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ALEXANDER COMPANY’S CAPITAL WEST DEVELOPMENT

Dear City Council Member,

This packet of information concerns the Alexander Company’s Capitol West

project. It contains the following items:

1. Explanations of calculations as well as pertinent facts
a. A spread sheet with the salable square footage prices backed extracted
from the schedule of expected sales from the April 27, 2005 TIF
application.
2. A comparative analysis between Metropolitan Place, Nolen Shore, Marina
Condos, and the Loraine showing average sales price per square foot.
3. A fax from Natalie Bock, the project manager for Capitol West
a. It contains sections from a TIF application for April 27, 2005 that has
changes carried forward to an amendment dated May 3, 2005
4. A fact sheet on TIF law from the Legislative Fiscal Bureau.
5. Letters from Metropolitan Place Phase I residents.

After reviewing these papers, it is clear that the sale values that Alexander
Company has provided are well below the market prices for downtown condominiums.
According to the Legislative Fiscal Bureau, your approval must be based on whether the
expected development would occur without the use of TIF. If projected sales were at

market rates, this project would be feasible without the use of TIF.

Thank you for carefully reviewing this information,
-Metropolitan Place
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Item 1

Explanation of Facts and Figures

The following page was taken from the April 27, 2005 application for
Alexander’s Capital West project. This document had several strike through changes
which carried forward to the May 3, 2005 amendment.

The attached spreadsheet includes an analysis of the four residential components
of Alexander’s Capital West Development. This spreadsheet is followed by an analysis
of four neighboring condo projects in the downtown area. After computing each projects
average salable cost per square foot, it is highly evident that the developer is projecting
market values far less than those developments in the immediate vicinity.

Additional prices of what other similar projects downtown are selling for are
provided in an attached sheet.

This is not the first time that a developer has projected a below market price to
get TIF financing. A similar case occurred back in 2001 when Bedford Court
Condominium, located between West Main Street and West Doty Street applied for TIF.
The day after he was approved for a million dollats in TIF financing, the company raised

the sales prices by a million dollars over the prices quoted for the financing.



Taken from 4/27/05 application, changes added into Amendment dated 5/3/05

Capital Court Townhomes

Rate (average)

205.06

3
3 213.61-
$ 402,333.33

1,883

Rate (average)

$ 190.44
$ .238.05
$ 235,045.45

987

Rate (average)

Gross Square Footage 29,430
Salable Square Footage 28,252
Total Units 15
Sales Value $ 6,035000
Broom Street Townhomes

Gross Square Footage 27,153
Salable Square Footage 21,722
Total Units 22
Sales Value $ - 5171,000
309 W, Washington Avenue Residential
Gross Square Footage 142,800
Salable Square Footage 118,300
Gross Square Footage (storage) 18,000
Total Units 112
Excess Parking For sale 27
Sales Value $ 29,351,000

$ 205.54

$ 248.11

$ 262,062.50
1,056

Item 1.a.

per G.S.F.
per S.S.F.
per unit
average size

per GSF.
per S.S.F.-
per unit
average size

per GS.F.
per 8.8.F

per unit

average size

Note: This price per salable square foot may be a bit high due to the fact that storage is

included in the sale value

Main Street Townhomes

Rate (average)

Gross Square Footage 17,212 $ 160.14 |per GSF.
Salable Square Footage 15 000 $:-183.76 |per S.SF.
Total Units 10 $ 275,640.00 |per unit
Sales Value $ 2756400 1,500}average size
Key for rates:

Price per G.S.F.(gross square footage) = Sales value/Gross Square Footage

Price per S.S.F.(salable square footage) = Sales value/Gross Square Footage

Note: The above average sales price per square
foot is substantially below market, ie: see item 2
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Sq Footage Comparison

Metro-Place Nolen Shore Marina Condos. The Loraine
[Fotal Units’ JUnits Sold  JTotal Units |Units Sold JTotal Units {Units Soid |Total Units {Units Soid
164 72 56 18 " 55 29 80 45|

