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June 4, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance* "~ =~ Paper #260"

Kenosha le War Museum (Bu:ldmg ngram)

{LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary Page {58-1, %1 (part}, 158.5, 42 (part) and 158-8, #6] |

CURRENT LAW

: Bm}dmg program prOJccts thh a cost exceccimg $500 ODO are rcquzred to be enurnerated
in the authorized state building program. To enumerate a project, the Legislature lists the project
title: and budget in a nonstatutory provision enacted .as part of the biennial budget bill. In
addition, the Leg1slamre amust authorize any new. bendmg or - other monies needed to fund: the _
project. - b et e o e o s v O -

8 BU}ZI..DII\G comssxm

_ Enumerate a $7 Imlhon Kenosha le Wa: Museum progect as paﬁ of the 2001 03 state
bulldmg program Autbor;lze the Buﬂdmg Comrmssmn to issue $2 million in general fund

supported borrowing to aid in the constriction of a Civil War museum in the City of Kenosha. *

Create a $2 million bonding authorization for a Civil War museum in the City of Kenosha and
create a sum sufficient appropriation under the Bmldmg Commmsmn for debt service and to
make payments detcrrmned by the Building Comzmssxon that are attnbutable to the prooeeds of
obligations incurred in the ﬁnancmg of the construction grant assomated w1th project. Specify
that the Building Comimnission would not be allowed to issue any bonding prior to July I, 2003,

Require that the state fundmg commiitment be in the form of a construction grant to the City of
Kenosha. Specify that before approving any state funding commitment for the museum and
before awarding the construction grant, the Building Commission would be required to
determine that the City of Kenosha has secured additional funding commitments .of at least $2
million from nonstate revenue sources. Provide that.if the Commission authorizes a grant to the
City of Kenosha and if the facility that is constructed with funds from the grant is not used as a
Civil War museum, -the state would retain an ownership interest-in the facility equal to the
amount the grant.
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Specify that the Building Commission Would not be allowed to make any grant to the
City of Kenosha for the project, unless the Department of Administration has revzewcad and
approved the plans for the project. Exclude the project from the current law state construction
and contracting requirements for state construction projects by specifying that DOA would not
be allowed to supervise any services or work or let any contract for the project. Further exclude
the contracts for the project from the written approval of the DOA Secretary or the Governor as
required under current law for most state construction projects. :

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The report on the Buﬂdmg Commission recommendanons for the 2001-03 capital
budget indicates that the proposed Kenosha Civil War Museum would be located on a brownfield
property along Kenosha’s lakefront. The building program report indicates that the museum would
showcase artifacts from the-Carthage College and State Historical Society collections. The report
also indicates that the museum would concentrate on Wisconsin’s role in the Civil War and the
African Amerlcan cc)nmbutmn to the war with an overview of the war in general

2. The proposed Kenosha Civil War museum was requesied by the Clty of Kenosha In
its building program report, the Commission indicates to the Legislature that no detailed budget
exists for the project; although the City of Kenosha requested that the $7 million project be funded
from $5 million in general fund supported borrowing and $2 million from gifts, grants and local
funds.” The Building Commission recommends the enumeration of ‘the project.at 32 mﬂhon in
general fund supported borrowing and $5 million in gifts, grants and local funds. i

3. City officials indicate that the museum would be a strong tourism draw for the -~~~
Kenosha area. The Mayor of the City of mdmates that the $2 million in state bonding, $2 millionin. =

City of Kenosha funds and $1 million in gifts and grants Would be used to fund the construction of
the museum facﬂxty In adchtlon, $2 million in gifts and grants would be used to purchase le War
dlsplays anci amfacts for the museur... The Czty wouid also donate the land for the facﬂny

4" Under the Buﬂdmg Commission recommendations, no state fundmg ‘would bé
provided for the pro;ect untﬂ the C‘lty of Kenosha has secured additional funding commitments of a
~ at least $2 million from non- -state revenue sources. The City is in the process of beginning to raise
funds for the project. The Mayor also indicates that if the state funding for the project is approved,
he will include fundlng in the Cxty S 20{)2 capxtai budget to conciuct the’ planmng and des1gn for the
facﬂnty

'5. " While the annual operating costs -of the facility are not known, the Building
Commmission and the Mayor indicate that the City of Kenosha would be responsible for those costs.
Debt service costs on the $2 million of state bonding proposed for the project would total an
estimated $160,500 GPR annually over the 20-year life of the bonds. However, given the likely
timing of the project, it is projected that:no debt service costs would be mcurred in the 2001-03
biennium. : :
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6. The building program amendment specifies that if the $2 0 million in state bonding’
is prowded for the project and the facility that is constructed is not used to a museum facility, the
state would have an ownership interest in‘the facility in an amount equal‘to the state funding in'the
project. This provision, which has been included in past local capital projects thatincluded state
funding, would appear to ensure the state would have some ownership interest in the event the
state’s fundmg In the event the facﬁity constmcted w1th state funds 1s not uscd as a Cm} War
mnseum

7.0 - The State Veterans Museum in Madison has a total display area that consists of
10,000 square feet, of which 2,000 is dedicated to the Civil War, which is known as one of the
premier civil war- displays and collections in the midwestern United States. ‘The annual cost of
operating the Veterans Museum totals -approximately $1.5 mﬂhon annually, of which most is
ded;catﬁd 10 mamtazmng and operaung the Muscum S display areas. P : :

8. By companson the Mayor of Kenasha mdmates that the proposed le War_
museum facility would total over 30,000 square feet, with nearly all of the facility being dedicated
to display areas. Further, with only limited artifacts and display materials available on the Civil
War, it is unclear given the size of the proposed facility relative to the Veteran’s:museum Civil War
chspiay whether suffiment materials would be avmlable to fill such a facility. -

| 9. . The Kenosha Cw11 Wa.r museum pmject was not mcluded in. DOA Division of
Facilities Development staff recommendations to.the Building Commission. . The project was
included by the Building Commission during delxberatlons on the 20014)3 state building program
on a 8-0 vote. : Sl '

i 10 In accordance wztb statutory reqmrements for a long-range pian for the building ... -
. program agem:1es subm;t six-year facilities plans to DFD. These plans define the facility related: EAREY

needs of the agency into specific projects and establish a timslme for those progects over the next six
years, The first two years of the plan would form the ba51s for the agency's request for projects to be
included as part of the 2001-03 building program. - Because the project was included by the
Building Commission during its deliberations on the 2001-03 bulidmg program, the proposed Civil
War museum, did not 80 through this planmng procass .

11 While local projects tend not to be included in the state building program, in recent
biennia the Building Commission and the Legislature have included local projects in the biennial
state building program. The Building Commission’s 1997-99 state building program included an $8
million project, including $1 million in general fund supported borrowmg, for the Nash Auto
Museum in Kenosha. The pro;ect was deleted by the } oint Committee on Finance, but included in
by the. Legxsiature in 1997 Act 27. Szrmlarly, 1999 Act 9 authorized $1 million in genera} fund
supported borrowing each. for the Swiss Cultural Center in New Glarus and the Milwaukee Police
Athletic League’s youth activity center, These projects were not part of the Buﬁdmg Commission’s
1999-01 state building program recommendations, but were included in 1999 Act 9 by the
Legislature. : :

' 12.  Some have raised concerns related to the recent trend of including local projects in
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biennial state building programs, since there are many Jocal projects within communities throughout
the state that could use state assistance. Approving a project like the Kenosha Civil War museum
could . further the recent trend. toward state funding. for local- pro;acts and give other communities
cause to.request state aid for their local project. T

130 In ¢ an effort mmed at addressmg tl'us concem, durmg the Buﬂdmg Comm;sswn
dehberatxom on the Kenosha Civil War museum project, the Governor requested the Conumssmn
to develop policies and criteria for including state funding for local projects in the state’s capital
budget... . At the May, 2001, Building. Commission meeting, staff from the DOA-Division of
Facilities. Development provided the Commission with preliminary policies and guidelines on how
the Commission could respond to future requests from.local units.of government and private entities
that request:state general fund supported borrowing for their project.. The Commission is expected
to address the staff recommendations at its next meeting. . The following were the suggested
Bulidmg Comxmssmn pohcms and guﬂelmes for the mclusmn of lecal progccts in the state building

o The pm_;ect would be requzred to be in the pubhc mterest
-~ There would be a statewide basis:justifying the need for tbe progect
Local or other financing alternatives should be-considered first. - A
The requestor should be required to provide evidence that the purpose and use of
the pro_}ect is 'such that it can be financed with tax-exempt bonds.”
“e. *  The requestor would be required to consider deeding title to the land to the State
U of Wisconsin with 'a lease back to the' requestor for at Ieast the peraod of time
required to retire the bonds.
. £ The Commission could modify its original approval of a local project if the

e .G‘sﬁé'.

