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IN BRIEF

Electricity brownouts almost occurred in the summers

of both 1997 and 1998 in Wisconsin.  In response, electric

utilities built substantial generating capacity and also up-

graded the state’s transmission infrastructure.  Although

the changes significantly improved the state’s electric reli-

ability, they also helped drive up prices.  Once a state with

low-cost energy, electric rates here are now 20th highest

nationally.

n From 2000 through 2009, average retail electricity prices

in Wisconsin rose faster than prices in all but five states.

n As a share of the state’s total electric generating capac-

ity, coal plants declined from over 60% in 1990 to 42% in

2008.

n Twenty states produce more electricity from nuclear

power than Wisconsin.

When evaluating Wisconsin’s competi-

tive economic position, taxes, health care,

and labor costs are just a few of many fac-

tors considered.  However, less attention

has been given to the state’s rising energy

prices.  Energy is a major cost of doing

business, and its affordability can help or

hinder job and firm creation.

Unlike natural gas and petroleum, which

are almost completely imported from other

states, much of our electricity is generated here,

and its production and price is determined by the

decisions of state regulators and utilities.  The sig-

nificance of electric power is further magnified by re-

cent price escalation.  During 2000-09, electricity prices

here rose faster than in all but five states.  Once well below

the U.S. average, prices here are now 20th highest nation-

ally.  In the Midwest, Wisconsin’s rates have gone from

low to relatively high.

What have been the major forces behind rising elec-

tricity prices over the past decade?  Fuel costs, construc-

tion of new generation, and transmission upgrades will be

examined here.  First, though, it is important to understand

how the state produces the power it needs.

“SUPPLY AND DEMAND”

Unusually warm temperatures combined with un-

planned power-plant outages almost caused brownouts in

the summers of 1997 and 1998.  With regulators question-

ing the reliability of the state’s electricity supply, utilities

invested in new generating and transmission capacity.  The

state also took direct action by consolidating transmission

planning and authority in a single body (American Trans-

mission Company).

Electricity Sales

Electric utility sales in Wisconsin increased 34.0% from

1990 to 2009, or an average of 1.6% annually.  Sales in-

creased fastest from 1990-95, averaging 3.0% per year.

Sales rose an average of 2.3% annually during 1995-2000,

and just 1.3% per year from 2000 to 2007.  According to
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U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) figures, electricity sales

actually fell 1.7% in 2008 and dropped another 6.0% in

2009, reflecting the recession.

In Wisconsin, the largest share of electricity is con-

sumed by the industrial sector (35.4%), followed by the

commercial (32.6%), residential (29.9%), and agricultural

(2.1%) sectors.  Industrial sales (+45.6%) increased the

most since 1990, while agricultural sales fell 9.7%.

Capacity

Electric generating capacity refers to the total amount

of electricity that could be produced from existing re-

sources (e.g., power plants).  Put another way, generating

capacity is the total amount of electricity that could be

sold to Wisconsin customers from in-state resources.

It is important to distinguish between an energy

source’s share of total capacity and its share of actual

generation (see Figure 1).  For example, if all energy

sources were operating at capacity, coal would account

for about 42% of electric generation, and natural gas about

38% (left pie chart).  However, because some fuels cost

more to produce electricity, not all energy sources operate

at full capacity.  This partly explains why coal accounted

for over 63% of electricity generation in 2008, while natu-

ral gas (a more expensive fuel) accounted for less than

6% (right pie chart).  Similarly, nuclear power entails rela-

tively high construction expenses but costs comparatively

little to produce power.  Thus, although it represents just

8.5% of generating capacity, it accounted for 18.0% of

actual generation in 2008.

In 1990, the majority of Wisconsin’s capacity was in

coal plants (61.1%), followed by nuclear (14.0%) and natu-

ral gas (12.0%) facilities.  Total generating capacity was

11,494 megawatts (MW; one megawatt supplies electric-

ity to approximately 1,000 homes).  By 2000, total gener-

ating capacity had increased 21.5%, mostly due to the

addition of new natural gas plants.  Over the following

eight years, generating capacity increased nearly 35%.

