherwise available for expenditure, as a contin-
gency fund within each fiscal year; and (3) the
requirement that the budget be structurally
balanced. These three concepts are discussed
further below.

General Fund Condition Statement

The listing of specific appropriations in the
budget identifies the approved spending levels
for each agency and program. However, this list
does not provide an overall state spending picture
nor does it indicate the amount of revenues which
have been estimated to be available to finance
such spending. Consequently, a separate part of
the appropriations schedule is a composite bal-
ance statement for the general fund. This balance
statement is termed the "genera fund condition
statement.”

This statement, which is included as a part of
the bill and is also incorporated in each biennial
edition of the statutes, indicates, by fiscal year,
the amount of general fund revenues anticipated
to be avallable from tax collections and other
sources. It also shows the gross level of generad
fund spending approved in the budget as well as



the level of expected reversions (lapses of funds
due to such things as salary savings as a result of
employee turnover or new projects not being
undertaken as quickly as originaly anticipated).
The difference between the projected level of
revenues for the year and net spending level
represents the projected general fund balance at
fiscal year-end (June 30) for each year of the
biennium. Usualy, in discussions during the
budget process about the projected budget bal-
ance, the reference is to the projected balance
level at the end of the biennium, since that repre-
sents the uncommitted amount that is available
for contingencies and to meet the costs of other
legislation. This projected balance will, if real-
ized at year-end, carry forward as the opening
balance for the next biennium.

Statutory Balance

In Chapter 1, Laws of 1981, a statutory
provision was created (20.003(4)) establishing a
requirement for a genera fund reserve (or set-
aside) to be included in each biennial budget. As
first created, that provision specified that no bill
affecting general purpose revenues (GPR) could
be enacted by the Legislature if, by adoption of
the bill, the estimated general fund balance would
be less than 1% of the total GPR appropriations
for that fiscal biennium. As enacted, the provi-
sion was to be first effective for the 1983-85
fiscal biennium. However, due to extreme fiscal
pressures existing during the 1981-83 biennium,
the 1981-83 biennial budget amended the provi-
sion to lower the percentage requirement to 0.5%
for the 1983-85 biennium. That lower level was
adhered to in the 1983-85 biennial budget. How-
ever, the budget adjustment bill for 1983-85
(1983 Wisconsin Act 212) increased the percent-
age amount back to the origina 1% and set aside
the additional reserve amount for that biennium.

The 1% reserve requirement remaned un-

changed until the 1987-89 biennium, when the
biennial budget act (1987 Wisconsin Act 27)
provided that the reserve requirement was to be
an annual reserve for each year of the biennium
rather than atotal reserve for the entire biennium.
The result was, on a biennial basis, to reduce the
reserve requirement by half because at year-end
the first year reserve carries forward to be part of
the second year reserve amount. The 1987 provi-
sion remained unchanged until 1995, when 1995
Wisconsin Act 27 added the requirement that the
1% be calculated based on the total of both gross
GPR appropriations plus the GPR amount of
funds set aside as compensation reserves.

Since 1995 Act 27, each budget has identified
the statutory balance amount as either a percent-
age of GPR appropriations plus compensation
reserves or as a fixed dollar amount. The balance
requirement for the 2011-13 and 2013-15 biennia
and the balance requirement beginning with the
2015-16 fiscal year are shown below.

Statutory Balance

Fiscal Year Requirement
2011-12 $65.0 million
2012-13 65.0 million
2013-14 65.0 million
2014-15 65.0 million

2015-16 (and thereafter) 2.0%*

*2% of the sum of gross appropriations and compensation
reserves.

For a complete description and history of the
statutory balance requirement, see the Legidative
Fisca Bureau's Information Paper entitled
"Budget Stabilization Fund and General Fund
Reserve Requirement.”

Budget Structural Balance

Section 20.003(4m) of the statutes is entitled
"Required Genera Fund Structural Balance" and
stipul ates that:
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"No bill may be adopted by the legidature if
the bill would cause in the 2nd year of any fiscal
biennium the amount of moneys designated as
"Total Expenditures' in the summary under s.
20.005 (1) for that fiscal year, less any amounts
transferred to the budget stabilization fund in that
fiscal year, to exceed the sum of the amount of
moneys designated as "Taxes' and "Departmental
Revenues' in the summary under s. 20.005 (1)
for that fiscal year."

The structural balance examination compares
on-going revenues with on-going expenditures.
The statutory requirement under s. 20.003(4m) is
designed to ensure that the second year of a
biennial budget is structurally balanced by sub-
tracting any carry-over balances from the prior
year from on-going revenues.

The requirement for a structural balance is
applicable to the budget bill and to any fiscal
bills that may be considered by the Legislature
after enactment of the biennial budget.

Budget Overviews

At the beginning of each legidative session,
work on establishment of the biennial budget for
the next fiscal biennium is a primary focus of the
Governor and Legidature. As these deliberations
ensue, it is often helpful to start with some
overview of the budget.

One way of providing a budget overview isto
look at the budget in terms of the purpose of the
expenditures [comparing dollars allocated for
state administrative activities (state operations)
versus dollars alocated for local governmental
costs (local assistance) or providing direct assis-
tance to private citizens or groups (aids to indi-
viduals and organizations)]. Another way is to
examine the budget in terms of maor functiona
activities. A third way of gaining a budget over-
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view is to examine the budget in terms of mgor
budget programs. A fourth way is to look at the
budget in terms of which agencies receive the
largest amount of total funding. An introduction
to the general fund portion of the 2011-13 state
budget is provided below in terms of a budget
overview by function, by purpose, by major
budget programs and by state agencies receiving
the largest proportion of state budget funding.

Budget Overview by Functional Catego-
ries. A measure of where the budgeted funds go
is to look at the broad functional categories into
which the state appropriations schedule is divid-
ed. These functiona categories are: (1) educa
tion; (2) human relations and resources; (3)
shared revenue and tax relief; (4) environmental
resources, (5) general executive functions; (6)
judicia; (7) legidative; (8) commerce; and (9)
general appropriations and compensation re-
serves. On a broad functional basis, half (44.8%)
of the total genera purpose revenue (GPR)
budget was allocated to the education function.
Just two functional areas (education and human
relations and resources) accounted for more than
three-fourths (75.1%) of the total GPR budget.
Table 9 in Appendix VIII provides more details
on this type of categorization of the budget.

Budget Overview by Purpose Categories.
Table 10 in Appendix IX shows the 2011-13 total
GPR budget by purpose categories. That table
revedls that a quarter (26.7%) of the total GPR
budget went to state operations purposes (gener-
aly, state agency central administrative costs
plus the costs of running state institutions and
facilities). Moreover, more than half (52.9%) of
the total GPR funding for state operations went
for just two agencies, the Department of Correc-
tions and the University of Wisconsin System
(see Table 11 in Appendix IX). Further, more
than three-fourths of all GPR funded positions
were located in those two agencies (see Table 13
in Appendix 1X for more details).



In contrast, more than half (51.2%) of the
total GPR budget was for assistance to local units
of governments. Further, more than two-thirds
(66.4%) of those local assistance funds were for
elementary and secondary school aids and 90.3%
of local assistance funding went to just three
programs. elementary and secondary school
aids, shared revenue payments and school
levy/first dollar tax credits (see Table 11 in
Appendix [X).

The remaining portion (22.1%) of the total
GPR budget was for aids to individuals and
organizations. However, 59.6% of this total
category went to just one program, medical

assistance.

Budget Overview by Major Programs. A
frequently-used budget overview isto cite the top
10 programs funded in the budget, based on
percentage of the total GPR budget that is alo-
cated to each program. Table 12 in Appendix
VI lists the top 10 GPR-funded programs in the
2011-13 state budget. Just three major programs
(elementary and secondary school aids, medical
assistance and the University of Wisconsin
System operations) account for 54.4% of the total
2011-13 GPR budget. The top 10 identified
programs were allocated 82.2% of the total GPR
budget.
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APPENDIX 11

Brief Chronology of the 2011-13 Budget

GOVERNOR/ADMINISTRATION

 July 6, 2010
* August 4
September 15
* November 8
November 19

March 1, 2011
o April 5

Department of Administration issued major budget policies.

Department of Administration issued technical budget instructions.

Agency deadline for submission of budget requests.

Agency deadline for submission of base budget reduction plans.

Executive Budget Office submitted a compilation of agency budget requests and a
Department of Revenue estimate of tax revenues.

Governor Walker delivered budget message and recommendations to the Legislature.

Recommendations of the State Building Commission for the capital budget and state
building program submitted to the Joint Committee on Finance.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

» January 31

* March1

» March 29-April 6
o April 5

o April 7-13

o April 21

o April 26-June 3
* June3

e June 13

LEGISLATURE
e June 14

e June 16

ENACTMENT

e June 24
e June 26
e June 30
e July1
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Legidlative Fiscal Bureau released general fund expenditure and revenue projections.

Introduced the executive budget as 2011 Senate Bill 27 and Assembly Bill 40.

