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GovERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

Stateof Wisconsin
Office of the Governor
Madison

July 25, 2005
To the Honorable Members of the Assembly:

| have approved Assembly Bill 1682005 Wsconsin Act 25
anddeposited it in the Gite of the Secretary of State.

Overfive months ago, | introduced a budget that addressed
$1.6 billion deficit by focusing on two simple goals —
protecting Wisconsins taxpayers and investing in
Wisconsin’'spriorities. My budget froze propersxes for the

far as signing groperty tax freeze, which would have cut
spendingor schools by over $400 million.

Duringthe past two years, we have worked hard so that we can
now deliver the property tax relief our citizens deserve
without sacrificing the quality of our schools and vital local
services.By cutting spending elsewhere in state government,
andby promoting economic growtbo raise revenue, we now
arein a position for a responsible freeze.

The freeze | am signing today means that the average
homeowner'sproperty tax bill will be frozen this December
and be reduced by an average of $5 next .yedihats
comparedo an average property tax increase df%a year
aver the past five years.

While the end result is the same to the average taxpinger
freezel am signing today diérs from the one presentedie
by the Legislature in several key respects:

nexttwo years, but in a way that was responsible and did not
sacrificethe qualityof our schools and vital local services. As First, the Legislatures budget froze property taxes by cutting
with my previous budget, we solved this deficit without theamount schools can speby a total of $350 million over
raisingany taxes — income, sales, corporate or excise. Insteadwo years. My freeze maintains the current revenue cap limits

we set priorities and funded thdmy using savings gained by
making state government more fiefent and additional
revenueggenerated from economic growth.

that have been in place for over decade, under both
Republicarand Democratic governors. In short, my property
tax freeze is responsible, while the Legislatarfeeze is
really a freezeon our kids' education that would force

After five months of debate — too often in the wee hours of thedevastatinguts to our schools.

morningand out of sight of public scrutiny — the Legislature
returneda budget to me. It froze property taxes, didtso at

theexpense of our schools. At a time of record gas and utility
priceincreases, they told schools they would have to live with

only a one percent increase. The stads’sociation of school
boardsand other experts suggebe Legislatures actions

would be devastating to our schools: over 4,000 teachers

losing their jobs, lager class sizes, and cuts fioograms
rangingfrom reading to math to arts, music, and athletics.

My first impulse was to send the budget back to the
Legislatureand make it start ovegain. But the \gconsin
Constitution entrusts theGovernor with broad powers to
improveon the Legislature’work and set dérentpriorities,
aslong as the budget remains balanc&thile some may
criticize me for being too bold, | undertook to reshape this
budgetto one that protectdabth property taxpayers and our
children.

Theend result i budget that much more closely resembles

Secondthe Legislatures freeze allowed localities tocrease
their spending only if they were experiencing growth. My
freezeenables all communities to deal with the impafct
inflation on providing services by allowing a minimum
increaseof two percent, or the rate of growth, whichever is

higher.

Third, the Legislatures freeze also included technical
collegeseven though they already have mill rate lingitsdl
constituteonly a small portion of the overall leviy freeze
maintainsthe current law miltate limits on technical colleges
so they will not have to raise their tuitions or cut their vital role
in worker training and economic development.

Fourth,the Legislatures freeze lasted for three years even
thoughthe state budget extends for only two. My freeferis
two years because it only works if the state keeps its
commitmento funding schools and shared revenue. As | said
in my budget address, the stafeouldnt put a freeze on
communitieslonger than we can guarantee our funding

the onel submitted in February than the one passed in the dead0mmitmento them.

of night by the Legislature. It freezes property taxes for two
yearsandprotects our schools.

| have said repeatedthat taxes are too high inig¥¢onsin.
Thatis why when | sought this ti€e, | promised to solve the
state’sfiscal problems without raising taxes. Perhaps
singletax is as onerous as the property tax, especially for ou
seniorswho want to stay in theinomes and middle—class
families trying to make ends meet. Additionallsising
propertytaxes have created an unhealthy tension betwee
propertytaxpayers and our schools.

In my first budget, | made holding down property taxéspa
priority. Despite a $3.2 billion deficit, | restored shared
revenuefully fundednearly $1 billion in property tax credits

Fundamental to a sound school system andpreglertytax
relief is the level of state financial support for schodlfie
bill I am signing today returns the state to the goaimding
two—thirds of local school cost3.he increase in state school
aid necessary to reach two-thing8l be funded by increasing
thegeneral fundalance by almost $360 million through my
'Vetoesof excessive state spending, unnecesfiagncing
strategies,ill-conceived tax giveaways and pork barrel

rojects. Over 95 percent of this increasdl be allocated

nderthe bill to deliver real property tax relief. The remainder
will help eligible University ofWisconsin students pay
tuition, restore planningrants to communities and reinstate
funding for quality child care.

| also used my veto pen to increase direct property tax relief

andincreased funding for our schools. But | would not go as by over $73 million through the school levy tax credidken
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together,the budget | am signing todawyill increase state
funding for schools and property tax relief by over $400
million compared with the Legislatusebudget.  Schools
will receivea modest 3 percent cost-of-living increase, just
as they have receivedannually for many years under .
Democraticand Republican administratioralike. The
additionalfunding I am providing through my vetoes will
enablethe state — rather than local taxpayers — to shoulder the
burdenof paying for the increasembsts of education over the
nexttwo years so that property taxes can be frozen.

Whenwe think of property taxpayers, we think of the elderly
coupleor the young family But many Visconsin businesses
pay property taxes as well. In fact over the next two years, the
propertytax freeze will save gconsin businesses over $270
million compared to estimated levy increases without a
freeze. This tax cut will give businesses the resources they
needto expand their operations and create new jobs to grow
Wisconsins economy .

Balancingtwo budgets without raising taxes and enacting
propertytax freeze are just the beginning of reducing the tax
burdenon Wisconsin citizens. The budget | am signing
includes$325 million in tax cuts over the next four years. It «
cutsa penny dfthe gas tax. It allows parents to deduct the cost

purchasingof commodities, better commodity contract
negotiationstrategies, consolidating computer network
servers and streamlining of human resources
management.

Includes$36 million in savings associated the sale of
low—priority state buildingsand related assets due to
improveduse of state—ownedfiafe space.

Continues innovative approaches that control state
employeehealth insurance costs Bveraging the state’
purchasing powerThese approaches have already saved
millions of dollars by holding this yea health insurance
cost increases to 4.9 percent (less than half of the national
averageincrease of over 11 percent), byreducing
prescriptiondrug costs by $25 million through use af
pharmacy-benefitmanagerand through a $14 million
savingsfrom initial health care provider ganization
bids.

Reduce®xcessive spending and pursues more reasonable
financing strategies tosave nearly $160 million in
transportationspending during the 2005-07 biennium.
My vetoes maintain the robust highway spendiegease

of 16 percent included in my original budget.

Eliminatesover $7 million of legislative earmarks and
pork barrel projects.

of college tuitionup to the cost of the average University of

Wisconsintuition. Working people who are not provided

healthinsurance benefits at their jobs will be able to deduct the

full costs of their healtmsurance. Unemployed persons will
alsobe aided in maintainintpeir health coverage by allowing
themto deduct the costsf their policies. Those serving our
countrywill be able to deduct their military income, and those
disabled veterans and widows of those killed in actiongstll

creditsfor their property taxes. | have also used my veto pen
to accelerate by one year (to 2008) the implementation of a

full exclusion of social security benefits from taxation for
Wisconsin seniors.  Supportingeducation, health care,
veteransand our seniors — the tax cutarh signing today
investin our priorities and help to foster aidtonsin that is
optimisticabout its future. Thedax cuts, along with holding
theline on state taxes and freezing property taxes, aiaa
stepin reducing the tax burden onistonsin citizens.

Accomplishesstate Medicaid cost savings of over $130
million, including $40 million proposed by the Governor
and adopted by the Legislature and approximat3®
million saved through vetoes. Savings will lealized
through further prescriptiondrug cost containment
measuresjmprovements in quality control anidaud
prevention, expansionof managed care, increases in
federalsupport, and vetoes of ¢gted rate increases for
certainproviders due to insfitient GPR funding. State
Medicaid program costs are also benefiting from a
renegotiatedfiscal agent contract thawill save $93
million over the five year contract period.

* Achieves savings byreducing the number of state
automobilesy 1,000.

Addedto these reductions gpending are increases in state
revenueresulting from an improved economyromfiscal
year2004-05 through fiscal ye@006-07, the nonpartisan

We would not be in the position to invest in our schools, freeze| egjslativeFiscal Bureau projects the average growth in state

propertytaxes and &brd tax cuts if it were not for aggressive

tax revenues will be 5.2 percenyaar This rate of growth is

actionsin reducing government spending in the rest of state gimost two and one-half times the 2.2 percent increase

governmentand for economic growth. This budget, along
with the previous one, achieves

majorreductions in the governmespiending so we can invest
in priorities. Some of these reductions include:

+ Cuts$272 million from agency operating budgets and
reducesthe state government work force by 1,900
positions. Over four years, my administration will have
reducedhe state work force by a total of 3,900 positions
through elimination of agencies and programs,
streamliningof state government and increasditigincy
of agency operations.

* Implements my Accountability Consolidation and
Efficiency (ACE) Initiative, with savings of $35.5 million

experiencedh the prior three fiscal years (fiscal year 2001-02
throughfiscal year 2003-04). Revenue grovitin the base
yearand the twoyears of the 2005-07 biennium exceeds the
estimatedive percent average increase in net GpBnding
overthe biennium.

Thebudget | am signing today contains 139 vetoes. In total,
whenthe cuts in other programs are balanced against the
addedsupport for public schools, my vetoes wi#duce
appropriationsfrom all funding sources by $& million
comparedo theLegislatures budget. Many of these vetoes
were needed to reduce state spending while adequately
funding schools so that we can freeze property taxes. A
number of these vetoes are technical in nature wamde
requiredto make provisions workable. Many of the vetoes

in the 2005-07 biennium and almost $150 million over the curb attempts by the Legislature to micromanage the

next four years. Savings will beealized through bulk
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burdensomenew reporting requirements. The Legislature Legislature’sbudget. While | cannancrease the maximum
hasa legitimate interest in knowing how state programs are grantthrough a veto, the overall funding increase will help
working, but at a time when we are tryitg streamline state  nearly26,000 students pay farquality education. Combined

governmenandmake it work diciently and cost déctively, with the last budget, the financiald increase provided
it is counterproductiveo impose unnecessary new reporting throughmy vetoes wilffulfill my promise to more than double
requirements. the states commitment tdfinancial aid for University of

WisconsinSystem students in my first term as Goveraor
While | have serious concerns about many aspects of therom $41.6 million in the 2001-03 fiscal biennium to $84.3
budgetpassedy the Legislature, in many other areas we were million in the 2005-07 fiscal biennium.
able to work together All too often in Madison, the ten . - .
percentof issues where we disagree get far more attention! do want to acknowledge that the Legislature did include in
thanthe 90percent of issues where we agree. From protectingth€ir budget my proposal to make college tuititax
critical health care programs te supporting Wsconsin’s ~ deductible up to the cost of araverage University of
veterans- to reforming corrections policies — to cutting the WisconsinSystem tuition. This is an important step, along
sizeand cost of government — to funding speeiiication ~ With the increases in financial aid, in making college
and school transportation — tocutting taxes, my educatiormore afordable for middle—class families.

administratiorworkedwith Republicans and Democrats in gqycationalachievement in later school years is highly
the Legislature and got important things done in yhls budget. correlatedwith receivingquality child care. My budget had
In other states, budget debates broke down into partisansoyghtto refocus the stateturrent $300 milliomvestment
paralysisand government shutdowns, buisdbnsinpassed i child care subsidies fodow-income families on
its budget on time. Iwant to thank Republicans and pigher-quality child care centers and providers through
Democrats in the Legislature who worked with my  aqditional funding for child care stéf training and
administration over the past severamonths to foge implementatiorof a provider reimbursement system based on
consensuson many important issues. While what we measuresf quality It simply makes no sense that the state

achievedn the areas we agreed on will probably nottget  paysthe best child care center the same as the worst one.
samelevel of attention as the areas where we disagreed, the

progressve made on a bipartisan basisiignificant and will  In response, the Legislature ignored my quality improvement
havereal benefits to the people ofisfonsin. initiativesand cut $16 million in funding for current programs
that help improve the quality of child care providers. The
Despiteour many areas of agreement, there are several key egislaturecombined these cuts with a 15 percent increase in
problemsin the budget that myetoes address and which are theamount that low-income families pay out—of-pocket for
highlightedbelow child care. For a family earning less than $30,80@aythe
extracost of child care would be nearly $500 a year
My budget increased the stat@ivestment in the University _ _ .
of Wisconsin System and financitl by nearly $100 million. ~ The budget | am signing today includes partial vetoes to
Forthe first time in a decade, the proposed increase in funding©€Store8 million in funding for thef EACH and REWKRDS
for the University of Wsconsin System and financial aid Programsthat help to improve the quality of child care
exceededthat for the Department of Corrections. The Professionalsiemoves the 15 percent added fee incraase
proposedncrease in financial aid, when added to the progressmakesother investments toelp ensure our kids get the best
we made in the last budget, would have resulted in more tharStartin life. Unfortunatelymy veto pen cannot restore my
doubling financial aid over fouryears. My budget made prop_osalfor the InnovatlveQu_allty Care for Quality Kids
significantcuts to University administration by eliminating duality reimbursement and rating system. | am also unable to
200 positions, but used those savings to invest in adding 12géstore the funding for theEarly Childhood Excellence
new faculty members to improve the quality of instruction Centersanother key program for improvirtge quality of
providedto our students. Unfortunatelshe Legislature,  Cchild care in Wsconsin. | will continue to pursue these
respondingo sensational news stories rather than the needdhitiativesand hope the Legislature will revisit the merits of
of students angarents, cut $86 million from my modest the proposals outside the context of the budget debate.

proposaldor the University of iéconsin System budget and  \yjsconsin'squality of life and tourism economy are closely
financialaid. While I share their concerns abdisturbing  tied to our beautiful and plentiful natural areas, lakes and
examplesof administrative excess, we shouldl invest in rivers. Preserving Wéconsins naturalbeauty has been
financialaid, teaching and research. championedoy many WsconsinGovernors, most notably
GaylordNelson and \&fren Knowles. Their namesakbe
bipartisan Warren Knowles—Gaylord NelsoB8tewardship
2000 Program, helps local communities develop parks and

: e - . leverageanmillions of dollars of private resources for land
System_student financial .a'd by 3imillion and ignoredhe preservation. Protecting the Stewardship 2000 Program
needto increase the maximum grant from $2,500 to $3,.0.00 @shouldbe a top priority for all who believe, as | do, that
year. Thousands of students who had already been notified Of3Visconsin’sfuture is directly tied to preserving its wild and
their financial aid for this fall would have had their aidshed scenicareas
whenthe Legislature changele law in order to reduce their '
benefits. By using the current law funding mechanism for the The Legislature, as they did in t2©03-05 budget, continued
Wisconsin Higher Education Grant program, my vetoes its assault on the Stewardship 2000 Program, adopting two
increasestudent financiahid by 22 percent compared with the proposalsaimed at weakening the program. One proposal

Access to higher education is critical for ¢onsin’s
economic growth and diversification. The Legislature
reducedmy proposedncrease for University of ¥&consin
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would drain the funding for th@rogram by requiring it to
purchasenearly 80,000 acres of land the state alremdys —
landthat is already protected. One part of stateernment

would buy land from another part of state government, but not

one additional acre of land would be protected and there
would be no money left to protect valuable natural areas,
wildlife habitat, water quality and fisheries; nor any funds to
expandopportunities for outdoor recreation.

The other proposal by the Legislature to undercut the
Stewardshi2000 Program would reduce staids—in-lieu

of property tax payments to communities that have land
within their boundaries that has been purchasedpsithram
funds. Not only does the first proposal raise serious
constitutionalissues, it is nonsensical and weakefaresfto
preserveand protect Wéconsins wild areas. The second
proposabill increase local property taxes. | have vetoed both
of these provisions.

The bill I am signing todaymaintains current law on the
recyclingtipping fee and surchge. Lowering the tipping fee,
as the Legislature proposed, would makes®@énsin an
attractive dumping ground for trash fronall over the
Midwest. It is a special interest favor of the worst kind. Not
only is the tippingfee a critical element in reducing the
amount of out-of-state waste deposited inisdbnsin
landfills, the revenue supports propetgx relief through
grants to local governmentsfor their state-mandated
recycling efforts. With this veto, | am protecting both
Wisconsin’senvironment and its property taxpayers.

In another and perhaps its most inexplicable, attack on
Wisconsin’senvironment and its future economic success, the
Legislatureeliminated the entire comprehensive planning
law. Better known in the real estate and planning community
as"Smart Growth,” this law provide#i2 million annually to
towns,villages, cities and counties to hégm make sensible
decisionsabout housingonstruction, business development,
land preservation and transportation investment$his
programis all about small government, local control and
economic growth. | have vetoed the Legislatuse’
short-sightedepeal of this importargrogram and restored
planninggrant funding to Wéconsins communities.

to pay for this worthwhile program, atgledge to work with
themto get the funding our students deserve.

I commend the Legislature for having the common sense in
this budget to maintain funding for oufmportant
four-year—oldkindeigarten program, which is a national
leaderin providing quality early educatidior our children.

| am disappointed, howevehat they did not approve my
proposato provide extra funding so school districts tivant

to start a four-year—old kindgartenprogram do not face a
financial disincentive because of the quirks of the school
financeformula.

As recent news stories clearly evidence, we must do
somethingas a state to help many of our school districts like
Florence that are struggling with increasing costs and
declining enrollment. | dered a practical solution which
would have aided the nearB0 percent of districts facing
decliningenrollment. Unfortunately the Legislature ignored
this proposal, and | aminable to address it with my veto
power.

We also must do something as a state to imptbgavay we
payteachers. My budget included two proposals that were
rejectedby the Legislature and which | am unable to change.
First, | recommended the repeal of the qualified economic
offer (QEO)law which stifles creative bgaining over better
waysto pay teachers and innovative means to hold down
health insurance costs. Second, | suggested helping
communitiesexplore betteways to pay teachers so that we
could attract and retain the best teachers for our children.
Insteadof paying teachers based solely on their number of
yearsof teachingand advanced degrees earned, we could find
waysto pay teachers for the skills and knowledge that actually
matterin a classroom. It would also help us find ways
reward teachers for taking tougteaching assignments or
accepting hard-to—fill positions ranging from special
educatiorto math and science.

Finally, | remain mystified as to how the Legislature could
approvea two-year budget of over $50 billion and not find
$1.3 million to increase funding for the school breakfast
program.We rank last in the nation jroviding our children
with schoolbreakfasts, and it is an embarrassment. While |
cannoftfix this omission through my veto pen, | will continue
to lead the fight to ensure thaid&&onsin does better in giving

With my veto pen, | have changed this budget to better reflectevery child the opportunity to start the day withhealthy

the priority most Wsconsin citizens place on quality public
schools. Not only have | been able to reverse the unwise
lowering of the revenue caps, but | have also provided funding
for mentoring for new teachers without having to resort to
raisingtaxes on teachers to pay for it. | was @bt to veto

the attempts to cripplhe successful SAGE small classroom
initiative. These proposals, under the guise of "flexihility

couldhave cut the program essentially in half and increased

classsizes in Milwaukee by as muas 60 percent. They
contradicteverything academic researchers tslland what
parentsand teachers know: thesaiothing betteto help kids
learn math and reading in the early gradban a quality
teacheranda small class size. Unfortunatetgy veto pen
doesnot allow me to recreate what | proposed for the SAGE

breakfast.

Fromthe day | introduced my budgétave been very clear
aboutmy priorities: freezing property taxes and protecting
the quality of public schools. drachieve this goal, especially
whenl must work from the options presented in the budget the
Legislaturepassed, | have made a number of tough decisions.
Doubtlesssome of these decisions will be unpopudad will
upsetthe special interest groups that got them placed in the
budget,but they are needed so we can provide property
taxpayerswith the relief they need and our children with the
quality public schools they deserve. Budgets are about
choices — and | choose the property taxpayers and
schoolchildrerof this state.

programwhichwas to increase the per student reimbursementTransportations the lifebloodof Wisconsins economy My
for the first time since it was started nearly a decade ago. budgetproposed a 16 percent increase in highway spending

sympathizewith schooldistricts who find it harder each year
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spendingrather than adequate funding for schools and strategiesvould have brought more than $120 million in new
propertytax relief, passed a 19 percent highway spendingfederalrevenue to the state. But instead of containing health
increase.The additional spending includes $38 milliost carecosts and securing a fair share of federal revenues for
for a_preliminarystudy of reconstructing the Milwaukee Zoo Wisconsinthe Legislature opted to divert state supfrantn
Interchange- a project that wohbe built for at least another  our schools and, therepglace property taxpayers at risk.
eightyears. Spending $38 million on this preliminaoad
studyon the same day that the Legislature voted to cut smal
classsizes by $38 million wasne of the most flagrant
examplesof misplaced priorities in the entire budget process.

(| made it very cleawhen | delivered my budget message to
the Legislature thatVisconsin cannot and will not pit the
needs of kids againstthe needs of their grandparents.
Wisconsinmust look with optimism to both the present and
The Legislature also added $60 million to reduce the amountthe future.

of bonding used to finance the cost of reconstructing the

Marquettelnterchange. At a total cost of $810 million, the gpaﬁgtheflgfgafé?cr; Cg\%i?:gr?c'gl%el;ggt arrlg f;gﬁ,lnscm,?he
Marquette Interchange is the Igest single highway 9y prog '

constructionproject the state has ever undertaken. The spendingncluded in the bill for nursing home ratereases,

Legislatureproposed using debt to finance only 14 percent of ou_tpgtlent hospital rate |_ncrte)>|ases and  pharmacy
the cost. Thats like you or me putting down $129,000 in cash reimbursementates is unsustainable.

to buy a $150,000 house — and then not having any money leffnstead the Department of Health and Family Services will
overto buy groceries, put gas in the cahelp the kids geta  acceleratémplementation of ongoing prescription drug cost
goodeducation. containmentand federal Medicaid revenue maximization
strategiego help preserve eligibility and benefits in light of
the Legislatures failureto adequately finance the Medical
Assistancéudget.

Wisconsinfamilies know they have to be careful about how
muchthey borrow for major purchases like a house, but they
also need to maksure they can pay their other bills and take
careof their children. Similarlythe state neede make sure

it can meet important priorities like providing propetayx
relief and protecting \igconsins schools.

TheLegislature proposed a fewgated tax reductions in its
budget. Some of those proposals were adopted by the Senate
to secure passage of the budget. | have vetoed those measures,
_ both because of how they were enacted and because they
In fact, we already have a balanced strategy for using debt tQyyert state revenues from property tax relief. For example,
financehighway projects Most lage highway projects rely 4t he same time the Legislature was cutfinging for public

on bonding for around 50 percenttb total cost. Highway  gchoolsthey passed a $15 million a year tax break for parents
29in central Visconsin was built that wags were Highways 1o matter what their income level) who send their kids to

41 and 53, and 141 and 151. Once rebuilt, the Marquettey iy ate school or homeschool them. That money is much

Interchangés expected to last at least 50 years. My vetoespetierysed for investing in our publazhools and providing
will result in using 20 year bonds to finance 36 percent of thepropertytax relief for our citizens.Interestingly my ofice
costof the project. Compared with previous major highway ecejvednumerous phone calls from parents who homeschool

constructionprojects, this remains a conservatfir@ncing
approach.

their children, and these calls were overwhelmingly in
oppositionto this unnecessary and expensive proposal.

In the 2003-05 biennium, $120 million was directly allocated The following is a brief summary of how this budget,

from the transportation fund fostate aid to schools and

including my vetoes, will address some of the kegues

property tax relief. My budget proposed increasing this facingthe citizens of Wéconsin:

allocationto a total of $172 million in the 2005-07 biennium
by using transportation revenues to help school distpiays

the cost oftransporting students to their local school. It makes ¢
no sense to me why the transportation fund helpsfpay
adultsto ride buses to work, but nt support the costs of
children to ride buses to school. In their budggte
Legislatureremoved the entire transportation fund allocation
for schools. .

By pursuing more reasonable financing strategiesniaor
highway construction projects and reducing excessive
spendingin the Legislatures transportation budget, my
vetoeswill save almost $160 millionThe budget | am signing
todaywill transfer these savings to the gendéuald in support

of property tax relief through funding two—-thirds of school
costs.

In my budget, | dered a balanced approach for financing the
state’s SeniorCare, BadgerCare and Medical Assistance
programs. This approach employed strategies used by manye
other states tasecure additional federal Medicaid revenues
and control prescription drug prices. Adopting those
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Property Tax Relief

Freezegproperty taxes on aawverage value home for two
yearsso that the typical homeowner has no increase in
propertytaxes this December and ad&crease next year
This compares to an average yearly increase 18 $er

the past five years.

As with every property tax freeze proposal thasbeen
offered in the past several years, there will be some
variationin what an individual taxpayer bill may look
like nextyear For example, someone who builds a new
additionon his or her house will obviously pay more in
taxesnext year Local citizensmight decide to pass a
referendumto help their local school. While the
"average”taxpayer will see taxes frozen, mapgople
will see their bill go down. Some people may see their bill
go up — but those that do go up will see much smaller
increaseshan they would without this freeze.

Providesan $861 million increase in state school t@id
fund two-thirds of school costs (over 66 percent),
includingan increase in direct property tax relief through
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expansiorof the school levy tax credit from $469 million
to $593 million, efective with 2006 property tax bills.

