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December is a month of holidays 
and gifts.  It is also the time 

when local governments send home-
owners their annual property tax bill.

At nearly $11 billion, the prop-
erty tax is not only the largest state-
local tax, it is also second-largest 
for many Wisconsin taxpayers after 
the federal income tax.  

Unlike income and sales taxes 
that are typically paid throughout 
the year, the property tax is billed 
all at once.  That makes it more 
memorable—and is one reason it 
is so unpopular.

Even before opening their tax 
bill, most residents know their 
property taxes are probably higher 
than Aunt Bessie’s in Minneapolis 
or cousin Jeff’s in Indianapolis, 

even though they own homes of 
similar value.  What they often do 
not know is why.

Wisconsin’s relatively high 
residential property taxes are driven 
by:  greater reliance on local ser-
vice delivery here compared to 
elsewhere; more units of govern-
ment using the property tax; few 
local revenue options other than 
the property tax; and the state’s 
constitutional “uniformity clause,” 
which requires all properties to be 
taxed at the same rate. 

When opening their bills, tax-
payers often ask:  How have my 
taxes changed from last year?  Was 
it the local school district, municipal-
ity, county, or technical college that 
was largely responsible?

The answer could be a higher levy 
from one of the many local govern-
ments using the tax, but it could be 
more complicated.  Annual changes 
can also result from shifting of the 
tax burden due to differing changes 
in property values.

All of these factors are con-
sidered here, beginning with those 
behind Wisconsin’s relatively high 
property tax burden.  First, though, 
a brief history of the property tax 
in Wisconsin is useful.

A BRIEF HISTORY
Since statehood in 1848 and 

before, the property tax has been 
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Wisconsin’s largest state-local tax.  Early on, it was 
one of its few.  Consistent annual figures since 1946 
allow a long-term look at the tax.

For 25 years after World War II, Wisconsin prop-
erty tax levies rose steadily, from 3.6% of personal 
income in 1945/46 (1946) to 6.9% in 1972.  Much of 
the increase was due to baby-boomers, who, due to 
sheer numbers, created the need:  first, for new local 
school buildings and staff; and then, for local mu-
nicipal services as they married and started families. 

As levies grew relative to income, the state supple-
mented aids to local governments by issuing property 
tax credits, funded with state income and sales taxes, 
to help reduce the burden on local taxpayers.  The 
first of these was paid in 1963.  In the decades that 
followed, these credits were expanded so that by 2017 
they totalled more than $1 billion.  Add in $185 mil-
lion in credits funded with lottery proceeds, and the 
2017 total approaches $1.2 billion.

Beginning in 1963, the property tax could be 
viewed in two ways.  Gross property taxes were the 
amounts local governments levied; net property taxes 
were amounts paid by taxpayers.  The difference was 
paid by the state through credits.

Since 1972, both gross and net property taxes 
as a share of income have cycled up and down in a 
generally descending pattern.  A variety of state limits 
on local levies combined with occasional infusions of 
state aid temporarily lowered the burden.  

However, as demand for and cost of local services 
grew, levies increased again.  The cycle continued as 
the state responded with another round of limits and/
or aids to reduce property taxes. 

By 2017, Wisconsin’s property tax, after all cred-
its, claimed 3.6% of state personal income, a 70-year 

low.  However, the post-1972 decline in property tax 
burden did little to change the state’s national ranking.

NATIONAL COMPARISONS
Figures from the U.S. Census Bureau provide 

perspective on Wisconsin’s property tax burden 
compared to other states.  Despite many shifts in 
Wisconsin’s property tax since 1946, the state’s rank 
among the states remained consistently in the top 20.

Between 1960 and 1970, Wisconsin climbed 
from 12th among the states to 5th (see Figure 1).  Ten 
years later, Wisconsin had dropped to 19th, but again 
cracked the top 10 in 1993 (10th) and 1994 (7th).  
Since then, the Badger State has been among the top 
10 states in 12 of 21 years (the latest Census figures 
are for 2015).  In 2015, the state dropped to 15th.

Residential Taxes Diverge
Property tax totals are useful for understanding 

overall trends.  But when the property tax figures in 
Figure 1 are divided into residential and non-residen-
tial parts, a different picture emerges.

