RICHLAND COUNTY

Referendum Ad Hoc Committee

August 5, 2022
NOTICE OF MEETING

Please be advised that the Richland County Referendum Ad Hoc Committee will convene at 6:00 p.m.,
Monday, August 8", 2022 in the County Board Room at 181 W. Seminary Street and via videoconference
and teleconference using the following information:

WebEx Videoconference:
https://richlandcounty.my.webex.com/richlandcounty.my/i.php?MTID=m3b551deea54c67abd4388c427¢
042056

Meeting number: 2558 083 2910, Password: 3Nmmo6kYB2Cj
WebEx Teleconference: WebEx teleconference phone number: 650-479-3208, Access code: 2558 083
2910

If you have any trouble accessing the meeting, please contact MIS Director Barbara Scott at 608-649-
5922 (phone) or barbara.scott@co.richland.wi.us (email), or Referendum Ad Hoc Committee Chair
Shaun Murphy-Lopez at 608-462-3715 (phone/text) or shaun.murphy(@co.richland.wi.us (email).
Agenda:

Call to order

Proof of notification

Agenda approval

Public comments

Topics raised in comments received from the public may be placed on a future agenda for
consideration.

Approval of minutes

Statutory authority to hold a referendum*
Wisconsin referendum report®

Wisconsin counties holding past referendums*
9. County budget/services overview™

10. 5-year financial planning worksheet*

11. Committee report outline*

12. Public education*

13. Future agenda items

14. Adjournment

el

N

*Meeting materials for items marked with an asterisk may be found at
https://administrator.co.richland.wi.us/minutes/referendum-ad-hoc-committee/.

CC: Committee Members, County Board, Department Heads, Richland Observer, WRCO, Valley
Sentinel, Courthouse Bulletin Board

A quorum may be present from other Committees, Boards, or Commissions. No committee, board or
commission will exercise any responsibilities, authority or duties except for the Referendum Ad Hoc
Committee.



Richland County

Referendum Ad Hoc Committee

July 28th, 2022

The Richland County Referendum Ad Hoc Committee convened on Thursday, July 28th 2022, in the County Board
Room at the Richland County Courthouse, 181 W Seminary Street, in person and by WebEX.

Committee members present included County Board Supervisors Shaun Murphy-Lopez, David Turk, Kerry
Severson, Bob Frank, Mayor Todd Coppernoll and School Board representative Erin Unbehaun.

Also present was Administrator Clinton Langreck, County Board Members Don Seep, Assistant to the Administrator
Cheryl Dull taking minutes, several department heads, county employees and general public. John Couey was
present from MIS running the teleconferencing.

Not present: Steve Carrow

1.
2.

10.

11.

12,

Call to Order: County Administrator Clinton Langreck called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m.

Proof of Notification: Assistant to the Administrator Dull verified that the meeting had been properly noticed.
Copies of the agenda were sent by email to all Committee members, County Board members, WRCO, County
department heads, Richland Observer, Valley Sentinel and a copy was posted on the Courthouse Bulletin
Board.

Agenda Approval: Administrator Langreck asked for approval of the agenda. Moved by Supervisor Frank to
approve the agenda, second by Supervisor Murphy-Lopez. All voting aye, motion carried.

Appoint Committee Chairman — Moved by Supervisor Frank to appoint Supervisor Murphy-Lopez as
Committee Chairman. Supervisor Murphy-Lopez accepts the nominations. After 3 more calls, unanimous ballot
was cast for Supervisor Murphy-Lopez. All voting aye, motion carried.

Appoint Committee Vice-Chairman: Moved by Supervisor Frank to appoint Mayor Coppernoll as Committee
Vice-Chairman, he accepted nomination upon arrival. After 3 more calls it was moved to close nomination and
cast unanimous ballots for Chair and Vice-chair by Supervisor Murphy-Lopez, 2" by Supervisor Frank. All
voting aye, motion carried.

Review Committee Directives: Administrator Langreck reviewed committee directives. Chair Murphy-Lopez
reviewed the County Board Resolution concerning the referendum. Extensive discussion followed on why we
are here and what brought us here.

Discussion and Time Line establishment: We are heading to either February or April. Discussion followed
on contacting school districts. Also which Counties have had successful referendums and contacting them to
get more information on the presentation of information to the public and what they felt worked.

Discussion and possible action on services to take to referendum: Extensive discussion followed on if
services should be designated or if it should be for general operations and how this would affect a successful
referendum.

Duration of referendum: Extensive discussion followed on the duration and what they felt the pros and cons
are to different time limits. They will continue to have more discussion.

Number of questions to be on referendum: Discussion followed on how many questions and if less was
better to present as too many tends to make people be drawn towards a lower dollar amount.

Discussion and possible action on public education: Extensive discussion followed on several ways to
educate the public, what they should be educated on and how soon should it start. No action taken.

Discussion and possible action on correspondences with other committees: Administrator Langreck
asked if there was any information you want from Finance & Personnel Committee right away that should go
on their agenda for 8/2? Chair Murphy-Lopez requested that the financial worksheet be kept up to date and that
this committee be kept abreast of any changes as they need to know what the gap is. Supervisor Turk requests
all subcommittees start working on what could be cut should the referendum fail. Chair Murphy-Lopez requests
that all subcommittees start the discussion on what would you cut if the referendum fails and what do you hope
the voters would support. No action taken.
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Richland County

Referendum Ad Hoc Committee

13. Future agenda items and meeting schedule: Severson — The purpose of what brought us here today and
why we are where we’re at. How to start educating the public on what we have done that is good and what we
have done to improve what is going on. Frank — How to best get the word out & educating the public. Coppernoll
— How are we going to reach people and who is going to do it. Unbehaun — How to keep clear and concise
education and how to best start getting the word out and a timeline for that. Turk — How to best get out
information to educate.

14. Adjournment: Next meeting will be Monday, August 8th @ 6:00 pm in the County Board Room. Moved by
Supervisor Frank to adjourn at 7:34 p.m., seconded by Supervisor Turk. All voting aye, motion carried.

Minutes respectfully submitted by
Cheryl Dull
Richland County Assistant to the Administrator
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Richland County Referendum Ad Hoc Committee

Agenda Item Cover

Agenda Item Name: Statutory authority to hold a referendum

Department County Board Presented By: | Shaun Murphy-Lopez
Date of Meeting: | 8/8/22 Action Needed: | n/a

Disclosure: Open Session Authority: Resolution 22-74
Date submitted: | 8/8/22 Referred by: None

Recommendation and/or action language: n/a

Background:

Three Wisconsin statutes refer to a county’s authority to hold a referendum to increase its operating levy.

L.

Attachment A — WI Statute 59.605 (under Chapter 59 — Counties) This statute requires that
counties adopt a resolution to hold an operating levy referendum 70 or more days before an
election. This statute had a sunset date of December 2011, and so the levy limits within it no
longer apply.
Attachment B — WI Statute 66.0602 (under Chapter 66 — General Municipality Law) This
statute contains information on levy limits, which apply to cities, villages, towns, and counties. It
says that no political subdivision may increase its levy limit beyond its “valuation factor.” This is
defined in statute as meaning, “a percentage equal to the greater of either the percentage change
in the political subdivision’s January 1 equalized value due to new construction less
improvements removed between the previous year and the current or zero percent.” Exceptions
for counties include:

a. Debt

b. Children with disabilities board

c. Bridge and culvert construction and repairs
d. Libraries

e. County-wide emergency medical systems
f.  Emergencies

g. Referendums

This statute allows a referendum if the County Board adopts a resolution to that effect. In odd-
numbered years, counties may call for a special referendum only if a school district has called for
a special referendum. Otherwise, the referendum has to be held at the spring primary or spring
election, since there is no partisan primary or general election held in odd-numbered years. This
statute also specifies the format of the referendum question.

Attachment C — WI Statue 121.91 (under Chapter 121 — School Finance) This statute only
allows a school district to call for a special referendum in the instance of a natural disaster.

Attachments and References:

Financial Review:
(please check one)

In adopted budget Fund Number

Apportionment needed Requested Fund Number

Recommended Cover Letter— County Administrator Langreck (20 May 2020)
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Agenda Item Cover

Other funding Source
X | No financial impact
Approval: Review:
Department Head Administrator, or Elected Office (if applicable)

Recommended Cover Letter— County Administrator Langreck (20 May 2020)
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1 Updated 19-20 Wis. Stats. COUNTIES 59.001
SUBCHAPTER I SUBCHAPTER V
DEFINITIONS POWERS AND DUTIES OF COUNTIES
59.001  Definitions. 59.51 Board powers.
SUBCHAPTER II 59.52 County administralion.‘
LEGAL STATUS; ORGANIZATION 59.53 Health a‘nd hqn?an services.
59.01  Body corporate; status. 59.535  Veterans affairs. X
59.02 Powers, how exercised; quorum. 59.54 Public protection gnd safety.
59.03 Home rule. 59.55 Consumer protection.
50.04 Construction of powers. 53456 Cullural‘affairs'; educqti;)r(ll; reclrealion.
59.05 County seat; change. 292; Ecnnomlc gnd industrial development.
59.06 County property. -~ ransportation.
59.07 Claims against counties; actions on. SUBCHAPTER VI
59.08 Consolidation of counties; procedure; referendum. FINANCE AND B[_JDGET
SUBCHAPTER III ggggs Flf‘ud%elary pr(;icli:](iiure in certain counties.
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : ax levy rate limit
. L L . o - 59.61 Financial transactions.
59.10 Boards: composition; election; terms; compensation; compatibility. . .
P . 59.62 Investment authority delegation.
59.11 Meetings; adjournment; absentees. ) e .
. . . . 59.63 Treasurer’s disbursement of revenue.
59.12 Chairperson; vice chairperson; powers and duties. . .
N N . 59.64 Claims against county.
59.13 Committees; appointment; compensation. 59.65 Publication of financial report
59.14  Publication of ordinances and proceedings. 590.66  Unclaimed funds port
59.15 Neglect of duty. ’ : SUBCHAPTER VII
C?)%?\I%I;Aggli}éé\lis LAND USE, INFORMATION AND REGULATION,
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, SURVEYS,
59.17 County executive. PLANNING AND ZONING
59.18  County administrator. 59.69  Planning and zoning authority.
59.19  Administrative coordinator. 59.691  Required notice on certain approvals.
59.20  County offices and officers. 59.692  Zoning of shorelands on navigable waters.
59.21 Official oaths and bonds. . . 59.693  Construction site erosion control and storm water management zoning.
59.22 Compensation, fees, salaries and traveling expenses of officials and 59 94 County zoning, adjustment board.
employees. 59.696  Zoning; filing fees.
59.23 Clerk. 59.697  Fees for zoning appeals.
59.24 Clerks of counties containing state institutions to make claims in certain 59 98 Zoning, buildiﬁg li)rrljspector.
cases. 59.70 Environmental protection and land use.
gg%g greasure?l 59.71 Special counties; record keeping.
255 omptroller. 59.72  Land information.
59.26  Sheriff; undersheriff; deputies. 59.73  Surveys; expressing bearings, subdividing sections.
59.27  Sheriff; duties. 59.74  Perpetuation of section corners, landmarks.
59.28 Peace maintenance; powers and duties of peace officers, cooperation. 59.75 Certificates and records as evidence.
59.29  Transportation, apprehension of criminals. 59.76  Registration of farms.
59.30 Not to act as attorney. SUBCHAPTER VIII
59.31 Service on sheriff; how made.
’ POPULOUS COUNTIES
59.32 Fees received by sheriff. 59.79 Milwaukee Count
. y.
59.33  Powers after term. ) . . - 59.792  Milwaukee County; sewage, waste, refuse.
59.34 quoner, medical examiner duties; coroner, medical examiner compatibil- 59794  Milwaukee County; limitations on board authority and on intergovern-
ity. mental cooperation, shared services.
59.35 Deputy coroner. . . 59.796  Milwaukee County; opportunity schools and partnership program.
5936 Coroner and medical examiner; fees. 59.80  Milwaukee County; city—county crime commission.
59.365 Morgtonum on fee increases. 59.81 Cash flow, Milwaukee.
59.37  Service when no coroner. 59.82  Milwaukee County Research and Technology Park.
59.38  Medical examiner and assistants. ) o 59.84  Expressways and mass transit facilities in populous counties.
59.39  Coroner or medical examiner as funeral director, limitation. 59.85  Appropriation bonds for payment of employee retirement system liability
59.40 Clerk of court. in populous counties.
59.41 Not to act as attorney. 59.86  Agreements and ancillary arrangements for certain notes and appropria-
59.42  Corporation counsel. tion bonds.
59.43 Register of deeds; duties, fees, deputies. 59.87  Employee retirement system liability financing in populous counties;
59.44 County abstractor; appointment; duties; fees. additional powers.
59.45 County surveyor; duties, deputies, fees. 59.875  Payment of contributions in and employment of annuitants under an
59.46 Penalty for nonfeasance. employee retirement system of populous counties.
59.47 County auditors; powers; duties. 59.88 Employee retirement system of populous counties; duty disability benefits
59.48 County assessor. for a mental injury.
SUBCHAPTER I pired term and whose service has not terminated by death, resigna-
tion or removal from office.
DEFINITIONS (2r) “Municipal clerk” means the clerk of a municipality.
. . “Municipality” means any city, village or town.
59.001 Definitions. In this chapter, unless the context clearly @) pality y ans &

indicates to the contrary:
(1) “Board” means the county board of supervisors.
(2) “Clerk” means the county clerk.

(2m) “Members—elect” means those members of the govern-
ing body of a county, city, village or town, at a particular time, who
have been duly elected or appointed for a current regular or unex-

(3m) “Municipal treasurer” means the treasurer of a munici-
pality.

(3r) “Professional land surveyor” means a professional land
surveyor licensed under ch. 443.

(4) “Treasurer” means the county treasurer.
History: 1989 a. 260, 268; 1995 a. 201; 2013 a. 358.

2019-20 Wisconsin Statutes updated through 2021 Wis. Act 267 and through all Supreme Court and Controlled Substances
Board Orders filed before and in effect on July 1, 2022. Published and certified under s. 35.18. Changes effective after July 1,

2022, are designated by NOTES. (Published 7-1-22)
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53 Updated 19-20 Wis. Stats.

issuance of bonds or prevent the making of a contract or lease pro-
viding for the payment of funds at a time beyond the end of the fis-
cal year in which the contract or lease is made. The board shall
make or approve by resolution each contract, lease or other obliga-
tion requiring the payment of funds from the appropriations of a
later fiscal year or of more than one fiscal year.

(13) TAX STABILIZATION FUND. (a) Notwithstanding sub. (1),
only a county with a population of at least 750,000 may create a
tax stabilization fund under this subsection.

(b) The board of a county described in par. (a) may enact an
ordinance creating a tax stabilization fund in the county. If such
fund is created under this paragraph, the following amounts, if
positive, shall be deposited into the tax stabilization fund:

1. The amount determined by subtracting the estimated non-
property tax revenues collected by the county in the prior year
from the corresponding actual receipts for the prior year, as deter-
mined by the comptroller not later than April 15 of each year.

2. The amount determined by subtracting total adjusted oper-
ating budget appropriations for the prior year from total expendi-
tures, commitments, and reserves for the prior year, as determined
by the comptroller not later than April 15 of each year.

3. Any general surplus balance as of December 31 of the prior
year, as determined by the comptroller not later than April 15 of
each year.

4. Any amounts included in the county’s property tax levy
that are designated for deposit in the fund.

(c) Subject to par. (d), the board may withdraw amounts from
the tax stabilization fund, by a three—quarters vote of the mem-
bers—elect, or by a majority vote of the members—elect if the coun-
ty’s total levy rate, as defined in s. 59.605 (1) (g), is projected by
the board to increase by more than 3 percent in the current fiscal
year and the withdrawn funds would prevent an increase of more
than 3 percent.

(d) The tax stabilization fund may not be used to offset any of
the following:

1. Any deficit that occurs between the board’s total estimated
nonproperty tax revenue, and the total actual nonproperty tax rev-
enue.

2. Any deficit that occurs between total appropriations and
total expenditures.

(e) If the uncommitted balance in the tax stabilization fund
exceeds 5 percent of the current year’s budget that is under the
board’s control, as of June 1 of the current year, any amount that
exceeds that 5 percent shall be used to reduce the county’s next
property tax levy.

History: 1981 c. 56, 314; 1985 a. 29 ss. 1190, 1191, 3200 (56); 1987 a. 284, 399;
1989 a. 31; 1995 a. 201 s. 435; Stats. 1995 s. 59.60; 1995 a. 225 5. 169; 1997 a. 35;
2001 a. 16; 2013 a. 14; 2017 a. 207 s. 5; 2019 a. 42; 2021 a. 239 ss. 25, 26, 74.

Cross-reference: See s. 65.90 for budget procedure in counties other than Mil-
waukee.

59.605 Tax levy rate limit. (1) DerINITIONS. In this section:

(a) “Debt levy” means the county purpose levy for debt service
on loans under subch. II of ch. 24, bonds issued under s. 67.05,
promissory notes issued under s. 67.12 (12), and appropriation
bonds issued under s. 59.85, less any revenues that abate the levy.

(b) “Debt levy rate” means the debt levy divided by the equal-
ized value of the county exclusive of any tax incremental district
value increment.

