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IN BRIEF

The 2006-07 property tax season was the second year
of a state effort to curtail levy increases. To judge the
effectiveness of the limits, this issue compares the growth
in property taxes during the past two years with previous
years. Duringtheyearsof the*freeze,” net leviesincreased
an average of 2.8%, whilein thefive years before the lim-
its, the average increase was 5.8%. Other findingsin this
study of Wisconsin property taxes include:

B School property tax levies rose an average of 2.4%
during the two years of the freeze, compared to 5.4%
in the five preceding years. The large drop is attribut-
ableto asignificant increase in state aids.

B Municipal levy growth fell from 4.9% per year before
thefreezeto 3.8% duringit. County tax growth dropped
from 5.3% to 3.3%.
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perty Taxes:
Freeze or Thaw?

For decades, controlling property taxes has been a
priority of state and local officials in Wisconsin. Shared
revenues, school aids, tax credits, and property exemptions
are some of the state's attempts to reduce property taxes.
Despite these efforts, Wisconsin levies continue to be
among the highest in the U.S.

Wisconsin's|latest effort to control property taxes was
dubbed a“freeze” by state officialswhen it was enacted in
2005. It included two-year limits on levy growth for local
governments and an increase in state aids for school
districts.

Was the “freeze” successful? This issue of The
Wisconsin Taxpayer examines 2006-07 property taxesfrom
several perspectives, including levy changes, tax rates, and
the effects of the freeze on individual local governments.

2006-07 OVERVIEW

In 2006-07, gross property taxestotalled $8.71 billion.
Thiswas partially offset by state property tax creditstotal-
ling $593 million. Thus, net property taxes were $8.11
billion. After subtracting $145 million in lottery credits,
property owners paid $7.97 billion in state and local prop-
erty taxes (see table on page three).

Local governments are the main users of the property
tax. The exception is a small levy for state forestry pro-
grams. The chart on page two shows how property tax
revenues are shared, on average, among various units of
government. These percentages vary from place to place.

As usual, school districts were the single largest user
of property taxes. At $3.79 hillion, they accounted for
43.5% of all 2006-07 property taxes. Until a change a
decade ago that |ed the state to provide two-thirds of school
revenues, school districts regularly levied more than half
of the state total.

Second after school districts in total levies were mu-
nicipalities. The aggregate municipal levy was $2.10 bil-
lion, or 24.1% of the state total. Cities collected the most
($2.42 hbillion), followed by villages ($352 million) and
towns ($329 million).



Wisconsin's 72 counties levied $1.72 billion in 2006,
or 19.8% of the state total. Milwaukee, Dane, and Wauke-
sha counties alone made up more than one-quarter of the
county total.

Together, school districts, municipalities, and counties
accounted for 87.4% of the state total. In other words,
seven of every eight property tax dollars in 2006-07 went
to one of these three units of government. The remainder
was levied by technical colleges (7.5%), tax incremental
financing (TIF) districts (3.1%), special districts (1.0%),
and the state (0.9%).

THE PROPERTY TAX “FREEZE”

Property tax limits were included in the 2005-07 bud-
get, thejoint product of legidlative action and gubernatorial
partial veto. Initsorigina form, the hope was to “freeze”
property taxes. Lawmakers continued to use the phrase
even after the proposal was changed.

Because this was a mgjor and much-debated attempt
to control property taxes, it is worth examining the effec-
tiveness of the “freeze.” By some measures, the limits
were effective, while by others, the results were less clear.
Levy growth slowed, but total levies were not “frozen.”

Features
The freeze combined new restrictions on some local
governments with increases in state aids for others.

Counties and Municipalities. These two units were
impacted most directly by the freeze. According to the
law, both counties and municipalities were limited to levy
increases of 2% or the percentage increase in property
values due to new construction, whichever was greater.
For example, if a city’s growth from new construction
was 1%, it could increase its levy up to 2%. However, if

Schools Levy Most
Property Tax Levies by Unit of Government, 2006-07
(Gross Total: $8.71 Billion)

Other
Techs 5.1%

construction-related growth was 5%, the municipality could
increase its levy up to 5%. The freeze included some ex-
ceptions for debt service.

