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The Senate met.

The Senate was called to order by Senator Fred Risser.
The Chair, with unanimous consent, asked that the proper

entries be made in the journal.

INTRODUCTION  AND REFERENCE OF
RESOLUTIONS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

Read and referred:

 Senate Joint Resolution 21
Relating to: urging the Wisconsin congressional delegation

to work to enact legislation that would remove social security
numbers from hunting and fishing license applications.

By Senators Erpenbach, Baumgart, Breske, Cowles,
Darling, Decker, Farrow, George, Hansen, Huelsman, Schultz,
Shibilski, Wirch and Zien; cosponsored by Representatives
Balow, Albers, Berceau, Boyle, Gronemus, Grothman,
Gunderson, Hebl, Hubler, Johnsrud, Kreuser, Krug, F. Lasee,
Meyerhofer, Petrowski, Pettis, Plale, Plouff, Pocan, Powers,
Reynolds, Schneider, Sherman, Shilling, Skindrud, Sinicki,
Staskunas, Stone, Sykora and Young. 

To committee on Privacy, Electronic Commerce and
Financial Institutions.

INTRODUCTION,  FIRST READING AND
REFERENCE OF BILLS

Read first time and referred:

 Senate Bill 51
Relating to: requiring certain cemetery authorities to

provide for burials during each season.

By Senators Moen, M. Meyer, Schultz and Plache;
cosponsored by Representatives Montgomery, Ryba,
Underheim, Huebsch, Ladwig and Starzyk. 

To committee on Human Services and Aging.

 Senate Bill 52
Relating to: contracts with persons who take depositions.

By Senators George, Burke, Darling, Schultz and
Rosenzweig; cosponsored by Representatives Walker, Balow,
Sykora, Huber, Wade, Ryba, Pettis, Townsend, Albers, Powers,
Stone, J. Lehman, Hundertmark, Colon, Huebsch, Olsen and
Staskunas. 

To committee on Judiciary, Consumer Affairs, and
Campaign Finance Reform.

PETITIONS  AND COMMUNICA TIONS
State of Wisconsin

February 13, 2001
The Honorable, The Senate:
Pursuant to Senate Rule 20(2)(a), I have appointed Senator
Sheila Harsdorf to the Wisconsin Environmental Education
Board.
With regard to members of the minority party, the appointment
is based on the nomination of that caucus.
Sincerely,
CHUCK CHVALA
Chair, Committee on Senate Organization

State of Wisconsin
Department of Administration

February 5, 2001
The Honorable, The Legislature:
Included with this correspondence, I am submitting the report
of the Department of Administration, Division of Gaming
(Gaming), for the second quarter of fiscal year 2001 (October
1, 2000 through December 31, 2000).  As required by
s.562.02(1)(g), Wis. Stats., the attached materials contain
pari-mutuel wagering and racing statistical information, as well
as the revenues for the program areas of Racing, Charitable
Gaming and Indian Gaming.  Please note that Bingo revenues
are now captured in a new appropriation (836) and therefore are
shown on a separate chart from the rest of Charitable Gaming.
If  you have any questions or comments regarding this report,
please do not hesitate to contact Richard Pedersen at (608)
270-2546.
Sincerely,
F. SCOTT SCEPANIAK
Administrator

State of Wisconsin
Claims Board

February 13, 2001
The Honorable, The Senate:
Enclosed is the report of the State Claims Board covering the
claims heard on January 26, 2001.
The amounts recommended for payment under $5,000 on
claims included in this report have, under the provisions of s.
16.007, Stats., been paid directly by the Board.
The Board is preparing the bill(s) on the recommended
award(s) over $5,000, if any, and will submit such to the Joint
Finance Committee for legislative introduction.
This report is for the information of the Legislature.  The Board
would appreciate your acceptance and spreading of it upon the
Journal to inform the members of the Legislature.

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/legislativerules/2011/sr20(2)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007
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Sincerely,

EDWARD D. MAIN
Secretary

 STATE OF WISCONSIN CLAIMS BOARD
The State Claims Board conducted hearings in the State
Capitol, Grand Army of the Republic Memorial Hall,
Madison, Wisconsin, on January 26, 2001, upon the
following claims:
Claimant Agency           Amount
1. Braeger Chevrolet Department of $2,700.00

Transportation
2. H. Joseph Slater Department of $4,607.12

Revenue
3. Thomas F. Bailey Department of $21,900.00

Revenue
4. Anthony Gray Department of $7,318.24
Revenue
5. Brian J. Friedman University of $420.55

Wisconsin
6. Burton A. Weisbrod University of $119,767.00

Wisconsin and Department
of Employe Trust Funds

7. S.R. Spitz University of $23,377.14
Wisconsin

8. Jeral Khachi Department of $33,625.00
Workforce Development

In  addition, the following claims were considered and
decided without hearings:
Claimant Agency           Amount
9. Jay M. Johnson Department of Natural $118.29

Resources
10. Kim Bown Department of $120.00
Corrections
11. Alvernest Kennedy Department of Revenue$565.00
12. Sandra C. Eselby Department of Health $613.32

and Family Services
13. David J. Devney Department of $350.00

Administration
14. Christopher J. KratchaDepartment of Natural Resources
$1,086.75
In  addition, the following claim, which was considered at a
previous meeting, was considered and decided without
hearing:
Claimant Agency           Amount
15. Eleanor A. White Department of $10,280.00

Revenue
The Board Finds:
1. Braeger Chevrolet of Milwaukee, WI claims
$2,700.00 for damages allegedly related to an incorrect WI
vehicle title. The claimant acquired a 1993 GMC Suburban as a
trade in vehicle for $12,000. The claimant then sold that vehicle
at a wholesale auction and received $11,700 for the vehicle,
after fees. The wholesaler who purchased the vehicle ran a
check and discovered that the vehicle had a previous IL title
marked as salvage.  The claimant had to buy back the vehicle
and get a proper WI title with salvage indicated. The claimant
was then only able to sell the vehicle for $9,000, incurring a loss
of $2,700.