(c) “Excess over the limit” means the amount of revenue
received by a county that results from the county exceeding the
limit under sub. (2).

(d) “Operating levy” means the county purpose levy, less the
debt levy.

(e) “Operating levy rate” means the total levy rate minus the
debt levy rate.

(f) “Penalized excess” means the excess over the limit for the
county.

COUNTIES 59.605

(g) “Total levy rate” means the county purpose levy divided by
the equalized value of the county exclusive of any tax incremental
district value increment.

(3) REFERENDUM, RESPONSIBILITY TRANSFERS. (a) 1. If the
governing body of a county wishes to exceed the operating levy
rate limit otherwise applicable to the county under this section, it
shall adopt a resolution to that effect. The resolution shall specify
either the operating levy rate or the operating levy that the govern-
ing body wishes to impose for either a specified number of years
or an indefinite period. The governing body shall call a special
referendum for the purpose of submitting the resolution to the
electors of the county for approval or rejection.

The
governing body shall file the resolution to be submitted to the elec-
tors as provided in s. 8.37.

2. The clerk of the county shall publish type A, B, C, D and
E notices of the referendum under s. 10.01 (2). Section 5.01 (1)
applies in the event of failure to comply with the notice require-
ments of this subdivision.

3. The referendum shall be held in accordance with chs. 5 to
12. The governing body shall provide the election officials with
all necessary election supplies. The form of the ballot shall corre-
spond substantially with the standard form for referendum ballots
prescribed by the elections commission under ss. 5.64 (2) and 7.08
(1) (a). If the resolution under subd. 1. specifies the operating levy
rate, the question shall be submitted as follows: “Under state law,
the operating levy rate for the .... (name of county), for the tax to
be imposed for the year .... (year), is limited to $.... per $1,000 of
equalized value. Shall the .... (name of county) be allowed to
exceed this rate limit for .... (a specified number of years) (an
indefinite period) by $.... per $1,000 of equalized value that results
in an operating levy rate of $.... per $1,000 of equalized value?”
If the resolution under subd. 1. specities the operating levy, the
question shall be submitted as follows: “Under state law, the oper-
ating levy rate for the .... (name of county), for the tax to be
imposed for the year .... (year), is limited to $.... per $1,000 of
equalized value. Notwithstanding the operating levy rate limit,
shall the .... (name of county) be allowed to levy an amount not to
exceed $.... (operating levy) for operating purposes for the year ...
(year), which may increase the operating levy rate for .... (a speci-
fied number of years) (an indefinite period)? This would allow a
....% increase above the levy of $.... (preceding year operating
levy) for the year .... (preceding year).”

4. Within 14 days after the referendum, the clerk of the county
shall certify the results of the referendum to the department of rev-
enue. A county may exceed the operating levy rate limit otherwise
applicable to it under this section in that year by an amount not
exceeding the amount approved by a majority of those voting on
the question.

(b) 1. If an increased operating levy rate is approved by a refer-
endum under par. (a) for a specified number of years, the increased
operating levy rate shall be the operating levy rate limit for that
number of years for purposes of this section. If an increased oper-
ating levy rate is approved by a referendum under par. (a) for an
indefinite period, the increased operating levy rate shall be the
operating levy rate limit for purposes of this section.

2. If an increased operating levy is approved by a referendum
under par. (a), the increased operating levy shall be used to calcu-
late the operating levy rate limit for the approved year for purposes
of this section. After the approved year, the operating levy rate
limit in the approved year or the operating levy rate limit that
would have been applicable if there had been no referendum,

2019-20 Wisconsin Statutes updated through 2021 Wis. Act 267 and through all Supreme Court and Controlled Substances
Board Orders filed before and in effect on July 1, 2022. Published and certified under s. 35.18. Changes effective after July 1,

2022, are designated by NOTES. (Published 7-1-22)


https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.60(1)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.60(13)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.60(13)(d)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(1)(g)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1981/56
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1981/314
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1985/29
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1985/29,%20s.%201190
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1985/29,%20s.%201191
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1985/29,%20s.%203200
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1987/284
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1987/399
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1989/31
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201,%20s.%20435
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/225
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/225,%20s.%20169
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1997/35
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2001/16
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2013/14
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2017/207
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2017/207,%20s.%205
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2019/42
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2021/239
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2021/239,%20s.%2025
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2021/239,%20s.%2026
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2021/239,%20s.%2074
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/65.90
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/subch.%20II%20of%20ch.%2024
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/67.05
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/67.12(12)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.85
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(2)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(3)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/8.37
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/10.01(2)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/5.01(1)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/ch.%205
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/ch.%2012
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/5.64(2)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/7.08(1)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/7.08(1)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(3)(a)1.
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(3)(a)1.
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(3)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(3)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(3)(a)
Shaun Murphy

Shaun Murphy

Shaun Murphy

Shaun Murphy


Updated 2019-20 Wis. Stats. Published and certified under s. 35.18. July 1, 2022.

59.605 COUNTIES

whichever is greater, shall be the limit for the specified number of
years or for an indefinite period for purposes of this section.

(c) 1. If a county transfers to another governmental unit
responsibility for providing any service that the county provided
in the preceding year, the levy rate limit otherwise applicable
under this section to the county in the current year is decreased to
reflect the cost that the county would have incurred to provide that
service, as determined by the department of revenue.

2. If a county increases the services that it provides by adding
responsibility for providing a service transferred to it from another
governmental unit in any year, the levy rate limit otherwise appli-
cable under this section to the county in the current year is
increased to reflect the cost of that service, as determined by the
department of revenue.

(4) PENALTIES. If the department of revenue determines that
a county has a penalized excess in any year, the department of rev-
enue shall do all of the following:

(a) Reduce the amount of the shared revenue payments to the
county under subch. I of ch. 79 in the following year by an amount
equal to the amount of the penalized excess.

(b) If the amount of the reduction made under par. (a) is insuffi-
cient to recover fully the amount of the penalized excess, request
the department of transportation to reduce the aids paid in that fol-
lowing year to the county under s. 86.30 (2) (e) by the amount
needed to recover as much of the remainder as is possible.

(c) Ensure that the amount of any reductions in shared revenue
payments under par. (a) lapses to the general fund.

(d) Ensure that the amount of the penalized excess is not
included in determining the limit described under sub. (2) for the
county for the following year.

(5) RATE COMPARISON. Annually, the department of revenue
shall compare the operating levy rate limit of each county under
this section to the actual operating levy rate imposed by the
county.

History: 1993 a. 16, 490; 1999 a. 150 s. 568; Stats. 1999 s. 59.605; 1999 a. 182
s5.207; 2007 a. 1, 115; 2011 a. 32, 75; 2013 a. 20; 2015 a. 118; 2017 a. 365 s. 111.

59.61 Financial transactions. (1) RECEIPTS AND DEPOSITS
OF MONEY; ACCOUNTS. Every county officer and employee and
every board, commission or other body that collects or receives
money for or in behalf of the county shall:

(a) Give such receipts therefor and file such duplicates thereof
with the clerk and treasurer as the board directs.

(b) Keep books of account and enter accurately in the books
from day to day with ample description, the items of that person’s
or that body’s official service, and the fees therefor.

(c) Pay all such money into the county treasury at the time that
is prescribed by law, or if not so prescribed daily or at the intervals
that are prescribed by the board.

(d) Perform all other duties in connection therewith that are
required by law.

(2) DEPOSITORIES; DESIGNATION. (a) The board of each county
having a population of 200,000 or more shall designate 2 or more,
and in other counties the board, or when the occasion arises and
the board is not in session, then a committee of the board which
has been authorized to do so shall designate one or more credit
unions, banks, savings banks, savings and loan associations, or
trust companies organized and doing business under the laws of
this state or federal law, located in this state, as county deposito-
ries, one or more of which shall be designated as working credit
unions, savings banks, savings and loan associations or banks, all
deposits in which shall be active deposits.

(b) In addition to the depositories specified in par. (a), the local
government pooled—investment fund may be designated as a
depository for investment purposes.

Updated 19-20 Wis. Stats. 54

(3) FuNDS TO BE PLACED IN DEPOSITORIES; REPORTS; CASH BAL-
ANCE. (a) Whenever a board has designated a county depository
under sub. (2), the treasurer shall deposit therein as soon as
received all funds that come to the treasurer’s hands in that capac-
ity in excess of the sum the treasurer is authorized by the board to
retain. Any sum on deposit shall be considered to be in the county
treasury, and the treasurer shall not be liable for any loss thereon
resulting from the failure or default of such depository. The board,
a committee of the board designated by it or the treasurer acting
under s. 59.25 (3) (s) may invest any funds that come into the
county treasurer’s hands in excess of the sum the treasurer is
authorized by the board to retain for immediate use in the name of
the county in the local government pooled—investment fund, in
interest—bearing bonds of the United States or of any county or
municipality in the state or in any other investment authorized by
statute. The board, committee or the county treasurer acting under
s. 59.25 (3) (s) may sell such securities when considered advisa-
ble.

(b) Every such depository shall on the first business day of
each month, and more often when required, file with the clerk a
statement of the amount of county money deposited with it during
the preceding month, and the treasurer shall at the same time file
with such clerk a statement showing the amount of moneys
received and disbursed by the treasurer during the previous
month.

(c) The board may fix the amount of money which may be
retained by the treasurer but in no case shall the sum exceed
$3,000; provided, that in all counties having a population of
200,000 or more inhabitants, the treasurer may retain such sum as
may be fixed by the board.

(d) Such treasurer and clerk, whenever the cash balance does
not amount to the sum authorized by the board to be retained, may
increase it to such amount by their check on the county depository
or depositories in favor of such treasurer.

History: 1995 a. 201 ss. 392, 422, 424, 425.

One who deals with a municipality does so at his or her own risk and may be subject
to any provisions of law that might prevent him or her from being paid by a municipal-
ity even though the services are rendered. Unless the power to bind the municipality
financially has been specifically delegated, the only entity with the statutory authority
to contract is the municipality. Holzbauer v. Safway Steel Products, Inc., 2005 WI
App 240, 288 Wis. 2d 250, 712 N.W.2d 35, 04-2058.

Based on the plain meaning of the word “investment,” the exchange of surplus
county funds for U.S. gold coins would be an investment within the meaning of sub.
(3). Section 66.0603 provides the authorized list of investments that a county can
make with county funds, and the statute does not authorize an investment in U.S. gold
coins. OAG 2-13.

59.62 Investment authority delegation. (1) The board
may delegate to any officer or employee any authority assigned by
law to the board to invest county funds. The delegation shall pro-
vide that the officer or employee be bonded.

(2) The board may impose any restriction on the delegation or
exercise of authority delegated under this section considered
desirable by the board. If the board delegates authority under this
section, the board shall periodically review the exercise of the del-
egated authority by the officer or employee.

History: 1995 a. 201 s. 207.

59.63 Treasurer’s disbursement of revenue. The trea-
surer may make disbursements of property tax revenues and of
credits under s. 79.10 according to the proportions that are
reported under ss. 60.33 (10m), 61.25 (10) and 62.09 (11) ().

History: 1983 a. 395; 1985 a. 39 5. 17; 1989 a. 56 5.259; 1995 a. 201 s. 272; Stats.
1995 s. 59.63.

59.64 Claims against county. (1) CLAIMS, HOW MADE; PRO-
CEDURE. (a) In general. Every person, except jurors, witnesses
and interpreters, and except physicians or other persons who are
entitled to receive from the county fees for reporting to the register
of deeds births or deaths, which have occurred under their care,
having any claim against any county shall comply with s. 893.80.
This paragraph does not apply to actions commenced under s.
19.37, 19.97 or 281.99.

2019-20 Wisconsin Statutes updated through 2021 Wis. Act 267 and through all Supreme Court and Controlled Substances
Board Orders filed before and in effect on July 1, 2022. Published and certified under s. 35.18. Changes effective after July 1,

2022, are designated by NOTES. (Published 7-1-22)


https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/subch.%20I%20of%20ch.%2079
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(4)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/86.30(2)(e)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(4)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.605(2)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1993/16
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1993/490
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1999/150
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1999/150,%20s.%20568
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1999/182
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1999/182,%20s.%20207
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2007/1
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2007/115
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2011/32
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2011/75
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2013/20
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2015/118
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2017/365
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/2017/365,%20s.%20111
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.61(2)(a)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.61(2)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.25(3)(s)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/59.25(3)(s)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201,%20s.%20392
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201,%20s.%20422
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201,%20s.%20424
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201,%20s.%20425
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/courts/2005%20WI%20App%20240
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/courts/2005%20WI%20App%20240
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/courts/288%20Wis.%202d%20250
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/courts/712%20N.W.2d%2035
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/wicourtofappeals/04-2058
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/oag/oag2-13
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201,%20s.%20207
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/79.10
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/60.33(10m)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/61.25(10)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/62.09(11)(j)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1983/395
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1985/39
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1985/39,%20s.%2017
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1989/56
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1989/56,%20s.%20259
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/acts/1995/201,%20s.%20272
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/893.80
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/19.37
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/19.97
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/281.99
Shaun Murphy

Shaun Murphy


1

66.0101
66.0103
66.0104

66.0105
66.0107
66.0109
66.0111
66.0113
66.0114
66.0115
66.0117
66.0119
66.0121
66.0123
66.0125
66.0127
66.0129
66.0131
66.0133
66.0134
66.0135
66.0137
66.0139
66.0141
66.0143

66.0201
66.0203
66.0205
66.0207
66.0209
66.0211
66.0213

66.0215

Updated 2019-20 Wis. Stats. Published and certified under s. 35.18. July 1, 2022.

Updated 19-20 Wis. Stats.

MUNICIPAL LAW

CHAPTER 66
GENERAL MUNICIPALITY LAW

SUBCHAPTER I
GENERAL POWERS; ADMINISTRATION
Home rule; manner of exercise.
Code of ordinances.
Prohibiting ordinances that place certain limits or requirements on a land-
lord.
Jurisdiction of overlapping extraterritorial powers.
Power of municipalities to prohibit criminal conduct.
Penalties under county and municipal ordinances.
Bond or cash deposit under municipal ordinances.
Citations for certain ordinance violations.
Actions for violation of ordinances.
Outstanding unpaid forfeitures.
Judgment against local governmental units.
Special inspection warrants.
Orders; action; proof of demand.
Recreation authority.
Community relations—social development commissions.
Municipal hospital board.
Hospital facilities lease from nonprofit corporation.
Local governmental purchasing.
Energy savings performance contracting.
Labor peace agreements prohibited.
Interest on late payments.
Provision of insurance.
Disposal of abandoned property.
Accident record systems.
Local appeals for exemption from state mandates.
SUBCHAPTER II
INCORPORATION; MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES
Incorporation of villages and cities; purpose and definitions.
Procedure for incorporation of villages and cities.
Standards to be applied by the circuit court.
Standards to be applied by the board.
Review of incorporation—related orders and decisions.
Incorporation referendum procedure.
Powers of new village or city: elections; adjustment of taxes; reorganiza-
tion as village.
Incorporation of certain towns adjacent to 1st class cities.

66.02162 Incorporation of certain towns contiguous to 3rd class cities or villages.
66.02165 Limitations on newly created incorporated village or city.

66.0217
66.0219
66.0221
66.0223
66.0225
66.0227
66.0229
66.0230
66.0231
66.0233
66.0235

66.0301
66.0303
66.0304
66.0305
66.0307
66.0309

66.0311

66.0312

Annexation initiated by electors and property owners.

Annexation by referendum initiated by city or village.

Annexation of and creation of town islands.

Annexation of territory owned by a city or village.

Stipulated boundary agreements in contested boundary actions.

Detachment of territory.

Consolidation.

Town consolidation with a city or village.

Notice of certain litigation affecting municipal status or boundaries.

Town participation in actions to test alterations of town boundaries.

Adjustment of assets and liabilities on division of territory.

SUBCHAPTER 1III

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION

Intergovernmental cooperation.

Municipal interstate cooperation.

Conduit revenue bonds.

Political subdivision revenue sharing.

Boundary change pursuant to approved cooperative plan.

Creation, organization, powers and duties of regional planning commis-

sions.
Intergovernmental cooperation in financing and undertaking housing proj-
ects.
Local health departments; mutual assistance.

66.03125 Fire departments; mutual assistance.

66.0313
66.0314
66.0315
66.0316
66.0317

66.0401
66.0403
66.0404
66.0405
66.0406
66.0407
66.0408
66.0409

Law enforcement; mutual assistance.
State of emergency; mutual assistance.
Municipal cooperation; federal rivers, harbors or water resources projects.
Renew Wisconsin performance review.
Cooperation region.
SUBCHAPTER IV
REGULATION
Regulation relating to solar and wind energy systems.
Solar and wind access permits.
Mobile tower siting regulations.
Removal of rubbish.
Radio broadcast service facility regulations.
Noxious weeds.
Regulation of occupations.
Local regulation of weapons.