Budget bill briefings by agency officials.

Received recommendations of the State Building Commission for the capital budget
and authorized state building program.

Public hearings.

Non-fiscal items removed from budget bill.

Executive sessions.

Adopted Assembly Substitute Amendment 1 (ASA 1) to AB 40 and considered the
bill for passage on a 12-4 vote.

ASA 1to AB 40, as recommended by the Joint Committee on Finance, reported to the
Assembly.

Assembly adopted Assembly Substitute Amendment 1 to AB 40 and passed the bill,
as amended, on a vote of 60-38.
Senate concurred with the Assembly's action on the budget bill, on avote of 19-14.

Enrolled AB 40 presented to Governor.

Governor approved bill, with 50 partial vetoes, as 2011 Wisconsin Act 32.
Act 32 published.

Act 32 became generally effective.



APPENDIX 111

History of the 2011-13 Biennial Budget

This section provides a narrative history of the
2011-13 biennial budget. Although the formal
legidative history of the biennial state budget
commenced with the introduction of a bill com-
prising the Governor's budget recommendations,
the actual process of assembling the budget began
severa months prior to its introduction. This
history starts at that point.

On July 6, 2010, the Department of Admin-
istration (DOA) released Governor James E.
Doyle's mgor budget policies. On August 4, 2010,
the technical budget instructions were issued for
each state agency to follow in preparing their
2011-13 biennial budget requests. Included in
these policy directives were instructions that state
agencies prepare their 2011-13 biennia budget
requests based on 100 percent of their fiscal year
2010-11 adjusted base. In addition, agencies were
to assume zero growth in overall state genera
purpose revenue (GPR) appropriations, except for
K-12 school aids, required cost-to-continue needs
for the state's ingtitutions (in the Department of
Corrections and the Department of Heath Ser-
vices), the Department of Children and Families
Divison of Safety and Permanence, the Depart-
ment of Workforce Development's Division of
Vocational Rehabilitation, the University of
Wisconsin System instruction and research activi-
ties that are focused on economic growth, and
housekeeping adjustments like standard budget
adjustments, fuel and utilities, and debt service.
This directive aso applied to segregated (SEG)
funded administrative operations appropriations in
all agencies that are supported by the transporta
tion fund, the conversation fund, the environmen-
tal fund, and the lottery fund. Funding requests for
other types of appropriations and funding sources
in both years were to be limited to revenue availa-

bility and needed to be prioritized. Except for
standard budget adjustments, routine budget items
were to be handled in agencies base budgets
regardless of fund source. Consistent with the
overall targets set forth, agencies were to limit
requests to spending items associated with signifi-
cant policy and operationa changes.

Agencies were directed to prepare plans to
absorb a ten percent permanent base cut of al
non-FED sum certain appropriations, excluding
the programs listed above that were exempt from
the zero growth limitation, debt service, and fuel
and utilities appropriations. Base budget reduction
plans were to be submitted to the Department of
Administration by November 8, 2010.

Agencies were aso required to report on
performance measures identified in previous
biennial budgets.

By dstatute, executive branch agencies were
required to submit their formal budget requests to
the Department of Administration and the Legida
tive Fiscal Bureau by September 15, 2010. The
Division of Executive Budget and Finance (within
DOA) began reviewing agency funding requests
as they were submitted. On November 19, 2010,
as required by statute, DOA distributed a compila
tion of state agencies 2011-13 biennial budget
requests to Governor Doyle, Governor-Elect Scott
Waker, and members of the Legidature. This
report indicated that agencies were seeking total
2011-13 funding of $67.44 billion (all funds), of
which $30.38 billion was requested from general
purpose revenue. Also included in the summary
was the statutorily required estimate of tax reve-
nues for fiscal year 2010-11 and the 2011-13
biennium, as developed by the Department of
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Revenue. Tota genera fund tax collections for the
2011-13 biennium were projected at $26.81
billion.

Every January, the Legidative Fisca Bureau
prepares general fund expenditure and revenue
projections for the Legidature as it begins to
consider the state's budget and other legidation.
Based on updated tax collection data and other
information, on January 31, 2011, the Bureau
estimated that the state's general fund would
redlize a total of $202.8 million less in tax collec-
tions for the period from 2010-11 through 2011-13
than was reflected in the administration's Novem-
ber 20 report. More than half of the lower estimate
($127.2 million) was due to the impact of Specia
Session Senate Bill 2 (health savings accounts),
Specia Session Assembly Bill 3 (tax deduc-
tiong/credits for relocated businesses), and Specia
Session Assembly Bill 7 (tax exclusion for new
employees).

By statute, the Governor is required to submit
the budget message and the executive budget bill
(or bills) to the Legidlature on or before the last
Tuesday in January of each odd-numbered year.
However, under 2011 Senate Joint Resolution 1,
adopted by the Senate on January 3, 2011, and
concurred in by the Assembly on the same day,
this deadline for the submission of Governor
Waker's budget was extended to February 24,
2011. On February 19, 2011, at the request of the
Governor, Senate Joint Resolution 15 was intro-
duced and adopted by the Senate and Assembly
extending the deadline for the Governor's budget
message to Tuesday, March 1, 2011.

On March 1, 2011, the Joint Committee on
Finance introduced companion biennial budget
bills--Assembly Bill 40 and Senate Bill 27. The
bills were referred to the Joint Committee on
Finance. The recommendations of the State
Building Commission constituting the capital
budget and the state building programs were
submitted to the Joint Committee on Finance on

April 5, 2011. These recommendations were taken
up by the Joint Committee on Finance as modifi-
cations to the budget bill.

On March 1, reports were requested from the
Joint Survey Committee on Tax Exemptions and
the Joint Survey Committee on Retirement Sys-
tems on certain provisions of the bill.

The Joint Committee on Finance held agency
informationa briefings on the biennia budget bill
on March 29, 30, 31, April 4, and 6. During these
briefings, agency representatives testified before
the Committee on the executive budget recom-
mendations affecting their respective agencies.
The agencies selected to appear before the Com-
mittee included: Department of Administration,
Department of Revenue, Supreme Court, Depart-
ment of Tourism, Government Accountability
Board, Department of Corrections, Department of
Children and Families, Wisconsin Housing and
Economic Development Authority, University of
Wisconsin  System, Higher Educational Aids
Board, Department of Public Instruction, Wiscon-
sin Technica College System, Department of
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection,
Department of Natura Resources (including
Environmental Improvement Fund), Department
of Transportation, Department of Health Services,
Department of Commerce, Department of Safety
and Professional Services (the current Department
of Regulation and Licensing), and the Department
of Justice.

The Joint Committee on Finance held four
public hearings on the biennial budget bill. Public
hearings were held in Stevens Point on April 7,
Superior on April 8, West Allis on April 11, and
Neenah on April 13.

On April 21, 2011, Senator Alberta Darling (R-
River Hills), the Senate Chair of the Joint Com-
mittee on Finance, and Representative Robin Vos
(R-Rochester), the Assembly Chair of the Joint
Committee on Finance, issued a memorandum



identifying a total of 21 non-fiscal policy itemsin
the budget bill that would not be addressed as part
of the Joint Committee on Finance's budget
deliberations.

On May 11, 2011, the Legidative Fiscd
Bureau sent a letter to the Co-chairs of the Joint
Committee on Finance regarding recent tax collec-
tion data showing some improvement over the
January forecast. Based on its review of collection
data and economic forecasts, the Bureau indicated
that general fund tax revenues would be higher
than the previous estimates by $233 million in
2010-11, $204 million in 2011-12, and $199
million in 2012-13. Over the three-year period, the
income tax estimates were increased by $910
million, and sales and corporate tax projections
were reduced by $240 million and $68 million,
respectively. Smaller revisions were made to the
estimates for other taxes.

The Joint Committee on Finance held atotal of
11 executive sessions on the biennia budget bill.
The first executive session was held on April 26,
and the last was held on June 3. At the Commit-
tee's fina executive session (June 3), the Commit-
tee adopted a substitute amendment incorporating
al of its previous actions modifying the biennial
budget. The vote to recommend Assembly Bill 40
for passage, as amended, was 12-4. The Commit-
tee's version of the budget bill, ASA 1 to AB 40,
was reported to the Assembly on June 13, 2011.

On June 7, 2011, the Joint Survey Committee
on Tax Exemptions, and on June 8, 2011, the Joint
Survey Committee on Retirement Systems submit-
ted their reports to the Legidature. The Joint
Survey Committee on Tax Exemption report
addressed provisions in the bill that would affect
existing statutes or create new statutes relating to
the exemption of property or persons from state or
local taxes. The provisons included: (@) deferrd
for capital gains reinvested in qualified Wisconsin
business; (b) capital gains exclusion for Wisconsin
capital assets; (c) exclusion for interest on Wis-

consin heath and educationa facilities authority
issued debt; IRC update; (€) combined reporting;
(f) sales and use tax exemption for modular and
manufactured homes; (g) sales and use tax exemp-
tion for oil and fat converted into fud; (h) tax
treatment of the University of Wisconsin Madison
Authority. The Joint Survey Committee on Tax
Exemptions found that there were no questions of
legality regarding the provisions of the bill de-
scribed in the report and determined that there is
good public policy concerning the tax exemptions
inthe bill.