Ground
1st. Average $305.00
2nd. Average $285.29 |Average $350.82 jAverage $309.00 JAverage $230.14
3rd. Average $288.62 JAverage_ $360.67 JAverage $313.00 JAverage $265.76
4th. Average  $299.01 JAverage $361.50 JAverage  $317.00 jAverage $286.40
5th. Average $297.30 |Average $363.63 JAverage $321.00 JAverage $294 .40
6th. Average $325.60 |Average $369.90 JAverage $328.00 JAverage $289.90
Tth. Average $316.65 JAverage $373.48 |Average $334.00 JAverage $304.10
ath. Average $328.95 |Average $378.90 JAverage $341.00 JAverage $309.58
9th. Average $355.22 |Average $383.50 JAverage $354.00 JAverage $309.50
10th. Average $370.58 |Average $379.97 |Average $365.00 |Average  $417.69
11th. Average $384.99 JAverage $457.82 JAverage $376.00
12th Average $405.00 .
13th Average $431.07 Average $428.00
14th Average $429.00
[Average sq. ft. $334.84 $378.02 $351.79 $300.83 |

44% Sold 32% Sold 53% Sold 56% Sold

Prices per sq foot listed above are an average based on any and all data available
at this time.
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CAPITOL WEST
Phase |
May 3, 2005

inciudes Waivers for 8 Units

60825855393

Sources and Uses /—) / C,L/ U—n,/?g’
' /

T-732

Usos
! / :

. H PorUnit !
Acquistion.-Land Casn Remaining .. 4,339,000 827858 : -
Damo/Abaloment 1.:..$2,130.000: 512,988 i
93“5““5!!3[‘. Qﬂ.s.l‘“R‘..E $26 ,_g_SS.OOO ‘§3_54.225 ﬁ{'

Parking Consinucled $3,362.300!  S2IBI4Y
Parking Purchased ~_$1.335.000 $15.000F
Trusl Fund Payment ey, | ;
Soft casis--Res 2. (($7.316000) 44 Ana:{Net of 12 Waiver and Park
} ] Degication Fars)
, Totaf Residential Cott $45,611,500° 3257 35D
; + T PO S
Consfruchon Cost--Com__ b $900.000; e rmsn s b
{Tanant imor. And Comm, $160.000;  ........i
Consirucied Psriong Surfaca Parking $87.500:33500 per sieil on surface
Acquirsd Parking , $80.000  3$15,000:
Soft Costs 1000000 H
Total Commercial $1,554,500 3.’47-9.7.. " L
Total Uses for Phase | 547,166,000 ;
Sources e
e i
Fst Morigages 31 3384875000 P
Traditional Equily Invesiment @12% \38.626,000% T
3ot Equity withSubordinatad Nota T % .H04. 398 ; b
Tif 4,209,102 : '_ . .
[Total Sourcas 347,166,000 i i

1. Does not includa asbeatos abatement or demaolition of 333 W Washinglon

2. Does not include $270,000 in Patk Dedialion Foes and $245 400 in 1Z Waver Fass
3. Assumas Construction Loan fo Valus of 75%
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CAPITOL WEST

Phase |
3-May-05

IZ with No Waivers

Sources and Uses /—-\ J 7 ﬂ/p/‘?S’

bUE£28050Y

/

Uses

. - Per Uil

Acquisilion-Land 4.538.000; 535528

Demo/Abalement 4 2,130,000 313,3861 o b
Conalruction Coste—-rek $26.034.0001  $149.398 o
Paming Constiucted $3.363.000 322,878

Parkng Purchassd 235.0001 " §inase H
Sofl costs.-Res 2 T131,730: . 344,854 3o i

Total Residentisl Cost i $a5,430,7901 . $395.137 11Nel of Pak Dedloinioni
Per S.F, :

Conttruchion Cost-.-Cam $900.000:8 :

Tenant Impr. And Comm. $:68.000: s rer e
Construcied Parking Surfoce Sariin 7o S0CIE2500 pes sinh oneurings

Acquired Parking $80.000 315,000

Soh Cosls po000,

"Total Commercisl §7,855,3000 3147 18 i

- :

