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Veto Brief Format
This brief provides the following information:

1) The legislative action for each completely vetoed or partially vetoed bill, including the vote for final passage in
each house and the page number of the loose—leaf journals in each house referring to the vote (“S.J.” stands for Senate
Journal; “A.J.” stands for Assembly Journal).

2) The text of the governor’s veto message for each bill.

3) For partially vetoed bills, the sections of the act in which the veto occurred (with the vetoed material indicated
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numerals on black background -JEEIE).
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. COMPLETELY VETOED BILLS

2003 Senate Bill 214: Carrying or Going Armed with a Concealed Weapon and
Background Checks for Handgun Purchases

On October 23, 2003, the senate adopted Senate Substitute Amendment 2 [as amended by Senate Amendments 1 (as
amended bypenate Amendment 1), 2, 4, 22 and 48] to Senate Bill 214 on a voice vote, S.J. 10/23/03, p. 444, and passed
Senate Bill 214 as amended, by a vote of 24 to 8, S.J. 10/23/03, p. 444.

On November 5, 2003, the assembly adopted Assembly Amendment 70 to Senate Bill 214 by a vote of 98 to 1, A.J.
11/05/03, p. 513, and concurred in Senate Bill 214 as amended, by a vote of 64 to 35, A.J. 11/05/03, p. 513.

On November 11, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Amendment 70 to Senate Bill 214 on a voice vote, S.J.
11/11/03, p. 476.

On November 18, 2003, the Governor vetoed Senate Bill 214, S.J. 11/19/03, p. 492.
TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

November 18, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Senate: StateCapitol and city halls, Boys and Girls Clubs, banks,
. . o . university campuses, movie theaters, concert venues like
| am vetoing Senate Bill 21i its entirety. Alpine Valley, fairgrounds like Summerfest and the State

Wisconsin is one of the safest states in the country andrajr, parades, parking lots, farmers markets, and so on.
boastwone of the lowest crime rates nationwiddol&ht The bill's exemption for private businesses is highly

o ; . [mworkable. Wile businesses seeking to ban concealed
decadg. we ha\r/]e mal;ntaln%d ths low .C”mef rate at tlheweapons from their premises must post warning signs at
\?v?er:lSotrlwr:e we have banned the carrying of concea edpheirfront doors, people could not be convicted of break

' ing the law unless they had been "orally and personally”
It is a testament to the people of Wisconsin that our statewarned that their weapon was not permitted on site. A
is not only one of the safest places to live in the country, business owner would actually have to approach each
but also has a proud tradition of responsible gun owner person suspected of carrying a concealed weapon and
ship and use. Wisconsin has long been known for thepersonally ask that person to leave the premises. -More
world class hunting and sport shooting opportunities over,Senate Bill 214 creates a significant liability dispar
available to Wisconsin citizens and tourists from other ity between businesses that allow concealed weapons on
states. Just as our state’s ban on concealed weapons hgseir premises and those who wish to restrict them.
not interfered with these Wisconsin traditions, Wiscon- Underthe bill, employers that allow their employees and
sin'sgun owners will not be harmed in any way by rejec  customers to carry concealed weapons have immunity
tion of this legislation. from liability, but business owners who prohibit eon

Perhapshese traditions are among the reasons why thosecealed weapons from their premisgsuld not have

we most entrust with protecting our safety—our highly immunity under the law.

trained law enforcement officers—overwhelmingly Second, Senate Bill 214 would require insufficient train
oppose Senate Bill 214. Wisconsin law enforcement ing from those seeking to carry and handle concealed
agencies agree that allowingder—trained, untested eiti  lethalweapons. The bill requires only one—time training
zens to carry and use concealed weapons will compro to carry a handgun and requires no training for tear gas
mise the safety of officers and citizens alike. guns, authorized kniveand billy clubs. In contrast, on—

The bill itself has serious flaws and is unworkable. First, 90ing and intensive training is a requirement for law
the bill compromises the safety of our children by lower enforcement officera/ho routinely handle and discharge
ing penalties for carrying handguns and other dangerousV€apons.