N _fpmposed change is i the pubhc mterest aﬂd prowdecf thc change is approved by '

" the state’s bond counsel :

) ‘The requestor agrees to prov1dc a 50% or greater match for the progect before
o initial review by the Comrmssmn and the Commmsxon may reqmre &pproprmtc
" guarantees for this match.’ S
h.  No local project would be ailowed to be 1ncludcd 111 the state bzennlai state

building program, unless the project goes thmugh the same adrmmstrat;ve process
...thar is required of state agency projects relating to the timelines for submitting
such progect requests

ua.

14. Under current law ‘the Building Commission each bwamum devciops a manual for
prepazaﬁon of capztaE budget rcquests "The manual provzdes the general gmdehnes pohmes and
timelines for submission of capztaE budge‘{ requests by state agencies. It adopted by the
Comrmssmn it is likely that the pohczes and gmdelmes relatmg to Eocal prcjects would be mciuded
m the Bmidmg Corrmssmn S 2003 95 capita} budget manual

15. While the Building Commission is recommending the enumeration of the Kenosha
Civil War museum project in the 2001-03 state building program, the $_2_mil_1_ion in general fund
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supported borrowing would not be provided until the 2003-05 biennium. Because the project would
not need the funding until next biennium, -the Committee could choose not to enumerate the
museum facility in the 2001-03 state building program or provide the funding at this time. The City
of Kenosha could then resubmit the project for consideration in the 2003-05 biennium. The project
would then be subject to any Building Commission’s guidelines and policies for local projects that
are adopted and the project would be required to go through the same capital budget process that
state agency capital projects must go through.

16. Not providing state funding for the project at this time could affect the fund raising
efforts of the City of Kenosha for the facility. Having a state comrnitment to the project could assist
the City in soliciting donors for the project and could encourage donors to contribute to the project.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Building Commission’s recommendations to enumerate a $7 million

Kenosha Civil War museum project as part of the 2001-03 state building program. Authorize the -

Building Commission to issue $2 million in general fund supported borrowing to aid in the
construction of a Civil War museum in the City of Kenosha. Create a $2 million bonding
authorization for a Civil War museum in the City of Kenosha and create a sum sufficient
appropriation under the Building Commission for debt service and to make payments determined by
the Building Commission that are attributable to the proceeds of obligations incurred in the
financing of the construction grant associated with project. Specify that the Building Commission
would not be allowed to issue any bonding prior to July 1, 2003, Require that the state funding
commitment be in the form of a construction grant to the City of Kenosha. Specify that before

approving any state funding commitment for the museum and before awarding the construction . .
grant, the Building Commission would be required to determine that the City of Kenosha has .~

secured additional funding commitments of a at least $2 million from nonstate revenue sources.
Provide that if the Commission authorizes a grant to the City of Kenosha and if the facility that is
constructed with funds from the grant is not used as a Civil War museum, the state would retain an
ownership interest in the facility equal to the amount of the grant.

Specify that the Building Commission would not be allowed to make any grant to the City
of Kenosha for the project, unless the Department of Administration has reviewed and approved the
plans for the project. Exclude the project from the current law state construction and contracting
requirements for state construction projects by specifying that DOA would not be allowed to
supervise any services or work or let any contract for the project. Further exclude the contracts for
the project from the written approval of the DOA Secretary or the Governor as required under
current law for most state construction projects.

Alternative 1 BR Other Funds All Funds
2001-03 FUNDING (Change fo Bass) $2.000,000 $5.000,000 $7,000,060
[Change to Bifl 52,000,000 $5,000,000 87,006,0007

Building Program (Paper #260) | Page 5



Prepared by: AI Runde |

i

.
%:

BURKE
DECKER
MOOCRE
SHIBILSK!
PLACHE
WIRCH
DARLING
WELCH

LR I NN

GARD
KAUFERT
ALBERS
DUFF
WARD
HUEBSCH
HUBER
COGGs

.\E"<"<~<-<..<,,<
PEr 2

Building Program (Paper #260)

Page 6




PAPER #261 - Stewardship Funded Projects

Alternative - #1 (approve Building Commission)

Sﬁﬁmary:'Be aware that $3 million is earmarked for
Milwaukee’s Lakeshore State Park here. All the
recommendations seem fine, and so do the sources of funds.

' NOTE: Shibilski may have a big motion here.

'&OTE 2: Dbarling iSTSQpposed to offéz a Darling/Burké motion
for the Humane Society’s wildliife. rehab center in
Milwaukee. I've been working on this a lot with Victoria
fWellens. ' RSN e L SRR
'BURKE MbTION _ Earmark funds for a Conservatlon Waxdens.V'

f(aka Law Enforcement) Center. at the McKenzme Wildllfe area.
“Brian prom;sed the retlred wardens he d offer thls.-lR@p;-

'Hahn is aiso very supportlve.j"

3 By:5Barry_
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, W1 53703 « (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

Junc4,2000  JointCommittce on Finance  Paper#261

Stewardship-Funded Projects (Building Program)

... [LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 158-9, Item #7 (except item B)]

CURRENT LAW

: Under the Warren Knowles@ayiord Nelson Stewardsth 2‘000 program, $46 million of:
general obligation bonding authority is available annually through 2009-10. The Department is’
allocated $34.5 million - annually for: land acquisition,” and-*$11.5 million for property
development and local-assistance. Of the $34.5 million allocated for-land acquisition, a‘portion is:
generally set aside each year by the Natural Resources Board as part of the annual Stewardship:

- expenditure plan for grants to non-profit conservation-organizations to acquire property for

conservation purposes Of the $}1 .5 million allecated for property deveioPmem and Tocal .

assistance, at least $3.5 million is statutorily allocated for pmperty development armuaﬁy Not
more than $8 million annually in'local assistance’ grants may be awarded for: (a} grants for urban
green space; (b) ‘grants for local park aids; (c) grants for acqmsxtion of property development
rights; and (d) grants for urban rivers. Funding cbhgated for property deveiopment could be used’
for: (a) property development on DNR land; (b) property development on ‘conservation
easements adjacent to DNR land; and (c) grants to friends groups and non»proﬁt censervanon
orgamzatzons for property development activities on DNR Iand '

BUILDING COMB/I{SSION | e
Requn'e DNR o provzde stewardship 200(3 program bondmg fﬂl’ the fellowmg projects

a. _: . From the iand acquzsmc)n subprogram, SSI mﬁhon for ti;e WlSCOﬂSin agncuituzal_x
stcwardsh_tp initiative at UW~PIattew,He and UW-Madison to be used for conducting research and
for {rammg_f_anners concerning the development of soun_d environmental farming practices; . .
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b. From the property development and local assistance subprocrram $1 mﬂhon to
reconstruct the chalet at Rib Mountain State Park; and :

c. From the property development and local assistance subprogram, $3 million for
~ the development of Milwaukee Lakeshore State Park.

. Further, clarify that the $50,000 in funding previously provided to rebuild "a" chalet at
Rib Mountain State Park refer instead to "the" chalet at that park. Also, in referring to the
stewardship funding provided Milwaukee Lakeshore State park, delete the reference to a state
park that will provide access to Lake Mmhxgan in the Clty of Mxlwaukee to refer instead to
Milwaukee Lakeshore State Park. -

In addition, the Building Commission recommended that $2 million be set aside from the
property development and local assistance subprogram for projects approved by the State Fair
Park Board; however, this item is addressed in a separate LFB budget paper (#258).~

DISCUSSION POINTS

L. A technical clarification to the language for the provision under (a) would need fo be

added to allow Stewardship 2000 funds to be used for this project. The language should read, "From

the land acquisition subprogram, $1 million for the Wiscensin agricultural stewardship initiative at
UW-Platteville and UW-Madison to be used to construct a facility at UW-Platteville for conducting
research and for training farmers. concerning the development of sound environmental farming

practices”. Without this change, the proposal (as worded to include research and trammg) would be

meh gxb}e for funchng wath bondmg aliocatzons :

.2. - Under the Bwldmg Cormmss;ons recommendauons $6 Imlhorz wcmld be

earmarked from the property development and local assistance subprogram. Under the subprogram,

at Jeast $3.5 million is allocated for property development annually and up to $8 million annually is

available for local assmiance Appmvmg the recommendations of the Building Commission would
reduce funds available for property devciopment and for local assistance.