The DOT recommends payment of this claim. Miguel
Estrada purchased the 1993 GMC on 6/16/98, with an IL
salvage title.  Mr. Estrada subsequently applied for a WI title
and did not note on his application that the vehicle should be
titled as salvage.  However, the DOT states that the title

processor should have noticed the salvage brand on the IL title
and carried it forward to the WI title. The DOT believes that
Pennie Wix, the DOT employee who processed the title, was
negligent for not carrying forward the salvage brand.

The Board concludes the claim should be paid in the
amount of $2,700.00 based on equitable principles. The Board
further concludes, under authority of s. 16.007 (6m), Stats.,
payment should be made from the Department of
Transportation appropriation s. 20.395 (5)(cq), Stats.
2. H. Joseph Slater of Lake City, MN claims $4,607.12
for income tax refunds for the years 1992, 1994 and 1995,
which were withheld by the DOR to satisfy assessments for the
years 1977−1985. The claimant states that he late filed his
1977−1985 returns in 1995. The claimant has a copy of a
certified mail receipt dated 11/26/95 for 12 pages sent to E.
Munson at the DOR. The claimant also has a copy of the signed,
certified mail return receipt, showing that the returns were
received by the DOR and a letter from E. Munson at the DOR
dated several days after receipt of the certified mail, stating
“(w)e have received your late filed 1977 through 1988
Wisconsin income tax returns.”  Despite this
acknowledgement, the DOR withheld the claimant’s 1992,
1994 and 1995 income tax returns to satisfy allegedly
delinquent assessments for the years 1977−1985. The claimant
states that he contacted the DOR and offered them the above
evidence that he had indeed filed the returns in question. The
claimant states that in March 2000, he received a letter from the
DOR stating that the returns had never been received and that E.
Munson “inadvertently listed having received late filed returns
for tax years 1977 through 1988 when, in fact he meant 1986
through 1992.” The claimant believes that this statement,
issued by another auditor five years after Mr. Munson clearly
stated he had received the returns, has no credible basis in fact.

DOR records show that the claimant has not filed
1977−1981 income tax returns.  The DOR alleges that the
claimant was incorrectly informed by E. Munson that DOR had
received the 1977−1981 returns. The DOR states that it
informed the claimant of the error in its March 2000 letter and
that his refunds were held to satisfy the delinquent assessments
for these years. DOR states that it has also issued an estimated
assessment for 1996 that is now delinquent.

Based on additional DOR testimony at hearing, the
Board concludes the claim should be paid in the reduced
amount of $1,702.50 based on equitable principles. The Board
further concludes, under authority of s. 16.007 (6m), Stats.,
payment should be made from the Department of Revenue
appropriation s. 20.566 (1)(a), Stats.
3. Thomas F. Bailey of Milwaukee, WI claims
$21,955.29+ for refund of an assessment made by the DOR.
The claimant alleges that in 1989 the DOR took the position
that civil service pension benefits for National Guard
technicians were tax exempt. The DOR published this position
in a newsletter, which it distributed to federal retirees in 1989.
In 1995, the DOR reversed its position and mailed assessments
to over 400 National Guard technicians for back taxes on
pension benefits from 1989 to 1995, plus 12% interest. In
August 1995, the claimant received an assessment for
$20,644.37 tax and interest on his pension for the years
1989−1993. The claimant paid DOR $21,955.29 (the original
assessment plus interest) in Noveber 1995. The claimant states
that shortly after the DOR’s position reversal, over 400 retired
National Guard Technicians protested and objected to the
DOR’s action. The claimant states that this protest was so clear
an unequivocal that then Revenue Secretary Bugher held
meetings with representatives of the Retired National Guard
community to address the issue. The claimant believes that
Secretary Bugher was put on notice that the Retired National
Guard community as a whole objected to and protested this

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007(6m)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/20.395(5)(cq)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007(6m)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/20.566(1)(a)
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action. A “test case” was presented to the Wisconsin Tax
Appeals Commission, which upheld DOR’s position. WTAC’s
decision was appealed in Dane County Circuit Court in
November 1999. The court affirmed that the pensions were
taxable but found that some of the petitioners had relied on
DOR’s advice to their detriment and ruled that DOR was
estopped from seeking assessments against those individuals
for tax years 1989 and after. The claimant states that he
contacted the DOR but was told that he did not qualify for
refund of the taxes because he had not appealed the original
assessment issued in 1995. The claimant believes that it is
unconscionable for the DOR to refuse to refund his money and
that it was grossly unfair of DOR to issue backdated
assessments to begin with, when the retired technicians had
relied on DOR’s 1989 statement that their pensions were tax
exempt. The claimant believes that it is clear that all the retired
National Guard Technicians protested this overwhelming
financial burden when it was placed upon them and that this
protest was clearly conveyed to both Secretary Bugher and the
State Legislature by leaders of the Retired National Guard
community.

The DOR recommends denial of this claim. A notice
of appeal rights accompanied the assessment sent to the
claimant in August 1995.  No notice of appeal or letter of
objection was filed when the claimant paid the assessment. The
last date the claimant could have timely filed a claim for refund
of the assessment was January 19, 1996. In February 2000, the
DOR offered a settlement to the named litigants in the WTAC
appeal (the “test case”). The terms of the settlement provided
that for the years 1989−1995 the DOR would withdraw
assessments and pay timely, properly appealed refund claims.
In March 2000, the DOR began to offer the same settlement to
other individuals in similar situations as the named litigants,
provided that the individuals had timely pending appeals or
timely refund claims. Since the claimant did not appeal the
original assessment for 1989−1993, DOR has no authority to
issue the refund he is requesting and it is DOR’s position that
the assessment is final and conclusive.

The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.  However, Representative Albers
and Senator Shibilski have indicated that, despite the Board’s
decision, they will be introducing legislation that will provide
for payment of this claim and other like claims.

