STATE OF WISCONSIN
Senate Journal

One—HundredtiiRegular Session

WEDNESDAY, May 9, 2012

The Chief Clerk makes the following entries under thel2. Holly Ferry Corrections $540.00
abovedate. 13. Brooke Gagliano Corrections $250.00
14. Michael GollingerCorrections $726.00
15. Latacia N. JewellCorrections $624.99
PETITIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS 16. Kimberly Malone Corrections $461.00
State of Wisconsin 17. Nicole McDade Corrections $230.00

Claims Board 18. Mandy L.

. (Meekma) CastilloCorrections $96.00
April 17, 2012 19. Jada Miller Corrections $826.67
The Honorable, The Senate: 20. Natalie MustapictCorrections $368.00

Encloseds the report of the State Claims Board covering21. Angelique
theclaims heard on March 27, 2012. Richards Corrections $325.83

Those claims approved for payment pursuant to the22. Betty E. Salahady®@orrections $1,135.95
provisionsof ss.16.007 and 775.05 Stats.,have been paid 23. Heather (Schloerke)
directly by the Board. Scharlau Corrections $359.30

This report is for the information of the Legislature. The24. Rebecca Schultz Corrections $304.89
Boardwould appreciate your acceptance anflication of it  25. Alacia Smith Corrections $375.00

in the Journal to inform the members of the Legislature.

Sincerely,
GREGOR D MURRA
Secretary

STATE OF WISCONSIN CLAIMS BOARD
The State of Wsconsin Claims Board conducted hearings
at the State Capitol Building in Madison, Wsconsin, on

October 11, 201, upon the following claims:

Claimant Agency Amount
1. James Pawlak  Justice $60.00

The following claims were consideed and decided without

hearings:
Claimant Agency Amount
2. AT&T Wisconsin  Transportation $229.78
3. Hakim Shirwa Revenue $6,920.00
4. St. Marys Cement Agriculture, Trade
& Consumer Protectio$1,355.00
5. WoIf Farms, LLC  Agriculture, Trade
& Consumer Protectio$253.19
6. Jonathan WWak  Agriculture, Trade
& Consumer Protectio$1,088.63
7. Oscar Garner Corrections $175.21
8. Charles Sheppard Corrections $1,261.14
9. Elhajjmalik
Brickhouse Corrections $395.00
10. Rosemary
Cleveland Corrections $259.00
11. Regina Ferrell  Corrections $151.00

852

The Board Finds:

1. JamesPawlak of West Allis, Wisconsin claims $60.00
for refund of a concealed carry application fee and
miscellaneougosts associated with bringing this claim. In
November2011 the claimant submitted a concealed carry
application,along with the $50 application fee. Ttlaimant
believeshis fee is unconstitutional. The claimant states that the
right to keep andear arms is guaranteed by thés®gnsin
Constitutionand that nothing in the Constitution gives the
legislature,courts, or executive branch the authority to limit
thatright. The claimant further states that the US Supreme
Courthas declared the right to bear arms to be an individual
right unrelated to membership any militia. The claimant
statesthat the carrying of concealed weapons constitutes the
full exercise of the right to bear arms. The claimant believes
thatrequiring a license to exercise that right andgihgrafee
for that license is the equivalent of a poll tax, which teen
declaredillegal by the US Supreme Court. The claimant
thereforerequests reimbursement of his $50 application fee,
alongwith $10 for postage and other costs related to bringing
this claim.

DOJrecommends deniaf this claim. The claimantgues
thatbecause the US Supreme Court in Distfc€olumbia v
Hellerand Harper Wirginia State Bd. Of Elections, found that
theright to bear arms is an individual right, any requirement that
a citizen obtain a license and pay a fee is unconstitutional.
Howeverrecent case law makes it quite clear that the right to
beararms under the Second Amendment of the US Constitution
doesnot include a general right to carry handguns outside the
home. DOJ also points to the fact that laws prohibiting or


https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/16.007
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/775.05
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limiting the carrying of concealed weapons have been upheklthy creditfor 2004. The claimant signed a formal settlement
by the courts andhat such limitations exist in virtually all agreemenstipulating to an adjusted amount due. The claimant
statesjncluding Wsconsin. DOdJdherefore recommends denial againfiled for homestead credit in 2005, which was denied.
of this claim. The claimant did notappeal this denial. Pursuant to an
e ) installmentagreement, the claimant made payments on the