School districts. No new limits were imposed on
schools, but they received a significant increase in state
aid. Because of revenuelimits, enacted in 1993, the growth
in the combination of property taxes and state aids to
schoolsarelimited by state government. Essentially, growth
in state aid decreases a school district’s reliance on the
property tax and increases its dependence on the state.

Technical colleges. Technical colleges were the only
major property tax user unaffected by the freeze legida-
tion. The governor vetoed language that would have lim-
ited growth in technical college leviesto 2.6%.

Levy Growth

One problem with calling the reforms a “freeze” was
that many citizens wereled to believe one of two mistaken
ideas: that thetotal statewide levy would be unchanged or
that their individual property tax bill would be frozen. The
limits that were imposed did not necessarily ensure either.

The combination of tax limits and increased school
aids had a considerable effect on total levy growth. Inthe
five years from 2000-01 through 2004-05, net levies in-
creased an average of 5.8% per year. In 2005-06, net
levies rose 2.3%, and in 2006-07, they increased 3.3%.
Thus, thefreeze contributed to lowering annual levy growth
an average of three percentage points. The table on page
four shows average levy growth, both before the freeze
and during it.

While tax growth unguestionably slowed, a 2.8% av-
erage annual increase may have disappointed those who
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thought a freeze would mean no levy growth.
Further, changes varied considerably among
communities. In some cases, counties, munici-
palities, and school districts actually froze their
levies, but othersincreased them morethan 10%.
Thus, even if aggregate levy growth slowed,
changes were not distributed evenly across the
state.

School districts. School district levies rose
an average of 2.4% during the “freeze’ years,
compared to 5.4% in the five years preceding
them. However, the dower rate of growth was
aresult of increased state aid, not new property
tax limits.

A 0.5% school tax decreasein 2005-06 was
the main reason overall levy growth was low
that year. School leviesfell in 2005-06 dueto a
$301 million (6.2%) increase in state aid. As
previously described, when the state provides
large aid increases, school levies either increase
slowly or fall.

The increase in state aids to schools was
just $135 million (2.6%) in 2006-07. Conse-
guently, school property taxes rose 5.4% that
year, equal to the average of the prefreeze years.
Thus, the 2005-06 school district decrease was
essentially a state “buydown” of school levies.

Municipalities. During the five years that
preceded the freeze, municipal leviesincreased
an average of 4.9%. In the two years of the
freeze, they rose 3.8%. Thus, the limits ap-
peared to slow tax growth by roughly one per-
centage point.

In2006-07, municipal leviesincreased 3.5%.
However, increases were not uniform through-
out the state; there was considerable variation
among communities. More than 10% of mu-
nicipalities reduced levies, while nearly 8% had
double-digit increases.

An exception alowing municipalitiesto in-
creasetaxesto raise money for debt service may
haveled to considerableincreasesin some com-
munities. This rarely mentioned exception led
to levy growth in many communities exceeding
both 2% and their net new construction per-
centages. Thus, although the freeze was effec-
tivein lowering average municipal levy growth,
itdidnot “freeze” or dow levy growth uniformly
throughout the state.

Levies aso varied according to municipal
type. City levies rose just 3.1% in 2006-07,
compared to 4.8% for villages and 3.9% for
towns.

Gross, Net Taxes Exceed $8 Billion
2006-07 Property Taxes ($ Mill.)

% Gross
Unit Amt. Total
School Districts $3,787.8 43.5%
Municipalities 2,099.9 24.1
Counties 1,723.8 19.8
Technical Colleges 650.6 7.5
TIF 271.0 31
Specia Districts 90.8 1.0
State 82.4 0.9
Gross Totd 8,706.2 100.0
Credits 593.0 6.8
Net Total 8,113.2 93.2
Lottery Credit 144.7 17
Net - Lottery Credit 7,968.5 91.5

Counties. County levy increases were im-
pacted significantly by the freeze. In the years
leading up to thetax limits, county property taxes
rose by an annual average of 5.3%. Inthefreeze
years, growth fell to 3.3%, atwo-point decrease.

In 2006-07, the increase was smaller, 3.2%.
Similar to municipalities, increases varied across
counties. La Crosse led the state with an 8.0%
increase, followed by Winnebago (7.4%),
Trempealeau (6.8%), and Calumet (6.5%).