66.0410
66.0411
66.0412
66.0413
66.0414
66.0415
66.0416
66.0417
66.0418
66.0419
66.0420
66.0421
66.0422
66.0423
66.0425
66.0427
66.0429
66.0431
66.0433
66.0435
66.0436
66.0437
66.0438
66.0439
66.0440

66.0501

Local regulation of ticket reselling.
Sound—producing devices; impoundment; seizure and forfeiture.
Local regulation of real estate brokers, brokerage services.
Razing buildings.
Small wireless facilities.
Offensive industry.
Stands operated by minors.
Local enforcement of certain food and health regulations.
Prohibition of local regulation of certain foods, beverages.
Local regulation of auxiliary containers.
Video service.
Access to video service.
Video service, telecommunications, and broadband facilities.
Transient merchants.
Privileges in streets.
Open excavations in populous counties.
Street barriers; neighborhood watch signs.
Prohibiting operators from leaving keys in parked motor vehicles.
Licenses for nonintoxicating beverages.
Manufactured and mobile home communities.
Certificates of food protection practices for restaurants.
Drug disposal programs.
Limitations on locally issued identification cards.
Environmental, occupational health, and safety credentials.
Battery—powered, alarmed electric security fences.

SUBCHAPTER V

OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

Eligibility for office.

66.05015 Background investigation.

66.0502
66.0503
66.0504
66.0505
66.0506
66.0507
66.0508
66.0509
66.0510
66.0511

66.0513
66.0515
66.0517
66.0518

66.0601
66.0602
66.0603
66.0605
66.0607
66.0608

66.0609
66.0611
66.0613
66.0615
66.0617
66.0619
66.0621
66.0623
66.0625
66.0626

66.0627
66.0628

66.0701
66.0703
66.0705
66.0707

66.0709
66.0711
66.0713
66.0715

66.0717

Employee residency requirements prohibited.
Combination of municipal offices.
Address confidentiality program.
Compensation of governing bodies.
Referendum; increase in employee wages.
Automatic salary schedules.
Collective bargaining.
Civil service system; veterans preference.
Benefits to officers, employees, agents.
Law enforcement agency policies on use of force and citizen complaint
procedures.
Police, pay when acting outside county or municipality.
Receipts for fees.
‘Weed commissioner.
Defined benefit pension plans.
SUBCHAPTER VI
FINANCE; REVENUES
Appropriations.
Local levy limits.
Investments.
Local government audits and reports.
Withdrawal or disbursement from local treasury.
Separate accounts for municipal fire, emergency medical services practi-
tioner, and emergency medical responder volunteer funds.
Financial procedure; alternative system of approving claims.
Political subdivisions prohibited from levying tax on incomes.
Assessment on racing prohibited.
Room tax; forfeitures.
Impact fees.
Public improvement bonds: issuance.
Revenue obligations.
Refunding village, town, sanitary, and inland lake district bonds.
Joint issuance of mass transit bonding.
Special assessments or charges for contaminated well or wastewater sys-
tem loans.
Special charges for current services and certain loan repayments.
Fees imposed by a political subdivision.
SUBCHAPTER VII
SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS
Special assessments by local ordinance.
Special assessments, generally.
Property of public and private entities subject to special assessments.
Assessment or special charge against property in adjacent city, village or
town.
Preliminary payment of improvements funded by special assessments.
Discount on cash payments for public improvements.
Contractor’s certificates; general obligation—local improvement bonds;
special assessment B bonds.
Deferral of special assessments; payment of special assessments in install-
ments.
Lien of special assessment.
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ating or participating in appropriate celebrations of any legal holi-
day listed in s. 995.20.

History: 1999 a. 65 s. 14; 1999 a. 150 ss. 89, 90, 92, 94, 165 to 167; 2001 a. 30;
2005 a. 155; 2007 a. 20.

66.0602 Local levy limits. (1) DerNITIONS. In this section:

(a) “Debt service” includes debt service on debt issued or reis-
sued to fund or refund outstanding municipal or county obliga-
tions, interest on outstanding municipal or county obligations, and
related issuance costs and redemption premiums.

(ak) “Joint emergency medical services district” means a joint
emergency medical services district organized by any combina-
tion of 2 or more cities, villages, or towns under s. 66.0301 (2).

(am) “Joint fire department” means a joint fire department
organized under s. 61.65 (2) (a) 3. or 62.13 (2m), or a joint fire
department organized by any combination of 2 or more cities, vil-
lages, or towns under s. 66.0301 (2).

(au) “Municipality” means a city, village, or town.

(b) “Penalized excess” means the levy, in an amount that is at
least $500 over the limit under sub. (2) for the political subdivi-
sion, not including any amount that is excepted from the limit
under subs. (3), (4), and (5).

@EBExcept as provided in par. (b), the base amount in any year,
to which the limit under this section applies, shall be the actual
levy for the immediately preceding year. In determining its levy
in any year, a city, village, or town shall subtract any tax increment
that is calculated under s. 59.57 (3) (a), 60.85 (1) (L), or 66.1105
(2) (i). The base amount in any year, to which the limit under this
section applies, may not include any amount to which sub. (3) (e)
8. applies.

(b) For purposes of par. (a), in 2018, and in each year thereafter,
the base amount to which the limit under this section applies is the
actual levy for the immediately preceding year, plus the amount
of the payment under s. 79.096, and the levy limit is the base
amount multiplied by the valuation factor, minus the amount of
the payment under s. 79.096, except that the adjustments for pay-
ments received under s. 79.096 do not apply to payments received
under s. 79.096 (3) for a tax incremental district that has been ter-
minated.

(2m) NEGATIVE ADJUSTMENT. (a) If a political subdivision’s
levy for the payment of any general obligation debt service,
including debt service on debt issued or reissued to fund or refund
outstanding obligations of the political subdivision and interest on
outstanding obligations of the political subdivision, on debt origi-
nally issued before July 1, 2005, is less in the current year than it
was in the previous year, the political subdivision shall reduce its
levy limit in the current year by an amount equal to the amount that
its levy was reduced as described in this subsection.

(b) 1. In this paragraph, “covered service”” means garbage col-
lection, fire protection, snow plowing, street sweeping, or storm
water management, except that garbage collection may not be a
covered service for any political subdivision that owned and oper-
ated a landfill on January 1, 2013. With regard to fire protection,
“covered service” does not include the production, storage, trans-
mission, sale and delivery, or furnishing of water for public fire
protection purposes.

2. Except as provided in subd. 4., if a political subdivision
receives revenues that are designated to pay for a covered service
that was funded in 2013 by the levy of the political subdivision,
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the political subdivision shall reduce its levy limit in the current
year by an amount equal to the estimated amount of fee revenue
collected for providing the covered service, less any previous
reductions made under this subdivision, not to exceed the amount
funded in 2013 by the levy of the political subdivision.

3. Except as provided in subd. 4., if a political subdivision
receives payments in lieu of taxes that are designated to pay for a
covered service that was funded in 2013 by the levy of the political
subdivision, the political subdivision shall reduce its levy limit in
the current year by the estimated amount of payments in lieu of
taxes received by the political subdivision to pay for the covered
service, less any previous reductions made under this subdivision,
not to exceed the amount funded in 2013 by the levy of the politi-
cal subdivision.

4. The requirement under subd. 2. or 3. does not apply if the
governing body of the political subdivision adopts a resolution
that the levy limit should not be reduced and if the resolution is
approved in a referendum. The procedure under sub. (4) applies
to a referendum under this subdivision, except that the resolution
and referendum question need not specity an amount of increase
in the levy limit or the length of time for which the levy limit
increase will apply.

(B)MBXE@ERBIONS. (a) If a political subdivision transfers to
another governmental unit responsibility for providing any ser-
vice that the political subdivision provided in the preceding year,
the levy increase limit otherwise applicable under this section to
the political subdivision in the current year is decreased to reflect
the cost that the political subdivision would have incurred to pro-
vide that service, as determined by the department of revenue.

(b) If a political subdivision increases the services that it pro-
vides by adding responsibility for providing a service transferred
to it from another governmental unit that provided the service in
the preceding year, the levy increase limit otherwise applicable
under this section to the political subdivision in the current year
is increased to reflect the cost of that service, as determined by the
department of revenue.

(c) Ifacity or village annexes territory from a town, the city’s
or village’s levy increase limit otherwise applicable under this
section is increased in the current year by an amount equal to the
town levy on the annexed territory in the preceding year and the
levy increase limit otherwise applicable under this section in the
current year for the town from which the territory is annexed is
decreased by that same amount, as determined by the department
of revenue.

(d) 1. If the amount of debt service for a political subdivision
in the preceding year is less than the amount of debt service
needed in the current year, as a result of the political subdivision
adopting a resolution before July 1, 2005, authorizing the issuance
of debt, the levy increase limit otherwise applicable under this sec-
tion to the political subdivision in the current year is increased by
the difference between these 2 amounts, as determined by the
department of revenue.

3. The limit otherwise applicable under this section does not
apply to amounts levied by a county having a population of
750,000 or more for the payment of debt service on appropriation
bonds issued under s. 59.85, including debt service on appropria-
tion bonds issued to fund or refund outstanding appropriation
bonds of the county, to pay related issuance costs or redemption
premiums, or to make payments with respect to agreements or
ancillary arrangements authorized under s. 59.86.
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4. If the amount of a lease payment related to a lease revenue
bond for a political subdivision in the preceding year is less than
the amount of the lease payment needed in the current year, as a
result of the issuance of a lease revenue bond before July 1, 2005,
the levy increase limit otherwise applicable under this section to
the political subdivision in the current year is increased by the dit-
ference between these 2 amounts.

5. The limit otherwise applicable under this section does not
apply to amounts levied by a 1st class city for the payment of debt
service on appropriation bonds issued under s. 62.62, including
debt service on appropriation bonds issued to fund or refund out-
standing appropriation bonds of the city, to pay related issuance
costs or redemption premiums, or to make payments with respect
to agreements or ancillary arrangements authorized under s.
62.621.

6. The limit otherwise applicable under this section does not
apply to the amount that a political subdivision levies to make up
any revenue shortfall for the debt service on a special assessment
B bond issued under s. 66.0713 (4).

(dm) If the department of revenue does not certify a value
increment for a tax incremental district for the current year as a
result of the district’s termination, the levy increase limit other-
wise applicable under this section in the current year to the politi-
cal subdivision in which the district is located is increased by an
amount equal to the political subdivision’s maximum allowable
levy for the immediately preceding year, multiplied by a percent-
age equal to 50 percent of the amount determined by dividing the
value increment of the terminated tax incremental district, calcu-
lated for the previous year, by the political subdivision’s equalized
value, exclusive of any tax incremental district value increments,
for the previous year, all as determined by the department of reve-
nue.

(ds) If the department of revenue recertifies the tax incremen-
tal base of a tax incremental district as a result of the district’s sub-
traction of territory under s. 66.1105 (4) (h) 2., the levy limit other-
wise applicable under this section shall be adjusted in the first levy
year in which the subtracted territory is not part of the value incre-
ment. In that year, the political subdivision in which the district
is located shall increase the levy limit otherwise applicable by an
amount equal to the political subdivision’s maximum allowable
levy for the immediately preceding year, multiplied by a percent-
age equal to 50 percent of the amount determined by dividing the
value increment of the tax incremental district’s territory that was
subtracted, calculated for the previous year, by the political subdi-
vision’s equalized value, exclusive of any tax incremental district
value increments, for the previous year, all as determined by the
department of revenue.

2. The amount that a 1st class city levies in that year for school
purposes.

5. The amount that a political subdivision levies in that year
to make up any revenue shortfall for the debt service on a revenue
bond issued under s. 66.0621 by the political subdivision or by a
joint fire department if the joint fire department uses the proceeds
of the bond to pay for a fire station and assesses the political subdi-
vision for its share of that debt, under an agreement entered into
under s.66.0301, which is incurred by the joint fire department but
is the responsibility of the political subdivision.

7. The amount that a village levies in that year for police pro-
tection services, but this subdivision applies only to a village’s

MUNICIPAL LAW 66.0602

levy for the year immediately after the year in which the village
changes from town status and incorporates as a village, and only
if the town did not have a police force.

9. The political subdivision’s share of any refund or rescission
determined by the department of revenue and certified under s.
74.41 (5).

(f) 1. Subject to subd. 3., and unless a political subdivision
makes an adjustment under par. (fm), if a political subdivision’s
allowable levy under this section in the prior year was greater than
its actual levy in that year, the levy increase limit otherwise appli-
cable under this section to the political subdivision in the next suc-
ceeding year is increased by the difference between the prior
year’s allowable levy and the prior year’s actual levy, as deter-
mined by the department of revenue, up to a maximum increase
of 1.5 percent of the actual levy in that prior year.

3. The adjustment described in subd. 1. may occur only if the
political subdivision’s governing body approves of the adjustment
by one of the following methods:

a. With regard to a city, village, or county, if the governing
body consists of at least 5 members, by a majority vote of the gov-
erning body if the increase is 0.5 percent or less and by a three—
quarters majority vote of the governing body if the increase is
more than 0.5 percent, up to a maximum increase of 1.5 percent.

b. With regard to a city, village, or county, if the governing
body consists of fewer than 5 members, by a majority vote of the
governing body if the increase is 0.5 percent or less and by a two—
thirds majority vote of the governing body if the increase is more
than 0.5 percent, up to a maximum increase of 1.5 percent.

¢. With a regard to a town, by a majority vote of the annual
town meeting, or a special town meeting, if the town board has
adopted a resolution approving of the adjustment by a majority
vote of the town board if the increase is 0.5 percent or less and by
a two—thirds majority vote of the town board if the increase is
more than 0.5 percent, up to a maximum increase of 1.5 percent.

(fm) 1. Subject to subds. 3. and 4., a political subdivision’s
levy increase limit otherwise applicable under this section may be
increased by any amount up to the maximum adjustment specified
under subd. 2.

2. The maximum adjustment allowed under subd. 1. shall be
calculated by adding the difference between the political subdivi-
sion’s valuation factor in the previous year and the actual percent
increase in a political subdivision’s levy attributable to the politi-
cal subdivision’s valuation factor in the previous year, for the 5
years before the current year, less any amount claimed under subd.
1. in one of the 5 preceding years, except that the calculation may
not include any year before 2014, and the maximum adjustment
as calculated under this subdivision may not exceed 5 percent.

3. The adjustment described in subd. 1. may occur only it the
political subdivision’s governing body approves of the adjustment
by a two—thirds majority vote of the governing body and if the
political subdivision’s level of outstanding general obligation
debt in the current year is less than or equal to the political subdivi-
sion’s level of outstanding general obligation debt in the previous
ear.

4. This paragraph first applies to a levy that is imposed in
2015, and no political subdivision may make an adjustment under
this paragraph if it makes an adjustment under par. () for the same
ear.

(g) If a county has provided a service in a part of the county
in the preceding year and if a city, village, or town has provided
that same service in another part of the county in the preceding

=

b=
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(b) The clerk of the political subdivision shall publish type A,
B, C, D, and E notices of the referendum under s. 10.01 (2). Sec-
tion 5.01 (1) applies in the event of failure to comply with the
notice requirements of this paragraph.

(c) The referendum shall be held in accordance with chs. 5 to
12. The political subdivision shall provide the election officials
with all necessary election supplies. The form of the ballot shall
correspond substantially with the standard form for referendum

ballots under ss. 5.64 (2) and 7.08 (1) (a). DicKUCSHCTISHAINGS
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cal subdivision shall certify the results of the referendum to the
department of revenue. The levy increase limit otherwise applica-
ble to the political subdivision under this section is increased in the
next fiscal year by the percentage approved by a majority of those
voting on the question. If the resolution specitfies that the increase
is for one year only, the amount of the increase shall be subtracted
from the base used to calculate the limit for the 2nd succeeding fis-
cal year.

(5) EXCEPTION, CERTAIN TOWNS. A town with a population of
less than 3,000 may exceed the levy increase limit otherwise
applicable under this section to the town if the town board adopts
a resolution supporting an increase and places the question on the
agenda of an annual town meeting or a special town meeting and
if the annual or special town meeting adopts a resolution endors-
ing the town board’s resolution. The limit otherwise applicable to
the town under this section is increased in the next fiscal year by
the percentage approved by a majority of those voting on the ques-
tion. Within 14 days after the adoption of the resolution, the town
clerk shall certify the results of the vote to the department of reve-
ue.

(6) PENALTIES. Except as provided in sub. (6m), if the depart-
ment of revenue determines that a political subdivision has a
penalized excess in any year, the department of revenue shall do
all of the following:

(a) Reduce the amount of the payment to the political sub-
division under s. 79.02 (1) in the following year by an amount
equal to the amount of the penalized excess.

=

MUNICIPAL LAW 66.0603

(b) Ensure that the amount of any reductions in payments
under par. (a) lapses to the general fund.

(c) Ensure that the amount of the penalized excess is not
included in determining the limit described under sub. (2) for the
political subdivision for the following year.

(d) Ensure that, if a political subdivision’s penalized excess
exceeds the amount of aid payment that may be reduced under par.
(a), the excess amount is subtracted from the aid payments under
par. (a) in the following years until the total amount of penalized
excess is subtracted from the aid payments.

(6m) MISTAKES IN LEVIES. The department of revenue may
issue a finding that a political subdivision is not liable for a penalty
that would otherwise be imposed under sub. (6) if the department
determines that the political subdivision’s penalized excess is
caused by one of the following clerical errors:

(a) The department, through mistake or inadvertence, has
assessed to any county or taxation district, in the current year or
in the previous year, a greater or less valuation for any year than
should have been assessed, causing the political subdivision’s
levy to be erroneous in a way that directly causes a penalized
excess.