Total Uses for Phaze . 346,985,290 :

Sources

P SN S S s o
Fitsi Marigage 3.1 $33.6050007 e
Traditional Equiy tnvesimant G12% 438450000 5
ISof Equily Wilh Subordinaled Nole $edaaee
lfquired TIF 4 48004021
Totsl Sources N 346,985,290 3

1 Ooes not include nsbestos abatement or damo of 333 W, Washingtan
2 QOoes notinctuda $270.000 in Park Dedicetion Fess that are assumed (o be due
3 Assumes Conairuction Loan equat to 75% loan to valus on Phaae 4 condos
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Per Square Foot Total

Unit Type Number Size Price Unit Price Residential Sales
Cns Bedroom 8 §79 3250 $144,750 $1,158,000
54 885 $250 £218,250 $11,677.500
2 675 $250 $168,750 $337.500
8 138 $250 $189,750 $1.518.000
Average One Bedroom 72 818 $204,042 $14,691,000
Two Bedrooms 7 964 $250 $241,000 $1,867,000
28 1246 5250 $311,500 $8,722,000
4 £64 $200 $192,800 $192,800
2 800 $250 $200,000 $400,000
10 1270 $250 $317.500 $3,175,000
4 1843 $230 $423,890 $1,695,560
4 1663 $230 $382,480 $1,529,860
2 1734 %230 $398,820 : $747.640
5 2152 $230 $494,960 £2.474,800
2 1499 $200 $299,800 $509,600
7 1554 $200 $310,800 $2,175,600

{ 1418 $200 $283,200
Average Twa Bedroom 73 1376 $325,112 $23,733,160
Three Bedrooms 2 935 . $250 $233,750 $467.500
12 1885 $250 $466.250 $5,595,000
Averaga Threo Bedroom 14 1732 $433,038 46,062,500
Total Units 159 $44,488,6880
Total Sterage 15,326 $40 $013,040.00
Excess Parking 27 $15,260 3412,020.00
Total Sales Procoeds 345,511,720

Notes:

50% cloaed in January 07
25% sold evenly through out 07
25% sold first 6 months of 08

F\alakeibiock Strsdevelopment biockUZ\Combinad 1Z Waivar
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3,536,000

Acquisition Buildings $
Acquisition Parking $ 1,245,000
Demolition/Abatement Buildings $ 2,127,500
Construction Buildings $ 28,034,172
Construction Parking $ 3,275,000
Site Improvements $ 135,800
Syndication Costs/Consuiting Fees 3 627,000
“avelopment Fee: & 2,413,000
| egal-Building v PR
Construction Inierest $ 1,627,200
Construction Loan Cosis $ 342,000
Architect 3 1,429,288
{Enginesr . $ 571,714
Consfruction Insurance 3 135,000
Construction Pericd Real Estate Taxes 3 307,000
Title / Recording $ 21,000
Survey and Other Misc $ 16,000
Market Study / Appraisai $ 35,000
Environmentai Reports $ 26,000
Park Dedication Fees $ -
Qperating Deficits . 491,320
$ 44,659,792

Total Costs

\Year1

100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
£0.00%
75.00%
75.00%
100.00%
50.00%
76.00%
50.00%
100.00%
75.00%
75.00%
§0.00%
50.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
0.00%
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Tax Incremental Financing

This paper provides general background in-
formation on tax incremental financing (TI¥) in
Wisconsin Included are a background of the TIF
program a description of the current tax incre-
mental financing law, some summary statistics on
participation and growth in TIF valuations and lev-
ies and information about the impact of TIF on
local governments.

Historical Background

Tax incremental financing is a mechanism for
funding development and redevelopment projects.
Although the concept of TIF existed as long ago as
the early 1940s, California adopted the first TIF law
in 1952, However. the widespread use of TIF did
not occur in most states until the 1970s

Wisconsin enacted its TIF law in 1975 Passage
of the law was influenced by a reduced focus on
redevelopment financing at the federal level and a
state and national recession during 1974 and early
1975 The TIF law was an attempt to counteract
that economic downturn by allowing cities and
villages to work with the private sector to stimulate
economic growth and employment through urban
redevelopment projects.

