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County Qerk

Report of the County Clerk Regarding
Communications Received After the Agenda Mailing
The following items were placed on Supervisors’ desks and are attached to this cover
sheet:
Res. No. 26-06/21 - Authorizing the Capital Project for Purchase of a Public
Health Mobile Medical Clinic with American Rescue Plan Funds- Vote
Required: Two-thirds(The Public Works and Finance Committees will consider
this resolution and make a recommendation at a special joint meeting prior to the
June 8, 2021 County Board meeting)
Forward Analytics(FA)-Rethinking Revenues. A National Perspective on
Funding Counties- Provided by the Wisconsin Counties Association as a
membership benefit(To be referred to the Finance and Executive Committees)
Polk County Resolution No. 26-21 - Authorizing the Lobbying ofthe Wisconsin
State Legislature to Create a State Substance Abuse Database(To be referred to
the Health and Human Services Board)
Shawano County Resolution No. 26-21 - Opposing proposed changes to Wildlife
Damage Abatement and Claims Program (To be referred to the Land Conservation
Committee)
Buffalo County Resolution No. 21-05-04- Opposition to changes in Wildlife
Damage Abatement and Claims Program (To be referred to the Land Conservation
Committee)
Barron County Resolution No. 2021-22- Requesting Elimination of Badger Care
Eligibility Cliff(To be placed on file)
Polk County Resolution No. 27-21 - Authorizing the Lobbying ofthe Wisconsin
State Legislature to Create Community-based Inpatient and Outpatient Substance
Abuse Treatment Facilities(To be placed on file)
Polk County Resolution No. 28-21 - Authorizing the Lobbying of the Wisconsin
State Legislature to Increase Funding to the Attorney General for Drug Crime
Prosecution(To be placed on file)
2020 Annual Report from Walworth County Sheriffs Office(To be placed on
file)(The complete report can be viewed in the County Clerk’s Office)
These items were received after the agenda mailing before the meeting. Other items
that were placed on the Supervisors'desks at the meeting are not included on this
report. Please contact the County Clerk’s officefor information regarding those
items.

DRAFT
Resolution No,26 - 06/21
Authorizing the Capital Project for Purchase of a Public Health Mobile Medical Clinic
with American Rescue Plan Funds
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Moved/Sponsored by: Public Works Committee and Finance Committee
WHEREAS, new programs and projects utilizing the American Rescue Plan (“ARP”)funding
need County Board authorization as a formal budget has not yet been established; and.
WHEREAS,the Health and Human Services Department has identified a capital project to be
created to aid in the County’s response and economic recovery from the pandemic that meets
eligibility criteria for ARP finding; and,
WHEREAS,County staff seeks to purchase a Public Health Mobile Medical Clinic which will
be used to support and enhance COVID-19 mitigation and prevention activities, such as vaccine
delivery, testing, and public education; and,
WHEREAS, mobile medical clinics have demonstrated an ability to target health disparities and
improve health outcomes in underserved groups; and.
WHEREAS, with the incidence of COVID-19, the demand for mobile medical clinics has
increased nationwide; and.
WHEREAS, mobile clinics typically take about 300 days to be built and designed to
specification, however. Health and Human Services has identified an Ohio-based manufacturer
that maintains an inventory of pre-designed mobile clinics that can be delivered in a few weeks;
and.
WHEREAS,the identified manufacturer has a mobile clinic in stock that meets the needs of
Health and Human Services and offers a private examination room, a blood draw chair, a
restroom, medical refrigerator, and a gas generator; and,
WHEREAS, the Public Health Mobile Medical Clinic is expected to have utility well beyond
the pandemie, including child immunization, influenza vaccination, and preventative health
screenings, and the County Board understands that continued use beyond the grant or for other
purposes will need to be funded by other sources.
NOW,THEREFORE,BE IT RESOLVED that the Walworth County Board of Supervisors
authorizes the creation of a capital project for the purchase of a Public Health Mobile Medical
Clinic and approves staff to move forward with the immediate purchase of the identified vehicle
in order to quickly deploy the vehicle to aid COVID-19 vaccination efforts.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Walworth County Board of Supervisors authorizes
funds in the amount of $185,000 be allocated to purchase, transport, license and equip the new
vehicle.
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BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED that the Walworth County Board of Supervisors authorizes
funds in the amount of $7,000 for maintenance and fuel costs to operate the vehicle for COVID19 purposes during 2021.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that an operational/budgeted funding source will need to be
identified to continue use of this vehicle beyond the grant expiration.

Nancy Russell
County Board Chair

Kimberly S. Bushey
County Clerk

County Board Meeting Date: June 8, 2021
Action Required:

Majority Vote

Two-thirds Vote
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Other

Policy and Fiscal Note is attached.
Reviewed and approved pursuant to Section 2-91 of the Walw orth County Code of Ordinances:

Michael P. Cotter

Date

Corporation Counsel

Mark W. Luberda

Date

County Administrator
If unsigned, exceptions shall be so noted by the County Administrator.

Jessica Conley
Finance Director

Date

Policy and Fiscal Note
Resolution No. 26 - 06/21
I.

Title: Authorizing the Capital Project for Purchase of a Public Health Mobile Medical
Clinic with American Rescue Plan Funds

II.

Purpose and Policy Impact Statement: The purpose of this resolution is to create a
capital project, budget and authorization for the purchase of a new Public Health Mobile
Medical Clinic for COVID-19 mitigation purposes as allowed by the ARP grant.

III.

Budget and Fiscal Impact: Passage of this resolution will result in an estimated cost of
$192,000 in 2021 which figure includes the $7,000 budgeted for operational costs to use
the vehicle for the remainder of the year for COVID-19 uses. The primary funding
source for this project and associated operating costs are expected to be the ARP grant. If
the budget is approved, the County Administrator intends to approve a ‘Waiver of
Competition’ to ensure the identified vehicle can be promptly acquired. In accordance
with our purchasing procedure/ordinance, the waiver will be reported to the Finance
Committee at their regular June meeting.

IV.

Referred to the following standing committees for consideration and date of
referral:
Committee: Public Works

Date: June 8,2021

Vote:
Committee: Finance

Date: June 8, 2021

Vote:
County Board Meeting Date: June 8, 2021

Policy and fiscal note has been reviewed and approved as an accurate statement of the probable policy and fiscal
impacts associated with passage ofthe attached resolution.

