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_ -ECURRENT LAW

'-: e i)epm"tment of Adnnmstratxon s Division of State Agency Serwces admlmsters the : o
- stat centers which are u_tﬂzzed by agencies for document reproduction services. Costsof = = -
"-th > 1 opy nters are recovered’ threugh chargfss assessed to: agenczes for thelr use of the centers

Provide $194,000 PR in: 1998—99 in one-time: fundmg to-purchase digital-color. pnntmg" o
equipment to print materials -far_ the Depamnent of Tourism and $62,300 PR in1998-99 for .
maintenance and supplies associated with the color printer. In addition, provide $170, 00(} PR fe"
the purchase of additional’ postage fer maﬁmg Tounsrn s mformational bmchures i

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Under the G(}vém'or s recommendation, DOA is budgeted a total of $426,300 PR .
in 1998-99 for the purchase and maintenance of color ‘digital printing equipment, and the: =
purchase of additional postage for resale to the Department of Tourism: -Funding for the prnting
equipment is placed in unallioited reserve for release by the State Budget Office. According to'-'._._ :
DOA, Tourism plans to convert its tourist information data onto a database that could customize .
mailings sent to individuals requestmg tourism information. DOA would then print and mail the: I
requested brochures for Tour:sm :
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S5 BOA indicates that the equipment puschased will primarily target Tourism’s needs
and mailing volume plus any known volume of color printing from other agencies. It is DOA’s
expectation that based on Tourism’s estimated volume and the current known demand of other
agencies, a fentative per copy rate would be established, including equipment cost recovery,
operational costs and overhead. Tourism would then be able to compare DOA’s rates with
private costs. If Tourism decided it wanted to utilize DOA to provide the services, the State

Budget Office could release funds from unallotted reserve for the equipment purchase.

3. The bill does not proﬁ&e 'any additional funding for Tourism for costs of DOA
production or coniracted production”of tourism materials. ~Purther, it is unclear if or when
Tourism would decide whether to utilize the state copy centers for production of promotional

materials.

- 4. Given the uncertainty about the proposal, it could be argued that an increase in
expenditure authority-is unnecessary at this time. DOA could, at any time, develop an-estimate
of the costs for providing color digital printing services for Tourism. If ‘Tourism decided to
utilize DOA’s services, increased expenditure authority. could: be requested - by DOA under s.

16.515 of the statutes.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL
S Approve.:thc.ﬁovemor’.s- rééﬁmmendatioﬁ_zté_.picvide.$1}9€%_,€)GQ_._?R§11 '-1_Q9__8-_99._ in
one-time’ funding to purchase:a-digital color -printer to. print: materials for the Department. of
Tourism, $62,300 PR in 1998-99 for nmajntenance and supplies associated with the color printer
“and $170,000 PR for the purchase of additional .postage for mailing Tourism’s  informational

brochures.
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Paper #145 1997-99 Budget May 27, 1997

" To:  Joint Committee on Finance

' From: “Bob Lang, Diréctor
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISS{}E

Audltmg Semces Contract (Admmistratmn - Agency Serv:ces and Program
Suppiements) ' _ _ b e nae

[LFB Summary Page 62 #E ara,d Page 455 #5}

CURRENT LAW

Th& Department of Admmastrauon is: responmble for preauchtmg ciaims for expendxmre
of ‘state funds. The State’ Controller’s Office in DOA ‘is assigned this preaudit responsibility
" along with: responszb;lxty for:operation -of the-state accounting system, central payroll and other.
: ﬁnancaai repartmg duties.  However, thsse preaudxt functions' may be delegated to state agenczes
The cost of the Office is funded by assessments against state agencies. Program supplement
funding is provided to state agencies’ GPR appropriations to pay for any additional chargebacks
-for the »::osts of 0peratmg the State Conx:roiler s Office that are not a}ready included in agencxes

GOVERNGR

Prov:ide one-time - famdmg of $10€300{} PR in -1997- 98 and 1998 99 for the- State
Controller’s Office to contract with a private auditing.firm to conduct additional financial .audits
of state agencies to alleviate a backlog in that office’s audits of state-agency transactions.” In
addition, provide $35,000 GPR annually in program supplement fundmg associated with the
mzreased costs that-'would be assessed state agencxes ' :
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1. Funding for the auditing services contract would be provided from charges
assessed against state agenczes for financial services provided by DOA. The funding provided
would support a contract with a private auditing firm at $50 per hour for 2,000 hours of auditing
work per year. The work perfermed would entail the review of agency accounting transactions
for compliance with statutory reqmrcments and DOA accounting standards, rules and regulations.

2. The State Controller $ Ofﬁce (CSO) carrently has a total of 42.0 FTEs. Within
this staff, there is an audit section which currently has five auditors (including a section
supervzsor) who conduct audits of state agencies, develop state accounting procedures and analyze
agencies’ processing of financial transactions, DOA estimates that, on average, each staff
member is only able to devote 600 hours per year to the auditing of agency financial transactions,
with the remaining productive time (total annual hours less such things as vacation and sick

“leave) devoted fo pm;ects, annual. TEPOILS, training and administrative. actwmes The: Depa:tment
wants to be able to audit each state agency (mcludmg the Leglsiamre and- the. Courts) at least
once every five years. Based on DOA’s estzmates of the amount of time each agency Wlﬁ take
to andit, existing staff could audit each state: agency -only ‘once every 5.7 years.

3. By hiring the contract auditor, DOA indicates that it could reduce the auditing
frequency cycle by approximately one year (audit each state agency approximately -once every
4.7 years). The Department argues that the contracted service would thus allow for the more

“timely review of agency: transactions -and, therefore, enable.it to detect or identify problems in
agency: comphance with statutes and regulations, : The Department states that without additional
- resources it believes.- that:: .inconsistent: mterpretatlon of pohcy may - Oceur; inappropriate.

transactions or acﬂvatxcs may not be detected and ﬂnprovements to agency {)peratzons ma,y be O

deiayed

sy ’}"he contract consultant fundmg has heen 3dent1ﬁed as 0ne~t1me fundmg However,
if DOA’s intention is to reduce the number of years between agency audits, hiring a contract
auditor on a one-titne basis ‘will only reduce the time between aundits for those agencies which
are planned to be audited in the next biennium. It could be argued that, to achieve the stated
goal, the hiring of permanent staff rather than one-time contracted staff would ‘be more
appropriate. The funding required for salary and fringe benefit costs for an additional senior
auditor ‘would ‘be-$33,900 PR in ‘1997-98 -and $45,200 PR in 1998-99. The Committee could
authorize 1.0 additional position and reduce the funding level recommended by the Governor by
$66 100 PR in 1997-98 and $54 809 PR in 1998 99 C L

5. Undex current law DOA may (ielegate its prﬂauditmg resyonﬁbﬂmes 10 any
agency. The Department may also withdraw the delegation of authority if it determines that the
delegated function is not being performed according to standards. With the initiation of a new
central state accounting system (WisMart) in June, 1993, all agencies were delegated authority
for preaudit of claims for state expenditures. It can be argued that DOA’s determination to
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delegate authonty 1o ‘agencies is-an indication of the Department’s general satisfaction with the
agencies’ abilities 'to' perform these functions. While -agencies do need to be monitored for
‘compliance with accounting rules; the fact that DOA has delegated preauditing authority to the
agencies should reduce the need for more frequent auditing of all state agencies. Further, DOA
argues that one of the reasons it has only 600 hours per auditor for the preauditing function is
that it has been devoting resources to the development of good internal control structures in the
agencies. As these are estabhshed additional hours of existing staff should be available for
examination cf agencxes cemphance with these internal contrel standards

6. ’I‘here is no speciﬁed or required frequcncy of preaudits. As one indication of the
frequency of audits, the Legislative Audit Bureau (LAB) is generally required to examine each
state agency at least once every five years. In addition, as-part of its work in connection with
DOA’s preparation of the state’s comprehensive annual financial report, the LAB also annually
examines the -accuracy of each agency’s financial statements. - The Depamncm indicates that

current cmpinyes will be able to. conduct the necessary audits Wlthm 5.7 years. “To the extent that . -

current staff-are able to spend more than- 690 hours per year on’ ‘audit activities and the actual
amount-of time required to conduct each audxt is less than estimated, the time between agency -
audits may be reduced to closer to five years. The Committee could, on this basis, delete all
funding ($100,000 PR per year) for additional auditing services.

7. The costs of the SCO are funded by charges assessed against each state agency.
‘The function appears as a program revenue funded activity in DOA. However, for an individual
‘agency, the SCO charges are initially paid from the agency’s base budget. Approximately 35%
‘of SCO’s total program costs are assessed against GPR-funded agencies or programs. While base

costs for SCO charges are included in individual agency budgets, the funding for projected
' addmona} SCO costs for GPR-funded agencies are normally mcluded m the program supplements’ : ;

appropriations.

8. The bill includes $35,000 GPR annually in the program supplements appropriations
for increased costs to GPR funded agencies as a result of additional assessments that would be
made for the cost of the contracted auditing services. If the Committee chooses to modify the
Governor’s recommendation to provide 1.0 PR position, program supplements funding could be
reduced by $23,100 GPR in 1997-98 and $19,200 GPR in 1998-99. If funding for the contractor
auditing is not provided, $35,000 GPR annually could be removed from the program supplements
funding.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL
1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide one-time funding of $100,000
PR in 1997-98 and 1998-99 for the State Controller’s Office to contract with a private auditing

firm to conduct financial audits of state agencies and $35,000 GPR annually in program
supplement funding associated with the increased costs.
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‘ot Provide '$33:900 PR in 1997-98 and $45,200 PR in 1998-99. and-1.0 PR position

in the State Ccmtrollf:r g Ofﬁcc for increased audit- actavzt;es, and $11,900 GPR in 1997-98. and

$15,800 GPR in 1998-99 in program supplement fundmo assocxated withthe: mcreased cOsts to
state agencaes of thls staff ' o s

Aiternatwe2 _ ‘é:;ih: S e ~7oTAL |
189769 FUNDING (Change to Bdt) . $42 300 | -$120800 - mss 200 |
1998-99 POSITIONS (Change to By 0.00 1.00 .00
-3, Maintain current law. .
| 1997»59 wnmne {Change wBl)  -$70000  ~$200000  -5270,000 |

Ay
Prepared by: Jere Bauer S _ MO#_fmé&é’ -
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: ISSUE '

Paper #146 1997-99 Budget May 27, 1997

Bk 7 To: Emnt Commxttf:e on Fmance e

* From: BOb Lang, Director - v
“ | Lﬁglslauve Fiscal Bureau L S

Performance Evaluatlon Umt (Ad:mmstrai:mn - Agency Serv;ces and Pro &
Suppiements) R > i G it ____g’.m_ n..

