STATE OF WISCONSIN
Assembly Journal

Ninety-SixthRegular Session

10:00 A.M.

TUESDAY, May 11, 2004

The Assembly met inthe Assembly Chamber located in

the State Capitol.
Speaker Prodmore Freese in the chair

The Assembly dispensed with the call of the roll.

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF THE VETO
REviEwW FLOORPERIOD

May 11, 2004

The following motion was approved by the committee
AssemblyOrganization:

In accordance with Joint Ru&L(2), it is moved thathe
Assembly Committee on Qanization authorize the
extensionof the May 1-12, 2004 veto review floorperiod
until adjouned, andcontinues to limit the extended
floorperiodto those matters permitted under Joint RB@€L).

Ayes: 5 - Representatives Gard, FoHundertmark,
Freeseand \fakas.
Noes:3 — Representatives KreusRichards and drner.

May 11, 2004

Thefollowing motion was approved by the committee
SenateDrganization:

In accordance with Joint Ru&L(2), it is moved thathe

SenateCommittee on @anization authorize the extension of
theMay 11-12, 2004 veto review floorperiod until adjouned,
and continues to limit the extended floorperiod to those

matterspermitted under Joint Ru&? (1)

Ayes: 3 — Senators Panz@ér Lasee and Zien.
Noes: 2 — Senators Erpenbach and Hansen.

936

AGENCY REPORTS

Stateof Wisconsin
Legislative Audit Bureau
Madison

April 24, 2004
To the Honorable, the Legislature:

We have completed a best practices review of local
governmenbperations, as directed byl8.94(8) Wis. Stats.
This report describes the extent to which local governments
in Wisconsin have implemented user fees to fund the cost of
providing services.

Local governments havieroad authority to implement user
feesfor the services they provide. In 2001, user fees totaled
$2.6 billion and were 21.1 percewtf local governments’
$12.5billion in total revenue.

The Blue-Ribbon Commission on State-Local Partnerships
for the 21st Centurycommonly known as the Kettl
Commission,suggestedhat local governments can help
control property taxes by chging users some fees for
services.In responding to a survey we conductel?, Ibcal
governmentsndicated they imposed one or more new fees in
thelast three years, and 95 local governments indicated they
plannedto implement new fees within the next three years.

Surveyrespondents identified over 500fdient types ofiser
fees. Our report highlights best practices fdocal
governmentdo consider when establishing the types and
amounts of fees and when administering them. Detailed
information on fee types and ranges fsovided in the
appendices.

We appreciate theourtesy and cooperation extended to us by
the Departmenbof Revenue and the manyistonsin local
governmenbfficials who responded to our survey

Respectfully submitted,
JANICE MUELLER
State Auditor

State of Wisconsin
Legislative Audit Bureau
Madison

May 6, 2004
To the Honorable, the Legislature:

At your request, we have completed a limited-scope review of
the finances of the Milwaukee Brewers Baseball Cliaim


https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/legislativerules/2011/jr81(2)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/legislativerules/2011/jr82(1)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/legislativerules/2011/jr81(2)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/legislativerules/2011/jr82(1)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/13.94(8)
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1994 through 2003. Our review was initiated following  than$735,500. This is less than amounts previously reported
reportsthat the Brewers intended to reduce player payroll for by some in the media.

the 2004 season. Under a January 2004 agreement with the . .
Brewers, we were permittedto independently review AS the Legislature continues ®valuate the &ict of the
financial statements and related documentation. This is theBréwers’financial condition on the publ&’investmenin
secondime we have assessed Brewers’ finances. The first  Miller Park, we suggest close monitoring of the Brewers'’

wasin 1995, during legislative deliberations the proposal ~ ©Ngoing relationship ~with ~the Southeast isbonsin
to use a combination of public apdvate funding to build the ProfessionaBaseball Park District, including thefedt that

newstadium that opened in 2001 as Miller Park. a proposed sale of the franchise could have on this

relationship. The District issued revenue bonds and imposes
Our review of the Brewers' financial statements and the0.1 percent local sales and use tax that was the primary
information provided by Major League Basebaildicates sourceof funding for stadium construction and continues to
thatthe club has faced significant financial challenges. For fund District operations. Through March 31, 2004, $175.9
examplealthough the Brewers’ operating revenireseased  million in sales and use tax revenue has been collected in
from $67.7 million in 2000 to $115.9 million in 2003, or by ~ Milwaukee, Ozaukee, Racine, &8hington, andVaukesha
71.2percent, they were lower in thegears than operating counties. The tax is expected to continue until 2014.
revenuef many other major league clubs. 2602 - the
latestyear for which comparison information is available —
the Brewers ranked 20th among 30 clubs in operating
revenues. When Miller Park opened in 2001, the Brewers
ranked16th.

The Brewersindicate that no other professional sports team
hasgranted the level of access to financial records that we
wereprovided during this review\e greatly appreciatine

courtesyand cooperation extended to us in conducting our
work, as well as the responsiveness of Milwaukee Brewers

The Brewers’ operating expenséacreased from $80.0 BaseballClub staf in responding to our questions.
million in 2000 to $103.8 million in 2003, by 29.7 percent. Sincerely

However,a 2.1 percent reduction in spending between 2002 JANICE MUELLER

and2003 raises concerns about the dudbility to compete State Auditor

in the future if additionatleductions are made, particularly to

majorleague player compensation. Furitiee Brewers have

borrowedheavily: the financial statements indicate $133.2

million in outstanding debt at the end of 2003. ADJOURNMENT

We reviewed concerns expressed by the public and many )
legislatorsabout the cluls ownershiggroup. V% found no Representativélundertmark movedhat the Assembly

evidenceo indicate that club resources had been used duringStandadjourned until 10:00 A.M. on Thursddyay 13.

our review period to purchase ownership shares with the e question was: Shall the Assembly stand adjourned?
intentionof benefiting continuing club ownerdn addition,

although owner Allan (Bud) Selig, his daughteand her Motion carried.

husbandwere employedn executive positions with the i

Brewersfor all or part of the past ten years, these three  1he Assembly stood adjourned.

individuals’ combined annual compensation was never more 10:01 A.M.
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