The report submitted by the Joint Survey
Committee on Retirement Systems addressed the
following provisions: (@ Wisconsin Retirement
System vesting requirements; (b) WRS digibility
requirements, (c) replacement of Milwaukee
County income maintenance system employees,
(d) provisions affecting local law enforcement and
firefighting employers and employees; (€) provi-
sion affecting emergency medical services em-
ployees in Door and Waushara Counties; (f)
modifications to the employee and employer
retirement contributions, and (g) reduction in
retirement formula multiplier for eected officials
and executive employee participants. The Joint
Survey Committee on Retirement Systems indi-
cated that the provisions in the bill should be
considered by the Legidature. The Committee
aso recommended that an actuarid study be
conducted to discern the potential costs of the
proposals.

Prior to Assembly and Senate deliberations on
the budget, the Legidative Fiscal Bureau conduct-
ed briefings with the caucuses in both houses on
the provisions of the budget hill.

The Assembly took action on the 2011-13 state
budget on June 14, 2011. During the Assembly's
deliberations, 41 amendments to ASA 1 to As
sembly Bill 40 were offered (40 amendments to
ASA 1 and one amendment to AA 1to ASA 1).
Two Assembly amendments were adopted — AA 1



to Assembly Amendment 1 and Assembly
Amendment 1 to ASA 1. On June 14, 2011, the
Assembly substitute amendment (ASA 1), as
amended, was adopted and the bill, as amended,
was passed on a vote of 60-38. The hill was
ordered immediately messaged to the Senate.

The Senate debated the 2011-13 state budget
on June 16, 2011. A total of eight amendments to
Assembly Bill 40, as amended, were offered. No
amendments were adopted. The Senate concurred
with the Assembly by avote of 19-14.
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The bill was enrolled and presented to the
Governor on June 24, 2011. He approved the hill,
in part, on June 26 and had it deposited to the
Office of the Secretary of State as 2011 Wisconsin
Act 32. The Governor indicated in his message to
the Legidature that he had exercised his authority
to make 50 partia vetoes to the bill, as passed by
the Legidature. Act 32 was published on June 30,
and except as otherwise specifically provided,
became effective the following day.



APPENDIX IV

History of 2010-11 Budget Adjustment L egidation (2011 Act 10)

On February 14 and 15, 2011, the Committees
on Senate and Assembly Organization, respective-
ly, introduced, at the request of Governor Scott
Walker, Specid Sesson Senate Bill 11 and
Specia Session Assembly Bill 11 (companion
bills) to address estimated budget shortfalls for the
2010-11 fiscal year. Among other things, the bills
would: (@) repeal the state's collective bargaining
laws for certain public employees (excluding
negotiation of limited wage increases); (b) require
certain state and loca public employees to pay for
a portion of retirement contributions and health
insurance premium costs; (¢) increase funding for
medical assistance benefits and the Department of
Corrections; (d) restructure the state's debt; and (€)
make changes to the state medica assistance
program.

The Joint Committee on Finance held a public
hearing on SB/AB 11 on February 15. The follow-
ing day, the Finance Committee held an executive
session and recommended the bills for passage, as
amended by Amendment 1, on avote of 12-4.

On February 17, the Senate met to consider
Senate Bill 11. The Senate adopted the Finance
Committee's version of the bill and gave the bill
its third reading. However, a vote for passage of
the bill was not taken because a required quorum
for that vote was not present in the Senate cham-
ber.

Article 8, Section 8, of the Wisconsin Consti-
tution states:
"Vote on fisca bills; quorum. Section 8. On the
passage in either house of the legidature of any
law which imposes, continues or renews a tax, or
creates a debt or charge, or makes, continues or
renews an appropriation of public or trust money,

or releases, discharges or commutes a clam or
demand of the state, the question shall be taken by
yeas and nays, which shall be duly entered on the
journd; and three-fifths of al the members elected
to such house shall in all such cases be required to
constitute a quorum therein.”

The 14 Democratic Senators were not in the
Senate chamber at the time of the vote for pas-
sage. Although the 19 Republican Senators were
present, the quorum for a vote for passage of the
bill required the presence of 20 members. Thus, a
vote on passage could not be taken.

On February 18, the Assembly began delibera-
tions on Assembly Bill 11, but soon recessed until
February 22. On February 25, the Assembly
completed its work on the bill and passed the hill,
as amended, on a vote of 51 to 17. The bill was
immediately messaged to the Senate.

On February 25, the Senate scheduled AB 11
for floor action. The bill received its third reading,
but could not be considered due to the lack of a
guorum under the provisions of Article 8, Section
8, of the Wisconsin Congtitution.

On March 9, the Senate requested a Commit-
tee of Conference on AB 11 and appointed Sena-
tors Fitzgerad, Ellis, and Miller as its conferees.
On the same date, the Assembly agreed to a
Committee of Conference and appointed Repre-
sentatives Fitzgerald, Suder, and Barca as its
conferees. On March 9, the Committee of Confer-
ence met and recommended Conference Substi-
tute Amendment 1 to AB 11 on a vote of 4 to 1.
Representative Barca was recorded voting against
the report and Senator Miller was absent.
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The conference report was drafted to remove
provisions of AB 11 that, if included, would have
required a quorum of 20 members of the Senatein
order to pass the hill. The Senate adopted the
Conference Report on March 9 by a vote of 18-1.
By avote of 53-42 the report was concurred in by
the Assembly on March 10. Governor Walker
signed the bill as2011 Act 10 on March 11.

On March 16, 2011, the Dane County District
Attorney's Office filed a summons, complaint, and
motion for a temporary restraining order (TRO),
alleging violations of Wisconsin's open meetings
law regarding legidative passage of January, 2011
Specia Session Assembly Bill 11. The named
defendants included members of the Committee of
Conference and Secretary of State Douglas La
Follette. The Dane County District Attorney's
Office sought the following relief from the Dane
County Circuit Court regarding the actions of the
Committee of Conference in passing AB 11. (a)
judgment against the conferees finding that they
violated Wisconsin's open meetings law; (b)
judgment declaring that the Committee of Confer-
ence violated Article I, Section 4, and Article 1V,
Section 10, of the Wisconsin Constitution; (C)
judgment voiding the actions of the Committee on
Conference; (d) judgment declaring Act 10 void,;
(e) assessment of forfeitures on the conferees; (f) a
temporary and permanent injunction enjoining the
Secretary of State from publishing Act 10; and (Q)
such further relief as the court deems equitable
and just.

On March 18, 2011, the Dane County Circuit
Court (Judge MaryAnn Sumi) issued a TRO and
enjoined any further implementation of Act 10,
and enjoined the Secretary of State from publish-
ing Act 10 until further order of the court.

On March 22, 2011, the Department of Justice
(DQJ), on behaf of the Secretary of State, sought
the following relief from the Wisconsin Court of
Appeds. (a) an order staying the non-fina order
entered by the Dane County Circuit Court grant-
ing a TRO enjoining the Secretary of State from
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publishing Act 10; (b) leave to apped the non-
final order granting the TRO or, in the dternative,
certification of the defendant's petition for leave to
appea a non-find order to the Wisconsin Su-
preme Court; and (c) relief pending fina disposi-
tion for leave to apped the TRO, consisting of an
order staying the TRO. Staying the TRO would
permit the Secretary of State to publish Act 10 on
its statutorily prescribed date of March 25, 2011.

The Court of Appeals declined to stay the TRO
issued by the Dane County Circuit Court. Howev-
er, on March 24, 2011, the Court of Appeals
certified the petition for leave to apped and
accompanying motion for temporary relief to the
Wisconsin Supreme Court. The Court of Appeals
certified the following questions to the Supreme
Court: "(1) whether striking down a legidative
act--also known as voiding--is an available reme-
dy for aviolation of the Open Meetings law by the
legisature or a subunit thereof; and, if o, (2)
whether a court has the authority to enjoin the
secretary of state's publication of an act before it
becomes law."

Section 35.095(3)(a) of the statutes provides
that, "The legidative reference bureau shal
publish every act and every portion of an act
which is enacted by the legidature over the gov-
ernor's partia veto within 10 working days after
its date of enactment.” On March 25, 2011, the
Legidative Reference Bureau (LRB) published
Act 10 pursuant to s. 35.095(3)(a) of the statutes.

On March 28, 2011, DQOJ, on behalf of the
Secretary of State, petitioned the Wisconsin Court
of Appeals to withdraw its appea. The Depart-
ment of Justice argued that the litigation was now
moot as the LRB had published Act 10 on March
25th, and Act 10 therefore became effective on
March 26, 2011.