{LFB Summaty Page 62 #9 and Page 455 #5]

CURRENT LAW

The Secretary of DOA is directed to periodically . make management audits of state

. -agencies to effectively appraise all management practices, operating procedures and organizational -~
. structures. The chlslatwe Andzt Bureau is the: state enmy desngnatcd the responszbﬂzty for the o

conduict of financial and program audits of state agencies.

GOVERNOR

Prov;de 3261 7@0 PR in 1997-98 and $366 406 PR in- 1998—99 and 8 0 PR posﬂ:mns in
the State Controller’s off" ceto conduct performance audits ‘and assessments of state. agencms and
pregrams e : _ ey

Increasc base level: fundmg by $91 6@0 GPR in: 1997«98 and. $128 20{} GPR in’ 1998 99
in program supplements to provide funding to state agencies with insufficient funds in their GPR
appropriations ‘to pay for additional financial: services chargebacks for:the increased costs-of
operating the State Controller’s Office due to these staff additions. RN T
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DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The State Budget Office and the State Controller’s Office (SCO) are
organizationally in a single division within DOA’s Division of Executive Budget and Finance.
The Budget Office: (a) provides fiscal and policy analysis to the Governor for development of
executive budget proposals; (b) assists agencies in the technical preparation of budget requests;
(c) reviews legislation and prepares or coordinates fiscal estimates; and (d) is responsible for
general oversight and execution. of the state ‘budget. .The SCO is responsible for: (a) state
agency accounting policy and financial reporting; (b) operation of the state central accounting
system; (¢) generating state payrolls; (d) making payments to state vendors; (e) issuing monthly
fiscal reports to agencies; and (f) preparing the annual state fiscal report.

2. The 8.0 positions (6.0 auditors and 2.0 policy analysts) recommended in the bill

are intended to create a centralized review and evaluation unit in SCO to review and monitor the

.performance. of state ‘programs and ‘agencies on a continual basis. ~Funds to support these .

positions would come from charges assessed by SCO against state agencies for financial services
provided by SCO.

3. By statute, the Legislative Audit Bureau (LLAB) is responsible for:

. conducting post-audits of the accounts of every state department at least once
every five years; Lo :

e reviewing the performance and program accomplishments of state departments; and
Shy '_ ::"'__'.:_@' : ?rov;dmg a.nannuaj audit opinion on the i'S_té;e_:’s-fmanciai ."s_ta_teménts' as preparéd o
byDOA. e L . . R
4. In addition, the LAB is required to conduct a number of specific audits, such as:

auditing annually the Department of Employe Trust Funds, the Wisconsin Investment Board, the
Capital Improvement Fund and the Bond Security and Redemption Fund and auditing biennially
the books and accounts of the State Treasurer and the central accounting records of DOA. The

- Audit Bureau-is ‘also responsible:for conducting a special -examination of ‘the accounts and
financial transactions of any department or office as the Legislature, Joint Committee on
Legislative Organization or Joint Legislative Audit Committee directs. The Govemnor may also
direct that such special examinations be done but would be required to pay for the cost of the
audit.- Further, the LAB. is authorized to provide audit services not required by law that are

“requested by state-departments and the federal government, and charge a reasonable amount for
such services. R - : :

5. The Department of Administration did not request the creation of a performance
evaluation unit in its 1997-99 biennial budget request to the Governor. This item was included
as a Governor’s initiative.
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| " 6. DOA argues that the performance evaluation unit would provide: the executive
branch with a dedicated ‘audit ‘and -evaluation' capacity: to monitor -administrative and- legal
compliance with statutes, policies and procedures. It is indicated that the creation of this unit
would "provide a centralized means, similar to LAB’s state auditor; to review and monitor on a
continual basis the efficiency and financial integrity of the state’ s programs.” ! The performance
evaluation: couid address both program and financial issues.

7. 'DOA further indicates that the performance evaluation unit is meant to
complement the activities 'of the LAB by: (a) ensuring that LAB audit recommendations are
implemented and are in place prior to future LAB audits; (b) assisting state agencies to eliminate
future problems in transactions or inappropriate use or loss of state funds; and (c) evaluating and
reviewing issues that the Joint Committee on Audit has not directed the LAB to examine.

8. Since 1959, DOA has had the authenty to make management audits of agencies,

un,hzmg teams of specialists in the fields of purchasmg, personnel, accounting, budgeting, space - "

utilization, forms design and controi records management and any other specialties necessary
to effectively appraise all management practzces, operating - procedures and organizational
structures. Given its general authority in this'area and the existing staff capabilities in the State

Budget Office and SCO, it could be argued that DOA should use its existing resources to conduct
any management audits that it believes are necessary under current law. Further, it may be noted
that a total of 5.0 positions in SCO are currently allocated to audit functions. The principal
auditing arm of the state, the LAB, would continue to be available to respond to audit needs.

: 9. SCO’s costs are funded by charges assessed against each state agency. The

function. appears as a program revenue funded activity in DOA. However, for a GPR—flmded_--
- agency, the SCO charges are mmaliy paid fram ‘GPR funds that are then transferred to SCOto .
meet its operating costs. Approxnnately 35% of SCO’s total program costs are assessed against
GPR-funded agencies or programs. While base costs for SCO charges are included in individual
agency budgets, the funding for projected additional SCO costs for GPR-funded agencies are-
normally included in the program supplements appropriations.

10.  The bill provides an additional $91,600 GPR in 1997-98 and $128,200 GPR in
1998-99 in program supplements associated with the program evaluation unit. If additional staff
for creation of a new program evaluation unit is not provided, the Committee could reduce the
funding in the program supplements appropriation by $91,600 GPR in 1997-98 and $128,200
GPR in 1998-99.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL
I. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $261,700 PR in 1997-98 and

$366,400 PR in 1998-99 and 8.0 PR positions to conduct performance audits and assessments
of state agencies and programs, and $91,600 GPR in 1997-98 and $128,200 GPR in 1998-99 in
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~program supplements to provide funding to-state agencies to pay for additional DOA financial
services chargeba{:ks assoczated with the performance evaluation unit..

- -Ma.intain current law.

Alternative 2

GPR PR TOTAL
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bil)  -$219800 - §628,100 - $847,900
11987-09 POSITIONS (Change 1o Bil) . - 0.00- - 8.00 - 8.00
Prepa;eé-_.:by':_:_,}er_e Bauer . e e e
&f‘, VO
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N A
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HARSDORF ¥ S
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GARD Y A
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LINTON o A
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Paper #147 1997-99 Budget May 27, 1997

Tor Joint Committee on Finance___

From “Bob Laag, Director -+
“Legiskative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUIE
Grapiuc I)esxgn Serv:ce (Admimstratlo -- Agency Serv;ces)
CURRENT LAW

The Department of Adnnmstratzon s graphzc design service (WisComp) is budgeted at
$507,500 PR in 1996-97 with 12.6 PR positions. e

GOVERNOR

 No provision.

DISC{JSSION POINTS

Cnrrently, DOA operates a graphic design service: (W1sComp) which provides
typesetting, layout, design, desktop publishing and forms development services to state agencies.
The WisComp unit is funded by charges to state agency "customers” utilizing its services.

2. On March 20, 1997, the Department of Administration announced that WisComp
would be dissolved as of June 30, 1997, due to declining business. DOA indicated that due to
technology improvements in state agencies, changes in agency business methods and approaches
and a shrinking customer base, it could not afford to sustain this operation. Of the current 12.6
authorized positions in WisComp, 3.6 positions are vacant. The Department has indicated that
the remaining employes are being provided with assistance to find other positions and/or

retraining.

Adgministration -« Agency Services (Paper #147) ‘Page:1



Tl TUA determination has not Vet been made ‘as to 'what will happen to ‘the 12.6'PR
positions currently assigned to WisComp. However, the revenue source for the PR funding will
end with the termination of the service on June 30, 1997. As a result, the Committee could
delete $507,500 PR annually and 12.6 PR positions from DOA’s budget.

4. Because'_Wistmﬁa is part ofa iafgér 2p§r5priation (base funding of $16.5 million
PR and 90.1 PR positions), if no action is-taken by the Committee, DOA will have excess
expenditure and position authority going into the-next biennium.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Delete 12.60 PR positions and $507,500 PR annually in expenditure authority
associated with WisComp unit in DOA which is being terminated as of June 30, 1997.

Alternative 1 PR |

1997-99 FUNDING {Change to Bill) - $1,015,000

1998-99 POSITIONS (Changs to Bill) - 12.60

2. Maintain current law.

MO#
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Representative Jensen

ADMINISTRATION
Graphic Design Service
Paper #147 -- Substitute to Alternative #1
Motion:

Move to eliminate 12.6 PR positions effective September 30, 1997, and delete $507,500
PR annually in expenditure authority, associated with the WisComp unit in DOA.

Note:

This motion would eliminate funding and positions associated with the WisComp graphic
design unit.

[Change to Bill: -$1,015,000 PR and -12.6 PR positions]
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-Senator Burke

| ADMINXSTRATION DISTRICT A’I‘TORNEYS AND EMPLOYE '{‘RUST FUNDS .
| Grantmg Credxtabie Servzce under the Wlsconsm Retzrement System -
- to Certain District Attorney Employes in Milwaukee County -
Motibn:
.. Movetomclude stﬁtﬁt'oz"y.iéngﬁégé_inz :

( I)ﬂ Provzde addmonal cred;table servzce under the W;sconsm Renremen{ System (WRS)
to staze empioyes who meet all of the foilowmg criteria: :

(a) They were prosecutors in the Mllwaukee Distriet Attomey s Offica on December - :-_ B

31, 1989, and transferred to state service on January 1, 1990;

(b) They were participants in the Milwaukee County Employes’ Retirement S?stém
-+ .. created.by Chapter 201, Laws of 1937, but were not vested on December 31, 1989,
.. for the purpose of qualifying for an annuity under that. System L

(c} They exe;rcaseé their opnon to becomc a WRS pamczpant on January 1 1990

- {d) 'I’hey are: sta{e emplnyes on thc generai effecnve datc of the i};enmal budget act -

(2)' Spec;fy that zhe amount of aédatmnal credztabie sarvxcc under thc WRS granted to

service accumulated as of December 31 1989 under the Mxiwauicee County Emp}oyes .
..Retirement. Systcm created by Chapter 201, Laws of 1937 for which the empiaye did not have
. vested: pensmn nghts g o TT SO : - :

(3) Reqmre the Department of Empi()yc Trust Funds to determme the amnunt of
.unfunded prior service liability for the WRS. due to the. addiﬁenal creditable service granted to
. state.employes meeting all the above criteria, and direct that the total amount of the additional
unfunded prior service ilablhty be added to the current unfunded prior_service. habﬂmes of tha
Department of Administration.