3. The Natural Resources Board adopted an expenditure plan for Stewardship funds
over the 2001-03 biennium that would allocate $7.25 million of the $34.5 million available annually
for general land acquisition for grants to non-profit conservation organizations. Of the $27.25
million remaining for DNR land acquisition, the Department indicates that -approximately $8.3

million would be applied against the Great Addition purchase {$25 million of future stewardship

2000 bonding authority was used to advance fund this project in 1999 and must be accounted for by
fiscal year 2003-04). This would leave $18.95 million for DNR land acquisition activities in each
year of 2001-03 biennium. For the property development and local assistance subprogram, $7
million would be ‘available for local assistance grants, leaving $4.5 million for property
development on DNR-owned land in each year. The amount allocated for property development
includes $250,000 annually for friends’ group development grants, which involve projects on DNR
lands.
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4. - Demand for local assistance grants currently ‘exceeds available funding. The
Department made $7 million available in 2000-01 for these grants; DNR indicates that it received
grant requests from local governments and non»proﬁt consenatlon orgamzatmns for prOJects
totaling approxzmately $3O rmlhon for 200(}01 N

5. The’ Department unhzes pmperty deveiopment funds for a variety" of purposes,”
including constructing hiking and bicycle trails, developing state park properties, and building or
replacing support facilities (such as sanitation systems) on DNR property. The Department has
made a number of large acquisitions recently, including the 32,800 acre Great Addition and
pmperty for the development of two Centennial State Parks Reduccd fundmg for development of
these properties may hamper public access to the properties. - '

6. It may be argued that, with grcatcr available resources, bonding ‘authority for land
acquisition could be earmarked for all of these projects (rather than only the agnculture stewardship
initiative). Doing so would reduce available bonding for other land acquisition from $34.5 to $28.5
in 2001-02 (about $13 million after NCOs and the Great Addition accounting are considered). The
effect would be to prioritize local assistance grants and the development of already purchased
property over the acquisition of new parcels. '

7. Alternatively, as the main purpose behind the Stewardship 2000 program is to
acquire land for conservation purposes, development of properties may be interpreted as a
secondary priority to conservation. As the reconstruction of the chalet at Rib Mountain State Park,
and the development of Milwaukee 1.akeshore State Park are for property development projects, it
may be argued that the Building Commission’s request is appropriate.

. 800 While development of state park properties is an appropriate use of stewardshlp
development funds, some would argue Milwaukee Lakeshore and Rib Mountain State Parks should
compete with all other DNR projects for available funds. It is argued that the environmental and
land and water conservation benefits anticipated from the agricultural stewardship initiative justify
the use of stewardship bonds. On the other hand, stewardship bonds have not typically been used
for construction projects at University of Wisconsin facilities.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Building Commission’s recommendation (as technically corrected) to
require DNR to provide stewardship 2000 program bonding for the following projects.

a, From the land acquisition subprogram, $1 million for the Wisconsin agricultural
stewardship initiative at UW-Platteville and UW-Madison to be used to construct a facility at
UW-Platteville for conducting research and for training farmers concerning the development of
sound environmental farming practices;

b. From the property development and local assistance subprogram, $1 million to
reconstruct the chalet at Rib Mountain State Park: and
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c.n

From the property development and local assistance subprogram, $3 million for the
developme,nt of Milwaukee Lakeshore State Park.

d Further clarify that thc $50,000 in fundmg prevmusly promded 1o rebuxld "a" cha:lét.
at Rib Mountain State Park refer instead to "the" chalet at that park. Also, in referring to the
stewardship funding provided Milwaukee Lakeshore State park, delete the reference to a state park

that will provide access to Lake M;ch;gan in the Clty of Milwaukee to refer instead to Milwaukee
Lakeshore State Park. e : _

2 .' Modlfy the Buﬁdmg Cormmssmn S recommendatjon o speczfy that the bondmg
author:ty for all projects approved be earmarked out of avzu}ab}e bonding for land acquisition.

3. ... .Modify the Building Commission’s recommendation zo allow DNR to determine the
stewardshlp categones from which the projects would be funded _
L 4. Take no action (no stewardship funds would be earmarked for these pro;ects)

MO#__ 1.
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Motion:

Representative Albers

BUILDING COMMISSION

U.W. Platteville

Move to further modify language proposed undet_Altemative 1 to specify that the research

conducted at the facility to be constructed at U.W. Platteville to include the development of cost
projections of implementing best management practices related to non-point regulations.

MO#
—

BURKE ;
DECKER A
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Motion #1295
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| Laglslatlve Flscal Bureau : -
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 33703 « (608) 266-3847 » Fax (608) 26’?»68?3

June 4, 2001 . Joint Committee on Finance .  Paper #262

_ Wisconsin History Center (Building Program)

{LFB 2001 -03 ..Budget Summary Page 158-10, #8]

CURRENT LAW .

The Statc HJ,Stonca} Scmety Museurn is. iocated in a four»story buﬂdmg at the corner of
West Mifflin Street.and North Carroll Street in Madison. Most of the museum collections and
curatorial “staff are located.in the basement of the Somety s headquaners bm}dmg on the: ,
University of W;sconsm—Madison campus.. e e o B .

| '}L‘hc Sac;letys headqua.rters bm}dmg alsa houses {he Wzsconsm Center for Fﬂm and_ :

L :Thééter Research {W CFTR). The Center is a Jomt program of the Historical Society and UW L

' 'Madxson {0 preserve historical records from the entertalnment mdustry mc}udmg ﬁlm, vzdfzos S
manuscripts, photographs and sound recordmgs '

BULLDING c‘()_mﬁssi{m o

‘Enumerate $131:5 million in-self-amortizing bonding for construction of the Wisconsin-
History Center. Specify that the Building Commission would not be allowed to issue the self-
amortizing bonding until the Building Commission determines that the Historical Society has
secured fundmg commitments of at Ieast $75 mﬂhon from v;fts grants or other receipts to
finance the structurc Mod;.fy the Soc;cty s exzstmg program revenue debt : se:rvace appropriation
to alsao receive’ revenues from the Soczety s gifts and grants approprzatxon Specify that the:_
Society’s existing self- amomzmg boriding authorization for ~acquisition, ~construction,
deveiapment enlargement and improvement of facﬂmes at ﬂle state h1st0r1c smas ceuid not be'
used for construction of the Wisconsin History Center. ™ - ‘
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DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The existing Historical Society museum is approximately 32,200 squafe'3 feet. The

- museum currently displays about 2% of the Society’s total collections. Society staff estimate that an

average of 90,000 to 100,000 people visit the Society museum annually, of Wthh about 30% are
students.

2. A study of the feasibility of a history center was conducted in 2000. A draft report
of the study’s findings, conducted by Lord Cultural Resources (an international planning and
consulting firm), indicates that the existing museum’s lack of facilities for exhibits and public
programs precludes the delivery of programs expected for a state museum. The report also indicates
that storage space at the headquarters bmldmg is madequate and substandard

3. Because of lack of storage space, the Socxetys collectmns acquisitions have
effectively ceased. ~ The Society has rented additional storage space over the last six years.
However, Society staff indicate that all available storage space is full. The Wisconsin Center for
Film and Theater Research, also with collections storage in the Society’s headqu&rters building,
shares the same storage constraints, and has also ceased collections acquisitions.

4. For the 1995-97 biennium, the Society requested $11.9 million in general fund
bonding to construct an offsite facility for storage, office and laboratory space. Instead, 1995 Act 27
enumerated a$5,000,000 general fund supported project under the Department of Administration
for ‘a records center and office facility that was to serve the needs of the State Records Center; the
. UW stores program and the Historical Society. The project was designed, but ‘never bid. " Under

1995 Act 27, $400,000 in  borrowing was also authorized to permut the Society to install the systems
-and cqmpment necessary ‘to move coliectmns to a new storage facility, and study pohcxes and
' procedures relating to storage needs ‘The $4OO 000 has not been used because a siorafre faczhty has
not been identified.” The Society indicates that the ﬁmdmg would be needed 1f a new Iocation is.
pw\qded :

5. Because of existing facility concems the Histoncal Society has 1et its accredztanon
with the American Association of Museums lapse until its facilities are upgraded. Society staff
indicate that they have been able to renew-in the past because of proposed collections facilities.
However, such proposals have not proceeded, to date. : -

6. The Buﬂdmg Commlsszon recommendatmns mclude enumeratzc)n of $131 5 million
for a h;story center project that would be funded with program revenue supported borrowing. The
current proposal. includes the existing museum property and adjacent land. The reconnnended
borrowing level does not include the purchase of land or relocation costs, which have not been
identified. The project. would accomodate both the Historical Soc1ety Museum and the WCFTR
mcludmg space for exhibits, storage, offices, an audltonum and event rentals.