A more general reason for the state's TIF law
was a legislative determination that all taxing
jurisdictions benefiting from urban redevelopment
should share in its cost. Public improvements {such
as sewers, streets, and light systems) usually result

in an expanded local tax base. Although the cost of

these improvements is normally financed entirely
out of municipal revenue, it was argued that the
county and school and technical college districts

also benefit from the expanded tax base Tax
incremental financing has the effect of making
these overlying local taxing jurisdictions share in
project costs.

Significant changes to existing TIF law occurred
under 2003 Wisconsin Acts 126. 127 and 194 These
acts amended the allowable uses of TIF districts
and made other changes to state TIF law that wil
likely extend the life of certain TIF districts and
increase the use of TIF districts as a local develop-
ment tool in the state. The acts also provided for
some state level oversight of TIF districts by the
Department of Revenue {DOR)

In addition, 2003 Wisconsin Act 231 provided
towns with the limited authority to create TIF dis-
tricts for development projects related to agricul-
ture, forestry. manufacturing. and tourism

City and Village TIF Authority

City and village governments (town TIF author-
ity will be discussed later} may create a TIF district
if 50% or more of the proposed district's area is
"blighted " in need of rehabilitation or conservation
work, or suitable for industrial sites or mixed-use
developments. Property that was vacant for the
seven years preceding creation of a TIF district can-
not comprise more than 25% of the district's area,
unless the district is created to promote industrial
development. Land acquired through con-
demmnation is excluded from this requirement. An
area designated as suitable for industrial sites must
be zoned for industrial use both at the time the TiF
district is created and throughout the life of the

project.



Effective July 1 2004, a TIF district may include
areas suitable for mixed-use developments. Mixed-
use developments may contain a combination of
industrial, commercial, and residential use, except
that lands proposed for newly-platted residential
use may not exceed 35% of the area of real prop-
erty within the district.

The TIF district boundaries are specifically
identified in the district project plan. The bounda-
ries cannot include any annexed territory that was
not within the boundaries of the city or village on
January 1, 2004, unless one of the following accurs:
{a) three years have elapsed since the territory was
annexed by the city or village; (b) the city or village
enters into a cooperative plan boundary agreement
with the town from which the territory was an-
nexed; (¢) the city or town enter into another kind
of agreement relating to the annexation; or (d) the
city or village pledges to pay the town an amount
equal to the property taxes levied on the territory
by the town at the time of the annexation for each
of the next five years.

Base Value

g

Once a TIF district has been created, a "tax
incremental base value” is established by DOR for
property within the district at the time it was
created. The base value includes the equalized
value of all taxable property and the value of
municipally-owned property, as deterrmined by
DOR. It does not include municipalty-owned
property used for certain municipal purposes {such
as police and fire buildings and libraries). DOR has
the authority to impose a fee of $1,000 on cities and
villages whenever the Department determines or
redetermines the tax incremental base of a TIF

district.

For districts created or amended on, or after
October 1, 2004. the application for certification of
the original or amended tax incremental base must
state the percentage of territory within the TIE dis-
trict that the city or village estimates will be de-
voted to retail business at the end of the maximum

TIF district expenditure period, if that estimate is at
least 35%.

Generally, the base value remains constant until
the project terminates However, a planning com-
mission can also adopt an amendment to a TTF pro-
ject plan at any time, for up to four times during
the district's existence in order to modify the
boundaries of that district so as to add contiguous
territory served by public works or improvements
created as part of that district's project plan or to
subtract territory from the district without elimi-
nating the contiguity. The value of taxable property
that is added to the existing district is determined
by DOR. This value is then added to the original
base value of the TIF district. 1f a district s project
plan is amended on, or after. October 1 2004, DOR
must redetermine the district's tax incremental
base on, or before, December 31 of the year in
which the changes in the project plan take effect.
(However  this would likely occur on the same
time table as DOR's determination of base of TIF
districts). In redetermining the base for these dis-
iricts. DOR must also subtract from the district's
tax incremental base the taxable value of any prop-
erty being removed from the district by the
amended plan

Tax Increment

The 'tax increment” equals the general property
taxes levied on the value of the TIF district in ex-
cess of its base value (this is the “value increment”)
The amount equals the value increment multiplied
by the tax rate for all tax jurisdictions--municipal,
county. school district, technical college district,
and special purpose districts Therefore tax incre-
ments can only be generated by an increase in the
equalized value of taxable property within a TIF
district.

