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REMARKS OF REPRESENTATIVE CAROL KELSO, CHAIRPERSON,
_ SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON
GENERAL MUNICIPAL LAW RECODIFICATION,
TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT,
HOUSING AND GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
MARCH 21, 2000

‘Good morning. I served as Chair of the Joint Legislative
Council’s Special Committee on General Municipal Law

Recodification. The Special Committee and a Technical Advisory

‘Committee met 12 times to prepare the large 'bill draft that is before

you today.

Many users of ch. 66, Stats., have commented on its length and
lack of organization. In the Legislature, Representative Marc Duff

became familiar with these problems and his interest served as the

starting point for the Special Committee’s task of recodifying and

modernizing ch. 66.

The creation 6f ch. 66 originally was part of an ongoing effort
by the Revisor of Statutes to revise and reorganize Wisconsin statutes
relating to municipal law. First created in the 1921 Session of the
Legislature, the purpose of ch. 66 was to locate in one chapter those
statutory provisions applicable to more than one general purpose unit

of local government. As originally established, ch. 66 consisted of 11



<

individual statutory sections comprising about 17 pages of the
Wisconsin statutes. In the last 75 years, ch. 66 has grown.to contain
270 individual sections, comprising 170 pages of the 1997 Wisconsin
statutes. The chapter now includes many disparate statutory
provisions, with no sense of inteinal Qrganization. For these réasons,

the chapter is very difficult to use.

Assembly Bill 710 reorganiZES ch. 66 by creating 13 subchapters
in logical groupings. The bill also divides and recombines particular
provisions of ch. 66 in order to make logical presentations within
single sections bf the statutes. The reorganization is completed by
relocating whole or partial provisions outside of ch. 66, where
appropriate. For example, provisions dealing with metropolitan
sewagé districts are moved into ch. 200 and sections of ch. 66
pertaining solely to first class cities are moved to ch. 62 of the

statutes, relating to cities.

The bulk of the bill consists of nonsubstantive, editorial changes
that modernize language. In some instances, existing archaic
language could only be modernized by entirely restating a provision.
Also, the bill eliminates language the Special Committee believed to

be archaic or no longer necessary. For example, statutory provisions
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authorizing the municipal creation of fuel depots, ice plants and

slaughterhouses are repealed.

In its direction to the Specigl Committee, the Joint Legislative
Council asked that the Special Committee refrain from recommending
Substéntive changes "‘signiﬁcantly affecting relatiopships between
governmental units or engendering substantial controvefsy in the
legislative process.” Consequently, Assembly Bill 710 makes
substantive changes that the Special Committee concluded are
relatively noncontroversial. For example, the appointment of a weed
commissioner is made optional and towns are given the authority to
regulate transient merchanté when a superseding county ordinance

does not exist.

- While the bill is one of the larger bills t(; be presented to the
Legislature, with the exception of budget bills, iti is primarily a
technical project that is designed to make ch. 66 more useful to those
who refer to it. There are no intended surprises or hidden substantive
changes. Substantive changes and repeéls are expressly noted in
explanatory notes in the bill and aré summarized iﬁ the Report to the

Legislature on the bill, which you have received.
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The bill has an effective date of J anuary 1, 2001 to roughly
éoincide with the next issﬁe of the Wiiscbnsiﬁ Statutes and to allow

practitioners time to become aware of the project.

The bill was unanimoust recommended for passage by thé
Assembly Committee on Urban and Local Affairs and was passed by

the Assembly on a voice vote.

In conclusion, I ask for your favorable récommendation on
Assembly Bill 710. I would be glad to try to respond to any questions
that you may have. In addition, Don Dyke and Ron Sklansky of the
Legislative Council Staff, who worked with the Special Committee

and the Technical Advisory Committee, are here today.
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