7. The Commission's recommendations would require that no bonding could be issued
until the Historical Society has a commitment of at least $75 million from gifts grants and other
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receipts. Funds from parking fees revenue from the parking structure that would be included as part-
of the new facﬁlty would also support some of ihe costs of the cemer

8. Inits agency capztal budget sn’bmxssmn the Hxstoncal Secxety requested $30 million
in general fund supported borrowing for a Wisconsin history center.- However, the proposed project
is significantly increased in scope and costs from the $30 million facility that the Society requested.
While ‘4 state history  center: may be a building ‘program ‘priority for the Society, and could be-
included in the 2001-03 state building program, the proposed $131 5 z:mlhon project is more than-
four times the size of the pro_;ect requested ' T S

X 9. It 8 unclear whether the S?S milhon in grfts and grants and other receipts requlred
under the proposal would be used directly to pay construction costs of the facility or to assist in the
retirement of debt service on $131.5 million in program revenue bonds. It is estimated that annual
debt service payments on $131.5 million in bonds would equal approximately $10.6 million on an
annualized basis assuming.a flat, 20-year repayment structure. Assuming that the full $75 million in

gifts and grants is in hand at the time the bonds are issued, the principal and investment earnings on

those funds would be sufficient to pay for the first nine or ten years of debt service on the bonds.
The Society would need to generate an additional $50 to $60 million in gifts or other revenues in the
next few years, or a larger amount of pledges in the future for the bonds to be paid off with gift
proceeds.

10. At the time of the Building Commission deliberations on the 2001-03 capital budget,
Society officials indicated that they did not know how they could generate sufficient program

revenue to finance the Center. Since that time, Historical Society officials have indicated that they |

have identified a possible donor that may provide a large portion of the $75 million. In addition, the -

. current proposai for the Center-includes a parking structure that would- generaia revenue toward the_;'f_ o

" debt service costs. The Society is also considering an admission fee for the new museum facility.

11. Self-amortizing general obligation bonds are intended to be self-funded with :

program revenues from the activities within the facility that the bonds funded or by gift or other ..

monies. However, in the event that program revenues are not sufficient to cover annual debt service - -
costs on the bonds, the general fund would be required to cover any remaining annual debt service .
payment on the bonds. '

12, While a possible opening date for the Center bas not been identified, part of the
space for the structure is committed until July, 2002. In addition, some have assumed a 2006
opening date that would coordinate the opening with the Overture Project in Madison. Given that
the opening of the Center would not likely occur for several years, the Committee could eliminate
the project until sources of funding are more secure, and the project plans have more detail and time
to be reviewed. The project could then be enumerated in separate legislation or as part of the 2003-
05 building program when project design and financing are more developed. However, delaying
approval of the project could jeopardize the Society’s ability to generate gifts, grants and other
commitments for the project.
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ALTERNATIVES TO BASE - - .

1. Approve the Building Commission’s recommendation to: (a) enumerate $131.5
million in-self-amortizing bonding to contract for construction of the Wisconsin History Center; (b)
specify that the Building Commission would not.be allowed to issue the self-amortizing bonding
until the Building Commission  determines that the Historical Society has secured funding
commitrments of at least $75 million from gifts, grants, or other receipts to finance the structure; {(¢)
modify the Society’s existing program revenue debt services appropriation to also receive revenues
from the Society’s gifts and grants appropriation; and (d) specify that the Society’s existing -self-
amortizing bonding authorization for acquisition, construction, development, enlargement and

improvement “of facilities at the. state hxstenc sites could not be used for construction of the
Wzsconsm sttory Center

- Alternative ] .-

BR
2001-03 FUND!NG {Change to Base) 131,500,000
[Change to Bill - $181,500.000]

* ‘Maintain current law.

Prepared by: CarriJakel ~ *
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PAPER #263 -~ Kickapoo Reserve Visitoz Center

Alternative - #1 or #3
Summary:'Juét'give-them tbeir #isitox center for crying out

loud. But, best not to use Stewardship earmark. Save that
money for some other project/land purchase.

By: Barry




Legislative Fiscal Bureau = - S
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 53703 + (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873. .~ ..

June 4, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance " Paper #263

Kmkapeo Reserve Management Baard Vlsxtor Center (Bmldmg Pragram)

[LFB 2001 03 Budﬁet Summary Pave 158- 10 #9}

CURRENT LAW

o The Kmkapeo Valiey Reserve refers to appremmate}y 8 6(30 acres of iand north of La
Farge in Vernon County. The property was thc site of a U.S. Army Corps of Engmeers dam and
reservoir project on the Kickapoo River, that was abandoned in approximately 1975. The Carps'__
transferred ownership of approximately 7,400 acres to the State of Wisconsin in December,
2000, Additionally, 1,200 acres were transferred to.the Bureaun of Indian Affairs in trust for sites

~sacred to-the-Ho-Chunk fribe. However; ina 1997 memorandum of understanding. (MOU) the; =
o state and the. HQ-Chunk natmn agree the entn‘e acreage wﬂi be maaaged as, one propez’ty L

_ Appropﬂatlons from the forestry account of thc conservatzon fund suppoﬂ adnumstraﬁve
funct:ons for the Kxckapoo Reserve Management Board The Board is rcsponmbie for: (a)
managing the land in the chkapoo River valley to preserve and enhance s umque"
environmental, cultural and scenic features; (b) providing facilities for the use and engoyment of
visitors to. the Reserve;. and. (c) promoﬂng the Reserve. as a. destination for vacatzomng and
recreation. - s cen : ot

BUILDING CONMSSION

" Provide $2,370,000 SEG in 2001-02 from a new, contmumtr ‘appropriation’ from' the
segregated forestry account of the conservation fund under the Department of Tourism to fund
the construction of a visitor center and administration building at the Kickapoo Valley Reserve.”
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DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Building Commission plans call for the construction of an 8,300 square-fdbt visitor
center and administration building, located near trailheads on the Reserve, on State Highway 131 in
the Township of Stark. The building would include meeting space, exhibit and informational areas
and offices. An outdoor restroom facility and storage area would also be constructed with the funds.
It is anticipated the building could be completed in 2002.

2. Currently, the Board leases office space in a modified two-bedroom ranch house
with attached garage in the Village of La Farge for over $900 per month. The current facility i
about 4 mile south of the Reserve. As well as providing space for the 2.0 permanent staff and other
limited-term employees, the office is used to distribute state tourism publications, serve as a visitor
information site and host educational classes. The Board is planning to expand their current summer
educational program to offer courses year-round once the center is complete, which may provide the
Board with additiohal réevenue. According to Reserve officials, hunting and fishing licenses would
also be sold from the visitor center. In addition, some have argued that a new center actually Jocated
on the Reserve will increase visits to both the center and the area, as well as increasing the number
of people who pay required fees to use the Reserve.