The smallest increases were in Racine
(-8.2%), Rock (1.0%), and Waukesha (1.3%).
Racine'slevy change cannot be attributed to the
freeze: significant specia education costswere
shifted from the county to local school districts.
The result was a large drop in county property
taxes and a similar increase in school levies.

One consequence of the freeze was that
counties were reluctant to reduce their levies.
Sincethefollowing year'slevy limitisbased on
the current levy, county boards and administra-
tors were hesitant about reducing levy totals.
In the two years of the freeze, only Racine, for
extraordinary reasons, reduced its levy. In the
five preceding years, an average of eight coun-
ties per year had alevy decrease.

One feature of county leviesthat concerned
some citizenswas the ability of several counties
to exceed their apparent limits. Though the
freeze limited them to either levy growth of 2%
or the increase in net new construction, 32
(44%) of Wisconsin's 72 counties had levy
growth exceeding both measures in 2006-07.

Again, the ability to exceed the limits for

debt purposes appears to have played a role.
While this exception was part of the freeze leg-

Net property tax
levies rose 3.3%
in 2006-07.

In 2006-07,
more than 10%
of Wisconsin
municipalities
reduced their
local levies,
while nearly 8%
increased them
greater than
10%.
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Freeze Slows, but Fails to Stop Property Tax Growth
Tax Levies and Levy Growth by Unit of Government, Prefreeze (2000-01 - 2004-05) and Freeze (2005-06 - 2006-07) Years

Gross Net School Municipal County Technical College

Y ear Levies % Chg. Levies % Chg. Levies % Chg. Levies % Chg. Levies 9% Chg. Levies % Chg.
2000-01 $6,604.5 $6,135.2 $2,927.8 $1,607.1 $1,316.1 $466.3
2001-02 7,043.7 6.6% 6,574.4 7.2% 3,071.8 4.9% 1,7134 6.6% 1,420.0 7.9% 5116 9.7%
2002-03 7,363.6 45 6,894.3 4.9 31920 39 1,796.0 4.8 14905 5.0 5419 59
2003-04 7,687.3 44 72180 4.7 3,367.6 55 1,852.7 32 15448 3.6 565.3 4.3
2004-05 8,150.8 6.0 7,6815 64 3,610.7 7.2 1,949.2 5.2 16152 4.6 590.8 45
Average 54 5.8 54 4.9 53 6.1
2005-06 8,326.7 2.2 78574 23 3,592.3 -05 2,0286 4.1 16711 35 6220 5.3
2006-07 8,706.2 4.6 8,113.2 3.3 3,787.8 54 2,099.9 35 1,7239 3.2 650.6 4.6
Average 34 2.8 2.4 3.8 3.3 4.9

In the past two
years, just one
county reduced
its levy, versus
an average of
eight per year in
the years before
the freeze.

idation, it was rarely mentioned when officials
of both parties were simultaneously claiming
credit for “freezing” property taxes.

Property Tax Rates

During the past two years, property tax rates
fell significantly. In 2004-05, the final year be-
fore the limits were implemented, the statewide
net property tax rate was $19.64 per $1,000 in
home value. In other words, someone owning
a$100,000 homein an “ average Wisconsin com-
munity” would have paid $1,964 in property taxes
in 2004-05.

In 2005-06, the net rate dropped to $18.36,
a6.5% decrease. The average rate fell another
5.8%in 2006-07 to $17.30. Thus, ratesdropped
impressively during the years of the property
tax freeze.

However, since property tax ratesare afunc-
tion of property values, aswell aslevies, credit
for thefaling rates cannot go solely to thefreeze.
A strong housing market and large increases in
property values accounted for much of the rate
drop. Indeed, inthefive yearsbefore the freeze
went into effect, ratesfell by an average of 1.8%
per year. Thus, ratesfell faster during thefreeze,
but they would likely have fallen without them,
aswell.

THE FORGOTTEN FEW

Asprevioudy mentioned, other governments
that use the property tax were unaffected by
the freeze legidation. Combined, their levies
accounted for 12.6% of the state total.

Technical Colleges

Technical college levies increased 4.6% in
2006-07. Despite the absence of any new lim-
its, their average growth fell from 6.1% per year
before the freeze to 4.9% during it.