Relative to both state personal income and popula-
tion, residential levies rose from 1946 to 1972, mim-
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Figure 1: Property Taxes Drift Down as Share of Income
Wis. Gross (red) and Net (Blue) Levies Pct. of Pers. Inc., 1946-2017
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icking property tax totals in Figure 1.  After 1972, the 
pattern diverged (see Figure 2).

Residential levies have moved between 2.1% and 
3.0% of personal income (see blue line in Figure 2).  
At 2.5% in 2017, they are now near the midpoint of 
that range.

On an inflation-adjusted, or “real,” per capita 
basis, residential property taxes have risen in 30 of 
the last 45 years.  From $686 per resident in 1972, 
they rose to $1,223 in 2010, and then fell to $1,098 
in 2017.  Perhaps that is why the property tax con-
tinues to be “top-of-mind” for many homeowners.

National Comparisons.  Figures from a 2017 
study from  the Lincoln Land Institute and Minnesota 
Center for Fiscal Excellence put residential property 
taxes in a national perspective.  The study provides 
detailed 2016 property tax estimates for the major city 
and a “typical” rural city in each state. 

For Wisconsin, Milwaukee and Rice Lake were 
compared with similar cities in the other states.  Taxes 
on a $150,000 home and a median (half lower, half 
higher) valued home in each city were compared.  
Researchers found:

 � Milwaukee ranked 5th among large cities 
on a $150,000 home, and 16th on the median-valued 
home ($114,000 in Milwaukee).

 � Rice Lake ranked 6th on a $150,000 home, 
and 11th on a median-valued home ($106,000 there).  

Compared to large cities in the Midwest, taxes on 
a $150,000 home in Milwaukee ($4,071) were higher 
than those in Chicago ($2,051), Columbus ($3,067), 

Des Moines ($3,508), Indianapolis ($1,637), and 
Minneapolis ($1,916).  They were lower than those in 
Detroit ($5,728).  A similar pattern holds when Rice 
Lake is compared to other rural cities in the Midwest.

WHY ARE RESIDENTIAL TAXES HIGH?
Several factors explain property tax differences 

between Wisconsin cities and elsewhere:
 � local government spending;
 � availability of other local revenue sources;
 � state aid to local governments; and
 � preferential treatment of some types of property.

Local Spending
As the primary revenue source for local govern-

ments, property taxes are related to the public ex-
penditures they fund.  Wisconsin has a long history 
of providing most public services locally.  In 1960, 
74% of state-local spending here was done at the local 
level, the 2nd highest percentage nationally.

That percentage has declined over the past 60 
years; however, even in 2015, 53% of Wisconsin 
state-local spending was done locally.  Census figures 
for that year show local spending in the Badger State 
was $4,689 per resident, 15th highest of the states.

The relationship between property taxes and local 
spending is shown in Figure 3.  Generally, as spending 
rises, so do property taxes.  But, the relationship is not 
perfect.  For example, local spending per capita in both 
Connecticut and Kansas was similar to Wisconsin’s, 
yet property tax burdens were different.  Other factors 
play a role in determining property tax levels, as well.  

Alternative Revenues
One of these factors is the availability of alter-

native revenues.  In Wisconsin, local governments 

Figure 3: Property Taxes, Local Spending Related
Per Capita Property Taxes and Local Expenditures by State, 2015

1.4%

2.9%

3.0%
2.5%

$216

$686

$989
$1,098

$0

$300

$600

$900

$1,200

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

46 56 66 76 86 96 06 16

Pct. of 
Income

Real Per 
Capita

Figure 2: Residential Prop. Taxes Rise and Fall
Residential Levies As Pct. of Income and Real Per Capita, 

1946-2017

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

0 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000

Pe
r C

ap
ita

 P
ro

pe
rty

 T
ax

es

Per Capita Spending

Conn.

Wis.

Kansas
Hawaii

New York

Wyoming



Page 4                The Wisconsin Taxpayer

have few revenue options available other than the 
property tax.  The sole unrestricted tax of any con-
sequence—a half-cent sales tax—is available only 
to counties.  Municipalities can impose room taxes, 
but revenues generally must be used for tourism-

related expenditures.  Counties and municipalities 
have made limited use of local vehicle registration 
fees, whose revenues must fund transportation-
related expenses.

In 2015, Wisconsin local governments collected 
$126 per capita in taxes other than the property tax, 
38th highest among the states.  Nationally, these other 
local taxes averaged $575 per capita; the median was 
$458 per resident (see Figure 4).