3. It is anticipated that the number of visitors to the Reserve will increase, especlaliy if
the v1sztor center is completed. The Reserve estimates that approx1mately 10,000 people will visit
the area annually In addlt}.on, it ‘has been estzmated that over }OGO hunters typxcaliy use the
Reserve durmg the opemng weekend of the gun deer huntmg season

"4, The primary source of revenue deposited in the forestry account of the conservation

. fund i is‘the forestry mill tax, a state tax on property of 0.2 mill (20¢ per $1,000 of property value). -
"Other sources of revenue to the forestry account include: () revenue from the sale of timber on state U
forest lands; (b) revenue from the sale of stock from the state's tree nurseries; (c) camping and

entrance fees at state forests ané (d) severance and withdrawal payments from timber harvests on

ceoperatwely«managed county fOl‘f:StS and on pnvateiy~owned land entere:d under the forest crop o

land and management farest 1and programs o

5.7 Forestry account revenues are used to fund several forestry programs-and related
administrative activities in DNR. The main expenditure from the forestry account relates to the
operations of state forest and nursery properties. Other DNR activities funded from the forestry
account include: (a) forest management assistance for private landowners and county foresters; (b)

aid payments under forest tax law programs; (c) county forest acreage payments and loans; and (d) -

forest fire control activities. The forestry account also funds programs in seven other agencies, the
largest expenditures being for administrative and worker salary costs of the Wisconsin Conservation
Corps and the gypsy moth suppression program in DATCP. In addition, forestry account revenues
support administrative functions for the Kickapoo Reserve Management Board ($194,100 SEG
appropriated in 2000-01) and under the bill, forestry account revenue would be used for payments in
lieu of property taxes for the Kickapoo Valley Reserve.
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6,7 - Some would argue that funding a building project at the Kickapoo Valley Reserve is

not an appropriate use of forestry account revenues. Bonding from the stewardship fund or state .
building program has been -used for similar projects in ‘the past.-The Department ‘of Natural.
Resources (DNR) is authorized $46 million in general obligation bonding authority annually

through 2009-10 for stewardship 2000, with $34.5 million specified for land acquisition and $11.5

million for property deveiopmem and Iocal assistance. While using stewardshlp 2000 program

bondmg may seem an appropnate fundmg source to some, it would also reduce the amount of
property DNR could purchase or improve. Further, the Buﬁdmg Commission recommendauons__
would include earmarking $7 million of stewardship 2000 bonding ($1 million from land

acquisition and $6 million from property development and local assistance) for four projects

(Lakeshore State Park, State Fair Park an agrzcultural stewardsth mmatzve anci reconstructmg a ski

chalet at Rib Mountam State Pa.rk)

7. On the other hand, the majority of the Reserve is forestiand and the Reserve has a
foresstry management plan-that includes timber harvesting: In addmon forestry account revenues
have been used. to finance DNR ranger stations and state forest recreation buildings in the past.
Under Committee action to date.on SB 53, the forestxy accoant is estzmated to have a June 30, 2003
balance of $2.24 million. If the segregated funds are appropmateci for the chkapoo Valley Reserve_ 5
visitor center and administration building authorized expenditures would exceed expected revenues
by approximately $130,000. If forestry account revenues are available, it may be less expensive to
provide cash rather than to pay debt service of approximately $189, 000 zmnualiy for 20 years, given
a flat repayment schedule upon issuance of the bonds, or an estimated total of $3.8 million over the

20-year period. Thus, funding a visitor center and administrative facility at the Reserve from the -

forestry account may be viewed as appropriate.

SR However since the beneﬁts of 2 a visitor center would be reahzeci for at least 20 years,

some would find bonding an appropriate form of payment for the center. In addition, when'

inflationary costs are considered, bonding for the center may approximate the cost in real dollars of
paying for the construction in cash. As alternatives, the Committee could consider using either
forestry account or general fund supported bonding in lieu of cash financing. Given the estimated
construction schedule, debt retirement costs of $94,500 in 2002-03 would be expected. '

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

L. Approve the Building Commission’s recommendation to provide $2,370,000 SEG in
2001-02 from a new continuing appropriation from the segregated forestry account of the
conservation fund under the Department of Tourism to fund the construction of a visitor center and
administration building at the Kickapoo Valley Reserve. '

Alternative 1 SEG
2001-03 FUNDING (Change i0 Base) $2,370,000
[Change to Bilt $2,370,0600]
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2. Require DNR to earmark $2,370,000 from stewardship 2000 program bonding for
the construction of a visitor center and administration building at the Kickapoo Valley Reserve.
Allow DNR to determine from which stewardship categories funding would be allocated.

3 Provide forestry “account supported bonding of $2,370,000 and create a sum
sufficient debt retirement appropriation under the Department of Tourism for the construction of a
visitor center and adnnms‘{raﬂon building at the Kickapoo Valley Reserve. Estzmate debt service of

$94,500 SEG in 200”—03

Alternative 3 SEG BR
| 2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $94,500  $2,370,000
[Change to Bill $54,500 $2,370,000]

4. ' Provide general fund supported bonding of $2,370,000 and create a sum sufficient
debt retirement ‘appropriation under the Department of Tourism for the construction of a visitor
center and administration bm}dmg at the Kxckapoo Valiey Reserve Estimate debt service of

$94,500 GPR in 2(}02~03

o

Ed
=

Alternative 4 GPR BR
2001-03 FUNDING {Change to Base) o ' $94,500 $2,370,000
' [Change to Bill 884,500 $2,570,000]

5. Maintain current law.
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Representative Albers
BUILDING COMMISSION

Kickapoo Reserve Management Board and Lower Wisconsin State Riverway Board Report

Move to require the Kickapoo Reserve Management Board and the Lower Wisconsin
State Riverway Board to jointly submit a report to the Building Commission and the Joint
Committee on Finance, after consulting with the tribal governments with whom they have signed
memorandums of understanding and the Department of Natural Resources Parks Director.
Require that the report include a recommendation on how revenue may be generated through
hunting, camping, parking or other fees in order to cover operational costs and resubmit plans for
building facilities which given their close proximity, have their own individual emphasis.

Note:

The Kickapoo Valley Reserve obtains revenues from customers for certain trail use,
camping and special events. In the past, funds were collected from self-registration with no

... enforcement measures. Approximately $3,300 has been collected since July, 2000 from visitors, . ..
~and the Reserve anticipates collections may reach $10,000 in 2001-02 and $15,000 in 2002-03

with better registration and enforcement measures. In addition, approximately 1,000 acres of the
Kickapoo Valley Reserve are leased for agricultural purposes. In the past, agricultural lease
revenues went to the Corps, but it is estimated that the Reserve will. earn $25,000 from these
leases in 2001. Further, the Reserve estimates receiving $16,000 from its first timber harvest in
2001. Much of the revenue has been used to purchase grounds equipment and for the upkeep of
trails. The State of Wisconsin owns approximately 7,400 acres of the reserve, while 12,000
acres are held in trust by the Bureau of Indian Affairs for sites sacred to the Ho-Chunk tribe. A
1997 MOU between the state and the Ho-Chunk nation states the entire acreage will be managed
as one property.
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_ Leglslatwe Fxscal Bureau
.. DOne East Main, Sustc 301 . Madxs:m Wi 53703 (608) 266- 3847 Fax (608) 267- 6873

June 4, 2001 | ) o '_'_Join-t Cé_)rﬁi;nit__téeb’n 'F_il_’i_ancg' e Paper #264 :

Lease Purchase of State Facilities (Building Program)

CURRENTLAW

.. ... Building program projects with a cost exceedmg $500,000 are required to be enumerated

m the authorized state buﬂding program To enumerate a pro_lcct the Iﬁglslature lists the project
title and budget in a nonstatutory provxslon cnacted as part. of the ‘biennial budget bill. In
addmon, the Leglslamre must authonze any new. bondmg or other monzes needed to fund the
project. ;- s :

~In the interest of preventing land speculation the Building Commission may acqu;re _

pfé?erty within the biocks bordered by East Washmgton Avenue, South Webster Street, East .
Wilson Street and So‘tith Hancock Street in the city of Madison f()r possxble future construcnen o

Also, any acqmsmon in tha city of Madxson w1thm biock number 72, 73 74, 75,76, 77, 83 84
89, 90, 99, 100, 101, 102, 193 or 104 of the ongmal plat of the city 1s exempt from enumcra{;on_
requirement if such acquzsmon is to be solely used to meet the space needs of the state law
library, the legislative reference bureau hbrary and legislative and ;udzc;al branch agencies and
support staffs.. - .. : : :

BUIL.DI‘NG COMMISSION
'No provisic;n;' o

BISCUSSI()N ?OINTS

'1'. B Bach bxenmum the. Bmldzng Comussu:m, w;th a.ss1staﬁce fmm thﬁ Dcpmtment of
Adrmmstratwn-f)msmn of Facilities Development (DFD), reviews agency capltal budget requests.
After that review, the Building Commission and staff make rccomm&ndatzons for capztal
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1mprovements and construction to be enumerated under the bzenmai state buzidmg program -';'Th'e
Legislature may modify those recommendations in approving the state building program for the
biennium. Those projects enumerated within the state building program have legislative approval to
be constructed as described in the enumeration.