On March 29, 2011, the Court of Appeds
denied the DOJ petition to withdraw its apped.
The Court of Appeals expressed the view that it
lacked the authority to grant the DOJ motion after



it had certified the matter to the Wisconsin Su-
preme Court.

On March 29, 2011, the Dane County Circuit
Court granted the motion of the Secretary of State
to receive substitute counsel in place of DOJ. On
this same date, the Dane County Circuit Court
issued an amended order again granting the TRO
and enjoining the Secretary of State from desig-
nating the date of publication for Act 10, or any
further implementation of Act 10. In its amended
order granting the motion for a TRO dated March
31, 2011, the Dane County Circuit Court aso
found that Act 10 had not been published within
the meaning of state law and was therefore not in
effect.

On April 6, 2011, the Secretary of State moved
for leave from the Supreme Court to substitute
counsel, withdraw from the litigation, or, in the
aternative, to dismiss the petition for leave to
appea before the Supreme Court. The Secretary
of State argued that DOJ had a conflict of interest
in representing both the Secretary of State and the
members of the Committee of Conference.

On April 7, 2011, the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Administration (previoudly not a party to
the litigation) filed a petition for supervisory writ
with the Supreme Court. The Secretary of Admin-
istration requested that the Supreme Court issue a
writ of mandamus directing the Dane County
Circuit Court to vacate its March 31, 2011, tempo-
rary restraining order. The Secretary of Admin-

istration also requested that the Supreme Court
enter an immediate order staying the TRO pend-
ing further review of the petition by the Supreme
Court. The Supreme Court did not enter an imme-
diate order staying the TRO.

On May 4, 2011, the Supreme Court ordered
briefs in regards to the petition for supervisory
writ filed with the Court by the Secretary of
Administration. In its May 4th order, the Supreme
Court ordered the parties to address whether the
petition for supervisory writ from the Secretary of
Administration "should be recast as a petition for
origina action." On June 6, 2011, the Supreme
Court heard oral arguments.

On June 14, 2011, the Supreme Court denied
the certification and motions for temporary relief
from the Court of Appeas. The Supreme Court
also ordered that the petition for original jurisdic-
tion be granted and that all motions to dismiss and
for supplementa briefing be denied. It further
ordered that al orders and judgments of the Dane
County Circuit Court be vacated and declared
void. Finaly, the Supreme Court found that in
enacting Act 10, the Legidature did not violate
Article IV, Section 10, of the Wisconsin Constitu-
tion. This section provides that, "The doors of
each house shall be kept open except when the
public welfare shall require secrecy.”

On June 28, 2011, Act 10 was republished and
became effective on June 29, 2011.
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APPENDIX V

History of Passage of Biennial Budget Bills
(1977-79 thru 2011-13)

First Second Fina
Biennial Date of JFC House House Legidlative Publication
Budget Bill # Introduction Passage Passage Passage Action Date Act #

2011-13 AB 40? March 1, 2011 June 13 June 14 June 16 June 16 June 30 2011 Act 32
SB 272 March 1, 2011 ---

2009-11 AB75 Feb 17, 2009 June 8 June 11 June 25 June 26 June 29 2009 Act 28
2007-09 SB 40 Feb 13,2007  June20 June 26 July 6 Oct 23 Oct 26 2007 Act 20
2005-07 AB 100 Feb 9, 2005 June 9 June 21 June 30 July 5 July 26 2005 Act 25
2003-05 SB 44 Feb 20, 2003 June 4 June 18 June 19 June 24 July 25 2003 Act 33
2001-03 AB 144 Feb20,2001 -

SB 552 Feb 20,2001  June? June 19 June 29 July 26 Aug 31 2001 Act 16
1999-01 SSAB1 Oct 29, 1999 Nov 4° Nov 2 Nov 11 Nov 11 Nov 18 1999 Act 10

AB 133% Feb 16,1999  June 10 June30  July1 Oct 6 Oct 28 1999 Act 9
SB 45°2 Feb 16,1999  ---

1997-99 SB77%  Feb12,1997  Junel19 - -
AB100° Feb12 1997 Sept4 Sept16  Sept25 Sept 29 Oct13 1997 Act 27

1995-97 AB 150 Feb 16, 1995 June 15 June 22 June 28 June 29 July 28 1995 Act 27
AB 402° May 24,1995 May 30

AB557%  Sep12,1995  Oct3 Oct 12 Nov 7 Nov 16 Dec 20 1995 Act 113
1993-95 SB44 Feb 4, 1993 June 29° June30 f July 16 Aug 11 1993 Act 16
1991-93 ABO91 Feb 7, 1991 June 25 June 26 July 2 July 3 Aug 14 1991 Act 39
1989-91 SB 31° Feb 2, 1989 June 14 June 19 June 28 June 30 Aug 8 1989 Act 31
1987-89 SB 100 Feb 17,1987  Junell June 18 July 2 July 2 July 31 1987 Act 27
1985-87 AB 85 Jan 29, 1985 June 6 June 14 June 23 June 28 July 19 1985 Act 29
1983-85 SB 83 Feb 8, 1983 May 26 June 3 June 21 June 24 July 1 1983 Act 27
1981-83 AB 66 Jan 27, 1981 June 2 June 30 July 8 July 22 July 30 Chap. 20, Laws of 1981

1979-81 SB 79 Feb 13, 1979 May 22 June 6 June 27 June 29 July 28 Chap. 34, Laws of 1979
1977-79 SB77 Jan 25, 1977 May 10 May 24 June 13 June 15 June 29 Chap. 29, Laws of 1977

®n 1997-99, 1999-01, 2001-03, and 2011-13, the Governor's biennial budget recommendations were introduced in identical form in
both the Assembly and the Senate.

®SS AB 1 was referred by the Assembly to the Joint Committee on Finance (JFC) on October 29 and withdrawn from the Committee
on November 2. The bill, as passed by the Assembly, was referred to the JFC by the Senate on November 4. The Committee
recommended passage of SSA 1to SS AB 1 on that same day.

°AB 150, asintroduced at the request of the Governor, did not include the transportation budget. The Governor later submitted separate
recommendations for the transportation budget which were introduced in bill form as AB 402 on May 24, 1995. The provisions of AB
402 were subsequently incorporated into the budget bill, but were then later removed when the Legislature was unable to reconcile
differences between the Assembly and Senate recommendations on the transportation budget.

“A second transportation budget was introduced September 12, 1995 by Senator Weeden and Representative Brancel at the request of
the Governor and the transportation budget bill was adopted on December 20, 1995.

°Budget bill was reported out without recommendation.

‘Committee of Conference was requested by the Assembly on July 7.

9The Governor'sinitial biennial budget recommendations were presented in three separate bills. SB 31 (general executive budget); SB
32 (natural resources executive budget); and SB 33 (transportation executive budget). These three executive budget bills were combined
into a single substitute amendment to SB 31 when the 1989-91 biennial budget bill was reported out by the Joint Committee on Finance.
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Budget
Biennium

2011-13
2009-11
2007-09

2005-07
2003-05
2001-03
1999-01
1997-99

1995-97
1993-95
1991-93
1989-91
1987-89

1985-87
1983-85
1981-83
1979-81
1977-79

APPENDIX VI

Biennial Budget Bill Introduction Dates
1977-79 thru 2011-13

Introduced
Bill

AB 40/SB 27
AB 75
SB 40

AB 100

SB 44

SB 55/AB 144
SB 45/AB 133
AB 100/SB 77

AB 150
SB 44
AB 91
SB 31
SB 100

AB 85
SB 83
AB 66
SB 79
SB 77

Statutory

Submittal Date

January 25, 2011
January 27, 2009
January 30, 2007

January 25, 2005
January 28, 2003
January 30, 2001
January 26, 1999
January 28, 1997

January 31, 1995
January 26, 1993
January 29, 1991
January 31, 1989
January 27, 1987

January 29, 1985
January 25, 1983
January 27, 1981
January 30, 1979
January 25, 1977

Actud
Submittal Date

March 1, 2011
February 17, 2009
February 13, 2007

February 9, 2005

February 20, 2003
February 20, 2001
February 16, 1999
February 12, 1997

February 16, 1995
February 4, 1993
February 7, 1991
February 2, 1989
February 17, 1987

January 29, 1985
February 8, 1983
January 27, 1981
February 13, 1979
January 25, 1977

Days After
Statutory Date

35
21
14

15
23
21
21
15
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APPENDIX VII

History of Passage of Budget Adjustment Bills
1977-79 to 2009-11

Budget
Biennium Adjustment Bill
2009-11 2011 Budget Adjustment
2009-11 2011 Budget Adjustment
2009-11 2011 Budget Adjustment
2007-09 2009 Budget Adjustment
2007-09 2008 Budget Adjustment
2005-07 None®
2003-05 None”
2001-03 2002 Budget Adjustment
1999-01 2000 Budget Adjustment
1997-99 1998 Budget Adjustment
1995-97 1996 Budget Adjustment
1993-95 1994 Budget Adjustment
1991-93 1992 Budget Adjustment
1989-91 1990 Budget Review
1987-89 1988 Annual Budget
1985-87 1986 Budget Adjustment
1983-85 1984 Budget and Revenue
Adjustment
1981-83 1981-83 Budget Adjustment ©
1981 Appropriation
Reduction
1979-81 1979-81 Budget Review
1977-79 1977-79 Budget Review