In the past decade, technical college levies
have frequently increased faster than the gross
average. From 1996-97 through 2006-07, tech-
nical college levies rose 85.7%, or an average
of 6.4% per year. Grossleviesfor all unitscom-
bined rose an average of 4.9% per year over the
same period. One consequence of this is that
these districts are becoming alarger part of the
property tax levy. In 1996-97, technical col-
leges accounted for 6.5% of the gross levy; in
2006-07, they were 7.5%.

Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts
TIF district property taxes are used to fi-
nance a variety of projects within the district.
The theory behind TIF is that if infrastructure
isimproved in blighted areas, new development
will reduce property taxes for most taxpayers
in the long term. However, in the short term,
TIFs often raise property taxes for local tax-
payers in the areas surrounding the district.

TIF districts are the fastest-growing com-
ponent of the property tax. TIF levies have
soared in recent years, most recently with an
11.1% jumpin 2006-07. From 1996-97 through
2006-07, TIF levies increased 155.5%, from
$106.0 million to $271.0 million, an average of
9.8% per year.

Special Districts

Specid districts are local units of govern-
ment created to administer a specific public ser-
vice. Examples include sewerage districts,
stadium districts, and regiona planning com-
missions.

Special district leviestotalled $90.8 million
in 2006-07, an increase of 2.3%. Levies have
increased relatively slowly during the past de-
cade, with annual growth averaging 3.4%.

Page 4 The Wiscon
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Wisconsin Property Rise and Fall
Wisconsin Gross and Net Property Tax Levies as a % of Personal Income, 1945-2006
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State Levies

The state levies a property tax of $0.20 per
$1,000 in equalized value to fund the state for-
estry program. Though the rate is low, it still
generated $82.4 million in 2006-07.

The state levy is unique among Wisconsin
property taxes. Thelocal governments that tax
property decide what their total levies will be,
and based on that information, the rate is deter-
mined. The state levy, on the other hand, has a
fixed rate that determinesthetotal levy. Conse-
guently, the growth of thelevy istied directly to
the risein property values, and it has increased
rapidly during therecent real estate boom. From
1996-97 through 2006-07, the state levy rose
an average of 6.6% per year, second only to
TIF taxes.

TAX RELIEF. PAST AND FUTURE

With the freeze set to expire, lawmakers
must decide if they should continue the limits,
alter them, or allow themto lapse entirely. Many
factors must be taken into consideration, includ-
ing the ability of residentsto pay property taxes
and the need for local governments to fund ser-
vices.

Historically, property tax limits have been
enacted when property taxes have accounted
for arelatively large share of income. Thefirst
organized postwar effort to provide property tax
relief wasin 1962, when property taxes claimed
5.54% of Wisconsinincome. Asthechart above
shows, the share of income claimed by the prop-
erty tax had been increasing steadily from 1945
to 1962. The following year, the creation of
new property tax credits lowered the percent-
age of income claimed by net taxes to 4.89%.

Before the freeze, the most recent state ef-
fort to restrain property taxes occurred in 1995-
96, when the state committed to providing
two-thirds of school district revenues. Asare-

1985 1995 2005

sult of this shift, school district property taxes
fell more than 16%.

Again, high property taxes led the state to
make this commitment. After falling during
much of the 1970’s, levies began to increase as
a share of income through the 1980’s and early
1990's. By the mid-1990's, they were higher
than they had been in 20 years. 1n 1995-96, the
year before “two-thirds funding” was intro-
duced, net property taxes claimed 4.71% of per-
sona income. Thefollowing year, the percentage
fell to 4.03%.

In 2006-07, the percentage of income
claimed by net property taxeswas 4.21%, down
from 4.35% in 2004-05. When leviesfal asa
share of income, it becomeslesslikely that law-
makers will enact—or extend—tax limits.

Thegovernor’sorigina 2007-09 budget pro-
posal called for less restrictive limits on coun-
tiesand municipalities. Rather than limiting them
to the greater of 2% or new construction, the
proposal would allow themtoincreaseleviesby
either 4% or new construction. According to
the governor’ssupporters, thiswould keep prop-
erty tax increases small but allow local govern-
ments flexibility to provide crucial services.

Given that control of the legislature is di-
vided between a Republican assembly and a
Democratic senate, it could be months before a
budget bill is passed. It seemslikely that some
version of the limits will be retained, but they
might not be as restrictive as the current limits.