Generally, midwestern states rank low on these 
collections.  All of Wisconsin’s neighbors, except 
Illinois, collected less than $250 per resident.  How-
ever, even Illinois ($484 per capita) was below the 
U.S. average.

The impact of revenue options on property taxes 
is illustrated by comparing Wisconsin and Kansas.  
Both spent about the same per capita in 2015, but 
property taxes in Kansas were $173 per capita lower 
than here ($1,446 vs. $1,619).  

Kansas allows cities and counties to impose a 
local sales tax to fund services.  Local governments 

there collected $466 per capita in local taxes other 
than the property tax, more than three times Wiscon-
sin’s amount.  That difference partly explains lower 
property taxes in the Sunflower State.

Other states that spend amounts similar to Wis-
consin’s but allow significant revenue alternatives are 
Colorado ($880), Washington ($772), Ohio ($707), 
and Pennsylvania ($652).  All have lower property 
taxes per capita than Wisconsin.

More “Fingers in the Pie”
In the past, at least five types of government ap-

peared on every Wisconsin property tax bill:  munici-
palities, counties, K-12 schools, technical colleges, 
and the state.  Some bills also included a specialized 
local taxing district, such as a lake or sanitary district.

Federal figures show how Wisconsin differs from 
elsewhere.  After combining K-12 schools and tech-
nical colleges, the Census Bureau reports levies for 
five types of governments (municipalities, counties, 
schools, special districts, and the state).  While Wis-
consin and 31 other states have all five units using the 
tax, 18 have fewer “fingers in the property-tax pie.” 

However, what is most unusual is the amount 
levied by each Wisconsin unit compared to similar 
units in other states.  The Badger State is one of only 
six states where per capita levies for at least four of 
the five types of government rank in the top half of 
states.  The exception is counties (27th), the one local 
unit with a significant revenue alternative. 

Wisconsin has taken steps to remove or minimize 
property tax use by some governments.  The new 
2017-19 state budget eliminates the state portion of 
the property tax that funded forestry programs, which 
will now be paid for with state income and sales taxes.  
Also, in 2014-15, the state cut the technical college 
property tax in half, replacing it with $406 million in 
additional state aid and revenue limits.

State Aid Helps, But...
The new technical college aid continues a long 

tradition of Wisconsin state government aiding local 
governments.  In 2017, over half of all state general 
fund spending assisted K-12 schools, municipalities, 
counties, and technical colleges.  Census Bureau fig-
ures show Wisconsin sent $1,938 per capita to local 
governments in 2015, 8th highest of the 50 states (see 
Figure 5, page 5). 

States aid can reduce property taxes to levels 
lower than they might otherwise be.  Comparing 

Local revenue options can hold down property 
taxes.  In 2015, Wisconsin ranked 38th among 
the states in local tax collections other than the 
property tax.
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Wisconsin and Connecticut illustrates.  Local gov-
ernments in the Constitution State spent $4,753 per 
capita in 2015, similar to Wisconsin’s $4,689.  Yet per 
capita property taxes there were $2,846 per person and 
$1,619 in Wisconsin.  A significant part of the differ-
ence in taxes is the difference in state aid:  Connecticut 
sent $1,330 per capita to its local governments, $608 
less than Wisconsin. 

While state aid can help reduce local property taxes, 
it is often not dollar-for-dollar.  A variety of research 
shows that local governments often use aid in part to 
provide new or increased services.  Several studies 
confirm this “flypaper effect” in Wisconsin.  One found 
that in the late 1990s, every dollar of state aid reduced 
property taxes between 32¢ and 41¢, but increased local 
spending between 46¢ and 55¢.

Preferential Treatment
Factors already discussed help explain overall 

property tax burdens.  Higher local spending and lack 
of revenue options lead to higher property taxes, while 
state aid eases the burden, though not dollar-for-dollar.  

Residential property taxes also depend, however, 
on how each class of property is assessed and taxed.  
The “uniformity clause” in Wisconsin’s constitution 
requires all property be taxed the same.  That is, the 
same local tax rate is applied to all property, regard-
less of type, in a taxing jurisdiction.  

Constitutional amendments have created some 
preferential treatment, though.  Most property is 
assessed at market value, but farmland is assessed 
according to its “use,” and agricultural forest and 
undeveloped land is assessed at 50% of market value.