Michael P. Cotter

Date

Corporation Counsel

Mark W. Luberda
County Administrator

Date

Jessica Conley
Finance Director

Date

RtiCElVliD

608-663-7188
22 E. Mifflin St., 5le. 900
Madison, Wl 53703
forward-analytics.net
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WALWORTH COUNTY CLERK

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Wisconsin County Clerks

FROM:

Dale Knapp, Director

DATE:

May 28,2021

RE:

Distribution Assistance

A new report from Forward Analytics (FA), Rethinking Revenues, A National Perspective on
Funding Counties will be released this week and FA is pleased to provide all county officials with a
copy. Provided as a member service, I am writing to request your assistance in distributing this
report.
Included are enough copies of the report for county board supervisors, as well as additional copies to
distribute to department heads, executives, and administrators.
We printed a limited number of copies. Please contact the FA if you need additional copies and we
will try to accommodate your request at 1.866.404.2700.
Thank you so much for your assistance with the distribution of this report.
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A NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON
FUNDING COUNTIES
DALE KNAPP. DIRECTOR
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xecutive Summary
Rethinking Revenues

D

ue to a shift in state spending priorities to corrections, K-12 education, and Medicaid, as well
as spending cuts due to state budget deficits in both the 2009-11 and 2011-13 biennia, state
funding of county services fell from 46% of total revenues in 1987 to 26% in 2019. This shift
put pressure on county property taxes despite widespread adoption of the county sales tax. Property
taxes funded 41% of county services in 2019. up from 34% in 1987.
After 2008, counties often struggled to generate sufficient revenues to fully fund services. This was
largely due to strict property tax limits imposed by the state beginning in 2006 combined with slate
aid cuts. For over a decade (2008-19). county spending rose less than 1% per year. Adjusted for infla
tion. spending fell 7% during these years.
The move away from state funding was part of a national trend, with the share of state services funded
by stale government dropping in 38 states during 1987-2017. However, Wisconsin's funding decline
was third largest and its increased use of the property tax was fourth largest among the slates.
The lack of significant revenue sources other than property taxes and fees was a major factor in the
increased use of the property tax and in the inflation-adjusted spending cuts. While Wisconsin coun
ties can impose a 0.5% sales lax - 68 counties currently avail themselves of this option - the allowable
rale is second lowest among 31 states that allow this tax. Further, many states permit counties to use a
variety of other taxes and fees, which can ease pressure on the property tax.
The impact that state aid and other revenue sources have on property taxes is borne out in the funding
models in stales that provide services similar to Wisconsin. For e.xample. in North Dakota,significant
ly higher state aid led to 2017 county property taxes 11% below Wisconsin’s.
The ability to use other revenues, particularly sales taxes, also impacted property taxes. Contrasting
approaches were used in Ohio and Minnesota, where stale funding of counties was nearly the same as
in Wisconsin. Ohio counties are allowed to impose a sales tax up to 2.25%, which helped drive county
property taxes 42% below Wisconsin's. Minnesota counties used the sales tax less than Wisconsin
counties, pushing property taxes 13% above Wisconsin's.
Finally. New York is a state where high sales tax use allows for less slate funding, but also less reliance
on the property tax. With an allowable sales tax of up to 4.75%. county property taxes were 31% less
than in Wisconsin, despite significantly less aid from the state.
County funding models can be evaluated in many ways. Property taxes have been a focus of Wiscon
sin lawmakers for many years and provide one lens in which to think about county funding. However,
property taxes should not be the sole focus in determining how counties generate revenue to pro\'ide
essential services. Ideally, county revenue streams would be sufficient to fund the rising cost of county
services and would be reliable, balanced, and minimize the fi nancial burden on those least able to pay.
Wisconsin’s current system does not meet all those criteria.
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^ethinkina Revenues
A National Perspective on Funding Counties
Dale Knapp, Director

W

isconsin has a long history of provid

ing most public services at the local
level. In early statehood, those services
were funded locally, primarily with a compre
hensive property tax on land, buildings, and most
personal possessions.
Funding of local services changed somewhat
in 1911 when Wisconsin created the nation's
first income tax. The new tax was paired with
a reduction in local property taxes. Most of the
money the state collected from the income tax
was returned to local governments to replace
those lost property taxes, giving birth to “shared
revenues.”
Thus began Wisconsin's arrangement of using
state taxes to help fund state-mandated public
services that are provided locally. By the 1960s,
state funding had grown to about 50% oflocal
budgets (including K-12 schools).
Over the past 30 years, that funding model has
shifted, particularly for county governments.
Where state tax dollars once funded nearly
half the cost of county services in Wisconsin,
they now cover only about a quarter of county
expenses.
This raises at least three important questions.
First, what were the driving factors behind the
funding shift? Second, what were the effects?
And third, is Wisconsin’s current funding model
optimal for providing important county services?
These questions might be addressed by taking
heed of Justice William Brandeis’ words in 1932
that “a single courageous state may, if its citizens
choose, serve as a laboratory; and try novel social

rest of the country.” In the context of this study,
the state-county financial relationship in other
states can provide unique insights into Wiscon
sin’s funding model and clues as to how that
model might be improved.
Before jumping into finances, though, it is helpful
to fully describe the county relationship with
state government in Wisconsin and outline the
services Wisconsin counties provide.

WISCONSIN’S STATE-COUNTY RELATIONSHIP
When Wisconsin became a state in 1848, it had
48 counties, with the role of the county vary
ing from county to county. Some served as the
providers oflocal services. Others were the
administrators of state services, with towns and
municipalities providing the local services.
The 1848 state constitution required the Legis
lature to “establish but one system of town and
county government, which shall be as nearly
uniform as practicable.” After several court
cases, the role of counties as the administrative
arm of the state was codified, with towns and
municipalities serving as the primary provider of
local services.
Today's Counties
Today, counties provide to their residents a wide
range of services - most of them state mandated
services administered locally by the county. The
largest share of every county budget pays for a
variety of social and human services programs,
including; eligibility determinations for FoodShare, Medical Assistance, and childcare pro
grams; child protective services; mental health,
alcohol, and drug addiction treatment programs;
youth justice programs, including out-of-home

and economic experiments without risk to the
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local revenues accounted for 4% of the total and

Wisconsin counties serve os the admin
istrative arm of the state for many
programs. Historically, this was
reflected by a state/county
funding partner-

the federal government 2%.
Over time, state aid to counties did not keep pace
with service costs. While the state share of fund
ing fell from 1987 to 2000. the sharpest declines
occurred during 2000 to 2019. In 2019, state aid
to counties was 5% less than in 2000 and 20%
less than in 2008.
Why fhe Aid Cuts?
There are multiple e.xplanations for reduced state
aid to counties, but two stand out: (1) a change in
slate priorities during the 1990s and again after
2004. and (2) large state budget deficits in 20091 1 and 2011-13.

services; and long-term support for the elderly
and the disabled.
Counties also maintain a variety of records
mandated by state law. including those relating to
births, deaths, marriages, and property purchases.
There are also county services that are both state
and local in nature. For e.xample, while county
sheriffs primarily enforce state law. they also
enforce various county ordinances. Public works
departments maintain stale and interstate high
ways, as well as county highways.
Finally, a few services are strictly local, such as
creating and maintaining county parks and trails.

Changing Priorities. In the 1990s, state funding
priorities shifted toward corrections and K-12
schools. During that decade many states, includ
ing Wisconsin, passed “tough on crime” laws.
Two impacts of these laws was that Wisconsin’s
prison population nearly tripled and corrections
spending quadrupled. As a share of state spend
ing. corrections more than doubled from 3.1%
1990 to 6.3% in 2000.

FIGURE 1 : Wisconsin County Revenues Mix Shifts
1987 and 2019
r

This list is just a portion of the services counties
provide to their residents, but it gives a sense of
the balance between services administered on

25.9%
46.4%
si

behalf of the state and strictly local services.