Preserves essential local services and economic
developmentinvestments by limiting the increase in
municipaland county property tax levies to the greater of
two percent or the local growth in new construction, in
eachyear of the biennium.

Revenueand General Fund Taxes

Cuts taxes for \isconsins greatest generation by
acceleratinga 100 percent exclusion for Social Security
benefitsto begin in 2008.

Supportsour veterans and military personnel by creating
aveterans propertiax relief credit for widows of veterans
killed in action and veterans over 65 with a 100 percent ¢
service disability, expanding the military income tax
creditup to $300 for every person on active duty outside
the U.S., updating the stagetax code to incorporathe
Military Family Tax Relief Act, and allowing any
individual or corporate entity to designate an additional
paymento the veterans trust fund on their tax return.

Improvesaccess to health care by expanding deductions
for medical insurance premiums to 100 percent for
employed persons without employer—provided health
insuranceand creating a deductidor an unemployed
person'spurchase of health insurance beginning at 33
percentn 2007 and increasing to 100 percent by 2009.

ImprovesWisconsins business tax climate by modifying
the single sales factor apportionment for computer
software,intellectual property and services.

trackto be completed on time and on budget. In addition,
the budgetallocates $19.3 million in fiscal year 2005-06
and $49.4 million in fiscal year 2006-07 for critical
projectson the Southeast ¥tonsin freeway systeand
provides over $32 million to begin preliminary
engineerindor the next phase of the SoutheAftconsin
freewaysystem reconstruction.

Assistsin expanding the transportation options ttoose
who need access thmost by increasing elderly and
disabledtransportation aids by $6 million, a 36 percent
increasepver the biennium. General transportation and
transit aids are also increasdsy two percent in each
calendaryear to help communities maintain safe and
efficientlocal road and transit systems.

Investsin Southeast Wconsineconomic development by
providing $800,000 in fiscal year 2005-06 for final
engineerindor the Metra commuter rail extension and by
creatinga Regional fansitAuthority covering Kenosha,
Racineand Milwaukee counties.

EnhancesWisconsin’s image as a premier tourism
destinatiorby dedicating an additional $3.8 million over
the biennium to tourism promotion.

Promoteseconomic development in the city of Green Bay
by providing a grant of $1.4 million for downtown
redevelopmenproject.

Supportscollaborativeresearch and development of new
technologiedy providing $500,000 to the University of
Wisconsin—Milwaukee to establish a Biomedical
TechnologyAlliance in Southeastern idtonsin.

Environmental Protection and Resouce

Increasesaccess to higher education by expanding the Management

deductionfor college tuitionfrom $3,000 to the average
tuition level in the University of Wéconsin System.

Economic Development and Tansportation

Restores comprehensive planning statutes and
state—fundedgrants to assist communities in planning for
efficient and efective use of limited resourcesThis .
program provides significant benefits to property
taxpayersfarmers, developers, locgbvernments and all
citizens by keeping service and developmerusts
manageable.

Promoteshusiness development throughtie state by  *
improvingthe Enterprise Development Zone program to
allow the creation of enterprise development zones within
developmentzones, allow multiple businesses to be
eligible for tax credits within a single zone and increase
the statutory cap on the number of zones from 79 to 98.
This will unleash ovef170 million in tax credits that can

be used to help distressed communities ifmsdnsin
generateeconomic development and new jobs.

Improves highway safety and enhances economic
developmenby providing almost $1.75 billion of state
and federal funding for highway rehabilitation and
constructiomprojects over the bienniunThis includes an
8.7 percent increase for state highway rehabilitatiod

a 13.6 percent increase for major highway development
overthe biennium.

Provides the funding needed to ensure that the
reconstructiorof the Marquette Interchange remains on
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ProtectdMsconsins natural beauty and tourism economy
by vetoing a requirement that the avken
Knowles—GaylordNelson Stewardship 2000 Program be
usedto purchase land already owned by the state Bufard
Commissionersf Public Lands.

Maintains the recycling tipping fee and business
surchargeat current levels to ensure adequate future
funding for important recycling program#cluding
financial assistance for responsible units aedycling
efficiencyincentive grants.

Provides an additional $5.6 million oviiwe biennium to
fund various forestry programs includimgants to local
units of government, third—partgertification of forestry
practices, invasive species management, forest fire
prevention, and several educatiand professional
developmenprograms.

Agriculture

Createsa bioindustrygrant program to promote research,
developmenaind implementation of technologies to use
agricultural and forestproducts and waste as emer
sourcesor to create other biobased produatsth
beneficialuses. This program will assist agricultural and
timber producers by adding value to existing prodacid
converting currently unused materials into potential
income-producingssets.

Encourages modernization of livestock production
systemsthrough the creation of a new Livestock Farm
InvestmentTax Credit program.
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Education and Workfor ce Development .

Reverseshe Legislatures ill-advised and harmful cut to
schooldistrictrevenue limits, enabling Mtonsin schools
to continue to provide high—quality publieducation
programfor our children.

Restores$330 million to general school aids over the
bienniumto deliver real property tax relief and provide
schooldistricts the revenues needed to maintain financial
resourcesat the modest levels needed to provide a *®
high—qualitypublic education. Schools will be able to
spendabout an additionahree percent annually — the
samelevel of increase that they have been allowed for
many years under Republican andemocratic
administrationsalike.

Preservegshe current kindgrartenthrough third grade
level requirement for the Student Achievement Guarantee
in Education (SAGE)small class size initiative that
researchhas shown producdeng-lasting benefits for
studentiearning.

Deletesthe Legislatures proposed 50 percent increase to
teacheticense fees, while still providingl.35 million in
new funding to support a mentoring program for
beginningteachers.

Increases pupil transportation reimbursement rates,
especiallyfor districts that must bus students over long
distancesand increases funding by $12.75 million over
the biennium.

Increasespecial education aioly $12.5 million over the
biennium,including $3.5 million for a new program to
offsetthe high cost of educating disabled students with the
greatesheeds.

Increasegunding for bilingual—bicultural education by
$2.4million over the biennium.

Helps ensure that college remaingaafiable for lower
incomeWisconsinresidents by increasing financial aid
programsby $22.9 million over the biennium.

Recognizeshe importancef the University of Wsconsin
Systemto the stats economy by providing $5 million
over the biennium to retain high—-demand faculty
systemcampuses.

StrengthendVisconsins leadership role in cutting—edge
multidisciplinarybiomedical researchy providing $2.5 .
million over the biennium to help support reseanch
Alzheimer’s disease and $150 millioim general fund
supportedborrowing and gifts for the first phase tbie
constructiorof the Wsconsin Institute for Discovery .

Ensuresaccess to &rdable child care for low-income
working families by fully funding theestimated child care
subsidy caseload and eliminating the Legislatare’
proposedL5 percent increase in family copayments.

Restores$4 million annuallyof the $16 million cut by the
Legislaturefor child care resource and referral centers,
grantsto child care providers for training amtechnical
assistance,scholarship and bonuses for child care
providersto improve retention of highly—qualified sfaf
and grants to local entities to improve the quality and
increasdhe availability of child care services.
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Continuesto allow adequate investments imorker
trainingby maintaining the curretaw mill rate limit on
Wisconsin Bchnical College District levies.

Provides$2 million over the biennium to Mtonsin’s
technical colleges toprovide skills training or other
educational services that directly benefit ig¢onsin
businesses.

Human Services

PreservesMedicaid eligibility for Wsconsins most
vulnerable residents: the elderly disabled and
low-incomefamilies.

Controlsprescription drug costs by adopting a reduced
reimbursementrate of the average wholesale price
discountedby 16 percent andeducing the pharmacy
dispensindee by 50 cents.

Increaseshe quality of life for Visconsin seniors and
improves the use of long-term care resources by
implementing the Community Relocations program
allowing more than 1,400 seniors to live independently in
the community instead of nursing homes. Thisais
significantsteptoward the goal of reducing the nursing
homepopulation by 25 percent over the next eight years.

Implementscost containment measures for Medicand
BadgerCargrograms including: reducing fraud through
new initiatives to improve Medicaid program quality
assurancegnhancing dbrts for collection of third—party
claims,improving disease management for frequent users
of emegency room services, and expanding use of
managed care for Supplemental Security Income
recipientsto improve care and reduce costs.

Providesmore time for all stakeholders in the Health
InsuranceRisk Sharing Plan (HIRSP) teork together to
craft a privatization proposal that ensurehat
policyholdersareprotected and sfifient state safeguards
aremaintained.

Increasesmonthly payments to foster families by five
percentstarting in calendar year 2006 to provide support
for food, clothing, housing, personal care and other
expensesf foster children.

Provides $400,000 GPR in fiscal year 2006-07 to
establisha new dental clinic for low—income, disabled and
elderlyindividuals in Chippewa Falls.

Public Safety

Provides$216,900 PR over the biennium to support two
methamphetamindrug enforcemergfforts, including an
enforcement response team and drug-endangered
childrentraining program.

Provides$100,000 PR annually for grants to communities
to divert youths frongang activities and substance abuse
throughprevention and treatment programs.

Implementsmeasures to reduce recidivism goison
costsby providing funding and sfiafor alcohol and other
drugabuse treatment units at the Racine aaytfieedah
Correctionallnstitutions and by reducing the maximum
term of probation from two years to one year for certain
nonviolentmisdemeanor é&nses.

State Government Operations

Providesfree tuition at University of lconsinSystem
and Wisconsin EBchnical Collegesystem campuses for
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families of Wisconsin service personngho died while
on active duty and for disabled veterans and their families.

Provides $117,300 GPR each year for a housing
demonstration program for homeless veterans in
Milwaukee.

Provides $13 million over the biennium to maintain
operationsat the veterans home at King and to expand
operationsat the veterans home at Union Grove.

Implements the Accountability Consolidation and
Efficiency (ACE) initiative, which will generate
significant savings for the state by streamlinirige
administrationof procurementhuman resources, server
andnetwork supportand facility and space management
and by investing in new administrative information

technologysystems. 3.

Maintainsstate ownership and operation of University of
WisconsinSystem and other state agency power plant and
wastewatetreatment facilities.

Authorizesthe Department of Administration to restore
the Senate-sponsored 2.3 percent across—the—board GPR
reductionto state agencies, including the Department of
Military Affairs, and allocatéhe net $4 million cut to state
agenciesn a way that does not compromise critjsablic
services.

Deletes the requirement added by the Sendbat
nonrepresenteémployees begin paying 1.5 perceifit
wages into the Wsconsin Retirement Fund. This
provisionwould have amounted to a IpBrcent pay cut
for all nonrepresented employees — with the notable
exceptionof the legislators whaoted for it, who are
protected by state law from any changes to their
compensatiopackage during their term&ot only is it
patentlyunfair, it would have seriously hurt the University
of Wisconsin Systers’ ability to attract and retain great
faculty, staf and researchers.

Thereare also several budget provisions | did not or could not
vetothat warrant discussion.

1. SingleFactor for Corporate ancé@hnology Firms: | was

gratified that the Legislature approved my proposal to
extendthe single factor salegpportionment for corporate
incometo technology and service firms inid&onsin. It

just makes no sense to have a corporate tax policy that
penalizedNisconsin employers for every job they create
in our state. This changdaces Visconsin technology
firms on the saméoting as manufacturers and in a more
favorable tax climate thanmany other states. The
Legislatureappropriately preserved the apportionmant
incomefrom sales of intangible property

However, the resulting revisions do not benefit
Wisconsin—baseHdiotechnology and franchisirfgms. |
look forwardto working with the Legislature to address
this unintended consequence.

. SpecificPosition Reductions: Through sevdegjislative
motions,not directly included as part of the budget bill,
the Legislature has attempted to dictate spegifisition
reductiondn this bill. In some instances, most notathiy
sale of all state—owned power plants and wastewater
treatmenplants, and closuref the Milwaukee W-2 State
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OversightOffice, the bill includeso specific language
regardingposition reductions. It is mintent to give
executivebranch agencies discretion in implementing
these reductions or requesting additional position
resources.This means that the Department of Corrections
will have the flexibility to substitute other positions in
placeof the correctional unit supervisor and assistiaitt
supervisorpositions deletedn a Joint Committee on
Financemotion. Executive branch agencies withwer
plantand wastewater treatmefatcilities will be able to
seek restoration of the positions through approval
processesuthorized under current lawSimilarly, the
Departmentof Workforce Development will have the
samelatitude in findingways to ensure the Milwaukee
Office is adequately stéfd.

Medical Assistance Cost Containment fdtts:
Containinghealth care costs, while preserving eligibility
andaccess for \lgconsins Medicaid populations, is one
of my top priorities, and | am disappointed with certain
actions the Legislature has taken to hamstring these
important efforts.  Therefore, Iam directing the
Departmenbof Health and Family Services secretary to
takethe following actiongo maximize the stateability

to manage the Medicaid program in the mofitieht and
effectiveway possible:

TransportationBroker — The Legislature reversed my
recommendationto implement acompetitively—bid
brokeragesystem fomonemegency transportation under
Medicaid — which would have improved service, lowered
costsand helped stamp out frauarly to turn around and
levy an undesignated cut to the nonegescy
transportatiorservices budget withowtffering one idea

for a way to actually achieve those savings. | maintain my
positionthat a brokeragsystem is best for 1&tonsin
taxpayersand | am directing the Department of Health
andFamily Servicesecretary to continue development of
this initiative.

Home Care, Personal Care and Private Duty Nursing
Reduction— The Legislaturedoubled the percentage
reductionl had proposed for home care, personal care and
private duty nursing services. A cut of thisagnitude
directedexclusively at these community long—term care
servicesvould have a chilling &ct on the state’ability

to implement my community relocation program.
Therefore,| am directing the Department of Health and
Family Services secretary to manage this reduction across
the entire Medicaid program.

Requesfor Information onCommunity Long—&rm Care
Options— As our population ages, we needseek out
new, innovative, cost-ééctive delivery systems for
communitylong-termcare services. | was dismayed that
the Joint Committee on Finance failed to recognize the
valuein gathering additional information on options for
communitycare. | remain committed finding solutions
for this issue, and &m instructing the Department of
Health and Family Services to issue a Request for
Information (RFI) to managed careorganizations
regardingtheir ability to develop primaryacute and
long—-termmanagedare on a regional basis. Furthem
directingthe department to issue the RFI within the first
six months of fiscal year 2005-08Jpon receipt of the
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RFI results, the information should be provided to the
Departmenbf Administration.

MilwaukeeChild Welfare: | was disappointed that the
Legislaturefailed to acknowledge our legal and moral
obligation to provide suficient resources to safeguard
children in the Milwaukee child welfaresystem.
Recruitingand retaining high—quality caseworkers has
beendemonstrated to hinge in ¢ part on providing
adequate compensation and training.  While the
Legislaturecut the funding | had proposed for these
critical functions so that they could await ttesults of yet
anotherstudy the need®f these children cannot wait.
Therefore,l am directing the Department of Health and
Family Services secretary to identify and reallocate
funding toward the Bureau dflilwaukee Child Vélfare
reinvestmentplan, especially for activities related to
caseworkeretention and training.

. Milwaukee State W-2 OversighOffice: One of the
casualtie®f this budget was the Legislatsa@lecision to
abruptly deletefunding for the W-2 dice located in
Milwaukee. This action will underminstate oversight of
the largest and most challenging W-2 service area, but
wasdone without language that allows me to reverse the
decision. Howeveyr | am determined td&eep this key
office open and retain the staefV-2 presence in
Milwaukee. This is especially important because
Milwaukee has over 75 percent of i¥¢onsins W-2
caseload. Furthermore, over the past yearstring of
well-publicizedmissteps by Milwaukes’then—lagest
W-2provider only serves to emphasize a compelling need
to maintain the stats’'Milwaukee dfice. | am directing
the Departmenbf Workforce Development secretary to
identify funding from within existing revenue &nsure
that the Milwaukee dfce remains open and fully
operational.

. Controlling Invasive Aquatic Species: My budget
includeda comprehensive approach to preventing and
reducingthe impact ofaquatic invasive species in the
state. The Legislature, howevierhose to greatly reduce
the effectiveness of my proposal by removing #i#lity

of local and state law enforcemenficérs to enforce
commonsense restrictions dransporting these nuisance
speciedrom one body of water to anothaihile concern

communitiesrely on this funding to supportfefts to
protectWisconsins abundant waters. This unjustifiable
reductionin funding will have a significant negative
impacton the diorts of local communities statewide to
grow and develop recreational, economic and tourism
opportunitiesand to improve the environment for fish,
wildlife, citizens and visitors to this state.

SturgeorBay Bridge: Thebill contains a provision to
make the construction of new bridge in the city of
Sturgeon Bay a priority for the Department of
Transportation.The existingoridge that connects the two
sides of the city is scheduled for reconstruction, and
withoutthe new bridge, the two sections of the city would
be completely separated by the $teon Bay Ship Canal
duringthe reconstruction. dfensure that the citgmains
connectedfor emegency response and tiiaf safety
purposes, am committed to doing everything in the
state’spower to get this project under construction within
the provisions one-year timeframe. Unfortunatellge
FederalHighway Administration has indicated that the
preliminary activities (e.g., reevaluation of the
environmental assessment, final design, real estate
acquisition,U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Coast
Guardpermits, etc.) for such project would take three
yearsto complete. | do not accept that timeframe and am
directingthe Department of ransportation secretary to
work with the Federal Highway Administratioh).S.
Army Corps of Engineers and Coast Guard to expedite
this project.

8.

Protectingtaxpayers and investing in our priorities. Those
weremy simple goals when | introduced the budget, and the
goals| have metthrough my vetoes in signing the budget.
This budget delivers true property tax relief by enacting
realisticlimits on local levies, maintaining the strict current
law revenue limits for schools and providing adequate state
schoolaid and direct property tax credits.

Two years ago, | signed a budget that brought us out of the
depthsof the worsdeficit in the stata’ history Today | sign
a budgetthat moves Wéconsin on toward full recoveryit
cutstaxes and grows our economyt assists Wgconsin’s
servicepersonnel, veterans and their families who are making
the greatest sacrifices to protect freedom for us all. It builds

was raised regarding one aspect of the enforcementon my eforts to streamline and improve state operations. It
powers the Legislature illogically chose to eliminate the helpsparents and students with accessing higher education.
Statewide'equirement to remove aquatic p|antS and Zebralt protects our environment and abundant natural resources.

musseldrom boats and equipmerdther than rationally Wisconsinis a great state because we have always been

adjustingthe provision to focus enforcement on boat optimisticaboutour future. | am optimistic for ¥consin —

Iand|ngs. ) presentand future. | sign a budget togafter vetoes, that
NonpointSource Pollution Abatement Grants to Farmers keepsus on course to a brighter future for allisbonsin

andOther Landowners: While | commend the Legislature gjtizens.
for retaining the additional funding | provided for
cost-shargyrants to farmers and other landownfrs
nutrientmanagement planning and gratgscounties to
ensureadequate sthis available to assist farmers and
other landowners, | am deeply disappointed that the
Legislature reduced thefunding | provided to assist
landownersand communities imstalling practices that
would reduce nonpoint source pollution. Farmers and

On Wisconsin.

Respectfully submitted,
JIM DOYLE
Governor
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VETO ITEMS

A. EDUCATION AND WORKFORCE
DEVELOPMENT
ARTS BOARD
1. Required Lapse to the General Fund
Section 9204

This section requires theig¢onsin Arts Board to lapse five

board’sgeneral purposevenue appropriations to the general
fundin fiscal years 2005-06 and 2006-07.

| am vetoing this section iits entirety to preserve state
fundingfor the arts. State support for the arts is&nsinon

a per capita basis, is only one-third of the national average,
rankingWisconsin near the bottom nationally in state support
for arts programs. Given the continuing importance of
culturalprograms to consins economic development and
quality of life, the insignificant savings that would result from
this lapse is not worth puttinipe arts in Wsconsin at an even
greatermisk.

HIGHER EDUCATIONAL AIDS BOARD

Wisconsin Higher Education Grants;
University of Wisconsin System Students

Section 166d

This section caps the sum §afent appropriation for the
Wisconsin Higher Education Grants for University of
Wisconsin System students at $37,057,200 in fisgahr
2005-06and $39,280,600 in fiscal year 2006—-07.

| am partially vetoing this sectioto increase the cap to
$45,057,200in fiscal year 2005-06. | object tthe
Legislature’sfailure to keep the doors of higher education
opento all Wisconsin students, regardless of their family
income. The Legislature would have provided $76.3 million
overthe 2005-0biennium for Visconsin Higher Education
Grants,an $1..1 million reduction from my original budget
proposal. If signed into lawthis reduction would make it
increasingly dificult for low—incomestudents to pay for a
University of Wisconsin education.  Furthermore, the
Legislaturerejected my proposal to increase the statutory
maximumfor grant awards fror$2,500 to $3,000, making it
impossible for the board to hold the neediest students
harmlesdrom University of Wsconsintuition increases for
the full 2005-07 biennium. Aa result of the Legislature’
refusalto increase the maximum grant awdre board must
now send letters rescinding 2005-06 financial aid awards
above$2,500 to those University of ig¢onsin studentaith

the greatest financial need.

2.

This veto, while not abléo restore my proposal to increase the
maximumagrant amountmore closely reflects my original
proposato protect loweincome students from University of
Wisconsintuition increases over the next two academic years.

My original budget called for $87.4 million to bppropriated
for Wisconsin Higher Education Grants for University of
WisconsinSystem students over the bienniuthile the
Legislaturedecreased the amount to $76 million, my veto will
increasethe amount for grants to $84n3llion, $8 million
abovethe amount provided by the Legislature. Maintaining
adequatdinancial aid is a critical component to keep higher
educationaccessibleand afordable and is also central to
Wisconsin’s long—term economicdevelopment goal of
increasingthe number of citizens with a college education.
My veto will help to expand postsecondary opportunfoes
all qualified students and reverse the Legislasuetision to
make the University of Wconsin less &rdable for students

percentof the total amount appropriated under each of the from low— and moderate—income backgrounds.
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PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
School District Revenue Limits

Sections 1915, 1915d, 1915e, 1915f, 1915¢g, 1915h,
1919 and 1919d

Thesesections reduce the allowable increiasschool district
revenueper pupil under the school district revenue limits to
$120for the 2005-06 school year and to $i@the 2006-07
schoolyear and every year thereaftéinder current laythe

Restoring current law revenue limits will not resuih
excessivespending. Revenue increases for the average
schooldistrict will still be less than three percent annually
However, denying schoolboards access to these modest
increaseswill seriously impair their ability to ensuriat
everychild in Wisconsin receives a high—quality education.
Thesecuts will also jeopardize the statebility to maintaira
highly—skilled work force and will diminish \léconsin’s
reputationas a desirable place to live and raise a family

Currentlaw revenudimits will not increase property taxes for

allowableincrease in school district revenue per pupil under the average homeowner because | am alsiag my partial

therevenue limits would be $248 in 2005-06 anestimated
$252in 2006-07.

As | did in the 2003-05 biennial budgetam vetoing these

vetoauthority to restore more than $400 million in scteids
and credits thatthe Legislature cut from my budget (see
PublicInstruction, Item #4 andak Section, Shared Revenue
and Tax Relief, Item #10). Restoring these funds to an

sectionsbecause they significantly reduce the resources ;mountsimilar to what | originally proposed makes it possible

availableto invest in our children and make it extremely
difficult for our locally elected school boartts provide all

for school districts to maintain reasonable expenditure levels
without property tax increases and will return state support for

pupils with a quality education. Since 1993, the state hasg.noolgto over 66 percent of costs.

subjectedschool districtsto the most stringent revenue
controlsimposed on any unit of local government in order to
slow the growth of property taxes. While | believe that it is
fiscally prudent to keep current law revenue limitplace,
the provisions passed by the Legislatureuld reduce school
spendingo levels below inflation and would force distritis
makedeep cuts in the classroom.

Defenderf reducing revenue limit authority like to point out
that school aids and tax credits will still increase by $458
million over the biennium, even after the $48illion cut to

my original, fiscally responsible school aid and school levy
tax credit proposal. Thelyelieve that, with an increase of this
magnitude schools should have little to complain about.

What proponents fail to explain is that general school aid,
while critical for property tax relief, has little to do with what
schooldistricts can actually spend. Revenue limitsaia]
these provisions would forever cap per pupil revenue
increasest $100 per yearegardless of how much school aid
the Governor and Legislature provide. $100 increase is
only slightly over half of the $190 limit that existed in 1993,
when limits were first implemented. Based on inflation
estimatesfrom the Congressional Budget fi@g, school
districtswould be forced to redudbeir spending per pupil by
overten percent in the next decade alone, or almost $1,000 p
pupil as measured in current dollar terms, if this provigon
not vetoed.

As recent events in northeasterniséénsin demonstrate,
schooldistricts already struggle under existing revenue limits
to provide our children the qualitgducation they deserve,
andto keep pace with increasing $tahd materials costs.
Thesechallenges have occurred during the same period th
hasseen \isconsins average teacher salaries decline from

14thnationally in 1990 and nearly $1,300 above the national

averageo 27th in 2003 and more than $4,000 below the U.S
average. In addition, it is noteworthy that, while the
Legislaturereduced the per pupil revenlimit increase for

public schools to $120 in 2005-06 and to $100 in 2006—07 and

thereafter,it authorized increases of $1862005-06 and
$123in 2006-07 for pupils attending the Milwaukee choice
andcharter schools. The Legislat@eriorities are cleaand
theydo not include our public schools.
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4, Increasing Funding for School Aids and

Property Tax Relief

Sections 9155 (2), 9155 (3), 9155 (4) (title), 9155 (4)
(a) and 9155 (4) (b)

Thesenonstatutory provisions authorize the Department of
Administrationsecretary to lapse and transfer certain monies
to the general fund.