(b) A taxation district clerk or a county clerk, through mistake
or inadvertence in preparing or delivering the tax roll, causes a
political subdivision’s levy to be erroneous in a way that directly
causes a penalized excess.

History: 2005 a. 25, 484;2007 a. 20, 115, 129; 2009 a. 28; 2011 a. 32,63, 75, 140,
145,258;2013 a. 20; 2013 a. 165 s. 114; 2013 a. 222, 310; 2015 a. 55, 191, 256; 2017
a.59;2017 a. 207 5.5;2017 a. 223,243,317;2017 a. 365 5. 11152019 a. 45,126, 133;
2021 a. 1, 61; 2021 a. 238 ss. 44, 45; 2021 a. 240 s. 30.

66.0603 Investments. (1g) DEerINITION. In this section,
“governing board” has the meaning given under s. 34.01 (1) but
does not include a local exposition district board created under
subch. II of ch. 229 or a local cultural arts district board created
under subch. V of ch. 229.

(1m) INVESTMENTS. (a) A county, city, village, town, school
district, drainage district, technical college district or other gov-
erning board, other than a local professional football stadium dis-
trict board created under subch. IV of ch. 229, may invest any of
its funds not immediately needed in any of the following:

1. Time deposits in any credit union, bank, savings bank, trust
company, or savings and loan association which is authorized to
transact business in this state.

2. Bonds or securities issued or guaranteed as to principal and
interest by the federal government, or by a commission, board or
other instrumentality of the federal government.

3. Bonds or securities of any county, city, drainage district,
technical college district, village, town or school district of this
state.

3m. Bonds issued by a local exposition district under subch.
II of ch. 229.

3p. Bonds issued by a local professional baseball park district
created under subch. III of ch. 229.

3q. Bonds issued by a local professional football stadium dis-
trict created under subch. IV of ch. 229.

3s. Bonds issued by the University of Wisconsin Hospitals
and Clinics Authority.

3t. Bonds issued by a local cultural arts district under subch.
V of ch. 229.

3u. Bonds issued by the Wisconsin Aerospace Authority.

4. Any security which matures or which may be tendered for
purchase at the option of the holder within not more than 7 years
of the date on which it is acquired, if that security has a rating
which is the highest or 2nd highest rating category assigned by
Standard & Poor’s corporation, Moody’s investors service or
other similar nationally recognized rating agency or if that secu-
rity is senior to, or on a parity with, a security of the same issuer
which has such a rating.
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SCHOOL FINANCE 121.004

SUBCHAPTER I 121.54  Transportation by school districts.
DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL PROVISIONS 121.545  Additional transportation.

121.004 Definitions. 121.55  Methods of providing transportation.
121.006 State aid withheld. 121.555 Alternative methods of providing transportation.
121.007 Use of state aid; exemption from execution. 121.56  School bus routes.

SUBCHAPTER 11 121.57  Board and lodging or house rental in lieu of transportation.

GENERAL AID 121.575 School transportation bio—diesel fuel cost assistance.

12101 Purpose 121.58  State aid.
12102 School district standards. 12159 High cost ‘“‘“Spomt“;%‘;‘éH APTER V
121.05  Budget and membership report. TUITION PAYMENTS
121.06  Determination and certification of equalized valuation. 12175 C .
121.07  General provisions; state aid computation. 121 ‘7 6 DOPSKTCHOH' d | ..
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121.085  State a}d, other redu?llons. —_— . 121.78  Tuition payments by school districts.
121.09  State aid adjustment; redetermination of assessment. 12179 Tuition payments by state
121.095 State aid adjustment; Challenge Academy program. 121.80  Tuition gaiments b§ countics
121.105 Spema% adjustment al(}s. P, . 121.81  Tuition payments by parents.
121.135 State aid to county children with disabilities education boards. 121.82  Tuition payment by adult
121.136  State aid for high—poverty school districts. 121.83 Computation of tuition. ’
121.137 First class city school levy aid. 121.84  Tuition waiver; special cases.
121.14  State aid for summer classes and interim session classes. SUBCHAPTER VI
121.15  Payment of state aid.
121.17  Use of federal revenue sharing funds. 121.845 Definitions SPECIAL TRANSFER AID
121.23  Payment of aids in school district labor disputes. 121 '85‘ Special trarisfer programs

SUBCHAPTER III 121.86  Merged attendance area programs.

DRIVER EDUCATION AID AND FEES 121.87  School district report.

121.41  Driver education programs. SUBCHAPTER VII

SUBCHAPTER IV REVENUE LIMIT

TRANSPORTATION AID 121.90  Definitions.

121.51  Definitions. 121.905 Applicability.
121.52  Vehicle, operator and driver requirements. 12191 Revenue limit.
121.53  School bus insurance. 121.92  Penalty for exceeding revenue ceiling or limit.

Cross—reference: See definitions ins. 115.001.

SUBCHAPTER I
DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL PROVISIONS

121.004 Definitions.
clearly requires otherwise:

(1) AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP. “Average daily member-
ship” is the sum of all pupils enrolled in all schools of the school
district for each day of the school term, divided by the number of
days school is actually taught. If it contains a fraction, the quotient
shall be expressed as the nearest whole number.

(2) EQUALIZED VALUATION. The “equalized valuation” of a
school district is the full value of the taxable property of the terri-
tory in the school district as certified for the prior year under s.
121.06 (2), excluding value adjustments made under s. 70.57 (1)
resulting from appeals made under s. 70.995. The “equalized val-
uation” of any taxable property in a tax incremental district shall
not exceed its equalized value determined for the purpose of
obtaining the tax incremental base of that district under s. 66.1105.
The “equalized valuation” of a school district shall be reduced by
the amount of an environmental remediation value increment on
a parcel of property that is certified under s. 66.1106 during the
period of certification.

(3) Funp. “Fund” is an independent accounting entity, as pre-
scribed under s. 115.28 (13).

(4) Gross cosT. The “gross cost” of a fund means the sum of
all nonduplicative expenditures from and other financing uses of
that fund.

(5) MEMBERSHIP. “Membership” for any school district is the
sum of pupils enrolled as reported under s. 121.05 (1) or (2), as
appropriate, and the summer average daily membership equiva-

In this chapter, unless the context

lent for those academic summer classes, interim session classes,
and laboratory periods approved for necessary academic purposes
under s. 121.14 (1) (a) 1. and 2. and those online classes described
ins. 121.14 (1) (a) 3.

(6) NET cosT. The “net cost” of a fund means the gross cost
of that fund minus all nonduplicative revenues and other financing
sources of that fund except property taxes, general aid, and aid
received under ss. 79.095 (4) and 79.096. In this subsection, “non-
duplicative revenues” includes federal financial assistance under
20 USC 236 to 245, to the extent permitted under federal law and
regulations.

(7) PUPILSENROLLED. (a) ‘“Pupils enrolled” is the total number
of pupils, as expressed by official enrollments, in all schools of the
school district, except as provided in pars. (b) to (f). If such total
contains a fraction, it shall be expressed as the nearest whole num-
ber. The same method shall be used in computing the number of
pupils enrolled for resident pupils, nonresident pupils or both.

(b) A first grade pupil may be counted only if the pupil attains
the age permitted under s. 120.12 (25) or required under s. 118.14
for first grade admission.

(c) 1. A pupil enrolled in kindergarten may be counted only
if the pupil attains the age permitted under s. 120.12 (25) or
required under s. 118.14 for kindergarten admission. A kindergar-
ten pupil, including a pupil enrolled in a 4—year—old kindergarten
program being phased in under s. 118.14 (3) (b), shall be counted
as one—half pupil except that:

a. A pupil enrolled in a 5—year—old kindergarten program that
requires full-day attendance by the pupil for 5 days a week, but
not on any day of the week that pupils enrolled in other grades in
the school do not attend school, for an entire school term shall be
counted as one pupil.

b. A pupil enrolled in a 5—year—old kindergarten program that
requires full-day attendance by the pupil for less than 5 days a
week for an entire school term shall be counted as the result
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subd. 1. a., in calculating the limit for the 2019-20 school year,
add $175 to the result under subd. 1. a., and in calculating the limit
for the 2020-21 school year, add $179 to the result under subd. 1.
a. In the 2015-16 to 2018—19 school years, the 2021-22 school
year, and any school year thereafter, make no adjustment to the
result under subd. 1. a.

c. Multiply the result under subd. 1. b. by the number of pupils
who in the previous school year were enrolled in a school district
from which territory was detached to create the new school district
and who resided in the detached territory, or by the number of
pupils enrolled in the new school district in the current school
year, whichever is greater.

2. If a school district is created under s. 117.105, the following
adjustments to the calculations under pars. (i) to (j) apply for the
2 school years beginning on the July 1 following the effective date
of the reorganization:

a. For the school year beginning on the first July 1 following
the effective date of the reorganization the number of pupils in the
previous school year shall be used under pars. (i) 1., (im) 1. and
(j) 1. instead of the average of the number of pupils in the 3 previ-
ous school years, and for the school year beginning on the 2nd July
1 following the effective date of the reorganization the average of
the number of pupils in the 2 previous school years shall be used
under pars. (i) 1., (im) 1. and (j) 1. instead of the average of the
number of pupils in the 3 previous school years.

b. For the school year beginning on the first July 1 following
the effective date of the reorganization the average of the number
of pupils in the current and the previous school years shall be used
under pars. (i) 2. and (j) 3. instead of the average of the number of
pupils in the current and the 2 preceding school years.

(s) 1. Notwithstanding pars. (i) to (j), if territory is detached
from a school district to create a new school district under s.
117.105, the revenue limit under this section of the school district
from which territory is detached for the school year beginning
with the effective date of the reorganization shall be determined
as follows except as provided in subs. (3) and (4):

a. Divide the result under s. 121.905 (3) (a) 3. by the number
of pupils who in the previous school year were enrolled in the
school district and who did not reside in territory that was
detached to create the new school district.

b. Add an amount equal to the amount of revenue increase per
pupil allowed under this subsection for the previous school year
multiplied by the sum of 1.0 plus the allowable rate of increase
under s. 73.0305 expressed as a decimal to the result under subd.
1. a., except that in calculating the limit for the 2013—-14 school
year and the 2014-15 school year, add $75 to the result under
subd. 1. a., in calculating the limit for the 2019-20 school year,
add $175 to the result under subd. 1. a., and in calculating the limit
for the 202021 school year, add $179 to the result under subd. 1.
a. In the 2015-16 to 2018-19 school years, the 2021-22 school
year, and any school year thereafter, make no adjustment to the
result under subd. 1. a.

c. Multiply the result under subd. 1. b. by the number of pupils
who in the previous school year were enrolled in the school district
and who did not reside in the detached territory, or by the number
of pupils enrolled in the school district in the current school year,
whichever is greater.

2. If territory is detached from a school district to create a new
school district under s. 117.105, the following adjustments to the
calculations under pars. (i) to (j) apply to the school district from
which territory is detached for the 2 school years beginning on the
July 1 following the effective date of the reorganization:

a. For the school year beginning on the first July 1 following
the effective date of the reorganization, the number of pupils in the
previous school year shall be used under pars. (i) 1., (im) 1., and
(§) 1. instead of the average of the number of pupils in the 3 previ-
ous school years; and for the school year beginning on the 2nd July
1 following the effective date of the reorganization, the average of
the number of pupils in the 2 previous school years shall be used
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under pars. (i) 1., (im) 1., and (j) 1. instead of the average of the
number of pupils in the 3 previous school years.

b. For the school year beginning on the first July 1 following
the effective date of the reorganization the average of the number
of pupils in the current and the previous school year shall be used
under pars. (i) 2. and (j) 3. instead of the average of the number of
pupils in the current and the 2 preceding school years.

(t) 1. If 2 or more school districts are consolidated under s.
117.08 or 117.09, in the 2019-20 school year, the consolidated
school district’s revenue limit shall be determined as provided
under par. (im), in the 2020-21 school year, the consolidated
school district’s revenue limit shall be determined as provided
under par. (j), and in each school year thereafter, the consolidated
school district’s revenue limit shall be determined as provided
under par. (i), except as follows:

a. For the school year beginning with the effective date of the
consolidation, the state aid received in the previous school year by
the consolidated school district is the sum of the state aid amounts
received in the previous school year by all of the affected school
districts.

b. For the school year beginning with the effective date of the
consolidation, the property taxes levied for the previous school
year for the consolidated school district is the sum of the property
taxes levied for the previous school year by all of the affected
school districts.

c. For the school year beginning with the effective date of the
consolidation and the 2 succeeding school years, the number of
pupils enrolled in the consolidated school district in any school
year previous to the effective date of the consolidation is the sum
of the number of pupils enrolled in all of the affected school dis-
tricts in that school year.

2. If 2 or more school districts are consolidated under s.
117.08 or 117.09, and an excess revenue has been approved under
sub. (3) for one or more of the affected school districts for school
years beginning on or after the effective date of the consolidation,
the approval for those school years expires on the effective date
of the consolidation.

(3) (a) 1. If a school board wishes to exceed the limit under
sub. (2m) otherwise applicable to the school district in any school
year, it shall promptly adopt a resolution supporting inclusion in
the final school district budget of an amount equal to the proposed
excess revenue. The resolution shall specify whether the pro-
posed excess revenue is for a recurring or nonrecurring purpose,
or, if the proposed excess revenue is for both recurring and nonre-
curring purposes, the amount of the proposed excess revenue for
each purpose. The resolution shall be filed as provided in s. 8.37.
Within 10 days after adopting the resolution, the school board
shall notify the department that it will schedule a referendum for
the purpose of submitting the resolution to the electors of the
school district for approval or rejection and shall submit a copy of
the resolution to the department. Except as provided in subd. 2.,
the school board shall schedule the referendum to be held at the
next regularly scheduled spring primary or election or partisan
primary or general election, provided such election is to be held
not sooner than 70 days after the filing of the resolution of the
school board. A school board may proceed under this subdivision
and under s. 67.05 (6a) (a) 2. a. no more than 2 times in any calen-
dar year. The school district clerk shall certify the results of the
referendum to the department within 10 days after the referendum

=
=
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(b) The school district clerk shall publish type A, B, C, D and
E notices of the referendum under s. 10.01 (2). Notwithstanding
s. 10.01 (2) (a), the type A notice shall include a statement of the
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amount of the excess revenue specitied in par. (a) and a copy of
the resolution under par. (a). Section 5.01 (1) applies in the event
of failure to comply with the notice requirements of this para-
graph.

(c) A referendum under this subsection shall be held in accord-
ance with chs. 5 to 12. The school district clerk shall provide the
election officials with all necessary election supplies. The form
of the ballot shall correspond substantially with the standard form
for referendum ballots prescribed by the elections commission
under ss. 5.64 (2) and 7.08 (1) (a). The question submitted shall
be whether the limit under sub. (2m) may be exceeded by a speci-
fied amount. If the resolution provides that any of the excess rev-
enue will be used for a nonrecurring purpose, the ballot in the elec-
tion shall so state and shall specify the amount that will be used
for a nonrecurring purpose. The limit otherwise applicable to the
school district under sub. (2m) is increased by the amount
approved by a majority of those voting on the question.

(4) (a) 1. If a school board transfers to another governmental
unit responsibility for providing any service that it provided in the
preceding school year, the limit otherwise applicable under sub.
(2m) in the current school year is decreased by the cost that it
would have incurred to provide that service, as determined by the
state superintendent.

2. If a school board increases the services that it provides by
adding responsibility for providing a service transferred to it from
another governmental unit in the previous school year, the limit
otherwise applicable under sub. (2m) in the current school year is
increased by the cost of that service, as determined by the state
superintendent.

3. Notwithstanding subd. 2., if a school board increases the
services that it provides by adding responsibility for providing a
service that is transferred to it from another governmental unit for
a child with a disability, as defined in s. 115.76 (5), or for a lim-
ited—English proficient pupil, as defined in s. 115.955 (7), the limit
otherwise applicable under sub. (2m) in the current school year is
increased by an amount equal to the estimated cost of providing
the service less the estimated amount of aid that the school district
will receive for the child or pupil in the following school year
under s. 115.88 (1m) to (6) and (8), 115.995 or 118.255, as deter-
mined by the state superintendent. A school board that transfers
or receives responsibility for providing a service under this subdi-
vision shall notify the state superintendent. A school board that
transfers responsibility for providing a service under this sub-
division shall provide the state superintendent with an estimate of
the reduction in cost attributable to the transfer, even if that esti-
mate is zero. The state superintendent shall notify the transferring
school district when a receiving school district notifies the state
superintendent that it has received responsibility for providing a
service transferred to it under this subdivision.

(b) 1. If a school district increases its territory by a boundary
change under s. 117.10, 117.11, 117.12, 117.13 or 117.132, the
limit otherwise applicable in the school year beginning on the
effective date of the boundary change under sub. (2m) is increased
by an amount equal to the cost of extending services to the
attached territory in the school year to which the limit applies, as
determined by the state superintendent.