Date of
Introduction

Feb 14 & 15, 2011
March 13, 2011
May 25, 2011
February 17, 2009

March 12, 2008

February 5, 2002
February 1, 2000
February 3, 1998
February 21, 1996
February 21, 1996
February 21, 1996
February 9, 1994
January 30, 1992
March 20, 1990
January 27, 1988

January 27, 1986

March 1, 1984

November 4, 1981

February 18, 1982

February 5, 1980

February 9, 1978

Bill #

SSAB/SB 11
SSSB 12
AB 148

SB 62

Mar 2008 SSAB 1

Jan 2002 SSAB 1
SB 357

AB 768

SB 565

SB 562

SB 563

AB 1126

SB 483

SB 542

AB 850

Jan 1986 SSSB 1

SB 663

Nov 1981

SSSB1

SB 783

AB 1180

AB 1220

Act#

2011 Act 10
2011 Act 13
2011 Act 27
2009 Act 2

2007 Act 226

2001 Act 109
Not Adopted

1997 Act 237
1995 Act 216
1995 Act 248
1995 Act 416
1993 Act 437
1991 Act 269
1989 Act 336
1987 Act 399

1985 Act 120

1983 Act 212

Chapter 93,
Laws of 1981

Chapter 317,
Laws of 1981

Chapter 221,
Laws of 1979

Chapter 418,
Lawsof 1977

& A bill was enacted as 2005 Act 211, which addressed a deficit in the medical assistance trust fund.
® Two bills providing budget adjustments in specific areas were enacted: (a) 2003 Wisconsin Act 129 relating to the refunding of debt
obligations, reduction of authorized bonding authority, transfer to the Medicad Assistance Trust Fund, and increased funding for the
Public Defender's Office and the Office of District Attorneys; and (b) 2003 Wisconsin Act 318 relating to funding for the medical
assistance and community aids programs. These were targeted to specific issues.
¢ Statutory provision for a budget review bill was repeaed by the 1981-83 biennial budget (Chapter 20, Laws of 1981).
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Publication Date
June 28, 2011
April 7,2011
June 29, 2011
March 5, 2009

May 30, 2008

July 29, 2002
N.A.

June 16, 1998
April 29, 1996
May 2, 1996
June 20, 1996
May 9, 1994
April 30, 1992
May 10, 1990
May 16, 1988

February 7, 1986

April 25, 1984

December 4, 1981

April 30, 1982

April 29, 1980

May 18, 1978



APPENDIX VIII

General Fund Condition Statement, Summary of Total Appropriations by
Fund Sour ce, and Sample Appropriations Schedule and L anguage

The following four charts portray statutory
sections of the final 2011-13 approved biennial
budget. Chart 4 portrays the fina genera fund
condition statement for 2011-13 which appearsin
the 2011-12 Wisconsin Statutes. This is the part
of figure 20.005(1) that is headed "GENERAL
FUND SUMMARY ."

That same figure also contains three other
summaries which, taken together, represent the
fina level of al funds appropriations and re-
serves approved by the 2011 Legisature. Chart 5

displays these other three summaries. One sum-
mary is for al appropriations by revenue source,
another is for compensation reserve amounts by
revenue source, and the final one is a summary of
the lottery fund revenues and expenditures. Chart
6 provides an example of the individua appro-
priations and departmental totals for three state
agencies within one functional area (Judicia) of
the total budget. Chart 7 shows the actual statuto-
ry language which governs the appropriations
shown in Chart 6.

CHART 4

20.005 State budget. (1) SUMMARY OF ALL FUNDS. The budget governing fiscal operationsfor the state of Wisconsin for al
funds beginning on July 1, 2011, and ending on June 30, 2013, is summarized as follows: [See Figure 20.005 (1) following]

Figure 20.005(1):

GENERAL FUND SUMMARY

Opening Balance, July 1
Revenues

Taxes
Departmental Revenues
Tribal Gaming Revenues
Other
Total Available

Appropriations, Transfers, and Reserves

Gross Appropriations
Transfersto:
Transportation Fund
Injured Patients and Families Compensation Fund
Veterans Trust Fund
Read to Lead Development Fund
Budget Stabilization Fund
Compensation Reserves
Less Lapses
Net Appropriations

Balance

Gross Balance
Required Statutory Balance
Net Balance, June 30

2011-12 2012-13

$ 85,567,000 $ 291,572,600
$13,388,000,000 $13,675,200,000
27,154,400 28,645,200
646,787,800 577,225,500
$14,147,509,200 $14,572,643,300
$13,840,640,100 $14,755,176,400
22,500,000 137,627,000
233,747,100 0
5,000,000 0
400,000 0
45,382,500 0
28,790,000 61,910,000
-320,523,100 -592,902,000
$13,855,936,600 $14,361,811,400

$ 291,572,600
-65,000,000
$ 226,572,600

$ 210,831,900
-65,000,000
$ 145,831,900



CHART 5

Figure 20.005(1): (continued)

General Purpose Revenue

Federal Revenue
Program

Segregated

Program Revenue
State
Service

Segregated Revenue
State
Local
Service

GRAND TOTAL

SUMMARY OF COMPENSATION RESERVES-- ALL FUNDS

General Purpose Revenue

Federal Revenue
Program Revenue
Segregated Revenue

TOTAL

*»n &

SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS-- ALL FUNDS

2011-12
13,840,640,100

9,294,506, 700
(8,394,938,800)
(899,567,900)

4,356,136,500
(3,559,934,400)
(796,202,100)

3,681,562,300
(3,380,104,800)
(108,559,400)
(192,898,100

31,172,845,600

2011-12

$ 28,790,000

16,662,700

5,932,000

7,003,400

58,388,100

2012-13
14,755,176,400

9,493,986,700
(8,588,544,400)
(905,442,300)

4,412,847,600
(3,632,843,800)
(780,003,800)

3,785,948,600
(3,479,491,100)
(108,559,400)
(197,898,100)

32,447,959,300

2012-13
61,910,000

45,710,000
16,643,600

19,617,400

$ 143,881,000



CHART 5 (continued)

Figure 20.005(1): (continued)

Gross Revenue
Ticket Sales
Miscellaneous Revenue

Expenses
Prizes
Administrative Expenses
Net Proceeds
Total Available for Property Tax Relief
Opening Balance
Net Proceeds
Interest Earnings
Gaming-Related Revenue
Property Tax Relief
Gross Closing Balance

Reserve

Net Balance

LOTTERY FUND SUMMARY

2011-12

$ 508,352,800
198,500
$ 508,551,300

$ 299,941,800
69,708,100
$ 369,649,900

$ 138,901,400

$ 23,919,000
138,901,400
90,500

125,500

$ 163,036,400
$ 152,865,400
$ 10,171,000
$ 10,171,000

$ 0

2012-13

$ 480,056,700
239,500
$ 480,296,200

$ 281,633,300
67,124,900
$ 348,758,200

$ 131,538,000

$ 10,171,000
131,538,000
2,130,700
192,900
144,032,600

$

$ 134,426,700
$ 9,605,900
$ 9,605,900

$ 0
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CHART 6

Sample of Statutory Appropriations Schedule

Judicial Functional Area

Statute, Agency and Purpose Source Type

20.625 Circuit Courts

(@) COURT OPERATIONS
@ Circuit courts GPR S
(as)  Violent crime court costs GPR A
(b) Permanent reserve judges GPR A
(© Court interpreter fees GPR A
(d) Circuit court support payments GPR B
(e Guardian ad litem costs GPR A
(9) Sale of materials and services PR C
(k) Court interpreters PR-S A
(m)  Federd aid PR-F C

20.625 DEPARTMENT TOTALS
GENERAL PURPOSE REVENUES
PROGRAM REVENUE
FEDERAL
OTHER
SERVICE
TOTAL--ALL SOURCES

20.660 Court of Appeals
D APPELLATE PROCEEDINGS
@ General program operations GPR S
(m)  Federa aid PR-F C
20.660 DEPARTMENT TOTALS
GENERAL PURPOSE REVENUES
PROGRAM REVENUE
FEDERAL
TOTAL-ALL SOURCES

20.665 Judicial Commission
(@) JUDICIAL CONDUCT

@ General program operations GPR A
(cm)  Contractual agreements GPR B
(mm) Federd aid PR-F C

20.665 DEPARTMENT TOTALS
GENERAL PURPOSE REVENUES
PROGRAM REVENUE
FEDERAL
TOTAL-ALL SOURCES

2011-12

71,671,700
-0-

1,433,500
18,552,200
4,691,100

96,348,500
134,000

(-0-)

(-0-)
(134,000)
96,482,500

10,477,000
-0-

10,477,000
-0-

(-0-)
10,477,000

342,100
16,200
-0-

358,300
-0-

(-0-)
358,300

2012-13

71,671,700

18,552,200
4,691,100

(-0-)
(232,700)
96,581,200

10,477,000
-0-

10,477,000
-0-

(-0-)
10,477,000

274,700
16,200
290,900

(-0-)
290,900



CHART 7

Sample of Statutory AppropriationsLanguage

20.625 Circuit courts. There is appropriated to the
director of state courts for the following programs:

(1) CouRrT OPERATIONS. (a) Circuit courts. A sum
sufficient for salaries and expenses of the judges,
reporters and assistant reporters of the circuit courts.