Lo (4 Spe,c;fy that cemmencmg in. the 1997 98 ﬁscai year, _ thc Departmcnt of
Administration shall annuaﬂy pay to the WRS an amount equai to am—:»tenth of the total amount
of unfunded prior service liability for all of the additional creditable service granted. under this

_motion, plus annual interest computed. at the WRS assumed rate (currently 8%).
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(53 Specify that these annual payments shall be deducted from the gross annual payment
amounts which otherwise would have been made to Milwaukee County for district attorney
salaries and fnnge benefits under s. 20. 475(1)(d) of the statutes. Stipuiaie that these annual
deductions shall continue until the: unfunded prior service ‘Hability plus annual interest costs
associated \wth the additxonai credxtabie servzce granted under thls motaon have been paid in full.

(6) Pravv:ie an addxtxonal $50 0@0 GPR annually under 3. 20. 475(1)((1) of the statutes as
one-time funding in 1997-99 and include session law language directing that this additional
funding is to be provided for fringe benefits costs of state prosecutors in Milwaukee Ccun_ty.

(7)  Finally, specify that for any state employe covered by this motion, Milwaukee
County, would be prohibited from reducing the employe’s salary’or the employer’s percentage
_contribution to the employe’s existing fringe beneﬁts m order to cempensate the county either
directly or md;recﬂy fm‘ thc reducnens under (5) ' :

Nate

"Provisions of 1989 Wisconsin Act 31 made district attorneys and other'state prosecutors
state employes, first effectlve January 1, 1990, and  established ‘an’ “approptiation under s.
20.475(1)(d) of the statutes to reimburse counties for the costs of salaries and fringe benefits
‘payable to district attorneys: and other state ‘employes in county ‘Offices of the District Attorney.
Under. 1939:WISCQHSH} Act 336, empioyes of the Milwaukee County District ‘Attorney’s office

| were given the option of e;ther remammg as’ part:cxpants under the separate Malwaukee County:f o '-

v

“Employes’ Retirement Systern or converting 1o the WRS on January 1, '1990. ' For Milwaukee
County prosecutors who had vested penswn rights under-the county retirement system (10 years
‘of creditable service was reqmred in order to'be vested under ‘the ceunty system) current Iaw
al}owed such f:mpioyes fuil ret;rement bcneﬁt recxpmcny, and no éaeneﬁts ‘Were last '

_ Hcowever for Mxiwaukee Coumy pmsecutors who had not vested in the ‘county retmam&nt-
system and who elected to become participants under the WRS, Act 336 directed that the county"
system remit to the WRS an amount equal to the employer-required normal contributions, plus
‘interest earned; for each nonvested employe, thereby allowing the employe to receive creditable
service under ‘the WRS. Sﬁbs&qaently, the Wascensm Supreme Court in Association of State
Prosecutors v. Milwaukee determined this ' provision to be* an unconsiztuuonai takmg from the

“cotnty retirement system and ruled it thvalid”

This motion would grant WRS creditable service to current state employes who were
“originally nonvested “county - penswn systcm empioyes in' the Milwaukee' ‘County District
" Attorney’s Office on December 31, 1989. ETF would be required to determine the total amount
of unftmded przor servxce habﬂity that wouid be due as @ resuit of grantmg the addltmﬁal WRS

.....

Motion #1614 Page 2




liability amounts due the WRS and would be recovered by the state commencing in 1997-98 over
a 10-year period, with interest, by applying a deduction to the amounts which would otherwise
be remitted to Milwaukee County to reimburse it for the costs of state prosecutors’ salaries and
fringe benefits. For the 1997-99 biennium only, the motion would provide an additional $50,000

GPR annually to reimburse Milwaukee County for state prosecutor fringe benefits costs

ETF estimates that 40 state employes would be affected by this motion and that the total
additional unfunded prior service liability would amount to approximately $904,200. At the
WRS assumed interest rate of 8%, estimated payments of $162,800 in 1997-98 and $155,500 in
1998-99 would be deducted from the amounts otherwise payable to Milwaukee County to
reimburse the county for prosecutors’ salary and fringe benefits costs. Under the motion, the
County would be prohibited from offsetting the salaries and fringe benefits due the state
employes covered by this motion in order to hold itself harmless from the reduced

rexmbursements

{Chémge to Bill: $100,000 GPR}
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ADMINISTRATION

Agency Services

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

ltem # Title

3 State Agency Services -~ State Records Center Costs

4 State Facilities Development -- Convert Funding from GPR to PR

5 State Facilities Management -- Capitol Heat and Power Plant Fuel Costs
6 State Faciliies Management -- Operational Costs of State Buildings
7
0

State Facilities Management -- Madison Parking Operations
State Transportation Services -- Additional Assigned Vehicles and Aircraft

Equipment
11 State Transportation Services -- UW-Milwaukee Vehicle Fleet Consolidation
12 State Transportation Services -- Fuel and Maintenance Costs Increases
13 State Transportation Services -- Vehicle Replacement and Aircraft Overhaul
14 Risk Management -- Claims Payments Reestimates
16 Telecommunications Relay Service

LFB Summary Item for Introduction as Separate Legislation

Item # Title

15 Risk Management -- Disclosure of Individual Medical Records




Administration
Housing

ETR (LFBBucigetSummazy Document: Page 64)

No Issue Papérs Have Been Pre?ared
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DOA -- Housing

No issue papers prepared and no action needed on items which don' have a paper
the Urban Hope Project is included here. Make sure nobody messes with it.
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DOA -- Housing

No issue papers prepared and no action needed on items which don't have a paper. Special note:
the Urban Hope Project is included here. Make sure nobody messes with it.
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Representative Albers

ADMINISTRATION -- DIVISION OF HOUSING

Community Development Block Grants Applications

Motion:

Move to require the Division of Housing to promulgate rules requiring that applicants, who
submitted an application in the prior award year and were determined eligible to receive a grant
but were not awarded a grant, to be automatically eligible for consideration for a grant in the
following award year without having to reapply.

Note:

The Division of Housing administers the housing rehabilitation component of the federal
small cities community development block grant (CDBG) program through a contract with the
state Department of Commerce, which is the state agency designated by federal government for
receipt of federal CDBG funds. Under the CDBG program federal funds are provided to
municipalities for housing rehabilitation, acquisition, relocation, handicapped accessibility
improvements, public facilities improvements and economic development. Grants are made by
DOH to municipalities or county governments, which then provide deferred or low- mterest Ioans
to individuals applicants to conduct rehabilitation projects. -

Under current law, funds allocated under the housing rehabilitation program are granted
annually on a competitive basis by awarding points to each applications according to r_i_i'iteria
enumerated in the administrative rules. The following criteria include those Division staff must
consider when ranking applications to award grants; (1) the housing strategy of the applicant; (2)
the extent to which benefits from proposed activities will be directed toward low- and moderate-
income persons compared to other applications; (3) the amount of other funds to be combined
with the requested funds; and (4) the applicant’s efforts to further the availability of fair housing.

This motion would statutorily require the Division of Housing promulgate rules to require
that it also allow applicants, who submitted an application in the prior award year and were
determined eligible to receive a grant but were not awarded a grant, to be automatically eligible
for consideration for a grant in the following award year without having to reapply.

Motion #3050
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' R'epres:emative Albers

' ADMINISTRATION -- DIVISION OF HOUSING

 Small Cities ‘Community Development Block Grants for Housing

Motion:

““Move to provzde that the Division of Housing shall be required to promulgate rules which
‘establish additional ‘evaluation ¢ritéria- which ‘must’ be ‘used by the Division in evaluating
applications for small cities community’ development block grants for housing. " Provide that
“additional evaluation criteria’ categories be created to recognize and provide factor’ points. for:
-"-’(1) apphcatmns that canszst of a mﬁitz—jﬂnsdzcﬁonai program area that znc}udes more than one
city, vﬂlage or town' units of government w;thm one or more counties; and (2} apphcanons for -
“grants which: weuid be deszgned to service program areas with a‘demand for affordable housing
“that is greater than the state average. Requare the Diwswn to include in'the rules a procedure
for détermining the affordable housing demands in various areas of the state to-allow the Division
to consider and allocate points for applications for areas with a demand for affordable housing
that is greater than the statewide average.

Note:

 The Division of Housing administers the housing rehabilitation cc)m"péhent of the federal
small cities community development block grant (CDBG) program through a contract with the
state Department of Commerce, which is the state agency designated by federal government for
receipt of fedéral CDBG funds. Under the small cities CDBG program for housmg, federal funds
are provided by DOH to municipalities (cities, villages and towns with populatmns under 50,000
and all counties except ‘Milwaukee and Waukesha) for various housing: activities including:
rehabilitation, acquisition, relocation, demolition, handicapped accessibility ‘modifications and
public facilities -improvements. Grants are made by DOH to municipalities or county
governments, which then provide deferred or low-interest loans to individuals applicants to
conduct rehabilitation projects.

Under current law and administrative rules, funds allocated under the housing rehabilitation
program are granted annually on a competitive basis by awarding points to each application
according to criteria enumerated in the administrative rules. The following criteria include those
Division staff must consider when ranking applications to award grants: (1) the condition of
housing, income levels of households, and other data available for all applicants which provides
a measure of the low and moderate income households housing needs; (2) the percentage of
program benefit directed toward households with the lowest income; (3) the extent to which

Motion #2034 (over)



_ program funds are: directed to areas that are most in need and to communities that can most

effectively use the funds; (4) the extent to which housing needs in the community and in the
program area have been adequately documented; (5) the extent to which the proposed activities
are completely and accurately described in the application; (6) the extent to which the proposed
activities relate to and address the identified housing needs; (7) the extent to which the eligible
applicant proposes to promote-compliance with applicable state and federal fair housing laws and
reguiatiens; (8) the extent to which other resources will be used in conjunction with program
funds: and (9) the extent to which the application is complete and in the format required by

DOA.