4. Anthony Gray of Madison, WI claims $7,318.24 for
refund of monies garnished from his wages to satisfy estimated
income tax assessments for 1994−1996. The claimant states
that he did not live in WI until 1995 and that he therefore
believes the 1994 assessment to be illegal. The claimant’s
wages were garnished from 7/99 through 8/00. The claimant
states that these estimated assessments were incorrect and that
he was actually due tax refunds for 1995 and 1996. The
claimant further alleges that he was not properly notified of the
assessments by certified mail. The claimant states that he was
never told that funds would not be returned to him if the
assessments were found to be unjustified. The claimant also
believes that the two−year statute of limitation has not actually
elapsed. The claimant points to the fact that his wages were not
certified until 7/13/99.  He feels that the two−year time limit
should begin on that date, which would extend the deadline
until 7/13/01. The claimant does not believe that the two−year
statute of limitations applies to his case at all. He states that,
according to the notice he received, the two−year limit applies
to assessments that are paid in full without objection. He alleges
that he did not pay these assessments voluntarily and that the
total amount was never collected in full. Finally, the claimant

states that he was involved in a serious car accident on 8/17/00,
which caused him to miss an appointment with his accountant
and has also caused him great financial difficulty.

The DOR states that it originally contacted the
claimant after receiving from his employer a copy of his
Wisconsin withholding exemption certificate in which he
claimed 14 exemptions. The certificate was signed by the
claimant and his current address was given. According to DOR
records, a DOR auditor wrote the claimant in 7/97, requesting
verification of his 14 exemptions. No reply was received. The
DOR states that in 9/97, the auditor notified both the claimant
and his employer by mail that the DOR was voiding the
exemption claim based on the claimant’s failure to respond. No
reply was received. The DOR states that in December 1997, the
auditor sent a letter to the claimant requesting filing of
1994−1996 income tax returns. No reply was received. Another
request was sent in 2/98, without reply. The DOR alleges that
all of the above correspondence was sent directly to the same
address at which the claimant currently resides. DOR records
further indicate that in 5/98, the DOR issued estimated
assessments for the delinquent tax years. In 7/98, DOR sent the
claimant a request to file 1994−1997 income tax returns. The
claimant called DOR and indicated that he was not a resident in
1994. He promised to file the required returns by 11/1/98. DOR
records indicate that from 9/98−4/99, the claimant periodically
contacted DOR and requested three extensions to file the
returns, which he promised to do by 4/30/99. On 6/18/99 DOR
initiated certification of the claimant’s wages. The promised
returns were filed on 8/24/00. The DOR states that there is not
requirement that the claimant be served by certified mail. The
DOR believes that all evidence indicates that he received the
correspondence and assessments, since his address has not
changed since the DOR first contacted him in 1997 and the
claimant has made no allegations that he moved or was absent
for extended periods of time.
 The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.
5. Brian J. Friedman of Madison, WI claims $420.55
for dental injuries allegedly caused by the actions of a
UW−Madison Police Officer. The claimant alleges that in
1975, while he was walking on N. Lake Steet, he was detained
by a UW Police Officer and taken to the UW Police office on
Mills  Street.  He alleges that he was questioned at gunpoint and
pushed by an officer, which caused him to fall and chip a tooth.
He requests reimbursement for his dental bills allegedly
incurred because of this injury.

The UW is unable to locate any records showing that
the claimant was involved with the UW−Madison Police in the
year in question. Furthermore, the claimant has presented no
information documenting the cause of the dental work that the
claimant underwent in 1988, over 10 years after the alleged
injury. Because of these reasons and given the length of time
that has passed since the alleged injury, the UW does not
support payment of this claim.

The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.
6. Burton A. Weisbrod of Glencoe, IL claims
$119,767.00 for the value of sick leave credits allegedly lost
due to an error by the UW.  The claimant was a professor at the
UW−Madison. The claimant was on a leave of absence from
8/27/90 through 5/26/91 (the spring semester).  He was enrolled
in a state insurance plan until 7/31/90, and was covered by other
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insurance while he was on leave.  At the end of his leave, he
submitted a letter to the UW indicating that he would be retiring
on 6/30/91.  He alleges that the UW erred and notified ETF that
his retirement date was 5/26/91 (the last day of the spring
semester).  The UW admitted this error in their letter to the
claimant dated 4/2/97. The claimant states that he contacted
ETF in June of 1991, regarding his retirement annuity.  He
states that ETF never discussed the issue of sick leave credits
with him because, based on the incorrect information provided
by the UW, they believed that he was already retired. In order to
convert his sick leave balance to insurance premium credits, the
claimant would have had to be insured under a state plan at the
time of his retirement.  The claimant states that if ETF had
informed him of this requirement, there would have still been
time to re−enroll with his state insurance before his retirement
date of June 30.  It is the claimant’s understanding that ETF
routinely requests sick leave balances from the employing
agency of a retiring employee and discusses the sick leave
conversion policy with employees when they call to discuss
their retirement.  The claimant believes that that it was because
of the UW’s error that ETF never requested his sick leave
balance and did not discuss the sick leave conversion policy
with him.  He states that, had he known about the option to
convert his sick leave, he would have reinstated his state
insurance in order to meet the requirements of the conversion
rules. The claimant states that his sick leave would have been
worth $119,767 towards health insurance premiums and he
requests payment of that amount.

The University of Wisconsin System recommends
payment of this claim from funds of the Department of
Employee Trust Funds. At the conclusion of his leave of
absence, the claimant was eligible to return to employment with
the UW and to re−enroll with a state health insurance provider
prior to his retirement.  Had he done so, he would have become
eligible for the sick leave conversion program.  The UW
believes that when he sought pre−retirement advice from ETF,
he was not properly counseled about the availability of the sick
leave conversion benefit, or the requirements necessary to be
eligible for it. The UW believes that the claimant was not
properly advised about the sick leave benefit by ETF.  The sick
leave conversion program is funded by payments made to ETF
by state agencies and thus the funds to support this claimant’s
benefit have already been paid to ETF.  Finally, the UW states
that the claimant’s decision to retire was made, at least in part, to
assist the UW and his action did result in relieving his
department of a budget contingency. Given the circumstances,
the UW believes it would be inappropriate to penalize the
claimant by denying him the sick leave conversion benefit.