I am partially vetoing these provisions to authorize the
Departmentof Administration secretary to transfer $330
million from the general fund to the general equalization aids
appropriationin the Department of Public Instruction. This
veto,combined with my veto to providedditional funds to
the school levy tax credit (seeaX Section, Shared Revenue
andTax Relief,Iltem #10), will lagely restore the responsible
property tax relief initiative that the Legislature unwisely
deletedfrom my original 2005-07 biennial budget proposal.
As noted inmy veto message restoring current law revenue
limits for school districts (see Publigstruction, Item #3), it is
critical that Wisconsins public schools have thesources
neededo ensure that all our childrevill continue to be able

to receive a quality education regardless of their
gpircumstances.

| object strongly to what the Legislature has done to schools in
this budget. The Legislatures budget would reduce future
annualschool revenue increases to about half the amount
authorizedor the 1993-94 school yeavhenlimits were first
implemented. Some school district administrators believe
that, at these levels, their allowable increases mayewen
coveranticipated growth in fuel andaintenance costs, even

f teacher compensatiowere frozen. At a time when
Wisconsin’sandthe nations economy is under siege from
global competition, it is foolhardy to think that providing a
quality education is a luxury we can no longeioed. Our
childrenmusthave more opportunities to learn, not fewar
strong public education system is what madeasédnsin a
greatplaceto live, and it is what will make &tonsin a great
placeto live and do business in the 21st century

Unfortunatelythe Legislature gave Mtonsin taxpayers the
unacceptablehoice of either cutting schools or emptying
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their pocketbooks. My original budget proposal provitresl the establishment of more schools that do not deliver the
only reasonable option, which was to protect both taxpayerseducatiorthat Milwaukees children deserve.

andschools. Mt this veto, | will restore that balance. It is no
secretthat Wisconsin property taxes are too high and that we
mustcontinue to find ways to reduce this burden. By cutting
spendingin other parts of the budget and reallocating
savingsto real property tax relief, my veto provides $330
million to help us reach that goal.

| believe the modificationsicluded in these sections have
considerable merit, but should be part of a more
comprehensivpackage that raises the choice cap, improves
educationaland operational accountability in the choice
program,and benefits all students Milwaukee, not just
thosein the choice programl look forward to working with

As a result, unlike the Legislatusereckless proposal, we will legislatorsand interested parties to resolve this issue in the fall
not achieve thisgoal by sacrificing high—quality public ~ S€ssion.

schools. These funds will be used tofedt the property tax . S
impactof restoring school district reventlimit authority to 6. Milwaukee Charter School Pupil Eligibility
the level needed to maintain quality schools.efisure that Sections 1883f, 1883r and 9337 (7m) (b)

the entire $330 million is used fgroperty tax relief, | am . . e o
requestingthe Department of Administration secretary 1 hese sections modify the pupikligibility criteriafor
transfer$155 million in fiscal year 2005-06 and $175 million participation in the Milwaukee charter school program.
in fiscal year 2006-07 to the Department of Public Underthis provision, pupils residing outside the Milwaukee
Instruction’sgeneral equalization aids appropriation, where it Public Schools district boundaries woulse permitted to
will be paid out directly tschool districts. In combination ~2atténda Milwaukee charter school.

with my veto that partially restores my proposed increase to] am vetoing thiprovision because | object to the expansion
the school levy credit, we can restore current law revenue of the Milwaukee Charter Schools original intent to serve as
limit authority to public schools, preserve educational quality aneducational option for familie®siding within Milwaukee
and freeze property taxes for the averagesddnsin  publicSchools’ boundaries. The Milwaukee Charter Schools

homeowner. Programshould continue to focus on provididternative
educationalopportunities for city of Milwaukee children.
5. Milwaukee Parental Choice Pogram While the provision requires these charter schoolgive
Eligibility preferencen admissions to pupils who reside in Milwaukee,
overtimeit is likely that nonresident pupils will diminish the
Sections 1895h, 1895p and 9337 (6m) ability of children in the city of Milwaukee to attend these
schools.

Thesesections make changes to pupil eligibility critefioa
participationin the MilwaukeeParental Choice Program. 7. Milwaukee and Racine Charter School

Section1895h allows pupils to remain eligible to participate Program Funding

in the program until family incomexceeds 220 percent of the . i .

federal poverty level. Under current lawpupils may no Sections 18979, 18971, 1898b [asit relatesto a charter
longerparticipate if family income exceed35 percent of the school operating under s. 118.40 (2r)], 1898e, 1898m,
federalpovertylevel. Section 1895p repeals the requirement 1898s, 1899m, 1912m, 9137 (4p) and 9337 (9m)

thatpupils entering the choice program must have either beenrnis provision modifies the current funding mechanism for
enrolledin a choice school, been enrolled in a Milwaukee theindependent charter schools operating in the Milwaukee
public school, beernrolled in grades kindgarten through  and Racine school districts.  Under current Jathese
three in a Milwaukee privatechoolor not been enrolled in  jndependentharter schools afended as a first draw on the
schoolin the previous year generalkequalization aids appropriatiotnder the modified
formula created bythis provision, the pupils attending
iﬂdependentharter schools would be counted as pupils in the
Milwaukeeand Racine school districtespectivelyand be
fundedunder the current equalization aid formula inghme
manneras pupils attending regular public schools.

| am vetoing these provisions because they need to be part of
comprehensiveroposal that addresses the needs of both
choiceprogram and Milwaukee Public Schools students. As
includedin this bill, these provisions will do little mothan
increasehe number of pupils who will be denied access to the
choiceprogram because the number of eligible applicants will | am vetoing thigrovision because | object to the immediate
likely exceed the statutory enrollment cap sometime in thisdistributionalimpact that this change will have on school
comingacademic yearln addition, recent reports about the districtsand the potential longer term impact it will have on
quality of some choice schools, including the lack of Milwaukeeand Racine. Under the current equalizatgh
classroonmaterials and teachers and administrators lackingformula, thefiscal impact of independent charter schools is
suitabletraining orexperience, raise serious questions that distributedacross alkchool districts that receive equalization
needto be addressed before the program is expanded. Whilaids,including the most #8fient districts, which only receive
theNo Child Left Behind Act requires the anntesdting of all aid under the "first tier” of the formula. The modified formula
public school studentén grades three through eight and one would exempt these #ifient districts from any chartechool
high school grade), the Milwaukee Parental Choice Programcostimpact, while distributing the coséeross the remaining
still does not require testing in any grades despite theschooldistricts. About 120 Wgconsin school districts would
expenditureof more than $87 million in state tax dollars. loseapproximately $5.4 million in aid, witbchool districts in
Most of the choiceschools der a good quality education, but  Madison,Middleton, Waukesha and ®Wiwatosa amonthe
expandinghe progranwithout proper safeguards will allow mostnegatively dected.
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Second,while analysis indicates thdhe change appears haveshown thapupils in small classes for at least three years
revenueneutral for theMilwaukee and Racine school districts hadsignificant sustained benefits through grade eight, while
in the short-term, it is unclear what the long—term impact  thosein small classes for fewer than three years showed mixed
thosedistricts revenues would be, especially if charter school long—-termeffects. That finding was replicated in separate
enrollmentscontinue to increaseWithout clear data on the  studies conducted by researchem Eastern Michigan
long—termimpactof this formula change on Milwaukee and University and the U.S. Department @&ducation. The
Racine,l do not believe modifying the formula justifidse positiveresults of sustained, small class size include reduced
risk. achievemengaps, greater student engagement, more time
. ) ) ) ] . spenton active teaching, less time spent on classroom
Lastly, the Legislatures primary intent in making this change  managemerandbehavior problems, and lower rates of grade
appeargo have been to create the appearanceahbatost of retention.
theseindependent charter schools will be paid entirely by the
Milwaukeeand Racine school districts. The fact that the aid The positive impact of th&eAGE program in \iéconsin is
thatpays for these charter schowlil no longer be explicitly reflectedin the most recent third grade reading achievement
itemizedin the aid notifications sent to school districts does scores. In 1998, there was a 21-pointfdilence between
notmean that other districts are ndeafed, it only means that SAGEand non-SAGE schools in the percentage of students
the effect will not be apparent. Allowing the Milwaukee and scoringproficientand advanced in reading achievement. The
Racineschool districts to count pupils attending independent gap closed to just 8 points by 2005. This is solid evidence that
charterschools willincrease the equalization aid allocations Wisconsin'sSAGE program is working for our children.
to Milwaukee and Racine, thereby reducing the aid
allocationsto all but the most #8tient districts. Payindor
thesecharter schools by running the program through the
formulamay redistribute and hide timpact, but it will not
eliminateit.

Allowing the Legislatures provisions to be implemented

would reduce access to smaller class sizes for children
throughoutthe state and diminish the benefit of the SAGE
program. We should be working to expand, rather than
eliminate,smaller class sizes for our children. My budget

| support the independent charter schomigram. These  Proposalincluded a $44 million increase in SAGE funding,
schoolsare chartered by the city Milwaukee and University ~ Whichwas reduced to just $6 million by the Legislature, and
of Wisconsin Systersampuses, which are both accountable an increase in the per pupil reimbursement rate, from the
to the public. These schoaddso participate in the state’  current$2,000 to $2,500 per child by 2006-07. What is
studenttesting program. &foing this funding change is nota neededo support SAGE schools and encourage new ones is
criticism of the program, but simply reflects my conctrat greaterfunding and the firsteimbursement rate increase
the benefit of not reporting the impact of independent charter Sincethe program was started in 1996, not flexibility that will
schoolson the distribution of equalization aid does not destroythe positive impact of smaller class sizes. As
outweighthe potential financial risk to the Milwaukee and Governor,l will continue to make funding increases for the

Racineschool districts. SAGE program a priority
8. StudentAchievement Guarantee in 9. Mentoring Grants for Initial Educators
Education (SAGE) Program Sections 140 [asit relatesto s 20.255 (2) (kg)], 173m,

Sections 1888m, 1888r, 1888s, 1891t and 1893m 187m, 1854, 1854m and 9337 (6)

. . Theseprovisions requir¢ghe Department of Public Instruction
Sections 1888m, 1888r 1888s and 1891t permit school 1, jncrease fees for teacher and administrator licenses from
districtsthat currentlyparticipate in the SAGE program to opt $100to $150 as of July 1, 2006, and direct the department to
outof grades two, three or both. Section 1893m would expand,sethe revenue generated from the fee increase to distribute
the eligible uses of SAGE funding in the Milwaukee Public grantsto school districts that provide mentors for new

Schools district to include meeting the criteria for the  oq,cators. The budget | submitted included GPR funding in
prekindergartethrough grade five (P-5) program. The P-5 eachyear to help pay for teacher mentors.
programallows up to 25 students per teacher in grades
prekindergartenthrough five, while the SAGE program | fully support the mentoring grant program, but | object to
requiresa class size of no greater thanstdents in grades  raisingteacher license fees for this purpose. This fee increase
kindergarterthrough three. would be a tax on teachers who have already sacrifiakzoty

) ] increasesunder the provisions dfhe qualified economic
| am vetoing sections 1888m, 1888888s and 1893m, and  qffer. The50 percent increase in teacher license fees would
partially vetoing section 1891t, because they are contrary tomake Wisconsins one of the highest in the country
the intent and spirit of the SAGE program. Research haspyrthermore,the major benefits of a teacher mentoring
shownthat smalleclass sizes in the early years of a cBild’  yrogramare to increase the quality of classrostruction,
educationincreases academic perf.ormance.;. the benefits arésypportbeginning teachers in their first years on the job, and
evengreater for students from low-incorfanilies. Further  yeqycehiring and recruitment costs for school districts by

researchndicat_es that the class reductions m_ust occur overimproving teacher retention. These are costs that shzild
severalgrades in order for those gains tosostained in later broadlydistributed.

years. For example, studies of thefAnessee Studentdcher
AchievementRatio (SAR) program, which reduces class | am partially vetoing sections 140 [as it relates )55 (2)
sizesto 13-17 pupils in gradddndegarten through three, (kg)], 173m and 187m and vetoing sections 183&854m
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and9337 (6f) to eliminate the teacher liceffse increase and | am vetoingthis section because it is unnecessary given
the requirement thalhe department use licensing fee revenue currentboard policy Beginning with the 2004—-05 academic
for the mentoring grant progranMy partial veto of section  year, the Board of Regentsrequires that students
140(as it relates to 20.255 (2) (kg) will also delete the accumulatingnore than 165 credits or 30 credits above what
referenceto program revenue-service as the fund soafce the major requires, whichever is greatgray a tuition
the appropriation created for the grant program. Under s.surchargeequal to 100 percent of the cost of instruction.
20.005(3), all appropriations are made from the general fund Furthermore] am concerned that the requirement, if enacted,
unlessotherwise indicatedTherefore, this partial veto will  would adversely déct students who change majors, arrive
preservahe mentoring grant program and restore GPR as thewith advanced placement credits or pursue double majors,
fund source, beginning in fiscal year 2006-07. Unsger issueshat were considerday the Board of Regents prior to
20.003 (2), the Revisor of Statutes has the authority to setting its current policy

renumberthe appropriation for mentoring grantsmake it

consistentvith the numbering system unde£6.003 (3) 13. CourseRetake Sucharge

10. FederalAdministrative Funding Section 697s

. This section requireshe University of Visconsin System
Sections 1856f and 9437 (3v) Boardof Regentgo chage students a 100 percent surgear

Thesesections require the Department of Public Instruction to for each course retaken as a result of a failing grade on the first
obtain approval from the Joint Committee on Finance, attempt.

througha 14-day passive review process, for plans to use| am vetoing this section because the issues that surround
federalfunding to support the departmengeneral program  fajling a course are often compleStudents do not always fail
operations. coursesbecause they amot doing the work. Family and
medicalissues, the stress of adjusting to canifp@isand the
needto work topay tuition while attending the university can
result in academic problenfagr which students should not be
penalized.In addition, many campuses already have course
retake policies in place thatliscourage repeating courses
while ensuringthat students maintain adequate academic
progress.Furthermore, enactment of this provision may do
little more than encourage studentgitop dificult courses
earlyin the semestesimply to avoid the surchge.

| am vetoing thessections because it is important that state
agencieshave the flexibility to manage their budgets.
Requiring agencies toseek approval from the Joint
Committee on Finance for administrative costs that are
supportedvith federal fundplaces an unnecessary burden on
theagency and removes the operational flexibility required to
provide services in an &tient manner Furthermore, the
departmentvould be the only state agency subjecthis
requirementand | object to it being singled out in this way

14. TaskForce on University of
Wisconsin—-Waukesha

Sections 140 [as it relates to s. 20.285 (1) (a)] and
This sectionrequires the Department of Public Instruction to 9152 (6r)

completea study of the distribution of _special education aid Thesesectionsreate a task force and provide $30,000 GPR in
ona census basis rather than a cost reimbursement basis andgg. 4 year 2005-06 to study and develop an implementation
reportto the Joint Committee on Finance by December 1, an6r meging the University of Wéconsin-Véukesha with
2006. Thissection also requests the Joint Legislative Council {1, University of Wsconsin-Milwaukee. Section 9152 (6r)

to study the gectiveness of the stageSpecial education g, herrequires that the two campuses begeémo later than
policy and funding, and to report fimdings, conclusions and July 1, 2007.

recommendationt® the Legislature by January 1, 2007.

11. SpecialEducation Studies
Section 9137 (20)

. . . o The University of Wsconsin Board of Regents, under its
| am vetoing thissection because it is unnecessaibhe  existing authority has the ability to reviets policies and
departmentmay conduct studies without a specific statutory taxeactions to improve the quality of education and expand
directive, and the Legislature does not require specific gpportunitiefor students to complete baccalaureate degrees.
statutory language to request a Joint Legislative Council Tq this end, a numbef agreements between the University

study. of Wisconsin-Milwaukee and the University of
Wisconsin—Waukeshalready exist to permit students at the
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM University of Wisconsin-Vdukesha to complete
baccalaureateegree programs atatkesha and receive
12. Surcharge Beyond 125 Perent of degreerom the University of Wsconsin—Milwaukee.

Graduation Requirements TheBoard of Regents, in its on—goindaets to increase the
Section 697rm number of baccalaureate degreecipients in Visconsin,
shouldgive consideration to mging the two campuses. In
This section requireshe University of Visconsin System  sucha reviewtheBoard of Regents should examine the issue
Boardof Regents to chge students the full cost—-per—credit of maintaining access andf@fdability to the University of
for any credits exceeding 125 percent of the graduation creditWisconsin—WaukeshaThe Board of Regents showdnsult
requirementsowards a first baccalaureate degree. with not only representatives of both ttempuses, but also
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community,political and business leaders in the metropolitan Additionally, campusesire funding more student sponsored
Milwaukeearea. projectswith student funded fees. Oakthe reports slated for
eliminationrequires the system teport on the reserves being
The Board of Regents should take any necessary actionsmaintainedfor these student fee funded projects. efisure
includingrecommending to the Legislature the gesrof the that student interests are protected, it is important that the
aforementionedwo campuses, to increase the number of Governorand the Legislature be aware of these resenves
baccalaureatdegree recipients in tonsin. make sure they are maintainedt appropriate levels.
Eliminating this report and the other reports included under
Although there is no language in the budget Hiiat  this provision could erode the stateability to monitor the
authorizeghe increase to fund the task force, the purpose ofUniversity of Wisconsin System and hold @ccountable.
this funding was included in a Joi@@ommittee on Finance  While some of theseeports may provide little useful
amendmento the bill. By lining out the systes.20.285 (1)  informationand may warrant repeal, eliminating them should
(a) appropriation and writing in a smaller amount that deletesfollow a review of their merits.
$30,000in fiscal year 2005-06, | am vetoing the part of the

bill that funds the task force. | am also requesting the17. Midwest Higher Education Compact
Departmentof Administrationsecretary not to allot these

funds. Section 140 [as it relates to s. 20.285 (1) (a)]
) This section provides $40,000 annually to the University of
15. Collaboration Study WisconsinSystem to partially cover Mtonsins duesfor
) membershipn the Midwest Higher Education Compact. | am
Section 9152 (7f) vetoingthis provision becauseii reasonable to expect the

_ _ _ _ _ ) ) University of Wisconsin System to cover dues for an
This section requires the University ofisfonsin Board of  grganizationdesigned to benefit higher education. | am
Regentgo study possible collaborativefefts between the  fyrther requesting the Board of Regents to direct thase
University of Wisconsin-Superior and the University of duesbe paid from the system administration appropriation
Minnesota—Duluth. andnot be chaged to individual campuses.

| am vetoing this section because the study is unnecessanAlthough there is no language in the budget hiat
Collaborationbetween the two institutiorsdready exists and  authorizesthis increase, the purpose thiis funding was
is ongoing. While | am in support of collaborativéoefs and includedin a Joint Committee on Finance amendmeithéo
would encourage the Board of Regents to continue bill. By lining out the systers’s.20.285(1) (a)appropriation
developingand implementing collaboration witMinnesota andwriting in a smaller amount theeletes $40,000 annually
andother campuses where appropriate, there is no need for Aam vetoing the part of the bill that partially funds dues to the
study. compact. | am also requesting the Department of
Administrationsecretary not to allot these funds.

16. Repealof Certain University of Wisconsin 18.  Higher Education Committee
System Reporting Requiements

Section 9152 (9m)
Sections 78m, 484m, 486m, 695p, 697m, 697r, 704t, ] ) ) ] .
704w, 704x and 738p This section creates a committee to study the public benefits

of the states public system of higher education, expand
These provisions repeal certaitUniversity of Wsconsin ~ baccalaureatelegrees for state residents, fosteponomic
Systemreporting requirements, including reports on: (a) developmentprovide a research environment to develop
studentfee funded reserves; (b) state-imposed costs notintellectualpropertiesand assist in the development of new
coveredby general purpose revenue; ()0 percent fee businessesThe committee consistd representatives from
funded course derings; (d) the University of Wconsin the University ofWisconsin and \igconsin Echnical College
System’ssick leave accountingystem; (e) the industrial and systemsand four legislators.
economic development research program; (f) in—kind
contributionsandnonfederal gifts and grants; (g) interest paid
by the system in thprevious fiscal year due to any delayed
paymentgo vendors; and (h) program revenue appropriations
with a cash overdraft.

| am vetoing this section because | object to creatatg
another group to study the future of the University of
WisconsinSystem. The latest stydghartinga New Course,
wasreleased in June 2004 the Board of Regents, and it may
conveneanother study committee at its discretion, but there is
no need for statutory authorization. Furthermore, the
proposeccommittee does not contain any representation from
the public or business community

| am vetoing these provisions because | objecthe
eliminationof these reports without further styegpecially
at a time when some University ofi¥¢onsin policies and
practiceshave comeinder question. It is important to keep all . .
state agenciecludingthe University of Visconsin System, 19.  Studyof Joint Academic Piograms

accountablefor the expenditure of state tax dollars. For Section 9152 (80)

example pne of the reportslated for elimination is a report on

the University of Visconsin Systers’sick leave poligywhich This section requires the Board of Regents of the University
hascome under scrutiny recently of Wisconsin System and the Board ofitees of the Medical
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College of Wisconsin to submit a report to the Joint thannine percent of the average property tax bill. Property

Committeeon Finance on the feasibilitgf creating joint taxes can be frozen without placing limits on technical

academigrograms. collegesbecause | increase funding for K-12 education and
) ) ) o fully fund shared revenue to local governments rigk

| ‘am vetoing this section because it is unnecessary \jsconsin’s economic future by restraining resources

Collaborationbetween the University of Mtonsin System  zyailableto the technical colleges even further is not a risk
and the Medical College of Wconsin is already well  \yorthtaking.

established.It was recently strengthened by the creation of
the Wisconsin Institute for Biomedical and Health 22 jobsAdvantage Training Program
Technologiesat the University of Wéconsin—Milwaukee.

The institute will support interdisciplinary research in Sections 140 [asit relatesto s. 20.292 (1) (eh)], 217m,
biomedicalengineering, health care informatics, afidical 724mand 2357m

researchon patient outcomes and treatmenrficefcy. The
instituteis one vehicle for the collaborative programming to
support related economic development and research in
southeasteriVisconsin. While | encourage thesefefts to
continueand expand, there is no need for a report.

These sections transfer the Business Employees’ Skills
Training Program from the Department of Commerce to the
WisconsinTechnical College System, change the nanibeof
programto theJobs Advantager@ining Program, establish
what businesses are eligibléor a grant and provide

. . . . _— 1,000,000 [ly t tth .
20.  University of Wisconsin System Building $ nnually o stipport the program

Project Cost Study As proposed by the Legislature, theisdbnsin Technical
_ College System Board would make grants to eligible
Section 9152 (8m) businesset pay for skills training or other education related

to the needs of small busines B eligible for a grant under
this provision, a business must: (a) have fewer than 50
full-time employees; (b) have less than $5,000,000 in annual
income;(c) agree in writing téhe provisions in section 724m;
(d) submit a plan detailinthe proposed uses of the funds; and
t (e) provide matching funds at least equal to the amount of the
ant.

This section directs the Legislative Audit Bureau to study and
completea cost comparison of University of i$onsin
Systembuilding projects with similar projects at othmrblic
universities.

| am vetoing this sectiohecause the Legislature does no
need statutory authority to direct one of its own service ar

agenciedo conduct a study | am partially vetoing sections 140 [as it relates RD292 (1)
(eh)] and 217m to rename thprogram "Taining Program
WISCONSIN TECHNICAL COLLEGE SYSTEM Grants.” | amalso partially vetoing section 724m to more
closelyalign these grants with the mission of thes®@nsin
21. Levy Limits on Technical College Districts TechnicalCollege System Board. Under current lahe
boarddoes not make grants to individual businesses and does
Section 707m not have the expertise or stéd evaluategrant proposals on

. o ) i their business merits. The mission of the board snsure
This section limits, for thregears, the increase in property - thatthe Wsconsin Echnical College System is serving the
taxesthat a technical college district may leviynderthis needsof all Wisconsin businesses, primarily through its
provision,technical college districts are limitéalan annual educatiorand training programs.

increasen property tax levies of 2.6 percent. This section also

providesadjustments to the limits for debt service and allows The Department of Commerce was established, gelpart,

for the limits to be exceeded by referenda. to provide more coordinated development assistance to
Wisconsinbusinesses. | am vetoing section 2357m to retain

I am vetoing this section in its entirety because it restrictsthe departmens authority taaward grants to small businesses

economic development and hinders educational attainmento assist them in upgrading the skills of their workforce. The

and job training. The Legislature fails to recognize the focusof Wisconsins technical colleges needs to remain on

importanceof the Wsconsin Bchnical College System to  their educationamission. My veto authorizes theisbonsin

helpWisconsins economy growlf technical colleges do not  Technical College System Board to award grants to technical

havethe ability to respond to the rapidly changing needs of college districts to be used for skills training or other

businesse Wisconsin, economic growth will sfef. educatiorrelated to the needs ofisttonsin businesses.
Theselevy limits also hinder educational attainment and job
training. The limits on technical college levies will require WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

studentsto pay more for classes aeduce the course 23
availability at the technical colleges. kither case, this '
diminishesour ability to provide individuals with the skills Sections 1059g, 1059t, 1059u, 1059v, 1059w, 1060m,
necessaryto improve their earnings, compete fbetter 1060p, 1085f, 9154 (1f) and 9354 (4f)

payingjobs and help \fgconsins economy grow

W-2 Contracts and Oversight

Section 9154 (1f) requires the Department ofolkforce
Finally, Wisconsin’s technical colleges have had levy Developmento report to the Joint Committee on Finance on
restraintsin place longer than any othemit of local W-2 agency success regardirjgb placement, former
government.In total, technical college levies comprise less participants’earned wages, job retention, W-2 Stedining
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outcomesand the appropriateness anfdetiveness of work,
educationand training activities.

| am vetoing this section becausis unnecessaryAs part of

care, and the Rewarding Education witagh's and Respect
for Dedication (REWXRD) program, which provides a
stipendto child care providers who achieve a specified
educationalevel or who have remained in theld for several

W-2agency performance standards, the department currentlx,ears_ These two programs link education, commitreerd
compilesinformation forjob placement, earned wages and compensatiorto increase the number of highly—qualified

job retention, and is authorized to collect other pertinent
information. All reported information is available for review
by both the Legislature and the Governor

Sectionsl059¢g, 1059t, 10591,059v and 1059w require the
departmento review W-2 agencies’ contracts and financial

child care stdfand to reduce sthfurnover Funding isalso
usedfor child care resource and referral centers, training and
technicalassistancgrants for providers, and pass—through
grantsto local entities to improve the quality and availability
of child care.

recordsio ensure compliance with state and federal laws; be| am partially vetoing these sections because | strongly object

responsible for conducting quarterly reviews of W-2
agenciesin the ten most populous counties and annual
reviews for all other W-2 agencies; review the financial
recordsfor all subcontracting entities witV—2 agencies; and
be responsible for W-2 agency auditor selection and for
enforcingfinancial penalties with W-2 agencies that fail to
serveW-2 participants.

| am vetoing these sections because they are unneceksary
recognizethe critical importance of maintaining oversight
and enforcing accountability standards for W-2 agencies.
CurrentW-2 contract language already specifies periodic
reviewsand monitoring of W-2 agency financial records to
ensurecompliancewith existing laws and regulations. In
addition,contract regulations give the department authority to
selectan agency auditor if needeahd enforce financial
penalties.