weapons in a school zone or on school grounds. In fact,Third, the bill does not adequately prevent concealed
while the bill has been extensively amended to exemptweapons from falling into the wrong hands. While-pro
certain locations, Senate Bill 214 allows individuals to ponents argue that only law—abiding citizens would be
carry concealed weapons into most public places: -shop able tosecure a permit to carry a concealed weapon, there
ping malls, public libraries, public buildings like the are countless examples of violent criminal acts—includ-
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ing homicides—that have been perpetrated by individu In a time of budget deficits, position cuts, and increasing
als with no prior criminal history. Under Senate Bill 214, propertytax pressures, it is irresponsible to add these new
those individuals would have been able to commit their burdens on local law enforcement agencies. Rather than
crimes with a concealed weapdror example, the Wis devoting their time to pending criminal cases and crime
consin Council Against Domestic Violence has found, prevention efforts that have kept Wisconsin one of the
“When examining Wisconsin’s 2000 and 2001 domestic safest states in the country, law enforcement agents
homicide cases, it is evident that the majority of firearm would beforced to spend their limited time and resources
domestic homicide perpetrators woukl/a qualified for processing expedited gun applications.

a conceal and carry permit.” Fifth, and finally, this bill carves out a new loophole in
Fourth, Senate Bill 214 creates a host of implementationWisconsin’s open records law to prevent the public from
problems, not the least of which is a cumbersome newknowing who has concealed weapons. It is just absurd
underfunded state mandate for local law enforcement.thatunder this bill, hunting and fishing licenses would be
SenateBill 214 requires the sheriff in each county to issue subject to open records, but not permits to carry lethal
permits to qualified applicants. This mandate neeessi weapons into shopping malls.

tatestime—consuming reviews of each and every applica T
tion and background checks on each and every applican}:
that seeks to carry a concealed weapon. This mandate i
exacerbated by the onerous requirement that the Ioca%
sheriff’s office must act within 30 days on each applica
tion. These mandates will mean that, rather than devot
ing time to pending criminal cases and crime prevention This veto does not result in an absolute ban on the-carry
efforts, local law enforcement officials will be forced to ing of concealed weapons in one’s home or private busi

spend their time and resources processing expeditediessnor does this action eliminate any rights agvén
applications. sin citizens. The Wisconsin Supreme Court recently held
in State v. Hamdan that, while the carrying of a concealed
weapon in one’s home or privately—owned business is
constitutionalthe current law prohibiting the carrying of
concealed weapons in other places is reasonable. The
Court stated “...Wisconsin’s prohibition on the carrying

of concealed weapons is, as a general matter, a reasonable
exercise othe police power ... and serves many valuable
purposes in promoting public safety.”

he bill even limits access to information by the police.
orexample, before approaching a car on a routine traffic
top, officers will have access to a person’s driving
ecord, but not whether that person has a concealed
weapon.

Moreover, at least 65 of 72 sheriffs have already vowed
to “opt out” of the requirements of Senate Bill 214. If all
but a handful of Wéconsin county sheriffs “opted out” of
the permitting process, the law would be rendered totally
unworkable.Individuals would be forced to travel poten
tially hundreds of miles to apply for permits and sheriffs
in the few participating counties would be required to
conduct background checks on thousands of individuals
that lived far away. Senate Bill 214 is a fundamentally flawgiéce of legis
éation. | join the majority of Wisconsin law enforcement
in my belief that lifting the state’s 133—year—old ban on
the carrying of concealed weapons is neither warranted
nor appropriate.

The bill does not provide adequate resources to the stat
and local government that would be required to process
the permits. The proposed funding is insufficient to
cover most of the anticipated costs, estimated by the
Department ofustice to be $3.7 million for local govern ~ Respectfully submitted,
ments and $1.18 million for DOJ in the first year alone.

The bill does not identify funding sources to assist the jJM DOYLE

court system, the district attorneys, and the sheriffs to
address the sfaig required to process the huge amounts
of paper work required by this hill.