Restriction on New TIF Districts

Municipalities are allowed to establish any
number of TIF districts However a city or village
can only create a new district if there is a finding




that the equalized value of the proposed district
plus the value increment of all existing districts

does not exceed 12% of the total equalized vatue of

property within the city or village. This limit also
applies to any proposed amendment to a district
that adds territory to the district.

The caleulation of the limit is based on the most
recent equalized value of taxable property of the
proposed district, as certified by DOR, before the
date on which a resolution is adopted creating the
proposed district. DOR cannot certify the tax in-
cremental base of a district before the Department
reviews and approves the findings that the city or
village creating the district is within these statutory
limitations

Project Plan and Public Hearing

A TIF district must be created through a
resolution adopted by the legisiative body of a city
or village Before adopting a resolution creating a
district. two public hearings are required: one to
discuss the proposed district and one to discuss the
project plan. The hearings can be held together, but
the hearing on the project plan must be held at
least 14 days before adopting a resolution and the
project plan must be available at this hearing,

Either before or at the same time this resolution
is adopted, a district project plan must also be ap-
proved by the local legislative body. In addition.
hefore it is adopted, the municipal attorney or a
special counsel must review the plan and write a
formal opinion advising whether the plan is com-
plete and in compliance with the law

A resolution creating a TIF district must declare
that the district is a blighted area district, a reha-
hilitation or conservation district. an industrial dis-
trict or a mixed-use district, based on the identifi-
cation and classification of the property included
within the district. If the district is not exclusively
blighted. rehabilitation or conservation, industrial
or mixed-use, this declaration must be based on
which classification is predominant with regard to

the area included in the district

Joint Review Board

A municipality that intends to create a TIF dis-
trict or amend a district project plan must convene
a joint review board, which can be either a tempo-
rary joint review board that is established for a
specific district or a standing joint review board
that remains in existence as long as a municipality
has a district in existence. No TIF district can be
created and no plan can be amended unless ap-
proved by a majority vote of the board within 30
days after a resolution is adopted.

The joint review board consists of one member
representing each taxing jurisdiction that can levy
taxes on property within the TIF district. Generally,
the school and technical college districts. county,
and city or village each have onc public member. If
more than one of the same type of taxing jurisdic-
tion has the power to levy taxes on property within
the TIF district, the one with the greatest value in
the district chooses the representative.

In addition, the following requirements relative
to the composition of a temporary or standing joint
review board apply to TIF districts created after
October 1, 2004:

« if a proposed TIF district is located in a
union high school district. the school board's seat
on the board is held by two representatives each of
whom has one-half of a vote (one each from the
union high school and the elementary school dis-
trict);

» if a proposed 1IF district is made up of
more than one union high school district or more
than one elementary school district the union high
school district or elementary school district with
the greatest value within the proposed district
chooses the representative;

«  the school district representative must be
the president of the school board, or his or her des-




ignee, who is either the school district’s finance di-
rector or another person with knowledge of local
government finances;

*» the county representative must be the
county executive or the chairperson of the county
board, or the executive's or chairperson’s designee
who is either the county treasurer or another per-
son with knowledge of local government finances;

»  the city representative must be the mayor
or city manager, or his or her designee, who is ei-
ther the person in charge of administering the city's
economic development programs. the city treas-
urer, or another person with knowledge of local
government finances; and

* the technical college district representative
must be the district's director or his or her desig-
nee, who is either the district’s chief financial offi
cer or another person with knowledge of local gov-
ernment finances.