●r

A RECENT HISTORY OF COUNTY FUNDING

16^6%

Historically, it was the state-county relationship
that drove the structure of county revenues. To
help counties pay for the mandated services, the
state provided revenues in the form of aids that
counties were expected to supplement with local

9.5%

S.b%

revenues, typically property taxes and fees.
40.9%
In 1987, for example, state aids, including shared
revenue, road aids, and various social service
aids, comprised 46% of total county revenues (see
Figure 1). Counties raised much of the remainder
with local taxes, fees, and other miscellaneous
revenues. Property taxes accounted for 34% of
total revenues and fees 11% of the total. Other
taxes, mostly forest crop and woodland severance
taxes along with the county share of real estate
transfer fees, were 3% of revenues. Miscellaneous
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34.2%

2019

1987
■ Property Tax

■Other Taxes
■ State Aid

-■'^Charges

-Other

■ Federal Aid

Source; Wisconsin Departmenf of Revenue, County and Municipal Revenues and
Expenditures

■s
V I

In the mid-1990s, to combat rising property
taxes, the state committed to funding two-thirds
of K.-12 school costs, a move that required the
state to add more than $1 billion to the school
aid allocation. As school costs continued to grow
during the late 1990s and early 2000s, additional
state dollars were directed to K-12 education to
fund the commitment.

Beiween 1987 and 2019, state funding
of county services declined from 46% of
the total to 26%. Much of the
decline occurred between
2009 and 2019.

After 2004. Medical Assistance(Medicaid) costs
began rising rapidly. During the early 2000s,
Medicaid accounted for about 9% of state spend
ing. By 2019, that share had risen to 17%.
The impact of these priority changes on the state
budget was significant. Corrections, school aids,
and Medicaid combined claimed 41% of state
spending in 1990. By 2019. they claimed 59%, re
sulting in fewer state tax dollars available to fund
other services, including state aid to counties.
Budaet Deficits. Due partly to the 2007-09 reces
sion, the state faced significant deficits heading
into the 2009-11 and 2011-13 biennia. Among
other reductions to help balance budgets for those

Sales Taxes In Use. In 2009, 61 of the state’s 72
counties were using the 0.5% county-option sales
tax. For them, this tax was already funding ser
vices and was not available to provide additional
revenues to offset aid cuts.
Limits on Property Taxes. Counties also faced
roadblocks in using property taxes to replace
lost state aids. Since 2006, increases in property

years, the state cut aids to local governments. For
counties, that meant reductions of about 13% in
the 2010-11 and another 9% in 2012-13. These

tax levies for counties (and municipalities) have

cuts reduced the state share of county funding
from 33% in 2009 to 27% in 2013.

Tax Limits" on page 12). While the original law
guaranteed a 2% levy increase if the rate of new
construction was less than 2%,the 2011-13 state

Count/ Response
With fewer dollars coming from the state, coun

budget eliminated this guarantee beginning with
property tax levies for 2012.

ties had few options to pay for the required
services they were providing. The three main
revenue options for counties are property taxes,
sales taxes, and fees. These accounted for 87% of

Since the guarantee was eliminated, net new con
struction in the state averaged 1.3% (see Figure
2). which was less than average inflation (1.6%).

locally-generated revenues in 2009.

Moreover, the vast majority of counties had

been tied to properly value growth from new
construction (see “Comparing County Property

FIGURE 2; New Construction Growth Modest
Sfofewide Average Net New Construction (NNC) and Number o! Counties With Less Than J.5% NNC
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With state aids to counties cut and
property taxes limited by state law,
inflation-adjusted county expenditures declined 7% during

2008-19.

growth of less than 1.5% during those years (or
ange bars in Figure 2). In 2020, 30 of the state’s
72 counties had new construction percentages of
less than 1%.
The levy limit greatly slowed county property
tax growth. Since elimination of the guarantee,
county levies rose an average of 1.8% per year, or
just 0.2% annually after adjusting for inflation.
Service Impacts. With aids cut and property
taxes growing slowly, county expenditure growth
slowed. During 2008-19, county expenditures
rose 10%. or less than 1% per year. Adjusted for
inflation, county spending declined 7% during
this period. In other words, since 2008, counties
have reduced services in some areas.
While the aid cuts significantly slowed county
expenditure growth, they also altered how county
services are funded. Recall that the state funded
46% of county spending in 1987. By 2019, that
percentage had fallen to 26%. As a result, the
county share of funding grew from 51% in 1987
to 71% in 2019.
National Context
To put Wisconsin's experience in a national
context, the time period changes slightly. While
the U.S. Census Bureau collects data' on county
finances annually, it is only in years ending in
“2” or “7” that the bureau collects financial infor
mation from all counties. Thus, the lime period
examined shifts to 1987-2017.
Wisconsin’s long-term move away from state
funding of counties since 1987 was part of a
national pattern. Census Bureau data show that
/ U.S. Census Bureau government finance database housed 0/
the Atkinson School of Management at Willamette University.
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across all states, the share of county funding
coming from state governments declined 3.4
percentage points during 1987-2017, from 31.8%
to 28.4%.
Looking at states individually. 30 of48 statessaw the stale share of county revenues decline,
with reductions ranging from less than one
percentage point in four states to more than 10
percentage points in Minnesota, New Jersey, and
Wisconsin.
Among states with large shifts away from state
funding, the approach to filling those budget
gaps varied. In Wisconsin, a combination of sales
taxes and property taxes replaced lost state aid. In
1987, only a handful of small rural counties had
adopted the sales tax. By 2017, 64 of 72 coun
ties were using it. The sales tax share of county
funding rose from less than 1% in 1987 to 6.4%
in 2017.
However, sales taxes could not fully replace the
lost aid. resulting in property taxes picking up
part of the shortfall. The property tax share of
county revenues climbed from 20.7% in 1987 to
33.0% in 2017. During this period, Wisconsin’s
increased use of the property tax was among the
highest nationally. The state's 55% increase in
county property taxes per SlOO of spending was
fourth largest nationally.
Other states used different approaches. For ex
ample, Minnesota counties filled their state fund
ing gap primarily with additional fees, though the
property tax share rose as well. Property taxes
per $100 of spending increased 13% there.
In Ohio, where state funding fell 7.9 percentage
points, a combination of sales ta.xes and fees filled
the gap. Use of these funding sources allowed
for a slight decline in property taxes per $100 of
spending despite reduced state aid.
REVENUE SOURCES & USE NATIONALLY
Three funding sources are used in 93% of coun
ties across the United States: properly ta.xes, fees,
and slate aid. A fourth, federal aid, helped fund
services in 70% of counties nationwide in 2017.
Other sources of revenue depend on individual
state authorization and are used in fewer counties.
For example. 31 states permit counties to impose
a general sales tax. As a result,just under 1,700 of
2 Connecticut and Rhode Island do not hove county govern
ments.