The capacity added from 1990 through 2008 largely

reflected increases in the ability to produce electricity from

natural gas (417.8%, 5,778 MW), coal (12.3%, 865 MW),

and renewables (411.5%, 679 MW).  Notable, however, is

that as a share of the state’s total capacity, coal plants fell

from over 60% in 1990 to 42% in 2008.

Figure 2 shows how Wisconsin’s electric capacity and

consumption compared during 1990-2008.  Electricity sales

exceeded the total amount of electricity the state could gen-

erate in the mid- to late-1990s, forcing utilities to import

electricity from other states.  Following the building of new

Figure 1:  Wisconsin Energy Capacity and Actual Generation by Source
Percentage of Total, Electric Generating Capacity and Actual Generation by Source, 2008
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power plants in the early 2000s, Wisconsin’s

electric capacity increased significantly, while

growth in demand slowed.

From Figure 2, it appears the state has con-

siderable electric capacity compared to sales.

However, Wisconsin continues to import over

12% of its electricity from other states.  This is

likely due to costs associated with importing

energy at certain times vs. generating it in-state.

According to utility officials, it can be beneficial

to purchase power from other states during

times of peak demand rather than produce elec-

tricity here using less affordable energy sources.

Production

In 2006, the Wisconsin legislature passed a

bill requiring 10% of the state’s electricity be

generated from renewable resources by 2015.

Wisconsin is currently one of more than two

dozen states to specify a percentage of electric-

ity to be generated from renewables, also known

as a renewable portfolio standard (RPS).  Neigh-

bors Illinois and Minnesota both have more ag-

gressive RPS mandates (25% renewables by

2025) than does Wisconsin.

Because renewables often cost more to gen-

erate electricity than traditional fossil fuels, there

is opposition to the RPS.  Some feel the renew-

able mandate requires utilities to produce elec-

tricity with less economic energy sources in

order to comply with state law.  Supporters of

the RPS argue the higher costs are necessary to

preserve the environment, to reduce the state’s

reliance on imported coal, and to introduce non-

polluting forms of energy to the power grid.

Regardless, the RPS and other environmental

regulations have impacted the mix of energy used

to produce electricity.

Coal.  Coal has historically been viewed as

one of the most reliable and affordable energy

sources for generating electricity.  Like many

states, Wisconsin has relied on coal to meet

much of its energy demand.  In 1970, coal ac-

counted for 93% of the state’s electricity.  That

percentage fell to 63.3% in 2008, but the amount

of coal used here increased an average of about

2% per year over the past four decades.  Be-

cause the Badger State has no mines of its own,

Wisconsin imports most of its coal from the

western U.S.

Coal is the nation’s most commonly used

fuel for generating electricity.  However, Wis-

consin relies on coal for 63% of its power vs.

48% nationally.  According to May 2009 DOE

figures, Wisconsin’s per capita consumption of

coal for electricity generation was 19th highest

nationally (see Table 1).  The state’s rank is lower

than might be expected, partly due to the use of

natural gas, rather than electricity, to heat a

majority of homes here.  Among neighboring

states, Iowa (11th highest nationally) used the

most coal per capita, followed by Illinois (17th),

Michigan (26th), and Minnesota (27th).

Nuclear.  The Public Service Commission

(PSC)—the agency that regulates public utili-

ties in Wisconsin—has not approved a new

nuclear power plant in over three decades.  This

reflects the state’s moratorium on new nuclear

put in place following the Three Mile Island in-

cident in Pennsylvania.  In 1983, the Wisconsin

legislature passed a law prohibiting the PSC from

approving a new nuclear plant unless the pro-

posed plant was “economically advantageous to

Capacity

Note:  This chart represents an estimate of Wisconsin’s total elec-

tric consumption and capacity from 1990-2008.
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ratepayers” and a federally licensed fuel reposi-

tory is operating with enough capacity to handle

the state’s nuclear waste.  Permanent fuel stor-

age was approved for Nevada’s Yucca Moun-

tain, but the project has been virtually halted,

and a solution to the spent fuel handling issue is

years from resolution.