Sectionsl085f and 9354 (4f) specify that W-2 agencies are
responsiblefor reimbursing the state for the cost of W-2
benefit overpayments made as a result of agency error o
oversight.

| am vetoing these sections because theyrarecessaryThe
departmenglready requires W-2 agencies to reimburse the
statefor instances of agency error

Sectionsl060m, 1060p an@354 (4f) require individuals who
areassigned to W-2ransitions oW-2 Community Service
Jobsto engage in a minimum of 20 hours of work activities
each week. Thedepartment would be responsible for
monitoring W-2 agencies to ensure compliance wiithse
specifications.

to further underfunding these program3hese programs
provideservices tdoth child care providers and parents that
ultimately result in increased access ddequate care and
improvedquality of care for children across the state. Quality
carein the early years is critical tochild’s development, and
researcthas consistently linked high—quality eaclyildhood
experiencesto positive emotional, social and academic
outcomedater in life. My partial veto will restore $4,000,000
annuallyfor these programs, which are essential to ensuring
that Wisconsins families have access the child care they
need.

| am partially vetoing sectiornl6 to reduce the amouot
TemporaryAssistance for Needy FamiliesANWF) funding

for the state earned income tax credit (EITC). | fallipport
this tax credit, which provides a refundable tax credit to
low-incomeworking families. Since earned income tax
creditsare funded from a combinatiaf TANF funds and a
sumsuficient GPR appropriation, my veto to redire&NF
fundsfrom the earned income tax credit to child care quality
improvementand to the Children First program (see Item #26)
will not afect the total amount of funding for thesedits,
therebypreserving this important program for hard—working
Wisconsinfamilies.

25.  Child Care Subsidy Pogram Family

Copayments
Section 9154 (1K)

This section increaseghe family copayment for the
WisconsinShares Child Care Subsidy program by 15 percent.

| am vetoing these sections because it is unnecessary to defifeam vetoing this section to eliminate the family copayment

minimum work hours for W-2 Tansitions or W-2
Community Service Job placements. Existirfgderal
regulationdor the emporary Assistance for Needy Families
programrequire a minimum of 20 work hours per week for
theseplacements.

24. Child Care Quality Improvement Piograms

Sections 1075, 1095c and 1106

Sectionsl075 and 1095c decrease total fundingvimious
child care quality improvement programs frorthe
$8,603,500 annual amount proposed in my buddet
$3,378,500.These programs include theatherEducation
andCompensation Helps (TEACH) program, which provides
scholarshipgo child care providers to assist them with the
costof pursuing additional postsecondary education in child
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increaseof 15 percent, because | object to increashmey
financial burden on low-income families throughout
Wisconsin. The Department of Wkforce Development has
determinedthat by implementing additional fefiencies
througha more equitable rate allocation, fatiént savings
will accrue to déet revenues that would have beefiected
by a 15 percent increase in family copayments.

If signed into lawthe impact of the Legislatuseincrease on
low—-income families would have been substantifamily

of three with an income d85percent of the federal poverty
level earns $29,800 annuallyUnder the Legislature’15
percentcopayment provision, a family of three with two
childrenin subsidized carevould pay over $500 more a year
for annual child care costs. The st&tonomic support and
child care budget should not be balanced on the backs of
low-incomeworking familieswho struggle daily to make
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endsmeet. This veto will help ensure that low—income importantto Wisconsin, but in order to protect ooative
parentscan continue to &rd quality child care, without  specieswe need to ensure that the growth occurs responsibly
sacrificing their ability to provide for their families and Undermy Administration, the departments will contirage

maintainWisconsins strong work ethic tradition. work together to ensure that all fish raised in the state meet
health standards and will not be detrimental to the native
26. Children First populationsthat play an important role in maintaining

biodiversityand providing economic opportunities statewide.
Section 1092

. . _ 2. Bioindustry Grant Program
This section decreasdhe amount of total funding for the

ChildrenFirst program from $1,140,000 that was provided in Secti_on 1751v [asit relates to the total grant awards
fiscal year 2004-05 to $834,000 each fiscal ybaginning in per fiscal year]

fiscalyear 2005-06. This provision limits the total amount of funds the

| am vetoing this section to restore funding back to currentDepartmenbf Agriculture, Tade and Consumer Protection
levelsbecausehe Legislatures funding cuts to the Children ~May award in a fiscal year for grants under the Agricultural
First program woulcdecrease opportunities for parents who Diversification and Development, and Sustainable
do not directly care for their children, but who are responsible Agriculture programs.

for paying child support, to find and maintain jobs. Children
First is a court-ordered prograthat assists noncustodial
parentsvho have fallen behind in making their child support
paymentdor a variety of reasons including unemployment
underemploymenbr noncompliance. This program helps
theseparents obtain gainful employment through a vaiaéty
training programs, enabling them to maintain consistent
employmentand fulfill their child support obligations.
Helping noncustodial parents to become more financially
responsibleand involved in their childres’lives is a critical
congponenfor ensuring the financial stability and emotional COMMERCE

well-beingof Wisconsins children and families. 3. PetroleumEnvironmental Cleanup Fund
Award (PECFA) Program Changes
B. ENVIRONMENTAL AND

I amvetoing this provision because | object to the restriction
of funding for these important programs. The department is
bestequipped to determine the appropriate split of funding for
' projectsunder these programs and the new Bioindustry Grant
Program.| am disappointed that the level of funding for the
new program was cut in half, but do not believe tte
reductionshould limit spending on thexisting programs if
significantopportunities arise.

Section1829p reduces the current level of revenue obligation
AGRICULTURE, TRADE AND CONSUMER authorityto support the payment of claimader the PEGKk
PROTECTION programfrom $436,000,000 to $386,924,000. Sec8a08
(1v) requires the Department of Commerce to include in its
1. Fish Hatcheries 2007-0%iennial budget submission a proposal to phase out
the PECIA program.
Sections 140 [as it relates to s. 20.115 (2) (K)], 1434, ) ) »
245n, 557t, 557v, 587e, 587g, 657f, 657h, 657L, | am vetoing th_ese sections becausept.esnature to remove
1756d, 17566, 17569, 1756h and 1756L supportfor claim payments and require phase out of the

program. The department is actively monitoring activity in
Theseprovisions create a new annwgpropriation for the  the program ands best equipped to determine when the
Departmenbf Agriculture, Tade and Consumer Protection programhasmet its goals. In addition, it is unclear how many
to receive funds from the Department of NatiRalsources  outstandingclaims have not been submitted andwdfat
for activities related to fish hatcheries. Tpm@visionsalso magnitudethose claims are. Sidient funding must be
repealthe authority of the Department of Natural Resources toavailablefor these claims to avoid significant delay in
removefish from aself-contained fish rearing facility or payments.
preexistingfish rearing facility that is an artificial body of
water, unless requested by the Department of Agriculture, 4. Increasein Enterprise Development Zones
Tradeand Consumer Protection. In addition, the provisions Section 2419
requirethe Department of Natural Resourceshtain a fish
healthcertificate for itsfish hatcheries from the Department This section authorizes the Department of Commetce

of Agriculture, Tfade and Consumer Protection, but exempts createadditional enterprise development zones upttaal of
the Department of Natural Resources from the related fees. 85 zones.

| am vetoing these provisions because they are unnecessatyam patrtially vetoing this section because | objectht®

and remove vital enforcement authoritp keep aquatic  unreasonableestriction on the number of businesses that
invasivespecies out of W¥consins waters. Thigprovision couldbenefit from this programThis partial veto gives the
opensthe door to importation or retention of nonnative fish departmenthe authority to create a total of @®terprise
suchas the Asian Carp that pose a threat to wild native fishdevelopmentzones as opposed to the&mes authorized by
populations. Aquaculture is a growing business that is the Legislature. This reasonable increase in the number of
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zoneswill allow the department to continue to provide Board of Regents for the  University  of
incentives for businesses to create and retain jobs  Wisconsin—Milwaukedo establista Biomedical €chnology
Wisconsin. Alliance in Southeastern i&tonsin.

; . : I am partially vetoing this section to reduce the grant for this
5 Small Business Requiement for Enterprise purposeby $2,000,000 in order to allow the department the
Development Zones Rogram flexibility to continue to award grants and loans under this
Section 2419m program. These funds are available to start-up businesses
acrosghe state that aie—between rounds of venture capital
This section requires that at le& percent of businesses in financingor are awaiting receipt of federal grant awards.
newenterprise development zones be businasihsl00 or

feweremployees. Adoptedwith bipartisan supporf003 Wsconsin Act255

provided $2.5 million for technology commercialization

| am vetoing this section because | object to the significantgrantsand loans to start-up businessesaddition, a portion
limitation it places on the Department of Commesce’ Of these funds support the four entrepreneurial and
flexibility to determine thébest use of the tax credits to technology transfer centers that opened last fall. The
maximize the positive impact on the surrounding Proposecearmark would have consumed all of these funds.
communities. In addition, tax credit assistance for small
businessesis provided by the department through the
CommunityDevelopment Zone programwhich is currently
active in 22 areas throughout the state. | support small
businessesyut the department must have the flexibility to
assistbusinesses and communities of varying sizes with this8
program.

| am requesting that trdepartment continue to consider this
projectfor additional assistance in the future, and am willing
to work withthe Legislature to identify appropriate sources of
fundingfor this initiative.

City of Green Bay Earmark

Section 9108 (3m)
6. Small Business Requiement for the

Wisconsin Development Fund This section requires the Department of Commercenard

an annual grant of $1,400,000 from the isébnsin

Sections 2376j, 2376L, 2376m, 2407L [asit relates to Developmentund to the city of Green Bay for a downtown
small businesses] and 9308 (12) [as it relates to ss. redevelopmentproject duringthe period of fiscal year
560.275 (8) and (8) and 560.60 (15)] 2005-06to fiscal year 2007-08.

Theseprovisions require that at le@ percent of grants and | @m partially vetoing this section to reduce the amount of the
loans made under theistionsin Development Fund be made grantbecause it is excessivdhe Wsconsin Development

to businesses thatave fewer than 100 employees and annual Fundhas limited resources withhich it attempts to provide
grossreceipts of $10,000,000 or less. assistancéhroughout the stateThis partial veto will provide

$1,400,000t0 the city of Green Bay while allowing the
| am vetoing sections 2376j, 2376L and 2376m and partiallydepartmenthe flexibility to determine the best timing for the
vetoing sections 2407L and 9308 (1z) to remove the grant to ensure that other worthwhilprojects are not
requirementbecause it is unnecessaryhe Departmenof adverselyimpacted. In addition, there are seveo#ter
Commercealready makes over 50 percent of grants and loanssourcef assistance for which this project may qualify
from the Wisconsin Development Fund to small businesses.
In order to continue to grow Mtonsins economy the 9. Minority Business Finance Rygram

departmentmust retainits flexibility to fund deserving Earmark
businesseghat will have a significant impact on local .
economieghroughout the state. The department must also Sections 154m, 155r and 9108 (8k)

continueto be akble to respond to local c:ises fin a timely rhesesectiongequire the Department of Commerce to award
mannerand make our statan attractive place for major g 5rant of $375,000 in each fiscal year of the biennium to the

economic development projects.  Section 9308 (1z) gjghop'sCreek redevelopment project in Milwaukee frie
erroneouslycontains two references to 560.275 (8) In Minority Business Finance Program.

orderto correct this typographical errdiam striking "(8) and
(8).” This may unintentionally &fct applicants to the | am vetoing these sections because | object to the limits this
TechnologyCommercialization Grant and Loan program, earmarkplaced on the department in it§oefs to promote
andl am requesting that the department work with applicants minority business development inisfonsin. | support

to minimize any dects of this veto. minority businesses in the state and feel that all minority
businesseshould have the chance to compete for funding

7. Biomedical Technology Alliance Earmark from this program. This grant would take up two-thirds of the
fundsavailable in the biennium under the Minority Business

Section 9108 (3K) FinanceProgram, greatly reducing the amount of funding

. . . availableto other applicants.
This section requires the Department of Commerce to make a PP

grant of $2,500,000 from theeGhnology Commercialization  In the last biennium, this program made 45 awards to minority
Grant and Loan program portion of the isonsin businessesThe majority of the dollars awarded wémans
DevelopmentFund to the Universitypf Wisconsin System  thatare paid back to the fund over time. The repayments of the
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loans are then available to make future, new awards to
minority businesses. No single award igérthan $100,000
by statute. A grantof this size from the fund would
significantlyreduce the amount of future funding available to

makeawards, unless the Legislature appropriated new funds

to the program.

My Administration is supportive of this project and recently
awardeda brownfields grant of $750,000 to remediate land at
the proposed site for the redevelopment.

10. Community Development Block Grant
Earmarks

Sections 9108 (5k) and 9108 (6k)

These sections earmark funding from the Community
DevelopmentBlock Grant program forthe village of
Wonewocfor a water reservoir and town of Ithaca for a water
well.

140 [asit relatesto s. 20.505 (1) (ie), (ig) and (ij)], 278
[asit relatesto the transfer to s. 20.505 (1) (2)], 388h,
388n, 389, 389m, 390, 391, 400m, 695g, 1235z,
1238m, 1238n, 1242q, 1250e, 1250f, 1250g, 1250m,
1254m, 2118r and 9201 (1q)

These provisions repeal the current law comprehensive
planningrequirementsand grant program. In addition, these
provisionsrequire that$2,000,000 annually of fee revenue
from the states portion of thedeed recording fee be deposited
in the general fund, with the remainder beingdited to the
appropriationsunder s20.505 (1) (ie)and(ij). Lastly the
provisionsrequire a lapse to the general fund of $464,100 on
June30, 2006, and $420,300 on June 30, 2007, from the
appropriatiorunder s20.505 (1) (ij)

| am vetoing sections 1c, 90t, 90u, 388h, 388n, 389m, 400m,
6950, 1235z, 1238m, 1238n, 1242iR50e, 1250f, 1250g,
1250m,1254m, 218r and 9201 (1q) and partially vetoing
sections92 [as it relates to s16.967 (5)and the grants
appropriatiorunder s20.505 (1) (ij], 140[as it relates to s.

| am vetoing these sections because they compromise the(.505(1) (ie) (ig) and(ij)], 278 [as it relates to the transfer to

award selection process and limit the Department of
Commercen its eforts to promote economic development in
Wisconsin. The award selection process was desigioed
meet the strict federal requirements for the Community
DevelopmenBlock Grant program, and earmaddghis kind
raiselegal questions regarding use of these federal funds.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

Clean Water Fund Bonding

Section 461

11.

This section reduces the current leeélgeneral obligation
bondingauthority for the Clean @er Fund Program from
$637,743,20@0 $622,043,200.

| am vetoing this section because | object to the reduction oi?

funding for important projects that assist local communities
with improving the quality of Méconsin$ waters.

12. PresentValue Subsidy Limit

Section 2159

This sectionreduces the Safe Drinkingatér Loan Program
presentvalue subsidy limit for the 2005-07 biennium from
$12,800,0000 $10,800,000.

| am partially vetoinghis section to restore the present value
subsidy limit to $12,800,000 for the 2005-07 biennium
becausé object to thaestriction on the ability of the program
to help communitiescross Wsconsin ensure safe drinking
waterfor their citizens.

LAND USE

Comprehensive Planning and Land
Information Aids

Sections 1c, 90t, 90u, 92 [asit relatesto s. 16.967 (5)
and the grants appropriation under s. 20.505 (1) (ij)],

13.

395

s. 20.505 (1) (z), 389, 390 and 391 to restore the
comprehensiveplanning requirementgrant program and
funding because | object to the elimination of this vital
program. The efect of the veto of section 389m and patrtial
vetoof sections 92, 14389, 390 and 391 is to deposit all deed
recordingfee revenue received by the stiati® a continuing
appropriation, which allows the Department of
Administration to allot available revenues to fund grants
underthe restored comprehensive planning grant program.

Communitiesand a wide range of interest groups throughout
the state support a consistent approach to planning for growth,
economicdevelopment, agricultur@reservation of cultural
andnatural resources, recreati@md transportation because
they recognize the benefits provided by such an approach.
The comprehensive planning law allows communities to
determine how they want to grow while ensuring the
rotectionof Wisconsins precious natural resource® date,

43 communities have used this program to ensure that
investorsentrepreneurs and developers know where ¢hay
locate development, and local governments are able to
preparefor the expansion of services. This knowledge and
ability to prepare has a significant positive impact on the
effective use of limited taxpayer resources. Unplanned
growthleads to uncontrolled local service costs, which results
in increased property tax bills for citizens and businesses.

14. Land Information Modernization Grants

Section 92 [as it relates to limitations on grants to
counties)

This provision prohibits the Department of Administration
from providing an equalization grant to a county thas
retaineddeed recording fee revenue exceeding $45,080yin
yearand limits the amount of equalization grants to eligible
countiegto the diference between $45,000 athé amount of
revenueetained by the county

I am partially vetoing this section to remove the limitation
becausé object to the restrictions the provisiplaces on the
department'ability to support countegfforts to modernize
landinformation and make it accessible to the public.
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NATURAL RESOURCES the services provided, methods to measure progressa and
scheduldor reporting to the department.

15. Recycling Tipping Fee and Business

Surcharge | am partially vetoing this section becausebiect to its
limitation on the departmernt’ability to efectively pursue
Sections 1686m, 1686n, 2198, 9235 (1), 9335 (3q), contractsand to the disincentive this provision will have on

private businesses taeduce their waste and promote
recycling. Contracting forthese services will increase the
recycling of construction materials and demolition debris,
reducethe amount of food waste going tasabnsin landfills,
andpromote safe disposal and reuse of obsolete computers.

9341 (18w) and 9435 (5q)

Thesesections decrease the recycling tipping fee for waste
disposedof in Wisconsin landfills beginning January 2007
from $3 per ton to $2.25 per ton. Also, beginning with tax year
2007,the recyclingsurchage is reduced from three percent to ] ]
two percent of gross liability for corporations and from 0.2 17.  Air Permits
percentto 0.133 percenbf net income for tax—option

corporations. Section 9235 (1) transfers from the recycling Section 2196i
fund to the general fund a total 25,784,200 during the ) ] N
2005-07biennium. This section allowsan owner or operator of a facility to pay

the Department of Natural Resources adé#7,500 for a year

| am vetoing sections 1686m, 1686n, 2198x, 9335 (3q), 9341if the entire facility is required to have a state air emissions
(18w) and 9435 (5q) to maintaiurrent law because | object Permit, is not covered by a general or registration air
to the potential long—term negatiimpact this reduction ~ €missiongpermit, and has not previously paid the fee. The
could have on the funding of important recyclipgppgrams owner or operator would pagmission tonnage fees in all
including financial assistance for responsible units and Otheryears. The section also requires an owner or operator
recyclingefficiency incentive grants. Lowering thigping a facility, for 2006 only to pay a feeof $300 if the entire

fee would only encourage additional importation of waste facility is required to have a state air emissions permit, is not a
from neighboring states as it will be less expensive to shipSYyntheticminor source, and was not covered by a general or
out-of-statewaste to \consin rather than to other registrationpermitin 2005.

Midwesternstates. . . . . . .
| am partially vetoing this section to eliminate the requirement

By partially vetoing section 9235 (1), | am increasing the total ©f the $300 fee in 2006. | object to this requirement because it
transfer from the recycling fund to the general fund during the IS unnecessary an_d afb'”aff‘" facilities that do nohave
2005-07bienniumto $28,942,100 because it is necessary to generalor registration permits should be.trelated equally and
useall of the resources of the staeensure the general fund Navethe choice of continuing to pay emission tonnegss,
hassuficient revenues to support vital programs, including ratherthan singling out certain operators with a mandated
property tax relief, education, health care and economic $300fee.

development.The partial veto will result in nofettive date

being specified for the transfetnder s16.52 (12) because  18. PassiveReview of Obligations Under the

no date is specified for when the transfer is to be made, the Stewardship 2000 Pogram
Departmentof Administration shall determine a date on
which the transfer shall benade or provide for partial Sections 491g and 491k

transfersto be made on dérent dates. It is my intethat

$17,942,100be transferred in fiscal year 2005-06 and Thesesections establish Joint Committee on Finaeséew
$11,000,00(e transferred in fiscal year 2006—Based on of land acquisition and property development activities under
projectedrevenues, sfitient resources will remain in the the Warren Knowles—Gaylord\Nelson Stewardship 2000
recyclingfund to meet program needs. It is important to note Programand require that such activities in excess of $300,000
thatthis is only a one-time transfer and additional revenuesbe subject to th&€ommittees 14—day passive review process.

will be available in future biennia for enhancing®@nsin’s If the Committee doemot hold a meeting to review the
highly successful recycling program. proposal within 75 days, the Department of Natural
Resourcesnay proceed with the transaction.
16. BusinessVaste Reduction and Recycling | am vetoing these sections because | object to legislative
Assistance intrusionin this area. The proposed review is unnecessary and
would result in considerable delay and wasted taxpayer
Section 2198 resources.In the past, th€ommittee used a similar passive

review process to entangle time sensitive land acquisitions
This section prohibits the Department of Natural Resourceswith partisan legislative politics, endanger critical land
from providing more tha$250,000 annually to an individual purchases,and jeopardize matching funds froprivate
nonprofitorganization under contract &ssist businesses to  conservationorganizations, local governments and federal
reducethe amount of solid waste generated or to reuse orgrants. There are sfitient review mechanisms in theidget
recyclesolid waste.Furthey funds may not exceed 50 percent processand policy oversight of the Natural ResourBesrd
of the cost ofervices provided. Lastlthe contract entered to ensurethat Stewardship 2000 Program dollars are used
into under the provision must include goals and objectives of effectivelyand eficiently.
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19. TownBoard Approval of Purchases Under

the Stewardship 2000 Pegram
Section 491n

| am vetoing sections 246t and 490m and partially vetoing
section140 [as it relates to 80.370(5) (br) because they do
not directly ensureghat Wsconsins citizens have sfifient
accessto land for recreation, in particujanunting. My

. . - budgetrecommendations includednaechanism to address
This section prohibits the Department of Natural Resourcesipig concern, but it was removed by the Joint Commitiee
from acquiring land under the akfen Knowles—Gaylord  rinance. By lining out the departmestappropriation under
NelsonStewardship 2000 Program in a township in which 35 ¢ 54 370(5) (br)and writing in a smaller amount that deletes
percentor more of the land is under public ownership unless ihqincrease of $1,213,000 SEG in fiscal year 2005206
the town board approves the acquisition. A majority vote by g1 113 000SEG in fiscal year 2006-07 provided for this
the town board is required to approve each purchase, and thﬁurpose,l am vetoing the part of the bill which funds this

town s required to post notices of the possible acquisition. provision. Furthermore, | am requesting the Department of

| amvetoing this section because | object to infringement on Administrationsecretary not to allot these funds.
therights of individual property holders to sell their land to The effect of this veto is to eliminate the changes in the

anywilling buyer, including the department.

20. Calculation of Aids—in—Lieu of Property

Taxes
Sections 1260m and 1260n

Thesesectionsestablish a new formula to calculate annual
paymentsof aids—in-lieu of property taxes for properties

acquiredby the Department of Natural Resources after the

effective date of the budget bill. For such properties,

estimatedvalue will be based on the purchase price or the

equalizedvalue of the property prior tpurchase by the
departmentwhichever is lower For property that is tax

distributionof closed acreage fee reveniBecause | support
assisting municipalities and counties to feét the local
revenueimpact of the Managed Forest Law program, | am
directingthat thedepartment pursue separate legislation that
reflects my original budget recommendation of a grant
program administered by representatives of local
governments.