Table 1: Counly Sales Tax Rates
Maximum Allowable Rotes, 2020
State

Max Rate

Alabama

5.00%

Alaska

5.00%

Arizona

2.00%

Arkansas

2.00%

Californio

0.25%

Colorado

6.50%

Florida

1.50%

Georgia

3.00%

Illinois

1.75%

Iowa

1.00%

Kansas

2.00%

Louisiana

5.00%

Minnesota

0.50%

Missouri

2.13%

Notes

fund county services was
fourth highest

3,029 counties nationwide generate revenue from
this tax. Table 1 lists these states and shows the
maximum allowable rates in each. Wisconsin’s
0.5% rate is among the lowest nationally.

Nebraska

0.50%

Nevada

1.53%

For special purposes

New Mexico

2.00%
Most counties share a
4.75%

North Carolina

2.25%

North Dakota

3.00%

^

Shared with muni's

Only two counties use if;
applies to sales outside
a muni with a tax

New York

Between 1987 and 2017, Wisconsin's
increased use of the property tax to

portion of proceeds with
municipalities and/or
school districts
Most at 2%

Three states - Indiana, Kentucky, and Maryland
- authorize a local income tax to support county
services. Other taxes used in some states include
those on public utilities (38 states, see Figure 3),
alcoholic beverages(12 states), entertainment
(12 states), motor fuel (9 states), and tobacco (8
states).
Licensing taxes or fees generate county revenue
in some states. Vehicle license fees (sometimes

Ohio

2.25%

FIGURE 3: Alternative County Revenues Use

Oklahoma

3.00%

Number of States Allowing Counties to Impose Various Taxes
and Fees

Pennsylvania

2.00%

Only allowed in
Alleghany (1%) &
Philadelphia (2%)
counties

Taxes
Pub. Utilities

38
I

General Sales*
South Carolina

1.00%

Plus several specific
purpose taxes

31

r

Entertainment

12
[

Tennessee

2.75%

On first $ 1,600 value
for individuol item

Texas

2.00%

Most impose 0.5%

Utoh

5.00%

Virginio

1.00%

Washington

1.00%

Wisconsin

0.50%

Wyoming

2.00%

Alcohol
Motor Fuel
Tobacco

Plus add-ons for specific
purposes
Plus add-ons for specific
purposes

Licensing Fees
Alcoholic Bev. Co's
Vehicles*

34

r
r

34
14

Amusement Co's
0

10

20

30

40

‘Allowed in Wisconsin
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Wisconsin is one of 31 states that allows
counties to impose a general sales tax.
At 0.5%, Wisconsin's allowable
rate is tied for second
the

county funding in 2017. ninth highest among the
48 states studied.
The use of property taxes was more varied. Prop
erty taxes accounted for just 10% of revenues in
Kentucky but 74% in Maine. Wisconsin counties
relied on the property tax for one-third of their
revenues. 15th highest nationally.
The third universal funding source is fees col
lected for various services. In North Dakota, fees
accounted forjust 6% of revenues; in Mississippi
they were 50% of all county revenues. Wisconsin
ranked in the middle of states, with fees generat
ing 23% of all county government funds.

called wheel taxes) are used in 34 states. Licens
ing fees on businesses that manufacture, import,
wholesale, or retail alcoholic beverages are used

Funding Tied to Services?
Often, the mix of county revenues is tied to either
the amount or the type of services provided. In
2017, in states where counties provided the fewest

in 34 states, while licensing fees on amusementtype businesses are allowed in 14 slates.

services as measured by per capita expenditures,
counties relied less on state aid; instead, counties

Of the taxes and fees listed above. Wisconsin

funded their services primarily with local sources
of revenue. On average in these stales, local taxes

counties can generate revenue from two: a gen
eral sales tax and a wheel tax.
Revenue Mix Differences
The use of various revenue streams differs
from state to slate. Slate aid to county govern
ment provides a good example. While all states
provided aid to county governments in 2017. it
varied from just 4% of total county revenues in
Georgia but 46% in Pennsylvania (see Figure 4).
In Wisconsin, state aids accounted for 29% of

FIGURE 4: County Rev. Mix, Wis. vs. Elsewhere
Highest ond Lowest Share in 48 Stales; Wiscons/n Share
in Orange, 2017

and fees comprised 81% of total revenues, with
state funding accounting for 16%.
By contrast, in states where counties provided
a greater amount of services, state government
tended to assist more in paying for those services.
On average, these states provided 29% of county
revenues, with local taxes and fees co\'ering 69%.
Similarly, the types of services a county provides
can impact funding and is illustrated in two e.xamples. There are 11 states where hospital spend
ing accounted for more than 20% of county ex
penditures in 2017. With county hospitals funded
largely by fees charged to patients or insurance
companies, fee re\’enues in these stales accounted
for a much greater share of county revenues than
in slates without county-run hospitals.

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
- -33%
30%

■29%'
- -23%

20%
10%
- -6%

- -6%
■

0%
Prop.
Tax
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There are also eight states where education
spending accounted for more than 20% of county
spending. Education, particularly K-12 educa
tion, is typically funded with significant amounts
of Slate aid. As expected, these states funded a
much greater share of county revenues compared
to other states.

Soles
Tox

Other Chorges MIsc.
Tax

Stale
Aid

^3%

Federal
Aid

A variety of factors determine how much states
are willing to fund county services. Mowever.
a statistical analysis of per capita spending in a
variety of areas shows that slate funding tends to
be higher in slates where counties spend more on

educaiion. public welfare, highways, or judicial
services.

State aid to counties tends to be higher
in states where counties spend
more on education, public
welfare, highways, or
judicial services.

COMPARING WISCONSIN’S MODEL
Wisconsin is unusual in that, as or2017. it was
one of only nine states' in which counties admin
istered major state social service programs such
as SNAP and SSBG.'' These services fall under
the public welfare umbrella in the Census data.
Wisconsin is also the only state in which counties
maintain state and interstate highways.
Given that funding is often tied to services, the
states that require counties to administer state
social service programs are ideal comparisons to
Wisconsin's funding model. However, in three
of the states - New Jersey, North Carolina, and
Virginia - education spending is significant,
accounting for more than 20% of county ex
penditures. Because state aid tends to be much
higher in “education states,” these three states are
excluded from the analysis.

In Wisconsin, state officials have focused on
reducing or limiting the growth of property taxes
for more than 25 years. That is the lens through
which funding models in these states are exam
ined. First, the funding models in each state are
compared and contrasted, with particular focus
on state aid, property ta.xes, and sales ta.xes.

There are a variety of ways one might evalu
ate funding models. For example, state officials
might prefer a model that is the least regressive:
i.e., the taxes and fees that fund county services
take a greater share of income from high-income
households and a smaller share from low-income

State Funding
In Wisconsin and the other five non-education
“social service states,” state aid was higher on
average than in other states (28.3% vs. 19.8%, see
Table 2). Among these six states, state funding
was smallest in Colorado and New York, ac

households. Alternatively, officials may look at
the stability of revenue streams through econom
ic booms and busts.

counting for 21% of revenues. This level of state
funding might be expected in Colorado due to
its low spending ($898 per capita). However, it is
somewhat unexpected in New York where coun
ties spend significantly more ($2,172 per capita).