EDITOR’S NOTE

Full property tax data by municipality are
available on the WISTAX Web site,
www.wistax.org, in the “Facts & Figures’ sec-
tion. O

DATA SOURCE:
Wisconsin Department of Revenue; WISTAX calculations.

4.5%

The state
forestry levy has
increased an
average of 6.6%
per year during
the past decade.

The 1995-96
“two-thirds
funding”
commitment
reduced school
levies 16.7% the
following year.
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Total 2005-06 Net Property Taxes in Cities Above 8,500 Population

Est. Equalized Value Net Levy Net Rate Municipal Levy

2006 Amt. % Amt. % % Amt. % Muni.
Municipality Pop. (Mill.)  Chg. (Thous)) Chg. Amt. Chg. (Thous.) Chg. Rate
Antigo 8,632 3392 24 8,152.3 5.7 2403 33 3,164.3 143 9.54
Appleton 72,004 43502 4.4 90,6379 14 20.84 -28 31,2375 31 7.79
Ashland 8,534 4106 94 75444 -59 18.37 -13.9 2,887.7 20 7.27
Baraboo 11,505 762.7 9.7 15,1704 1.0 1989 -8.0 6,195.4 10.4 8.53
Beaver Dam 15,545 1,0238 16.1 21,6444 6.8 21.14 -8.0 6,3949 45 7.32
Beloit 36,560 14701 59 35,0983 31 2388 -27 10,4150 4.9 7.68
Brookfield 39,740 6,242.0 43 102,620.1 1.1 16.44 -3.0 31,9241 14 5.15
Burlington 10,485 8240 104 15,708.3 4.9 19.06 -5.0 4579.7 17 7.03
Cedarburg 11,425 1,1654 83 19,8345 0.9 17.02 -6.8 7,066.8 35 6.06
ChippewaFals 13,515 7357 54 13,9999 -0.3 19.03 -5.3 52746 03 7.49
Cudahy 18,430 1,246.7 115 28,1395 46 2257 -6.1 72180 35 7.12
De Pere 22,495 1,7379 59 34,345.1 10.8 19.76 4.6 8,065.1 184 5.16
Eau Claire 65,056 39516 5.6 76,6139 -04 19.39 -57 27,0729 29 6.95
Elkhorn 8,820 662.1 114 11,2291 41 16.96 -6.6 2,937.7 3.6 5.34
Fitchburg 22,900 22969 94 43,7572 59 19.05 -3.2 12,8999 4.6 5.68
Fond du Lac 43,270 24314 3.9 49,7515 -1.1 20.46 -4.8 17,9799 33 7.60
Fort Atkinson 12,080 858.7 103 16,7860 7.5 1955 -2.6 5,656.8 2.3 6.73
Franklin 33,000 3,481.8 14.9 72,0719.3 55 20.70 -8.2 18,501.0 53 5.55
Glendale 12,935 19820 91 41,8169 20 2110 -65 10,7847 4.0 5.97
Green Bay 104,230 6,144.8 3.7 125,394.4 0.6 2041 -3.0 45,603.7 34 7.59
Greenfield 36,150 29684 7.6 61,0275 0.7 20.56 -6.4 18,663.6 5.3 6.29
Hartford 13,035 1,070.6 10.2 19,588.7 6.2 1830 -3.6 56084 28 5.81
Hudson 11,700 14751 94 20,9323 20 1419 -6.8 52933 7.8 4.07
Janesville 62,540 39278 7.0 80,2253 0.6 2042 -6.0 254052 34 6.68
Kaukauna 14,515 863.9 8.2 17,4225 1.8 20.17 -5.9 6,463.0 6.5 7.50
Kenosha 94,450 6,2184 9.9 127,204.8 5.7 2046 -38 47,9188 3.6 8.06