The Board concludes the claim should be paid in the
reduced amount of $5,000.00 based on equitable principles.
The Board further concludes, under authority of s. 16.007 (6m),
Stats., payment should be made from the University of
Wisconsin appropriation s. 20.285 (1)(a), Stats.  The Board
further concludes that this payment is not considered full and
final settlement of this claim should the claimant wish to pursue
further avenues of relief.

7. S.R. and James Spitz of Clam Lake, WI claim
$23,377.14 for medical bills, disability, pain and suffering and
loss of companionship allegedly related to an accident while
Frances Spitz was a patient at UW Hospital.  The claimants
allege that in March 1996 Frances Spitz slipped and fell in a
hallway after wandering unattended from her bed.  The fall
resulted in a broken hip, which required surgery and extensive
follow up care. The claimants state that Ms. Spitz has a history
of being unsteady on her feet as well as a history of and
wandering.  The claimants state that the University of
Wisconsin Hospital staff was aware of Ms. Spitz’s history
because she had wandered on at least six previous admissions.

The claimants also state that UW Hospital had them sign two
releases authorizing them to restrain Ms. Spitz for her own
protection because the UW was aware that she had a tendency
to wander off.  The claimant states that because of her history,
Mrs. Spitz’s bed rails were required to be in the “up” position,
so that she could not get out of bed while unattended.  The
claimants believe that UW Hospital personnel were negligent
by not putting up her bed rails.  The claimants attempted to file a
lawsuit against the University of Wisconsin Hospital, but were
unable to obtain the names of the hospital staff on duty, because
the accident happened during a shift change.  Because the
claimants did not name a specific state employee, their Notice
of Claim was denied by the Attorney General’s Office.  The
claimants have submitted medical bills totaling $23,377.14 for
Ms. Spitz’s medical care.  They also request awards for pain and
suffering, permanent disability and loss of companionship in
the amount of $350,000.

A Notice of Claim filed in this matter in 1977 was
investigated by the Department of Justice, which denied the
claim based on failure to comply with s. 893.82(3), Stats., and
lack of any basis for a finding of liability on the part of any state
employee.  The UW recommends denial of this claim since
there is nothing in the circumstances presented that indicate
there was negligence on the part of a state employee and there is
no equitable basis for payment.

The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.
8. Jeral Khachi of Turlock, CA claims $33,625.00 for
expenses allegedly related to his incarceration on a charge of
failure to pay child support. The claimant lives in CA. His
ex−wife, the custodial parent, resides in WI. The claimant states
that at the time he was detained, he was gainfully employed and
was making payments to his ex−wife. The claimant was picked
up in May 1999 in CA and was incarcerated for over 20 days.
The claimant states that he contacted his sister and had her
obtain copies of the money orders sent to his ex−wife as proof
that he had been making payments. The claimant states that this
documentation was submitted to the Outagamie County Child
Support Agency and the District Attorney’s Office four days
after his arrest. The claimant states that the day he was arrested
was his first day at a new job, which he lost because of the arrest.
The claimant was extradited to WI and incarcerated for four
months before the charges were dropped. The claimant states
that the DWD should have contacted him first to clear up the
error before resorting to arresting him. He requests
reimbursement as follows: 103 days lost work time−$16,480.
43 days lost overtime−$12,900. Towing and impounding of his
vehicle on the day of his arrest−$110. Air fare, bus fare and
lodging for traveling to and from WI for hearings−$1347.46,
$170 and $467.84. State of WI extradition fees−$2000. Public
Defender fees−$150.

DWD alleges that the claimant’s ex−wife never
informed the Outagamie County Child Support Agency that the
claimant was making sporadic payments by money order
directly to her. The DWD’s computer system showed a large
arrearage and the claimant’s ex−wife signed an affidavit that
the claimant had not been paying child support. Based on that
affidavit, the case was referred to the DA’s office for criminal
prosecution. The claimant was picked up in May 1999 and
arraigned in July 1999. He requested a trial, which was
scheduled for August 24, 1999. The child support agency
subsequently received verification that the claimant had been
making direct payments. The criminal nonsupport provisions
of the statutes require failure to pay for at least one continuous
120−day period. Because the claimant had not failed to pay for

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007(6m)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/20.285(1)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/893.82(3)
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120−days, the charges were dropped and the case dismissed.
The DWD believes that there was no mistake in handling this
case based on the information it received and that the state
should not be held responsible for the claimant’s expenses.

The Board believes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and that this claim is not one for which the
state is legally liable, however, the Board concludes that the
claim should be paid in the reduced amount of $2,000.00 based
on equitable principles. The further Board concludes, under
authority of s. 16.007 (6m), Stats., that payment should be made
from the Department of Workforce Development appropriation
s. 20.445 (3)(a), Stats. The Board further suggests that the
claimant pursue a claim against Outagamie County.
9. Jay M. Johnson of Baraboo, WI claims $118.29 for
the cost of one tire. The claimant is employed as a park facilities
repair worker at Devil’s Lake State Park. On June 1, 2000, there
were severe flooding conditions at the park. The claimant states
that because of the extremely high water, which would have
flooded out a regular vehicle, he used his truck to transport park
rangers to areas where park users needed assistance. The
claimant states that while performing this service, he ran over a
sharp rock that had washed into the roadway. The rock tore a
4−inch hole in his tire, which had to be replaced. He does not
have insurance coverage for this damage and requests
reimbursement for the cost of one replacement tire.

The DNR states that the claimant’s truck was being
used during this emergency situation because a comparable
state−owned vehicle was not available. The claimant’s
supervisor was with him at the time. Under these
circumstances, the DNR believes that the claimant’s truck was
being used for a legitimate state purpose. Furthermore, the
DNR does not believe that the claimant was in any way
negligent in this situation. The DNR states that the claimant
informed his supervisor that the tire which was replaced had
approximately 20,000 miles on it at the time it was damaged.
Therefore, the DNR recommends payment of this claim in the
reduced amount of $96.37

The Board concludes the claim should be paid in the
amount of $118.29 based on equitable principles. The Board
further concludes, under authority of s. 16.007 (6m), Stats.,
payment should be made from the from Department of Natural
Resources appropriation s. 20.370 (1)(mu), Stats.
10. Kim Bown of Beloit, WI claims $120.00 for vehicle
damage allegedly related to her employment as a Probation and
Parole Agent for the DOC. The claimant states that she used a
state owned vehicle to perform home visits on September 18
and 19, 2000. While she was out on these home visits, her
personal vehicle was parked in the parking lot at her office. The
claimant states that when she returned on the morning of
September 19, she discovered that the windshield on her
personal vehicle was smashed. The claimant’s insurance
covered $380.71 of the damage and she requests
reimbursement for her $120 deductible.