3 Colorado, Mmnesola, New Jersey, New York, North Caro
lina, North Dakota, Ohio, Virginia, Wiscortsin. Source; Nofiono/
Assoc/ofion of Counties.
4 Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (formerly called
Food Stamps), and Social Service Block grants. Both provide
ossisfor7ce to low-income families.

At the high end of the state aid spectrum was
North Dakota, where state dollars accounted

Table 2; County Funding Models, Property Tax Use Varies
Revenue Shores ond Property Taxes Per $100 of Spending
IxK'al

State

Fed.

Prop. Tax/

Cliarges

Misc.

Total

Aid

Aid

SIQQ Spend.

14.5%

5.9%

73.6%

21.3%

5.1%

$40

7.4%

77.8%

21.4%

0.9%

$22

7.2%

69.2%

24.5%

6.2%

$36

6.1%

68.2%

28.9%

3.0%

$32

24.9%

7.9%

69.9%

29.1%

1.0%

$19

6.3%

8.3%

53.3%

44.5%

2.1%

$28

2.0%

18.4%

7.1%

68.7%

28.3%

3.0%

$30

5.8%

23.4%

8.3%

77,0%

19.8%

3.3%

$35

Taxes
Property

Sales

Other

37.1%

12.6%

3.5%

New York

19.2%

31.7%

1.6%

18.0%

Minnesota

36.2%

0.9%

1.2%

23.8%

Wisconsin

33.0%

5.7%

0.7%

22.7%

Ohio

19.3%

15.8%

2.0%

Nonli Dakota

31.0%

4.6%

3.1%

Average

29.3%

11.9%

Ail Others

32.9%

6.5%

State
Colorado
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enues. In Minnesota, that number was 25% due

Wisconsin and Ohio counties are similar
in per capita spending and state aid.
The main difference between the
two is Ohio's higher sales
taxes keeps property
tax use

for 45% of county revenues. By contrast, Wis
consin counties received 29% of their revenues
from the slate, the same as Ohio counties. Slate
aid to Minnesota counties accounted for 25% of
revenues.
The variation in stale funding allows for a natural

partly to higher federal aid.
Wisconsin and Ohio arc interesting in that coun
ties spent about the same per capita (SI J13 and
SU142 per capita, respectively) and state govern
ments funded the same share of revenues. The
percentage of revenue generated by fees was also
similar. The primary difference between the two
states was in the use of property and sales taxes.
Wisconsin counties relied on the property tax for
a third of their revenues; Ohio counties relied on
that tax for less than a fi fth of its revenue.
Ohio made up for its smaller use of the prop
erty tax by using the sales tax more. Sales taxes
funded 16% of Ohio county budgets and just 6%
of county budgets in Wisconsin. The reason is
that Ohio authorizes a higher sales tax than does
Wisconsin (2.25% vs. 0.5%). That said, most
Ohio counties impose a sales tax of2% rather
than the 2.25% authorized by law.

grouping of the states. Colorado and New York
use a low state aid model. Minnesota. Wisconsin,

Minnesota used a slightly different model that
relied less on the sales tax (0.6% of revenues) and

and Ohio employ a moderate aid model. North

more on the property tax (36.2%).

Dakota employs a high aid model.
Local Funding

Hitih Aid State. In this group of six slates. North
Dakota was the only example of a high-aid fund

While state funding generally drives how much
counties must raise locally, each of the states

ing model. North Dakota was different from
other states in its minimal use of fees to fund

studied here chose a slightly different local rev
enue mix in 2017.

ser\’ices. The 6% of revenues coming from fees

Low Aid States. In 2017, a funding model in
w'hich state aid was relatively low was used in
Colorado and New York, with the two states ap
proaching local funding quite differently.
While both states allow counties to impose a
general sales tax, rates are higher in New York.
As a result, the sales lax funded nearly a third
of revenues in New York compared to 13% in
Colorado. The property tax funded less than 20%
of New York county budgets but 37% of county
budgets in Colorado. In other words. New York
used sales taxes to make up for less state aid
while Colorado used property taxes.
Part of this difference may be due to the fact that
on a per capita basis. New York counties spent
almost two and a half times more than Colorado
counties.
Moderate Aid States. Among the three states in
the moderate aid group, state governments in
Ohio and Wisconsin funded 29% of county rev-
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was lowest among all states. Despite the large
amount of state aid, the property tax share was
only slightly less than the share in Wisconsin
counties.
Funding Models & Property Ta.xes. The fund
ing models described above were evaluated by
comparing their impact on properly taxes. Under
Wisconsin’s model, county property taxes per
SlOO of spending were S32 in 2017. In the other
five states, they ranged from $19 to S40 per $100
of expenditures. Three slates had relative prop
erty taxes that were lower than Wisconsin while
two had county property taxes that were higher.
A low-aid state(New York), a moderate-aid state
(Ohio), and a high-aid state (North Dakota) each
had relative county properly taxes that were
lower than in Wisconsin. In Ohio, higher sales
taxes were used to “buy dowm” property taxes,
which were 41% less than Wisconsin’s ($19 per
$100 of spending vs. $32). In New York, sales tax
revenues were sufficient to both replace the lower
stale aid (compared to Wisconsin) and buy down

the properly tax. County property taxes($22 per
$100 of spending) there were 31% less than in
Wisconsin,
111 North Dakota, significantly more state aid
brought county property taxes ($28) to 11% be
low those in Wisconsin.

Ideally, county revenue streams would
be reliable and balanced, and
sufficient to fund the rising
.
cost of county

The two slates with higher property tax use were
Minnesota($36) and Colorado ($40). Minnesota’s
state aid share was slightly smaller than Wiscon
sin’s and its use of the sales tax was minimal. As
a result, county property taxes there were 13%
hisher than in Wisconsin.
Colorado counties relied on the sales tax more
than Wisconsin counties. However, significantly
less state aid and less fee revenue pushed the
properly tax to $40 per $100 of spending, or 25%
higher than in Wisconsin.
Takeaways for Wisconsin. As mentioned in the
introduction, a look at funding models in other
states provides important perspectives on Wis
consin's current model. On the surface, two fea

in which the state funded nearly half of county
services to one in which it funded just 26% of
those services. The former model recognized
that most services that counties provide are state
services administered by counties and that fund
ing should be split fairly evenly between the slate
and counties.

tures stand out. First, while Wisconsin is similar

The shift away from state funding was not

to 30 other states in allowing a local-option sales
tax, the allowable rate here is tied for second

intentional, but rather a result of changing state
priorities. It did, however, have two major im
pacts. First, it required counties to raise revenues,

lowest. The average allowable rate is about 2.3%
compared to 0.5% in Wisconsin. Second, many
other states allow more revenue options, such as
selected sales taxes on alcohol, tobacco, or public
utilities, or licensing fees on specific businesses,
particularly those involved in the production,
distribution, or sale of alcoholic beverages.

particularly property taxes, to replace state
funding. With few revenue options, the property
tax increasingly was relied on to pay for these
services. From 1987 to 2017, Wisconsin counties’
increased use of the property tax was fourth larg
est nationally.