22. Expendituresfrom Forestry Revenues

Sections 140 [as it relates to s. 20.370 (5) (ax) and
(a2)], 221m, 2469, 246m, 246p, 541b [asit relatesto s.
26.385 (2)], 541h, 541j, 557mand 9435 (7Kk)

This provision creates a continuing appropriatiéor

exemptat the time of purchase, these sections require the laste, enyeseceived from the satef timber harvested from land
recordedequalized value to be used or a payment of $1 pernqer the management or control of the Department of

acreto be made, whichever is greater

| am vetoing these sections because they will result in lower

paymentgo local communitiesn lieu of property taxes. |
objectto theproperty tax increases on individuals and the
negativefiscal impact on local governmenrdsising from a
reductionin the amount paid for future aids—in-lieu of
property taxes. A key component of the &ren
Knowles—GaylordNelson Stewardship 2000 Program is the
paymentof aids—in-lieuof property taxes, which is critical to
ensurethat communities are not adversely impactedhay
removal of land from the local tax base. By maintaining
currentlaw, the department will continue to pay aids—in-lieu

of property taxes on land it acquires based on the purchas

price of the propertywhich is adjusted annually to reflect
changesin the equalized valuation of all land, excluding
improvementsin the taxation district.

21. PublicAccess and Managed Fast Law

Sections 140 [as it relates to s. 20.370 (5) (br)], 246t
and 490m

These sections provide$1,213,000 SEG in fiscal year
2005-06and $1,13,000 SEG in fiscayear 2006—-07 and
subsequentfiscal years for payments to local units of
governmentvhose taxation district contains land enrolied
closedacreage under the Managed Forest pasgram. The

Natural Resources’ Division of Forestry that exceed
$3,770,000 SEG in each fiscal year Based onfund
availability and by order of prioritythe department is
requiredto provide an additional $400,000 SEG annually in
private forest grants to owners of 500 acres or less of
nonindustrialprivateforest land; $500,000 SEG in fiscal year
2006—-07and $3,500,000 SEG in fisgaar 2007-08 to fund a
biomasgrant program within the department; $250,000 SEG
annuallyto support a forestry education grant progweithin
thedepartment; $446,000 SEG annuallyptovide funding to
school districts to transport students to and from school
forests;$100,000 SEG annually to theis&onsin Echnical
gollege System for a master logger apprenticeship grant
program;and $100,000 SEG annually for forestry internships
for University of Wisconsin System students who are enrolled
in a course of study that would result in a bachelor higher
degredn forestry

I am partially vetoing this provision because | object to the
limitation on the department’flexibility to determine how
bestto use limited resources. Thdeset of the veto is to
eliminate the provisions prioritization and enumerated
amountsrelated to the above programs. When the Joint
Committee on Finance passed this amendment, the
Committeemembers were aware that themding for these
itemswas uncertain, and their own estimate of revenues was
insufficientto meet the proposed funding levels.

Departmenbf Natural Resources is required to distribute the Furthermore, | disagree with the use of timber sale revenues
funding proportionally based on the number of closed acresfor the initiatives in this section of the bill. Howeyéne

locatedin each municipality Each municipality is then

initiatives have meritand, therefore, | am allowing them to

requiredto pay its county treasurer 20 percent of the amountremain. This veto allows the department to continue to
received. managéts forested lands using sustainable methods and best
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managemeniractices. This is consistent with funding traditionalrecreational opportunities. | object to the negative
forestry programs through the use of adlvenues to the financialimpact such a fee would have on the businabsts
accountnot just one of them. Linking projects to timber sale comprisethe states tourism industry and the damageduld
revenuesreates at least a perception that timber might bedo to Wisconsins welcoming image as a premier destination
harvested specifically to fund projects rather than to for outdoor recreation.

accomplishobjectives outlined in property master plans.

. - o .. 25, ChiefWarden Authority
The partial veto eliminates the continuing appropriation
unders. 20.370 (5) (az)and permits the department to Section 491p
providefunding from anyrevenue source within the forestry
account of theonservation fund for these purposes from the This section directs the Department of Natural Resources to
annualappropriation under 20.370 (5) (ax) To provide designatea conservation warden as the chief warden and
funding for the above programs, | am requesting that the specifieshatthe chief warden has the duty to direct, supervise
departmenpursue an increase in its expenditure authority via andcontrol conservation wardens in the performandbeif
arequest under 4.3.100r aspart of its 2007-09 biennial  duties. The department may also designate one or more
budgetrequest as additional revenues become available.  deputychief wardens.

This partial veto retains sfifient funding in the | am vetoing this sectidnecause | object to the limitation on
appropriationunder s.20.370 (5) (ax)to provide $50,000 the departmens flexibility to determine how to &dctively
SEGin fiscal year 2005-06 and $150,000 SEG in figear administerits law enforcement program to ensure protection
2006-07 for scholarships related to master logger of Wisconsins important natural resources. Howeveam
certification;$100,000 SEG one-time in fiscal year 2006—-07 awareof the concerns that have been raised and am requesting
for the development and operationtbé Paper Discovery thatthe department consider reviewing its law enforcement
Centerin Appleton; and $150,000 SEG in fiscal year 2005-06 reporting structure and to ensure consistencywarden

and $50,000 SEG one-time in fiscal y2¢@06—-07to initiate a actionsthroughout the state.

programto train technical college students to use mechanized

timberharvest equipment. 26. Appropriation for Safety Education Courses
23. StatePark Admission Fees for Senior Sections 140 [asit relatesto s. 20.370 (3) (at)] and 236
Citizens

This provision converts the Department of Natural

. . Resourcesappropriationfor safety education courses from

%E'Or?])Sg‘}Gm and 9435 (71) [asit relatesto 5. 27.01 continuing to annual and expands thmurposes of the
9 : appropriationto include programs or courses of instruction

This provision increases the total fee faresident senior unders.29.591 (3)

citizenannual park sticker to $12.50. | am partially vetoing these sections to maintain this
appropriationas continuing because | object to the limitation
onthe departmerg’ability to efectively administer its hunter
safetyand recreational vehicle safety programs. By retaining
the statutory reference to all monies remitted, | am converting
this appropriation from annual to continuingnnually, more
than 50,000 people enroll in courses sponsored by the
EEiepartment that reduce hunting-related injuries and
accidents,and promote the safe and responsible use of
all-terrainvehicles, boats and snowmobiles.

| am vetoing section 546m and partially vetoing section 9435
(7f) [as it relates to 27.01 (7) (gm) 3.because | object to the
financialburden this fee increase would place asddnsin’s
senior residents as they pursue outdoor recreational
opportunities. | also object to the negative financiadpact
sucha fee would have on the businesses that comprise th
state’s tourism industry and thelamage it would do to
Wisconsin'simage as a premier destination foutdoor
recreation.

. . 27.  SnowmobileAccount Adjustments
24. IceShanty Permit for Nonresidents )

Sections 9235 (3s) and 9235 (3t)
Sections 587d, 587dm, 5949, 646d, 646g and 9435
(7d) Thesesections lapse $500,08@m the snowmobile trail aids
appropriationthat is funded by the fuel tax transfand
Thesesections create a $20 seven—day nonresident and $34300,000 from the supplemental snowmobile trail aids
annualnonresident ice shanty placement permit. Revenuesappropriatiorthat is funded by revenué®m the nonresident
from the permit would be deposited to the fish and wildlife trail sticker
accountof the conservation fund. Any ice fishing shanty
without the requiregbermit may be declared a public nuisance | am vetoing these sections because | object to undermining
and removed or destroyed by the DepartmentNaftural the commitmentsreviously made to the recipients of these
Resourcesfter the owner has been given a ten—day notice. aids. The Department of Natural Resources hasithiority
to manage expenditures from alppropriations funded by
| am vetoing these sections because they create a disincentivvnowmobilerevenues to ensure that the account maintains a
for visitors to travel to Wéconsin to pursue one of the state’ positivebalance.
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28. CladaphoraAlgae Study 31. Water Regulation and Zoning Fees
Sections 245m and 9135 (2€) Sections 140 [as it relates to s. 20.370 (4) (bi)] and
241m

These sections require the Department of Natural Resources

to make a grant of$25,000 during the 2005-07 fiscal Theseprovisionsconvert the water regulation and zoning fees
bienniumto Manitowoc Countyfor a study of Cladaphora appropriatiorfrom continuing to annual.

algaein Lake Michigan at Hika BayThe study may include

monitoringof Fischer and Point creeks. I am vetoing these provisions because | objecthi

infringementon executive branch authoritfhe Department

| am vetoing these sections because | object to theof Natural Resources must be able to access thespueso
infringementon executive branch authorityvhile | support ~ meetlandowner demands to issue permits and exemption
improving and protecting the waters dhe state, the determinationgn a timely manner

departmentis in the best position to determine statewide

researctand watequality management priorities and needs. 32.  Division Administrators

By vetoing thisearmark, the department will be able to

evaluatethis project and the grant request on their merits. Section 2107d
. This section reduces the number of unclassified division
29.  Marsh Restoration administratorsn the Department of Natural Resourfesn
Section 9135 (5¢) seven to six.

| am vetoing this sectidpecause | object to the limitation on
the departmens ability to efectively administer and
organizeits programs.

This section requires the Department of Natural Resotioces
identify ten state—owned wildlife wetland areas tlzae
critical to waterfowl breedingproduction, staging and
hunting. In addition, by August 30, 2006, the department is
requiredto prepare and subnmatbaseline assessment of the =~ BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF PUBLIC
identifiedareas to the appropriate stand@ognmittees of the LANDS

Legislature. Finally, the department is required to develop .. i
restoratiorgoals based on the findings and include a proposal33. ~ Sale of Board of Commissioners of Public

to contract with nongovernmental agencies to meet those Lands Holdings

goals In the departmens’ 2007-09 biennial -budget Sections 140 [asit relatesto s. 20.370 (7) (ah)], 252,
’ 252c, 429v, 491b, 491e, 491f, 491fg, 491fr, 491i, 491k

| am vetoing this section because it is unnecessary and | object [asitrelatestos. 23.0917 (6m) (€)], 491m, 491n [asit

to the infringement on executive branch authorityhile | relatesto s. 24.59 (1)], 491s, 508c, 508f, 508i, S08L,

supportimproving and protecting lands and watetise 508p, 508q, 509s, 509sy, 509sm, 509sr, 509, 509,

departmenhas the expertise to determine the priorifigs 509um, 509v, 511m and 9135 (5q)

conservatiorof natural resources in tlsgate. In addition, the Theseprovisions repeahe statutory authority of the Board of
department would need to devote géamountof staf time Commissioner®f Public Lands to withhold its lands from

to comply with these requirements, and no additional support . : .
wasprovided. sale when it determines that selling them would not be

advantageous. Further the Board of Commissioners of
Public Lands is required to sell all of its lands to the
Departmentof Natural Resourceat appraised value. The
Sections 9235 (4w), 9235 (4x), 9235 (4y) and 9235 departmentis required touse bonding authority under the
(42) Warren Knowles—-Gaylord Nelson Stewardship 2000
Programto purchase the lands. The department may acquire
Thesesectiondapse funds from certain appropriations to the thelands without approval from relevant coubgards or the
conservationfund for the exercise othe Department of  Governor. The Board of Commissioners Biiblic Lands is
Natural Resources’ responsibilities related to water prohibitedfrom exchanging land or taking action thaiuld
resources. The appropriations &cted by these sections impedeor prohibit the sale of its lands to the department.
provide funding for lake management and invasive species Proceeddrom the subsequent sale by the department of any
controlgrants, recreational boating aids, boating access, andands acquired under this provision shall supplant GPR debt
Mississippi and St. Croix rivers management. servicepayments relatetb the Stewardship 2000 Program.
Lastly, the departmeris required to submit a report and a plan

| am vetoing these sections because the selection of th%y February 2006 to th&overnor and Joint Committee on
amountsand appropriations was arbitraryhe lapse athese Finance.

funds will not result in a positive balance in the water

resourcesaccount of the conservatiofund, and the | amvetoing this provision to maintain current law because |
departmentvill be required to adjust expenditures from all object to the use of limited Stewardship 2000 Program
appropriationsfunded from thisaccount to avoid a cash resourcegdo purchase land théihe state already owns and
deficit in the account. By vetoing these lapses, the departmentanages.The Stewardship 2000 Program was designed to
will be able to consider afirojects funded by the water conserveand protect from developmentis®onsin’s last
resourcesccount on their merits. pristinenaturalareas. Howeveunder this provision all of the

30. Water Resources Account Lapses
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availabledollars would be used by one state agency to buyRequirethe departmento award grants to the village of
land from another state agency without protecting one Oregonand Chippewa County; and
additional acre of critical habitat or land for outdoor

recreation. Create an appropriation to transfemonies from the

transportatiorfund to the Medical Assistance trust fund.

In addition, | object to the infringement on the Board of
Commissionersf Public Lands’ authority ancbnstitutional
duty to manage thassets of the normal school and common
schoolfunds. The Board of Commissioners of Public Lands is ;,creasefor state highway rehabilitation, and 36 percent
an independent and constitutionally established entity thatjycreasen elderly and disabled transportation aid. For the
bearsthe fiduciary responsibility to manage its tréistds  nqtpart, theLegislature concurred with those increases.
includingthe constitutionaauthority to withhold land from 114 following changes will retain the robust increases
sale. provided for highways and other transportation programs,
while allowing additional revenues to be transferred to the

STATE FAIR PARK BOARD generaffund for school aids and property tax relief.

Sectionl140 [as it relates to 80.395 (3) (bd)provides SEG
funding for the Major Highway Development program and
; sectionsl40 [ast relates to 20.395 (3) (cff) 17199, 1719h,
Section 9144 (1f) 1719i,1727, 17279 and 9148 (4f) provide SEG funding for

This section requires the Department of Administration and the Southeast WgconsinFreeway Rehabilitation program
StateFair Park Board to submit a plan to the Joint Committee @ndplace restrictions on the usebonding for the Marquette
on Finance, under a 14-day passive reyigacedure, forany  Interchange.l object to the excessive use of SEG funding for
expenditureshat wouldexceed $12,950,600 in fiscal year the long—term capital projects carriedut under these
2006-07.The plan must be submitted by the date set by theProgramsand thenfringement on executive branch authority
co—chairsfor submission of requesfsr the Committees to manage programs.

secondquarterly meeting of calendar year 2006. By lining out the departmenst's.20.395 (3) (bg)and (cr)
appropriation@nd writing in smaller amounts, | am vetoing
theseappropriations to reflect myptent to reduce the SEG
revenuesupport for these highway programs. Through this
partial veto | am deletings28,400,700 SEG in fiscal year
2005-06and$23,403,000 SEG in fiscal year 2006-07 for the
Major Highway Development program, ar#66,243,000
SEG in fiscal year 2006-07 for the Southeasis®®@nsin
FreewayRehabilitation program. | am also requesting the
Departmentof Administrationsecretary not to allot these
funds.

By vetoing sections 1719d,719h, 1719i and 1727g and
partially vetoing sections 1727 and 9148 (4fym removing
the provisions requiring maximum usé cash funding for the

My budget provided for significant increases in highway and
othertransportation funding including a 13.6 percent increase
for the Major HighwayDevelopment program, 8.6 percent

34. Expenditure Plan

| am vetoing thisection because | object to the infringement
on executive branchauthority to manage programs and
becausdt is unnecessaryThe board must have flexibility to
operatethe State Fair andther nonfair events. While | am
also concerned with the status of the boarfihances, the
board and its sthhave taken several measures to address
factorsthat are not under the boadiontrol and tdetter
managehe operations that the board does control.

TRANSPORTATION

35. Transportation Infrastructur e and Fund

Transfer Marquette Interchange and limiting the maturity of any bonds
Sections 140 [as it relates to ss. 20.395 (3) (bq) and issuedto one or two years. dbject to the excessive use of cash
(cr), 20.855 (4) (v) and 20.865 (4) (u)], 4569, 456r, to fund this project because the Marquette Interchange is a
533g, 5331, 537d, 537¢, 1719, 1719, 1719i, 1727, long-termcapital asset that is projected to last at least 50
17279, 9148 (4f), 9148 (4w), 9148 (5f), 9148 (5g) and years. In add|_t|on, to ensure that it is completed on time and in
9448 (4m) the most eficient manney the department needs maximum

flexibility to manage the funding of this project. | propose to

Thesesections make th‘e”owing Changes to the Department utilize the $213,100,000 in bonding that is authorized in the

of Transportatiors highway and passenger rail programs, bill to partially fund theproject. Long-term capital assets
transportatiorearmarks, and fund transfers: shouldbe financed over a longer period of time in order to

allocatecosts to future users of the project. Prudent financial
Increasetotal funding available for the Major Highway managementlictates that at least a portion of the project
Developmentprogram andSoutheast \8consin Freeway  shouldbe bond financed.

Rehabilitationprogram; Both the Major Highway Development an8outheast

Placea variety of conditions and requirements on the use of Wisconsin Freeway Rehabilitationprograms will have
bonding and distribution of funds to projects under the sufficientbonding authority during the biennium to complete

Southeastisconsin Freeway Rehabilitation program; their scheduled projects.  Existing carryover bonding
authoritywill be used to maintain the same level of funding

Placefundingfor a portion of passenger rail operations in the for the Major Highway Development program that was
Joint Committee on Financg’supplemental appropriation proposedn my budget andoncurred in by the Legislature. In
andspecify procedures to access the funding; addition, the bonding percentage for the Majdighway
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Developmentprogramwould decrease from 57 percent in restrictednature of the transfer to tivedical Assistance trust
fiscal year 2004-05 to 49 percent in fiscal year 2006—07, andfund. This vetoensures sfitient funding is available to meet
only 36 percent of th#larquette Interchange will be funded the needs of those receiving Medical Assistance. It also
with bond proceeds. transfersfunding to meet the top priorities of adequate
funding for schools and protecting property taxpaydtds
Section140 [as it relates to 80.395 (3) (calso provides  my intent that the transfer be comprised of $338,449,000 in
increasedSEG funding of $38,000,000 for preliminary fiscalyear 2005-06 and $88,551,000 in fiscal year 2006—07. |
engineering work on the Milwaukee Zoo  am requesting the department to make the transféhig
Interchange/Highway5 North reconstructiomproject. | manner.
objectto the large amount of funding earmarked for this
project in the next biennium. My budget included a The citizens of this state demand a quality educational
significantincrease to this appropriation to address not only €xperiencéor our children, siicient Medical Assistance for
rehabilitationprojects inSoutheast \lconsin other than the ~ thosein need, and continued economic growth to provide jobs
Marquette Interchange, but also to fund preliminary —andfurther investment in this state rahsportation benefits
engineeringvork on the next phase of Southeassansin all citizens, our businesses and the visitors to our state, and |
freewayreconstruction, the 1-94 South corrid@y liningout ~ havemade sure thahis budget provides generous funding
the departmens s.20.395 (3) (criappropriation and writing ~ increasesto maintain our quality highway and local road
in a smaller amount that deletes $35,000,8&® in fiscal system.
year2005-06, lam partially vetoing the part of the bill which
funds this provision. Furthermore, | am requesting the 36. Local Roads Improvement Pogram
Departmentof Administrationsecretary not to allot these

funds. Funding of $3,000,000 would remain to begin the Sections 140 [asit relatesto s. 20.395 (2) (ff)], 1719L,
preliminaryengineering for the Milwaukee Zdoterchange 1719r, 1741b, 1741d, 1741e, 17419, 1741h, 1741p,
projectby the end of the biennium. i reconstruction ofhe 1741q, 1741s, 1741y, 1741v, 1741x and 1741y

I-94 South corridor set to begin in 2009, reconstruction work : ; :
: . o These sections make changes to the discretiongignt
on the Milwaukee Zoo Interchange project will ridtely portion of the Local Roads Improvement Program.

beginuntil 2016 at the earliest. The remaining $3,000,000 pjgitional funding of $5,000,000 SEG is provided annually
will more than cover the costs of the preliminary study work The changes are as follows:

neededat this time.

) ] Reduce the local match from 50 percent to 45 percent;
Sectionsl40 [as it relates to 80.865 (4) (u)and 9148 (4w)

placefunding for passenger rail service operation in the Joint Allow the Department of fnsportation to allocate up to 20
Committeeon Finances supplemental appropriatioand percentof thecounty funds to projects that have a total cost
specificallyoutlinethe process that the department is required betweer$150,000 and $250,000 in counties thawe a total

to follow in order to access the funding. By lining equalizedvalue that falls in thdowest 20 percent of all
Committee’ss.20.865 (4) (upppropriation and writing in $0,  counties;

| am deleting the $572,700 SEGfiscal year 2005-06 and

$629,9005EG infiscal year 2006-07 that fund this provision. SPecifythat all improvements undéne discretionary grant
Furthermore, | am requesting the Department of portion of the program shall be under contracts and that all
Administratic;n secretary not to allot these funds. ar contractanust be awarded on a competitive basis to the lowest

partially vetoing this provision because object to the  eSPonsibleidder;
Committeeplacing basgrogram funding in its appropriation  pefine the term “improvement” for the discretionary grant

for release. The department, at my direction,idestified — 5ionof the program to meansingle highway construction
thefunding necessary to keep this vital service operating.  prgject that may be let to contract in one or more components,

. . ith a projected lifeof at least ten years and that meets the
Sections 9148 (51) and (5g) require the department to awar(ﬂinimum cost thresholds for the applicable recipient; and
grants to the village of Oregon for streetscaping and

Chippewa County for the construction of a pedestrian Deletea provision that requires the departmemimake a
crossingand handicap accessible ramp related to thesRay’ grant of $2,500,000 to the city oMilwaukee for the

Beachrevitalization project on Lake Mbota. |am partially  reconstructiorof WestCanal Street (this grant does not apply
vetoingthese sections to eliminate these earmarks because dfter December 31, 2005).

objectto the infringement on executive branch authority to
manageprograms. | am partially vetoing section 140 [as it relates @0s395 (2)

(ft)] to remove the$5,000,000 SEG annual increase in
Sectionsl40 [asit relates to s20.855 (4) (v), 4569, 456y fundingfor the program because it is excessive. The budget
533,533 537d, 537e and 9448 (4m) creatmechanismto  that | submitted to the Legislature already increased funding
transfer$268,058,100 SEG in fiscal year 2005-06 from the for the Local Roads Improvement Progréamtwo percent
transportatiorfund to the Medical Assistance trust fund. | am annually. By lining out the departmerst’s.20.395 (2) (ft)
vetoing these sections and partialgtoing sections 9148  appropriationand writing in a smaller amount that deletes
(41), 9148 (4w), 9148 (5f) and 9148 (5g)delete the transfer ~ $5,000,0005EG in each fiscal yedram vetoing the padf
to the Medical Assistance trust fund and, instead, accomplishthe bill which funds this provision. Furthermore, | am
atransfer of $427,000,000 from the transportatior to the requestinghe Department of Administration secretary not to
generafund in the 2005-07 biennium becausibject to the allot these funds.
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| am also vetoing sections 1719L, 1719r41b, 1741d, 4.8 percent increase over the bienniwmnjch is comparable
1741e,17419g, 1741h, 1741u, 17414/741x and 1741y and to increases provided for general transportation and transit
partially vetoing sections 1741p, 1741q and 1741s to aids. In addition, | am requesting the Department of
eliminate the restructuring of the discretionapart of the Transportatiorsecretary tavork with the Milwaukee County
program. | object to these changes because they are unneedegheriffto secure a report on the use of the $1,090,800 provided
The Local Roads Improvement Program is already an annuallyin expressway policing aids and to ensure that
excellentprogram. The proposed changes would not improve moniesare used to maximize highway safety

the program, but merely set separate standards for the

entittementand discretionary portions of the program. 39. LicensePlate Rebasing

Section 140 [asit relates to s. 20.395 (5) (cq)]

Section140 [as it relates to 20.395 (5) (cq) provides an
additional$666,000 SEG in each fiscal year for license plate
rebasing.

37. Highway Engineering Positions

Sections 140 [as it relates to s. 20.395 (3) (cq)] and
9148 (7f)

Section140 [as it relates to 20.395 (3) (cq) provides an
additional $551,500 SEG and 10.0 FTE SEG positians
fiscal year 2005-06 and $1,371,800 SEG a8d FTE SEG
positionsin fiscal year 2006—-07or additional highway
engineering positions.  Although therés no language
authorizingthis position increase, the purpose of the funding
andpositions was included in a Joint Committee on Finance
amendmento the bill. Section 9148 (7f) specifies that the
Departmentof Transportatiormay submit a request under
s.13.100f the statutes to convert up to 6.0 FTE engineering
positionsin fiscal year 2006—07 to other position types that
supportthe departmerd’highway delivery functions.

| object to this increase because it is unneeded at this time.
The Department of fiansportation can utilize base funding to
continuethe rebasing of license platesJnder provisions
included in the biennial budget, theebasing must be
completedoy June 30, 2010. If the departmeletermines
that it does not havesuficient funding to complete the
rebasingby the specified date, the department ceguest
funding in the next biennial budget or request tlia¢
statutoryreplacement schedule be eliminateéxiended. By
lining out the departmerst’'s.20.395 (5) (cqappropriation
andwriting in a smaller amount that deletes the $666,000 SEG
in each fiscal yeat am vetoing the padf the bill which funds

| am partially vetoing section 140 [as it relates 0s395 (3) this provision. Furthermore, | am requesting the Department
(cq)] to remove the additional expenditure authority and of Administration secretary not to allot these funds.
highway engineering positions because the budget that | .

submitted already included amdditional 10.0 FTE SEG 40. Gold Star License Plate

engineeringpositions and related expenditure authority in ;

fiscal year 2006-07. By lining out the departmsnt’ Section 2246n

s.20.395 (3) (cq)appropriation and writingn a smaller This section requires the Department ghiisportation to
amountthat deletes the $551,500 SEG increase provided inconsultwith the Brian LaVblette Scholarship Foundation,
fiscal year 2005-06 and tl#4,371,800 SEG increase in fiscal Inc.,in designing th&old Star license plate for families who
year2006-07, | am vetoing the part of the bill which funds the havehad an immediate family member die in combat while
additional positions. Furthermore, | am requesting the servingin the U.S. Armed Forces. This section also prohibits
Departmentof Administrationsecretary not to allot these thedepartment from specifying a design for this license plate
fundsor authorize the additional position autharity unlessthe design is approvedwriting by the Department of

. . L Veteran Affairs and by the Brian Lavlette Scholarship
| am also vetoing section 9148 (7f) because it is unnecessary-qndationnc.