Other states assess residential property less than 
other property types.  The Lincoln Land Institute uses 
a “classification ratio” to show how residences are 
valued relative to other properties, and then estimates 
the impact of those ratios on property taxes.

Preferential treatment elsewhere explains a sig-
nificant portion of the difference between residential 
property taxes in Milwaukee and other midwestern 
cities.  Taxes on a $150,000 home in Milwaukee were 
$2,020 to $2,434 higher in 2016 than a like-valued 
home in Chicago, Indianapolis, or Minneapolis (see 
page 3 for estimated taxes on $150,000 home).  Pref-
erential treatment of residential property explains 60% 
of the Milwaukee-Indianapolis difference, 30% of the 
Milwaukee-Minneapolis difference, and 25% of the 
Milwaukee-Chicago difference.    

Despite policies in other states, Wisconsin’s uni-
form treatment of taxable property has advantages.  
One is that preferential treatment for one group of 
taxpayers increases taxes for others.  Another is the 
“slippery slope” created when others get special 
treatment and tax burdens shift to a shrinking group 
of taxpayers who pay higher taxes.  Perhaps the main 
advantage, though, is that uniformity prevents par-
tisan lawmakers from “playing politics” with taxes 
by rewarding friends over political foes. 

ANNUAL CHANGES
The variety of factors just discussed explain the 

relatively high property taxes Wisconsin homeowners 
pay.  However, they do not address a second question 
residents ask when they examine their tax bill:  Why 
did my taxes change from last year?

Taxpayers may know increases in one year were 
due to a recently approved school referendum, or 
declines in another resulted from a state “buydown” 
of technical college levies.  But, typically, they are 
unaware of other hidden forces that affect their tax bill.

Factors such as unequal appreciation of property 
between neighborhoods or municipalities can shift 
tax burdens. 

Changes Vary by Municipality
Homeowners often read about how the property tax 

on the “median-valued” home in Wisconsin rose less 
than 1% last year, or declined 2.5% over the past three.  
Yet, changes in their tax bills do not match news reports.

Property taxes in Wisconsin’s 10 largest cities 
show how changes are not uniform across the state.  

Figure 5: Wisconsin Ranks High in Aiding Local Governments
Top 10 States in Per Capita State Aid to Local Governments, 2015
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Information presented below is limited to residential 
properties with no new additions or upgrades during 
2011-16; that is, home value changes are due strictly 
to market fluctuation.   

During 2011-16 (valuations lag tax levies by one 
year), the value of the state median home declined 
1.3% (see Table 1, first column).  The average state-
wide property tax rate, excluding the lottery and 
first-dollar credits, fell 0.6% (column 2).  

Knowing changes in home value and tax rate per-
mit a simple calculation yielding the change in the tax 
bill.  A 1.3% decline in value combined with a 0.6% 
drop in rate means the tax on that “representative” 
home declined 1.9% during 2012-17.

However, five-year changes in the 10 largest cities 
differed widely from the “typical” 1.9% drop in taxes.  
In Milwaukee, even though the tax rate increased, the 
average bill fell almost 13% due to a 15% drop in home 
values.  In Madison, both home values and the tax rate 
rose, resulting in an average tax increase of 8.2%.  

Calculations for all communities statewide show 
tax bill increases of 20% or more in some sparsely-
populated towns, and similar declines in others, even 
though taxes on the median-valued home edged 
down 1.9%.

Focus on Rates Misleading
Not only does Table 1 show how property tax 

changes across the state differ widely from the median 
change, it also shows how tax rate changes do not 
necessarily match changes in taxes paid.  Too often, 
municipal officials, journalists, and taxpayers focus 

on property tax rates, assuming a rate decline means 
a property tax reduction.  

Eau Claire shows this is not necessarily the case.  
There, the tax rate declined 3.4% during 2012-17.  
However, since home values increased 5.1%, taxes 
on a typical home rose 1.5%.

In both Milwaukee and Kenosha, the reverse 
occurred with the tax rate increasing over five years.  
However, property taxes for the average homeowner 
declined in both cities because slightly higher rates 
were applied to home values that dropped 15.0% in 
Milwaukee and 7.4% in Kenosha.