A closer look at fi ve states where county services

Second, with state limits on property taxes, coun

are most similar to those provided by Wisconsin
counties shows how different funding models can

ty spending, adjusted for inflation, declined 7%
from 2008 to 2019. This decline reflects reduced
or eliminated services in most counties.

impact property ta.xes. In three of those states,
property taxes per $100 of spending were less
than in Wisconsin. In two states, higher sales
taxes were used to buy down the property tax.
in the other state funding was significantly more
than in Wisconsin.
In the two states with county property taxes
higher than Wisconsin's, it was either a lack of
alternative local revenues other than the property
tax or significantly less state aid that drove up
property taxes.
CONCLUSION
The funding of counties in Wisconsin changed
significantly over the past 30 years from a model

County funding models can be evaluated on a
variety of characteristics. Property taxes have
been a focus of state lawmakers for many years
and provide one lens in which to think about
county funding. However, that should not be the
only factor in determining how counties gener
ate revenue to provide essential services. Ideally,
county revenue streams would be sufficient to
fund the rising cost ofcounty services and would
be reliable, balanced, and minimize the financial
burden on those least able to pay. Wisconsin's
current system does not meet all those criteria.
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COMPARING COUNTY PROPERTY TAX LIMITS
osl counties across the country face
some type of restriction on the amount
of property taxes they are allowed to
levy. These restrictions take the form of a limit
on the property lax rate, a limit on growth of the
property tax levy, or a limit on assessed property
values w'hich can indirectly cap property taxes.

M

New Hampshire, and Tennessee) impose some
limit on county property taxes. Counties are
subject to a property tax rale limit in 34 states, a
levy limit in 31 states, a properly lax freeze in six
states, and assessment limits in 15 stales. Some
slates impose more than one limit on county
properly taxes.

WISCONSIN LEVY LIMITS

Rale limits are difficult to assess for several
reasons. First, not all states tax property at its full
value. A rate of SIO per Sl.OOO of taxable value
in a stale that taxes at full value is different from
that same rale in a state that taxes at 50% of full

In Wisconsin, the amount of property taxes coun
ties can levy for operating expenses are capped
by state-imposed levy limits. Created in the
2005-07 state budget, these limits tie increases
in a county's property tax levy to the growth rate
of net new construction in the county. Generally,
property taxes used for debt service are exempt
from the limits. Counties can exceed the limits
via referendum.
As enacted, the law provided a 2% floor. In other
words, if net new construction in a county was
less than 2%,the property tax levy could still be
increased by that percentage. Over the ensuing
five years, the floor ranged from 2% to 3.86%.
This guaranteed increase was eliminated in the
2011-13 slate budget. Thus, effective with prop
erty taxes for the 2012 fiscal year, county levy
increases are tied solely to the percentage change
in new construction.
Over the past ten years (2011 through 2020),
statewide net new construction averaged 1.3%,
less than the average inflation rate of 1.7%. How
ever, the state average masks county-by-county
variation. Twenty of the state's 72 counties had
net new construction average 0.8% or less; in an
other 13 it averaged less than 1%. In other words.
Wisconsin’s levy limits are quite restrictive.
LIMITS ELSEWHERE
As mentioned above, most other states impose
some type of restriction on county property
taxes. Comparing them to Wisconsin's limits can
be challenging because not all state property lax
systems are the same. Instead, this section gives
a broad overview of the limits, compiled from
information from the National Association of
Counties(NACO)and from a 2020 study by the
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.
According to NACO. counties collect property
taxes in 45 slates. All but four (Georgia, Hawaii,
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value. Second, these limits only impact properly
taxes when a county is at or near the limit. For
example, Oregon's rate limit is $10 per $1,000 of
property value. An Oregon county with a rate of
$7 per Sl.OOO can increase property taxes signifi
cantly without worrying about the cap. However,
a county with a rate of $9.90 per $1,000 has
limited ability to increase property taxes because
it will hit the rate limit.
Levy limits differ among the states in two impor
tant ways: the allowable increase in the property
tax levy and how the limits can be exceeded, ifat
all. In five states, levy limits cannot be exceeded.
Twenty-one states are similar to Wisconsin in
that the levy limits can be exceeded via referen
dum. In three stales, the limits can be exceeded
by a vote of the county board.
Allowable increases vary widely. In at least seven
stales, new construction plays a role directly
in the calculations. All of these states, e.xcept
Wisconsin, add a factor (either inflation or a set
percentage) on top of the new construction factor.
For example, Arizona's limit is equal to the rate
of new construction plus 2%. Colorado allows
levies to increase by the rate of new construction
plus inflation.
Among slates that do not use new construction as
a factor, the allowable increase is typically infla
tion or a percentage set in stale taw.
Among slates with levy limits, Wisconsin's is
among the most strict. One stale with similarly
restrictive limits is Kansas, which allows coun
ties to increase levies by the inflation rate. At
limes, that limit has been more restrictive than
Wisconsin's new construction limit.
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ROLL CALL
6oa/d Members
Olson
Route
Warndahl
Nelson (Chairperson)
La Blanc

Aye

X
X
X
X
X

Resolution Authorizing the Lobbying of the Wisconsin State
Legislature to Create a State Substance Abuse Database
TO THE POLK COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:
2
3
A
5
6
7

Ruck
Prichard

X
X

Kelly
O'Connell
Middleton
Luke (2™* Vice Chair)
Duncanson
Arcand
Bonneprise (Vice Chair)
Demulling

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

9
10
II
12
13

Vote Required:

Adopted

^^ri-Arcand

X

Defeated

2“ Kelly
Yes; 15

No: (1

Excu:

Reviewed by:

WHEREAS,substance abuse has led to increased crime, poverty, child
abuse, domestic violence and other social ills which have led to a reduction in
the quality of life of the citizens of Polk County; and
WHEREAS,the substances abused such as methamphetamine are not
sourced from within Polk County, but are imported from locations outside the
County: and

15
16
17

WHEREAS,the Polk County Government has identified substance abuse
reduction and prevention as the top priority of the Board of Supervisors; and

18
19
20

WHEREAS,the Polk County Government has invested significant
resources such as staff positions and funding in programs to reduce substance
abuse through methods such as enforcement, prevention and treatment; and

21
22
23
24

WHEREAS,there is a clearly identifiable need to measure and assess the
issue of substance abuse as well as the impact of the resources being
expended to combat the issue; and

25
26
,Corp, Counsel

Reviewed by;
Administrator
Reviewed by:

Finance

FISCAL & LEGAL IMPACT:

No fiscal impact as this is only
a lobbying resolution

Certification:

resolulion that was adopted on the

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

WHEREAS,the expertise and resources for collecting and quantifying such
data is not within the abilities of an individual county such as Polk, but better
undertaken by an entity such as the State of Wisconsin:
NOW,THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,the County of Polk hereby urges
the legislature of the State of Wisconsin to appropriate funding to create a
system for collecting, tracking and publishing real-time and historical data to
help in the assessment and reduction of substance abuse in the State of
Wisconsin and at the local level. The data collected and shared be include
arrest activity, charging activity, court dispositions and sentencing and
recidivism as well as trends in drug activity and related crimes.