Governor

2003 Assembly Bill 85: Incorporation of the Town of Campbell
in LaCrosse County as a Village

On June 24, 2003, the assembly passed Assembly Bill 85 by a vote of 53 to 43, A.J. 06/24/03, p. 282.
On November 11, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 85 by a vote of 18 to 14, S.J. 11/11/03, p. 477.
On December 18, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 85, A.J. 12/19/03, p. 681.
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TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

December 18, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: cooperatively, amongst themselves, to develop their
boundaries and, if desired, service agreements. These

| am vetoingAssembly Bill 85in its entirety. This bill ) . .
A y Y local governments and their electeficidils are in a bet

allows towns with populations over 4,000 and equalized - . . .
property value over $125 million, which are located on ter position than state 9ff|0|als to Q(_atermlne the appropri
land conpletely surrounded by navigable waterways and ate boundaries for their communities.
comprise less than 15 square miles, to incorporate as d here is also nothing in this veto that prevents the Town
city or village without receiving approval by a circuit 0of Campbell from negotiating a mutually acceptable res
court and the state Department of Administration.-Cur olution of its boundaries with other local governments.
rently, only the Town of Campbell in LaCrosse County Respectfully submitted,
meets these criteria.

JIM DOYLE

| am vetoing this bill because | believe that local govern
ments affected by this legislative proposal should work Governor

2003 Assembly Bill 126: Directing the Legislative Audit Bureau to Conduct a Study
of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program

On March 18, 2003, the assembly adopted Assembly Substitute Amendment 1 [as amended by Assembly Amendment
6] to Assembly Bill 126 by a vote of 79 to 19, A.J. 03/18/03, p. 133, and on May 6, 2003, passed Assembly Bill 126 as
amended, by a vote of 70 to 28, A.J. 05/06/03, p. 193.

On September 30, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 126 as amended, by a vote of 20 to 13, S.J. 09/30/03,
p.391.
On November 26, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 126, A.J. 12/01/03, p. 557.

TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

November 26, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: achieve true academic accountability, all Choice schools
and students would need to participate throughout the

| am vetoing Assembly Bill 126 in its entirety. This bill length of the study

directsthe Legislative Audit Bureau to conduct a longitu

dinal study of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program. Finally, I am concerned that long-term funding of Legis
lative Audit Bureau positions from private sources, par-

While | share the desire to evaluate the Choice programyjcarly if those funds are provided byganizations that

in a meaningful way, | am vetoing this bill because it fails formally support or oppose the Choice program, creates
to require all Choice schools and students to participate, conflict of interest. Not only will this potentially cem

in the study. Without such a requirement, the Legislative promise the study’s objectivity, it could negatively

Audit Bureau will be unable to create truly representative jnacithe deeply held respect that the Bureau has eamned
samples obtudents participating in the program. A sam- ey many years.

ple bias will be created as successful Choice schools con
tinue to participate in the study, while unsuccessful and
failing Choice schools withdraw from participation.

Such a flaw is contrary to basic research methods, wil

In conclusion, while | support the Legislature’s efforts to
work toward a meaningful evaluation of the Milwaukee
| Parental Goice Program, this bill falls short of that goal.
likely skew results, and will hinder the usefulness of the | €ncourage the Legislature to continue to work toward
true accountability on behalf of the children and parents

tudy. L
study . o ~ who utilize the voucher program, and the taxpayers who
Further, the sample bias created under this bill may, insypsidize it.

fact, create a false sense of accountability for Choice
schools. While there are many exemplary schools with
demonstrable results participating in the Choice pro-

JIM DOYLE
gram,there are other schools that are truly unaccountable
to the parents and taxpayers who support them. ToGovernor

Respectfully submitted,
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2003 Assembly Bill 228: Environmental Compliance Audits, Environmental Management Systems,
Providing Incentives for Improving Environmental Performance,
Providing Immunity from Civil Penalties for Certain Violations of
Environmental Requirements, and Access to Certain Information

On May 6, 2003, the assembly adopted Assembly Amendment 1 to Assembly Bill 228 on a voice vote, A.J. 05/06/03,
p.197, and on May 29, 2003, the assembly passed Assembly Bill 228 as amended, by a vote of 65 to 30, A.J. 05/29/03,
p.221.