An administrative process already exists that allows for the
conversionof positions to dfierent classifications without | am partiallyvetoing this section to remove the requirement

legislativeapproval. that the design must be approved in writihg the Brian
LaViolette Scholarship Foundation, Incl object to this
38. ExpresswayPolicing Aids requirementobecause | feel that the Department etevan
Affairs is the appropriateentity to provide final written

Section 140 [asit relates to s. 20.395 (1) (gq)] approvalon the design of this plate. The Department of

. . _ VeteransAffairs represents veterans throughout the state and
Section140 [as it relates to £0.395 (1) (gd)provides an s i the best position to ensure that those who lose their lives
additional$250,000 SEG in each fiscal year for expressway i, action are appropriately honored.

policing aid to Milwaukee County

| am partially vetoing this section because it excessively41. ~ RegionalTransit Authority Membership

increasedunding for expressway policing aids by 24 percent Section 1235e

over the biennium. By lining out the Department of

Transportation's.20.395 (1) (ggpppropriation and writing ~ This section designates the membership of the new regional
in a smaller amount that deletes $200,000 SEG in each fiscalransitauthority in Kenosha, Milwaukee and Raciweinties.
year,l am partially vetoing the part of the bill which furttigss Membership will consist of a total of seven membensiath
provision. Furthermore, | am requesting the Department of threemembers, one fromach county in the region, would be
Administration secretary not to allot these fundsThe appointedby the countyexecutive of each county and
remaining$50,000 SEG in each fiscal year will still provide a approvedby the county board; three members, one from the
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mostpopulous city in each region, would be appointed by the 45,  SafetyStudy

mayorof each city and approvéday the common council; and .

one member from the most populous city in the region, would Section 9148 (3t)

benominated by the Governor and appointed with the adviceTns section requires the Department ghfsportation to
andconsent of the Senate. conductan engineering study in the 2005-07 biennium of the
segmenbf STH 58 in SaukCounty between the Sauk County
andRichland County lineand CTH G. The department is
requiredto make any recommended safety improvements.

| am partiallyvetoing this section to remove the requirement
that the Governds nominee besubject to Senate
confirmation. | object to this requirement becausevduld
causean unnecessary delay in formalizing the appointment of | am vetoing this section becaussbject to this infringement

this position. on executive branch authority to manage programs. As part of
managingthe highway progranthe department monitors
42. Freight Rail Preservation Poogram pavementquality and performsengineering studies to
determinesafety improvements. Thisection limits the
Section 9148 (20) department'sability to devote resources treas with the
greatesheed.

This section requires the Department ghiisportation to

allocate$5,000,000 annually for rail rehabilitation projects 46. SugarRiver State Trail Underpass
and $1,000,000 annually for rail bridge projects in the .

2005-07biennium from bonding provided in the Freight Rail Section 9148 (3s)

PreservatiorProgram. This section requires the Department ahifsportation to
incorporatean underpass for the Sugar River Stasd &t the
intersectionof the trail with STH 69 in the village of New
Glarusin Green County when the department rehabilitates
that segment of highway in the 2005-07 biennium. If the
village agrees with the department on a lower cost safety
improvemeniproject, the department magnstruct the lower
costimprovement.

| am vetoing this section becausebject to this infringement
on executive branch authority to manage programs. While |
supportthe additional bonding authorityrovided for the
Freight Rail Preservation Program, | feel the department
should have maximum flexibility to be able to allocate
fundingfor rail rehabilitation projects, rail bridge projects and
rail acquisitions.

| am vetoing this section because this earmarkii®ecessary

43. Harbor Assistance Pogram The departmentvorks with local governments and the public
whenevem highway project is considered. In this particular
Section 9148 (2) (c) casethere has been no decision from the community on how

this specific part of the project should benstructed. This
This section requires the Department ohisportation to  veto will allow the departmenthe flexibility it needs to
award a harborassistance grant for the construction of a continue working with the community in developing a
dockwallin the city of Marinette at the &dpaca Foundry consensusn this project.

I am vetoing this section because | object to the use of harbor ¢ HEALTH AND FAMIL Y SERVICES
assistancdunds for a project that has not been subject to AND INSURANCE

departmentreview and that is likely ineligible under the

requirement®f the harbor assistance program.
HEALTH AND FAMIL Y SERVICES

44. EisnerAvenue 1 Health Insurance Risk Sharing Plan
(HIRSP) Privatization

Section 9148 (6n)

] ) ) . Sections 140 [as it relates to s. 20.145 (5)], 156w,
This section requires the Department ohiisportation to 320p, 320r, 522c, 535m, 535p, 535r, 1286¢, 1354L,
award a grant of $500,000 from the Local Roads 1406f, 2032m, 2033m, 2033r, 2034c, 2034m, 2035c,
Improvemen®Program in the 2005-0ennium to the city of 2035m, 2036¢, 2036m, 2037¢, 2037m, 2038c, 2038m,
Sheboyganfor the rehabilitation of Eisner w&nue in 2039c, 2039m, 2040c, 2040m, 2041c, 2041m, 2042c,
SheboyganCounty if the city of Sheboygan and town of 2042m, 2043c, 2043m, 2044c, 2044m, 2045¢, 2045m,
Sheboygameach an agreement time payment of the local 2046¢, 2046m, 2047¢, 2047m, 2048¢, 2048m, 2049c,
matchfor the project. 2049m, 2050c, 2050m, 2051c, 2051m, 2052c, 2052m,

. . . . . 2053c, 2053m, 2054c, 2054m, 2055¢, 2055m, 2056¢,
| am vetoing this section because | object tactf@imvention 2056m. 2057¢. 2057m. 2058c. 2058m. 2059¢. 2059m
of the normal approval process for the Local Roads 2060c. 2060m. 2061c. 2061m. 2062¢. 2062m. 2063c.
ImprovemenProgram. A selected group of local government 2065. 2429¢. 2429, 24299’ 2420N. 2420 2429j’
officials currently evaluates the need for these projects. It 2429m 242§p 2429 9121 ,(13p) 0221 (36) 0301
would be unfair to other localinits of government if this (4L), 0321 (4p5, 9341’(19p) and 9421 (5p) '

projectconsumed funding that could have been utilized for
local roadprojects that were approved through the establishedThese sections relate to the creation of a nonprofit
process. organizatiorwith a 13—-member board tiperate the HIRSP
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insurance program for high-risk individuals, which is appropriationsf such lapses or transfers would be a violation
currently administered by the Departmeat Health and of the federal or state constitution. These provisions also
Family Services.The board would have responsibility for all  requirea specified amount of funding be transferred from the
functionsrelated to HIRSIhcluding: designing the benefit generalfund to the taxpayegsrotection fund (renamed in the
packagesetting premiums, copayments and deductilaled; bill from the budget stabilization fund).

determiningeligibility. The transfer of authority would be
effectiveJanuary 1, 2006. At that time, the program would no
longerbe attached to thBepartment of Health and Family
Servicedor administration and oversight. Instead, the board
would largely function independently with limited oversight

providedby the Ofice of the Commissioner of Insurance, |n the bill, it is assumed that $36 million from the sale of
which would collect insurer assessmentstransfer to the  state—ownegroperties would be deposited in the general
board and would ensure théoards benefit packages fund to offset the transfer of general fund revenues to the
compliedwith general insurance laws. renamedudget stabilization fund. | am vetoing the transfer

: : ) of revenues from the general fundite taxpayer protection
I believe that turning to a nonprofit board to operate HIRSP 44 pecause these revenues need to be retained in the general

whichis how many other states operdteir high-risk pools,  f,nq in order to protect public education and property
may be the appropriate approach foiséénsin. Howevei taxpayers.

object to the proposal included in the budget because it
provides almost unlimited authority to the board with Thebill also assumed that the net proceeds famy sale of
extremelylimited state oversight and inadequate protections State—ownegroperties in excessf $36 million would be
for policyholders. | am, therefore, vetoing this proposal in its depositednto the budget stabilization fund. This language
entiretyto return to current lawbut would supporseparate  was eliminated in the veto undehe State Government
legislationin this area. OperationsSection, Budget Management, Item #3 which,
among other things, reversed the renaming of the budget
The proposal in thdudget has several weaknesses. First, it stabilizationfund.
would change the current residency requirement from 30 days _ ) . ) .
to six months; thus delaying the ability of policyholders to DesSPitethe veto of this languagely Administration remains
obtainneeded medical services. Second, the language woul§ommitted to managing state propertiesfeetively and
removethe list of HIRSP benefits froraurrent law and, selllngstate—owned property to improve t_he fiscal stab|I|_ty_ of
instead allow the board broad discretion to define, modify or the state. In partially vetoing this section, the remaining
eliminate benefits. Third, undecurrent law low-income languagewill authorize the Department of Administration
deductiblesubsidies are funded 50 percent by insurers and 505€cretarnyto transfer revenue from the general fund to any
percentby medical providers. The proposal changes this to a@PPropriationaccount or fund. Vth this authority | am
split of 60 percent paid by the participant, 20 percent paid byrequestlngthe Department of Administration secretdoy
insurersand 20 percent by providers. This shift will cost transfer the net proceeds from the sale of unneeded
policyholdersan additional $3.5 millioper year This added ~ State—ownedproperties in excess of $36 million into the
policyholder cost is on top of what they already pay for health Pudgetstabilization fund.

insurancewith a ty_pical_ policyholder annual cost of over \wjith this same authorify am requesting the Department of
$8,000per year for individual coverage. Administrationsecretaryto transfer $235,449,000 in fiscal
year2005-06 from the genertaind to the Medical Assistance
trust fund to be used for ongoing Medical Assistance
expenditures While this amount is $32,609,10#s than the
amounttransferredby the Legislature, 1 am directing the
Departmenbf Health and-amily Services secretary to seek
out opportunities to maximize federal revenues for the
Medical Assistance program. This transfeombined with
the veto to restore the transfer of revenue frahe
transportatiorfund to the general fund (see Environmental
and Commercial Resources Sectiorrafsportation, ltem
d#SS),WiII provide greateflexibility for financing the state’
commitmentio public educatiomand health care for elderly
disabledand low-income families.

| am partially vetoing the first part tiese provisions because
theyinclude unnecessary and redundanguage. Clearly
lapsesor transfers that violate thei$¢onsin Constitution or
U.S. Constitution will not be authorized.

HIRSPis highly regulated through Mtonsin Statutes and
AdministrativeRules and critics of therogram contend the
program needs greater flexibility to operate more like a
commercialinsurer While this contention has merihe
proposalgoes too far in terms of relinquishing state oversight
andprotections for policyholders.

| am willing to work with legislators and HIRSP stakeholders
to develop separate legislation for consideration duitieg
fall 2005 legislative session. Separate legislasbauld,
amongother issues, address oversight of benefit plans an
premiumsand deductibles.

2. Authority to Transfer from the General The Department of Health and Family Services currently has
Fund to Other Funds (Medical Assistance several projects under developmertd increase federal
Trust Fund and Budget Stabilization Fund) revenuefor the Medical Assistance program, and these

projectswill be put forth when the appropriate federal and
Sections 9255 (1) (b) and 9255 (2) stateapprovals are secureth addition, the secretary should

continueto develop program improvements and reforms to
These provisions specify that the Department of containcosts in both this biennium and in the long riime
Administrationsecretary may ndapse or transfer monies to  departmenthas made great strides to lower the costs of
the general fund from &pecified list of program revenue prescriptiondrugs and additionatost containment options
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continueto be developed. The department is committed to am also requesting the Department of Administration
expandinguse of community—based, long—term care services secretarynot to allot these funds.
shownto reduce costs compared to nursing homes, and to

continue to expand the use of managed caseteeboth | continue to favorm $50 increase in the monthly assessment
low-income families and persons with disabilities. All of levied on licensed nursing home beds and would support
theseefforts will help ensure that the growth rate fdedical separatdegislation that implemented a $50 increase in the
Assistancés contained. assessmentSuch a proposal would provide for aglar rate

increasehan funded by this provisioand capture additional
Moreover,there are reasons to expect that costs in the Medicafederalfunds.
Assistancgrogram will be lower in the next biennium. The
state’sseasonally-adjusted unemployment rate has dropped; Community Relocations Initiative
belowfive percentand historical data shows that the Medical
Assistanceaseloadirops shortly after unemployment drops Sections 869 and 9121 (12r)
belowthis threshold. In addition, Mtonsin continues to see
gainsin wages and employment that also will reduce pressureSection 869 specifies that the Department of Health and

onthe Medical Assistance caseload. Family Services can only relocate a Medical Assistance
eligible individual from a nursing home to a community care
3. Nursing Home Bed Assessment — settingin cases where the individugés resided in a nursing
GPR-Earned Revenues homefor at least 100 days. Section 9121 (12r) requires the
departmento submit a report to the Joint Committee on
Sections 537, 1222m and 1223 Financeby January 1, 2007, identifying thefeadts of the

Governor'sCommunity Relocations Initiative.
Thesesections specify that all revenue collected from an
assessmenbn licensed nursing home beds should be | ampartially vetoing section 869 to delete the 100—day stay
depositedn the Medical Assistance trust fund. Under current requirementoecauset would force individuals in need of
law, $13,800,000f these revenues in fiscal year 2004-05 long—termcare services to remain in a nursing home for at
weredeposited in thgeneral fund, and in future fiscal years, leastthree monthsgven in cases when they could be placed in
45 percent of the total revenues from this assessment would b& community care setting long before the 100-day waiting
returnedto the general fund. period has expired. Sincéhe intent of the Community

Relocationslnitiative is to prevent long—term institutional
| am partially vetoing these sections because | object tostays, am directing the department to develop policies which
changingthe existing arrangement under which a portibn  will prevent individuals from entering a nursing home for the
the assessment revenues is returned to the general fund. Thisolepurpose of obtaining a community placement.
veto maintains the requirement that $13,800,000 in
assessmemevenues will be returned to the general fund each! am vetoing sectior®121 (12r) because the department
year, thereby reducing revenues in the trust fund by a alreadyhas to meet significant reporting requirements related
correspondingamount. | am, therefore, directing the to the Community Integration Program Il as part of its
Departmentof Health and Family Services secretary to statutoryobligations. Information about the Community
developnew programs and opportunitiisat will enhance  Relocationdnitiative can be included in existing reporting
revenuesind decrease expenditures in the tiwsd to ofset requirements&nd does not require a separate report.
thereduced revenues from this veto.

0. Functional Screen

4. Nursing Home Rate Increase _
Sections 1132f and 1217r

Section 140 [asit relates to s. 20.435 (4) (b)] o )
These provisions restrict the Department of Health and

This provision increases reimbursement rates for nursingFamily Services from using the long—term care functional
homeservices byn estimated 1.4 percent in each year of the screerto determindevels of care for nursing home residents
biennium. | had recommended the same rate increase in myandto set Medical Assistance reimbursement rates for nursing
budget proposal, but fundedhis rate increase with an homes.

increasedassessment on licensed nursing home beds. The

assessment would have generated over $67 million in newl am vetoing these provisions because | oltfeatpermanent
federalfunding overthe biennium. This new federal funding Statutoryban on theise of the functional screen to determine

madesuch a rate increasef@ilable,but the Legislaturg’ ~ levels of care for nursing home residensd to set
budgetinstead diverts scarce GPR dollémsm property tax ~ eimbursementates for nursing homes. The department will
relief. initially use the federal Minimum Data Set for data for lefel

care determinations rather than the functional screen.
| am lining out the appropriation under2§.435 (4) (bjand However,as the state continues to develop innovative ways to
amwriting in a smallemmount that deletes $5,141,700 GPR deliverlong—term care services in a cosfeefive manner
in fiscal year 2005-06 an$10,118,000 GPR in fiscal year thefunctional screen could prove to be an important tool in
2006-07.By lining out the appropriation under2§.435(4) establishing single standard for measuring levels of ezt
(b) and writing ina smaller amount, | am vetoing the determiningreimbursement rates across all service delivery
additionalGPR in the bill that was added by the Legislature. 1 modelsin the future.
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7. Nursing Home Reimbursement Rates

Section 1128m[asit relates to identifying payments to
nursing homes)

This section directs the Department ldéalth and Family
Servicedo identify the extent tavhich payments are made to
nursinghomes for direct care nursing services.

| am partially vetoing this section because there is no need for

a permanent statutory requirement of thesrt. The
departmentan provide this information as part of its regular
communicationsvith the nursing home industry

8. Pharmacy Reimbursement — Rates for
Brand Name Prescription Drugs

Section 140 [asit relates to s. 20.435 (4) (b), (bc) and
(bv)]

This provision maintains funding for apharmacy
reimbursementate for brand name drugs at the average
wholesaleprice (AVP) minus 13 percent. | had proposed a
rate more aligned with pricepaid by other insurers and
purchasersf prescription drugs, atP minus 16 percent.

The Legislature restored the funding and thus increased

pharmacy reimbursement in the MedicaAssistance,
BadgerCarand SeniorCare programs.

Numerous independent reports have highlighted two
problemswith Wisconsins reimbursement system for brand
namedrugs. First, the rate ¥tonsinpays pharmacies for
these drugs is significantly higher tharpharmacies’
acquisitioncosts. A 2004 report bhe U.S. Ofice of the
Inspector General found the average acquisition cost to
pharmaciegor single source innovator drugs i8R minus
17.2 percent, 4.2 percentage points higher than what
Wisconsinreimburses pharmacies for these drugs.

SecondtheAWP-based system has been repeatedly shown tolO.

be an inefective tool, easily manipulated by manufacturers.
Wisconsinneeds to eliminate the use of akVR-based
reimbursementate and develop methodology that is not
only fair to pharmacies, but also provides the Medical
Assistancgrogram with a reasonable price. | am, therefore,
directing the Department of Healtand Family Services
secretaryto develop a new reimbursement system for
considerationn the 2007-09 biennial budget.

I am lining out the Medical Assistance benedipgpropriation
unders.20.435 (4) (bpnd am writing in a smaller amount that
deletes $2,270,300 GPR in fiscal year 2005-06 and
$3,430,900GPR in fiscal year 2006—07. | am also lining out
the BadgerCare benefitappropriation under 20.435 (4)

(bc) and am writing in a smaller amount that deletes $234,100

minus 13 percent.l am also requesting the Department of
Administrationsecretary not to allot these funds. This veto
will reduce the reimbursement rate for prescription drugs to
AWP minus 16 percent.

9. PharmacyReimbursement — Dispensing
Fees
Section 140 [asit relatesto s. 20.435 (4) (b), (bc) and
(bv)]

This provision maintains funding for a pharmacy dispensing
feeof $4.38 peprescription. As with the reimbursement rate
for brand name drugs, | had proposed a dispensingéee
alignedwith prices paidoy other purchasers of prescription
drugs. My budget reduced the fee to $3.88 pescription.

The Legislature restored the funding and thus reversed the
decreasein the dispensing fee paid under the Medical
AssistanceBadgerCare and SeniorCare programs.

I am lining out the Medical Assistance benedditpropriation
unders.20.435 (4) (bjpnd am writing in a smaller amount that
deletes$613,100GPR in fiscal year 2005-06 and $865,900
GPRin fiscal year 2006-07. | am also lining out the
BadgerCaréenefits appropriation under 20.435 (4) (bc)
andam writing in a smaller amount that deletes $57,800 GPR
in fiscal year 2005-06 and $89,200 GPR in fiscal year
2006-07. Finally, I am lining out the SeniorCare benefits
appropriationunder s20.435 (4) (bv)and amwriting in a
smalleramount that deletes $648,900 GPR in fiscal year
2005-06and $925,400 GPR in fiscal year 2006—8y.lining

out the appropriations under20.435 (4) (b)(bc) and(bv)

and writing in smaller amounts, | am vetoing the additional
GPRin the bill that was added by the Legislature to restore the
dispensindee to $4.38 per prescriptioham also requesting
the Department of Administration secretary not to allot these
funds. This veto will reduce the dispensing fee paid to
pharmacieby $0.50 from $4.38 to $3.88 per prescription.

Prohibition Against Limitations on
Reimbursement for Psychotopic
Medications

Section 9121 (14K)

This section prohibits the Department of Health and Family
Servicesfrom imposing any limitations on reimbursement
under the Medical Assistance, BadgerCare or SeniorCare
programdor psychotropic medications, other than stimulants
andrelated agents or selectigerotonin reuptake inhibitors,
which are prescribed to treat a mental illness. | am vetoing this
sectionbecause | object to this limitation on the departrsent’
ability to manage costs, particularly witspect to managing

use of the most expensive class of drugs available under these
programs.

GPRin fiscal year 2005-06 and $386,400 GPR in fiscal year The department,through its new Prior Authorization

2006-07. Finally, I am lining out the SeniorCare benefits
appropriationunder s20.435 (4) (bv)and amwriting in a
smalleramountthat deletes $1,416,900 GPR in fiscal year

2005-06 and $2,202,700 GPR in fiscal year 2006—07. Bycost-savingpolicies.

lining out the appropriations under2§).435 (4) (b)(bc) and
(bv) and writing in smaller amounts, | am vetoing the
additionalGPR in the bill that waadded by the Legislature to
increasethe reimbursement for brand name drugs YéPA
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Advisory Committee, has taken great care in establishing an
open,evidence—based process through which all prescription
drugs can be evaluated for the implementation of reasonable,
Moreoverin prohibiting any new
limitation on reimbursement, the languageuld prevent the
applicationof a loweraverage wholesale price discount as
directedby the veto on theeimbursement rate for brand name
prescriptiondrugs (see Item #8)f this section were retained,
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it would increase costs in these programysmillions of
dollars, diminishing the ability of the state to finance other
vital health care services under Medical Assistance.

11. Reporton Physician Pescribing Practices
Section 9121 (14p)

This sectionrequires the Department of Health and Family
Servicedo submit by January 1, 2006,ttee Joint Committee

prescriptiondrugs from $1 to $3, the maximum allowgtHer
federallaw. This copayment level is also the same as the
copaymentrequired for brand name prescriptions. This
section was passed with the intention of reducing
expendituresinder Medical Assistanand BadgerCare by
$1,807,600 in fiscal year 2005-06 and $2,530,B0fscal
year2006-07.

| am vetoing this section because it will actually increase, not
decreaseosts. The bedrock of the pharmacy program is the

on Finance and appropriate standing committees of thedepartment'sfforts to encourage the usé generic drugs,

Legislature,a report detailing the prescribing practices of
every physician whois a certified Medical Assistance

provider. The report specifically should identify: (a) the
percentag®f prescriptions written for generic drugs and for
brand name drugs; (b)he number and percentage of
prescriptions requiring prior authorization; and (c) the

numberof prescriptions fobrand name drugs when there is a
genericavailable.

| am vetoing this section because it createsom@rous
reportingrequirementind will not result in interpretable data
that could be used for meaningful policymaking purposes.
Somephysicians may simply work in specialties where there

arenot many generic drugs available to treat their patients.

which save the state tens wifillions of dollars every year
However, if recipients are required to pay the same
copaymenfor generic drugs as for brand name drugs, they
will have nancentive to use the less costly prescriptions. The
departmenprojects that this policy shift would increase the
useof brand name medications, causing Medical Assistance
andBadgerCare expenditures to rigeover an estimated $9
million in fiscal year 2005-06 alone.

14. Outpatient Hospital Reimbursement Rates

Section 140 [asit relatesto s. 20.435 (4) (b)]

The department already collects data, which is used both inThis provision increases reimbursement rates for hospital

prospectiveand retrospective drug utilization reviewo
ensurethat prescriptions are appropriate and co$tegfe.
Giventhe unclear need for this additional data, I\atoing
the reporting requirement.

12. Reporton Capping the Number of Brand
Name Prescription Drugs

Section 9121 (13n)

This sectionrequires the Department of Health and Family
Servicedo deliver a report tthe Joint Committee on Finance
by July 1, 2006, whichanalyzes the fiscal impacts of
restricting the number of brand name drugs a Medical
AssistanceBadgerCare oBeniorCare recipient receives in a
givenmonth. The report woullentify both savings to the

stateand costs incurred by the department in implementing

this policy. | am vetoing this section because it creates
unnecessargeporting requirement.

More importantly 1 do not wish to have the department

servicegprovided on an outpatient basis by $2,500,000 GPR
in each fiscal yeaian estimated five percent increase. | am
lining out the appropriation under 20.435 (4) (b)jandam
writing in asmaller amount that deletes $2,500,000 in each
yearof the biennium. The state canndbal this level of rate
increase. Furthermore, providing hospitals a rate increase
while all other providershave gone without increases for
yearsis simply not fair By lining out the appropriation under
$.20.435 (4) (band writing in a smaller amount, | aratoing

the additional GPR in the bill that was added by the
Legislature. | am also requestinghe Department of
Administrationsecretary not to allot these funds.