2. If a school district decreases its territory due to a boundary
change unders. 117.11,117.12,117.13 or 117.132, the limit other-
wise applicable in the school year beginning on the effective date
of the boundary change under sub. (2m) is decreased by an amount
equal to the cost of services that it provided to the detached terri-
tory in the school year to which the limit applies, as determined
by the state superintendent.

(c) The limit under sub. (2m) is increased by the following
amount:

1. Funds needed for the payment of any general obligation
debt service, including debt service on debt issued or reissued to
fund or refund outstanding municipal obligations, interest on out-
standing municipal obligations or the payment of related issuance
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costs or redemption premiums, authorized prior to August 12,
1993, by a resolution of the school board or by a referendum and
secured by the full faith and credit of the school district.

2. Funds needed for the payment of any general obligation
debt service, including debt service on debt issued or reissued to
fund or refund outstanding municipal obligations, interest on out-
standing municipal obligations or the payment of related issuance
costs or redemption premiums, authorized on or after August 12,
1993, by a referendum and secured by the full faith and credit of
the school district.

3. Funds needed for the payment of any general obligation
debt service, including debt service on debt issued or reissued to
fund or refund outstanding municipal obligations, interest on out-
standing municipal obligations or the payment of related issuance
costs or redemption premiums, authorized by a resolution of the
school board and secured by the full faith and credit of the school
district if the issuance of the debt was not subject to a referendum
as aresult of s. 67.05 (6a) (bg) or (7) (j) or 67.12 (12) (e) 2r. or (h).

(d) If a school district’s revenue in the preceding school year
was less than the limit under sub. (2m) in the preceding school
year, the limit otherwise applicable to the school district’s revenue
in the current school year under sub. (2m) is increased by an
amount equal to the difference between the amount of its revenue
in the preceding school year and the amount of the limit in the pre-
ceding school year under sub. (2m).

(e) If a school district receives less aid under 20 USC 7701 to
7703 in the 1994-95 school year or in any school year thereafter
than it received in the previous school year, the limit otherwise
applicable to the school district’s revenue in the following school
year under sub. (2m) is increased by an amount equal to the reduc-
tion in such aid.

(f) 1. Except as provided in subd. 1m., for the 2007-08 school
year or any school year thereafter, if the average of the number of
pupils enrolled in the current and the 2 preceding school years is
less than the average of the number of pupils enrolled in the 3 pre-
vious school years, the limit otherwise applicable under sub. (2m)
is increased by the additional amount that would have been calcu-
lated had there been no decline in average enrollment.

Im. If territory is detached from a school district to create a
new school district under s. 117.105, all of the following apply to
the school district from which territory was detached and to the
new school district:

a. In the school year in which the school district reor-
ganization takes effect, subd. 1. does not apply.

b. For the school year beginning on the first July 1 following
the effective date of the school district reorganization, if the num-
ber of pupils enrolled in that school year is less than the number
of pupils enrolled in the previous school year, the limit otherwise
applicable under sub. (2m) is increased by the additional amount
that would have been calculated had there been no decline in
enrollment.

c. For the school year beginning on the 2nd July 1 following
the effective date of the school district reorganization, if the aver-
age of the number of pupils enrolled in that school year and the
previous school year is less than the average of the number of
pupils enrolled in the 2 previous school years, the limit otherwise
applicable under sub. (2m) is increased by the additional amount
that would have been calculated had there been no decline in aver-
age enrollment.

2. Any additional revenue received by a school district as a
result of subds. 1. and 1m. shall not be included in the base for
determining the school district’s limit under sub. (2m) for the fol-
lowing school year.

(g) The limit otherwise applicable to a school district from
which territory is detached to create a school district under s.
117.105 is increased for the school year beginning with the effec-
tive date of the reorganization under s. 117.105 by an amount
equal to 5 percent of the school district’s state aid.
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collectively contributed hundreds of hours to this project, and in the process developed critical insights
that should prove valuable for municipalities statewide. The La Follette School is proud of their efforts,
and I hope that this report proves valuable for The League.

J. Michael Collins
Professor of Public Affairs
May 2020

Madison, Wisconsin
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Executive Summary

Municipalities provide a wide variety of services, including road maintenance, parks, utilities, social
programs, and more. Wisconsin has a relatively unique municipal finance structure, where a significant
proportion of the funding for these services is derived from the property tax. In 2005, the State of
Wisconsin enacted a limit on the amount of additional funds a municipality could raise through the
annual property tax levy. Meanwhile, the State of Wisconsin has reduced the level of funding provided
to municipalities over the past several decades. However, municipalities can generate additional revenue
through pursuit of a ballot referendum to exceed property tax levy limits.

This report analyzes 108 referenda held in Wisconsin from 2006 through 2018. The goal of this analysis
is to understand what factors contributed to the successful passage of 38 of these ballot initiatives. The
research includes a quantitative analysis of publicly available data as well as interviews and case studies
of referenda in the City of De Pere, the City of Janesville, and the City of South Milwaukee. The
findings from this research have broad implications for municipalities, The League of Wisconsin
Municipalities, and the State of Wisconsin.

Passage Rate by Municipality Type, 2006-2018
Municipality Type  Passed Failed Total % Passed

City 11 7 18 61%
Village 11 22 33 33%
Town 9 33 42 21%
County 7 8 15 47%
Total 38 70 108 35%

Sources: Wisconsin Elections Commission, Wisconsin Department of Revenue

Overall, 35 percent of the referenda analyzed for this study passed. Important characteristics—both
within and outside of a municipality’s control—contribute to the likelihood of referendum passage.
Broadly, municipalities must identify a publicly valuable purpose for increased revenue and adopt robust
voter communication and education campaigns during the referendum process. The purpose, amount of
tax increase, duration of increase, and area homeownership rate are important predictors of passage. For
example, levies proposed for road repairs and construction are less likely to pass than those for public
safety, waste collection, and public health. Also, levies that propose a one-time increase are less likely to
pass then those that provide for ongoing tax liabilities.

Based on interviews and other analysis, three themes emerge related to levy passage:

1. Wording of ballot items matters.
2. Timing of levies matters.
3. Communication matters.

Recommendations:

e Municipalities should hold levy-limit referenda during a general election in even-numbered
years to take advantage of higher voter turnout and reduce election-related costs.



Municipal staff should create educational outreach that emphasizes the policy purpose of the
referendum, defines the current financial situation, and lays out the alternative outcomes that
will follow passage or failure.

The League should support efforts to allow referendum questions to include the estimated
impact of a levy increase on property tax payment per $100,000 in assessed property value
rather than the total amount, which is difficult for voters to translate into tax amounts per

property.

The League should provide content to its members on the respective state and local
responsibilities regarding funding services that are likely to be proposed on a referendum.

Robust communications and education strategies around a levy are challenging for
municipalities without the fiscal or administrative capacity to conduct such a plan. The
League should develop templates for content that can be used by its members during the
period before a referendum.

The State of Wisconsin should ensure that one agency is accountable for recording municipal
levy-limit referenda. Significant gaps in the data on municipal levy-limit referenda in
Wisconsin, including incorrect, inconsistent, and missing data, exist.

The State of Wisconsin should review the implications of levy limits on municipal finance
and operations. Annual levy-limit increases create disparities across municipalities and
hinder municipalities from to providing important services to residents.



Introduction

Municipalities in the State of Wisconsin are incorporated
governance units—cities and villages—that provide a
range of services to residents, including street maintenance
and snow plowing; sewer, water and electricity; police and
fire protection; waste collection; libraries; parks and
recreation; zoning and planning; and public transportation
(Healy 2015; LWM 2020). Municipalities in Wisconsin
raise a more than one-third of the revenue to fund these
services through the property tax (Murray et al 2019).

The League of Wisconsin Municipalities
helps Wisconsin municipalities share ideas
and learn from one another, train and
provide information to the people elected
and appointed to govern those cities and
villages, and advocate to the Wisconsin
Legislature, Governor and state agencies
on the municipality’s behalf.

In 2005, the State of Wisconsin adopted property tax levy restrictions that limited the ability of local
governments to increase their property tax levies annually. Local governments can overcome this
revenue restriction through a referendum process. From 2006 to 2018, local governments held 108 levy
referenda, with 38 approved by voters. Given the small number of referenda, this analysis includes
towns and counties in addition to cities and villages to draw more robust conclusions. The 108 referenda
represent cities, villages, towns, and counties with diverse demographic and socioeconomic
backgrounds, and each used various methods to

By the Numbers

communicate the referendum to residents. Wisconsin Municipalities
To aid municipalities that are planning future referenda, 190
The League of Wisconsin Municipalities (League) Cities

requested an analysis of the demographic, socioeconomic,

and communication characteristics that contributed to 410
. . . . Villages
passage of referenda. This report combines interviews
with municipal leaders and quantitative data analysis to 70%
develop recommendations on best practices for State Population Residing in Cities & Villages
municipalities considering levy referenda. 378

The first section of this report provides an overview of the | Municipalities with Populations Below 2,500
property tax in the State of Wisconsin, including the 291

implications of levy-limit restrictions for municipal Municipalities with Populations Above 2,500
finances. The next section provides three case studies of
Wisconsin municipalities that represent unique
experiences with the municipal levy-limit referendum process. The next section analyzes demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics of the 108 attempted referenda from 2006 through 2018. Finally, this
report synthesizes the results of interviews with municipal leaders and the results of the data analysis to
provide recommendations for The League, its membership, and the State of Wisconsin.

This report does not consider the impact of the state’s levy-limit law. However, this research identified
important consequences and often a negative sentiment from municipal officials regarding levy limits.
This may have implications for the structure of municipal financing and the existing state-local
government revenue generation model.

The research for this report took place amid growing public health concerns related to COVID-19 in the
spring of 2020. Preliminary research suggests that social and economic impacts of COVID-19 may
result in a challenging fiscal environment at all levels of government for some time. This report does not
address the specific impacts of COVID-19 for municipal finance, but the fiscal impacts of the pandemic
may affect the conclusions of this report.



Background on Municipal Finance in Wisconsin

Municipalities in the State of Wisconsin have various revenue sources to fund services, including the
property tax, state aid, development impact fees, user fees, utility fees, licenses and permits, fines, and
limited options to raise revenue through additional sales tax, room tax, and vehicle registration fees.
However, the property tax is the most significant revenue tool under municipalities’ control to fund
services (Olin and Schumann 2017). This is, in part, due to state-imposed restrictions on other possible
municipal revenue sources, including prohibition of local income taxes and most sales taxes.

A municipality determines the total property tax levy during its annual budgeting process (Figure 1),
which typically is finalized in the fourth quarter of the year and goes into effect the following fiscal year
beginning January 1 (Healy 2015). Although budgeting practices differ across municipalities and
government types, one common method is to determine the total amount of revenue necessary to provide
the desired level of services, subtract the revenue expected from other sources (state aid, fees, etc.) and
levy the remainder through the property tax based on assessed property values.

Figure 1. Annual Municipal Levy Process

Collect Levy
Based on
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Values
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Develop Budget Revenue
Source

Caclulate Levy

Wisconsin’s Reliance on Property Tax

Wisconsin municipalities rely heavily on the property tax to fund services. In 2015, Wisconsin
municipalities received 42.2 percent of their revenues from the property tax (Murray et al 2019). That is
more than any other Midwestern state and nearly twice the United States’ average of 23.3 percent. Two
broad factors contributed to municipalities becoming increasingly reliant on the property tax: declining
state aid and restrictions of other possible revenue sources.

Declining State Aid

State aid, or revenue provided by the state to the municipality, can come in the form of categorical aids,
which are targeted toward a specific purpose, or unrestricted aids, which a municipality can use however
it chooses.

Unrestricted state aid, or shared revenue, originally was intended to send taxes collected at the state level
back to the municipality and county from which they were collected (DOR 2019). For example, sales
taxes collected in a local store would in theory be returned at some level to the locality where it was
collected. However, the bulk of state taxes collected are tied to personal income taxes. This resulted in
disparities with high-income municipalities receiving large state aid payments relative to lower-income
areas. In 1972, the State of Wisconsin shifted toward using state aid to equalize the revenue levels of
municipalities, or dispersing state aid based on need. The new shared revenue system buoyed
municipalities with low populations and low property values that would otherwise be left with a limited
capacity to raise revenues without prohibitively high property tax rates. However, as shown in Figure 2,
state aid as a proportion of municipal budgets has steadily declined since the mid-1980s. By 2015, state
aid as a share of municipal revenue declined to nearly 20 percent, compared to over 40 percent three
decades before. A decline in state aid requires municipalities to raise additional revenue from elsewhere.
Municipalities typically turn to the property tax, particularly under state restrictions on other revenue



options. However, since 2005, municipalities have had limited options to raise revenue from property
taxes.

Figure 2. Share of Municipal Revenue by Source (Property Tax & State Aid)
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Notes: For Wisconsin municipalities, since the early 2000s the property tax has become an increasingly large share of
revenue as state aid share has decreased. The red line represents the year in which levy limits began.

Restrictions on Revenue Options

The State of Wisconsin restricts municipalities from adopting various other revenue streams. For
example, 17 states allow municipalities to adopt a local income tax, which Wisconsin prohibits
(Walczak 2019). Notably, a local income tax option is popular in the Midwest, being employed in lowa,
Missouri, Indiana, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. Wisconsin also prohibits the adoption of a local sales tax
outside certain narrow exceptions such as stadium districts and resort areas, whereas 38 states allow
municipalities to adopt a local sales tax (Cammenga 2020). Table 1 shows the composition of local
government revenues by source in Wisconsin and the United States in the 2013 fiscal year. Wisconsin
municipalities rely more on property tax and intergovernmental transfers than the rest of the country.

Table 1. Local Government Revenues by Source
Revenue Source  Wisconsin (%) United States (%)

Property Tax 36.4 29.8

Sales Tax 1.8 6.9

Income Tax N/A 2.5

Other Taxes 0.8 1.9

Charges 17 22.6

Intergovernmental Transfers 44 36.3

Source: Olin & Schumann 2017

Levy limits, declining state aid, and restrictions on other revenue sources lead a municipality to seek
additional revenue through a referendum.



History of Municipal Levy Limits in Wisconsin

The State of Wisconsin created the levy-limit program in 2005 as part of the 2005-07 biennial budget,
effective with 2006 calendar year municipal levies. When the levy limits were imposed, the State of
Wisconsin consistently ranked above the national average in the property-tax burden per $1,000 of
personal income and per capita (Olin 2005). Figure 3 shows the change in minimum allowable levy
increases through time. Municipalities can raise revenue if the area’s net new construction values
increase, but only up to that increase in value. For example, if new property is developed and no existing
properties are demolished, a municipality will have positive net growth. However, the municipality’s
levy increases are limited to the percent net growth in new construction. The initial legislation in 2006
restricted municipal levy-limit increases to the greater of 2 percent or the local government's net new
construction rate. Therefore, even if a municipality had zero percent net new construction, it could still
increase its levy 2 percent. Between 2006 and 2011, the allowable levy varied between 2 percent and
3.86 percent (Figure 3). Finally, the 2011—13 biennial budget reduced the minimum levy-limit increase
to zero percent. Therefore, municipalities could not increase their tax levy unless there was net new
construction within the municipality. However, the statute safeguarded municipalities from having to
decrease their levy in the event of negative net new construction values—that is if new construction was
less than any demolitions. Nevertheless, since 2011, the state has not permitted any levy increases
beyond net new construction.

Figure 3. Minimum Allowable Levy Increases in Wisconsin, 2006 to 2020
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Wisconsin allowed modest levy increases regardless of net new construction until 2011, when the allowable limit was set to
zero and tied strictly to net new construction.

Purpose of Budget Constraints

The State of Wisconsin imposed fiscal controls on local governments to lower residents’ property-tax
burden starting in the 2000s, when Wisconsin had a greater property-tax burden relative to other states
(Olin 2005). Wisconsin’s personal income growth rate also was lower than the property tax growth rate.
This resulted in property owners increasingly spending a larger portion of their income on property
taxes. State restrictions on property tax increases may have helped reduce the use of property taxes for
funding municipal services. In 2001, the state was ranked eighth in its property-tax burden (Olin 2005).



By 2017, Wisconsin ranked 16th in its property-tax burden (WPF 2019). It is important to note that
property taxes fund not only local government services, but also counties, K-12 schools, technical
colleges, and, until 2017, the state’s forestry mill tax. Therefore, any of these taxing jurisdictions may
account for the decrease in the state’s average property-tax burden from 2001 to 2017.

Olin’s Legislative Fiscal Bureau report (2011) highlights the potential problems of property tax levy
limits:

e [tis unlikely that municipal expenses will track with property value inflation, particularly in the
event of emergencies, capital improvement projects, or new programming that residents demand.

e State-imposed levy limits reduce local control over revenues. This is particularly challenging
when there are reductions in state and federal aid and the municipality is unable to replace that
decreased aid with other revenue.

e Levy limits took effect in 2005. That becomes the base year for changes and may not reflect
unique features of municipal levies that occurred that year. For example, if a municipality used
its reserve fund balance to lower its levy in 2005, the municipality’s ongoing levy increases will
be depressed.

e Levy limits incentivize municipalities to levy the highest allowable amount every year, so they
do not lose that level of levy in future years. A 2013 Legislative Fiscal Bureau report finds
evidence that local governments engage in this strategy (Olin 2013).