2. The Legislature has provided a specific exemption from the enumeration requirement
for the acquisition of a property to be solely used to meet the space needs of the state law library, the
legislative reference bureau library and legislative and judicial branch agencies and support staffs.
Therefore, the Building Commission has authority to enter a lease purchase agreement to acquire
the State Justice Center, which is recommended for enumeration under the 2001-03 state building
program. '

3. The $500,000 statutory enumeration requirernent, which applies to all other state
construction projects, provides the Legislature oversight over the expenditure of funds for new state
facilities and major renovation or upgrade projects. Requiring that state building projects be
 enumerated also allows the Legislature to be involved in determining the need for such projects in

- conjunction with establishing the overall priorities for state facility expansion and 1mprovements
Further, it allows for legislative input into the siting of state facilities and staff. =~~~

4. The Buﬂdmg Commzsszon also has generai authonty to acquire 1easeh01d interests for
the state in land and buﬂdmgs Also, the Commlssxon may authorize the lease, lease purchase or
acquisition of fac;l;tzes that are constmcted in the manner authonzed by the Buﬂdmg Commission.
The Commission may also authorize the lease, lease purchase or acquisition of existing facilities in
lieu of state construction of any pro;e/ct enumerated in the authorized state building program. =

s The Buﬁdmg Commiss;on S authonty te enter mto leasehold arrangﬁments was

'estabhshed to allow the’ state to lease addmonal space in the event that an agency needs additional IR

office Space due to expansxon of existing programs of the consohdatxon a larger number of
programs within one agency Tti 1s ‘unclear whether this authonty was intended to allow the Building
Commission and DOA to enter into a lease*purchase agreement for thf: constmctxon of a new state
fac;hty that wouid house an enm'e agency ' R :

6. In general, state construction projects are enumerated by the Legislature in the state
building program and the Building Commission and DOA contract for, and oversee the construction
of, those projects. Under a lease purchase arrangement, prior to legislative approval, DOA enters
into a contractual obligation with a developer to site and construct a facility, with the state agreeing
to a long-term lease for the facility. Also, contained in that lease is an option to purchase the facility,
which cannot be exercised without legislative approval. Under the enurmeration requirement, the
Legislature has oversight in determining the need and siting of facilities to be constructed. Under
the lease-purchase arrangement, DOA and the Building Commission make these decisions, with the
Legislature making the decision to purchase the facility. Because the Legislature must enumerate a
facility to purchase and provide bonding authority or other monies to fund the purchase, there is
legislative oversight.  However, because it is nearly always more cost-effective for the state to
purchase a facility that would house an entire state agency, tather than continue to lease the facility,
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the Legxslature s dec;sxon is affecuveiy aiready made

ST The Ieasengurchasa opzion has been used in.recent years for the ccnstrucuon of state .
office space in Madison. The DOA, DATCP and DOR buildings were built under a lease-purchase
agreement. The program revenue bonding for these facilities would be paid off {rom rent payments
paid to DOA from all agencies. All building costs are pooled in establishing state rental rates. These
rent payments are generally split-funded based on the percentage of GPR, PR and SEG funding
sources provided the agency.

8. In the past, DOA has indicated that using the lease-purchase option, as.opposed to
first enumerating the facility through legislation, allows the state to take more tirnely advantage of
real estate and construction market opportunities that occur. While timing is a key factor that is
cited in any real estate transaction, the biennial building programhas been amended through
separate legislation in thé past to’accommodate the timing issiies associated with specific capital
projects. Relative to the DOR lease purchase agreement, the idea of a‘new state office facility for
DOR that would consolidate staff into one central location had been discussed for several years.
Furtber, DOA issued a request for proposal for the DOR facility in Fcbmary, 1998, and the lease
was approved by the Building Commission in Febmary, 1999, Based on this timeline, it appeaxs'
that sufficient time was available to request legislative approval for the facility, prior to the state
entering into the lease-purchase obligation for the facility, rather than having the faczhty enumerated
after the fact as part of the 1999-01 building program. -

9. In addition, the Building Commission has recommended the enuﬁieratlioln of the
purchase of a correctional facility at Stanley, that was built by private firm without state oversight,
as part of the 2001-03 state building program. DOA has entered into a lease agreement for the

facility, which contams an option to purchase the facility. -As part-of the Jease agreement, DOA has - '

agreed to include a request for authorization of the lease and the funds for operation of the facilityin
the 2001-03 biennial budget.

10. Some concerns have been raised that using the lease-purchase option for the
construction of facilities are intended to be state facilities diminishes the degree of legislative
oversight of state facility construction. That is, while DOA and the Building Commission are
within their authority to contract for the leasing of office space, and are within their authority
relative to the State Justice Center, it is argued that the lease-purchase option for projects that are to
be constructed solely to house state agencies effectively circumvents the statutory enumeration
requirement. If the degree of legislative oversight related to these facilities is a concern, the
Committee could consider requiring that the construction of such facilities under lease-purchase
agreements that involve initial occupancy by the state must be enumerated prior to the state entering
into a the lease-purchase agreement.

11.  During its deliberations on the 1999-01 biennial budget, the Joint Finance Committee
included a provision that would have required that the state may not enter into a lease agreement,
with an option to purchase a building, including correctional facilities, constructed for the purposes
of initial occupancy by the state, unless the construction and purchase of the facility would be
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enumerated in a state building program prior to entering into a lease purchase. The provision was
approved by the Legislature but vetoed by the Governor. In his veto message the Governor
indicated that he vetoed the provisions because they place unnecessary restrictions on the Building
Cormimission’s ability to sign lease-purchase agreements on behalf of the state. - He also indicated
that the Legislature does provide oversight of state building projects «in~ that legislative
representatives are on the Building Commission. The Building Commission consists of eight
members: the Governor, six legislators and a private member appointed by the Governor.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

I. Requlre that thc state may not enter into a future lease agreement with an option to
purchase a building con_stm_g:ted for purposes of initial occupancy by the state, including correctional
facilities, unless the construction and purchase of the facility is enumerated in a state building
program prior to entering into the Jease-purchase agreement. .

2. Mamtazn current law DOA and the Buxldmg Commission cauld continue the
prac:uae of entering into lease pumhase agreements for facilities constructed to hmase state agencies
or program efforts.

Prepared by: AlRunde
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East _Main, Suite 301 * Madison, WI 53703 « (_608)_266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

June 4, 2001 | Joint Committee on Finance Paper #265

Facility Operating Cost Estimates (Building Program)

CURRENT LAW

Whenever the Building Commission considers any proposal for the construction of a new
corréctional facility or the expansion of an existing facility, the Department of Administration
(DOA) must provide the Commission with information concerning annual opeérating costs,
including staffing costs, that will result from such construction or expansion in connection with

0n51dcrauon of Ehat proposal

'BUILDING COMMISSION

~ No provision.

DISCUSSION POINTS
1., While the statutes require DOA to submit projections on the annual operating cost
increases associated with any proposal for the construction of a new correctional facility or the

expansion of an existing correctional facility, no such statutory reqmrement eXISts. for other agency
building projects or any local projects included in the state building program.

2. However, the Buﬂding Commissio_n_ manual on 2001-03 capital budget requests
indicates that it is essential to the analysis of the capital project to include a description of the impact
that the project would have on the agency's operating budget. Agencies are instructed to address
how these costs would be funded, such as internal reallocation, funding requests to be included in
the 2001-03 operating budget, or in a future budget, and the source of funds (general purpose
revenue, program revemue, segregated revenue or additional grants). The manual indicates that a
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general statement that operating costs will be addressed in a future biennium is not sufficient.

Specifically, the manual instructs agencies to identify potential operating budget increases or

decreases and changes including: () increases or decreases number of staff and the types of work

to be done, such as additional faculty or academic staff, student assistants, full time equivalent

employees, including maintenance staff, administrative staff, and prison guards, or other staff costs;
(b) changes in energy and maintenance costs; and (c) any other related costs.

3. The annual debt service amounts assocaated Wlth bonding authorized for each
project will eventually be charged to each agency’s debt service appropriation.  Annualized
estimates of these costs are not required by the Bmldmg Comn'ussaon to be mcluded in the operating
cost documentation compiled for each project.

4. DOA Division of Facilities Development documentation indicates that annual
operating costs estimates were provided by state agencies for many of the projects recommended by
the Commission as part of the 2001-03 building program. However, the degree of detail on the
annual operating costs for the enumerated projects and the projected funding source for those costs
varied, and no documentation exists on the operating costs estimates for several of the projects
included in the building program recommendations. In addition, information on operating costs was
provided to Building Commission members for only a few projects. As a result, as ‘Building
Commission members indicated in public testimony before the Joint Committee on. Finance,
Building Cemmisswn members did not in general review the annual operating costs of projects that
were recommended for fundmg and enumerauon in the 20{)1 -03 state building program.