... .This motion would create in the statutes. a requirement that- the Division. of Housing
__promulgate rules to specify additional evaluation criteria under which DOH would be. required
to .also consider. and. allocate points in evaluating each .application  for. the following:. (1)
_applications that consist of a multi-jurisdictional program area that includes more than one city,
village or town units of government within one or more counties; and (2) applications for grants
 which would be designed to service program areas with a demand for affordable housing that is
__greater than the state average. The Division would also be required to include in the new.rules .
a procedire for determining the affordable housing demands in various areas of the state to allow -~

the Division to consider and allocate points for applications for areas with a demand. for
_.affordable housing that is greater than the statewide average. . . . : .
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Representative Jensen

ADMINISTRATION -- DIVISION OF HOUSING

For-Profit Organizations Eligibility for Grants

Motion:

Move to modify current law to allow for-profit organizations to qualify as eligible
applicants and designated agents far all state housing programs administered by the Division of
Housing, except where expressly prohzhxted by federal law.

Note:

This motion would provide that for-profit organizations would be eligible for state housing
programs funding. Under current law, the statutes do not include for-profit organizations as
eligible applicants or designated agents for state funded housing programs and for most federally-
funded housing programs. This motion would modify the statutes to provide that for-profit
- . organizations would be’ eligible for ‘housing program funding administered by the: Dwxsmn of

- Housing, except where: expressly prohibited by federal law.

The Division of Housing administers a number of state funded and federal funded housing
loan and grant programs including: (1) local housing organization grants program; (2) housing
cost grants and loans program; (3) transitional housing grants program; (4) state shelter subsidy
grant program; (5) home investment partnerships program (HOME); (6) rental energy
rehabilitation program; (7) emergency shelter grant program; and (7) the housing rehabilitation
program (CDBG). Under current law, for-profit organizations are not eligible to directly receive
funding from the state-funded housing program. For-profit organizations are, however, eligible
to receive up to 75% of HOME funding.

Motion #2096
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Item #

[FS 0

Ttem #

ADMINISTRATION

Housing

LFB Summary It'e;ns for Whi';:h No Issue Pépers Have Been Prepared

Title
Division of Housing -- Supplies and Services Funding

Combine Appropriations for Mobile Home Park Dealers
Urban Hope Project '

LFB Summary Item for Introduction as Separate Legislation

Title

Denial, Suspension and Revocation of Licenses



Administration

Attached Programs

(LFB Budget Summary Document: Page 67)

LFB Summary Item for Which an Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

Item # Title
6 National and Community Service Board -- Permanent Staff (Paper #157)
Ta Special and Executive Committecs Appropriation -- Association Memberships

(Paper #158)



DOA -- Attached Programs

g

Paper 157 -~ Alternative 2 é}f s

Comments; See paragraph 4.

Paper 158 -- Approve modification to bill
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For items with no papers, no action needed,



DOA -- Attached Programs

Paper 157 -- Alternative 2 i{)‘é

Comments: See paragraph 4.

Paper 158 -- Approve modification to bill
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For items with no papers, no action needed.



Paper #157 | 1997-99 Budget May 27, 1997

" " To: - Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
- Legislative Fi&c&i"Bu;eau '

'ISS{}'E

o Natlonai and Cammumty Servxce anrd - Permanent Staff (Ad:mmstratmn -
Attacheci Programs) o »  Firn §oiemi e

[LFB Summary: Page 68, #6]

CURRENT LAW

The National and Community Service Board is res;ionsibie for préviding an annual pian
for the provision of national service programs.in this state and for awarding grants (from federal

: funds received from the Corporation for National and Commumty Services) to persons. pm’vzdmg T

“national service programs in the state,. wn:h pnomy bcmg given to youth corp programs. The _
agency has a base budget of $293 700 FED and 4.0 p:chct pesmons IR

GOVERNOR

Prov1de a net increase of $11, 500 FED in 1997 98 and $’71 700 FED m: I998~99 and 2 0
FED permanent positions. The net funding adjustment consists of the following: (1) a reduction
in supplies and services funding of $50,000 FED annually; and (b) the provision of $61,500 FED
in 1997-98 and $121,700 FED in 1998-99, to allow continuation of 2.0 project positions {program
planning analyst and administrative officer) which will end on March 28, 1998, as permanent
positions.after that-date and to authonze an additional position (program assistant) as a permanent
position for one year (1997-98). : . : :

Administration - Attached Programs (Paper #157) Page 1



1. At the time it developed its original budget request, the National and Community
Service Board had four, federally-funded project positions. Two of those positions, a program
assistant and an administrative assistant, expired in October of 1996 and were removed as a
standard budget adjustment. The remaining two project positions will expire on March 26, 1998.

2. The Governor’s recommendation would provide that two of the project positions
(program planning analyst and administrative officer) be converted to-permanent positions and
that the expired project program assistant position be reauthorized as a permanent position for
one year, 1997-98.

3. The Board is federally funded and receives an annual administrative grant. Due
to- uncertainty regardmg the amount of federal funding for the 1997-99 biennium that will be.
available for the administrative costs' of the Board, the staffing -and the supplies and. services
fundmg forthe Board was adjusted to the total level ($205,500 in 1997-98 and $174 900.in 1998-
99) that DOA cun‘enﬁy estimates will be available.

4. One could question the rationale of authorizing a permanent position for just one
year. Due to the time involved in hiring a permanent position, the position could not even be
filled for all of 1997-98. A one-year project position, however, could be filled immediately in
the same manner as an L’I‘E is hlred

g The Camnuttee could mod1fy the Govemor s reconnnendanon to authorzze a
-program assmtant pesmon as a 0ne~y¢ar pre;ect posxtwn B T .
6. Aitematzveiy, the Commzttee couid delete the pr0poseci one«-year permanent
position and associated funding. Depending on the administrative funding that is finally
determined to be available for the Board, the Governor can authorize additional federal funding
and positions if it is subsequently determined that more federal funding than anticipated has

become available. Under this alternative, $31,000 FED in 1997-98 and 1.0 FED position
(program assasta:nt) in 1997- 98 could be de}eted from the bill.

ALTERNATI"VES T {) BILL

‘1. = Approvethe Gavemor s recommendauons to prowde 3.0 FE}:} ;aermanent posztions
in 1997-98 and 2.0 FED permanent positions in 1998-99 and net increased funding of $11,500
FED in 1997-98 and $71,700 FED in 1998-99.

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation to change the one-year permanent position
to a one-year project position.

Page 2 Administration - Attached Programs (Paper #157)




3. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by deleting the one-year permanent
position (1997-98) and associated funding of $31,0600 FED in 1997-98.

Alternative 3 FED
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - $31,000
4, Maintain current law,
Alternative 4 FED
1997-99 FUNDING {Change to Bill) - $83,200
1998-93 POSITIONS (Change to Bili) - 2.00

Prepared by: Tricia Collins
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Paper #1358 1997-99 Budget May 27, 1997

| To:  Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE -
Specxai and Executlve Comrmttees Approprlatlon -- Assscnatmn Memhersh:ps '
(Admm:stratmn .= A.ttached }?rograms) :

IL}E"B Summary:' Page 69, #7a] IR

CURRENT LAW

Base level funding for the special and executive committees dues and membcréhips
appropriation is $186,600 GPR, of which $159,100 was allotted to association memberships.

GOVERNOR

Provide $32,100 GPR annually for increased costs of dues and memberships for the
following committees or commissions: (a) Educational Compact Commission ($13,300); (b) Great
Lakes Compact Commission ($8,300); (c) Great Lakes Governor’s Council ($10,000); and (d)
Governor’s Council of Policy Advisors ($500). The special and executive comumittees
appropriation is used to fund both the costs of special committees created by statute or executive
order and also to pay membership dues for state membership in a number of national or regional
associations.

DISCUSSION POINTS
I From base level funds allocated for association memberships, $7,000 annually has
been utilized for payments to the Advisory Comrmission on Intergovernmental Relations. The

Commission was created under federal law and was comprised of members from the executive
and legislative branches of federal, state and local governments plus citizen members. The

Adtninistration - Attached Programs {(Paper #158) Page 1



‘Committee was created to smdy the structural function of the federal, state and local governments
and the financial relationships of the different levels of government. The federal government has
terminated the Commission’s existence and therefore, payments from the state will not happen.

2. Given that the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has been
terminated, the Committee could reduce the spec;aﬁi and executive committees appropriation by

$7.000 GPR annually.

MODIFICATION TO BILL

Modify the Governor’s recommendation by reducing funding by $7,000 GPR annually
associated with dues previously paid to the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental

Relations.

GPR

Modification
- $14,000

1967-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill)

Prepared by: Jere Bauer
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Ttem #

=R B

7

10
11
12

ADMINISTRATION

Attached Programs

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Tide
Badger State Games
Claims Board - Claims Reestimate
College Tuition Prepayment Program
Division of Hearings and Appeals
Special and Executive Committees Appropriation — Special and Executive
Committees Funding Reduction
Tax Appeals Commission -- Filing Fee
Tax Appeals Commission -- Supplies and Services Reduction
Waste Facilities Siting Board -- IT Infrasn'ucmre Support
Women’s Council Funding Reduction

LFB Summary Items for Introduction as Separate Legislation
Title

Claims Board -- Payment of Claims
Tax Appeals Commission -- Definition of Small Claims



. Administration

Office of Justice Assistance

(LFB Budget Summary Document: Page 66)

No Issue Pa;iers Have .ﬁeen Prepared




Budzset Memo

Agency: DOA - Office Justice Assistance

Staff Recommendations:

No FB Paper have been prepared -- (no action needed)
o “working off gov’s bill



ADMINISTRATION

- Office of Justice Assistance

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Item # Title
1 Office of Justice Assistance -- Federal Funding Increases
2 Office of Justice Assistance -- Penalty Assessment

3 Office of Justice Assistance -- Infrastructure Support







Paper #160 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997

£ ’-fo }emt Commttee on Fmance

S I From Bob Lang, Dlrcctor
' - Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

- Adolescent Pregnancy Preventmn, Pregnancy and Parantmg Semces (APPPS Bear&
_aad DHFS " Chxldren aﬁd Fanuiy Semca; and Suppﬁrtwe Lamg) it

{LFB Snnnnary Pagc 72 #2 and Page 317 #15}

'CURRENT LAW.