On September 23, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 228 by a vote of 20 to 13, S.J. 09/23/03, p. 377.
On December 5, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 228, A.J. 12/09/03, p. 569.

TEXT OF GOVERNOR’S VETO MESSAGE
December 5, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: auditand the ability of the company to set its own (or no)
stipulated penalties for failure to meet deadlines te rem
Iedy violations that will take more than 90 days to fix.
Furthermorethe two-year period covers only the facility
subject to the EIP; thus, a company with recent or even
ongoing enforcement actions at some of its facilities in
the State would not be precluded from participating in an

businesses that have proven environmental compliance=' " @t Other locations. As a result, a company with a long

track records, this legislation goes too far and threatens istory of poor — even criminal — enqunmental _p(_—:-rfo_r
Wisconsin's environment and the public. mance could reap the unearned benefits of participation

in the program. Rewarding companies with a poor record
The first portion of the bill creates the Environmental of Comp"ance and no commitment for the future jeopar
Results Program. This program appropriately provides dizes the State’s citizens and environment and will
state incentives for companies with a history of environ  diminish the value of the Environmental Results-Pro
mental compliance and a commitment to implement an gram.

environmental management system, a comprehensive _ )

structure enabling the company to evaluate environmen Real and meaningful regulatory reform, without threat
tal performance and to improve such performance\at ening our nf_;ltural resources or restricting public input, is
ered facilities. | have supported this concept and havecritical to Wisconsin's future. | strongly support reform
developedver several years of discussions with a broad the future. | believe both the public and all Wisconsin
range of stakeholders and legislators from both partiesPusinesses should receive timely and consistent review
Assembly Bill 700, introduced by Representative Mark Of permit applications. However, this legislation will not
Miller, accomplishes these objectives and | encourage@ccomplish these objectives.

the Legislature to quickly pass this proposal. In sum, the overall benefits of this legislation to ou citi
Howeverthe second half of Assembly Bill 228 — creating zens and economy are outweighedhsylaw’s potential

the Environmental Improvement Program (“EIP”) —pro for rewarding companies that have not invested the
vides similar benefits to participants who have not-dem needed effort in proactive environmental protection.
onstrated historical or prospective commitment to ebey
ing Wisconsin’s environmental laws. Under this second
half ofthe legislation, in return for conducting a nominal
in-house environmental compliance audit, any company
that has not been sued by the Wisconsin Department o
Justice or been issued a citation for an environmentalRespectfully submitted,
violation inthe two years preceding the submission of the
auditresults receives a variety of preferential treatments.

| am vetoing Assembly Bill 228 in its entirety. This bill
creates two new programs in the Department of Natura
Resources in an effort to provide incentivepublic and
private entities for voluntarily improving environmental
performance. While | fully support giving reasonable
incentives for environmentally innovative practices to

| remain committed to working with the Legislature to
produce a bill that both supports Wisconsin’s economic
interests and protects our extraordinary environmental
falssets.

) o ] : ] JIM DOYLE
These include civil forfeiture immunity for self-reported

violations corrected within 90 days of submission of the Governor
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2003 Assembly Bill 255: Liability of Cities, Villages, Towns, and Counties for Damages
Caused by an Insufficiency or Want of Repair of a Highway

On September 25, 2003, the assembly passed Assembly Bill 255 by a vote of 55 to 40, A.J. 09/25/03, p. 385.
On November 13, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 255 on a voice vote, S.J. 11/13/03, p. 487.
On December 17, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 255, A.J. 12/17/03, p. 577.

TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

December 17, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: extended to the failure to make road repairs. Drivers
) ) o ) o should be able to expect that roads will be kept in good
| am vetoingAssembly Bill 255in its entirety. This bill  renairand that local governments will pay them damages
repeals the specific exception to the immunity provision hen they fail to make repairs on a timely basis. The
ments to repair highways. limit for such damages, and serves as an important incen-

| am vetoing this bill because | object to preventing citi- tive to local governments for maintaining the safety of
zens from receiving reimbursement from local govern- OUr roads.

ments for damages incurred because those governmen
failed to repair roads on a timely basis. While the bill
retains the immunity exception for failure to remove ice 33 DOYLE
and snow from highways on a timely basis, the sponsors

provide no rationale for why immunity should be Governor

tﬁespectfully submitted,

2003 Assembly Bill 259: Eligibility for Participation in the Milwaukee
Parental Choice Program

On October 1, 2003, the assembly passed Assembly Bill 259 by a vote of 56 to 41, A.J. 10/01/03, p. 401.
On October 22, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 259 by a vote of 19 to 13, S.J. 10/22/03, p. 431.
On November 26, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 259, A.J. 12/01/03, p. 558.