All members of the board must be appointed
and the board's first meeting must be held within
14 days after notice of the public hearing on the
proposed TIF district or plan amendment. The
public member and board chair are selected by a
majority of the board members. Administrative
support for the board is provided by the affected
municipality.

A municipality proposing to create a TIF dis-
trict must provide the joint review board with the
following information and projections regarding
the proposed district:

a.  Specific items that constitute the project
costs, the total dollar amount of project costs to be
paid with tax increments, and the amount of tax
increments to be generated over the life of the dis-

trict.

b The equalized value of the value increment
when the project costs are paid in full and the
district is terminated

c.  The reasons why the project costs may not
or should not be paid by the owners of the prop-
erty that will benefit from the public improvements
within the district.

d  The share of the projected tax increments
estimated to be paid by the owners of taxable
property in each of the taxing jurisdictions overly-
ing the district

e, The benefits that the owners of taxable
property in the overlying taxing jurisdictions will
receive to compensate them for their share of the
projected tax increments paid

The board must base its decision on whether or
not to approve creation of a TIF district on the fol-
lowing criteria: {a) whether the development ex-
pected in the district would occur without the use
of TIF: {b) whether the economic benefits of the
district, as measured by increased employment,
business and personal income. and property val-
ues are sufficient compensation for the improve-
ment costs; and (¢) whether the benefits of the pro-
posal outweigh the anticipated loss in tax revenues

of overlying taxing districts.

A majority of the joint review board members
of a district can request in writing that DOR review
the objective facts contained in any of the docu-
ments submitted by the city or village relating to a
proposed TIF district or proposed district amend-
ment. DOR must make a determination within 10
working days as to whether the information sub-
mitted to the board complies with the statutory
requirements for thosé documents or whether any
of the information contains a factual inaccuracy.
These documents can include the public records
planning documents. and the resolution passed by
the city or village that creates or amends a TIF dis-
trict. The board's request to DOR must specify
which particular objective fact ot itern the board
members believe is incomplete or inaccurate.

If DOR determines that the information submit-
ted with a TIF district proposal is not in compli-



ance with what is required by statute or contains a
factual inaccuracy. DOR must return the proposal
to the city or village. The joint review board must
request, but cannot require, that the city or village
that created the TIF district resolve the problems
with its proposal and resubmit the proposal to the
board If the city or village resubmits its proposal,
the board must review the resubmitted proposal
and vote to approve or deny the proposal. The joint
review board must inform the city or village of its
decision no later than 10 working days after receiv-
ing DOR’s written response. If the city or village
then resubmits a proposal to the joint review
board the board has to inform the city or village of
its decision on the resubmitted proposal no later
than 10 working days after receiving the city's or
village's resubmitied proposal.

For districts created or amended after October
1, 2004, the joint review board's resolution creating
a TIF district or amending the project plan of an
existing TIF district must contain a positive asser-
tion that, in the board's judgment, the development
described in the documents the board has re-
viewed would not occur without the creation of the
district. In addition, for these districts, the board
must notify the governing body of every local gov-
ernmental unit that is not represented on the
board. and that has the power to levy taxes on
property within the proposed TIF district, prospec-
tively of meetings of the board and of the agendas
of each meeting for which notification is given.

Project Costs

The TIF project plan must list and estimate the
profect costs of improving the district. All project
costs to be repaid through the allocation of tax in-
crements must directly relate to the elimination of
blight or directly serve to rehabilitate or conserve
the area or to promote industrial development,
whichever is consistent with the district’s purpose.
Project costs include. but are not limited to, costs
related to capital development (such as public
works or improvements), environmerntal remedia-
tion. removal of lead contamination from buildings

and infrastructure. financing, real property assem-
bly, professional services imputed administrative
services and organizational activities {such as the
cost of preparing environmental impact state-
ments), and any payments made to a town that re-
late to the property taxes levied on any recently
annexed territory to be included in a TIF district. In
addition, for projects created before September 30,
1995, expenditures associated with newly-platted
residential development are considered eligible
costs.