5. Each biennium the state makes a large' 'cabi:a;t investment in new and e'}i';j'aﬁdéd
facilities. While necessary, these capital improvement decisions also have a mgmﬁcant impact on

the future amount ‘of state services that will be provzded and costs of providing those state services. - - -'

'As a result, while there may be a one or two biennium delay, agency operating budgets’ will
eventually be impacted by the staffing and operational costs as well as the repayment of the debt
associated with these new or expanded facilities. Therefore, it may be desirable that when making
their decisions on these capital investments, the Building Commission and the Legislature have
additional information on the projected increase in annual operating costs that may occur as a resuit
of constructing a new facility or adding space to an existing facility.

6. To obtain additional information in the future, the Committee could require that no
capital project for the construction of a new facility or the addition of space to an existing facility
may be recommended by the Buﬂdmg C‘ommlssaon for enumeration in the state building program
unless the increase in the project’s annual operating costs, including annualized debt service costs,
are identified. This could increase the level of scrutmy and provide for a better analysis of the
overall costs 1o the state of carrying out a project.

7. Further, in order to better inform the Committee in its deliberations on the biennial
budget and biennial state building program, the Committee could require that the Building
Commission report on the projected increase in annual operating costs, mc}udmg annualized debt
service costs, associated with each capital project involving the construction of a new facility or the
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addition of space to an exisﬁing state facility. The report could require that the projected funding |
sources for the increased costs to be identified. The report could be submitted by the first Tuesday
in April in each odd-numbered year, which is when the building program recommendations are due.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

L Specify that no capital project for the construction of a new facility or the addition of
space to an existing facility may be recommended for enumeration enumerated in state building
program by the Building Commission unless the increase in the project’s annual costs, including
annualized debt service costs, are identified. Further, require that the Building Commission provide
a report to the Joint Committee on Finance on the increase in annual operating costs, including
annualized debt service costs, associated with each capital project involving the construction of a
new facility or the addition of space to an existing state facility. Require that the report specify the -
projected funding sources for the operating costs identified. Specify that the report be submitted by,
the first Tuesday in April in each odd-numbered year, unless a later date is requested by the
Building Commission and approved by the Joint Committee on Finance.

2. Take no action.

MO
' . BURKE N A
Prepared by: CECKER N A
MCORE N A
SHIBILSKI N A
PLACHE N A
WIRCH HOOA
DARLING N A
WELCH N A
GARD N A
KAUFERT N A
ALBERS N A
DUFE N A
WARD N A
HUEBSCH N A
HUBER N A
COGGS N A
AYE NO ABS
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau -
.. One East Main, Suite 301 » Magdison, WI 53703 (6{)3) 266-3847 = Fax: {608_}_.267«5_8_73

June 4, 2001 © Joint Committee on Finance = - Paper #266

Debt Service Estimates (Building Program)

[L.FB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Debt Service Reestimate Items Under Various Agencies]

GOVERNOR

Debt service is paid from sum sufficient appropriations established for principal and
interest repayments for general obligation bonds authorized for specific purposes. SB 55
provides total funding of $374.6 million in 2001-02 and $407.4 million in 2002-03 for estimated
GPR debt service payments in the 2001-03 biennium.

MODIFICATION -

Reestimate the amount of GPR debt service required in the 2001-03 biennium by
-$15,247.900 in 2001-02 and -$18,221,600 in 2002-03. In addition, increase projected GPR-lapses
by $2,630,000 in 2001-02 and $4,400,000 in 2002-03. As a result, net GPR debt service payments
would equal $356.7 million in 2001-02 and $384.7 million in 2002-03. Further, because the
TEACH GPR debt service appropriation relating to school district educational infrastructure
financial assistance counts towards state two-thirds funding and would be reestimated by -$916,100
in 2001-02 and by -$1,381,900 in 2002-03, increase funding for equalization aids by $305,400 GPR
in 2001-02 and $460,600 GPR in 2002-03 in order to maintain two-thirds funding of partial school
revenues. Finally, GPR debt service in 2000-01 is projected to be $3,300,000 less than previously
estimate, which would increase the opening balance of the general fund for the 2001-03 biennium.

Explanation: Since the introduction of SB 55, DOA Capital Finance has
reestimated debt service payments for the 2001-03 biennium and this office has reviewed
those estimates. In a May 18, 2001, report to the Legislature, DOA estimated that GPR debt
service payments could be reduced by $15.2 million in 2001-02 and $18.2 million in 2002-
03. These DOA projections appear reasonable. However, it is estimated that an additional
$2.6 million in 2001-02 and $4.4 million in 2002-03 in debt service savings will accrue
associated with: (a) interest earnings on the bond security redemption fund, which is
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allocated as an offset to debt service appropriations; and (b) the reallocation of debt service
associated with the Building Commission’s other public purpose bonding authority to

program revenue and segregated revenue debt service appropriations.
2000-01 TOTAL

GPR GPR-Lapse
- $3,300,000 $78,752,500

Modification
$89,082,500 §7.030,000
- $3,300,000 « 843,035,500]

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base)
[Change to Bill - $32,703,500 $7,030,000

i

Prepared by: Al Runde

BURKE

DECKER :: :
MOORE N g
SHIBIE SK) N A
PLACHE N A
WIRCH N
DARLING N A
WELCH N a
“IGARD N A
KAUFERT N A
ALBERS N a
DUFF N A
WARD N oA
HUEBSCH N A
HUBER N 4
COGGS N a
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Leglslatlve Fxscai Bureau | R
One East Main, Suite 301 « Madison, WL 53703 « (608} 266- 3847 * Fax: {6{)8} 267 6873

June 4, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #267

Transportation Facilities Bonding (Building Program)

[LEFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 158-1, # 1 (part) and Page 158-5, # 2 (part)]

CURRENT LAW

The Department of Transportation has a general obligations bonding authorization (s.
20.866 (2)(u)) for administrative facilities and a transportation revenue obligation bonding
authorization (s. 84.59 (6)) for transportation facilities and major highway projects. The debt
service on the general obligation bonds is paid from the segregated transportation fund and the
debt service on the transportation revenue obligation bonds is funded from the first draw on state
vehicle registration fee revenues. Any remaining annual registration fee revenues after the
. annual debt service on outsﬁandmg transpoﬁanon revenue bonds is yaid are deposxted to the. -

- transportatlon ﬁmd : ] RN . o ) L R

BUILDING PROGRAM AMENDMENT DRAFT
Provide $13,445,500 in segregated revenue supported general obligation borrowing for.
transportation administration projects included in the 2001-03 state building program. '

MODIFICATION TO BUILDING PROGRAM AMENDMENT DRAFT

Delete $13,445,500 of segregated general obligation bonding for transportation facility
projects enumerated in the 2001-03 state building program.

Explanation: The Building Comwnission Secretary, in an April 25, 2001,
memorandum to the Co-Chairs of the Joint Committee on Finance indicated that the
$13,445,500 in borrowing for the Department of Transportation was already included in the
Governor’s biennial budget recommendations as a change to the Department revenue
obligation borrowing authority.

Prepared by: Al Runde
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.Rc;ﬁresenta.tive Coggs |

BUILDING PROGRAM

General Obligation Bonding For Milwaukee Children’s Village

Motion:

© Move to provide $550,000 in general fund supported general obligation bonding for the
construction of the SOS Milwaukee Children’s Village foster care facility in the City of Milwaukee.
Enumerate the $5,020,000 Milwaukee Children’s Village project, to be funded with $550,000 in
general fund supported bonding and $4.470,000 in gifts, grants and other receipts as part of the
2001-03 state building program. Create a new bonding authorization under the Building
Commission and specify that the $550,000 in bonding would be used to provide a grant to the City
of Milwaukee for the construction of the SOS Milwaukee Children’s Center. Create a sum
sufficient GPR debt service appropriation for the payment of principal and interest costs incurred in
financing the construction of the facility and to make payment that are determined by the Building
Commission to be attributable to the bond proceeds incurred in financing the construction of the
center. '

Specify that the state funding commitment to the project be made in the form of a grant to the
City of Milwaukee for the construction of a SOS Milwaukee Children’s Village on City’s near north
side. Before approving any state funds, the Building Commission would be required to determine
that the Milwaukee Children Village project has secured additional funding of at least $1,000,000
from nonstate donations for the first phase of construction of the facility. Further, specify that if the
Building Commission makes a grant to the City of Milwaukee, and if, for any reason, the facility
that is constructed with funds from the grant is not used as a foster care facility, the state would
retain an ownership interest equal to the amount of the state’s grant.