The APPPS Board The Adolescent Pregnancy Prevenhon and Pregnancy Serv:{ces
(APPPS) Board is a 13-m€>mber Board that operates as an mdﬁpendent state agency, alth{mgh it
is attached to the Depamnem of Health and Family Services: {DHEFS) for administrative purposes.
The chairperson of the. Board who serves as a nonvotmg member, 1s the Executive Director of
. the Women’s: Council. Six mnvonng - members -of the. ‘Board ‘are. state cmp!cyes ‘who are’
E appomted for mcmbershlp by the Women's. Councxl ‘The. remaining six members are appointed
by the Governor for. three-year terms, based ‘on nominations by .statewide . organizations that
togcthcr rcpresent an,. equal balance of pomts of view on pregnancy prevention and pregnancy
scwxcas . e . e e S .

The Board dlsmbuies grants for adolesccnt pregnancy prevantmn ;n‘ograms and pregnancy
servzces projects that include health care, education, counseling and vocational training services.
Each project must serve high-risk adolescents between the ages of ten and 18 years old. Grant
recipients are .required to provide a 20% match to funds received.. The Board currently supports
nine projects.throughout the state, which are funded on a staggered, three-year basis.

Base funding for the Board includes grants to organizations ($439,300 GPR) and state
operations ($107,600 GPR). State operations funding for the Board includes support for 1.5 GPR
positions, including 1.0 administrative officer and 0.5 program assistant position.. These. staff
positions provide administrative services to the Board, administer the grant program, provide

APPPS Board and DHFS -- Children and Family Services and Supportive Living (Paper #160) Page 1



i'tt:cl.*;mczﬂ assistance far adelescenz pregnancy prcvenncn growrams a:ad under the Board’s general
guidance, 9romote adolescent pregnancy preventmn programs.

DHFS Adolescent Fregnancy Preventmn and Pamnt Programs DHES currently
administers ﬁve adolescent pregnancy prevention and parent programs (a) adolescent self-
sufficzency grant program; (b) adolescent pregnancy prcvennon services grant program; (c) the
adolescent CHOICES project gmnts, {(d)adolescent parent services; and (e) adolescent pregnancy
counseling services: These pmgrams ‘which are. ad:mmstered by the Division of Children and
Family Servxces, arc descnbed bneﬂy below

Adolescent Self Suﬁ‘iciency Sermces $582,100-GPR in each fiscal year to provide services
in counties or tribes for adolescent parents which emphasize high school graduation, vocational
preparation, trazmng, and strengthenmg the - adolescent parent’s capacity to fulfill parentai
responsibilities.  In awarmng grants, DHFS is reqmred to give priority counties based on the

='}ifeliowmg faetors (ay hxghest numbcr ef bmhs to adolescent mothers {b) lnghest rate of bmhs_
to adoiescems, (c) hlghest Tate cf partaczpatm in the AFIDC or Wxsconsm Works empiuyment
".program (). h;ghest perccntage of buths to. adelsscems Of the total fund:mg, $50 100is -

_-__:emmarked for Natwe Am&ncan tribes

Adaiescenz Pregnancy Prevenrzon Servmes $340 000 GPR annuaily to pmv;de hxgh-nsk

adolescents pregnancy and parenthood prevention services to increase development of demsmn-
making : and communications skills, promote graduation from high school and expand career and
“other opt:onsw Except with respect to grants 1o Nat;ve American’ trzbes or, bands, DHFS is
' requzrﬁd 10 rank pro;ects uszng the same factors. 1t uses’ o dxsmbute grants for adelescent self-
fsufficmncy sarwces f)f the total fundmg, $3S zs eamkad fer tnbes R AR

mfcrmanon to and” activities for adolescents; pamcularly female adolesc:ents in*order ‘to: (@)
reduce: ado}escent pregnancy and high school dropout rates; (b) increase economic seif»sufficmncy

and expanding career options for adolescents; (c) enhance self-esteem, interpersonal skills and

responsible decision-making; and (@ neutralize sex-role stereotyping and bias. DHFS is required
‘o work closely with the ‘Women's Council and the De;:an’rmnt ‘of Public’ Instmcnon on'a
ccmtmumg basm cancammg the scope and dﬂecnen of acnvmes fundsd as CHGICES pro;ects

- By statute’ DHFS is"required “to” allocate up to $65 500 GPR" annuaiiy to “solicit
apphcatzons from “organizations ‘and to provide’ technical assistance to  grantees under this
program _

" Adolescent Parent Services. $1{}Q 000°GPR’ annuaily 10° pmvlde two- $50 000 grants to
ergamzauens that provide’ adoiascem parcntmg skzl}s deveiopment fer members of raclai mmonty
‘groups in Milwaukee County.’ e

Page2  APPPS Board and DHFS -- Children and Family Services and Supportive Living (Paper #160)

-. ' Ado!escem CHQICES Fro;ects $21{3{300 GPR annuaiiy to prowda mformatxon t(} =
‘communities ‘in ‘order to increase commumty knawledgc about pmblems of adoiesce:ats and




Adolescent Pregnancy Counseling Services.  $275,000 GPR annually in the Division of
Health (DOH) to make grants to individuals and orgamzatzons 1o provxde pregnancy counsehng
services. Of this amount, DOH transfers $197,400 annually to the Division of Children and

.Family Services. (DCFS) under a memorandum of understanding. DCFS dzsmbutes one-third of
the funding ($65,800) to orgamzatmns in Milwaukee County to provzde pnmary pregnancy
prevention services for youth up to the age of 20. The remaining two-thirds of the funding
($131,600) is awarded to organizations in Kenosha, Milwaukee, Racine and Rock counties to
provide crisis pregnancy and parenting services for high-risk pregnant women under the age of
25, who are single; unemployed and economically disadvantaged. ‘Awards are limited to $50,000
per agency. Although not required by statute, apphcants st provzde 2 25% c:ash or kind-kind
match to the state’ funﬁs s s cy

Program reqmrements for the pregnancy prevention fundmg under thzs program is the
same as the requirements for the other adolescent pregnancy prevention prcgram administered
by DCFS. Criteria for the crisis pregnancy and parenting services are the same as the criteria
for the adoiescent parent self-sufficiency cntena except that young. paxemts up. to age! 25 may be ;
served.

: DOH uses tim remamdﬂr ef funds ($?7 606 GPR) to prov:de grants to two orgamzat;ons
m ”Mﬁwaukee County for serwces to address adelescent health 1ssues '

_ ThlS paper has four attachments Attachmcnts I and fﬂ 1dent1fy current grant pro;ects
funded by the APP?S Board and DHFS respecﬂvely Attachment 11 compares state a&olescent
- pregnancy rates for 1992, the most recent year such’ comparanvc mformatzon is avmlable Fmaiiy
- Attachment IV provides Wisconsin county data on birth rates to adolescents for calendar : year

1995. _

_caﬁ«:moa* |

_ Transfcr all fundmg and adnnmstmtm: support fcr the AP?PS Board to DHFS and
‘transfer the administrative responszbzhty for the adolescent self«sufﬁcxency, pregnancy prevcnuon
services and CHOICES projects currently adnnmstcred by DHES to the APPPS Board, ‘although
funding for these programs would remain budgeted Wuhm DHFS. Funding and position authority
for these transferrad posxtmns would be deleted in the 1998-99 fiscal year Specify that the
Board’s operatmg expenses would be pa.zd from a DHFS general program operauons
_'approprzauan o

In addition, delete the requzrement that BHFS ailccate not morc r.ban $65 500 annualiy
to provzda technical assistance to- organmauons recelvmg grants fr:}r adolescent services and
current statutory references relating to: (a) grants for comprehensive, commumtymbascd
adolescent demonstration projects, which were previously administered by the Board; (b)
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Board m !:he 1995-97 baenmum

The foliowmg table 1denuﬁes the fundmg that would be adnnmstered by the APPPS
Beard but budgeted in DH;FS S

wiCurrent’ APPPS Board projects - = 7 e 3439 3{}0?
- Self-sufficiency services -~ - . .. coove 582,100
Pregnancy prevention services 340,000
CHOICES projects 210,000
ma; . s1571400
mscussmN mms

'I'lus 3.tem mvoives wo przmary issues for the Committee to consider: (1) the appropnate' '

role of DHFS and the APPPS Board in aﬁmlmstenng a.dalescent pregnmcy preventmn pregnancy
services and parenting programs and (2) the extent to which current programs administered by
these agenmes should be sansohdated either by transferring the administrative responsibilities
:of szrmlar programs to a smgie agency, as recemmended by the Govemer, or by replacmg
separats*grant programs that have smnlar eb_;ecnvcs and pro;cct ehgxbxhty crxtena w1th a smgic
broadly-defined program. . L -

- Role of DHFS and the APPPS Board in Administering Pregnancy Programs

1. The Governor’s recommendation is intended to expand the role of the APPPS
Board by increasing the number of programs and funds administered by the Board and achieve
__adrmmstrauvc afﬁczencxﬂs by drawmg ‘upon the staff resources of DHFS to assist the. Board in
the adnunzstratzon of these | programs. This recﬁmmendanon couid be mewed as a ﬁrst step to
impreve the adxmmsiranve ceordmatmn between thcsc programs

2. Hewever both !:he Secrctaxy of DHFS and the adnnmstrator of the AP?FS Board
have expressed COTCErns over the Governor's rccommendatmns and would prefer the current
‘division of responsibilities between the two agencies. DHFS expects that it will be held
accountable for the programs that the APPPS Board would administer because funding for these
programs . would be budgeted in DHFS.  Further, tr_ansfemng administration of prevention
programs from DHFS to the APPPS Board may be zncensxsteni wzth the adxmmsn'a{mn s efforts
to consohdatc the state s preventxon progrms in DI{FS

30 The administrator of the APPPS Board has expté$$ed several concerns over the
Governor’s recommendations. These concerns include: (a) increased levels of bureaucratic
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approvals that would be needed to administer the current APPPS Board program; (b) the role of
the APPPS Board would be: reduced to approving requests—fcr—pmposals and deciding which
projects receiving ﬁmdmg, rather than to provide independent leadership on adolescent pregnancy
issues; (c) uncertainty over whether administering staff would be primarily responsible to the
Administrator.of DCFS: or the Chair of the Board (the Executive Director.of the Women's
.Ccuncll) and (d) decreased. vxs;bxhty of . adolcsc::nt pregnancy prevcnnnn as an issue. . -

. Altheugh thc concerns expressed by the affected agencms may have mnt the
_Comzmttee may wxsh to consider whether it is. deszrabie to. have both DHFES and the Board
involved in. admamstenng these pmgra:ms or whether asingle ageﬁcy should assume responsibility
for these programs... . . e herh e s e : -

5, . It is - frequently. argued that too many state agencies.are involved in the
_admmzstratzon .of numerous, similar state. prevention programs, including adolescent pregnancy
prevenuen and substar;ce abuse treatment programs and that it would be desirable to consolidate
these: programs by: (@) transfernng ail current 9rograms toa szngie agency; or (b) repiacmg these
_programs wnh a smgla, broadly.: dcs;gned pregram or (c) both e

_. ': . 6 Ia 1ts September,--}.-ﬁi%; repori en the state s preventxon ;arograms the Legzslatwe
Audlt Bursau (LAB) identified certain advantages. and dzsadvantagcs of. consohdanng pravennon

: p:ograms within one agency Spemﬁcal}y the. report mdmated that: .