SI^BIVIITTED

I, Lisa Ross, Clerk of Polk County, hereby certify
that the above is a true and correct copy of a
-May
of Supervise

WHEREAS,the County of Polk has been deeply impacted by the effects of
substance abuse, especially methamphetamine, both economically and
socially: and
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BOARD ACTION

Motion to Approve

Resolution No. 26-21

Excu.

Nay

18th day

2021 by the Polk County Board

Lisa Ross
County Clerk, Polk County

Committee Executive Committee
□ Recommended
□ Not Recommended
KI Neutral

Shawano County Courthouse
Room 104
3 M N. Main St
Shawano W1 54166

Phone; 715-526-9150
Fax; 715-524-5157
pam.schmidt@co.shawano.wi.us
www.co.shawano.wi.us
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CERTIFICATION
STATE OF WISCONSIN}
COUNTY OF SHAWANO}
I, Kara Skarlupka, Deputy County Clerk, in and for the County of Shawano, State of
Wisconsin, do hereby certify that the following copy of Resolution No. 26-21 is a true
and correct copy of the original Resolution No. 26-21 duly adopted by the Shawano
County Board of Supervisors at a meeting held on May 26th, 2021.
Resolution No. 26-21
Opposing proposed changes to Wildlife
Damage Abatement and Claims Program
Whereas, the Wildlife Damage Abatement and Claims Program,
established under s. 29.889, Stats., and s. NR 12, Wis. Adm. Code, is fully
funded by a surcharge on hunting licenses, is a voluntary Department of
Natural Resources program to assist producers with agricultural losses caused
by deer, bears, geese, and cougars, as well as elk and Sandhill cranes if
hunting those animals Is authorized; and
Whereas, through Shawano County Resolution No. 4-19, In support
of participation through the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife Damage Abatement and Claims Program, it approved the Wisconsin
Wildlife Damage Program Plan of Administration for Shawano County through
December 31, 2023; and
Whereas, Shawano County has participated in the program for over
25 years and has administered the program through the Land Conservation
Committee; and
Whereas, county LCDs are the local delivery mechanism for a wide
range of Wisconsin's natural soil and water and other resource management
programs; and
Whereas, the Wisconsin State Legislature is proposing making
changes to
the Wildlife Damage Abatement and Claims Program through Senate Bill 63
and Assembly Bill 49 by eliminating the administration of these programs
from the County and changing the administration to the DNR instead; and
Whereas, by eliminating any local authority, when landowners have
issues and appeals concerning harvest objectives or management of the
program, they will no longer appear before the Land Conservation
Committee, but would instead haveto travel to Madison to appear before
DNR officials who don't necessarily have local concerns in mind when

rendering a decision; and
Whereas, on May 13, 2021, the Land Conservation Committee
reviewed and recommended this resolution to the Shawano County Board of
Supervisors.
Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Shawano County Board of
Supervisors, in session this 26^*^ day of May, 2021, opposes the proposed
changes to the Wildlife Damage Abatement and Claims Program through
Senate Bil l 63 and Assembly Bil l 49 which eliminates any local County control
or oversite of the program and instead gives all authority to State
government officials.
Be it further resolved, that this resolution be forwarded to members
of the State Legislature, Governor Evers, the Wisconsin Counties Association,
the WI Land+Water Conservation Association, the Wisconsin Natural
Resources Board and the other counties of the State of Wisconsin.
Submitted by: Rick Giese
Marvin Klosterman
Devin Krizan
Joe Miller
Wayne Nischke
Arlyn Tober
LAND CONSERVATION COMMITTEE
Given under my hand and official seal, at the Shawano County Courthouse, in the City
of Shawano, this 26^^ day of May, 2021

Kara Skarlupka
Shawano County Deputy Clerk

County Resoiutioj,
Drafted By:
Carl Duley, Ag Agent
Presented MonthA:"ear:
May 2021
Involved Committees:

County Department; Ext
Fiscal Impact: YES / NO
AC Approved: YES / NO

Land Conservation & Ag and Extension Committee
RESOLUTION #

CS<J

A RESOLUTION FOR OPPOSITION TO CHANGES IN WILDLIFE DA1M4GE
ABATEMENT AND CLALMS PROGRAM
WHEREAS the Wildlife Damage Abatement and Claims program, fully funded by a surcharge on
hunting licenses, is a voluntary Department of Natural Resources program to assist producers with
agricultural losses caused by deer, bears, geese, and cougars, as well as elk and sandhill cranes if
hunting those animals is authorized; and,
WHEREAS Buffalo County has participated in the program since its inception in 1983 and has
administered the program through the Ag and Extension Committee; and,
WHEREAS the Wisconsin State Legislature is proposing making changes to the Wildlife Damage and
Claims program tlirough Senate Bill 63 and Assembly Bill 49 by eliminating the administration of
these programs from the Ag and Extension Committee and changing the administration to these
programs to the DNR instead; and,
WHEREAS by eliminating any local authority, when landowners have issues and appeals concerning
harvest objectives or management of the program, they will no longer appear before the Ag and
Extension Committee but would instead have to travel to Madison to appear before DNR officials who
don’t necessarily have local concerns in mind when rendering a decision.
NOW,THEREFORE,BE IT RESOLVED that Buffalo County Board of Supervisors oppose the
changes to the Wildlife Damage and Claims program through Senate Bill 63 and Assembly Bill 49
which eliminates any local County control ofthe program and instead gives all authority to the State
government officials.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County Clerk is directed to send a copy of this resolution to
Governor Evers, the members of the Slate Legislature, the Wisconsin Counties Association, and the
other counties of the State of Wisconsin.
Adopted at a duly called and noticed meeting of the Buffalo County Board of Supervisors on the

ay_ldayof mouj, ,2021.

cv/cy
Buffalo County Clerk
ATTEST:

Buffalo County Board Chairperson

Respectfully Submitted by:
Ag and Extension Committee

Steve Nelson

X)hn Sendelbach

[tknecht

£.ic.ys<d
William Bruegger

ANTICIPATED FINANCIAL IMPACT STATEMENT

BARRON COUNTY RESOLUTION NO.2021 -22
Resolution Requesting Elimination of Badger Care Eligibility Cliff

TO THE BARRON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

WHEREAS, in addition to Medicaid, Wisconsin also administers BadgerCare
Plus, a similar program for groups of people who need healthcare coverage but who may
not qualify for Medicaid or who need different kinds of services. BadgerCare Plus is also
sometimes infonnally referred to as just BadgerCare; and
WHEREAS, those individuals who do qualify for BadgerCare or BadgerCare Plus
face a “benefits cliff’, defined as “A benefit cliff occurs, when a public support program is
designed in such a way that, at a certain level of income, a small increase in earnings can
result in a significant loss in eligibility for benefits.” (Source; Over the Edge: An Analysis
ofthe implications ofBenefit Cliffs Within Wisconsin Public Benefit Programs, Workshop
in Public Affairs, Spring 2020, Robert M. LaFollette School of Public Affairs, University
of Wisconsin-Madison); and
WHEREAS,tills benefit cliff, in some instances, becomes a bamer for individuals
seeking employment, or seeking better employment; and
WHEREAS,there currently exists in Barron County, approximately six-hundred
(600)full-time positions for which workers are needed; and
WHEREAS, allowing individuals to work productively witliout hamiing their
health benefits, not only reduces the cost of a benefit program but also simultaneously,
improves the overall economic activity of a region; and
WHEREAS,the drafting ofthis Resolution has the support of State Representative
David Aimstrong and Barron County Health and Human Services Director Stacey Frolik,
and
WHEREAS, attached to this Resolution are selected pages from the above
referenced source which provided additional details; and