MO#

/ BURKE
DECKER
MOORE
SHIBILSKI
s PLACHE
Note: WIRGH
DARLING
[Change to Base: $550,000 BR] WELCH

[Change to Bill: $550,000 BR]

> PP PP

< <,

GARD
KAUFERT
ALBERS
DUFF
WARED
HUEBSCH
HUBER
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Senator Burke
Representative Coggs

BUILDING PROGRAM

Holy Redeemer Institutional Church of God in Christ Youth and Family Center

Motion:

Move to provide the Building Commission the authority to authorize up to $1,500,000 in
general fund supported borrowing to aid in the construction of a youth and family center at the Holy
Redeemer Church of God in Christ in the City of Milwaukee. Enumerate the $5,000,000 youth and
family center project, to be funded with $1,500,000 in general fund supported bonding and
$3, SGG 000 in gifts, grants and other receipts as part-of the 2001-03 state building program. Create
a new bonding authorization under the Building Commission and specify that the $1.5 million in
bonding would be used to provide a grant to the Ho}y Redeemer Church of God in Christ in the
City of Milwaukee to aid in the construction of a youth and family center in the City. Create a sum
sufficient GPR debt service appropriation for the payment of principal and interest costs incurred in
financing the construction of the youth and family center and to make payment determined by the
Building Commission to be attributable to the bond proceeds incurred in financing the construction
of the center.

Specity that the state funding commitment to the project be made in the form of a grant to the

'Hoiy Redeemer Church of God in: Christ. - Before apprevmg ‘any state’ funds ‘the: Buﬂdmg

" Commission would be required to determine that the Holy Redeemer Church has secured additional
funding of at least $3,500,000 from nonstate donations for the purpose of constructing the youth

and family center. Further, specify that if the Building Commission makes a grant to the Holy

Redeemer Church; and if, for any reason, the facxhty that is constructed with funds from the grant is

not used as a youth and family center, the state would retain an ownership interest equal to the

amount of the state’s grant.

Note:

It is not certain whether the issuance of general obligation bonding, supported by taxpayers,
to provide a grant to-a religious institution to construct a facility in which religious worship or
education may occur would be found to be consistent with case law on the Establishment Clause of
the First Amendment to the United States Constitution.

[Change to Base: $1,500,000 BR]
[Change to Bill: $1,500,000 BR]

Motion #1504



MO#

BURKE Yy N A
DECKER Y N A
MOORE Y N A
SHIBILSK! Y N A
PLAGHE Y N A
WIRCH Y N A
DARLING Y N A
WELCH Y N A
GARD Y N A
KAUFERT Y N A
ALBERS Y N A
DUFF ¥ N A
WARD Y N A
HUEBSCH Y N A
HUBER Y N A
COGGS Yy N A




Representative Gard
Senator Decker

BUILDING COMMISSION

Retainage on Public Works Contracts

Motion:

Move to reduce the retainage percentage from 10% to 5%, relative to amounts withheld from
payments on public works contracts. Specify that this reduction would first apply to contracts,
covenants and agreements entered into on the effective date of the bill.

Note:

With regard to public works contracts for $1,000 or more, state law authorizes the state and
local governments to periodically reimburse contractors for the proportionate value of the
completed work. However, state law requires 10% of each reimbursement to be withheld, until
50% of the contract is complete. Thereafter, reimbursements are made in full. Amounts are
retained to ensure that contractors fulfill the terms of public works contracts. These provisions do

not apply to the Department of Transportation. The motion would reduce the percentage of
retained funds from 10% to 5%.
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Representative Gard

BUILDING PROGRAM
Other Biostar Initiative Projects

ILFB Paper 256]

Motion:

Move to enumerate other biostar initiative projects (Microbial Sciences, Biochemistry and
Interdisciplinary Biology Buﬂdmgs at the University of Wisconsin — Madison) at total funding level
of $127,000,000, including $45.5 million in general fund supported general obligation bonding
beyond the 2001-03 biennium, using the Building Commission's schedule of debt authorization
through 2003-03.

Note:

This would enumerate and provide funding authority for the Biostar Initiative projects
recommended for enumeration and funding by the Building Commission through the 2003-035
biennium. A total of $63.5 million of bonding would be authorized for this purpose, including $18
million in 2001-03 and $45.5 million in 2003-05.

[Change to Base: $45,500,000 BR, $45,500,000 Other Funds]
[Change to Bill: $45,500,000 BR, $45,500,000 Other Funds]

Motion #1503
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BUILDING PROGRAM

Base Agency

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

Tile

Educational Communications Facilities

Debt Service on UW-Madison Athletic Facilities Maintenance
State Fair Park Board Project Requirements

State Contractual Services and Construction Contracting

State Revenue Obligations

Space Needs of Department of Veterans Affairs

Project Contingency Funding Reserve

Project Loans

Statement of Building Program Continuation

- LFB Sumén_ary Items Addressed at Previous Committee Executive Sessions

Title

Stanley Correctional Facility (Paper #327) Mo
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Mair, Suite 301 « Madison, WI $3703 » (608} 266-3847 » Fax: (608 267-6873

June 4,2001 = Joint Committee on Finance - Paper #850

Transfer of Staff to Unclassxﬁed Posmcns (State Fair Park)

{LFB 2001~03 Budget Summary Page 620 #6]

CURRENT LAW

State Fair Park would have 46.2 positions under SB 55 and has 51.2 FTE positions
currently, some of which are considered classified and some of which are unclassified positions.
(The Committee transferred 6.5 State Fair Park positions related to law enforcement activities to _
the Department of Administration under previous action.)

GGVERNOR

Transfer 22 0 State Fair Park positions from the classified service to the unclassified
service. Allow all State Fair Park employees who had reached permanent status in the classified
service prior to October 29, 1999 (the effective date of 1999 Act 9) to be eligible for position
transfer rights as granted to persons in the classified service while serving in the unclassified
service at State Fair Park. In addition, give these employees reinstatement privileges for five
years following their appointment to the unclassified service or for one year after termination of
the unclassified appointment, whichever is longer. These reinstatement privileges would be
forfeited if the reason for termination of the unclassified appointment would also be reason for
discharge from their former position in the classified service.

Further, allow State Fair Park employees who had reached permanent status prior to
October 29, 1999, in a classified career executive position to continue receiving the vacation
benefits of a classified career executive (generally an extra week of vacation over that provided
most state employees).

State Fair Park (Paper #850). Page 1



MODIFICATION

Include the Governor’s recommendation, except transfer 19.85 rather than 22.0 posiﬁéns
to the unclassified service.

Explanation:  While the 1999-01 biennial budget act unclassified all positions

at State Fair Park, the Department of Employee Relations later determined that a number
" of the positions were more appmprlateiy included in the classified service. Further, while
unclassifying positions in fact, 1999 Act 9 did not unclassify positions in the budget
system (except for the Executive Director who was previously unclassified), which this
provision attempts to correct for 22.0 of the positiotis. Under the bill, 23.2 staff would
remain classified and 23.0 staff would be unclassified. However, DOA officials indicate
that 19.85 rather than:22.0 positions were intended to be transferred to the unclassified
service in the budget system (leaving 25.35 in the classified service). The modification
would not unclassify any position that is currently considered classified by the Department

of Employee Relations

Prepared by: David Schug

MO# ¢

‘BURKE N A
DECKER N A
MOORE N A
SHIBILSKI N A
PLACHE N A
WIRCH N A .
DARLING N A
WELCH N A
4/GARD N A
" KAUFERT N A
ALBERS N A
DUFF N A
WARD N A
HUEBSCH N A
HUBER N A
COGGS N A

AYE ABS
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STATE FAIR PARK
Bill Agency

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

em # Title
1 Standard Budget Adjustments
4 Limited-Term Employee Salaries
5 Staff Increases
7 Staff Overtime
8 State Fair Park Information Technology Support
g Advertising Cost Increase

LFB Summary Item to be Addressed in a Subsequent Paper

2 Debt Service Reestimate

LFB Summary Item Addressed at a Previous Committee Executive Session

ltem # Title

3 Transfer of the State Fair Park Police Function to DOA (see Paper #128)