(as) Violent crime court costs. The amounts in the
schedule for reimbursement under s. 753.061 (5) for
the costs of operating 2 circuit court branches in the
1st judicid administrative district that primarily
handle violent crime cases, to pay one-time court
construction costs.

(b) Permanent reserve judges. The amounts in the
schedule for reimbursement of permanent reserve
judges under s. 753.075(3) (b).

(c) Court interpreter fees. The amounts in the
schedule to pay interpreter fees reimbursed under s.
758.19 (8) and 2009 Wisconsin Act 28, section 9109
(D).

(d) Circuit court support payments. Biennialy, the
amounts in the schedule to make a payment to each
county under s. 758.19(5).

(e) Guardian ad litem costs. The amounts in the
schedule to pay the counties for guardian ad litem
costs under s. 758.19 (6).

(g) Sale of materials and services. All moneys
received, other than from state agencies, by circuit
courts from the sde of materials or services, for
general program operations of the circuit courts.

(K) Court interpreters. The amounts in the sched-
ule to pay interpreter fees reimbursed under s. 758.19
(8) and 2009 Wisconsin Act 28, section 9109 (1). All
moneys transferred from the appropriation account
under s. 20.505 (1) (id) 8. shall be credited to this
appropriation account.

(m) Federal aid. All federa moneys received

as authorized under s. 16.54 to carry out the purposes
for which made and received.

History: 1971 c. 125; 1975 c. 39, 283; 1977 c. 187 s.
135; 1977 c. 449; Sup. Ct. Order, 88 Wis. 2d xiii (1979);
1979 c. 34; 1983 a. 27; 1987 a. 399; 1989 a. 122; 1991 a.
39; 1993 a 16, 206; 1995 a. 27; 1997 a. 27; 1999 a. 9;
2001 a. 16; 2005 a. 130; 2009 a. 28; 2011 a. 32.

20.660 Court of appeals. Thereis appropriated to the
court of appeals for the following programs:

(1) APPELLATE PROCEEDINGS. (a) General pro-
gram operations. A sum sufficient to carry its func-
tions into effect.

(m) Federal aid. All moneys received from the
federa government as authorized by the governor
under s. 16.54 to carry out the purposes for which
made and received.

History: 1977 c. 187, 418; 1997 a. 27; 1999 a. 9.

20.665 Judicial commission. There is appropriated
to the judicial commission:

(1) JupicIAL CONDUCT. (a) General program
operations. The amounts in the schedule for the
general program operations of the judicia commis-
sion.

(cm) Contractual agreements. Biennidly, the
amounts in the schedule for payments reating to
contractual agreements for investigations or prosecu-
tions or both.

(mm) Federal aid. All federal moneys received as
authorized under s. 16.54 and approved by the joint
committee on finance to carry out the purposes for
which made and received.

History: 1977 c. 449; 1979 c. 221; 1981 c. 20; 1983 a.

27, 378; 1987 a 27; 1989 a. 31; 1995 a. 27; 1999 a 9;
2007 a 20.
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The tables, which follow, present budget and position summaries for Wisconsin's 2011-13
state budget. The amounts portrayed reflect final appropriated levels of the biennial budget

APPENDIX I X

Tables Summarizing the 2011-13 State Budget

(2011 Act 32) and all other legislation enacted in the 2011-12 session of the Legislature.

The tables are presented in two sections. Tables 1 through 5 reflect all funds budget and
position summaries and Tables 6 through 13 show budgeted amounts and positions funded

from the state's general fund.

All Funds Budget and Position Summaries

Tablel
Table 2
Table3
Table4
Table5

2011-13 Appropriations and Authorizations

2011-13 Total Appropriations by Agency

2011-13 All Funds Appropriations by Functional Area
2011-13 All Funds Appropriations by Purpose

2012-13 All Funds Full-Time Equivaent Positions by Agency

General Fund Budget and Position Summaries

Table6
Table7
Table 8
Table9
Table 10
Table11
Table 12
Table 13

2011-13 Genera Fund Condition Statement

Estimated 2011-13 Genera Fund Taxes

2011-13 Genera Fund Appropriations by Agency

2011-13 Genera Fund Appropriations by Functional Area

2011-13 Genera Fund Appropriations by Purpose

2011-13 Genera Fund Appropriations by Purpose and Magjor Budget Program
2011-13 Genera Fund Appropriations-- Top Ten Programs

2012-13 Genera Fund Full-Time Equivaent Positions by Agency



TABLE 1

2011-13 Appropriations and Authorizations

Fund Source

General Purpose Revenue (GPR)
Appropriations
Compensation Reserves

Federal Revenue (FED)
Appropriations
Compensation Reserves

Program Revenue (PR)
Appropriations
Compensation Reserves

Segregated Revenue (SEG)
Appropriations
Compensation Reserves

Subtotal
Appropriations
Compensation Reserves

Bonding Authorization
Genera Obligation Bonding
Revenue Bonding

TOTAL

2011-12 2012-13 Tota % of Total
$13,869,430,100  $14,817,086,400 $28,686,516,500 43.8%
13,840,640,100 14,755,176,400 28,595,816,500
28,790,000 61,910,000 90,700,000
9,311,169,400 9,539,696,700 18,850,866,100 28.8
9,294,506,700 9,493,986,700 18,788,493,400
16,662,700 45,710,000 62,372,700
4,362,068,500 4,429,491,200 8,791,559,700 134
4,356,136,500 4,412,847,600 8,768,984,100
5,932,000 16,643,600 22,575,600
3,688,565,700 3,805,566,000 7,494,131,700 114
3,681,562,300 3,785,948,600 7,467,510,900
7,003,400 19,617,400 26,620,800
$31,231,233,700  $32,591,840,300 $63,823,074,000 97.4%
31,172,845,600 32,447,959,300 63,620,804,900
58,388,100 143,881,000 202,269,100
1,731,700,900 2.6
1,036,937,800
694,763,100
$65,554,774,900 100.0%
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2011-13 Total Appropriations by Agency

Agency/Area

Administration

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
Board for People with Developmental Disab.

Board of Commissioners of Public Lands
Board on Aging and Long-Term Care

Building Commission

Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention Board

Children and Families
Circuit Courts
Compensation Reserves

Corrections

Court of Appeals

District Attorneys

Educational Communications Board
Employee Trust Funds

Employment Relations Commission
Environmental Improvement Program
Financial Institutions

Fox River Navigational System Authority
Government Accountability Board

Governor

Headlth Services

Higher Educational AidsBoard
Historical Society

Insurance

Investment Board
Judicial Commission
Judicia Council
Justice

Legidature

Lieutenant Governor

Lower Wisconsin State Riverway Board
Medical College of Wisconsin

Military Affairs

Miscellaneous Appropriations
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TABLE 2

2011-12

$967,816,000
100,196,500
1,301,700
1,547,200
2,695,100

6,996,000
2,998,200
1,118,498,500
96,482,500
58,388,100

1,204,542,700
10,477,000
45,339,900
16,790,600
33,782,100

3,198,000
22,139,000
17,606,900

125,400

6,525,600

4,435,800
8,610,692,400
141,495,100
19,789,200
104,084,700

28,888,600
358,300
69,700
96,456,300
75,226,800

393,500
202,600
5,949,200
80,690,500
165,931,700

2012-13

$1,219,900,500

103,543,000
1,301,700
1,547,200
2,848,000

41,461,700
2,998,200
1,099,424,300
96,581,200
143,881,000

1,264,051,800
10,477,000
44,996,500
19,190,200
35,885,200

3,198,000
48,248,500
17,649,600

125,400

4,663,300

4,435,800
9,043,124,900
143,056,600
21,672,000
104,084,700

28,888,600
290,900
69,700
89,733,700
75,228,600

393,500
202,600
7,909,000
84,495,300
124,852,400

2011-13 Biennium

Amount % of Total

$2,187,716,500 3.4%
203,739,500 0.3
2,603,400 <01
3,094,400 <0.1
5,543,100 <01
48,457,700 0.1
5,996,400 <0.1
2,217,922,800 35
193,063,700 0.3
202,269,100 0.3
2,468,594,500 3.9
20,954,000 <0.1
90,336,400 0.1
35,980,800 0.1
69,667,300 0.1
6,396,000 <01
70,387,500 0.1
35,256,500 0.1
250,800 <01
11,188,900 <01
8,871,600 <0.1
17,653,817,300 27.7
284,551,700 04
41,461,200 0.1
208,169,400 0.3
57,777,200 0.1
649,200 <01
139,400 <01
186,190,000 0.3
150,455,400 0.2
787,000 <0.1
405,200 <0.1
13,858,200 <01
165,185,800 0.3
290,784,100 0.5



2011-13 Total Appropriations by Agency

Agency/Area

Natural Resources

Office of State Employment Relations
Program Supplements

Public Defender

Public Instruction

Public Service Commission
Revenue

Safety and Professional Services
Secretary of State

Shared Revenue and Tax Relief

State Fair Park
State Treasurer
Supreme Court
Tourism

Trangportation

University of Wisconsin System
Veterans Affairs

Wisconsin Economic Devel opment Corp.