In the mid-1970s, nuclear power accounted

for about one-third of all electricity generated in

Wisconsin.  That percentage dropped to 20.9%

in 1990 and 18.0% in 2008.  Nationally, nuclear

power accounts for approximately one-fifth of

all electricity sales.

Though a declining share of total power

generation, the amount of energy produced from

nuclear power has remained fairly constant over

the past four decades.  As Figure 3 shows, Wis-

consin uses about the same amount of nuclear

power for electricity generation now as it did in

the mid-1970s.  The state currently has three

commercial nuclear reactors operating near 90%

capacity:  two at Point Beach (Manitowoc

County) and one at Kewaunee.  Another nuclear

facility in Genoa (Vernon County) closed in 1987,

though the spent fuel remains on site.

With utilities seeking ways to produce

cleaner electricity, some suggest revisiting ad-

ditional nuclear power.  Unlike fossil fuels,

nuclear power does not emit greenhouse gases.

In addition, nuclear power produces electricity

continuously, unlike intermittent energy sources

(e.g., wind or solar power) that require specific

weather conditions.  Opponents of nuclear ex-

pansion point to substantially high construction

costs, risks associated with handling nuclear

material, and lack of a permanent storage site

for the spent fuel.  Utilities with decommissioned

plants currently spend millions annually to safe-

guard the fuel on site.

Natural Gas.  From 1990 to 2008, natural

gas use for electricity generation rose from 2.4

trillion BTU to 41.7 trillion BTU.  Natural gas

accounted for 5.4% of the state’s electricity sales

in 2008, compared to about 20% nationally.

According to DOE, Wisconsin receives

natural gas from markets in Louisiana, Texas,

Oklahoma, Kansas, and Canada.  The degree to

which it is used to generate electricity is largely

determined by price and demand.  Utilities gen-

erally use natural gas more often when prices

are low than when they are high.  However,

because natural gas costs more to generate elec-

tricity than many other energy sources, it is used

most frequently during high-demand periods.

Renewables.  Less than one percent of Wis-

consin electricity was generated from in-state

renewables (e.g., wind, solar, etc.) in 2008, ac-

cording to the Wisconsin Office of Energy In-

dependence (OEI).  However, as Figure 1

shows, 12.2% of electricity used here was im-

ported.  When Wisconsin’s renewable resources

were combined with imported renewables from

other states, about five percent of total electric

sales here were from renewable sources of en-

ergy.  As Figure 3 shows, generation from

Wisconsin’s in-state renewables has remained

fairly flat.

About 50% of the state’s renewable gen-

eration and sales was from hydropower (power

from the force of moving water) in 2008.  Re-

flecting the abundance of water in Wisconsin,

hydropower has traditionally been the state’s pri-

mary renewable energy source. However,

Wisconsin’s per capita hydroelectric generation

was just 27th highest nationally (Table 1).  Com-

pared to neighboring states, Wisconsin reported

the most hydro.  It is important to note that

hydro is also affected by rainfall, and therefore

weather dependent.

The second-largest renewable resource was

biomass (wood, paper pellets, grass, etc.).  In

2008, it accounted for 29.1% of renewables used

for electricity generation, compared to just 7.0%

in 2005.  Lesser renewable sources were biogas

(13.2%), wind (7.8%), and solar (0.1%).  Sub-

stantial new wind generation, both in and out of

state, has been approved by the PSC in recent

years, however.

*Based on 2008 figures.

Energy Source for Electricity Generation U.S. Wis. Rk. +/- U.S.