TEXT OF GOVERNOR’'S VETO MESSAGE

November 26, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: cal school would be forever eligible to have taxpayer paid
tuition even if its income increases to several times the

| am vetoing Assembly Bill 259 in its entirety. This bill
state average.

allows a student to continue in the Milwaukee Parental
Choice Program regardless of family income. It also
deleteghe cap on the number of students who may partic-
ipate in the program and eliminates the prior year atten-
dance requirements.

Completely repealing the Choice program enrollment
cap, which is currently set at 15 percent of Milwaukee
Public Schools enroliment, has both long-term cost and
quality implications. Every additional 1,000 students

I am vetoing this bill because it significantly expands the who would attend choice schools due to a repeal of the
program beyond its original intent, it has significant cap would cost Milwaukee taxpayers an additional $2.7
financial inplications to both Milwaukee Public Schools million and state taxpayers another $3.3 million. In-addi
and the state, and it could jeopardize the quality of thetion, the problems with the quality of education in a few
program. By removing the cap on family income, the Choiceschools, due in part to the Legislature’s reluctance
program would no longer be targeted solely at low-in- to enact any meaningful measures to hold these largely
come Miwaukee families. For example, a family whose taxpayersupported schools accountable for the quality of
income may be temporarily below the 175 percent of the services they provide, will no doubt be exacerbated
povertythreshold while one or both parents attend medi- if enrollment limits were completely removed.
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Lastly, repealing the prior year attendance requirementsschoolstiroughout the state. While private school choice
would begin to shift the program away from its intent to has provided an alternative to address the unique circum
provide an alternative to Milwaukee Public Schools and stances and problems facing education in Milwaukee, it
more towards creating a system of taxpayer supportedSh0U|d remain the exception rather than the rule.
sectarian and nonsectarian private schools. In times ofRespectfully submitted,

limited state resources and the importance of strong pub

lic schools to the economic future of the state, the focusJ!M DOYLE

of state resources should be on strengthening publicGovernor

2003 Assembly Bill 260: Extending the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program to All
Private Schools in Milwaukee County

On October 1, 2003, the assembly passed Assembly Bill 260 by a vote of 56 to 42, A.J. 10/01/03, p. 402.
On October 23, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 260 by a vote of 18 to 14, S.J. 10/23/03, p. 433.
On November 26, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 260, A.J. 12/01/03, p. 558.

TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

November 26, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: City of Milwaukee for City of Milwaukee students. By
allowing schools located outside the city to participate,
even if enrolliment remains limited to Milwaukee resi
dents, the program would begin to lose its focus of pro-
viding viable educational alternatives for Milwaukee
school children within the City of Milwaukee.

| am vetoing Assembly Bill 260 in its entirety. This bill
allows any private school located in Milwaukee County
to participate in the Milwaukee Parental Choice Pro-
gram. Current law limits schools participating in the pro-
gram to those located in the City of Milwaukee.

. S . Respectfull bmitted,
| am vetoing this bill because it clearly expands the pectitlly submi

Choice Program well beyond its original parameters. JIM DOYLE
When the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program was
created, the intent was to establish a program within theGovernor

2003 Assembly Bill 261: Charter Schools Located in a 1st Class City School District
On October 1, 2003, the assembly passed Assembly Bill 261 by a vote of 63 to 35, A.J. 10/01/03, p. 403.

On October 23, 2003, the senate adopted Senate Amendment 1 to Assembly Bill 261 on a voice vote, S.J. 10/23/03,
p. 434, and concurred in Assembly Bill 261 as amended, by a vote of 18 to 14, S.J. 10/23/03, p. 444.