15. EssentialAccess City Hospital Payments

Sections 1135¢, 1135d and 1135e

Thesesections modify current law provisions that govern the
distribution of the essential access city hospital (EACH)
supplementahospital paymentinder Medical Assistance
effectiveJuly 1, 2007. The intent of this provision is to expand

spendingts time analyzing proposals that are poor fiscal and the number of hospitals that qualify for thésipplemental

badpublic policy Such arbitrary restrictions to the access of
medicalservices would have a disproportionate impact on

payment. Under current law and the existing Medical
Assistancestate plan, only one hospital qualifies for this

thosepersons who are most vulnerable and most in need ofsupplementapayment.

servicedrom theMedical Assistance program — persons with
cancer, acquired immunodeficiency syndrome or mental
healthissues. States thiadve implemented similar caps have
not demonstrated these policies generate sigyificant
savingsand may actually increase costs é&yacerbating
medicalproblems experienced by the chronically ill.

13. GenericDrug Copayments

Sections 1144p, 1184c, 9321 (9w) and 9421 (11w)

These sections increase the copaymengelhio recipients
under Medical Assistance and BadgerCare for generic
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While | support the intent of helping inner city hospitals with a
largevolumeof Medical Assistance recipients, | am vetoing
thesesections because they create an unfunddgance
commitmentfor the 2007-09 biennium. If the Legislature
wantsto change the qualifying criteria for this supplement to
increaseéhe number of hospitals that qualityshould provide
thefunding to do so. Otherwise, this provision would either
exacerbat¢he structural deficit going into the next biennium
or it would result in a cut to the hospital currently receiving
this supplemental paymentTherefore, | am removing this
advancecommitment. | suppomeviewing this item in a
thoughtful and comprehensive manner which includes
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funding options that can bigest addressed as part of the next increasethe likelihood that access tatal family planning

biennialbudget. serviceswill be restricted. Thousands of low—income women
rely on these service®r their health care. This provision

16. Bariatric Surgery Prohibition riskscompromising the health statoisthese women and their
families.

Sections 1146j, 1157 and 9321 (9q)

Thesesections eliminatéhe coverage of bariatric gary 19.  FosterCare Rates
underthe Medical Assistance and BadgerCare programs. Section 951d

I am vetoing these sections because current state law Stl’iCtly‘hiS section reduces my proposed incrdag‘eontmy foster

limits the availabilityof this service to a medical ergency.  carerates by 50 percent in fiscal years 2005-06 and 2006—07.
Prior authorization requirements recently enacted by the

Departmenbf Health andamily Services make certain that | am partiallyvetoing this section because | object to the rate
the service isonly used when there is a direct and immediate increaseprovided by the Legislature. ig¢onsin has the
medicalthreat to the patient, ensuring the procedure is truly alowestbasic foster care rate in the Midwest. Monthly foster
treatmenbf last resort. Coverage of thegeny is limited to ~ carerates have not been increased since 2001 making it
participantswho are morbidly obese, have failed with other difficult to recruit and retain foster familiesgoovide care for
weight loss treatments, havedacumented commitment to ~ our stateS most vulnerable children. Théeeft of this partial
adhereto a weight management program, and are diagnosed/eto will be to create a five percent increase in monthly foster
with comorbidity medical conditions thaave not responded ~ care rates beginning January 1, 2006. The five percent
to treatment and threaten tatients life. Furthermedical ~ increasewill remain in efect for the remainder of the
professionalshould decide what ia medically necessary bienniumto enhance the recruitment and retention of quality
procedure. It is not surprising that the only physician, in the fosterfamilies.
Legislature voted against this provision. o _ o

20. Termination of Parental Rights Warning in

| am directing the Department of Health and Family Services Subsidized Guardianships
secretary to strictly adhere to the existatgtutorylimitation
of only providing this service in the case of a documented Section 926

medicalemegency. . . . . : .
gency This sectionrequires the juvenile court to verbally notify

parentof the grounds for termination of their parental rights,

as well as the conditions necessdnyr their child to be

returnedhome when theourt appoints a subsidized guardian
Section 1124g for the child. Thesection also permits the court to terminate

the parental rights of a parent who has been so notified if the

This sectionrequires the Department of Health and Family parentfails to visit or communicate with the child fatleast a

Servicedo provide reimbursement for services provided by threemonth period.

healthmaintenance ganizations to Medical Assistance or

BadgerCarerecipients through capitation rates that are | @m vetoing this section becauseistunnecessary and
actuariallysound. burdensomeon the juvenile court and may discourage

prospective guardians and parents from pursuing
| am vetoing this section because it unnecessarily duplicateguardianship.Current law will still permit courts to terminate
federallaw in state law The redundant requirements would parentalrights in guardianship cases if a parent has had no
not change the contracting process tlepartment uses to  contactwith the child for sixnonths or longer and termination
establishreasonable reimbursement rates for prepaid healthof parental rights is in the best interests of the child.
providers,a process already required in order to qudbfy
federal Medical Assistance funding. Furthermorihe 21. Bureauof Milwaukee Child Welfare Report

17. Actuarial Soundness of Health Maintenance
Organization Reimbursement Rates

provisionscould create confusion in the future if federal laws on Caseworker Retention
wereto change, but corresponding changes to state law were .
notenacted. Section 9121 (12d)

18.  Family Planning Funding Preference This provision requires thBepartment of Health and Family

Sections 2133c, 2133f, 2133i, 2133L, 2133n and Servicedo submit a report tthe Joint Committee on Finance
2133p by January 1, 2006, concerning caseworker retention
activities conducted by the Bureau of Milwaukee Child
Thesesections require the Department of Health and Family Welfare. The report must include results of a review of
Servicedo give preference to local public health departments caseworketurnover conducteby the Child Vélfare League
andtribal health centers iawarding state and federal family of America.

planningfunds. These funds are currently distributedugh ) ) i .
acompetitive process. I am vetoing this section because an additional report on

caseworkerretention isunnecessary Two reports have
| am vetoing these sections because this metbbd alreadybeen completed on caseworker retentiaticating
procuremenwill politicize the distribution othese funds and  the need for salary adjustments and additional training. The
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Joint Committee on Finance removétk $841,500 funding
perfiscal year | provided tsupport these recommendations
and, instead, substituted a requirement for an additional
report. The removal of funding is a setback for children who
endure longer stays in out-of-home care when their
caseworker¢eave.

22. Studyof Funding Options for Refugee

Family Strengthening Poject
Section 9121 (13f)

This provision requires thBepartment of Health and Family
Servicesjn consultation with project funding recipients, to

submita report by January 1, 2006, to the Joint Committee on

Finance. The report igo identify alternative funding sources
for the Refugee Family Strengthening Project.

| am vetoing this section because a report on funding
alternativeds unnecessaryl support the goal of identifying
alternative funding sources for the Refugee Family
StrengtheningProject and am requestirige department to
developsuch options.

23. Studyof Evidence—Based Practices
Section 9121 (130)

This section directs the Department ldéalth and Family
Servicedo submit a report to the Legislature by December 31,

25. SupplementalSecurity Income Managed

Care Expansion Reporting Requiement
Section 9121 (13w)

This section instructs the Department of Health Bachily
Servicego submit a report tthe Joint Committee on Finance
by January 1, 2007, regarding the progress of the
SupplementaSecurity Income managed care expansion.

I am vetoing this section because the department can respond
to requests for information related to this program without
beingdirected to do so in the statutes.

26. Health Care Information Study and Reports

Sections 20679, 9101 (6) and 9101 (7q)

Section 9101 (6) requires the Department of Health and
Family Services to study the feasibility of creating a
centralizedphysician information database through a public
and private sector cooperativeffort. The department is
required to submithis report to the Joint Committee on
Financeby March 1, 2006.

| am partially vetoing the requirement that the study of this
issue,which is already ongoing, be submitted to fwént
Committee on Finance in March 2006 because it is
unnecessary. | am retaining the language directing the
department to study this issue because pursuing a
collaborativearrangement witthe private sector to provide
useful health care information is very important to all
purchasersand providers of health care.

2006,regarding how evidenced-based practices in substanc&ections2067g and 9101 (7q) require the department to

abuseand mental healtlreatment are determined for the
purpose®f awarding grants for coungubstance abuse and
mental health treatment programs.

| am vetoing this section because requiring the reigort
unnecessary. | support the goal of identifying sound
evidenced-basepractices for substance abuse amehtal
healthtreatment and am requestitige department continue
its work in this area.

24. SupplementalSecurity Income Benefits

Appropriation

Sections 140 [asit relatesto s. 20.435 (7) (ed)], 331f
and 1188d

Sections140 and331f change the existing supplemental
securityincome benefits appropriation from a sunfisignt
appropriatiorto a sum certain appropriation. Sectidi®8d
permitsthe Department of Health and Family Services to
requestadditional funding from the Joint Committee on
Finance for this appropriation if budgeted funding
insufficientto meet caseload demand.

| am partially vetoing sectiob40 and vetoing section 331f
because&keeping the appropriation as a sumfisignt will
give the department the maximum possible flexibility in
managinghis program. | am vetoing sectiob8Bdbecause
this provision is unnecessary if the appropriation is
maintainedas a sum sti€ient.
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addresgleficiencies identified in a Legislative Audit Bureau
reporton the physicians fi€e visit data program and report
its progress in implementing the recommendations to the
Joint Committee on Finance and Joint Legislatifadit
Committeeby November 30, 2005.

| am vetoing section 9101 (7q) to delete the reporting
requiremento both committees because it is unnecessary
The Joint Legislative Audit Committee already has the
authorityto request the department to report to the committee.

I am alsovetoing section 2067g, which contains the specific
items that the department should fix, because further
legislativedirectionis unnecessaryThe department is aware

of the problems that need to be corrected and has already
committedto making improvements.

27. Joint Services Study

Sections 1225m and 9121 (12q)

These sections require the Departments of Corrections,
VeteransAffairs, and Health and Family Servicesjamtly
develop aplanthat analyzes how certain functions, such as
personneland groundskeeping, can be shared betvieen
agenciesat the Northern and Southef@enters for the
DevelopmentallyDisabled. The report would be submitted to
the Joint Committee on Finance by December 31, 2005.

| am vetoing these sections becatisgy are unnecessary
These agencies have already begwvorking with the
Departmenof Administration to address the consolidation of
servicesat these Centers.
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D. JUSTICE

CIRCUIT COURTS
Register in Probate Copy Fee
Section 2448m

This section increases the per page copycfeged by the
registerin probate from $1 to $1.25.

An evaluation of the physical condition; security;
environmental;health and safetgoncerns; and housing,
program and food service capacity of each correctional
institution.

A determination of the operating capaciy the states
correctionakystem basedn the mission of the Department of
Correctionsappropriate space occupancy guidelines; model
operating capacities that accountor inmate security
classification,gendey age, health conditiorprogrammatic
needsand length of incarceration; a comparison tioé

| am vetoing this section because | object to the increased feguidelinesand models with current conditions at correctional

chargedo individuals who access registerprobate services
throughtheir county court system. Thedegft of this veto is a
returnto current law with the per page copy fee of $1.

CORRECTIONS

2. Pilot Program for Pharmaceutical

Contracting

Section 9109 (2q)

This section requires the Department of Corrections to create

a pilot program under which a private contracteould
supply and distribute pharmaceuticals at one of the
department'sadult institutions if the contract would result in
costsavings.

| am partially vetoing this section to allow the pilot to be
operated at more than one institution.

providethe department with the flexibility to achieve greater
costsavings.

3. Study of Funding for Long—Term Care

Inmates
Section 9109 (30q)

This section requires tHeepartment of Corrections to submit
to the Legislature by June 30, 2006, a report on the cos
reductiondor the care of inmates who are not a threat to the
community and who requireextended nursing care. The
studywould examine theossibility of using other revenues
to pay for the care of such inmates in a setting other than
conventionafacility infirmary.

| am partially vetoing this section to remove the reporting

date. | support the intent of the Legislature to control the costs

of prison health care, but want to ensure the departhaent
the time it needs to carefully consider the use of other
revenuesand the ramifications of placing inmates in the
communitybefore they have fully served their sentences.

4. Facilities Study

Section 9105 (14x)

This section requires the Buildin@ommission and the
Departmentof Corrections to prepare aontract for the
preparatiorof a strategic plan for state correctional facilities
through2016. The plan must include all of the following:
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| am committed to
lowering health care costs in the prison system and want to5

institutions;and the optimal design and operational system
for each correctional institution.

A determination of the operating capacity shortfall within the
statecorrectional system through 2016.

Recommendationfor building projects antudgets, and the
potentialuse of out—of-state and county jail bed contréxts
addressany identified operating capacity shortfalls within the
correctionakystem.

The section specifies that the Buildil@pmmission pay for
the cost of the study arelibmit the results to the Governor and
the Legislature by September 1, 2007.

| am vetoing thissection because it is unnecessarijhe
Department of Corrections and the Department of
Administrationare already working on a strategic plan for
correctionalffacilities. | am requesting that the departments
continuetheir eforts in preparation for the next budget.

Unit Supervisors
Section 2221m

This section prohibits the Department of Corrections from
employinga unit supervisoor a person having comparable
duties to supervise correctional institution security fstaf
unlessthe person directly reports to the instituteeécurity
director.

tl am vetoing this section because | object to the limits it places

on the departmerg’ ability to manage correctional

institutions. These positions improve the departneealtility
to effectively manage program costs and corrections

aoopulationsby coordinating inmatesecurity health care,

mentalhealth, food service, maintenance and programming.

6. Contract Bed Funding

Section 140 [asit relates to s. 20.865 (4) (a)]

This section includes $3,000,000 GPRfie Joint Committee
on Finances supplemental appropriation for additional
prisoncontract beds in fiscal years 2005-06 and 2006-07.

I am vetoing this section because | objextplacing the
additional funding in the Joint Committee oRinance
appropriation. There is siicient funding in the Department

of Corrections for prison contract beds in the biennium. | am
lining outthe appropriation under20.865 (4) (ajand writing

in asmaller amount that deletes $1,500,000 in each fiscal year
I am also requesting the Department of Administration
secretarynot to allot these funds.
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7. Saleof Inmate Products securedcorrectional facilities daily rates for the subsequent
biennium.
Sections 2239m, 22409 and 2240r

. . ) The Department of Administration to include 50 percent of
Thesesections authorize the Department of Corrections to sellany projected deficit in the cost basis for the calculation of
productsproduced by stateorrectional inmates on the open  daijly rates for each year of the subsequent biennium, and the
marketif the products are produced as part deehnical  Departmentof Administration secretary to reserve, for the
college course provided to inmatesThe provision also  purposeof retiring the deficit, the share of the daily rate
eliminatesthe requirement that products manufactured by revenuethat is proportionate to the sharethué increased cost
statecorrectional inmates as part of vocational training may pasisassociated with the estimated deficit. Any revenue
only be ofered for sale othe open market if the purpose of reservedfor this purpose thaéxceeds the amount of the
thesale is to suppothe institutions or agencg mission oris  deficit must be reimbursed to the counties and the state in a
for some other charitable purpose and the sale has beemannemproportionate tahe total number of days of juvenile
approveddy the Prison Industries Board. placementsit the facilities for each county and the state.

| am vetoing thessections because | object to changing the | am vetoing sections 295h and 2210m and partially vetoing
current law approach to thesale of inmate-produced sections295g and 9409 (1x) dkese sections relate to future
products. This reduced regulation and oversight of the sale of juvenile correctional services deficits to maintain the
productsmade with inmatéabor could prove detrimental to  department’s flexibility to effectively manage juvenile
privatebusiness, indust,rymd labor in Wéconsin. The Prison programs.These provisions WOU.UIB.CG an undue burden on
Industries Board, which includes representatives from privatecountiesby requiring the Department of Corrections to giear
business, should set policy regardinghe impact of  countiesto recover deficits in the appropriation.
inmate—producegroducts on businesses and industries.

10. Youth Diversion Program in Ward 3 in the

8. Juvenile Correctional Facility Cost City of Racine
Reduction
Section 88p
Section 9109 (1e)

This provision directs the Department of Corrections to
This section requires thiepartment of Corrections to submit  allocate $100,000in fiscal years 2005-06 and 2006-07,
aplan to close one secured correctional facilityjdeeniles fundedfrom penalty assessment receipts administered by the
or achieve operational savings ftient to reduce théaily Departmentof Justice for the purposes of entering into a
rate for secured correctional facility care in fiscal year contractwith an oganization in Velrd 3 in the city of Racine to
2006-07to $187, which was the daily rate for fiscal year provideservices in Racine County to divert youths from gang
2004-05. The provision specifies that the plan must be activities.
submittedto the Joint Committee on Finance by March 1,

2006,and is subject to a 14—day passive review process. | am partially vetoing this provision because | object to
limiting the receipt of funding to a single ward in an individual

| am partially vetoing this section becausdject to requiring  city.  Instead, these funds should be accessible to
the department to make reductions to reach an arbitraryorganizationsacross the state that have identified youth
number. The efect of this veto will be to remove the diversionas a priority The goals of youth diversion are
requirementhat the plan be submittéy March 1, 2006, and  importantto Wisconsin, and my veto retains the additional
to remove theequirement that the reductions restore the daily $100,000for these purposes.

rateto $187. Given the current juvengepulation, closing an

institutionis not possible at this time. Howeykam asking JUSTICE

the department to provide information to the Legislature by

January2007 on the costs of operating juvenile correctional 11. County Law Enforcement Services Grant
facilities and realisticreductions in operational costs that

couldbe made in the future. The development ofréport Section 140 [asit relates to s. 20.455 (2) (k)]

\(ljvil.l,lcuzl;?c\)lvmmﬁegg?sasrggsnt to engage stakeholders in AThis section authorizes $1,000,000 in PR-S funds for the
’ countylaw enforcemenservices grant administered by the
Departmentof Justice. This program is one of three that

9. Juvenile Corr ectional Services Deficit providesgrants for law enforcement to counties and tribes.

Sections 2959, 295h, 2210m and 9409 (1X) The county law enforcement services grant is avai_lable to any
countythat borders one or more federally recognized Indian
These provisions require all of the following: reservations and has not established a cooperative

county-tribal law enforcement plan under the separate

The Department of Corrections, prior to the end of each Departmenbf Justice grant program.

odd-numberegear to estimate unexpended revenues, less
encumbrances, that will remain in thevenile correctional I am partially vetoing section 140 [as it relates 20455 (2)
servicesappropriation on June 3 that year If the estimated  (kq)] because | object to tlexcessive increase in funding for
balanceis projected to be negative, the Department of this program over current levels. By lining out the
Administration must include the amount of the estimated department’'sappropriation under 20.455 (2) (kq) and
deficit in the cost basis for the calculation of the proposed writing in a smaller amount that deletes $450,000 PR-S in
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eachfiscal year| am maintaining current funding levels for

improving Wisconsins justice system.This is a necessary

the program in addition to funding a new earmark of $300,000 tool for the Ofice of Justice Assistande achieve maximum

for Forest County | amalso requesting the Department of
Administrationsecretary not to allot these funds.

12. DrugLaw Enforcement and Crime

Laboratories Appropriations Lapse

Section 9229 (2K)

This provision requires all unencumbered balances exceedingl

$175,000 in the appropriations related to drug law

enforcementaind crime laboratories be lapsed to the general

fund for fiscal years 2005-06 and 2006-07.

| am partially vetoing this provision because | object to the

unjustified retention of $175,000 in each fisgaar in the
relatedappropriations. My vetdapses all unencumbered
balancest the end of fiscalears 2005-06 and 2006-07 and
contributesadditional money to the general fund.

OFFICE OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE

13. Interagency and Intra—Agency Aids

Appropriation
Section 415x

This section repeals the interagerayd intra—agency aids
appropriationof the Ofice of Justice Assistance. This
appropriationis authorizedto receive money from other
appropriatioraccountof the Department of Administration

effectivenes®f this stated goal.

E. STATE GOVERNMENT
OPERATIONS

BUDGET MANAGEMENT
Lapse to General Fund
Sections 9255 (1) (title) and 9255 (1) (a)

This nonstatutory provision directs the Department of
Administrationsecretary to lapse certain dollar amouirds
specificagency appropriations to the general fund.

In light of other vetoes, this provisias not broad enough to
fully lapse all required funds from the agencies. | am,
therefore partially vetoing this provision to increase the total
lapseamount to $71,234,800 over the biennium. This revised
lapseamount will allow the Department of Administration
secretanto lapse not just the original program revenue lapses
($34,125,500)n the provision, but also twapture the lapse
relatedto the elimination of attorney positions ($724,900), the
savingsrelatedto my Accountability Consolidation and
Efficiency (ACE) initiative ($35,500,000)and the lapse
relatedto land information aids ($884,400).

Lapsegelatedto the ACE initiative will be identified as that
initiative is implemented over the course of the 2005-07

andfrom otherstate agencies and to use those monies for aid?iennium. Similarly, the vacant attorney positions will not be

to individuals or oganizations.

| am vetoing this section becausebject to this infringement
on executive branch authoritto manage programs. The
Office of Justice Assistancgemission is to provide

eliminated until June 30, 2007, and, consequenthapse
amountscannot be immediately assessed to agencies. Further
guidanceto agencies will be provided in the upcoming
monthsthat will help them plan for these lapses.

Consistentwith the program revenue lapse amounts in this

financial resources to state agencies, local governments angbrovision,| am directing thédepartment of Administration

private nonprofit oganizations thatare committed to

secretaryto lapse the following amounts per agency per year:

2005-06Fis 2006-07 Fis
Agency cal Year cal Year

20.505 Administration, Department of
(1)(iv) $21,700 $0
(1) (ka) 35,900 0
(1)(ke) 1,818,900 0
(1)(kL) 7,500,000 0
(1) (ke) 427,100 0
(4)(hc) 36,800 0
4@)(k) 150,000 0
(5)(ka) 5,453,600 0
(5)(kb) 1,250,000 0
(8)(h) 56,700 0
8)0) 100,000 0
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20.115
0

20.433
()

20.143
(L)(gm)
(3)(ga)
(3)0)

20.507
(1)(h)

20.435
(6)(m)
(8)(kx)

20.145
(1)

20.455
(1) (km)

20.255
(1)(hg)

20.165
()

20.566
(1)(9)
(1)(gb)
(D)
(1)(ha)
(2)(h)
(3)(gm)

20.545
0

20.292
W)
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Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection, Department of

Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention Board

Commerce, Department of

Commissioners of Public Lands, Board of

Health and Family Services, Department of

Insurance, Gice of the Commissioner of

Justice, Department of

Public Instruction, Department of

Regulation and Licensing, Department of

Revenue, Department of

State Employment Relations, fleé of

Bchnical College System, Board of

413

325,000

35,700

25,100
24,600
1,353,600

60,800

250,000
151,800

1,538,300

133,100

176,100

3,881,600

164,000
34,000
31,100
59,600

222,200

145,100

15,000

118,300

35,700

25,100
24,600
1,428,700

60,800

250,000
278,300

3,038,300

133,100

176,100

2,662,000

169,000
39,000
31,100
59,600

100

118,300
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2. Transfer from the Joint Committee on

Finance Appropriation
Sections 9155 (4) (c) and 9155 (5dv)

Thesenonstatutory provisions allow agenctesrequest the
Joint Committee on Finance to restore, under th&3s10
processapproximately $96 million of the $100 million GPR
eliminated as a result of the Senae’2.3 percent
across—the—boarstateoperations reduction and clarify the
implementationof lapses and transfers to the genéuad
related to unfunded liabilities under the ig¢onsin
RetirementSystem.

State agencies have already taken significaqterating

budgetreductions in this budget and in past budgets. Further

across—the—boareéductions are problematic for a variety of

reasonsincluding an untenable and highly questionable cut
of over $150,000 per year to the operations of the Departmen

of Military Affairs. | object wholeheartedly to this reduction
in support for National Guard operations as&vnsin service
menand women are defending freedom abrokadamples
like this are no doubthy the Senate moved the money and

| am vetoingsections 15m, 68i and 68j in their entirety and
partially vetoing section536 because the provisions are
redundantind unnecessary given current.law

In addition, | object to the treatment of the budget stabilization
fund, which was created to help cushion the impact of an
economiadownturn. The concern that balaneék build up
in excess of ten percent of the amount budgeted for
expenditureseems unwarranted given past experiengan |
alsovetoing the name change of the budget stabilization fund
in these sections. This change accomplishes nothing and is
not warranted. As a result, the language directing net
proceedsin excess of $36 million from the sale of
state—ownegroperties is eliminated. As discussed in the
assetsales portion of the Health and Family Services and
InsuranceSection, Health and Family Services, Item #2 veto,
my Administration is committed to managing state real estate
ost—effectivelyand sellingassets as warranted to improve
he state$ financialcondition and fund our higher priorities of
educationhealth care and economic development.

Membersof the Assembly havpublicly uiged me to veto
these provisions which were included in kte—night

the responSib”iw to determine the exact cuts to the Joint amendmen$imp|y so the Senate could pass the budget This

Committeeon Finance in a middle—of-the—night amendment.

| am partially vetoing these sections to authorize the

Departmentof Administration secretary to transfer funds

from the Joint Committee on Finance appropriation back to 4.
the agencies in amounts not to exceed those listed in this

section. The secretary will notify agencies formally when
thesetransfers will occur and regarding the procedurdseto

vetoobliges their request.