LaCrosse 51,380 29171 85 73,0129 37 25.03 -45 30,2420 9.9 10.80
Madison 223,280 21,2190 93 405,3109 37 19.10 -51 1429219 4.9 7.00
Manitowoc 34,720 18300 49 36,016.7 -0.5 19.68 -5.1 10,9055 4.9 6.32
Marinette 11,500 556.7 45 10,9208 0.6 1962 -3.8 3,7343 22 6.98
Marshfield 19,420 1,2402 51 27,1298 29 2188 -22 11,0737 1.0 9.21
Menasha 17,282 958.0 -26.3 23,009.8 -11.6 24.02 19.9 8,709.3 385 9.53
Menomonie 15,730 9498 64 19,4686 1.1 2050 -5.0 49226 22 5.26
Mequon 23,485 42149 54 63,9433 -2.6 1517 -7.6 18,2395 -64 4.34
Merrill 10,190 3985 22 9,510.6 -4.0 2386 -6.1 43633 26 11.03
Middleton 16,935 24947 7.0 40,9343 29 1641 -39 9,7148 5.2 4.81
Milwaukee 590,370 30,2270 15.1 635,640.0 29 21.03 -10.6 196,799.7 -1.9 6.71
Monroe 10,955 606.8 3.0 14,8339 01 2445 -2.8 55227 0.8 9.45
Muskego 22,630 2,553.0 13.9 38,269.6 25 14.99 -10.0 10,807.2 05 4.25
Neenah 25,430 18438 99 38,8532 26 21.07 -6.6 13,561.0 4.0 7.77
New Berlin 39,260 45582 7.1 73,396.8 -1.5 16.10 -8.0 21,3530 34 4.68
Oak Creek 31,710 3,046.4 195 57,7845 54 18.97 -11.8 17,990.8 4.0 5.95
Oconomowoc 13,870 1,8904 15.0 26,3416 7.9 1393 -6.2 74818 43 4.47
Onalaska 16,150 14418 91 26,5685 4.3 1843 -4.4 85435 6.9 5.93
Oshkosn 65,510 3558.1 6.7 75,1024 5.7 2111 -0.9 25,609.7 5.2 7.66
Pewaukee 12,625 2,697.0 9.9 353622 29 1311 -6.3 6,594.8 -0.3 2.45
Platteville 10,065 479.1 88 10,255.6 144 2141 51 3548.7 4.2 7.88
Port Washington 10,970 8354 83 135199 -2.2 16.18 -9.7 44492 35 5.33
Portage 9,963 590.7 7.9 12,1711 4.0 20.60 -3.6 4,386.1 4.3 7.50
Racine 80,340 3,925.7 9.9 83,4878 4.7 2127 -A7 40,649.6 3.6 10.86
Reedsburg 8,883 5290 87 10,509.7 3.2 19.87 -5.1 39725 29 7.74
Rice Lake 8,636 579.2 96 11,4832 6.9 19.83 -25 45017 7.4 8.01
River Fdls 13,686 8070 7.2 14,2096 2.6 1761 -43 39945 87 5.10
Saint Francis 8,808 6182 141 13,6331 4.6 2205 -83 49945 39 8.08
Shawano 8,696 4986 5.6 10,2753 2.8 2061 -27 3,765.6 3.8 7.99
Sheboygan 50,650 2,655.1 37 64,2249 -0.3 2419 -39 20,6482 0.0 8.43
South Milwaukee 21,300 1,267.7 74 27,3914 30 2161 -41 91128 20 7.51
Sparta 9,162 4079 9.2 9,760.8 3.3 2393 -54 29023 31 7.57
Stevens Point 25,190 14107 4.2 30,4835 4.7 2161 05 11,5982 5.6 8.23
Stoughton 12,755 9269 8.0 15,830.7 3.6 17.08 -4.1 6,0225 41 6.64
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Total 2005-06 Net Property Taxes in Cities Above 8,500 Population, Continued