The DOC believes that the claimant incurred these
expenses only because of her employment as a Probation and
Parole Agent. The DOC believes that the residents in the
neighborhood where she left her car more likely than not knew
that the owner of the car was a law enforcement agent and that
her vehicle was intentionally damaged. The DOC does not
believe that Probation and Parole Agents should bear the
financial burden of expenses that they incur solely and directly
because they work with criminals for the benefit of the people
of this state. The DOC believes that requiring agents to pay
these expenses would be unfair and would undermine agent
morale.

The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,

agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.
11. Alvernest Kennedy of Milwaukee, WI claims
$2,799.00 for return of tax refunds intercepted to satisfy
estimated assessments for business taxes from 1990 to 1995.
The claimant states that he opened a business in 1990.  He
applied for a seller’s permit but claims that he never used the
permit and closed the business shortly after it opened. The
claimant alleges that he was never told that he had to contact the
DOR to discontinue his seller’s permit. He states that he filed
bankruptcy in 1997 and requests return of his income tax
refunds intercepted by DOR.

The Department states that it filed estimated
assessments against the claimant because he failed to file any
business taxes from the years 1990 to 1995. The assessments
became delinquent and the DOR intercepted the claimant’s
personal income tax refunds for 1995 through 1998 and his
sales tax rebate check in January of 2000. The DOR states that it
was not until February 1, 2000 that the claimant informed them
that he had no liability because the business had never operated.
The DOR alleges that when the claimant registered with the
state and received his seller’s permit, he was informed of his
obligation to file a timely return even if there was no tax to
report. The DOR states that the sales and use tax return contains
a similar notice. Finally, the DOR points to the fact that the
seller’s permit indicates that the permit should be returned to
the DOR if the seller permanently discontinues sales of taxable
property and services. The claimant did not follow any of these
requirements. The DOR states that section 71.75(5), Stats.,
prohibits them from refunding the amount collected on the
original assessments because the claimant did not claim a
refund within the prescribed two−year period. The DOR further
states that the claimant’s $565 1999 income tax refund was
withheld to satisfy a debt owed by the claimant to the
Department of Workforce Development, not for payment of
any DOR assessments.

The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.
12. Sandra C. Eselby of Oshkosh, WI claims $613.32 for
reimbursement of a Medicaid deductible, which she allegedly
paid because of a DHFS error. The claimant is permanently
disabled as a result of a stroke and requires 24−hour care. The
claimant states that she was found eligible for Medical
Assistance for a few months until she began receiving Social
Security Disability benefits. In June 1999, she applied for M.A.
benefits, specifically for a Community Options
Program−Waiver (COP−waiver) with a Sheboygan County
social worker. The claimant states that over a month passed and
she did not hear from Sheboygan County so she contacted them
again because of her great need for health care assistance. The
claimant states that she completed an application for SSI
related MA on July 23, 1999, with a Sheboygan County
Economic Support worker (ESS worker). The claimant alleges
that the ESS worker was not aware of the claimant’s
COP−waiver application. At a later hearing, the ESS worker
admitted that she did not detect the COP−waiver application
even though she should have. Because of this error, the ESS
worker told the claimant that she would need to prepay a
Medicaid deductible in the amount of $613.23 or she would not
be covered. The claimant paid the deductible on July 30, 1999.
On August 9, 1999, the DHFS Division of Supportive Living
informed Sheboygan County that the claimant was eligible for
the COP−waiver benefits retroactive to her July 23, 1999
application. Furthermore, DHFS stated that because of the

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007(6m)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/20.445(3)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007(6m)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/20.370(1)(mu)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/71.75(5)
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claimant’s low income, she had no COP−waiver cost share and
would not have to prepay any money to the state or county in
order to qualify for MA benefits. In January 2000, the Division
of Hearings and Appeals found that, although an error was
made, the deductible payment could not be refunded to the
claimant because there was no legal mechanism through which
to do so.

The Department of Health and Family Services
recommends payment of this claim. The DHFS agrees with the
facts as presented in the claimant’s statement of circumstances.
This forum appears to be the only way to reimburse the
claimant for her loss and the Department believes that she
should be paid on equitable grounds.

The Board concludes the claim should be paid in the
amount of $612.32 based on equitable principles. The Board
further concludes, under authority of s. 16.007 (6m), Stats.,
payment should be made from the Department of Health and
Family Services appropriation s. 20.435 (6)(a), Stats. The
Board further suggests that the Department of Health and
Family Services should, to whatever extent possible, attempt to
recover this money from Sheboygan County.
13. David J. Devney of Madison, WI claims $350.00 for
damage to suit allegedly incurred when he slipped and fell
outside the DPI on April 11, 2000.  The claimant states that he
was entering the building at 10:00 AM, carrying a 30 pound
printer for installation at DPI, when he slipped on ice and snow
that was on the walk.  The claimant alleges that the area had not
been salted or sanded after early morning snow.  The claimant
states that he jarred his shoulder, cut his knee and bruised his
elbow.  He states that he tore a three−inch hole in the knee of his
pants.  He claims that he has contacted several companies in an
attempt to have the suit repaired, however, he was told that the
hole was too large to fix. The claimant also states that this
particular suit is no longer being made in the same color, so it is
not possible to find new pants to match the jacket.  The claimant
paid $299 for the suit in 1998 and requests $350 to account for a
current higher replacement cost.  The claimant believes that the
building maintenance crew was negligent for not clearing the
walk.