Consumption of Coal (Tons) 0.23 0.28 19 23.8%

Consumption of Natural Gas (Mcf) 1.74 0.40 30 -77.0%

Nuclear Energy Generation (MWh) 0.21 0.20 21 -7.2%

Hydroelectric Power Generation (MWh) 0.10 0.03 27 -67.0%

Wind Generation (MWh) 0.02 0.02 14 1.6%

Biomass Generation (MWh) 0.01 0.02 19 17.7%

Electric Power Industry Emissions*

      Carbon Dioxide (Tons) 8.14 8.76 25 7.7%

      Sulfur Dioxide (Tons) 0.01 0.01 19 19.2%

      Nitrogen Oxide (Tons) 0.03 0.03 28 8.3%

Amount

Table 1:
How Wisconsin’s Energy Mix Stacks Up Nationally

National Per Capita Amount and Rank Based on May 2009 Figures

Less than one

percent of

Wisconsin

electricity was

generated from

in-state

renewables in

2008.
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PRICE

The cost of electricity reflects many fac-

tors, including the price of inputs (e.g., coal and

natural gas) and the building of new infrastruc-

ture.  During 2000-09, the average retail price

of electricity here rose sixth fastest nationally.

Trends

Wisconsin was once considered a state with

relatively cheap energy.  In 1990, the average

Wisconsin retail electricity price among all eco-

nomic sectors was 5.37 cents per kilowatt hour

(kWh).  Electricity prices here were about 18%

below the U.S. average.  Throughout the 1990s,

Wisconsin’s electricity prices rose less than 1%

annually, and they were 16% below the national

average in 2000.

Electric rates began escalating in the early

2000s (see Figure 4).  From 2000 through 2009,

the average electricity price here rose 5.6% per

year, compared to 4.2% nationally.  At 9.35

cents/kWh, Wisconsin’s price was just 5.5%

below the U.S. average by 2009.

Cost Drivers

Wisconsin’s recent price increases were

largely due to three main factors:  higher fuel

and transportation costs, the building of new

electric generation, and transmission upgrades.

Fuel Costs.  With over 60% of the state’s

electricity generated at coal-burning units, Wis-

consin ratepayers are more impacted by rising

coal prices than those in states where less coal

is used.  Recent volatility in coal purchasing and

transporting costs has been a significant factor

in rising prices here.  According to the PSC,

fuel costs generally account for 25%-30% of a

customer’s electric bill for a large utility.  An-

other 50% of a typical bill is for actual electric-

ity production.

During the 1980s and 1990s, the average

price of coal used by Wisconsin utilities gener-

ally declined.  From $1.44 per million BTU in

1980, coal prices fell 0.6% annually over the

next 10 years.  The trend continued throughout

the following decade, as average prices declined

nearly 3% per year.  During 2000-08, however,

prices rose an average of 8.1% annually, nearly

doubling from $1.02 per million BTU to $1.90.

The spike in coal prices was followed with simi-

lar increases in electricity prices (see Figure 4).

The price of raw coal can affect electricity

prices, but it is only a share of an energy

provider’s total fuel costs. One of the largest

expenses of burning coal for an electric power

provider is the rail or barge shipping costs.

Transportation costs have increased sub-

stantially in recent years, according to the PSC.

Although actual rail rates are confidential, at least

one Wisconsin utility reported a 93% rail rate

increase in 2006, resulting in a 20% hike in

wholesale electricity rates.  About four-fifths

of the coal used in Wisconsin arrives by railcar

from Wyoming.  Even the coal shipped by

barge—a more competitive mode of transpor-

tation—generally begins its journey from coal

fields by train.

New Generation. Since 2000, the PSC has

approved nearly 7,000 megawatts of new coal,

gas, and wind generation.  This supplements

Figure 4:
Wis. Electricity Prices Rise with Coal Costs

Avg. Electricity Price (bars) 1990-2009 and Avg. Wis. Coal Price
Per Million BTU (line) 1990-2008

¢

¢

¢

¢

ENVIRONMENT

Opponents of burning fossil fuels to generate

electricity often point to their environmental im-

pact, particularly the release of carbon dioxide

(CO
2
), sulfur dioxide (SO

2
), and nitrogen oxide

(NO
x
) into the atmosphere.  Based on 2008 fig-

ures, Wisconsin’s electric power industry accounted

for 2.0% of total U.S. CO
2
 power industry emis-

sions, 2.2% of SO
2
 emissions, and 2.0% of NO

x

emissions (see Table 1).  Wisconsin accounted for

about 1.8% of the U.S. population that year.