: An mtegraicd preventxcm pmgram cauid producc a more cemprehenswe, conslstent
_ prevennen policy and cnhance long-term planning and administrative efficiencies..

et Consolidation-of -all prevention funds. wnhm a larger agency ceuid produce changes m
. -pohcy as thc adnunzstratmn of a:hat agency changes R R _ L

. Fmally, most state and 1ocal staff mtervmwed fer the report mdlcated that ﬁaere was
some benefit to maintaining multiple administrative agencies in providing prevention services.
These staff suggast that having multiple and diverse approaches to prevention is more likely to
result in. mulnpla perspectzvcs that lead to useful discussion and debate on prevcntmn policy.

T Current}y, there are two ferma} stmctuxes in. piace that aliow coordmatmn bctwaen
DHFS and the APPPS Board:. (a) a DHFS staff person is a nonvoting member of the APPPS
Board; and (b) the administrator of the APPPS Board sits on the DHFS prevention coordination
committee which is currently reviewing the delivery of state prevention services.

.. In addition, DHFS and the APPPS Board. have been. able to coordinate their respective
responsibilities . through. informal, cooperative efforts. = For  example,. the. APPPS Board
administrator-has participated in the review of DHFS pregnancy prevention program grants and
DHFS staff and the APPPS Board administrator have coordinated site. visits to.grant recipients.
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However, establishing farmai stmctures for coordma{mg activities ‘of the two agencies
does not- aiways ‘result ‘in real collaboratmn wh;tch can only be ach;eved rf both staff ami
-manage:ment a:re c:emfmtted te ;t : ; : : :

g, e One argument for reizuning the: APPPS Board and transferrmg DHFS programs to
the Board is ‘that one agency, with a single focus,’ ‘would be respensxble for administering these
programs Under DHFS administration, adolescent pregnancy prevention and parenting programs
may not réceive. the samc ‘focus the Board cumntiy provides for its program. The LAB report
mdaeatﬁd that some state and’ locai officials snggested that the consolidation of all prevention
funds: wnhm one }arger ‘dgency could ‘Tesult in madequatc attention ‘to issues’ thai may be
controversial or excepixonaiiy sensznve such as adolescent pregnancy prevention. '

In addatmn the Board’s vatmg members are nonnnated by statewade organizations that
together represent an equai baiancc of pomts mf vmw on pregnancy preventzon and pregnancy
scrvzces, G - : : o L i ; _

. 9 Gne: argument that wou}d favor transfemng funémg and adxmmstrauen of these .

programs 10 DHES is 'that all prevention services, mcludmg adolescent ‘pregnancy prevenncn,_g :

should be delivered in an mtegrated cammumtywbased system, and that IBHFS is the appropriate
agenéy to administer such a system. This approach is based on’ the belief that avariety of factors
influence behaviors in chxldren, and that local communities are best able to assess their needs and
target prevcnuon funds towards those needs. Because DHFS serves as the lead state agency for
'provxdmg servmes to chﬂdren and fan:uhes, 1t can bes£ adnnmster an mtegrated commumty~based

10. 7 'The APPPS Board, as reviewed by the LAB in' Apnl 1995, has been successful

o in reducmg the rmmber of pregnancxcs by adc;}escents partzc:paﬁng n programs funded by the - -

Board. The LAB review indicated that 96 8% of parumpants in APPPS Board—funded projects
were” ab]c to avmd pregnancy, compared ta 91 1% for adolcsccnts in thezr commumty for

No review has been done ef prcgnancy pravenﬁon programs adnnmstcred by’ DHFS.
However, in its March 31, 1997, repor!; to the Joint Committee on Audit, DHFS outlined a plan
fer ava]uaﬁng DHFS preventmn programs Accordmg to that plan, DHFS will ‘be able to report,

in 1999 on the effecuveness of 1ts pregnancy prevem;on programs usmg data accnmuiaicd in
1998." '

11.  The APPPS Board has tarﬁeted its programs to meet needs for pregnancy
prevention not served by other programs. For example; the APPPS' Board has not targeted its
funds to a geographic area based on need; sirice the programs adrmmstered by DHFS are targeted
to' counties with the greatest need' for Qregnancy preventien programs instead 1ts fands are
available to ‘programs throughout the ‘state.”
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. A2.. . The APPPS Board mdxcates that .an advantage ‘to awarding grants by an
_mdependent beard is: that its award process is open to: thc public, as. reqmred by the epen

DHFS indicates that its award process is also open to interested parties, because a
committee, made up of representatives of interested public and private organizations, reviews
_apphcanons and makes. recommendanons to the. Adnumstrater of DCES, who makes the final
_decision on. awa.rds : T e FUEEET G

3. Fmal}y, there may be adrmmstraﬂve cost savzngs that wouid resuit 1f thc APPPS

. Board :program were. transferred to. DHFS. : In its. 1997-99 ‘biennial budget submission, DHFS

.__raquestcd that: (a) the APPPS Baard fundmg and staff be. u'ansferred 1o DHFS in 1997-98;.(b)

adnnmstrauy@ funding transferred from - the . APPPS Board ($107,000. GPR.and 1.50. GPR

positions) be deleted in 1998-99; and (c} savmgs resulting from the. elmnnat;on of administrative

. fundmg be. used mstead to mcreage pm_;act graots. - In its request, DHES argued that grants for

pregnancy prevennon and related scmces can be better caordmated targeted and adﬁnmstered e
_jmgre.gfﬁczenﬂ':m-vgne age.nc L o e e o C e

o] ___the"' Commlttee decaies that DHFS shauld 'admmsster the statc s pregnancy -
;amvcnnen pregrams it could either retain the APPPS Board asan aéwsory board to DHFS, the
Governor :and-the Legxslature, or eliminate. the. Board enmely b e et

I Ihe Connmttce deczdcs that the APPPS Board should admlmster pregnancy preventien

.:for sp@cxﬁc adnnmstratzve purpeses only, or retam the APPPS Baard as an mdependcnt Board

4 __-but approprxate funds for grants aad adzmmsiratwe suppc:rt m DHFS .as; recommended by the o

Consc)hdatwn of Pregnancy Preventwn and Pregnancy Semces Programs

15 Under the Govamor s bzil two agenc1cs wou}d contmuﬁ to be mvolvcd in the
administration of five separate adolesccnt pregn&ncy prevcnuon and services programs, each with
similar but dlfferent purpose and grant eligibility criteria. - The Governor’s bill would not make
changes to these programs other than with - respect to the roles .of DHFS and the Board in
_adnnmstenng them. . : i e _ S R

16, Under the bxil the adoiescent CHOICBS pro_;mts weuid be transfexrcd to the
APPPS Board. This program addresses adolescent health, sexual assault, snbstanca abuse, career
exploration and gender equity issues. These services could encourage avoidance of pregnancy,
-but the goals of the program are much broader goals than pregnancy prevention. In this way,
this program is less similar to. the other programs. that would be affected under the bill.

-APPPS Board and DHFS .- Children and Family Services and Supportive Living (Paper #160) Page 7



‘Inaddition, the bill would not"transfer the adolescent parent services program and
adolescent pregnancy counseling ‘and crisis-pregnancy services to the' APPPS Board: These ‘are
programs currently administered in DHFS, but have goals and provide services consistent with
the programs WhICh weuld be transfezred to the APPPS Board under the Govemor s budget

: Cénse’quéntiy, the Cammit'te'e”could modify the Governor’s recommendations by either:
(a) retaining DHFS administration of the CHOICES program; or (b) transferring the adolescent

parent servzces and adoiescent counselmg servzces program to the APPPS Bcard

_ R Fmally, the Cﬂﬁmttee ‘could deade to conselxdate programs which focus - on
: _adoiescent pregnancy’ preventzon and adoiescent parcnnng skills. deveiepment rather than only
transfemng the adrmmstrancn of these programs, as reconnnended by thc Govemor T

18 ’i‘hese programs coaid be censohdaxed by repeaimg statutery pmvxsxons and
: grants and seif«-sufficzency servxces mto a smgle gram 9rog1‘am The Cemmmce could reqmzc '
'that the adnnmstermg agency: pmmulgatc rules to determine elxgxbzhty criteria, but. spec:fy that
-'-thesc funds would be’ pravzdad to public and private agencies to reduce the number of adolescent
‘pregnancies, ‘provide pregnancy - connsahng ‘and" ‘services ‘and ‘adolescent - ‘parenting” skills
"development, and require that all grant recipients identify desired olitcomes ‘and collect data to
detenmne 1f those outcomes are achwved dunng the tcrm of funding