This incident was investigated on the date of
occurrence.  Although snow was not removed prior to the
claimant’s entrance into the building, the DOA believes that the
claimant should have been aware of the slippery conditions.
DOA believes that the claimant’s decision to carry a boxed
printer into the building through the snow contributed to his fall
as it obscured his vision and ability to balance while walking
into the building.  DOA also states that there are two parking
stalls available for the public to use for drop off, which are
located in the parking level beneath the building.  The claimant
has not indicated that he tried to use these or that they were full
and unusable.  There were no other reports of slips or falls on
this date for the Central Madison Complex.

The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.
14. Christopher J. Kratcha of Marshfield, WI claims
$1,086.75 reimbursement for stolen personal items not covered
by his insurance policy. The claimant is employed by the DNR
as a Conservation Warden trainee. The claimant states that he is
required to travel around the state to attend various training
sessions as part of his job duties. The claimant states that in
August 2000 he was scheduled to attend a weeklong training
session in Sturgeon Bay. The claimant states that he drove a
state owned vehicle to his brother’s home in Menasha the night
before the training, in order to avoid a long drive to Sturgeon
Bay the morning the training session began. The claimant

alleges that, because he is in training and is frequently away
from home for extended periods of time, he brings with him a
number of personal items. The claimant states that his personal
items were stolen from the state owned vehicle while it was
parked in Menasha. The claimant requests reimbursement for
items not covered by his insurance: 76 compact discs with a
replacement value of $1,086.75.

The DNR understands that the Claims Board does not
ordinarily award payment for personal items lost by state
employees, however the DNR believes there are special
circumstances in this case. The DNR states that Conservation
Warden trainees are required to live away from their homes for
extended periods of time during their year−long initial training
period. The DNR believes that it is therefore not unreasonable
for trainees to travel with personal items not normally included
in business travel. The DNR notes that the items were stolen
without forced entry into the state patrol truck. According to the
police report, the claimant locked both doors but left a window
on the truck open approximately one inch. The DNR believes
that the claimant therefore contributed to the loss and
recommends payment of 50% of the claim: $544.00.

The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.
15. Eleanor A. White of Stoughton, WI  claims
$10,280.00 for refund of an assessment made by the DOR.  The
claimant alleges that in 1989 the DOR took the position that
civil service pension benefits for National Guard technicians
were tax exempt. The DOR published this position in a
newsletter, which it distributed to federal retirees in 1989. In
1995, the DOR reversed its position and mailed assessments to
over 400 National Guard technicians for back taxes on pension
benefits from 1989 to 1995, plus 12% interest. In February
1996, the claimant received an assessment for $10,280 tax and
interest on her husband’s pension for the years 1989−1994. She
paid the assessment in full. She states that she then began
getting notifications about an attorney, Mr. Eugene Duffy, who
was representing the National Guardsmen and fighting the
DOR position reversal and backdated assessments. The
newsletters and updates indicated the Mr. Duffy was
representing all retired National Guard technicians. A “test
case” was presented to the Wisconsin Tax Appeals
Commission, which upheld DOR’s position. WTAC’s decision
was appealed in Dane County Circuit Court in November 1999.
The court affirmed that the pensions were taxable but found that
some of the petitioners had relied on DOR’s advice to their
detriment and ruled that DOR was estopped from seeking
assessments against those individuals for tax years 1989 and
after. The claimant states that in early 2000, she received a
notice from the DOR notifying her of a National Guard
Technician Settlement. She contacted the DOR but was told
that she did not qualify for refund of the 1989−1994 taxes, as
provided for in the settlement, because she had not appealed the
original assessment issued in 1996. The claimant believes that
it is unconscionable for the DOR to refuse to refund her money
and that it was grossly unfair of DOR to issue backdated
assessments to begin with, when the retired technicians had
relied on DOR’s 1989 statement that their pensions were tax
exempt. Because she received newsletters updating her on the
legal fight with DOR she believed that she was included in any
resulting victory and had no reason to believe that her failure to
originally appeal the assessment would cause her
disqualification from the settlement agreement.

The DOR recommends denial of this claim. A notice
of appeal rights accompanied the assessment sent to the
claimant in February 1996.  No notice of appeal or letter of

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007(6m)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/20.435(6)(a)
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objection was filed when the claimant paid the assessment. The
last date the claimant could have timely filed a claim for refund
of the assessment was February 26, 1998. In February 2000, the
DOR offered a settlement to the named litigants in the WTAC
appeal (the “test case”). The terms of the settlement provided
that for the years 1989−1995 the DOR would withdraw
assessments and pay timely, properly appealed refund claims.
In March 2000, the DOR began to offer the same settlement to
other individuals in similar situations as the named litigants,
provided that the individuals had timely pending appeals or
timely refund claims. The DOR did send a $183.04 settlement
to the claimant for the year 1995, since that year was open to
refund under the statutes at the time of first contact. Since the
claimant did not appeal the original assessment for 1989−1994,
DOR has no authority to issue the refund she is requesting and it
is DOR’s position that the assessment is final and conclusive.

The Board concludes there has been an insufficient
showing of negligence on the part of the state, its officers,
agents or employees and this claim is not one for which the state
is legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
based on equitable principles.  However, Representative Albers
and Senator Shibilski have indicated that, despite the Board’s
decision, they will be introducing legislation that will provide
for payment of this claim and other like claims.

The Board concludes:

1. The claims of the following claimants should be
denied:

Thomas F. Bailey

Anthony Gray

Brian J. Friedman

S.R. and James Spitz

Kim Bown

Alvernest Kennedy

David J. Devney

Christopher J. Kratcha

Eleanor A. White

2. Payment of the following amounts to the following
claimants is justified under

s. 16.007, Stats:

Braeger Chevrolet $2,700.00

H. Joseph Slater $1,702.50

Burton A. Weisbrod $5,000.00

Jeral Khachi $2,000.00

Jay M. Johnson $118.29

Sandra C. Eselby $613.32

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin this     12    day of February
2001.