Due to upgrading of existing coal plants and

the use of lower-sulfur coal, Wisconsin’s CO
2
, SO

2
,

and NO
x
 emissions have all declined since 2000.  In

fact, the Badger State had the 17th-largest decline

in CO
2
 emissions nationally from 2000 through

2008.
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the state’s electric generating capacity and im-

proves electric reliability by ensuring that peak

demand can be met by in-state production.  How-

ever, the new capacity also comes with a sig-

nificant price tag for consumers paying for these

projects through higher rates.  PSC staff esti-

mate 1,800 megawatts of approved coal capac-

ity alone will cost about $3 billion.  To put that

amount in perspective, the annual revenues of

electric utilities regulated by the PSC are roughly

$6 billion.

Transmission Upgrades.  Since 2000, the

state has also significantly upgraded its electric

transmission infrastructure at a cost of several

billion dollars.  Transmission improvements were

needed in recent years to improve the electric

system’s reliability, to handle the system’s added

generation, and to reduce the amount of power

lost from the generating source to the end-user.

New transmission has also been required to

transport electricity from smaller, dispersed re-

newable energy sources in remote locations.  For

example, in the past, transmission was central-

ized at high-output power plants to take large

amounts of electricity directly from the gener-

ating source to local substations. Now, new

transmission lines are needed to take electricity

from smaller renewable resources (e.g., small,

rural wind farms) and carry it to the power grid.

According to utilities, one mile of transmission

line costs approximately $1 million.

Cost Comparisons

 In 1990, the Badger State had the second-

lowest average electricity price among all neigh-

boring states (see Table 2), with prices only

slightly lower in Minnesota.  Compared nation-

ally, only 10 states reported lower prices:  Wash-

ington, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Wyoming,

Kentucky, West Virginia, Tennessee, Minnesota,

and Indiana.  Little changed over the following

10 years, as prices here rose only modestly and

continued to be among the nation’s lowest.

However, from 2000 through 2009, the av-

erage price of electricity here rose faster than in

all but five states:  Delaware, Maryland, Con-

necticut, Nevada, and Florida.  More recently,

electricity prices here rose 18th fastest nation-

ally during 2005-09.  According to DOE fig-

ures, Wisconsin’s electricity prices were 20th

highest in 2009, up from 36th in 2000 and 40th

in 1990.

Although the state’s electricity costs have

risen rapidly, some utility experts argue Wiscon-

sin is ahead of other states in meeting genera-

tion and transmission need.  In the coming years,

Wisconsin’s

average

electricity prices

were 20th

highest

nationally in

2009.

1990 Rk. 1995 Rk.

90-95 

Avg. Chg. 2000 Rk.

95-00 

Avg. Chg. 2005 Rk.

00-05 

Avg. Chg. 2009 Rk.

05-09 

Avg. Chg.

Wis. 5.37 40 5.36 40 0.0% 5.71 36 1.3% 7.48 23 5.5% 9.35 20 5.7%

Minn. 5.33 42 5.58 36 0.9% 5.87 33 1.0% 6.61 34 2.4% 8.13 32 5.3%

Mich. 7.10 15 7.05 16 -0.1% 7.11 14 0.2% 7.23 25 0.3% 9.68 17 7.6%

Iowa 5.93 29 6.03 31 0.3% 5.93 30 -0.3% 6.69 32 2.4% 7.29 39 2.2%

Ill. 7.49 14 7.69 13 0.5% 6.94 15 -2.0% 6.95 28 0.0% 9.13 21 7.1%

U.S. 6.57 - 6.89 - 1.0% 6.81 - -0.2% 8.14 - 3.6% 9.89 - 5.0%

Table 2:  Wisconsin Electricity Prices Rise Faster than U.S. and Midwest Averages
Avg. Price of Electricity (Cents per kWh), All Sectors, 1990-2009, National Rank

*Natural gas price refers to the city gate average.