AT 1ts optzon, Ihe aﬁnnmstenng agency couid ’bc authonzed to require ‘grant apphcants to
provxde a‘match of i up to ?.5% of ‘total project costs, whxch ‘couldbe prov:cied as either cash or
-_thmugh in-kind services. Alsai the admxmstenng agency could be reqmred to stagger the a’ward_': )

of grants' ndf:r the’ new: program 1o ensure that each year, new pro;ects are funded under the'-_-_

grant cycle." To' minimize ‘the effect of these changes on projects that current}y receive grants, -
provisions could be included to-enable the adzmnzstmng agency to continue to fund current
pro;ccts for the spec;ﬁed tzme penods undcr thc currcnt gr;mt cmterxa

Other Cons:deratmns - e

019, Y Administrative ='S-tczj§‘.-' If ‘the Committee chooses ™ to‘adopt the “Governor’s
recommendations, it could delete the 1.5 GPR positions for the APPPS Board and $70,200 GPR
beginning in 1997-98, rather than 1998-99 as provided in the Governor’s budget. However,
‘retaining ﬁmcimg for 1.5 positions in 1997-98 from the: APPPS Board we‘uld f:nsure a smoother
'transmon of’ programs frem DHFS to the APP?S Board '

: '--20." “-Federal’ We{fara Legisiatwn -<" Incentive Funds Uﬁder thc federal welfare
legislation énacted in August, 1996, five states that experience the greatest decline in”out-of-
wedlock births during the prior two-year period will be eligible for a bonus grant, beginning in
fiscal year 1999. The total amount available for these five states is $20,000,000. States are
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eligible for this bonus funding only if the number of abortions performed in the state does not
increase above the rate of abomon in federai ﬁsca} year i994~1995

21.  Cost Eﬁectz’veness of Ad@lesc:ent Pregnancy Prevention Programs. Providing
prevention services to reduce adolescent pregnancies can produce long-term savings of public
funds. A recent study by the Robm Hood Foundation indicates that; on average, the public costs
of each birth to” an’ “adolescent” mathcr is approxxmately $3,400, which includes decreased tax
revenue} mcreased costs for pubhc ‘assistance, health care for children, foster care, and ¢riminal
_;usuce costs. The stady suggests that these costs could be avmded if thc mother had wmted nnul
she was 20 or 21 years of age ’ocfore her first chﬁd was bom R

22.  The bill would delete a statutory requirement that DHFS budget $65 500 armually
for technical assistance to-organizations that receive grants for. adolescent services. This
provision was created in: legislation that transferred the. Choices. prOJects from the Women’s
Council to the Depa:tment 1o ensure that DHFS prov1ded technical assistance to providers of
adolescent- programs foliowmg the. transfer 'DHFS currently. budgets 1.0 position and $43,600 .
GPR to a{irmmster DHFS adalcsccnt pre:gnancy preventmn and parent programs and 0. 5 posmon

grov;ders

AL’I’ERNATIVES ’I‘O BILL
Adnumstratmn of Adoleseent Pregnam:y a:;ffé' Parentmg Programs R

A, Adopt the Gevemor s recammendatmns to: (a) transfer fundlng and- adnnmstrauve _
'. support fmm the APPPS Board to DHFS and-delete $7{) 200 GPR and 1.5 GPR positions in
1998-99; (b) authorize the APPPS Board to administer the adolescent self-sufficiency, pregnancy
prevention services and CHOICES -programs; (c) specify that-all incumbent employes holding
positions in ‘the. APPPS. Board be transferred on the bill’s. general effective date and that these
empioycs would have all the employe rights in DHFS that they enjoyed:in the APPPS Board
mnnedlazely prior to'the transfer; and (d) specify that-the Board’s operaung expenscs would be
pazd by a DHFS gene:ra.l pmgram operatzons appropnanon ' . .

' '2.- ' Modzfy the Govemor s recommendatxons by adeptmg axzy or all of the folicwmg
Retam the adoiescent CHOICES pro;scts in E'HFS

b Transfer the adeiescent parentmg program - and the pregnancy
connseimg, crzszs—gregnancy services: pmgram from DHFS to the APPPS Board.

e o Delete $70; 2{)0 GPR and 2 5 GPR posznens in 1997 98 rather than
in-1998-99 as recommended by the Governor..

APPPS Board and: DHFS -- Children and Family Services and Supportive Mﬁng_{?apgr #160) Page 9




Aliematwe 2;:1 . GPH
1897-98 FﬁNBiﬁﬁ {Change fo Bxii} ~ $70,200

_ .3 Rezam rke APPPS B@ard as an Independent Agency and Tmn.sfer DHFS
Adaiescent Pregnancy amz’ Parentmg ngmms ta zhe APPPS Board.. Maantam current Iaw as
thﬁ adéicﬁéent pregnancy prevenuen, pragnancy counse,hng and cnsas—?regnancy, salf»—sufﬁéiency
and parent services programs and associated staff and fuzzdmg (§43.600 GPR annualiy and 1.0
GPR posmon begmmng in 1997 98) from DHFS to the APPPS Board.

Aitémaitiveﬁ" SRR IGPRY T
- i 1997-99 FuNmNG (Change ta am; s'm 2eo
1 199 99 posmans (Change:o&i!) 15{: ;" f; :

B Tramfer all :pregnancy Prevention Programs 1o DHFS and Repeaz the APPPS
Baard Adopt the Governor’s. recommendations to transfer funding from the APPPS. Board o

DHFS. However, authorize DHFS, rather than the APPPS Board, to administer these programs.
Further, repeal the APPPS Board, effective with the bill’s general effectzve date

5. Tmnsfer all Pregnancy Prevention Programs.to DHFS and Mamtam tke APPPS
Board as an Advisory. Board: “Adopt ﬂm Governor's recommendauoas to: tz*ansfe;r funding from
the' APPPS Board to DHFS However, authorize DHFS, rather ‘than.the APPPS Board to
- administer these: programs. Mamtmn the APPPS Board as an advzscry Boaxd 10 thc Secretary
3ofDHFS the{}avemarandtha- R Ak _ T R

Cansolzdate Grant Progmms in DHF S and Repeal the APPPS Board Adept the
Govemor s recemendauans to transfer funding- from the APPPS Board to DHFS but authorize
DHFS, mther than the APPPS Board, to- distribute: grants In -addition, consolidate -current
adolescant pregnancy and. parenzmg programs currently admzmstcred by beth agencies: by: (@
repealing statutory provisions and funding budgeted for the. 'APPPS Board grants ($439,300 GPR
annually), the adolescent pregnancy prevention grant program ($340,000 GPR annually), self-
sufficiency services grants ($582,100 GPR annually), adolescent parent services ($100,000 GPR
annually), pregnancy counseling and crisis-pregnancy services ($197,400 GPR annually); (b)
providing $1,658,800 GPR annually-in DHFS for-an-adolescent pregnancy prevention and
services and parenting program; (c) require recipients of funding to target high-risk adolescents;
(d) require that all: grant recipients: identify- desired outcomes -and collect data to report on the
achievement of those outcomes dirring the term of funding provided; (e) require the-administering
agency to stagger the award of grants over three years to ensure that new funding is available
each year; (f) require the administering’ agency: to- submit proposed rules by June 1, 1998, to
establish the definition of a high-risk adolescent, eligibility criteria, restrictions on use-of funds,

Page 10  APPPS Board and DHFS == Children and Family Services and Supportive Living (Paper #160)




any cash or in-kind match requirements up to 25% and the process used to apply for funds and'-:.-.
for awarding grants; and (g) specify that’ projects currenﬂy funded would not beé subject to the
new requirements as specified by ruie Further repeal the APPPS Board, effective with the hlil’
general effective date. - T

7. Consolidate Grant Programs m Ihe APPPS Board and Retam the APPPS Board -
as an Independent State Agency. Delete the Govermnor’s’ recommendanons relating to'the transfer .
of funding and staff between DHFS and the APPPS Board. Consolidate current adolescent
pregnancy and parenting programs currentiy ‘administered by both agencies, as described in
Alternative (6), except that the program would be administered by the APPPS Board, rather than .
DHFS. Delete the Governor’s reccnunendaﬂon to reduce funding by $70, 500 GPR in 1998-99
to reflect the elimination of 1.5 GPR posmon, begmmng in that year. Further transfer $43, 600'
GPR annually and 1.0 GPR posxtion bevmmng in 1997-98 from DHFS.to the Board. .

| Aemativey -3

|- 1907-09 Fuxnma (change to Bil) © s70,200 |
1998-99 POSITIONS {Changa to Bl - 1.50

8. Retain the APPPS Board as an Independent State Agency. Delete the Governor’s
recommendations relating to the transfer of programs from DHFS to the APPPS Board.
Consequently, the Board would continue to distribute grants for adolescent pregnancy prevention
and DHFS weuld continue to administer the adolescent programs it currently administers.

*Provide $70,500 GPR and 1.5 GPR positions in 1998-99 to- fund staff fvr the Board that would
“have been deleted under the Governor’s bill. :

| Aternatives . gem| .

1997-99 FUNDING (Change OBl $70,200
1998-89 POSITIONS (Change to Bill) ' 1,505 -

DHFS Requirement to Allocate Funding for Technical Assistance
I Adopt the Governor’'s recommendation to delete thé requirément that DHFS
allocate not more than $65,500 annually to provide technical asszstanae to organizations rece;vmg

grants to adolescent services and obsolete references to previous fundmg aﬁocatmns

2. Delete provision.

Prepared by: Rachel Cissne
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Representative Ourada

ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY PREVENTION AND PREGNANCY SERVICES BOARD

Consolidation of Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Programs

Motion:

Move to require the Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) to submit a plan
developed in consultation with the Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention and Pregnancy Services
Board, to the Joint Committee on Finance, on specific activities the state will conduct to reduce
the state’s out-of-wedlock births by federal fiscal year 1998-99 in order to receive federal funds
that will be made available to five states that experience the greatest decline in out-of-wedlock
births during the two prevmus years. Requzre f{)HFS to submit this plan no later than December

31, 1997.

Note:

Under federal welfare legislation enacted in August, 1996, the five states that experience
the greatest decline in out-of-wedlock births during the prior two-year period will be eligible for
supplemental federal funds, begmnmg in federal fiscal year 1998-99. The total amount available
for -these five states. is $20° million, States are. ehglble for this. suppicmentai fundmg if. the_'
number of abortions perfatmed in the state does not increase above the rate of abortion in federal

fiscal year 1994-95.