Project costs that are cligible to be repaid
through the allocation of tax increments may also
include expenditures associated with newly-
platted residential development in a mixed-use
development TIF district. However such costs are
only eligible project costs provided one of the fol-
lowing applies: (a) the density of the residential
housing is at least three uxits per acre; (b} the hous-
ing is located in a conservation subdivision, as de-
fined by statute: or (c) the housing is located in a
traditional neighborhood, as defined by statute.

In addition, for districts created after October 1,
2004, cash grants made by the city or village to
owners, lessees, or developers of land that is lo-
cated within the TIF district can be considered eli-
gible costs if the grant recipient has signed a devel-
opment agreement with the city. However, if the
city or village anticipates that the proposed TIF
district project costs may include such cash grants,
the city or village must include a statement in the
public notice of the hearing on the creation of the
district indicating that such grants may be made.

Eligible project costs do not include: (a) the cost
of constructing or expanding administrative build-
ings, police and fire facilities, libraries, and com-
munity and recreational buildings, unless the
structure was destroyed by a natural disaster be-
fore January 1, 1997; (b) the cost of constructing or
expanding school buildings; (c} the cost of con-
structing or expanding any facility that historically
has been financed in that municipality exclusively
with user fees; {d) general government operating




expenses; {e) expenses unrelated to the planning
and development of a TIF district; and (f} costs in-
curred prior to creation of a TIF district (except
costs directly related to planning for the district).
Only the share of all other eligibie project costs that
solely relate to or directly benefit the district can be
funded from tax increments.

To implement the project plan, a special fund is
created in which all tax increments must be placed
With limited general exceptions (which are de-
scribed below), the monies in the fund can only be
used to finance the district's eligible project costs.
Tax increments in excess of the project costs listed
and estimated in the project plan cannot be ex-
pended Also, eligible project costs must be re-
duced by the amount of investment earnings and
by the amount of user fees or charges received in
connection with the implementation of the TIF pro-
ject plan.

Expenditure Period

For most TIF districts, expenditures can be
incurred until five years prior to the unextended
termination date of the district. Changes made
under 2003 Act 126 result in unspecified
expenditure periods for TIF districts created before
October 1, 1995, and for districts created after
September 30, 1995, and before October 1, 2004
that are suitable for industrial site development.
Under prior law, the expenditure periods for these
districts were 10 years for TIF districts created
before October 1, 1995, and seven years for districts
created after September 30. 1995, and before
October 1, 2004, that are suitable for industrial site
development Costs incurred as a result of
condemnation are not subject to these limitations.

Allocation of Tax Increments and Project
Termination

Regardless of the time period allowed for TIF
district project expenditures, tax increments can
only be allocated to the local body creating the dis-
trict for a specified period. The allocation of in-

crements may occur up until the required termina-
tion period for the district, which can vary depend-
ing on when a district was created and depending
on the type of district.

A TIF district must be terminated when the
earliest of the following occurs: (a) ail project costs
of that district are reimbursed through the receipt
of tax increments; (b) the local government body,
by resolution, dissolves the district; (c) 27 years
after the district is created, or five years after the
final project cost is incurred, for blighted and
redevelopment districts created after September 30,
1995 and before October 1, 2004; (d) 23 years after
the district is created, or five years after the final
praject cost is incurred, for districts created after
September 30, 1995. and before October 1, 2004,
that are established on the finding that 50% or
more, by area, of the real property within the
district is suitable for industrial sites; {e) 27 years
after the district is created, or five years after the
final project cost is incurred, for districts created
before October 1, 1995; (f) 20 years after the district
is created, or five years after the final project cost is
incurted, for districts created on o1 after October 1,
2004, that are established on the finding that 50%
or more, by area, of the real property within the
district is suitable for industrial sites or mixed-use
development; or (g) 27 years after the district is
created, or five years after the final project cost is
incurred, for districts created on or after October 1,
2004. that are established on the finding that 50%
or more, by area, of the real property within the
district is a blighted area or in need of
rehabilitation or conservation work.