Natural gas is used to generate electricity in Wis-

consin but is also used for home heating.  Based on

Census estimates, approximately two-thirds of Wis-

consin homes are heated with natural gas.  Nation-

ally, natural gas is the most popular home-heating

fuel, used in about 51% of U.S. households.

Volatility in natural gas markets has led to rising

prices in recent years.  During the 10 years ending in

2008, natural gas prices* here rose an average of 4.8%

per year—the U.S. average was 3.1%—and faster

than in all neighboring states.  Although Wisconsin’s

natural gas prices were 5.1% below the national aver-

age in 2008, they were higher than in Indiana, Illinois,

and Minnesota, according to the Wisconsin Office of

Energy Independence.

About 84% of natural gas is produced domesti-

cally, with the remainder imported mostly from

Canada.  While price fluctuations affect the extent to

which natural gas is used to generate electricity, it is

cleaner burning than other fossil fuels.  In 2008, natu-

ral gas accounted for 30.6% of all end-use energy

consumption in the state, trailing only petroleum.

NATURAL GAS
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DATA SOURCES:

Area Development Survey; Congressional Budget Office;
Dairyland Power Cooperative; Department of Energy;
Energy Information Administration; Wisconsin Energy
Statistics Book; Wisconsin Government Accountability
Board; Wisconsin Legislative Reference Bureau; Wisconsin
Office of Energy Independence; Wisconsin Public Service
Commission; WISTAX calculations.

other states will be building new plants and up-

grading their electric infrastructure, similar to

Wisconsin.  This could potentially drive prices

higher there as well.  A number of states with

the largest price increases from 1990 to 2000

had below-average increases during 2000-09.

Whether Wisconsin will experience a similar

trend over the next decade is yet to be seen.

LOOKING AHEAD

Wisconsin’s energy future is uncertain.

While some observers focus on the possibility

of state or federal action on climate change, oth-

ers express concern over the state’s rising elec-

tricity prices and their impact on the state’s

economy.

State Energy Bill

No legislation during the 2009-10 legislative

session drew more attention than the

legislature’s global warming bills (AB 649 and

SB 450) that failed to pass.  According to the

Government Accountability Board, the bills were

the most heavily lobbied pieces of legislation in

the first half of 2010.  Lobbyists reported spend-

ing over 14,000 hours advocating for or against

provisions in the bills.

Using recommendations from the

Governor’s Global Warming Task Force—a

group of business, industry, government, and

environmental leaders— the two energy bills in-

cluded efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emis-

sions.  Most notably, the bills would have

resulted in a more aggressive RPS requiring 25%

of the state’s electricity to be generated from

renewable resources by 2025.  They would also

have lifted some of the restrictions on future

nuclear-plant construction in the state.  Whether

similar legislation will be reintroduced in the next

legislative session is unknown, though future

federal action would probably reduce the likeli-

hood.

Cap and Trade

In June 2009, the U.S. House of Represen-

tatives passed climate change legislation.  In-

tended to reduce pollution from burning fossil

fuels and encourage investment in renewables,

a major component of the bill was a national

“cap and trade” program.

Under cap and trade, CO
2
 emissions are

capped at a predetermined level, and only a speci-

fied amount of emissions can be released annu-

ally.  Carbon emission credits/allowances are

then distributed to utilities, either through an al-

location method or by auction.  Power provid-

ers then use the credits to generate electricity,

and sell (trade) their unused ones to utilities re-

lying more heavily on fossil fuels.  The number

of CO
2
 credits is reduced each year, naturally

resulting in fewer allowable emissions and in-

creasing the market price of CO
2
 for coal-de-

pendent utilities.  In other words, cap and trade

allows power providers to continue generating

power from fossil fuels, but it makes electricity

generation from those sources more expensive

over time.

Political observers do not expect the U.S.