TheBoardconcludes there has been an ifisight showing  amountdue from November 2006 through 2007. In 2009, DOR
of negligence on the part of the state, ificefs, agents or recejved amended tax returns for 2001-2005 from the
employeesand this claim is neither one for which the state is;|gimant'snew tax preparer (MKerner). DOR notified Mr
legally liable nor one which the state should assume and pgyernerthat these tax years were closed tiedamended returns
based on equitable principles.  (Member Means notyyoydnot be accepted. In February 20DOR intercepted the
participating.) claimant's 2010 Federal refund, whichaid his remaining

2. AT&T W isconsin of Milwaukee, Wsconsin claims accountbalance in full. MrKerner again filed 2004 and 2005
$229.78for cost of damage to a servisire caused by a DOT amendedeturns orbehalf of the claimant and the department
soil boring crew The DOT crew was taking soil samples at adgain notified Mr. Kerner that these returns would not be
sitein Wrightstown, WI onAugust 2, 201. The claimant states acceptednd the refunds were denied. DOR believes tisere
that one of the samples was taken outside the area that DO basis for payment of this claim.
askedDiggers Hotline to mark prior to the dig (sample site  TheBoardconcludes there has been an ifisigit showing
#10). The claimant states that the boring crew struck andf negligence on the part of the state, itcefs, agents or
damagedan undeground service line at that location. The employeesnd this claim is neither one for which the state is
claimantfurther states that their repair person did not see anggally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
lath at the damage site. The claimant believes DOT waBasedon equitable principles.
negligentand requests reimbursement for damage to the line. 4. St. Mary's Cement, Inc.of Manitowoc, Wsconsin

DOT recommends denial of this claim. DOT states that latielaims $1,355.00 for damage to a securiste card reader
wasplaced at each of the diite locations prior to contacting stanchiorcaused by a DFRCP employee. On October 19, 201
Digger’s Hotline and thatDOT requested marking of any aDATCP inspector arrived at S¢lary’s Cement to inspect a
utilities within 50’ of the lath. No utilities were marked near dig vehiclescale. When the inspector arrived, the contact person
site#10. DOT notes that each lath contained graladation  from St. Marys was not yepresent. The inspector did not want
informationthat was then entered on the Field Boring Log byto block the drivewayso he backed his truck out of the entrance.
the soil boring crew on the day of sampling. DOT states that th@/hile doing so, he struck a speaker post with a card rélaaler
lath was the boring crew’ only source of the elevation wasin his blind spot. The entire post brokéatfground level
informationand the fact that the elevation information for digand damaged the bottom dhe stanchion. The claimant
site#10 is clearly marked on the log is proof that lath was inequestseimbursement for theost of replacing the stanchion
placeat dig site #10. andmounting base.

The Boardconcludes there has been an ifisigiht showing DATCP has no objection to payment of this claim.
of negligence on the part of the state, iticefs, agents or Although DATCP believes thisevent was an accident not
employeesand this claim is neither one for which the state iscausedy the negligence of its employee, it does agree that the

legally liable nor one which the state should assume and paj@imantsproperty was damaged by the &P employee.
basecbn equitable principles. ecausehere was no negligence in this caseTBR requests

thattheboard not chare DATCP’s budget for payment of this
3. Hakim Shirwa of Columbus, Ohio claims $6,920.00 for claim. e ¢ pay

2004and 2005 tax refunds. Claimant states wien he filed h | he claim sh -
his 2000-2005 tax returns, heas a new immigrant and did not _, 1 heBoard concludes the claim shoie paid in the amount

understandax law He states that his original tax preparer hadf $1|’355'00 based ?1” equitable principi@se Board further
him file as single, even though he had a wife and six childrerfoncludesunder authority of 86.007 (6m) Stats., payment