Implications of Levy Limits

Levy limits restrict the amount of revenue a municipality can receive through the property tax.
Meanwhile, costs for services and administration continue rising. Therefore, the current limit on levy
increases beyond new construction can lead to a decline in services because rising costs exceed
allowable levy-limit increases.

Disparities in Growth

A 2018 report from the Wisconsin Taxpayers Alliance (now the Wisconsin Policy Forum) found that
levy limits in Wisconsin create disparities between high-growth and low-growth municipalities. In other
words, municipalities that are not experiencing net growth cannot raise more revenue from the tax levy.
These low-growth municipalities may need to cut services as their costs rise, making it even more
difficult to attract new construction and creating a challenging negative feedback loop.

On the other hand, high-growth municipalities can raise Feedback loops in low-growth and
their levies with less constraint, allowing them to fully high-growth municipalities appear to
invest in core services such as roads and public safety, be accelerating, leading to greater

while also investing in economic development o di .-
opportunities, facilities, and additional amenities such as economic disparities among

parks and aquatic centers. These positive and negative mun@c@pal@t@es by keeping .
feedback loops in low-growth and high-growth municipalities locked into their
municipalities appear to be accelerating, leading to economic status when the state
greater economic disparities among municipalities by created levy limits.

keeping municipalities locked into their economic status
when the state created levy limits. Although rates of new
construction have slowly and steadily risen since 2009,



following a decline after the 2007 recession, net new construction rates are still below what they were in
2005, when the state implemented levy limits (WISTAX 2018). Between 2012 and 2016, only 62 of
more than 600 cities and villages in Wisconsin had average new construction rates of 2 percent or
higher, while 186 had average rates of 0.5 percent or less (WISTAX 2018).

Review of Referendum Process

Wisconsin’s levy-limit statute allows municipalities to exceed state-imposed levy limits through a
referendum process (Wis. § 66.0602). Advocates of levy limits with a referendum option believe the
system is more purely democratic by giving voters direct control over their tax burden and the level of
services the municipality provides (Bulmer 2017). In theory, a successful referendum means residents
are willing to pay more for the proposed service, whereas, a democratically elected board may not
represent the preferences of the median voter (Matsusaka 2005).

Municipalities in Wisconsin must follow this procedure for holding a referendum to increase the levy
beyond the allowable levy limit:

1. The governing body must adopt a resolution stating its intent to exceed the levy limit, including
the proposed amount of the levy increase beyond the amount allowed by state law, the purpose
for which the increase will be used, and whether the proposed increase is for the next fiscal year
or if it will apply on an ongoing basis.

2. The municipality’s clerk must publish notice of the referendum consistent with Wis. § 10.01.
The referendum cannot take place sooner than 42 days from the governing body’s adoption of
the resolution.

3. Within 14 days after the referendum, the municipality’s clerk must certify the results of the
referendum to the Wisconsin Department of Revenue (DOR).

4. Ifvoters approve the referendum, the municipality’s levy limit will increase the next fiscal year
by the amount stated in the resolution.

Wis. § 66.0602 (4)(c) provides standardized content and wording for referenda. The standardized
question is as follows, with bracketed sections representing content specific to each municipality:

“Under state law, the increase in the levy of the [name of political subdivision] for the tax to be imposed
for the next fiscal year, [year], is limited to [%], which results in a levy of [$]. Shall the [name of
political subdivision] be allowed to exceed this limit and increase the levy for the next fiscal year,
[year], for [purpose for which the increase will be used], by a total of [%], which results in a levy of
[8]2”

Variability in Ballot Questions

It is unclear whether this statute and wording allow municipalities to include more information in the
referendum question. For example, although the original levy-limit law enacted in 2005 did not require
municipalities to state the purpose of the increase, many included the purpose in the referendum
question. The first time the state explicitly required municipalities to include a purpose in the ballot
question was in the 2017-2019 state budget act. Before 2017, The League advised municipalities to not
include the purpose of the levy-limit increase on the ballot, believing that guidance was consistent with
state law. However, many municipalities did include the purpose of the levy-limit increase before 2017.
The level of detail that municipalities include in their referendum questions has varied significantly over
time.



Referendum Timing

Wis. § 66.0602 restricts when a municipality can hold a levy-limit referendum; however, League staff
indicated that the DOR enforced the referendum timing inconsistently since 2006. For referenda from
2006 to 2018 (the period in this analysis), a municipality was required to use actual DOR valuation of
net new construction to determine its levy limit. The DOR typically releases valuation reports on August
1. Due to this release date and public notice requirements, the earliest date a municipality could hold a
referendum vote was in November. Because a municipality could not develop its budget without
knowing the referendum results, most levy-limit referenda were held in November.

On March 3, 2020, the state enacted 2019 Wisconsin Act 126, which changed the referendum statute to
allow a municipality to use its best estimate of net new construction. This gave municipalities greater
flexibility to hold levy-limit referenda at various times throughout the year because a municipality did
not have to wait for the August 1 DOR report. The referendum now may take place at the same time as
school board elections, spring primary elections, or the general election.

Beyond statutory requirements of the referendum process, municipalities differed vastly in how they
educated their residents and did outreach to voters. The extent of this differentiation is revealed in the
case studies and interviews with municipal officials for this analysis.

Case Studies

Interviews with municipal officials in three cities provided insights on methods of communication and
outreach for referenda related to levy increases. Each city had noteworthy experiences: the City of De
Pere demonstrated the power of community outreach; leadership in the City of Janesville had consensus
to go to referenda, but failed; and the City of South Milwaukee hired a private business to communicate
its referendum message to residents.

City of De Pere

Background

Between 2006 and 2018, the City of De Pere held four referenda to exceed levy limits—more than any
other municipality in Wisconsin over this time period.

In 2006, De Pere asked residents to vote on three separate ballot questions: street improvements
($941,276 increase), hiring four additional police officers ($337,540), and general funding for City
services ($550,000). City residents approved the $941,276 levy increase for street improvements with 52
percent approval. The other two referenda failed. (Common Council of the City of De Pere 2006).

In 2018, De Pere held a referendum on a levy-limit increase to improve two City pools. Voters approved
the $900,000 levy-limit increase by a 2:1 ratio (Common Council of the City of De Pere 2018).

To help identify contributing factors to De Pere’s referenda successes and failures, the next section
analyzes outreach strategies used by the City and community organizations.
Analysis

City Administrator Larry Delo said De Pere Common Council members disagreed over the referenda in
2006 and 2018. City staff, therefore, did not engage in outreach to residents. “Staff had to stay neutral in



how they advertised it,” said Delo. City staff provided residents with factual information on the
estimated dollar costs.

Although they did not specifically address referenda questions, De Pere’s 2014 Municipal Services
Survey and similar surveys provided information about public opinion on City spending. Citing surveys
on municipal services, Delo said residents favored supporting or enhancing the level of services.

Delo also noted that residents’ commitment to the community improves the likelihood of passing a
referendum. This community-oriented nature empowered a citizen action group that drove the outreach
and passage of the 2018 aquatic facility referendum. The group, Save Our De Pere Pools, advocated for
the levy-limit referendum to update and improve the City’s two pools. Save Our De Pere Pools
presented real estate impacts, a financial analysis, and 24 pages of collected public comments to the Park
Board. The group also shared results of a survey with 1,241 responses. The Council authorized a
referendum to increase the levy limit by $900,000 for reconstructing and operating both pools.

Leading up to the referendum vote, Save Our De Pere Pools organized an outreach campaign to
residents. The group raised $1,540 through online donations and sold yard signs and bumper stickers.
The donations funded mailers for approximately 10,000 De Pere households and a “Fast Fact Flyer”
delivered during door-to-door canvassing to approximately 10,000 De Pere households. At the time, De
Pere’s population was 25,000. The documents provided answers to frequently asked questions and
encouraged residents to support the referendum. The organization also developed a promotional video,
website, and Facebook page. Betsy Hornseth, who co-led the Save Our De Pere Pools group, attributes
the referendum’s success to the group’s tenacious attitude and unrelenting outreach. Hornseth believed
yard signs were the most important part of the group’s outreach. She said emphasizing community
values in De Pere was essential to the message, but the group also made an economic argument. In a
presentation to the Park Board, the group brought a real estate agent to talk about property value and a
psychologist to discuss the impact of the pools on child welfare. Hornseth suggested other municipalities
connect with networks across the municipality to build outreach capacity.

In 2006, an organization affiliated with De Pere’s police department, the Citizens Academy Alumni,
urged residents to support a levy-limit increase for hiring additional police officers. The group sent
postcards before the referendum to gauge interest and met with other community groups; however, the
referendum failed narrowly. De Pere Police Chief Derek Beiderwieden noted that, at the time, the
department was experiencing turmoil between the administration and the local union. Beiderwieden
believed the relationship with the union negatively affected the levy vote. No groups conducted an
outreach and education campaign such as knocking doors or sending mailers. For other municipalities,
Beiderwieden recommended using new tools available through social media and ensuring that all
internal groups are on board. The absence of a strong group to invest in outreach and promote the
referendum to residents contributed to the failure of this levy increase.

Key Takeaways

e Municipalities should partner with new or existing community grassroots organizations to
increase the likelihood of a successful referendum.

e Well-resourced community organizations can operate outside a municipality’s budget and
operational constraints.

e A unified message and diverse forms of outreach from a determined grassroots organization can
advance niche causes.
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City of Janesville

Background

In 2014, the City of Janesville pursued a referendum to increase the levy limit by 4.1 percent each of the
next five years. Despite support from the Janesville Common Council and City staff, 63 percent of
voters rejected the referendum. Janesville had fallen behind on repairs needed to maintain its roads. City
staff offered possible funding solutions to the Common Council over a two-year period, including
borrowing money, increasing vehicle registration fees, and special assessments. The Common Council
hosted a study session on roads, resulting in the Council, with support from City administrators,
deciding to conduct a referendum to exceed the levy limit. “A referendum is the lowest cost and most
financially sustainable option,” said Janesville Finance Director Maxwell Gagin. When the referendum
was proposed, City staff interpreted Wis. § 66.0602 to prohibit Janesville from specifying the
referendum’s purpose.

Neither the Council nor City staff provided detailed information about the referendum until the Common
Council initiated the process in August 2014, when the DOR released the official net new construction
estimates. After the referendum was on the November 2014 election ballot, City staff ran a social media
campaign, issued press releases, and met with civic groups. The Janesville Chamber of Commerce and
the local newspaper endorsed the referendum. Gagin said City staff saw their role as informers rather
than advocates. The City’s attorney advised city staff not to promote a position on the referendum.
Janesville Common Council member Jim Farrell said the Common Council did not push hard enough
for approval and did not run a vigorous campaign. Unlike De Pere, Janesville lacked an external
organized support group advocating for or against the referendum. When the referendum failed,
Janesville borrowed money and instituted a wheel tax. “Levy limits force cities to look around for other
funds,” Farrell said.

Analysis

Three factors hindered passage of the referendum, said Farrall. First, the timing was poor. It wasn’t a
Presidential Election year, and voters rejected a recent referendum for the local technical college.
Second, the interpretation of Wis. § 66.0602 that prohibited the City from specifying the purpose of the
funds within the ballot question posed a challenge. Voters who saw the referendum in the voting booth
for the first time could not know the intent of the levy increase. Third, Farrall believed he and other
Common Council members should have proactively promoted the referendum. He also thought the
City’s administration could have spent money on TV and radio ads to educate residents about the
referendum, rather than relying on social media and press releases. Like Farrall, Gagin believed the state
statute’s format contributed to confusion among residents about the referendum’s purpose. The City has
been reluctant to hold a referendum since.

Key Takeaways

e Municipalities face challenges by state regulations on the referendum wording, which causes
confusion among voters.

e Municipalities should aggressively pursue active education and advocacy efforts by staff and
elected officials.

e Municipalities should make clear the policy purpose of a levy, especially for services residents
view positively.
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City of South Milwaukee

Background

In 2017, the City of South Milwaukee sought to exceed its levy limit to fund public safety services.
Specifically, the City sought to increase its annual tax levy by $616,641 to maintain existing paramedic
services and hire two additional police officers. At the time of the referendum, the City’s levy increase
limit was $9,688 because the City had a net new construction rate of 0.09 percent.

The City of South Milwaukee contracted with a communications and public relations company, Mueller
Communications, to conduct a survey and outreach for educating voters and gathering feedback on the
referendum. The City spent $55,000 to create and implement a survey and public relations campaign.
Mueller Communications used the survey to gather feedback on future funding options for public safety
services. The information on the survey also educated residents.

Analysis

In response to the City’s budget constraints, South Milwaukee Mayor Erik Brooks said the City faced
either a reduction in services or a push for a revenue increase. Brooks and Mueller Communications
Chief Operating Officer James Madlom said that given existing levy limits, the amount of revenue the
City sought could likely be raised only through a referendum process. In other words, when the City
began working with Mueller Communications on a survey to gauge funding options, Brooks and
Madlom believed a referendum would be likely. However, Brooks said, the City would not have moved
forward with the referendum if the survey results showed a lack of support. The survey showed 60
percent of residents supported a tax increase.

The City held the referendum through a special election on November 7, 2017, with the referendum the
only item on the ballot. The referendum passed with 66 percent approval. Brooks said a special election
was held due to statutory mandates on referendum timing. However, he would not advise municipalities
to hold special elections for referendum purposes given the costs associated with holding elections.
Brooks also believed municipalities should not view the referendum process as a recurring revenue
option, given the uncertainty in approval and costs associated with administering the referendum.

The outreach materials highlighted factors external to City operations in addition to state-imposed levy
limits, including reductions in state and county aid, a comparison of the level of services across similar
municipalities, and a breakdown of revenue sources for public safety services.

The City used mailers, blogs, social media posts, op-eds in local media, and municipal meetings to
communicate to residents. The survey provided information on the City’s operations and revenue
structure. The survey also was effective as an educational tool because it was presented in a format that
engaged the reader to respond to questions related to municipal budgeting and services.

Hiring a communications company to assist with a referendum is likely outside the existing budget
capacity of many municipalities. Additionally, municipalities may face criticism that they are using
taxpayer dollars to hire a company tasked with persuading voters to pay more taxes, while also raising
concern over a constrained budget.

Brooks said the Common Council had reservations about hiring Mueller Communications, but the City
experienced little criticism from the general public. The City did not widely publicize that it hired
Mueller to assist with the referendum.
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In response to residents who did criticize the City for spending taxpayer dollars on a communications
company, Madlom said the costs associated with a failed referendum justified the expense. In addition to
costs associated with conducting an election, a failed referendum leaves the underlying budget issue
intact, which can further stress a municipal budget. Madlom argued that the costs for holding a
referendum that fails are greater than the costs to hire a communications company.

Key Takeaways

e Administrative and election costs related to a failed referendum as well as the unresolved
revenue constraint are likely more expensive than the costs of a robust communication plan,
which could include hiring a company with expertise in that area.

e Municipal officials should seek adequate funds to resolve a funding gap in perpetuity rather than
view the referendum as a funding option if the issue arises in the future.

e Well-informed voters are more likely to support a referendum.

Analyzing Levy Passage: Quantitative Analysis

The case studies provide insight into individual municipal experiences. The quantitative analysis serves
to generalize the qualitative findings over 108 referenda from 2006 through 2018.

Data Collection

This analysis draws on two administrative data sources: the Wisconsin Department of Revenue (DOR)
and the Wisconsin Elections Commission (WEC). Data collection relied on spreadsheets provided by the
DOR and WEC through open records requests. The state mandates the DOR to record all successful
levy-limit referenda since the state introduced levy limits. DOR data included the local government that
passed a referendum, the amount of the increase, the duration of the increase, and, in some years, the
purpose of the increase. The DOR data did not contain referenda that failed. The WEC data included all
local jurisdictions that proposed referenda, the election type and year, and the specific ballot question.

To determine the number and details of referenda that did not pass, the authors cross-checked the DOR
data (successful referenda) against the WEC data (all referenda). If a referendum question in the WEC
data was not in the DOR data, the authors coded that observation as “failed.” The WEC data also
included 41 referenda that were advisory, proposed by school districts, or requested something other
than a levy-limit increase (i.e. annexation, sales tax, facility construction). The DOR data included 5
passed referenda that were incorrect, unconfirmed, or repetitious. These observations were dropped from
the dataset.

The authors found significant discrepancies in the data from DOR and WEC, including missing,
inconsistent, and unverifiable observations. Recurring inconsistencies involved the year when a
municipality passed a referendum and the amount of levy increase. In several cases, the DOR registered
a successful referendum but WEC had no record of the referendum. The authors contacted municipal
officials in each municipality the DOR listed as having passed a referendum to verify the data provided,
and this revealed several inconsistencies, including:

e The DOR data showed the City of De Pere as having passed one referendum per year in 2006,
2007, and 2008. However, the City held three referenda in 2006, only one of which passed. This
analysis treats all three referenda as occurring in 2006.
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e The DOR data listed the Village of Sauk City as having passed a $1.8 million referendum in
2008, which is approximately twice as large as any other levy-limit referendum in this study.
There is no other record of this referendum, and village officials have no records of it. This is not
included the analysis.

The authors were unable to verify all of the DOR and WER data; therefore, the authors’ dataset relied on
the data they received from the two state agencies because it remained the best available.