Est. Equalized Value Net Levy Net Rate Municipal Levy
2006 Amt. % Amt. % % Amt. % Muni.
Municipality Pop. (Mill.)  Chg. (Thous.) Chg. Amt. Chg. (Thous.) Chg. Rate
Sturgeon Bay 9,745 816.7 53 14,8231 -15 18.15 -6.4 48059 -0.1 6.52
Sun Prairie 25,180 2,296.7 81 45,896.0 3.9 19.98 -39 17,4445 65 7.81
Superior 27,180 14758 6.8 28,2535 0.8 19.14 -5.7 10,5005 2.0 7.20
Tomah 8,903 5046 5.6 11,6199 33 23.03 -22 33204 43 7.47
Two Rivers 12,555 537.6 4.2 12,3052 1.3 2289 -28 38953 1.7 7.63
Verona 9,846 1,1535 18.7 23,396.6 20.0 2028 11 56820 9.7 5.89
Watertown 23,155 1,397.3 109 25,7928 45 1846 -5.7 8,8485 54 6.58
Waukesha 67,750 57169 88 100,483.1 5.0 1758 -3.4 442450 51 7.88
Waupun 10,944 3811 82 75349 08 19.77 -6.9 23520 6.9 6.31
Wausau 39,740 24339 9.0 57,8748 34 2378 -51 18,7189 4.2 8.27
Wauwatosa 46,120 55050 7.1 105,943.3 1.8 19.25 -5.0 34,0668 3.0 6.42
West Allis 60,300 42714 11.1 95,7626 3.6 2242 -6.7 34,876.3 20 8.37
West Bend 30,090 23975 94 42,2577 6.4 1763 -2.7 17,7620 6.7 7.77
Whitewater 13,947 5749 7.0 9,923.0 -3.7 17.26 -9.9 2,602.2 44 5.10
Wisconsin Rapids 18,565 9534 52 225270 0.9 2363 -41 98569 29 10.40
Total 2005-06 Net Property Taxes in Villages Above 8,500 Population
Est. Equalized Value Net Levy Net Rate Municipal Levy
2006 Amt. % Amt. % % Amt. % Muni.
Municipality Pop. (Mill.)  Chg. (Thous.) Chg. Amt. Chg. (Thous.) Chg. Rate
Allouez 15,400 9755 51 18,0231 0.8 1848 -4.0 55384 20 5.68
Ashwaubenon 17,720 2,056.9 58 37,0723 19 18.02 -3.7 78198 22 4.62
Bellevue 14,135 999.0 74 15,2145 48 1523 -24 2,221.2 20.0 2.22
Brown Deer 11,750 1,075.3 10.0 243926 04 2268 -87 71753 30 6.81
Caledonia 24,770 2,148.8 10.2 34,6706 45 16.13 -5.2 11,8325 9.8 551
Germantown 19,640 22170 7.8 37,1953 -0.8 16.78 -7.9 92827 7.2 4.44
Grafton 11,380 1,0820 838 18,8539 4.0 1742 -45 6,259.2 35 6.01
Greendale 14,040 1,367.2 538 30,549.2 29 2234 -28 84829 20 6.20
Howard 15,755 1,296.0 9.7 21,1652 37 16.33 -55 41569 33 3.40
Little Chute 10,955 6419 64 12,829.1 33 19.99 -29 34727 22 6.00
Menomonee Falls 34,070 42405 79 67,2581 28 1586 -4.7 19,387.1 29 4.92
Mount Pleasant 25,430 2,562.3 12.0 40,8988 7.2 1596 -4.3 13,639.3 6.1 5.32
Oregon 8,535 761.4 153 13,176.6 7.6 1730 -6.7 36142 70 4.82
Pewaukee 8,964 920.3 5.6 14,652.7 -3.3 1592 -83 3,901.7 -4.9 4.34
Pleasant Prairie 18,990 2,489.0 110 395688 7.4 1590 -3.2 73196 48 314
Plover 11,445 8019 117 15,700.7 11.3 1958 -0.3 47550 71 6.12
Shorewood 13,470 14586 52 334275 23 2292 -27 80328 28 6.41
Suamico 10,810 9230 93 15,793.0 45 1711 -44 38879 87 4.23
Sussex 9,908 1,1148 118 16,4438 4.9 1475 -6.2 3,850.7 7.9 3.90
Waunakee 10,755 1,1431 125 19,990.1 7.3 1749 -47 6,544.8 11.2 5.87
Weston 13,350 8674 154 17,436.8 10.6 20.10 -41 3,885.7 9.7 5.19
Whitefish Bay 13,885 1,897.8 6.6 38,538.7 24 2031 -39 88112 24 4.66
Total 2005-06 Net Property Taxes in Towns Above 8,500 Population
Est. Equalized Value Net Levy Net Rate Municipal Levy
2006 Amt. % Amt. % % Amt. % Muni.
Municipality Pop. (Mill))  Chg. (Thous.) Chg. Amt. Chg. (Thous.) Chg. Rate
Grand Chute 20,425 2,210.7 7.0 37,7968 34 1710 -33 7,9286 53 3.59
Greenville 8,750 816.8 103 12,6199 6.3 1545 -3.6 15546 83 1.90
Lisbon 9,814 1,070.7 6.7 14,1535 1.2 1322 -5.2 26970 64 2.52
Menasha 17,005 13211 17 254065 -24 19.23 -40 6,564.1 4.4 4.97
Richfield 11,385 1,466.6 10.9 20,4078 29 1392 -7.2 18183 4.0 1.24
Salem 11,260 1,133.0 120 17,821.2 47 15.73 -6.6 30382 11.2 2.68
Somers 9,389 7635 123 12,205.2 83 1599 -3.6 25293 49 331
Waukesha 8,885 1,007.9 94 11,566.1 4.9 1148 -4.1 15721 18 1.56
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AROUND THE STATE