Alan Lee, Chair

Representative of the Attorney General

Edward D. Main, Secretary

Representative of the Secretary of Administration

Sheryl Albers

Assembly Finance Committee

Kevin Shibilski

Senate Finance Committee

Amanda Schaumburg

Representative of the Governor

ADVICE  AND CONSENT OF THE SENATE
State of Wisconsin

Office of the Governor
February 9, 2001
The Honorable, The Senate:

I am pleased to nominate and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, do appoint SHEEHY, TIMOTHY R., of Fox
Point, as a member of the State Fair Park Board, to serve for the
interim term ending May 1, 2001, and for the full term ending
May 1, 2006.
Sincerely,
SCOTT MCCALLUM
Governor

Read and referred to committee on Labor and
Agriculture.

State of Wisconsin
Office of the Governor

February 9, 2001
The Honorable, The Senate:

I am pleased to nominate and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, do appoint LEIPOLD, CRAIG L., of Racine, as
a member of the State Fair Park Board, to serve for the interim
term ending May 1, 2002, and for the full term ending May 1,
2007.
Sincerely,
SCOTT MCCALLUM
Governor

Read and referred to committee on Labor and
Agriculture.

REFERRALS AND RECEIPT OF
COMMITTEE REPOR TS CONCERNING
PROPOSED ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

Senate Clearinghouse Rule 00−143
Relating to a system of remediation for applicants who have

failed the clinical and laboratory examinations more than three
times.

Submitted by Department of Regulation and Licensing.
Report received from Agency, February 13, 2001.
Referred to committee on Health, Utilities, Veterans and

Military  Affairs, February 15, 2001.

MESSAGES FROM THE ASSEMBLY
By John Scocos, chief clerk.
Mr. President:
I am directed to inform you that the Assembly has passed

and asks concurrence in:

Assembly Bill 3
Assembly Bill 6
Assembly Bill 7
Assembly Bill 20
Assembly Bill 24
Assembly Bill 35
Assembly Bill 42
Assembly Bill 49

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/2000/143
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/cr/2000/143
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Adopted and asks concurrence in:

Assembly Joint Resolution 4
Assembly Joint Resolution 12
Assembly Joint Resolution 19
Assembly Joint Resolution 25
Assembly Joint Resolution 26
Assembly Joint Resolution 27
Assembly Joint Resolution 31

Concurred in:

Senate Joint Resolution 18
Senate Joint Resolution 20

MESSAGES FROM THE ASSEMBLY
CONSIDERED

 Assembly Bill 3
Relating to:  classification and elements of felony offenses

and certain misdemeanor offenses; criminal sentences and
commitments; modification of a bifurcated sentence in certain
cases; revocation of extended supervision; the creation of a
sentencing commission and temporary sentencing guidelines;
making an appropriation; and providing penalties.

By  Representatives Walker and Huber; cosponsored by
Senators Burke and Huelsman. 

Read first time and referred to committee on Judiciary,
Consumer Affairs, and Campaign Finance Reform.

 Assembly Bill 6
Relating to: liability of cities, villages, towns, and counties

for damages caused by an insufficiency or want of repair of a
highway.

By  Representatives Albers, Kreuser, Ladwig, Gronemus,
Musser, Gunderson, Wade, M. Lehman, Montgomery,
Petrowski, Starzyk, Sykora, Seratti, Grothman, Hahn, Owens
and Nass; cosponsored by Senators Breske, Schultz, Huelsman,
Welch, A. Lasee and Farrow. 

Read first time and referred to committee on Judiciary,
Consumer Affairs, and Campaign Finance Reform.

 Assembly Bill 7
Relating to: storage and handling of anhydrous ammonia,

creating an exemption from civil liability, and providing a
penalty.

By  Representatives Ott, Rhoades, Freese, Urban,
Montgomery, Ladwig, Kestell, Sykora, Musser, Ward, Stone,
Hundertmark, Albers, Pettis, La Fave, Ainsworth, Wade, Bies,
Gronemus, Vrakas, Townsend, Plouff, Skindrud, Kreibich,
Olsen, Gunderson, Lassa, Wasserman, Loeffelholz, Friske and
Williams; cosponsored by Senators Erpenbach, Burke,
Baumgart, Schultz, Zien and Roessler. 

Read first time and referred to committee on Labor and
Agriculture .

 Assembly Bill 20
Relating to: the cut−off time for receipt of documents for

filing and recording with a register of deeds.

By  Representatives Powers, Starzyk, J. Lehman, Wade,
Gronemus, Stone, Ladwig, Turner, Nass, M. Lehman, Plouff,
Musser, Olsen, Kedzie, Gunderson, Pocan, Miller, Ott, Vrakas,

Hebl and Ryba; cosponsored by Senators Plache, Farrow,
Welch and Robson. 

Read first time and referred to committee on Universities,
Housing, and Government Operations.

 Assembly Bill 24
Relating to: residency requirements for persons who wish

to take an examination for the position of deputy sheriff.

By  Representatives Ladwig, Starzyk, J. Fitzgerald,
Grothman, Gunderson, Huebsch, Hundertmark, F. Lasee,
Lassa, J. Lehman, M. Lehman, Musser, Owens, Petrowski,
Powers and Stone; cosponsored by Senators Plache, Huelsman
and S. Fitzgerald. 

Read first time and referred to committee on Universities,
Housing, and Government Operations.

 Assembly Bill 35
Relating to: changing the bonding requirements for city,

village, and county officers.

By  Representatives Stone, Musser, Ladwig, Urban,
Ainsworth, M. Lehman, Starzyk, Olsen, La Fave, Vrakas,
Huber, Hundertmark, Grothman, Townsend, Gunderson, Ott
and Lippert; cosponsored by Senators Farrow and Wirch. 

Read first time and referred to committee on Universities,
Housing, and Government Operations.

 Assembly Bill 42
Relating to: the lease and operation of correctional

facilities, making an appropriation, and providing penalties.

By  Representative Walker; cosponsored by Senator Jauch. 

Read first time and referred to committee on Economic
Development and Corrections.

 Assembly Bill 49
Relating to: polling hours, time off from work for service as

an election official, and requiring the elections board to submit
recommendations with regard to voter identification and
registration and the administration of elections.