Theclaimant later hired a new tax preparefiloseveral years shouldbe made from thBepartment of Agriculture,rade and
of back taxes and also review his 2000-2005 filingse new ~ COnsumeProtection appropriation 20.115(1)(j) Stats.
preparefiiled amended and revised returns for 2000-2005 and 5. Wolf Farms, LLC of Bonduel, Wisconsin claims
also filed the claimang 2006-2009 taxes, all as $253.19for cost to replace a time clock that was broken by a
married—filing—jointly. In February 201, DOR intercepted the DATCP employee.On August 22, 2(1, a DATCP inspector
claimant's2010 Federal refund. Ttaaimants tax preparer Wwasconducting a survey atolf Farms. While walking into the
againfiled amended 2004 and 2005 state retustgiesting Mmilk house, the inspector stumbledd fell against a shelf
refundsof $4,200 and $2,720gespectively however DOR  holdingthe time clock, which fell to the floor and broke. The
deniedthe refunds. The claimant believes it was unfair forclaimantrequests reimbursement for the cost to replace the time
DOR to intercept his Federal refund after he had correctlglock.
re—filedall of his Wisconsin returns. DATCP has no objection to payment of this claim.
DOR recommends denial of this claim. In 2005, DORAIthoughDATCP believes this incident was an accident and not
issuedan assessment to disallawe claimant homestead causedby any negligence of the OAP employee, the
credits claimed and allowedor tax years 2001-2003 and departmentgrees that the time clock was damaged by its
denied the credit for 2004. The claimant appealed theémployee. Because there was no ryeghgence involved in this
assessmefiutwas unable to provide records to verify his rentcas& DATCP requests that the Claims Board not gadis
paid and alscacknowledged that other people had lived withPa@ymentio DATCP's budget.
him. DOR and the claimant entered into a settleraBotving The Board concludes the claim shobld paid in the amount
for half of the verified rent paid for 2001-2003 and disallowingof $253.19 based on equitable principles. The Board further
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concludesunder authority of 86.007 (6m,) Stats., payment chanceto secure his property and he should therefore be
shouldbe made from thBepartment of Agriculture,rdde and reimbursedor his damages.

ConsumeProtection appropriation £).115(1)(gb) Stats. DOC recommends denial of this claim. DOC notes that

6. Jonathan Wbjak of West Allis, Wisconsin claims claimant’s first complaint regarding missing property was
$1,088.63or cost to repair a vehicle damaged by an Emeraldhadeone—and—a—half yeaedter he was first notified that these
Ash Borer trap that fell from a tree and struck the clainsant’ itemswere not in his property inventorfpOC points to the note
truck. On July 1, 201, the claimans vehicle waparked ata at the bottom of the 2006 inventory statititat the claimant
campsiteat Goose Island Campground in LaCrossiscdhsin.  received a copy of the form on October 2806. As to the
The Emerald Ash Borer trap fell from a tree and hit thesecondcomplaint, DOC notes that their inventory form shows
claimant's vehicle, scratching and denting it several placesno shoes in his inventory when he went into lock-up, however
Theclaimant has receivezth estimate of $1,088.63 to repair histhe form submitted by thelaimant has a check mark next to
vehicleand requests reimbursement in that amount. shoes.DOC believes the claimant has submitted gedrform
to the Claims Board and is considering disciplinary action
againstthe claimant. DOC further notes that the inventory form
notesa razor in the claimastproperty but nain electric razor

DATCP has no objection to payment of this claimthe
reduced amount of $750, the claimarg’ auto insurance

deductible. DATCP has been conducting surveys to detect th OC states that any electric razor possessed by the claimant

EL?\?E”C?; t?:f?}iraé%Ajan:;?rhS;gce éggg' :‘S Ec?;itn?tag?may have been traded or stolen prior to his being placed in
19 OO%Sur;g)le p,rism trags imsh trees tphroughoﬁfthe stateleCk_Up' Similarly, any canteen items may have been
DATCP staf is trained to install the traps with the utmoate: consumedr stolen. DOC records indicate that the clainsant

: : ootlockerwas unsecured in violation of DOC rules. Inmates
howeversevere weather will occasionally cause traps to falLre providedwith padiocks and are responsible for keeping
from trees. The department notes that severe weather w

reportedin the area of the campgrourd the time of this E}%ell’ valuables secure at all times. DOC believes there is no

incident. DATCP also notes that during the three years of thiewdencethat any of the claimastproperty was lost due to staf

surveyprogram, this is the only reported incident of property%eg“genceand requests denial of this claim.

damage caused by a falling trapATCP has no objectionto  TheBoardconcludes there has been an ifisight showing
paymeniof this claim but recommends the reduced amount obf negligence on the part of the state, iticefs, agents or
the claimants insurance deductible. &P also requests that employeesand this claim is neither one for which the state is

becausé¢here was no employee negligence in this incident, thaggally liable nor one which the state should assume and pay
the Claims Board not chge this payment to DFCP's budget.  pasedbn equitable principles.