A city or village that has created a TIF district
on or after October 1, 2004, can request that the
joint review board extend the life of the district for
an additional three years. A city or village that has
created a blighted or rehabilitation TIF district after
September 30, 1995, and before October 1, 2004, can
request that the joint review board extend the life
of the district for an additional four years
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Monday, July 18, 2005

Alderman Mike Verveer
Madison City County Building
210 Martin Luther Blvd
Madison, WI 53703

Dear Honorable Alderman Mike Verveer,

sipnpetoinr dyenue

viir Place PO
v P A3703
tiNg L1004 ]
el com

This letter is to appose the TIF ($4.27 million) for the development of Block 51 that

Alexander Company is proposing.

Our concern is, we did not hear of the City of Madison Board of Estimates July 11, 2005
meeting and did not have any input as a resident of Metropolitan Place. The value of our

Condo is 2 big concern.

Thank you for your time,

//4 “7 5/



Tom Brown
W
360 W Washington Avenue, #8067
Madison, WI 53703-2702
(608) 663-5984
e-mail: tbrown807(@tds.net

July 19, 2005
The City of Madison
City-County Building
Madison, Wi
Re: Request for TIF for Alexander Project
Washington Avenue
Gentlemen:

I believe the request for TIF assistance for development of TIF funding for the
Alexander Project on Washington Avenue is probably out of order.

Those of us who bought into the Metropolitan Place, let alone these who have
purchased units in Main Gate, or The Lorraine, would not have recognized this as a
blighted area. Nor are we convinced at the present that the current structures in
this block could have been productively used before now — even if eventually the
area would be developed for residential use.

Those of us who did purchase units in the Metropolitan Place condo did so without
the benefit of TIF funding and at market rates. Our investment has proved
advantageous to us, without doubt, and the question remains: why would this new
construction not also prove advantageous to those who are able to purchase at
market rates? We also wonder whether the tif grant will have the effect of reducing

the market value of our homes.

Will the city be prepared to reduce the taxes on our homes while the homes in this
new project catch up with what is truly the market rate of the new building? Or
will we be expected to subsidize the investment of a rather wealthy real estate

developer?

Is TIF funding designed to help first-time home purchasers?




July 19, 2005

To: Madison City Council
From: Jim Mason <z
360 W. Washifigton Ave # 602
Madison, WI 53703
RE: Request for public assistance for the Capitol West 1%

project phase.

It seems rather ‘fishy’ to approve Mr. Alexander’s the request for
assistance, when other developers have been denied. Where is the
consistency and fairness in this? A decision of this nature may result
in devaluing or stagnating the growth of existing properties and their
values in similar downtown projects.

Another possibility is to exempt downtown projects from IZ is certain
situations.

Please consider holding off on a decision until further study.




360 W. Washington P205
Madison, Wi

\VIS\05

To Whom it May Concern

We are writing to voice our concern and disapproval of the city's (taxpayers) TIF funding for
Alexanders Block 51 project.

it's our understanding that TIF money is to be used for "blighted” areas where development is
otherwise not feasible. The Alexander project clearly does not fali into this category. Several
years ago the city wisely determined that TiF funds should not be used for downtown condo
development because of the high demand for downtown real estate. We don't see that this
demand has lessened any, and believe it is, in fact, growing.

We believe the new rationale (inclusionary housing) for this TIF money is not appropriate and
could be used in truly blighted areas where the money wouid go further for the community and

the city wouid then be serving more people.

Sincerely,

Guy W.Shilts, Jr
Beverly Shilts



Madison City Council: 7/19/05

While I am not opposed to the development of the 300 block of W. Washington avenue,
1 am opposed fo the use of so much TIF money for such a proposed project. This area is
not an area needing assistance to encourage development. Itisinfacta prime spot in the
rapidly evolving Downtown. The use of TIF monies not only adversely effects the
property values of current area properly owners, it diverts monies from areas that truly
could use it for development. If the Alexander Company wants to proceed with this
project, let them assume the financial risk, not the city of Madison.

Sincerely / ;

famey’G. Garnett
360 W. Washington Ave. P206
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