Senate to take action on the bill before the end

of the year, but utilities in coal-dependent states

like Wisconsin are preparing for future action.

While some utilities are not opposed to reducing

carbon use, they are concerned that credit allo-

cation under a cap and trade system could bur-

den Midwest states that traditionally have used

more coal than other areas of the country.  If

that occurs, it could result in a transfer of wealth

to states rich in hydro or nuclear power.

Location Decisions

Corporate executives are often asked what

factors most affect location decisions.  While

labor costs, tax climate, and workforce skills

consistently rank near the top, energy also af-

fects where businesses locate.  According to

the annual Area Development Corporate Survey,

energy availability and costs were the fourth most

influential factors in locating a business in 2009.

Having energy prices historically lower than

most states has helped Wisconsin attract new

business.  However, price increases over the past

decade put that in jeopardy.  While electricity

costs here continue to be slightly below the U.S.

average, they are higher than in the majority of

states.  Particularly in Wisconsin’s manufactur-

ing-intense economy, energy prices play a criti-

cal role in attracting and retaining employers.

According to some estimates, electricity costs

can account for up to one-fifth of a

manufacturer’s operating expenditures.  o

Lobbyists spent

more time on

the state energy

bills than any

other legislation

in the first half

of 2010.

Energy costs are

a major factor

in business

location

decisions.
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n Bar Association Dues.  As part of a deficit reduction

plan, state agencies were recently asked to return money

to the state’s general fund.  In response, the Supreme Court

transferred $175,000 from the Office of Lawyer Regula-

tion (OLR) on July 1 and budgeted a $118,000 transfer for

next year.  The OLR is a regulatory office funded with

mandatory Bar Association dues paid by all Wisconsin law-

yers.

Opponents of the transfer argued it was unconstitutional

to use private money to balance the state’s general fund

budget, citing a recent Wisconsin Supreme Court ruling

that found a transfer from the Injured Patients and Fami-

lies Compensation Fund to balance the 2007-09 state bud-

get was illegal.  The court ruled health providers had a

constitutionally protected interest in the fund and ordered

the state to repay the money.

WISTAX FOCUS

n State-Local Spending.  How does state-local govern-

ment spending here compare to that of other states?  Ac-

cording to “State-local spending:  Wisconsin vs. elsewhere,”

(Focus #15-10) Wisconsin’s state-local spending as a share

of income ranked 25th among the states.  Based on most

recent Census figures, 20.5% of state personal income was

spent by various Wisconsin governments in 2008.  Per

capita, spending here ranked 26th.

The Badger State devoted over half its spending to edu-

cation and to public welfare.  K-12 education—the single

largest expenditure—claimed 4.9% of personal income vs.

4.8% nationally.  Wisconsin’s spending in this area was

22nd highest, ahead of Minnesota and Illinois.  About half

as much (2.4% of income) was spent on colleges and uni-

versities as on schools, but that percentage was well above

the U.S. average (1.9%).  Spending relative to income was

highest in Utah (3.5%) and North Dakota (3.3%).  o

The 2010 edition of SchoolFacts is now available.

In its 15th edition, SchoolFacts is an essential resource

for individuals interested in Wisconsin schools.  The

164-page book provides information on school district

revenues and spending, student characteristics and test

scores, staffing and teacher pay, and property taxes.

SchoolFacts is the most comprehensive collection

of up-to-date school district information, allowing you

to compare districts and benchmark performance.

WISTAX also offers supplemental reports to

SchoolFacts purchasers that compare districts by ath-

letic conference or other criteria.  New this year is also

a 10-year report that provides a new way to look at a

single district.  This report has historical figures for

planning and trend-spotting.

Now in its second decade, SchoolFacts remains a

great value at only $34.95 per copy, plus tax.  For an

additional $25, a supplemental conference report fea-

tures data for all districts within a specified athletic

conference.  Custom reports allow you to compare

your district to nine others of your choice (for $50).

Finally, the new 10-year report is available for $25.  To

place your order, contact WISTAX at 608.241.9789

or visit www.wistax.org/pubs.