The Board concludes the claim should be paid in the
reducedcamount of $750.00 based on equitable principles. Th
Board further concludes, under authority 0f18.007 (6m)
Stats., paymentshould be made from the Department of

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection appropriation ay 3, 2010, he filed an Inmate Compla{f€E) relating to

20.115(7)(m) Stats. propertythat was designated as contraband wieewas placed

7. Oscar Garner of Waupun, Visconsin claims $175.21 in segregation in April. OrJune 15, 2010, the claimant
for reimbursement for property allegedly lost by DOCfstef ~ contactedhe warden to check on the status of his ICE and was
2006the claimant was transferred from Green Bayrectional told there was a backlog but that tbleimant could appeal
Institution (GBCI) to the Visconsin Secure Program Facility directlyto the Corrections Complaint Examiner (CCljich
(WSPF).In February 2008 the claimant was transferred tdiedid on June 17, 2010. The claimant states that at all times he
Waupun Correctional Institution (WCI). He states that he keptproperty room stéiip to date on the status of his complaint
receivedhis property form at WCI on February 2008, and andappeal. On July 6, 2010, the claimant received a fetter
realized he was missing a pair of sunglasses, sop&énnis the CCE extending their responsiene for his appeal and
shoesand three pairs of socks. He filed an Inmate Complainhdicating that his administrative remedidsad not been
butit was dismissed as being past the 14 day time limit. DO@xhaustedintil they made their response. The claimant states
statedhe was past the time limit because he had receivedthat he believed this meant that no decision had leade
propertylist after his 2006 transfer from GB@ WSPF that regardingdisposition of his propertyOn July 12, 2010, the
showedno sunglasses, tennis shoes or socks inventoried. DQflaimantwas released from segregation and was told by the
statedthat theclaimant should have filed the complaint for propertyroom thathis property had been destroyed after the
missingproperty at that time. The claimant states that he wasardendismissed his ICE. The claimant alleges he was never
in segregatiorprior to 2008 so he did not have access to hisiotified that his ICE had been dismissed and believes that his
propertyand therefore hado way to know any was missing. property should have been retained through the end of his
OnJuly 8, 2009, the claimant was placed in temporary lock upppealgprocessand then he should have been allowed to mail
and released on July 9. The claimant states that when haut his property The claimanstates that DOG’Attachment 1,
receivedhis property inventory on July 9, he noticed that tennigpage25, shows that he signed the foom April 20, 2010, but
shoescanteen items and an electric razor were missing. Hie staff note relating to destruction of his property was added
filed an Inmate Complaint, which was dismissed by DOC on thiater,and is therefore not proof that he was informed he needed
basisthat the items may have been stolen from his unsecuréd dispose of his property The claimant also filed an ICE
footlocker. The claimant states that he was not givehance relatingto designation ageveral family photos as gang-related
to lock his footlocker because the guard made him come to tlewntraband.The claimant believes this designation was unfair
door immediately and took him to temporary lock up. Thenotingthat one of the photos was of his one-year—old nephew
claimantstates it was DOG’fault that he was not given a The claimant allegeshat he never provided an envelope to

8. Charles Sheppard of Portage, Wconsin claims
§1,261.14 for value of property allegedly improperly
designatechs contraband and destroyed by DOCfstdhe
laimantis an inmate at Wupun Correctiondhstitution. On
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DOC for themto mail out the photos and believes they wereHeather (Schloerke)
improperlydestroyed. Scharlau $359.30 $148.56