Levy Changes
Instead of focusing on tax rates, total levy changes 

are more likely to help taxpayers understand why 
their taxes are rising or falling.  When a school refer-
endum passes, the school levy increases.  If the levy 
approved in October or November rises 10%, local 
taxpayers can expect that portion of their December 
bill to increase similarly.  If the local municipality 
cuts its levy 2% when the board or council approves 
its budget, homeowners might expect a similar drop 
in that portion of their tax bill.

While these might be reasonable approximations 
for what will happen to individual property tax bills, 
taxpayers will find that changes on their December 
tax statements are often slightly different than the 
community-wide levy changes.

Growing and Shifting
The reason is tax shifting due to property values 

changing at different rates.  To understand the hidden 
shifting of property tax burdens, it is useful to think 
about property taxes differently than usual.  

Rather than focusing on tax rates, consider the iron 
rule of property taxes:  A property owner’s share of 
the total levy equals his or her share of total property 
values.  In other words, if a $200,000 home accounts 
for 1% of total property value in a community, the 
owner is responsible for 1% of the total levy.   

When total values change, whether due to new 
construction or economic conditions, individual 
shares of total value shift, resulting in some unex-
pected changes in the tax individual homeowners 
pay.

A simple example illustrates.  Badgerville is a 
village with a store and two residents, both homeown-
ers.  Andrew’s home is valued at $100,000, Betty’s at 

Table 1: Five-Year Change in Prop. Tax Vary
Changes in Home Value, Tax Rate, Tax Bill by City, 2012-17

Location
Home 
Value

Tax 
Rate Tax Bill

State Median -1.3% -0.6% -1.9%
Milwaukee -15.0% 2.6% -12.8%
Madison 5.3% 2.7% 8.2%
Green Bay -0.9% -3.6% -4.4%
Kenosha -7.4% 1.9% -5.7%
Racine -19.1% 17.6% -4.9%
Waukesha -1.0% -1.3% -2.2%
Oshkosh -1.1% 8.4% 7.1%
Eau Claire 5.1% -3.4% 1.5%
Janesville 4.2% 0.5% 4.7%
Appleton -1.2% -2.2% -3.3%

5-Year Pct. Change
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$150,000.  With the store valued at $250,000, the total 
value of Badgerville is $500,000, the sum of the three.  

Property taxes in the village total $10,000.  The 
iron law of property taxes says the village divides that 
amount among property owners according to their 
share of total value.  

 � Andrew’s home is 20% of the total ($100,000 
÷ $500,000), so he pays 20% of the total levy, 
or $2,000.  

 � Betty’s home accounts for 30% of total value 
($150,000 ÷ $500,000), so she pays 30% of 
the levy, or $3,000.  

 � The store’s value represents half the village to-
tal and the owner pays half the levy, or $5,000.

 New Construction.  Local officials like new con-
struction because it is a sign that families and firms 
like an area.  From a fiscal perspective, it also helps 
their “bottom line,” as state-allowed increases in 
municipal tax levies are based on new construction.

Building of new homes and businesses adds to the 
tax base, but also shifts the distribution of the property 
tax.  Consider Badgerville again after Claude builds a 
new $200,000 home.  If values of the other properties 
remain unchanged, total value in the village jumps 
from $500,000 to $700,000.  

For the three current residents, shares of total 
value fall with the addition of Claude’s home:  An-
drew’s share falls to 14% ($100,000 ÷ $700,000), 
Betty’s to 21%, and the store’s to 36%.  Claude’s new 
home accounts for the remaining 29%.

If the levy is unchanged, property taxes fall for 
the three original residents.  With Claude’s new home, 
each of their existing properties account for a smaller 
share of a higher-valued Badgerville, so they are billed 
for smaller shares of the $10,000 levy. Claude picks 
up the remainder.

New construction does not always result in a tax 
reduction for current residents.  It does in Badgerville 
because the village did not increase its levy.  But, be-
cause Claude’s new home added 40% to the village’s 
total value, the village board could raise the levy by 
that same percentage.  If it did, the levy would rise 
from $10,000 to $14,000.  

While the levy increase might be unpopular, taxes 
for Andrew, Betty, and the store owner would then 
be unchanged from the prior year.  Each would owe 
a smaller share of a larger levy, with the resulting tax 

equal to what they paid prior to construction of Claude’s 
home.  The $4,000 levy increase is paid by Claude.  

In other words, the combination of new construc-
tion and a changing levy can lead to unexpected 
changes in a homeowner taxes, depending on the 
amount of construction and the levy change.