W Interstate Property Taxes. A recently released tax
study shows Wisconsin's residential property taxes were
among the top five nationally. Among comparisons of the
largest city in each state, Milwaukee ranked fifth. Andina
comparison of typical rura cities, Wisconsin ranked fourth.
While many states have tax benefits that reduce the tax
burden for residential properties, Wisconsin has relatively
few. Becauseof aclausein the state constitution, all classes
of property must be taxed in a uniform manner.

The study, by the Minnesota Taxpayers Association,
compared 2006 property tax burdens in al 50 states for
various classes of property in both urban and rural aress.

Wisconsin fared better among commercia and indus-
trial comparisons, in part because many other states tax
these properties at higher rates than homes. The tax bur-
den for a $25 million commercia property in Milwaukee
ranked 18th, while a comparable business ranked 11th in
rural areas. Theindustria burden was even lower: a $25
million industrial property ranked 30th among cities and
25th among rural areas.

W UW Service. According to the 2006 National Survey
of Student Engagement, 75% of UW seniors either volun-

WISTAX Notes

teered or planned to volunteer beforetheir graduation, com-
pared to 71% of seniors nationally. UW students had a
greater likelihood of believing that volunteer work contrib-
uted to their “knowledge, skills, and personal development
invotinginlocal, state, or national elections,” with 39% of
UW seniorsbelieving the volunteer work contributed “ quite
abit” or “very much,” compared to 32% of all seniors.

WISTAX FOCUS

B State Budget. WISTAX takesacloser look at the state
budget process in two recent issues of its Focus newslet-
ter. “The state budget and gubernatorial ghosts’ (Focus
#12-07) examines fundamental issues underlying state fi-
nance, including a $2.15 billion annual deficit, -$8.23 bil-
lion in unrestricted net assets, and bond ratings.

The second issue, “Big differences make budget com-
promise hard” (Focus #13-07) explains that tight state fi-
nances, basic philosophical differencesbetween the parties,
and the budget processitself could lead to along delay in
the legidature sending a budget bill to the governor. With
legidative control divided between Republicansand Demo-
crats, it may be difficult for ajoint legislative conference
committee to compromise on legislation that is acceptable
to amgjority in both houses.

NEW! MUNICIPAL SPENDING REPORT

The 2007 edition of MunicipalFacts is now available!
financial and demographic information in Wisconsin's major cities and villages. It includes information on
municipal spending, property taxes, debt, shared revenues, income, and population. Five years of data enable
you to see how finances have changed, and easy-to-understand charts and tables make comparing your munici-
pality to its peers simple. This year’s edition includes net spending levels for more powerful comparisons.

Municipal Facts07 has information on 229 cities and villages in Wisconsin with populations of 2,000 to

150,000. The 102-page book is available for $16.95. To find out if your municipality isincluded, or for more
details, contact WISTAX at 608.241.9789 or wistax@wistax.org.

Municipal Facts is Wisconsin's best source for

The Wisconsin Taxpayers Alliance, founded in 1932, is the state’s oldest and most respected private government-research organization. Through its publications, civic
lectures, and school talks, WISTAX aims to improve Wisconsin government through citizen education. Nonprofit, nonpartisan, and independently funded, WISTAX is not
affiliated with any group—national, state, or local—and receives no government support.
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