On November 4, 2003, the assembly concurred in Senate Amendment 1 to Assembly Bill 261 on a voice vote, A.J.
11/04/03, p. 479.

On November 26, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 261, A.J. 12/01/03, p. 558.
TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

November 26, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: created under section 118.40 (2) (r), Wisconsin Statutes
(the Milwaukee charter school program). The bill also

| am vetoing Assembly Bill 261 in its entirety. This bill includes language providing the board of school direc

allows any student in the state to attend a charter schootors for Milwaukee public schools the same authority as
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other school boards to transport kids to non-public non-Milwaukee residents, rather than improving educa
schoolsand expands that authority for all school districts tional programs for Milwaukee children.

to include charter schools. Furthermore, since the Milwaukee charter schoot pro

. L ) _ gram is funded by reallocating general school aids from
I am vetoing this bill because | object to the expansion of the state’s 426 school districts, a greatly expanded charter
enrollment in the Milwaukee charter school program to school program will reduce state resources available to
include pupils residing outside of the Milwaukee Public all public school districts at the expense of increased
SchoolsDistrict. The original and still valid intent of this  property taxes.

program was to allow the City of Milwaukee, the Univer Finally, modifications taharter school law should not be

sity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, and the Milwaukee Area . . . .
considered in isolation, but as a part of a comprehensive

Technlcal CoIIege to crgate charter schools. n °f9‘er O yeform effort thabenefits all of Milwaukee's school chil
provide educational options for students residing in the dren.

Milwaukee Public Schools attendance area. Expanding

this program to include students who do not reside in the Respectfully submitted,
City of Milwaukee does not serve the interests of- Mil

waukee students and may, in fact, create incentives for‘J”vI DOYLE
these charter schools to focus their efforts on attractingGovernor

2003 Assembly Bill 267: Administrative Rules and Guidelines Regarding Small Businesses,
Data Used by Administrative Agencies in Preparing Proposed Rules,
Increasing Attorney Fees, Creating an Internet Site for Proposed Rules,
and Creating a Small Business Regulatory Review Board

On October 2, 2003, the assembly adopted Assembly Amendments 1, 2, 3 and 7 on a voice vote, A.J. 10/02/03, p. 412,
and on October 23, 2003, the assembly passed Assembly Bill 267 as amended, by a vote of 64 to 33, A.J. 10/23/03, p.
451.

On November 11, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 267 by a vote of 21 to 11, S.J. 11/11/03, p. 478.
On December 17, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 267, A.J. 12/17/03, p. 578.
TEXT OF GOVERNOR’S VETO MESSAGE
December 17, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: clear decisions. | support several of the concepts-4ncor

. , o . porated in this legislation, including efforts to encourage
I am vetoing Assembly Bill 267 in its entirety. | arom- more active participation in the administrative rulemak
mitted to implementing by the end of the year the most jng hrocess by both small businesses and the public and
aggressiveegulatory reform éort in the Mdwest —reg- 5 help small businesses voluntarily address and correct

ulatory reform that makes the system work faster and yssiple violations of public safety regulations.
more efficiently without compromising critical public
safety or environmental protections. Howeverthis legislation creates a broad loophole te pre

vent prosecution for both civil and criminal violations.
Unfortunately, Assembly Bill 267 will accomplish nei-  Assembly Bill 267 provides immunity for criminal and
thergoal. This legislation will slow down the administra-  civil violations if the violation is self-reported within 45
tive rule process and provides broad immunitycfami- days ofits discovery, and provides no concrete timeframe
nal and civil violations of public safety and for correcting the violation. This loophole is substan
environmental laws. Assembly Bill 267 contains provi- tjally broader than that in legislation | vetoed earlier this
sions that simply go too far and jeopardize the public month and would likely eliminate our ability to effec
health and safety, and our natural resources. tively enforce child labor, public safety, and environmen