Table 2 shows 108 referenda outcomes by municipality type (administrative classification), including 38
that passed in the 2006 through 2018 study period (35 percent).

Table 2. Passage Rate by Wisconsin Administrative Classification, 2006—2018

Classification Referenda Passed Failed Passage Rate (%)
City 18 11 7 61

Village 33 11 22 33

Town 42 9 33 21

County 15 7 8 47

Total 108 38 70 35%

Sources: Wisconsin Elections Commission, Wisconsin Department of Revenue

This study also included an estimation of how local government demographics and other factors affect
levy passage. The Census Bureau’s American Community Survey and 2010 Census data provide local
population age, income, education level, and percent white race for residents at the county level. Towns,
cities, and villages are smaller than counties. While this approach limited variation at the local level, it is
the only option available due to a lack of publicly available municipal-level Census data. The Northeast
Regional Center for Rural Development provided data on county-level social capital metrics, including
voter turnout, the number of nonprofit organizations, as well as a social capital index based on
population, homeownership, voter turnout, partisanship, Census response rate, and number of nonprofit
organizations to proxy the amount of social capital in an area.

This analysis separately analyzed four aspects of levy passage:
Those over which municipalities can exercise control:
(1) financial needs
(2) election characteristics
Those to which municipalities must respond:
(3) citizen willingness-to-pay
(4) voter rationality

Willingness-to-pay represents the maximum price a given consumer accepts to pay for a product or
service (Le Gall-Ely 2009). Voter rationality explains behavior of voters given information on an issue
(Abramowitz 1978). Finally, this analysis reviewed significant predictors of passage in each respective
category considered simultaneously.

Each section of the analysis begins with summary statistics (unconditional means) and then the estimates
of conditional means using a regression analysis. Regression estimates more precisely capture each
variable's association with levy passage, controlling for other factors. These estimates are useful to
interpret how each variable is related to levy passage. However, these are correlations or associations
and do not imply that any factor “causes” levy passage. Numerous factors could influence levy passage
or failure, and these estimates include only a limited number of factors. Nevertheless, this analysis is
helpful to explore variations across levies that may be instructive for the future.
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Financial Need

A local government’s perceived financial need, including the purpose, amount, and duration, was
particularly pertinent to levy passage as was the level to which a municipality was restricted by levy
limits. Simmonsen and Robbins (2003) find that as long as citizens know why funds are needed and a
budget crisis is imminent, they are willing to raise taxes. Without a budget crisis, general perception of
government dominates voter decisions. Voters also consider the ability of a government to carry out
services (Ladd and Wilson 1982). Kotchen and Powers (2006) find that the smaller the perceived need,
the more likely proposals are to pass, particularly among the wealthy.

This analysis used information provided in the ballot question to create indicator variables for capturing
the purpose of the increase and perceived need. Purposes for the levy increase included:

Road repairs or reconstruction

Public safety, including police and medical services
Public health, including senior care facilities

Waste collection services

Construction of new buildings

General or unspecified purposes

The levy increase in the referenda ranged in size. Based on ballot details, each referendum is classified
by the amount of the proposed increase: increases of less than 10 percent (small), 10-50 percent
(medium), 50-100 percent (large), and greater than 100 percent (extra large).

The ballot question also specified the levy limit, or the amount a municipality could increase their levy
without a referendum, which this analysis categorized as: very constrained (less than 1 percent),
constrained (between 1-2.5 percent), and less constrained (greater than 2.5 percent). In observations that
did not specify the effective levy limit, being consistent with state statute, this analysis applied the
greater of the net new construction rate or the state mandated limit in the year in which a municipality
sought the override.

Although 43 referenda did not specify the amount of time the proposed increase would be in effect, 65
did include the time frame. The referenda were classified by whether the increase was meant to be in
effect for one year or ongoing, and, if ongoing, whether the proposed increase would last for more or
less than five years. Table 3 below indicates differences between successful and failed referenda based
on characteristics of the referenda proposals.

Table 3 indicates that referenda specified for road repairs were not particularly popular, with only five of
24 referenda passing. Public safety proposals, however, were much more popular, with 15 of 21 passing.
The size of proposed tax increase did not appear to influence passage as the literature suggests it might;
referenda with small and medium proposed total tax increases had approximately the same ratio of
passage, 0.35. As expected, municipalities with less constrained levy limits were less likely to approve
referendums to override their limits. There was not, however, overwhelming support for levy overrides
in very constrained and constrained municipalities and counties. Surprisingly, one-time referendum
proposals did not receive more support than referenda for ongoing expenses. This suggests that the
public preferred to allocate public funds for “investments” as opposed to “band-aids.”
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Table 3. Characteristics of Wisconsin Municipal, Town, and County Levy Referenda, 2006-2018

Passed Failed Percent Passage Rate
Purpose
Road Repair 5 19 21
Public Safety 15 6 71
Public Health 4 2 67
General 12 36 25
Construction 1 6 17
Waste Collection 1 1 50
Proposed Increase
Small (less than 10%) 9 24 27
Medium (10-50%) 10 28 26
Large (50-100%) 2 12 14
Extra Large (more than 100%) 1 3 25
Not Specified 16 3 84
Levy Limit
Very Constrained 14 17 45
Constrained 15 23 39
Less Constrained 5 26 16
Not Specified 4 4 50
Length of Time
One Time 5 31 14
Ongoing, <5 Years 4 13 24
Ongoing, >5 Years 6 6 50
Ongoing, Not Specified 20 10 67
Not Specified 3 0 100
Total 38 70 35%

Sources: Wisconsin Elections Commission, Wisconsin Department of Revenue

Note: All proposals categorized as “Public Health” are put forward by counties. Thus, these measures are likely of less
interest to the LWM. Further, waste collection was included for illustrative purposes, but its small size makes it of little
interest as the analysis advances.

The regression results in Figure 4 echoed these trends (see also Table 2A for these estimates in tabular
form). Each plot shows the estimate (dot) and the confidence interval (line) at the 0.05 statistical
significance level, a robust standard given the relatively small sample size. When the confidence interval
is to the right of the 0 dashed-line, that factor has a statistically significant positive association. Both the
position of the dot and the range of the estimate are important to consider. Many of these estimates
contain large error terms.

Beginning with the purpose of the referendum, the estimates show that referenda proposed for public
safety purposes were, on average controlling for other factors, about 50 percentage points more likely to
pass than referenda put forward for general purposes, which is the omitted type of purpose in this model.
Referenda for public health and waste collection were also more likely to pass than general requests;
however, these results drew from only a few observations each, which contributes to the large
confidence intervals.

The amount of the tax increase shows a positive but barely statistically significant estimate. Proposals
requesting a 10-50 percent total increase in taxes were more likely to pass than those requesting higher
and lower percentages, although the ranges are close to 0. The levy limit shows a general pattern where
constraints are associated with lower passage rates, but are not statistically significant. The estimate for
the duration of funding, where the duration of ongoing referenda was collapsed into a single ongoing
variable, shows a higher passage rates for ongoing levies. As expected, the public preferred medium-
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expense, long-term investments instead of one-year funding. Proposals for ongoing rather than one-time
expenses were 17.5 percentage points more likely to pass. The estimates for type of government unit are
relative to cities, which means cities are more likely to have passed levies than other types of
government units.

Figure 4. Financial Need Predictors of Levy Passage
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Source: Appendix Table 2A

Notes: The estimate (dot) and the confidence interval (line) are shown at the 0.05 statistical significance level. An
estimate to the right of zero indicates that factor improved the likelihood of levy passage. An estimate to the left of
zero indicates that factor reduced likelihood of passage. A line crossing over zero indicates that the result is not
statistically significant.

Election Characteristics

Timing of elections determines who turns out to vote and whose interests are represented; therefore,
timing influences outcomes. Kogan, Lavertu, and Peskowitz (2018) find that voter turnout for school
board levy increases is greatest for presidential elections and low for all other elections including non-
presidential general elections. They find turnout in special elections to be less than 30 percent across
California, Ohio, Texas, and Wisconsin and under 20 percent in California and Texas. This finding is
corroborated by Hajnal, Lewis, and Louch’s (2002) analysis of municipal referenda in California.

Thus, this analysis accounted for election timing, separately identifying presidential general elections,
non-presidential general elections, non-general elections (such as primaries), and special elections.

In low-turnout elections, age can drive outcomes. Kogan et al. (2018) found senior citizens make up 35
percent of the voting body during presidential elections. In non-presidential elections, their share
increases by 8 to 16 percentage points, making this group the majority voters in some elections. This
analysis included the proportion of the population registered to vote within each county that are young
voters (between 18 and 24 years old), middle age voters (between 25 and 64), and older voters (65 and
above).
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Table 4. Election Turnout and Timing Summary Statistics, Wisconsin 20062018

Total Pass Fail
Presidential General Election (#) 17 4 13
General Election(#) 43 14 29
Non-General Election(#) 22 3 19
Special Election(#) 13 4 9
Avg. Voter Turnout (%) 60% 59% 61%
Avg. Young Voters (%18-24) 8% 9% 7%
Avg. Middle Age Voters (%25-64) 54% 54% 54%
Avg. Elder Voters (%65 and up) 14% 15% 14%

Sources: Wisconsin Elections Commission, Wisconsin Department of Revenue, Northeast Regional Center for Rural
Development, American Community Survey

The summary statistics indicate that voter turnout on average and across age groups was greater for
successful levy-increase referenda and that more ballot questions were put forward in general non-
presidential elections than in general presidential election years. Election timing’s importance was
difficult to discern from summary statistics. The regression results, displayed in Figure 5 below, showed
that election timing did not influence outcomes. There were no meaningful differences in passage rates
for proposals put forward during presidential general elections compared to other election times (see
also Table 2B). This could have been due to so few observations for each kind of election. To check, this
analysis divided elections into two rather than four categories, general and non-general. These results are
in Table 2B and confirm that our data find no statistically meaningful difference in passage rate for
proposals on general and non-general election ballots. Surprisingly, voter turnout, community cohesion,
and share of voters by age are not correlated and do not appear to influence passage either. None of these
coefficients is statistically significant. But pre-2011, levy-increase referenda were more likely to fail.

Figure 5: Election Characteristic Predictors of Levy Passage
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Notes: The estimate (dot) and the confidence interval (line) are shown at the 0.05 statistical significance level. An
estimate to the right of zero indicates that factor improved the likelihood of levy passage. An estimate to the left of
zero indicates that factor reduced likelihood of passage. A line crossing over zero indicates that the result is not
statistically significant.

18



Citizen Willingness-to-Pay

Understanding citizen willingness-to-pay for public services and campaigning to cater to those
preferences can increase the probability of levy passage. Citizen willingness-to-pay, though, is not easy
to measure. One problem is that voters’ self-interest is unknown; in the face of this challenge,
researchers often use crude proxies such as income and economic self-interest. However, the literature
did not indicate that demand for public goods was consistent with economic self-interest. Some studies
find the wealthy and well-educated people as more willing to pay for public services; others assert that
“more able to pay” people are more likely to oppose increases (Wilson and Banefield 1965; Stein,
Hamm, and Freeman 1983). While it is unclear how income and education influence outcomes, it is
possible that they operate in a specific way among Wisconsin municipal voters.

For that reason, this analysis included the percent of population in counties' various income brackets
(less than $25,000, between $25,000-$50,000, between $50,000-$100,000, and greater than $100,000).
The regression analysis considered how voting behavior varied by county mean household income.
Counties with average household incomes below $60,000 annually were compared to those with mean
incomes of between $60,000-$80,000 and those with average household incomes above $80,000. This
analysis also accounts for the percent of the population where the highest level of education attained was
a high school diploma, some college, or a bachelor’s degree or beyond.

Willingness-to-pay is also influenced by whether public services support “people like them.” Hopkins
(2009) finds that increased racial and ethnic diversity in communities decreases willingness-to-pay for
public services. Anzia’s (2019) research supports this. She finds that cohesion and group engagement in
civic activities other than voting increase policy influence. Thus, cohesion boosts support for services
and the likelihood that group citizen desires are realized. This analysis included population, the
proportion of white residents, and a civic engagement index to capture these factors.

Citizens are less willing-to-pay for public services when they must bear the tax burden. Wilson and
Banefield (1965) find that middle income homeowners are the most sensitive to proposed tax increases.
Kogan et al. find that in some states school property taxes are capped or lowered for those over 65.
While this is not the case in Wisconsin, it is in Texas and they find that because older Texas voters do
not bear the cost, they pass more levies in off-cycle elections than they would otherwise. This evidence
supported inclusion of the percent of homeowners in a county. These are the voters who would bear the
burden of increased property taxes and might have refused to support increases for that reason.

Table 5: Citizen Willingness-to-Pay

Total Pass Fail
Population 131,789 144,657 124,804
Mean Income ($) 65,566 65,110 65,813
Social Capital Index Score .50 .57 47
Pct. Homeowner (%) 77 71 80
Pct. White (%) 94 94 95
Pct. Less HS (%) 35 34 3.6
Pct. HS Grad (%) 1.7 1.6 1.7
Pct. Some College (%) 16 15 17
Pct. Bach. + (%) 13 11 14
Avg. Pct. Less than 25K (%) 21 21 21
25-50K (%) 26 27 25
50-100K (%) 36 35 36
100K and up (%) 17 17 18
Total 108 38 70

Sources: Wisconsin Elections Commission, Wisconsin Department of Revenue, 2010 American Community Survey, Northeast
Regional Center for Rural Development
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Table 5 shows small differences in population and education levels between passed and failed referenda.
The greater the percentage of homeowners in a given county, the more likely a levy was to fail. Social
capital scores indicate that social cohesiveness matters for referenda passage.

Figure 6 shows the regression results (see also Appendix Table 2C). These estimates suggest that
differences in population and income mattered little. The greater the percent of white residents in a
county, the more likely a levy was to pass. However, this may be because less racial diversity conveys
other characteristics in terms of property values, labor markets, age, and other factors. The coefficient
estimate is surprisingly large and could represent other, unexplained differences in successful referenda
questions in counties with greater shares of highly educated residents. Thus, this estimate should be
interpreted with caution. Finally, pre-2011 levy-increase referenda were much more likely to fail.

Figure 6: Willingness-to-Pay Predictors of Levy Passage
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Notes: The estimate (dot) and the confidence interval (line) are shown at the 0.05 statistical significance level. An
estimate to the right of zero indicates that factor improved the likelihood of levy passage. An estimate to the left of
zero indicates that factor reduced likelihood of passage. A line crossing over zero indicates that the result is not
statistically significant.

Voter Rationality

Residents with limited knowledge of referendum questions are likely to rely on cues or heuristics to
make decisions when voting. One such cue is the stance taken by visible business and community
groups. These endorsements provide information to voters who might not otherwise seek further
information about referendum questions (Lau and Redlawsk 2001). Gerber (1999) finds that spending by
business groups is ineffective in gaining approval for referenda but plays a significant role in defeating
measures. In contrast, spending by citizen groups, unions, and public interest groups are more effective
in passing referenda.
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This analysis included the number of civic and business organizations per 1,000 people as a proxy for
this influence. Another heuristic is a person’s partisan affiliation and the party’s position on government
size and scope. Bafumi and Shapiro (2009) confirm that views on government size and activities are
long-standing partisan issues. Republicans tend to favor limited government, with Democrats generally
favoring the opposite. Thus, the literature suggests that support for levy increases will divide along
partisan lines and be influenced by business and civic groups. To evaluate the impact of these voter
rationality factors, our study examined voter turnout, the percent of voters who voted for Republican and
Democratic candidates in a local government unit, and the number of organizations per 1,000 people.

Table 6. Voter Rationality

County-Level Factors Total Pass Fail
Avg. Voter Turnout (%) 60 59 61
Avg. Pct. Republican 48 50 47
Avg. Pct. Democrat 50 47 51
Avg. Orgs Per 1,000 Pop 1.26 1.28 1.25
Total 108 38 70

Sources: Wisconsin Elections Commission, Wisconsin Department of Revenue, 2010 American Community Survey, Northeast
Regional Center for Rural Development.

The summary statistics above suggest small partisan differences in referenda passage. Further, the
number of organizations per 1,000 people seems to make little difference. The regression results
indicated that this relationship is not statistically significant. Interestingly, important differences exist
across local government units when controlling for party affiliation and civic activity. This suggests that
residents in different types of municipalities vote with varying degrees of willingness to pass proposals.
As the first estimate (Figure 4) shows, towns and villages are less likely to pass levy increases than
cities.

Figure 7. Voter Rationality Predictors of Levy Passage
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Notes: The estimate (dot) and the confidence interval (line) are shown at the 0.05 statistical significance level. An
estimate to the right of zero indicates that factor improved the likelihood of levy passage. An estimate to the left of
zero indicates that factor reduced likelihood of passage. A line crossing over zero indicates that the result is not
statistically significant.
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Considering All Drivers

This final analysis simultaneously considered the important predictors of levy-increase passage in each
respective category of financial need, election characteristics, citizen willingness-to-pay, and voter
rationality. Jointly considering levy passage drivers that were within and outside of a local government’s
authority controlled for many of the factors expected to inform passage. The model and estimates in
Figure 8 (See also Appendix Table 2E) included the following independent variables: the intended
purpose of levy funds, the amount of the tax increase, a municipality’s tax constraint, the duration of the
increase, the ratio of homeowners and those with bachelor’s degrees of more as their highest level of
education in a county, voter turnout, and whether the levy was proposed before 2011 (when levy limit
increases were tied to net new construction).