[Change to Bill: None] MO#%
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The Adolescent Pregnamy Prevention and Pregnancy Services Board
1996~97 Funded Prmects

Hayward Community Schools.". ' Hayward - ... .  $55770
Lac du Flambeau Public Schocls .Lac'du Flambeau .. - 55412
New Opportunities Program - Mﬁwaukee o 55,770
¢/o Medical College of Wlsconsm e ) & '
Community Action, In¢. - : Rock and Wa}worth ©67,846
Marshfield Medical Research and Education Foundation =~ Marshfield 69,193
Silver Spring Neighborhood Center .. . _._Mﬂwaukee 69,200 -
Family Planning Health Services © Wausau 34208
Family Resource Center " Fond dn Lac 127,052
Wisconsin Coulee Regzon Cormnumty Acuon Program Westby _1.176 1’76

APPPS Board and DHFS .- Children and Family Services and Supportive Living (Paper #160)  Page 13




" “"DHFS Adolescent Pregnancy and Parent Programs =

'1996-97 Funded Projects
Ag’encg County or Tribe Funding
Adolescent Pregnancy Prevenuon
- New Opportunities Program’ Mﬂwmzkee EEEERT 366 116 v
“ii s efo Milwaukee Medical Coﬂege T =
" Milwaukee Indzan Health Board M;lwankee SR -43 884 :
Urban League of Racine and Kenosha . Racine . ... - 45,000
. Menominee Tribe » .. & Menominee.. . ..30,000
. United Migrant Oppﬁrm__'_ty- Serv;cas T AL Kenosha . 45000
. Beloit Health Department - - e S _' . 45,000
.. Lutheran Social Services Wzsconsm and Upper Mzchigan 30,000

| "'35 060. t?'- -

~Tribal Consolldated Faxmiy Serv;ces s

Page 14

-'_'Tot;_ﬁ
Adolescent Parent Self-Suffimency
*Family Services of Milwaukee Milwaukee $100,178
Rosalie Manor Milwaukee 82,500
Silver Spring Neighborhood Center Milwaukee N 82,728
Seeds of Heaith B Milwankee 61,594
Kenosha County Depanment af Secxai Services Kenosha 45,000
- Menominee Tribe : ~Menominee 35000 0
" City of Racine Health Department S oii - Racipe o 45000000
- Beloit Health Department USRS B ‘Rock 45,000
Lutheran Socxai Services of Wisconsm and Upper Mmhzgan Sawyer 35,000
Tribal- Con_so_hdatet_:i Family Services 50,100
3'Tctai". R _ : ' $582,100
Pregnaacy Counsehng and Crisis Pregnancy and Parenting
Kenosha County Deparnnent of Social Services Kenosha 32,504
Sixteenth Street Community Health Center Milwaukee 32,904
Catholic Social Services Racine 32,904
Beloit Health Department Rock 32,904
Rosatie Manor Milwankee 36,845
Planned Parenthood Milwaukee 28.963
Total $197.424
Adolescent Parent Services
Milwaukee Urban League Milwaukee 50,000
New Concepts Milwaukee 50.000
Total $100,000

APPPS Board and DHFS - Children and Family Services and Supportive Living (Paper #160)



State

Mississippi
Georgia -

North Camhna
New York

: Nevada

Tcxas

New. Mex;ce B

Louxs:ana
Anzona e
Alabama '

Tennessee
South Carohna
Arkansas
Hawau o

Kansas P

Washmgaon '

Maryland.
Kentucky .
Colorado.. :
Rhode Island

Virginia © -
Michigan :
Oregon =
Pennsylvania
Missouri. -

New Jersey
Ohio
Massachusetis
Montana'
Indiana

Women

Less
Than 15

A’I’TACHMZENT III

1992 Pregnanmes Per 1,000
Adolescent Women By State

Women

Between

15 and 17 T};an 18
Years Dld Years Old Ysars G}d

Women

Less

109
10.6

835

85

73 E :' .
49
BT

5.5
9.1

7.9
7.6
“7.0
6.6

43

.72
6.0

4.6
6.2

6.1
5.1
4.0
6.3
A7

5.8
4.5
49
3.6
4.0

71.1
69.6
68.2
64.8
655

621

64.5
60.8

58.8
37.7
56.0
56.4

537

54.3
51.3
52.1
52:1
496

492
48.1
48.8
46.5
470

44.0
443
42.4
43.4
42.4

82.0
80.2
- 76.7
73.3

728

72
78

708
70.0
699

66.7
65.3
C63.0
63.0

586

586

585
581

. 567 -

. 5538

+35.3
:53.2
52.8
52.8
317

498
48.8
473
470
“a6.4

State

West Virginia
Vermont
Wisconsin
Nebraska

' anesota

aho
- Maine,

Utah
Alaska
California

anagc_ticut
Delaware

District of Cafumbxa

Flonida

. _Ii_i_mqls_.__ -

' Towa
New Hampshire .

North Dakota
Oklahoma
South Dakota

Wyoming

*Data Unavailable

Women Women Womcn
. Less Between ~ Less
Than 15 15 and 17 Than i8
Years Old Years Old Yeaxs OId
3.2 38.9 21
2.9 386 415
35 353
3.3 354
3.1 31.7
20 32.7
2.1 31.9
2.5 315 4
* * P
* * o
* £ £33 .
F3 * o
30.6 » i
. . .
* * h *
* % * _ :
* 26.8 *
* * P
* 36.1 *
* 27.0 . L

Source: Ceme:rs for Disease Control and: Prevenixon
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ATTACHMENT 1V

Births to Adolescents, By County, 1995

““Binhsto  Binhsto Births to Percent of
Mothers Mothers Between Mothers Total Births to
Total Less Than 15 and ‘ Less Than ~ Mothers Less Than
Births 15 Years old 17 Years Old 18 Years Old 18 Years Oid

Menominee . 92 2 B - o 1L 12.0%
Milwaukee. . 15,067 111 o Lo87 .. 1198 .. 8.0
Langlade L. 228 - 16 16 7.0

Vilas _ 205 o1 12 13 63

Racine o _ 2,512 12 135 147 : 359 -
Sawyer - . 196 Py 9 1 560
Kenosha E : 2,040 g 104 108 53 4
‘Waushara : - 240 i 1t 12 50

Baton - .. - .. 550 27 wn, 2T 49
Ocorito - 388 e 19 .19 49 .
Junéau 308 s, 14 - 14 45 .
Bayfield 135 R . o .6 4.4 .
Rock 1,963 8 78 86 44

4.1

Adams 167 e T 7
y a1
‘s
7

Kewaunee - 218 . .. T
Margquette 121 L.
Richland S 196 1
CLafayeme o o o 1176, R

41
40

IRPERTRT- g

Marinette 454 2 B 18 40
Douglas _ 493 . 18 18 3.7
Monroe _ 329 . 19 ' 19 36 _
Pepin 83 3 - 3 3.6
Polk’ 470 R ¢ 16 - 17 36

19 20 32
29 - 30 32

34 36 32
19 20 32

Fond du Lac’ 1,119
Chippewa 633
Dodge 947
Eau Claire 1,118
Waupaca 619

post fad e gy

Door 254 - 8 : -8 3k
Green Lake . .. . Co i92. - 6 . B 3.1
Wood 923 - 29 29 31
Portage 788 2 ~.22 24 3.0 .
Brown 2,962 -85 o 86 29

—

Dunn 444 - 13 13 2.9%
Forest 137 - 4 4 2.9
Sheboygan 1,336 2 37 39 29
Walworth 952 - 28 28 29
Florence 36 _ - 1 1 2.8




| ATTACM_NT IV (continued)

Births to Adolescents, By County

1995
Births to Births to Births to . Percent of
‘Mothers: ‘Mothers Between Mothers  Total Births to
Total Less Than 15 and Less Than Mothers Less Than
Births 15 Years old 17 Years Oid 18 Years Old 18 Years Old
Marathon 1,585 4 41 45 2.8%
Manitowoc 898 2 21 23 26
LaCrosse 1,267 2 30 .32 2.5
Lincoln 320 - . 5 8 2.5
Shawano 456 - 1t 11 2.4
Washburn 168 1 3 4 2.4
Winnebago 1,838 - 44 44 24
Burnett m 1 3 4 23
Columbia 607 .- 14 14 2.3
Dane 5,023 5 116 115 23
Sauk 670 - 15 15 22
Ashland 239 1 4 5 2.1
Outagamie 2,056 2 42 44 2.1
Oneida 352 - 7 7 2.0
Pierce 403 - : 8 8 2.0
Jefferson 852 - 15 15 1.8
Taylor 221 ] 3 . i8
Towa 296 1 4 5 1.7
Vernon 351 1 5 6 L7
Washington 1,440 - 24 24 1.7
Clark 448 - 7 7 1.6
Waukesha 4,120 2 63 1.6
St. Croix T25 3 8 11 1.5
Crawford 215 - 3 3 1.4
Green 390 - 5 5 1.3
Trempealeau 315 - 4 4 1.3
Grant 561 . 7 7 1.2
Calumet 438 - 4 4 0.8
Buffalo 165 - 1 1 0.6
Ozaukee 934 - 6 6 0.6
Price 184 - 1 1 0.5
Iron 63 — - o 0.0
Total 67,493 182 2,549 2,731 4.0

Source: Wisconsin Births and Infant Deaths-1993, Center for Health Statistics, DOH.




ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY PREVENTION
AND PREGNANCY SERVICES BOARD

LFB .Smiimary Item for Which Ne Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

Rem # | Title

1 Standard Budget Adjustments




Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection

(LFB Budget Summary Document: Page 74)

LFB Summary Items for Which Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Item # Title
2,3 Agrichemical Cleanup Grants (Paper #165)
3 Agrxchem;cal Cleanup Program -- Industrial Pesticides (Paper #166)
3 Minor Pohcy and Technical Changes - Discontinued Pesticide Products
(Papcr #167)
4 Agrichemical Cleanup Program Changes (Paper #168)
6 Animal Waste Management Grants (Paper #169)
8 Gypsy Moth Control Program Staff (Paper #170)
9 Food Inspection Program (Paper #171)
11 Weights and Measures Inspection Program -- Liquid Petroleum Gas (Paper #172)
15 Agricultural Investment Aids - Sustainable Agriculture Grants (Paper #173)
16 County and District Fair Aids (Paper #174)
17 Aids for Federal Dairy Policy Reform Activities (Paper #175)

- Program Revenue Reestimates (Paper #176)