Wisconsin Technical College System
Workforce Devel opment

TOTAL

TABLE 2 (continued)

2011-13 Biennium

2011-12 2012-13 Amount % of Total

$486,296,100 $558,613,800  $1,044,909,900 1.6%
5,678,100 5,643,100 11,321,200 <01
59,657,800 21,110,400 80,768,200 0.1
81,690,900 83,405,600 165,096,500 0.3
5,962,915,100 6,027,673,700  11,990,588,800 18.8
24,073,100 24,073,100 48,146,200 0.1
175,431,000 174,472,700 349,903,700 05
66,004,400 66,254,400 132,258,800 0.2
513,600 513,600 1,027,200 <01
2,429,060,200 2,379,548,600 4,808,608,800 7.5
19,134,900 22,179,900 41,314,800 0.1
4,861,100 4,861,100 9,722,200 <01
32,067,200 31,997,500 64,064,700 01
17,777,500 17,713,700 35,491,200 0.1
2,696,358,600 2,950,939,100 5,647,297,700 8.8
5,393,759,800 5,643,897,900 11,037,657,700 17.3
162,118,600 137,330,500 299,449,100 0.5
84,823,900 76,979,800 161,803,700 0.3
146,295,300 146,295,300 292,590,600 0.5
330,605,100 327,925,900 658,531,000 1.0

$31,231,233,700 $32,591,840,300 $63,823,074,000 100.0%
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TABLE 3

2011-13 All Funds Appropriations
By Functional Area

Environ.

Shared Resources
Revenue

Human
Relations
\
Education
All Other
Functional Area Amount % of Tota
Human Relations and Resources $23,760,565,800 37.2%
Education 23,696,689,000 37.1
Environmental Resources 6,798,742,300 10.7
Shared Revenue and Tax Relief 4,808,608,800 7.6
All Other
Genera Executive 2,876,173,700 45
Commerce 830,688,900 13
General Appropriations 420,010,000 0.7
Judicid 278,871,000 04
Compensation Reserves 202,269,100 0.3
Legidative 150,455,400 0.2

TOTAL $63,823,074,000 100.0%



TABLE 4

2011-13 All Funds Appropriations

Aids

State
Operations

Purpose
State Operations
UW System

Other Programs
Compensation Reserves

Locd Assistance
Aidsto Individuals and Organizations

TOTAL

By Purpose

Local
Assistance

Amount

$25,155,756,800
(11,035,133,300)
(13,918,354,400)

(202,269,100)

19,598,990,600

19,068,326,600

$63,823,074,000

% of Tota
39.4%
(17.3)
(21.8)
(0.3)
30.7
29.9

100.0%



TABLE 5

2012-13 All Funds Full-Time Equivalent Positions by Agency

Agency

Administration

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
Board for People with Developmental Disabilities

Board of Commissioners of Public Lands
Board on Aging and Long-Term Care

Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention Board

Children and Families
Circuit Courts
Corrections

Court of Appesals

District Attorneys

Educational Communications Board
Employee Trust Funds
Employment Relations Commission
Financial Institutions

Government Accountability Board
Governor

Health Services

Higher Educational Aids Board
Historical Society

Insurance
Investment Board
Judicial Commission
Judicia Council
Justice

Legidature

Lieutenant Governor

Lower Wisconsin State Riverway Board
Military Affairs

Natural Resources

Office of State Employment Relations
Public Defender

Public Instruction

Public Service Commission

Revenue

Number % of Tota
1,003.81 1.48%

592.39 0.88
6.25 0.01
8.50 0.01
37.00 0.05
6.00 0.01
763.70 1.13
527.00 0.78
10,254.37 15.16
75.50 0.11
434.25 0.64
56.68 0.08
260.20 0.38
25.50 0.04
136.54 0.20
22.75 0.03
37.25 0.06
5,894.30 8.71
11.00 0.02
132.54 0.20
143.00 0.21
124.25 0.18
2.00 <0.01
1.00 <0.01
614.49 0.91
777.97 1.15
4.00 0.01
2.00 <0.01
416.56 0.62
2,639.94 3.90
48.65 0.07
579.85 0.86
611.51 0.90
151.00 0.22
1,052.08 1.56



TABLE 5 (continued)

2012-13 All Funds Full-Time Equivalent Positions by Agency

Agency

Safety and Professional Services
Secretary of State

State Fair Park Board

State Treasurer

Supreme Court

Tourism

Transportation

University of Wisconsin System
Veterans Affairs

Wisconsin Technica College System

Workforce Devel opment

TOTAL

Number % of Total

369.60 0.55%
4.00 0.01
39.90 0.06
9.95 0.01
219.75 0.32
35.00 0.05
3,343.54 494
33,450.17 49.44
1,135.10 1.68
63.00 0.09
1,527.75 2.26

67,651.59 100.00%

2012-13 Full-Time Equivalent Positions by Funding Sour ce

Fund

GPR
FED
PR

SEG

TOTAL

Number % of Total
35,796.59 52.91%
10,092.50 14.92
16,734.47 24.74

5,028.03 7.43
67,651.59 100.00%
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TABLE 6

2011-13 General Fund Condition Statement

Revenues

Opening Baance, July 1
Taxes
Departmental Revenues
Tribal Gaming Revenues
Other
Total Available

Appropriations, Transfers, and Reserves

Gross Appropriations
Transfersto:
Trangportation Fund
Injured Patients and Families Compensation Fund
Veterans Trust Fund
Read to Lead Development Fund
Budget Stabilization Fund
Compensation Reserves
LessLapses
Total Expenditures

Balances
Gross Balance

Less Required Statutory Balance
Net Balance, June 30

2011-12

$85,567,000
13,388,000,000

27,154,400
646,787,800
$14,147,509,200

$13,840,640,100

22,500,000
233,747,100
5,000,000
400,000
45,382,500
28,790,000
-320,523,100
$13,855,936,600

$291,572,600
-65,000,000
$226,572,600

2012-13

$291,572,600
13,675,200,000

28,645,200
577,225,500
$14,572,643,300

$14,755,176,400

137,627,000

0

0

0

0

61,910,000
-592,902,000
$14,361,811,400

$210,831,900
-65,000,000
$145,831,900




Tax Source

Individual Income
Sdesand Use

Corporate Income and
Franchise

Public Utility

Excise Taxes
Cigarette
Tobacco Products
Liquor and Wine
Beer

Insurance Company

Miscellaneous

Totd

TABLE 7

Estimated 2011-13 General Fund Taxes

2011-12 2012-13 Tota
$6,964,900,000 $7,153,900,000  $14,118,800,000
4,298,900,000 4,420,100,000 8,719,000,000
875,900,000 852,300,000 1,728,200,000
360,100,000 357,700,000 717,800,000
577,800,000 578,600,000 1,156,400,000
63,800,000 64,100,000 127,900,000
45,900,000 47,300,000 93,200,000
9,100,000 9,400,000 18,500,000
144,300,000 143,100,000 287,400,000
47,300,000 48,700,000 96,000,000
$13,388,000,000  $13,675,200,000  $27,063,200,000

% of Total

52.2%
322

6.4

2.7

4.3
05
0.3
0.1
11

04

100.0%
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TABLE S8

2011-13 General Fund Appropriations by Agency

Agency/Area

Administration

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
Board for People with Developmental Disab.
Board on Aging and Long-Term Care

Building Commission

Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention Board

Children and Families
Circuit Courts
Compensation Reserves
Corrections

Court of Appeals
District Attorneys

Educationa Communications Board

Employee Trust Funds

Employment Relations Commission

Environmental Improvement Program
Government Accountability Board

Governor
Health Services
Higher Educationa Aids Board

Historical Society
Judicial Commission
Judicia Council
Justice

Legidature

Lieutenant Governor

Medical College of Wisconsin
Military Affairs
Miscellaneous Appropriations
Natural Resources