Figure 8. All Important Predictors of Levy Passage
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Notes: The estimate (dot) and the confidence interval (line) are shown at the 0.05 statistical significance level. An
estimate to the right of zero indicates that factor improved the likelihood of levy passage. An estimate to the left of
zero indicates that factor reduced likelihood of passage. A line crossing over zero indicates that the result is not
statistically significant.

The results indicated that the purpose, amount of increase, and duration related positively to referendum
passage. Referenda for public safety services were 50 percentage points more likely to pass. Referenda
for ongoing funding were 15 percentage points more likely to pass than referenda for one-time purposes.
Public health and safety purposes and smaller levy-limit increases show the strongest relationship to
passage, controlling for other factors.

Limitations

There are several limitations to this analysis. First, there was a small population of municipal referenda —
108 over a 12-year period — related to levy-limit increases. Second, there was inconsistency in the data
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and information provided by local governments and state agencies. Although the authors attempted to
confirm all data with a secondary source, this was not always possible. This may mean there are errors
or omissions in the data that reduce the external validity of these estimates. Third, many factors that
influence an electorate were unobserved. This report attempted to capture a wide range of factors that
influenced voters; however, this analysis cannot claim to comprehensively understand each person’s
behavior during an election. Also, the factors that were only observable a county level lack precision of
the local level. Fourth, inconsistencies in the referendum wording limited the ability to adequately
classify the purpose of each referendum. Even with these caveats, these estimates are the best available
and are still useful for municipalities in Wisconsin.

Recommendations

This report provides three categories of recommendations geared to the interests of specific parties: 1)
municipalities considering a referendum, 2) The League in its advocacy efforts, and 3) the State of
Wisconsin. This report operated under the assumption that existing levy limits would continue in their
current form. However, throughout the drafting of this report, interviews and a review of literature
identified significant concerns and issues related to the state-imposed levy limits.

|.  Municipalities

a. Although not statistically significant, regression estimates and interviews suggested high
voter turnout contributed to passage of a levy-limit referendum. The relatively low success of
referenda during presidential general elections is likely due to an uninformed electorate. The
change in Wis. § 66.0602 in March 2020, allowing municipalities to use estimated valuation
in determining the following year’s levy, will allow municipalities greater flexibility to hold
a referendum throughout the year. However, given a robust communication and education
campaign, municipalities should hold levy-limit referenda during a general election in
even-numbered years to take advantage of higher voter turnout and reduce election-
related costs. This approach is a trade-off, though, because municipalities will not know the
referendum results when preparing their budgets in the fourth quarter.

b. Municipal leaders emphasized the importance of robust and informative educational
outreach. Well-informed voters were more likely to support a referendum. Even in
municipalities with disagreement among elected officials, municipal staff could promote the
referendum by providing facts early and often. Municipal staff should create educational
outreach that emphasizes the policy purpose of the referendum, defines the current
financial situation, and lays out the alternative outcomes that will follow passage or
failure. Municipalities that lack resources for paid outreach can utilize free options such as
social media, blogs, local newspapers, and local TV news.

ll. League of Wisconsin Municipalities

a. Current state law that mandates specific referendum question wording does not contribute to
the educational component that this report identifies as aiding in successful passage. Current
question wording focuses on levy limits and the municipal budget; whereas, voters may be
more likely to support a referendum if they understand the impacts to themselves as
individuals. It is also unclear whether a municipality can provide additional information
about the referendum on the ballot. The League should pursue a modification of Wis. §
66.0602 to require the referendum ballot question to include the estimated impact on
property tax payment per $100,000 in assessed property value. In the interim, The
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League can seek clarification on the ability for municipalities to include additional
information on the ballot question and advise municipalities holding a referendum to include
the estimated individual property tax increase.

b. Referenda for road maintenance had the lowest likelihood of success, attributed to voter
apathy related to roads and a misunderstanding from the public regarding the respective state
and local responsibility for road funding. The League should provide content to its
members on the respective state and local responsibilities regarding funding services
that are likely to be proposed on a referendum.

c. Municipalities with a robust communications and education plan were more successful in
successful referendum passage due to a more informed electorate. However, municipalities
facing budget constraints likely do not have the fiscal or administrative capacity for such a
plan. The League should develop templates for content that its members can use during
the period before a referendum. This could include drafts of newsletters, social media
posts, and op-eds, with municipalities adding content and conditions specific to their
respective situation.

[1l. State of Wisconsin

a. There were significant and alarming discrepancies and gaps in the data on municipal levy-
limit referenda in Wisconsin, including incorrect, inconsistent, and missing data. The State
of Wisconsin should ensure that at least one agency is recording municipal levy-limit
referenda. Currently, an understanding of both successful and unsuccessful levy-limit
referenda requires synthesis of data from the Wisconsin Elections Commission and the
Department of Revenue. The data from these two agencies did not align. Therefore, a single
department or agency should be responsible for archiving all attempted municipal levy-limit
referenda and their results regardless of outcome.

b. This report identified significant concerns and issues related to the state-imposed levy limits
on the property tax. The strict cap on annual levy-limit increases, particularly recognizing the
disparity created by tying it to net new construction, hindered the ability of municipalities to
provide services to residents. The State of Wisconsin should review the implications of
levy limits on municipal finance and operations.

Conclusion

Under existing levy limits, declining state aid, and limited revenue options, municipalities are
increasingly turning to the referendum process to raise additional revenue. The League of Wisconsin
Municipalities requested this analysis to help educate and provide tools for its members to use in future
referendum attempts.

In addition to interviews with municipal officials in Wisconsin, this analysis examined 108 levy-limit
referenda in cities, villages, counties, and towns from 2006 through 2018. The results indicate that
municipalities have some latitude in the methods of executing a referendum, and there are best practices
that can improve the likelihood of passage. Municipalities must affirm that the purpose of the
referendum is a service demanded by residents. Municipalities must also adopt a robust communication
strategy to educate residents on the referendum’s purpose and impact.

Municipalities provide many of the services that most residents enjoy every day. The fiscal soundness of
municipalities is critical to their continued provision of services. Under existing levy limits, there are
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best practices municipalities can employ when using the referendum process to achieve the fiscal
capacity they need to serve their residents.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Interview Protocol

This analysis included interviews with local officials and other people who worked in the municipal
government where referendums succeeded from 2006 through 2018. The League of Wisconsin
Municipalities sent an introductory email to explain the project’s purpose, and the authors then
contacted and interviewed municipal officials based on availability. For the three case study
municipalities, the authors asked additional questions.

This analysis also included a sample of municipalities that unsuccessfully attempted to raise levy limits
through a referendum. The authors contacted and interviewed municipal officials who were available.
For the three case study municipalities, the authors asked additional questions.

General Questions
The following questions were asked of all municipalities. Question 6 is the only question altered,
dependent upon successful passage.

1. We understand that you passed X referendum in X year for X amount. Is that correct?

2. What was the policy purpose of the referendum?

3. Before deciding to call the referendum, did the city conduct a survey or any research about the
viability of the referendum?

4. What types of communications or outreach did you use in advertising the referendum?
a. Did you use a marketing firm?
b. Did you use any form of outreach, such as through the mail, to promote awareness of the

vote?

5. Were there any grassroots or community organizations that were advocating for or against the
referendum?

6. Are there any other circumstances that you think helped lead to the successful passing of the
referendum? (Successful) OR In hindsight, what would you do differently? (Unsuccessful)

7. Is there anyone else you think we should speak to?

8. Can we contact you with follow-up questions if needed?
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Interviews Conducted

Municipality

Representative

Role

Date

Village of Monticello
Village of Fontana

City of Mondovi

City of South Milwaukee
City of Kenosha

City of De Pere

City of Princeton

Village of Richfield

City of South Milwaukee

City of South Milwaukee
Village of Hallie

Village of Random Lake
City of De Pere

City of De Pere

City of Janesville

City of Janesville

John Teasdale
Theresa Loomer
Bradley Hanson
Erik Brooks
Carol Stancato
Larry Delo

Josh Schoemann
Jim Healy

James Madlom

Erik Brooks
Kris Fitzsimmons

Bob McDermott

Derek Beiderwieden

Betsy Hornseth

Jim Farrell

Maxwell Gagin

Village Trustee

City Administrator/Clerk
City Administrator
Mayor

Finance Director

City Administrator

City Administrator
Administrator

Chief Operating Officer -
Mueller Communications

Mayor
Clerk/Treasurer
Village President
Chief of Police

Leader Save Our De Pere
Pools

Councilperson

Finance Director

February 25, 2020
February 26, 2020
February 26, 2020
February 27, 2020
February 28, 2020
March 2, 2020
March 4, 2020
March 5, 2020

March 6, 2020

March 6, 2020

March 12, 2020
March 13, 2020
March 27, 2020

March 27, 2020

March 30, 2020

April 2, 2020
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Appendix 2. Regression Analysis Tables

Table 2A. Financial Need Regression Estimates

@ 2 3) “
Road Repair -0.0494 0.0247 0.0244 -0.00479
(-0.71) -0.23 -0.23 (-0.05)
Public Safety 0.435 0.531%** 0.533%** 0.508%**
-2.82 -4.24 -4.19 -4.04
Public Health 0.524%%* 0.874%%** 0.811%** 0.811%%**
(6.43) (3.97) (3.53) (3.6)
Construction -0.102 -0.0955 -0.135 -0.183
(-1.58) (-0.56) (-0.77) (-1.05)
Waste 0.242 0.375 0.334 0.336
(3.03) (1.38) (1.21) (1.24)
Before 2011 Indicator -0.180* -0.13 -0.0564 -0.0206
(-5.70) (-1.62) (-0.52) (-0.19)
10-50 % Tax Increase 0.223* 0.220%* 0.193
(2.22) (2.15) (1.91)
50-100% Tax Increase 0.182 0.158 0.155
(1.28) (1.1) (1.1)
Over 100% Tax Increase 0.203 0.222 0.11
(1.0) (1.08) (0.52)
Constrained -0.0187 -0.021
(-0.16) (-0.18)
Less Constrained -0.154 -0.142
(-1.11) (-1.03)
Ongoing Referendum 0.175*
(0.092)
County -363%** -.334%** -300%** - 41 4%%%
(.185) (.177) (.186) -0.192
Town -.295577 -.325 -335 -(0.35%**
(.134) (.137) (.139) -0.137
Village -.264 =251 -.268 - 265%**
(.135) (.133) (.136) (.133)
Constant 0.347%%* 0.312%* 0.350%%* 0.272%%*
-3.92 -1.19 -1.02 -0.26
N 108 89 88 88

Note: * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.01. Data in this table from WEC and DOR. Cities are the reference category for
administrative indicator variables.



Table 2B. Election Characteristic Regression Estimates

Passage Passage Passage Passage Passage
Non-Presidential 0.163 0.163 0.116 0.116 0.144
General Election
-1.44 -1.44 -1 -1 -1.24
Non-General
. 0.156 0.157 0.117 0.117 0.158
Election
-1.09 -1.08 -0.79 -0.79 -1.06
Special Election 0.0773 0.0763 0.0463 0.0463 0.125
-0.49 -0.48 -0.29 -0.29 -0.75
Before 2011 -0.201* -0.200% -0.212% -0.212% -0.234%
(-2.19) (-2.16) (-2.25) (-2.25) (-2.47)
Voter Turnout -0.0000948 0.0000603 0.0000603 -0.000376
(-0.07) -0.05 -0.05 (-0.29)
YoungVoterl 824 0.0394 0.0394 0.0386
-1.81 -1.81 -1.79
MiddleVoter2564 0.0233 0.0233 0.0228
-1.15 -1.15 -1.13
OldVoter65andup 0.0267 0.0267 0.0225
-1.79 -1.79 -1.49
Social Capital Index 0.152
-1.51
County - -0.0656 -0.0668 -0.0668 -0.0843
(-0.38) (-0.37) (-0.38) (-0.38) (-0.48)
Town -0.307* -0.306* -0.223 -0.223 -0.217
(2.21) (-2.17) (-1.27) (-1.27) (-1.24)
Village -0.204 -0.203 -0.111 -0.111 -0.0997
(-1.43) (-1.42) (-0.70) (-0.70) (-0.63)
Constant 0.458** 0.463** -1.508 -1.508 -1.491
3 238 -1.17) -1.17) (-1.16)
N 95 95 95 95 95

Note: * p <0.05, ¥* p <0.01, *** p <0.01. Data in this table from the Wisconsin Elections
Commission, Wisconsin Department of Revenue, Census, and Social Capital databases. Cities

are the reference category for administrative indicator variables.
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Table 2C. Willingness-to-Pay Regression Estimates

1

County Pop 2010 0'0000023

-0.38

95-97% White

>97% White

Pct. High School Grad

Pct. Some College

Pct. Bachelor's +

Before 2011

Avg. County Income $60-80K

Avg. County Income >$80K

Pct. Homeowners

County -0.124
(-0.72)

Town -0.387%%*
(-2.89)

Village -0.268
(-1.93)

Constant 0.586%***

-4.54
N 108

2

0.000000185
-0.55

0.0138

-0.11

0.108

-0.83

-0.139
(-0.80)
0.416%*
(-2.87)
027
(-1.93)
0.551 %+
3.8

108

3

0.000000122
-0.31
-0.023
(-0.19)
0.085
0.66
-0.371
(-0.18)
-0.785
(-0.27)
-0.985
(-0.59)
-0.220*
(-2.42)

-0.0871
(-0.51)
-0.328*
(-2.15)
-0.239
(-1.67)
0.959%*
-3.26
108

4

0.000000123
0.3
20.0173
(-0.14)
0.087
0.67
-0.149
(-0.07)
-0.992
(-0.32)
-0.963
(-0.51)
0.221%
(-2.39)
0.0354
0.29
0.0221
-0.09

-0.0898
(-0.52)
-0.331*
(-2.13)
-0.245
(-1.66)
0.930%*
2.93
108

5

0.000000147
0.37
0.11
-0.85
0.247
-1.81
-0.336
(-0.15)
0.342
-0.11
2.564
(-1.34)
0.214%
(:2.41)
0.044
038
0.197
-0.82
20.0161%*
(2.91)
0.0309
0.18
-0.00712
(-0.04)
-0.0667
(-0.43)
1.866%++
42

108

Note: * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.01. Data in this table from the Wisconsin Elections Commission, Wisconsin
Department of Revenue, and Census. Cities are the reference category for administrative indicator variables.
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Table 2D. Regression Estimates for Partisan and Organizational Influence

Passage Passage
Pct. Republican 0.00245 0.00221
-0.52 -0.47
Before 2011 Dummy -0.209* -0.210*
(-2.23) (-2.23)
County -0.111 -0.136
(-0.70) (-0.83)
Town -0.376** -0.385%*
(-2.93) (-2.98)
Village -0.279* -0.284*
(-2.09) (-2.13)
Orgs Per Capita 0.111
-0.65
Constant 0.587* 0.467
-2.22 -1.45
N 108 108

Note: * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.01. Data in this table fromthe 2010 Census,
American Community Survey (2010, 5-year estimates), Wisconsin Elections
Commission, Wisconsin Department of Revenue, and Social Capital

database. Cities are the reference category for administrative indicator variables.
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Table 2E. All Levy Passage Factor Estimates

Passage
Road Repairs -0.013
(0.106)
Public Safety 0.504%**
(0.128)
Public Health 0.767**
(0.227)
Construction -0.164
(0.175)
Waste Collection 0.35
(0.27)
10-50 % Tax Increase 0.195
(0.101)
50-100% Tax Increase 0.161
(0.141)
Over 100% Tax Increase 0.145
(0.212)
Constrained -0.037
0.117)
Less Constrained -0.111
(0.14)
Ongoing Referendum 0.148
(0.094)
Home Own -0.005
(0.005)
Voter Turnout 0.009
(0.007)
Before 2011 0.036
(0.127)
County -0.32
(0.206)
Town -0.22
(0.192)
Village -0.211
(0.147)
Constant -0.05
(0.607)
N 88
R-sq 0.446

Note: *p <0.05, ** p <0.01, ***p <0.01. Data from 2010 Census, American
Community Survey (2010, 5-year estimates), Wisconsin Elections Commission,
Wisconsin Department of Revenue, and Social Capital database.

Cities are the reference category for administrative indicator variables.
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monies at the ballooning “crug problem’, but until you're willng to accept advice
from those of us who've done this work, you're just pi*ing it away. The missing
elements are: obs and education for our youth, real effective inexpensive pain
treatment for the true severe chronic pain sufferers, and strict law enforcement for
the dealers and diverters. Simpl, really. Thank God I'm retired from this idiocracy!
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USA. Not that | agreed v/ giving 1 trllon $ of hard wrking axpayer's money to
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atthe Federal lvel, | am not i a high income bracket but have been thankful for
the tax rates being maintained on investment ncome, something that was part of
Trumps tax plan. This & not iscome that s i an IRA or a 4D1K it s income we
aieacly paic taxes on and investing t for a potentalcatastrophe or use someday.
pre-or post retiremont. Anyone can enjoy this
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