. . tal laws.
| support regulatory reform for all businesses in our state

—small and large. Weeed to speed up the permit review This proposal also creates a powerful new, non-elected
processesgduce duplication, and provide the public and Small Business Regulatory Review Board. The Board’s
the regulated community with more consistency and wide-ranging mandate will result in longer administra
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tive rulemaking processes, and gives the Board broadregulatory process. | am encouraged that the legislature
powers to delay administrative rulemaking proposals. has worked with my administration to correct many of
And finally, at the same time we are committed to reduc Assembly Bill 267 flaws in companion legislation, Sen
ing the size of the state work force, this proposal imposesate Bill 100, which is still in the state Senate. | encourage
large and potentially costly additional workloads on the legislature to continue its efforts to pass that bill as
agencies undergoing staff and budget cuts. appropriately amended.

My administration is committed to working with thedeg  Respectfully submitted,
islature to develop compromise legislation that will
s . JIM DOYLE
maintain critical public safety standards, encourage vol
untary compliance for smalusinesses and speed up the Governor

2003 Assembly Bill 472: Milwaukee Parental Choice Program Income Limit

On October 1, 2003, the assembly adopted Assembly Amendment 1 to Assembly Bill 472 by a vote of 77 to 21, A.J.
10/01/03, p. 403, and passed Assembly Bill 472 as amended, by a vote of 66 to 32, A.J. 10/01/03, p. 403.

On October 23, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 472 by a vote of 20 to 12, S.J. 10/23/03, p. 433.
On November 26, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 472, A.J. 12/01/03, p. 559.

TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

November 26, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: the City of Milwaukee, including the vast majority of
children who will remain in the public school system.

| am vetoing Assembly Bill 472 in its entirety. This bill In addition, before any increases in funding for the
allows a student to continue in the Milwaukee Parental Choice program are considered, Wisconsin taxpayers
Choice Program so long as the family income of the stu must be assured that Choice schools accepting public
dent is below 220 percent of the federal poverty level. dollars meet reasonable accountability standards. It is
Under current law, the family’s income must be under not satisfactory that most schools in the Choice program
175 percent of the federal poverty level for the pupil to are providing a high quality education. All must.

remain in the program. | applaud the genuine efforts of the legislators who devel

o o . ) ] oped this bill. However, | cannot sign this legislation into

already inthe Choice program has merit. However, | am that benefits all of Milwaukee's school children.
vetoing this legislation because | object to increasing

state expenditures for the Choice program in isolation. Respectfully submitted,
Flexibility for the Choice program must be considered as JIM DOYLE

a part of a larger educational reform initiative that
addresses the educational needs of all of the children inGovernor

2003 Assembly Bill 503: Enroliment of the Charter School Established by the
University of Wisconsin—Parkside

On October 1, 2003, the assembly passed Assembly Bill 503 by a vote of 59 to 39, A.J. 10/01/03, p. 404.
On October 23, 2003, the senate concurred in Assembly Bill 503 by a vote of 20 to 12, S.J. 10/23/03, p. 445.
On November 26, 2003, the Governor vetoed Assembly Bill 503, A.J. 12/01/03, p. 559.
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TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S VETO MESSAGE

November 26, 2003

To the Honorable Members of the Assembly: Further, | am vetoing this bill because modifications to
charterschool law should be consideredhast of a larger

I am vetoing Assembly Bill 503 in its entirety. This bill  reform effort that benefits public school children.

increases the enrollment limit for the charter school Increasing the enrollment limit at the University of Wis-

established by the chancellor of the University of Wis- consin-Parkside charter school may have merit. How-

consin-Parkside from 400 to 480 students beginning in ever, at a timevhen the cap is not interfering with enroll-

the 2004-05 school year. ment, and there is no agreement on comprehensive

_ o o reformthat addresses the needs of public school children,
I am vetoing this bill because the current limit of 400 stu- | cannot sign this bill into law.

dgnts_provides adequate room for the schO(_)I tq grow thiSRespectfully submitted,
biennium. Current enrollment estimates indicate that

300 to 310 students will be attending the charter schoolV/M DOYLE

in 2003-04. Governor

. PARTIALLY VETOED BILLS

No bill was partially vetoed by the Governor during the period from November 13, 2003, to December 20, 2003.