Program Supplements

Public Defender

Public Instruction

Revenue

Safety and Professional Services

58

2011-12

$386,142,700
26,423,300
25,900
1,077,200
5,723,700

999,600
347,503,800
96,348,500
28,790,000
1,088,650,100

10,477,000
41,684,600
5,639,400
538,800
2,574,800

14,139,000
4,527,000
4,435,800

2,649,151,400
138,692,600

12,088,200
358,300
69,700
41,020,000
73,292,500

393,500
5,701,700
19,391,400
137,417,900
56,693,800

57,137,300
80,401,400
5,079,968,300
92,523,900
2,413,200

2012-13

$647,868,600
28,600,400
25,900
1,077,200
39,295,400

999,600
355,169,900
96,348,500
61,910,000
1,147,756,200

10,477,000
41,684,600
8,039,300
433,100
2,574,800

40,248,500
2,664,700
4,435,800

2,823,550,000
140,254,100

13,976,900
290,900
69,700
41,148,900
73,277,500

393,500
7,661,500
24,196,200
96,134,400
128,122,900

19,289,900
82,116,100
5,162,061,300
91,787,100
2,413,200

2011-13 Biennium

Amount % of Total

$1,034,011,300 3.6%
55,023,700 0.2
51,800 <01
2,154,400 <0.1
45,019,100 0.2
1,999,200 <0.1
702,673,700 24
192,697,000 0.7
90,700,000 0.3
2,236,406,300 7.8
20,954,000 0.1
83,369,200 0.3
13,678,700 <0.1
971,900 <01
5,149,600 <0.1
54,387,500 0.2
7,191,700 <0.1
8,871,600 <0.1
5,472,701,400 19.1
278,946,700 1.0
26,065,100 0.1
649,200 <01
139,400 <01
82,168,900 0.3
146,570,000 0.5
787,000 <0.1
13,363,200 <0.1
43,587,600 0.2
233,552,300 0.8
184,816,700 0.6
76,427,200 0.3
162,517,500 0.6
10,242,029,600 357
184,311,000 0.6
4,826,400 <0.1



TABLE 8 (continued)

2011-13 General Fund Appropriations by Agency

2011-13 Biennium

Agency/Area 2011-12 2012-13 Amount % of Total
Shared Revenue and Tax Relief $2,197,120,800  $2,147,889,100  $4,345,009,900 15.1%
State Fair Park 1,067,900 3,369,300 4,437,200 <01
Supreme Court 15,345,000 15,275,300 30,620,300 0.1
Tourism 4,743,000 4,674,200 9,417,200 <0.1
Transportation 25,710,600 156,821,700 182,532,300 0.6
University of Wisconsin System 944,606,700 1,124,360,700 2,068,967,400 7.2
Veterans Affairs 1,529,600 2,627,700 4,157,300 <0.1
Wisconsin Economic Devel opment Corp. 34,134,700 32,790,600 66,925,300 0.2
Wisconsin Technical College System 108,247,300 108,247,300 216,494,600 0.8
Workforce Development 24,508,200 24,676,900 49,185,100 0.2
Total $13,869,430,100 $14,817,086,400 $28,686,516,500 100.0%
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TABLE9

2011-13 General Fund Appropriations
By Functional Area

Human
Relations

Functional Area

Education
Human Relations and Resources
Shared Revenue and Tax Relief
All Other
Genera Executive
Environmental Resources
Genera Approprigtions
Judicid
Legidative
Commerce
Compensation Reserves

TOTAL

Education

All Other

Amount

$12,859,545,300
8,683,604,500
4,345,009,900

1,398,662,000
431,153,700
354,998,600
245,059,900
146,570,000
131,212,600
90,700,000

$28,686,516,500

% of Tota

44.8%
30.3
151

49
15
12
0.9
0.5
05
_03

100.0%



TABLE 10

2011-13 General Fund Appropriations

Aids

State
Operations

Purpose

Locd Assistance
State Operations
UW System
Other Programs
Compensation Reserves
Aidsto Individuals and Organizations

TOTAL

By Purpose

Local
Assistance

Amount
$14,696,139,500
7,651,531,600
(2,068,967,400)
(5,491,864,200)
(90,700,000)

6,338,845,400

$28,686,516,500

% of Total

51.2%
26.7
(7.2)

(19.2)
(0.3)
221

100.0%
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TABLE 11

2011-13 General Fund Appropriations
By Purpose and Major Budget Program

LOCAL ASSISTANCE
Elementary and Secondary School Aids
School Levy/First Dollar Tax Credits
Shared Revenue Payments
Community and Juvenile Correctional Services
Technical College System Aids
Long-Term Care Programs
Aid for Exempt Computer Property
Environmental Aid
Income Maintenance and Court Support Payments
Other
TOTAL -- Local Assistance

STATE OPERATIONS
UW System
Correctional Operations
Appropriation Obligation Bonds
Judicial and Lega Services
State Residential Institutions
Health Services/Children & Families
Tax Administration
Transportation Debt Service
Income Tax Reciprocity
Natural Resources
Legidature
Compensation Reserves
Other

TOTAL -- State Operations

AIDSTO INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS

Medical Assistance

Amount

$9,758,245,600
1,762,732,600
1,749,998,400
541,787,200
202,342,400
175,619,400
162,389,700
95,197,500
73,262,500
174,564,200
$14,696,139,500

$2,068,967,400
1,980,096,900
994,390,000
519,615,500
404,538,500
283,447,300
183,574,200
182,532,300
181,904,300
152,395,700
146,570,000
90,700,000
462,799,500
$7,651,531,600

$3,776,921,300

Milwaukee and Racine Choice and Charter School Programs 416,630,700

Public Assistance
Supplementa Security Income
Student Grants and Aids
Homestead Tax Credit
Other Individua Tax Credits
Milwaukee Child Welfare
Foster Care and Adoption Assistance
Purchased Services
Prescription Drugs Assistance for Elderly
Other
TOTAL -- Aidsto Individuals and Organizations

TOTAL STATE GPR BUDGET
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320,254,000
289,875,700
287,848,200
265,700,000
177,071,600
120,344,800
106,250,100
91,825,400
60,111,800
426,011,800
$6,338,845,400

$28,686,516,500

% of
Category

66.4%
12.0
119
3.7
14
12
11
0.6
0.5
12

100.0%

27.0%
25.9
13.0
6.8
5.3
3.7
24
24
24
20
1.9
12
6.0

100.0%

59.6%
6.6
51
4.6
4.5
4.2
2.8
1.9
1.7
14
0.9
6.7

100.0%

% of
Budget

34.0%
6.1
6.1
1.9
0.7
0.6
0.6
0.3
0.3

_06

51.2%

7.2%
6.9
35
1.8
14
1.0
0.7
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.3
1.6
26.7%

13.2%
15
11
1.0
1.0
0.9
0.6
04
0.4
0.3
0.2
15

22.1%

100.0%



TABLE 12

2011-13 General Fund Appropriations
Top Ten Programs

% of Cumulative
Amount Tota % Total
Elementary and Secondary School Aids $9,758,245,600 34.0% 34.0%
Medical Assistance 3,776,921,300 13.2 47.2
UW System 2,068,967,400 7.2 54.4
Correctional Operations 1,980,096,900 6.9 61.3
School Levy/First Dollar Tax Credits 1,762,732,600 6.1 67.4
Shared Revenue Payments 1,749,998,400 6.1 735
Appropriation Obligation Bonds 994,390,000 35 77.0
Community and Juvenile Correctional Services 541,787,200 1.9 78.9
Judicial and Legal Services 519,615,500 18 80.7
Milwaukee and Racine Choice and
Charter School Programs 416,630,700 15 82.2
Subtotal $23,569,385,600 82.2%
All Other Programs 5,117,130,900 17.8 100.0%

GRAND TOTAL $28,686,516,500 100.0%



TABLE 13

2012-13 General Fund Full-Time Equivalent Positions by Agency

Agency Number % of Total
Administration 98.25 0.27%
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection 211.00 0.59
Board on Aging and Long-Term Care 14.73 0.04
Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention Board 1.00 <0.01
Children and Families 217.65 0.61
Circuit Courts 527.00 1.47
Corrections 9,655.22 26.97
Court of Appesals 75.50 0.21
District Attorneys 380.90 1.06
Educational Communications Board 35.14 0.10
Employment Relations Commission 20.50 0.06
Government Accountability Board 19.30 0.05
Governor 37.25 0.10
Health Services 2,460.17 6.87
Higher Educational Aids Board 11.00 0.03
Historical Society 100.15 0.28
Judicial Commission 2.00 0.01
Judicial Council 0.50 <0.01
Justice 383.08 1.07
Legidature 758.17 212
Lieutenant Governor 4.00 0.01
Military Affairs 80.63 0.23
Natural Resources 291.10 0.81
Public Defender 574.85 161
Public Instruction 250.25 0.70
Revenue 859.28 2.40
Safety and Professional Services 1.00 <0.01
Supreme Court 114.50 0.32
Tourism 30.00 0.08
University of Wisconsin System 18,432.76 51.49
Wisconsin Technical College System 23.25 0.06
Workforce Devel opment 126.46 0.35

Total 35,796.59 100.00%