Differential Growth.  While construction is visible, 
differing growth in values due to real estate market 
changes is not.  The tax impact is similar, though.

One more return to Badgerville is illustrative.  
Rather than Claude’s new home, suppose Betty’s 
existing house—because of its lake access—rises in 
value from $150,000 to $200,000, while values of the 
other two properties remain unchanged.  Total values 
in the town are $550,000.  

Because their existing home values were unchanged 
while total village increased, both Andrew’s and the 
store owner’s share of the higher total falls.  Since the 
value of Betty’s home increases, her share rises.

There is no new construction, so state law does not 
allow the village to increase its levy.  So Betty’s taxes 
rise with her increased share of total values.  Taxes for 
the other two property owners fall since their value 
shares declined.  Put simply, if a taxpayer’s home in-
creases in value more than most properties in the com-
munity, he or she will likely be responsible for more of 
the total levy, resulting in an unexpected tax increase.

Multiple Users Complicates
While tax shifting due to value changes within a 

municipality can be difficult to understand, an indi-
vidual’s tax bill is also affected by value changes in 
neighboring communities—those in the same school 
district, county, or technical college district.

The reason is that property tax levies that cross 
municipal boundaries are apportioned to underlying 
local governments based on property values.  The levy 
for a school district covering a village and a town is 
divvied up between the two according to shares of 
total property values.  If the village accounts for 75% 
of the value in the school district, taxpayers in the 
village pay 75% of the school levy.

What that means is that tax shifting occurs not 
just among residents of a city or village, but among 
residents of different communities who share a com-
mon school district or county.  Residents of growing 
communities pay growing shares of school, county, 
and technical college levies.  This is another hidden 
factor behind changes in annual tax bills.  o
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In 2016, counties with the highest median incomes 
were Ozaukee ($85,706), Waukesha ($82,080), St. Croix 
($75,619), Washington ($74,631), and Calumet ($72,752).  
Lowest incomes were in Menominee ($36,562), Iron 
($41,597), Ashland ($41,949), Forest ($42,072), and Adams 
($42,390) counties.  

Median household income in counties depends on a 
variety of factors, including:  average age and education 
of residents; wages in both the county and in neighboring 
counties.  o 

WISTAX NOTES

   Lottery Sales Decline.  Lottery sales in Wiscon-
sin declined 3.8% in fiscal 2017, from $627.2 million to 
$603.2 million.  Despite the drop, 2017 sales were second-
highest since the lottery’s inception in 1988.  Over the past 
five years, sales climbed a total of 10.2%.

Compared to other states, lottery sales in Wisconsin 
are relatively low.  In 2015, the latest year Census figures 
are available for all states, Wisconsin sales were $100 per 
capita, 33rd highest among the 43 states with a lottery 
(see chart).  

At $742 per capita, lottery sales in Massachusetts were 
more than $200 per person greater than in Rhode Island, the 
second ranked state.  Among neighboring states, per capita 
sales were higher than Wisconsin’s in Michigan, Illinois, 
and Iowa.  They were marginally lower in Minnesota. 
   Household Income by County.  Wisconsin median 

(half lower, half higher) household income increased 12.5% 
to $56,808 during 2011-16, according to new figures from 
the U.S. Census Bureau.  Those figures mask wide varia-
tion by county. 

In eight counties, five-year increases topped 20%, with 
the greatest gains in Oneida (29.2%), Jackson (23.4%), 
Monroe (23.0%), and Clark (21.5%) counties.  Income 
gains were less than half the state average in five:  Florence 
(3.6%), Grant (3.9%), Adams (5.1%), Langlade (6.0%), and 
Racine (6.3%) counties.  

Increases varied in Wisconsin’s five most-populous 
counties.  Both Dane (17.1%) and Milwaukee (16.9%) 
experienced above-average increases.  Income growth in 
Waukesha County (12.4%) was slightly below average.  
Brown (10.8%) and Racine (6.3%) lagged.

 ■ State-local taxes: Wisconsin’s place in the 50-state peck-
ing order (#20-17)
 ■ New Census figures enable state-local spending com-

parisons (#21-17)

In FOCUS . . . recently in our biweekly newsletter

Wisconsin Per Capita Lottery Sales Lag 
Per Capita Sales and Rank Among 43 States With Lottery, 2015
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