By  committee on Campaigns and Elections. 
Read first time and referred to committee on Universities,

Housing, and Government Operations.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 4
Relating to: commending Dick Bennett on his career,

accomplishments, and contributions to Wisconsin basketball.

By  Representatives Gunderson, Hundertmark, Ainsworth,
Albers, Berceau, Black, Boyle, Duff, Foti, Gard, Gronemus,
Grothman, Gundrum, Hebl, Hoven, Huebsch, Jeskewitz,
Johnsrud, Kestell, Kreibich, Kreuser, Ladwig, F. Lasee, Lassa,
J. Lehman, M. Lehman, Miller, Vrakas, McCormick, Musser,
Nass, Olsen, Ott, Owens, Petrowski, Pettis, Plouff, Pocan,
Powers, Rhoades, Ryba, Schneider, Schooff, Sinicki, Stone,
Sykora, Travis, Turner, Underheim, Urban, Wade, Walker,
Ward, Wood and Ziegelbauer; cosponsored by Senators
Erpenbach, Baumgart, Breske, Cowles, Darling, Decker,
Farrow, S. Fitzgerald, George, Moen, Panzer, Plache, Risser,
Roessler, Schultz, Welch and Wirch. 

Read and referred to committee on Senate Organization.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 12
Relating to: commemorating and supporting the

achievements and contributions of the Boy Scouts of America.

By  Representatives Nass, Hundertmark, Petrowski, Ott,
Ziegelbauer, Duff, Ainsworth, Gundrum, Wade, Ladwig,
Leibham, Jeskewitz, Grothman, Albers, Sykora, Kreibich,
Suder, Walker, Owens, Urban, Gronemus, Kedzie, Vrakas,
Freese, Skindrud, McCormick, Plale, Staskunas, Gard, Pettis
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and Townsend; cosponsored by Senators Decker, Zien,
Roessler, Schultz, Farrow, Baumgart, Cowles, Lazich, S.
Fitzgerald, M. Meyer, Darling and Harsdorf. 

Read and referred to committee on Judiciary, Consumer
Affairs,  and Campaign Finance Reform.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 19
Relating to: proclaiming May 18, 19, and 20, 2001,

Syttende Mai Weekend.

By  Representatives Johnsrud, Hebl, Rhoades, Musser,
Freese, Jeskewitz, Berceau, Bies, Bock, Huebsch, Pocan,
Coggs, Ward, Plouff, Vrakas, Ladwig, Miller, Hahn, Townsend,
Urban, Olsen, Lassa, Petrowski, Albers, Owens, Pettis, Sykora,
Kreuser, Lippert and Gunderson; cosponsored by Senators M.
Meyer, Moen, Baumgart, Burke, Farrow, Grobschmidt,
Hansen, Huelsman, Lazich, Schultz and Wirch. 

Read and referred to committee on Senate Organization.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 25
Relating to: the life and public service of Joseph L. Looby.

By  Representatives Balow, Kreibich, Sykora, Lassa,
Johnsrud, Sinicki, Hebl, Boyle, Carpenter, Gronemus, Wade,
Musser, Ryba, Schneider, Travis, Hubler, Lippert, Gunderson,
Miller, J. Lehman, Krug, Turner, Albers, Plouff, Ladwig,
Vrakas, Young, Ott and Owens; cosponsored by Senators Zien,
Moen, Farrow, Moore, Burke, Risser, Plache, George, Welch,
Jauch, Roessler, Hansen, Harsdorf, Schultz and Wirch. 

Read and referred to committee on Senate Organization.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 26
Relating to: the life and public service of Sister Thomas

More Bertels.

By  Representatives Gronemus, Ziegelbauer, Ott, Freese,
Lassa, Kestell, Ryba, Albers, Petrowski, Balow, Sykora,
Rhoades, Turner, Musser, Nass, Owens, Miller, Townsend,
Lippert, Olsen, Kreuser, Huebsch, Jeskewitz, Riley, J. Lehman,
Hundertmark, Plouff and Williams; cosponsored by Senators
Baumgart, Schultz, Moen, Lazich, Farrow and A. Lasee. 

Read and referred to committee on Senate Organization.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 27
Relating to: congratulating Marlene A. Cummings for her

long−term services and wishing her well in her future
endeavors.

By  Representatives Young, Coggs, Turner, Walker,
Huebsch, Wade, Montgomery, Ott, Boyle, Schneider, Powers,

Musser, Plouff, Meyerhofer, Gronemus, Miller, Urban, Kestell,
Ladwig, Wasserman, Owens, Black, Freese, Jeskewitz, Albers,
Nass, Lippert, Hahn, Ryba, Gunderson, Vrakas, Balow and
Johnsrud; cosponsored by Senators Moore, Risser, Panzer,
Farrow, Zien, Burke, S. Fitzgerald, Rosenzweig, A. Lasee,
Moen, Breske and Harsdorf. 

Read and referred to committee on Senate Organization.

 Assembly Joint Resolution 31
Relating to: honoring the life of Ben Barkin.

By  Representatives Richards, Colon, Ziegelbauer, Sinicki,
Johnsrud, Ladwig, Kreibich, Riley, Turner, Stone, Krug, J.
Lehman, Vrakas, Bock, Walker, Wasserman, Plouff, Ryba and
M. Lehman; cosponsored by Senators Risser, Plache, Burke,
Lazich, Huelsman and George. 

Read and referred to committee on Senate Organization.

ADJOURNMENT
Senator Risser, with unanimous consent, asked that the

Senate adjourn until Tuesday, February 20, at 1:45 P.M..

Adjourned.

10:01 A.M.

AMENDMENTS  OFFERED
Senate substitute amendment 1 to Senate Joint Resolution

2 offered by Senator Baumgart.

CHIEF  CLERK’S REPORT
The Chief Clerk records:

Senate Joint Resolution 8

Senate Joint Resolution 10

Senate Joint Resolution 13

Senate Joint Resolution 14

Deposited in the office of the Secretary of State on February 15,
2001.