DOC recommends denial of this claim. DOC recordsilebecca S_chultz $304.89 $271.48
. . . acia Smith $375.00 $260.86
indicatethat all the property items related to this matter were ) o ]
correctly designated as contraband either because they were On August 12, 201, the ClaimsBoard initially reviewed
broken/alteredr were in amounts over institution limits. DOC theseclaims. For each claim, each employee listed various
notesthat the claimant is routinely found to have propéarty [leMSOf personal property that he or she kept at tiieeof DOC
excesf DOC limits. DOC records indicate that the claimant’ rg\cllc)er\rI]Vr?](jeng]e?uheac'ulaeI?csh aﬁgdévefr?/”ict)gg%f F;g?’;g’\;,v ai[;gr?y
f;g&g:ggﬁigﬂg;geegcgsgggw3i?ﬂ;'gﬁ?gi?}giﬁ?ﬂ”g&? thafisted be reimbursed, subject only to the standard IRS

: depreciatiorschedule.
DOC form 237A (Attachment 1, page 2%)dicates that the State Risk Management generallgoes not provide

claimantwas informed 'ghdhe needed to dispose of his propenycoveragdor employee personal property “except as neéated
but refused to deal with property room étaherefore, his |agitimatestatebusiness purposes as determined and agreed to
property was destroyed. The department notes that DOG writing in advance by the agency risk manager
303.10(3),Wis. Admin. Code provides that tHenstitution Giventhe wide variety of personal property that was listed
shallretain property until the warden makes a final decisionfor reimbursement, the Claims Board questioned whether all of
notuntil the inmate has exhaustedaathilable appeals. As to it was actually work related. Because of the Risk Management
the photographs designated asontraband, DOC staf policy and the Claims Boarsl’questions, the Claims Board
determinedthat they contained gang-related activipOC  askedDOC to confirm the work related nature of the personal
recordsindicate that, although the photos were temporarilyroperty. TheBoard specifically asked DOC to decide which
misplacedthey were eventually located and the two photos tha@ersonalpropertyitems could be characterized as having a
werenot allowed were mailed out in an envelope provided byegitimate state business purpose. DOC respondyyd

the claimant in September 2010. affirming that every item listed by each claimant was
o . legitimatelywork related.
TheBoardconcludes there has been an ifisigit showing Basedsolely on DO afirmation that all claimed property

of negligence on the part of the state, iticefs, agents or s |egitimately work related, the Board concludes ¢hems
employeesand this claim is neither one for which the state isshouldbe paid in theeduced amounts recommended by DOC,
legally liable nor one which the state should assume and payasedon equitable principles. THaoard further concludes,
basedon equitable principles. underauthority of §16.007 (6m) Stats.,payment should be
made from the Department of Corrections appropriation 8
20.410(1)(b), Stats. The Board further réahs the precedent
setforth in its December 13, 1977, decision of the claim of

office on Capitol Drive in Milwaukee, Vconsin, was  arenGruba, that state employees not be reimbursed for the
destroyedy fire. Along with departmental propgrersonal  |45550f “personal property brought to their work station for their

propertyof DOC employees was destroyed. The claimantggnyenienceand enjoyment,” and states thhe payment of

wereDOC employees at theapitol Drive ofice and request  theseclaims is not intended to serve as future preceftent
reimbursementor the value of their personal property similar claims.

9-25. 17 claimants clainthe amounts shown below for
value of personal property On August 24, 2010, the DOC

DOC recommends payment of these claims in reduced The Board concludes:
amounts. In order to provide for a fair system of
reimbursementDOC has evaluated the property claimed by
Capitol Drive employees using tHRS’s general depreciation James Pawlak
schedule.DOC recommends reimbursement in the depreciate@t! &1 Wisconsin

amountsshown below Hakim Shirwa
Oscar Garner

That the following identified claimants are denied:

Claimant Claimed Amt DOC Recommended Amt Charles Sheppard

Elhajjmalik

Brickhouse $395.00 $150.71 That payment of the below amounts to the identified
Rosemary claimants from the following statutory appropriations is
Cleveland $259.00 $235.14 justified under S 16.007, Stats:

Regina Ferrell $151.00 $62.25 St. Marys Cement  $1,355.00 § 20.115(1)(j) Stats.
Holly Ferry $540.00 $240.73 Wolf Farms, LLC ~ $253.19  §20.115(1)(gh) Stats.
Brooke Gagliano  $250.00 $142.88 Jonathan Wjak $750.00  §20.115(7)(m) Stats.
Michael Gollinger  $726.00 $375.71 Elhajjmalik Brickhous&150.71  §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Latacia N. Jewell  $624.99 $502.84 Rosemary Cleveland $235.14  §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Kimberly Malone ~ $461.00 $461.00 Regina Ferrell $62.25 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Nicole McDade ~ $230.00 $173.55 Holly Ferry $240.73  §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Mandy (Meekma) Brooke Gagliano $142.88 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Castillo $96.00 $67.87 Michael Gollinger ~ $375.71  §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Jada Miller $826.67 $329.08 Latacia N. Jewell $502.84 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Natalie Mustapich $368.00 $236.09 Kimberly Malone $461.00 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Angelique Richards$325.83 $85.66 Nicole McDade $173.55 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Betty E. Salahadyn $1,135.95 $990.35 Mandy Castillo $67.87 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
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Jada Miller $329.08 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Natalie Mustapich  $236.09 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Angelique Richards $85.66 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Betty Salahadyn $990.35 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Heather Scharlau  $148.56 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Rebecca Schultz $271.48 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.
Alacia Smith $260.86 §20.410(1)(b) Stats.

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin this 17th day of April,
2012,

STEVE MEANS
Chair, Representative of the Attorney General

GREGOF D. MURRX
SecretaryRepresentative of the Secretary of Administration

HOWARD MARKLEIN
Assembly Finance Committee

BRIAN HAGEDORN
Representative of the Governor

The Honorable, The Senate:

| am pleased to nominate and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, do appoint STEPHEN WILLE®fTPhillips, as
amember of the lgconsin Echnical College System Board,
to serve for the term ending May 1, 2017.

Respectfully submitted,
SCOTT WLKER
Governor

Readand referred to committee éwmricultur e, Forestry,
and Higher Education.

State of Wisconsin
Office of the Governor

May 8, 2012
The Honorable, The Senate:

| am pleased to nominate and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, do appoint MARK CUR® Muscoda, as a
memberof the Land and \Ater Conservation Board, to serve for
theterm ending May 1, 2016.

Respectfully submitted,

Pursuanto Ws. Stats. 13.172(2) and (3), attached is the lisSSCOTT WWLKER
of agency reportsreceived from executive branch and Governor

legislativeservice agencies for the month of April, 2012.

Legislative Audit Bureau

Local Government Piperty Insurance Fund
Pursuant to 13.94 (1)(de)isV Stats.
Received on April 1, 2012

Claims Board

State Claims Boarcovering claims hedron March 27,
2012

Pursuant to 16.007 and 775.05%sW5tats.

Received on April 18, 2012

Joint Legislative Council

RL 2011-10 Special Committee on Nanotechno|dg@1l
SenateBill 553)

Received on March 9, 2012

Government Accountability Board
Weekly Registexd Lobbyist Report
Received on April 23, 2012

Legislative Audit Bureau
FoodShae Wsconsin
Received on April 27, 2012

Department of Health Services

Evaluation of WHAIC Reports in thegwious calendar
year

Received on April 30, 2012

Department of Administration

Temporary eallocation of balances for Mah 2012
Pursuant to 20.002 1)(f) Wis. Stats.

Received on April 30 2012

ADVICE AND CONSENT OF THE SENATE

State of Wisconsin
Office of the Governor

May 7, 2012
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Readand referred to committee dtatural Resources and
Environment.

State of Wisconsin
Office of the Governor

May 8, 2012
The Honorable, The Senate:

| am pleased to nominate and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, do appoint LERAM ZEELAND of Appleton,
asa member of the ¥&tonsin Véterways Commission, to serve
for the term ending March 1, 2015.

Respectfully submitted,
SCOTT WLKER
Governor

Readand referred to committee dtatural Resources and
Environment.

REFERRALS AND RECEIPT OF COMMITTEE
REPORTS CONCERNING PROPOSED
ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

The joint committee foreview of Administrative Rules
reportsand recommends:

SenateClearinghouse Rulel0-151
Relatingto life settlements andfatting small business.

No action taken.

SenateClearinghouse Rulel1-036
Relatingto firearms records searches.

No action taken.

SenateClearinghouse Rulell1-052
Relatingto wind, solarand certain gas powered products.

No action taken.

LEAH VUKMIR
Senate Chairperson
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