ADMINISTRATION
AssetSales Reporting Dates
Sections 9101 (4) (a) 1. and 9101 (4) (b)

Theseprovisions direct thédepartment of Administration

followed. These restored funds will be reflected in the budget secretanyto review allholdings of state—owned real property
basesof the afected agencies for purposes of the 2007-09 for potential sale no later than July 1, 2006, and to submit a

biennialbudget process.

Finally, to assist state agencies in manadhwjr budgets, |
amdirecting the Department of Administration secretary to
apportion,as quickly as possible, the remaining $4 million
reductionin amanner that minimizes the impact on critical
servicego Wisconsin citizens.

3. Limit on Expenditure of General Fund

Revenues

Sections 10m, 15m, 17m, 65m, 66m, 68a, 684, 68i, 68j,
81p, 85, 87d [as it relates to s. 16.896 (3)], 126¢,
126m, 137m, 140 [asit relates to s. 20.875 (title) and
(2) (g)], 482m, 482n, 482p, 482r, 520m, 536 and 9255
2

Thesesections establish an additional limit on general fund

expendituredeginning in fiscal year 2007-08; change the

reportto the Building Commission no later than October 1,
2006, containingan inventory of specific properties to be
sold.

| am partially vetoing these provisions to removedkact
datesfor the initial review andhe report to the Building
Commission.Having specific dates in the budget bill is not
necessary Staf at the department are alreadgviewing
state—ownedeal properties and assessing which properties
are appropriate for disposition based on performing the
businessfunctions of the state in the most costeefive
manner As each determination is made, the recommendation
and supportinganalysis will be forwarded to the Building
Commissiorfor its review and approval.

5. Vacant Attorney Positions

Section 9155 (1w)

name of the budget stabilization fund to the taxpayer Tpjs provision directs the Department of Administration
protectionfund; specify that excess general fund revenues beggcretaryto eliminate 13.0 FTE executive branch attorney

deposited in the taxpayer protection fund; require a
recommendatiofrom the Governor and a three—fourths vote

positions,excluding attorney positions at the University of
WisconsinSystem State Investment Board and Department

of each house of the Legislature to appropriate money fromgf Employee Tust Funds, that become vacant before June 30,

thefund; specify that balances in the fund above ten percent o

theamount budgeted for expenditure in tfistal year must
bereturned to the taxpayers through reductiostate income
taxes;and, finally direct net proceeds in excess of $36 million
from the sale of state—owned propertiesdeposited in the
renamedudget stabilization fund.

414

007.

I am partially vetoing this provision to remove the exemption
for the University of Visconsin System, thereby increasing
the number of attorney positions available to meet the
requirementf this provision. The attorney consolidation
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initiative | proposed would have resulted in the need for 13.0 8. Video Gaming Devices and Pari-Mutuel

FTE fewer attorney positions through moreficént Race Track Licensing

deploymenbf legal resources aradstreamlined management

structure. While the Legislature mandated the sagwiction Sections 1430m, 14300, 2422b, 2422c, 2422d, 2422e,

of attorney positions, it blocked the accompanfiigiency 2422f, 24229, 2422h, 24221, 2422), 2422, 2422m,

and management improvements thratide the reductions 2422n, 24220, 24220m, 2422p, 2422q, 2422r, 2422s,

possible. Consequentlfinding eficiencies in legal services 2422t, 2422tm, 2422u, 2422um, 2422v, 2422vm,

will now be more difcult and expansion ofhe pool of 2422w, 2422wm, 2422X, 2422xm, 2422y, 2423c,

positionsis necessary 2423d, 2423e, 2423f, 2423g, 2423gm, 2423h, 2423,
2423j, 2423k, 24231, 2423m, 2423n, 24230, 9101 (9r)
and 9401 (2q)

6. Saleof State—Owned Heating, Cooling and

Wastewater Teatment Facilities Theseprovisions modify the current law use of video gaming

machinesas they relate to simulcast wagering. Specifically
theseprovisions authorize a license for the sponsorahip
Sections 16m, 16n, 83m, 85¢, 85r, 87d, 87h, 87k, 87L, managemenif video gaming devices which display a
163m, 167m, 172m, 193m, 286m, 288m, 364c, 384t, facsimile of a dog or horse race that has beesviously
413m, 795f, 9101 (10v) and 9455 (3w) conductedat another racetrack. They also permaneaphgal
the current law simulcast racing and intertrack wagering
Thesesections require the Department of Administration ~ restriction that requires, éctive January 1, 2007, that
sell or contract with a private entity to operate each wageringon simulcast races must be conducted at a racetrack
state—ownedheating, coolingand wastewater treatment Only as an adjunct to, and not in place of wagering on live
facility. The net proceeds of the sales are to be deposited int@n—trackracing.
the budget stabilization fund. Imaddition, 270.92 FTE

positionsin six state agencies are eliminated as of April 2007. Additionally, these provisions prohibit the Department of

Administration from imposing any fee on a i¥¢onsin
licenseefor receiving simulcast races from out-of-state

| am vetoing these sections because the requirdmesell or racetracksor simulcasting races to an out-of-state legal
contractfor theoperation of every such facility regardless of \yageringentity.

the individual circumstancedgeasibilities and benefit—cost
economicgs not a good business approach. Further,these provisions create a single license category for:
(a) the ownership and operation of a racetrack at which
As aresult of this veto, the facilities will remain operational. Pa&ri-mutuelvagering is conducted; arfd) the sponsorship
While | cannot restore the 270.92 FTE positions eliminaged ~ 2ndmanagement of any race which pari-mutuel wagering
the Legislature, | am asking the Department of IS conducted, but which is not located at a. fair
Admi_nistrﬁtionshecretaré/ to purs;]Je _thed reséoratiomruﬂsle Lastly, these provisions provide that a license for a person
positionsthroug pfr%ce. ures authorized under current law 10 o serating a concession standaatcetrack be subject to a
ensurecontinuity of basic services. maximum$75 annual renewal licensing fee.

| am vetoing these provisions because | object to the expanded

7. Limitations on Resale of use of video gaming devices for simulcast pari-mutuel
Telecommunications Services by State wagering. This is nonfiscal policy that does not belong in a
Agencies budget. In addition, these provisions, taken togethaise

serious constitutional concerns by potentialgxpanding
Sections 94m and 695q gambling.

While | am vetoing allof these provisions, | am willing to
These sections specify that a state agency may use considernarrowly focused legislation thatould delay the
telecommunicationservices that it procures only fdine sunsetof the current law provision allowing simulcast
agency’sown purposes to fulfill its mission and that it may not intertrackwagering.
offer, resell or provide services that are available from a
private telecommunications carrier to the general public or 9. Paymentof Fiscal Year 2004-05 MHEC

private entities. Arexception to this restriction is made if Membership Dues
thereis a consortium agreement ifieet as of June 1, 2005, to _
provideservices to memberganizations. Section 9101 (10k)

. . i i This provision requires that the Departmenof
| am partially vetoing thesgections to remove the exception - Agministrationpay membership dues, rtotexceed $82,500,
grantedin the budget for an existing consortium in order to o, the previous fiscal year for the Midwestern Higher

preservehe ability to maximize &tiency. The economi_es of EducationCompact from grogram revenue appropriation
scaleneeded to support the least costly and redisttive within the agency

telecommunicationsn a statewide enterprise level require a
consolidatednd coordinated approach. This capability is not | am vetoing this provision because | objedthis earmarking
servedby exceptions for consortium agreements. of payments.

415
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10. constructioncosts,despite the fact that the g&t includes
both construction and nonconstruction relateorrowing.
Thetaget alsodoes not allow for consideration of program
requirement®r regulatory requirements that may impact the
commission’s recommendations for new gener&lind

supportecborrowing.

RequiredReports on Information
Technology

Sections 9101 (11k) and 9101 (12k)

Theseprovisions require the Department of Administration to
reportto the Joint Committee on Finance on plans to laase
new data center and the associated hardware and software
costs. Also, any proposed acquisition of major management
information system project resources is made subject to
Committeereview under a 14—day passive approval process.

EMPLOYEE TRUST FUNDS

Required Nonrepresented State Employee
Retirement Contributions

Sections 7376, 737r, 9101 (7k) and 9414 (1k)

13.

| am vetoing these provisions because theyianecessary
The Department of Administratiomemains committed to
working with the Legislature on these issues. Howgever
legally mandated reportsinnecessarily limit information
sharingand dialogue on these matters.

These sections require nonrepresented stateployees,
including University ofWisconsin faculty and academic $taf
to begin paying 1.5 percent of earnings into thisddhsin
RetirementSystem, dective September 1, 2005. Currently
the state, as the employepays this portion of the total
employee-requirectontribution for all represented and
nonrepresenteemployees.

11. PensionObligation Lapses and Tansfers

Section 79

This section codifies how the Departmentafministration
secretarywill administer the lapses and fund transtetated
to unfunded retirement liability debt service.

The GPR amounts budgeted in agencies for the 1.5 percent
portion of the retirement contributions would lapse to the
generalfund. Comparable tfets would occur with other

| ampartially vetoing this section to ensure the budget intent sourcef funding.

to realize savings through the issuance of pension obligation . . .

bondsis achieved while the goal of property tax relief and | @M Vetoing these sections because they present serious legal
adequateschool funding is met under the Education and andpolicy implications.

WorkforceDevelopment Section, Public Instruction, Item #4.  aAqding these sections to the budget bill in a late night, last

This veto will allow the Department of Administration to  yinyteefort to secure votes did not allow for public input or a
allocatethe costs of repaying the pension obligation bonds noroughdebateof the issues. For good reason, the statutes
andfully recoup the savings residing in agency fringe benefit requirethat bills and amendments related to the retirement

lines. systemandpension contributions be referred to the legislative
JointSurvey Committee on Retirement Systems.
BUILDING COMMISSION Increasinghe employes required contribution may impair
12.  General Fund Supported Borowing Target contractuafights.

These provisions create disparities among employees’
compensatiomand benefit funding.
Thesesectionsestablish a taet increase of general fund

supported borrowing for the long-range state building 10 Maintain a neutral fiscal fect to the general fund
program beginning in the 2007-09 biennium. Thisgeris associatedvith thisveto, | am requesting the Department of

setinitially at $480million and is adjusted each biennium by Administration secretary use the authority granted under
the percentage change in construction costs and reduced by: 16-50 Wisconsin Statutes, to prudently manage
generaffund borrowing already authorized, but not yet issued, a/lotmentof funds in order to producefsétting lapsesluring
andgeneral fund supported borrowing contained in executive PUdgetmplementation.

bills and other legislation.

Sections 16p and 16r

REGULATION AND LICENSING

Transfer of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse
Counselor Certification

Sections 2337am, 9121 (125) (am) and 9421 (10q)

| am vetoing theseections in their entirety because they are
unnecessaryThe State of igconsin Building Commission
existsto review the statbuilding program and debt issuance
strategies. The commission already considers general fund
revenuesand debt service, general fund borrowing already
authorizedbut not yetissued, and general fund supported . o _
borrowingcontained in executive bills and other legislation as Theseprovisions transfer the certification and regulation of
it develops recommendations for additional general fundAlcoholandOther Drug Abuse (AODA) counselors from the

14.

supportedorrowing. A statutory tget is unnecessary given
thisrole.

Furthermorethe taget is artificial as its created by setting a
$480million starting point based on information from one

Departmenbf Health and Family Services to the Department
of Regulation and Licensing fettive January 1, 2006.
Includedin these provisions is the creation of a certification
reviewcommittee to advise the Department of Regulation and
Licensingon proposed rules. The majority membership of

yearand inflating the amount based on percentage changes ithis committee is to be recommended by thésadhsin
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Associationon Alcoholism and Other Drug Abuses, Inc. taxyear 2007, 80 percent ftax year 2008 and 100 percent in
(WAAODA). Also included in this provision is an exemption taxyear 2009.
from certification for any physician who specializes in

psychiatry. Other physicians would be subject to the new ! @m partially vetoing this provision to start the full 100
certification. percentexclusion of Social Security benefiise year earlier

beginningin taxyear 2008 which makes the benefit of the full
| am partially vetoing the fctive date of this provision  exclusionavailable taSocial Security recipients sooner rather
becausdhe Departmendf Regulation and Licensing needs thanlater and which provides $16.2 million more in tax relief
additionaltime to prepare for this transfer to these individuals by the end of fiscal year 2008-09.

Additionally, while WAAODA should have input into 2

determiningthe certificationcommittee membership, the Private School and Homeschooldx Credit

final appointment authority should be the Department of Sections 140 [asit relatesto s. 20.835 (2) (e0)], 451u,
Regulationand Licensing secretary am, therefore, vetoing 1311p, 1312m[asit relatesto s. 71.07 (8r)], 1312u [as
therequirement that a majority membership of the committee it relates to the private school and homeschool tax
berecommended by WAODA. credit] and 9341 (10p)

Lastly, | believe that all licensed physicians should be able to Thesesections create a refundable individual income tax
practice AODA counseling without special certification  creditof $100 per eligibleupil enrolled in kindegarten or
underthis provision. The W¥consin Medical Society already gradesone to twelve at an eligible private school or
certifiesphysicians for AODA counseling. | am, therefore, home-basegbrivate educational prograih the pupil is a
partially vetoing the provision to remove the exemption for a dependenof the claimant. The credit is fundedth a sum

physicianspecializing in psychiatry because it is unnecessary sufficient GPR appropriation and begins for tax year 2006.
This partial veto will allow all licensed physicians to provide
AODA counseling without further certification. I am vetoing this provision because it undermines the state’

ability to properly fund public education. This tax credit takes
over$14,000,000 annually from the general fund and gives it

VETERANS AFFAIRS to residents whose children are not in public schoBlgen

15. Operational Efficiency Consultant homeschoolingictivists have registered their dislike of this
credit, objecting to additional government involvement in
Section 140 [asit relates to s. 20.485 (1) (gk)] homeschooling.

This provisionprovides $200,000 in additional expenditure ; i
authority to the Department offeterans Afairs to hire a 3. Adoption Expenses Cedit
consultanto determine how the department can operate the Sections 1286L.m, 1311ia, 13120 and 9341 (4K)

veterandhomes at King and Union Grove moré&a@éntly. . o ) )
Thesesections eliminate the state income tax deduction for

By lining out the departments appropriation und€0s485  adoption expenses and create instead a nonrefundable
(1) (gk) and writing in a smaller amount that deletes $200,000 adoptiontax credit that would be available to anyone who is
PR in fiscal year 2005-06, | am vetoing the additional PR thateligible for, and claims, the federal adoption tax credit. The
wasadded by the Legislature to completeshedy 1am also  creditwould be allowed for qualified adoption expenties
requestinghe Department of Administration secretary not to exceedhe amount of the federal credit for whizlelaimant is
allot these funds. eligible and claims. The state credit may not exceed $5,000,

. . - . .. butunused portions of the credit may be carried over to future
| am vetoing this provision because | object to providing taxyears for up to five years

scarceresources for this purpose. If the department feels there
are operational diciencies to be found at the two homes | am vetoing this provision because the state already provides
throughan eficiency review it should allocate existingase  adoptive parents with aax benefit through our adoption

resourcesor this purpose. expensegdeduction. The estimated $7,500,000 annually
savedthrough this veto will be used to fund education and
F. TAX provide property tax relief, déring further benefits to both

adoptiveparents and their children.

GENERAL FUND TAXES _
4. Health Savings Accounts

1. Individual Income Tax Exclusion for Social ,
Security Benefits Sections 1432m, 1450g and 9341 (5m)
Sections 1286hm, 1286im and 1286jm Thesesections update state tax references to the internal

revenuecode in order to conform to federal inconax
Thesesections phase in a full income &xclusion for Social ~ exclusions and deductions for health savingecounts
Securitybenefits above certain thresholds: $25,000 for single (HSAs). Under the federal HSA provisions, an eligible
filers and $32,000 fopoint filers. Currently50 percent of the  individual covered by a high—-deductible health insurance
incomeabove these thresholds is excluded from income taxplan may make pretax deductions to an HSA to cover
(100 percenbf income below these thresholds is excluded). qualified medical expenses. These provisions would first
The provision would increase this percentage to 65 percent forapplyto tax year 2005.
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I am vetoing these provisions on HSAs, as | have in the pastThis section establishes rules that require corporations, trusts,
becauseHSAs are inextricably linked to high deductible limited liability companies, etc., that are treated as
medical insurance and, therefore, could decrease pass—througkntities for federal tax purposensd that have
employer—sponsorednsurance coverage. Additionally, Wisconsin income allocable to nonresident partners,
HSAs are only viable for persons with higher incomes. memberor shareholders to pay withholding taxes. However
Withouta clear and demonstrated benefit for the residents ofthe language does not provide a method for computing
this state as a whole, | believe these provisions should only bevithholding from the income attributable to individualad
takenup in the context of a Iger debate on a comprehensive corporations.
health care package that wouldfedtively and dbrdably
addresshe health care needbseniors, children, and middle— | ampartially vetoing this section to conform the language to
andlow-income families. theoriginal legislative intent of the provision. If the veto is not
made the state will not collect some portion of the $7,500,000
While I have vetoed these provisions, | am signing a tax cut forin fiscal year 2005-06 and $5,000,000 in fiscal year 2006—07
individualspaying health insuranggemiums. This tax cut that was included in my budgetoposal and approved by the
will help those whose employers do not contribute to health Legislature.
insurancgpremiums, meet the immediate cost of health care

andwill improve access to health insurance for persons who8: Definition of Taxable Sales —&chnical \eto

have no employer Section 1518m
5. SalesTax on Services Povided by This provision was among a series of changesdmmended
Temporarv Helo Companies to conf(_)rm to the Streamlineq Sales and_ UmeAgreement.
P y P P The Joint Committee on Finance decided to remtve
Sections 1632n and 9441 (7w) proposalfrom the budget. Howevedue to a drafting errpr

) . ) this section of the proposal remained in Hile 1 am vetoing
These sections exempt taxable services providey this section to conform the bill to the record le§islative
temporaryhelp companies [as defined $n1108.02 (24m) intent.

from the state sales and use tax, as long as the ctiatrbls
the means of performing the services and is responsibtheor REVENUE
satisfactorycompletion of the services.

| am vetoing this provision because it does not taketaintil 9. Lottery Vending Machine Placements

July 1, 2007, and, thus, does not need to be decided in the

contextof this budget. Section 2423v

6. Individual and Corporate Income and This section requires the Department of Revenuplace
Franchise and Insurance Pemiums Tax lottery ticket vending machines in certain airport terminals
Credit for HIRSP Assessments andMilwaukeeAmtrak stations, subject to approval by each

location’s administration and thavailability of qualified

Sections 13111, 1312r, 1319m, 1354m, 1385h, 1385p, lottery retailers at each location.
1386m, 1406m, 1428k, 1428p, 1474q, 1474s and
1686f | am vetoing thissection because it is unnecessarfhe

departments already in discussions to place lottery machines

Theseprovisions create a nonrefundable credit unither ata number of airports around the state.

insurancgpremiums tax, the corporate and individual income
andfranchise taxes, and the tax on investment income paid by SHARED REVENUE AND TAX RELIEF
life insurance companies. The credit is equal to a percentage .
of the amount of assessments paid by the insurer during thd0-  School Levy Tax Credit
taxableyear under the Health Insurance Risk—Sharing Plan Section 1717
(HIRSP). The Department of Revenue and théd@fof the
Commissionepf Insurance must set the credit percentage for This section defines thannual appropriation for the school
eachyear so that the annual cost of the credit is as close agevy tax credit for 2005, 2006, 2007 and beyond.
practicable to $2,000,000 in fiscalyear 2006-07 and _ ) i ) ) -
$5,000,000n eachiiscal year thereaftetUnused credits may | @m partially vetoing this sectida set a higher appropriation
be carried over for up to fifteen years. for the school levyax credit beginning with property tax bills
mailed December 2006. My partial veto htdee efect of

| am vetoing this provision becauseidtan unabrdable settingthe appropriation amount at $593,050,000 beginning
benefit to HIRSP insurers. Revenue associated with thisin 2007 and continuing thereatfter
credit is more efectively used to adequately furmgliblic
schoolsand deliver property tax relief. While | cannot restorall of the funding that | originally

. i i proposedthis partial vetadoes help property taxpayers by
7. Withholding from Nonresident Members of providingan additional $73,745,000 in school levy tax credits

Pass—Though Entities — Technical \eto beginningwith tax bills mailed in December 2006. Since this
partial veto afects payments made in July 2007, there is no
Section 1431 increasdo the appropriations for the 2005-07 biennium.

418


https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/108.02(24m)

JOURNAL OF THE ASSEMBLY [July 26, 2005]

11. LevyLimit for Counties and Municipalities

Sections 1251c, 1254m, 1257, 1258, 1258m, 1259,
1260b, 1260c and 9435 (4) [as it relates to charter
sport fishing boats]

Thesesections set limits on the percentage by whalmties’
andmunicipalities’ property tax levies can increase in a given
year. With certain exceptions and adjustments, the levy limit
is equal tahe percentage increase in a political subdivision’
equalized value that is due to net new construction.

sportfishing boats revisions should be reconsidered under
separatdegislation.

The duplicate birth certificate fee increase would have
supportedecommendations from idtonsins Call to Action
to Prevent ChildAbuse and Neglect. | remain strongly
supportiveof Call to Action priorities including: childexual
abuseprevention, family mental health programming and
family support programming. orensure the statmoves
forwardin these critical areas, | am directing tepartment

Exceptionsand adjustments are made for tax increments, debtof Health and Family Services secretarywtork with the

service, service transfers,annexations, children with
disability educationboards, first—class city school levies,
referendum-approvedspending increases and town
meeting—approvedpending increases. These secti@iss
setforth a penalty for exceeding the levy limit, and sunset it
afterthree years.

| am partially vetoing these sections hoake it more
responsibleand fair to all communities while still holding
down property tax increases. My partial vetodecifthe
provisionin a number of ways.

First, the minimumlevy limit for all communities will be set at
two percent per yearThus even lower—growth communities
will have the option of raising their levy by a modest
two percentper year which will allow them to at least
partially keep up with inflation. Higher—growth communities
will still have the ability to raise revenues up to lihat
dictated by their growth due to new construction. The
Legislature’'sproposal wouldhave severely harmed lower— or
negative—growthcommunities in Wéconsin. This partial
vetocorrects that inequity

Secondmy veto eliminates the requirement that new tebt
authorizedby a referendum in order for debt service on that
new debt to be excluded from the levy limit calculation.
Instead new debt simply needs to be "authorized” and backed
by the full faith and credit of the political subdivision.
Exemptingnew debt service allows communities to make
investmentand undertake capital projects that are essential
for economic growth. Additionaljywithout the exemption,
bondhouses would be reluctantdaderwrite bond issuances
by municipalities and counties, which would hufgr
examplethe city of Milwaukees issuance of operating notes.

Third, thelevy limits under my veto would sunset January 1
2007, after the 200%nd 2006 property tax bills have been
mailed. | object to a three year duration for the limits because |
do not believe we should set levy limits beyond the current
biennium for which we are budgeting. &\cannot know
beyond the two year budget timeframe what the state’
commitmentdo shared revenue and school aids will be and
cannotask local governments and schools to freeze tiness
without the guarantee thétey will receive the state aid they
needto maintain their services.

To partially veto the provision to a two year sunset, | had to
strike sections dealingwith comprehensive planning
provisions, birth certificate issuance fees, charter sport

Children’sTrust Fund to initiate Call to Action pilot projects
in Milwaukee County In addition, | support separate
legislation to permanently increas¢he duplicate birth
certificatefee to generatprogram revenue that will support
implementatiorof Call to Action recommendations.

With these partial vetoes, levy limits are improved. The levy
limits hold downproperty tax growth while still allowing all
communitiesat least a small increase to keep up witlation
andrising costs. In addition, the duration of the limits is
properlyaligned with the biennial state budget to make sure
that we can continue to make our commitmentsldcal
governments.

Theselimits, whencombined with my vetoes to increase state
aid for property tax relief (see Item #10 and Education and
Workforce Development SectiorRublic Instruction, Item

#4), will freeze property taxes on an average value himme

the December 2005 bills and reduce taxes on an average value
homefor the December 2006 bill. This responsible freeze is
made possible through an improving i¥¢onsineconomy
savingsfrom stategovernment diciency measures and cuts

to state programs.

12. SharedRevenue Utility Aid — Distribution
Formula

Sections 93m, 1258m, 1260b, 1260c, 1260p, 1260d,
1260t, 1473b, 1473d, 1473e, 1474p, 1705b, 1705c,
1705d, 1705e, 1705f, 1705g, 2097m, 2097n, 2098m
and 9141 (1n)

Theseprovisions change the method of computing utility aid
paymentgo municipalities from a nine—mill calculation to a
capacity—basedalculation based on capacity in megawatts.
Additionally, they extend the property tax tgeneral
structuresand substations, but allow compartiest run these
facilities to deductthe tax paid against their annual state
licensefee costs. The provisions also change the method of
calculationfor payments of impactees for high—voltage
transmissioriines; the calculation woulde based on net book
value instead of original cost. Finallythey allow that
mitigation payments paid from the Oak Creek Power Plant to
adjoining municipalities may be recoverable via future rate
increases.

I am vetoing all of these provisions. There is limited policy
justification for these changes and they make financial
commitmentsin future biennia. Since, the distribution

formulachanges doot begin until the 2007-09 biennium this

fishing boats and shared revenue utility aid payments. Thejssueis more appropriately addressed in the next budget.

sharedrevenue utility aid paymemevision and the repeal of
the comprehensive planning provisions are already struck in
separateretoes. The birth certificate issuance fees and charte
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Portionsof these provisions were also struck in the Levy
iLimit veto (see Item #) to secure a sunset d&te the limits.