31
32
33

WHEREAS,this resolution was approved by the Health & Human Services Board
on April 26, 2021, on a vote of 10-0, with Bartlett, Banks, Heil, Knutson, Kolpack, Moen,
Pannier, Sampson, Skoug and Wenzel voting in favor and no members voting against; and

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

WHEREAS,this resolution was approved by the Executive Committee on May 7,
2021, on a vote of 9 - 0, with Okey, Bai-tlelt, Heinecke, McRobcrts, Rindsig, Hanson,
Buchanan, Horstman and Nelson (alternate) voting in favor and no members voting
against. Thompson was absent.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Barron County Board of
Supeiwisors does hereby request, with passage of this Resolution, that the Wisconsin State
TvCgislature and Governor Tony Evers work cooperatively to eliminate the aforementioned
benefit cliff; and

r

BARRON COUNTY RESOLUTION NO,2021 -22
Resolution Requesting Elimination of Badger Care Eligibility Cliff
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,that this benefit cliff be eliminated based on a
proportionate sliding fee scale so-that as, individuals and families, earn additional dollars
there is a corresponding, but smaller, contribution amount toward their health insurance
coverage; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,that tliis Resolution be included and forwarded
to the Wisconsin Counties Association, 2021 Annual Convention for consideration; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resolution be distributed to our local
State Representatives, Governor Evers and
consideration; and

other Wisconsin Counties for their

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that publication of this resolution may occur
through posting in accordance with Section 985.02 of the Wisconsin Statutes.

58
OFFERED THIS 17‘" day of May,2021.
Number of readings required: One(X) Two()
Vote required for passage: Majority(X)
2/3 Entire Board (20)( )
Source of fiinding: Budgeted()General Fund()
Grant() Contingency()
Other(X) Details: Not Applicable
Fiscal impact:
Current year total amount: $ 0
Future years total amount: $ 0
Effect on tax levy- current year - $ 0
Effect on tax levy -future years - $ 0
Fiscal impact reviewed by County Finance Department

Health & Human Seivices Board

6/
Lohie Okey, Chair
Executive Committee
(The Committee Chah signature verifies the action taken
by the Committee.)
Board Action: Adopted(X) Failed()Tabled()

Jodi Bip^ Finance Director

^dhn Muench,Corporation Counsel

Chair Okey explained the resolution to the Board.
Motion:(Rindsig/Rogers) to approve. Carried.
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Resolution Requesting Elimination of Badger Care Eligibility Cliff
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ROLL CALL
Board Members
Olson

Aye

X
X

Route
Warndahl

Resolution Authorizing the Lobbying of the Wisconsin State
Legislature to Create Community-based Inpatient and Outpatient
Substance Abuse Treatment Facilities

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Nelson (Chairperson)
LaBlanc
Ruck
Prichard
Kelly
O'Connell
Middleton
Luke (2'*’ Vice Chair)
Duncanson
Arcand
Bonneprise (Vice Chair)
Demulling

TO THE POLK COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:
2
3
4
5
6
7

BOARD ACTION
Vote Required;

MoUon to Approve

Adopted

Ist ArrjmiH

Defeated

2^

X

Kelly—

Yes:

No:

Resolution No. 27-21

Excu.

Nay

n

Excu: n

Reviewed by:

Corp. Counsel
Reviewed by:
Administrator
Reviewed by;

Qir^^OClK
Finance

FISCAL & LEGAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact as this
is a lobbying resolution only.

9
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12
13
14
15
16
17
19
20
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23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
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34
35
36

WHEREAS,the County of Polk has been deeply impacted by the effects of
substance abuse, especially methamphetamine, both economically and
socially; and
WHEREAS,substance abuse has led to increased crime, poverty, child
abuse, domestic violence and other social ills which have led to a reduction in
the quality of life of the citizens of Polk County; and
WHEREAS,the Polk County Government has identified substance abuse
reduction and prevention as the top priority of the Board of Supervisors; and
WHEREAS,the Polk County Government has invested significant
resources such as staff positions and funding in programs to reduce substance
abuse through methods such as enforcement, prevention and treatment; and
WHEREAS,the substances abused such as methamphetamine create
both physiological and psychological addictions which require inpatient and
expert treatment In order to recover from the addiction; and
WHEREAS,there is an identifiable need for treatment facilities and beds in
the Northwestern region of Wisconsin which specialize in the recovery of
methamphetamine and other substance abuse addictions; and
WHEREAS,the County of Polk does not have resources sufficient to
create or help create those types of treatment facilities and beds; and
WHEREAS, it is common that those persons most in need of substance
abuse treatment do not have the financial resources or insurance coverage to
access those facilities themselves;
NOW,THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,the County of Polk hereby urges
the legislature of the State of Wisconsin to appropriate funding to create
community based inpatient and outpatient treatment options to treat the
addiction of substance abuse in the State of Wisconsin and at the local level.
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TO THE POLK COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:
WHEREAS,the County of Polk has been deeply impacted by the effects of
substance abuse, especially methamphetamine, both economically and
socially; and
WHEREAS,substance abuse has led to increased crime, poverty, child
abuse, domestic violence and other social ills which have led to a reduction in
the quality of life of the citizens of Polk County; and
WHEREAS,the Polk County Government has identified substance abuse
reduction and prevention as the top priority of the Board of Supen/isors; and
WHEREAS,the Polk County Government has invested significant
resources such as staff positions and funding in programs to reduce substance
abuse through methods such as enforcement, prevention and treatment; and
WHEREAS,the growing number of narcotics related crimes have put a
significant strain on the local justice system; and
WHEREAS, Polk County is in very close proximity to the Minneapolis-St
Paul metropolitan area which is a known hub for narcotics trafficking and
distribution and local law enforcement has identified this region as the source
for the illicit substances in this county; and
WHEREAS,there is an identifiable need for additional prosecutorial
support to the Northwestern Wisconsin region for the specific targeting of
narcotics related crimes; and
WHEREAS, Polk County does not have resources sufficient to adequately
prosecute the large number of narcotics related charges being brought by law
enforcement; and
WHEREAS,the Special Prosecutor program of the Attorney General’s
Office has been a very effective and welcome addition to the effort to combat
these crimes; and
WHEREAS, additional Special Prosecutors focused on narcotics related
crimes are in great need in the Northwester Wisconsin region;
NOW,THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,the County of Polk hereby urges
the legislature of the State of Wisconsin to appropriate additional funding to
create additional Special Prosecutor positions with the Office of the Wisconsin
Attorney General specifically assigned to the prosecution of narcotics related
crimes.

Lisa Ross
County Clerk, Polk County
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