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Executive Branch “Off-Budget” Agencies  
Scoping Paper for the Management Audit Committee 

December 5, 2012 
 
During its November 2011 meeting, the Management Audit Committee (Committee) directed 
staff to conduct a scoping paper of Executive Branch “off-budget” agencies.  These agencies 
have some unique aspect to their budgetary processes that exists separately from the biennial 
budget process for all executive and judicial branch agencies.   
 
Objective, Scope & Methodology 
 
Objective 
 
The Committee initially expressed interest in the following four agencies:  Wyoming 
Community College Commission (Commission); Wyoming Game & Fish Department; the 
University of Wyoming; and the Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT).  More 
specifically, the Committee requested that staff identify the processes these agencies use to 
expend appropriated funds whether through a block grant model, licensure fees, or other “off-
budget” elements.   
 
Questions the Committee discussed include: 
 

1. Is spending criteria and oversight of “off-budget” agencies adequate to ensure funds 
(including block grants) are expended in a manner consistent with legislative 
appropriations? 

 
2. How do expenditure decisions of agencies impact future budget requests? 

 
3. Are more policies needed to ensure budget processes run smoothly?   
 
4. Are agencies meeting statutory intent or rules criteria?  
 
5. How can the budget process be adapted to address off-budget agencies? 

 
Scope 
 
After further discussion by the Committee during its September 2012 meeting, WYDOT was 
scoped out of the request.  Because WYDOT has been providing information to the Joint 
Transportation, Highways, and Military Affairs Committee, the Committee asked staff to focus 
on the other agencies.   
 
It should also be noted that the Committee conducted an audit of WYDOT General Fund 
Appropriations for Highways in May 2008.  In May 2010, WYDOT provided the Committee 
with follow-up information with respect to the audit.   
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Although evaluators did not include WYDOT as part of this scoping paper, the following is a 
summary of general information provided to the Joint Transportation, Highways, and Military 
Affairs Committee during its September 2012 meeting.   
 
WYDOT Scope Exemption Summary:  WYDOT’s Operating Budget consists of the 
Legislative and the Transportation Commission combined allocated budgets.  WYDOT’s 
budget process begins with estimating the anticipated Federal as well as State and Local 
revenues for the upcoming fiscal year.  The projected revenue amounts are locked down before 
the expenditure budgets are built.  This paper will use the projected BFY2011 revenue data to 
illustrate WYDOT’s budget process.  It is important to address funds for a BFY in terms of 
appropriations and not actual costs since projects may span many years in length.  It is also 
important to understand the fluidity of WYDOT’s entire operating budget since revenue 
sources as well project needs are constantly changing.   
 
BFY2011 projected revenues were $1,147,531,008.  Each projected revenue source is listed by 
line item with its corresponding statutory authority and then grouped into the following five 
source categories: Federal Aid Funds and Grants; Highway User Fees; Mineral Royalties and 
Severance Taxes; State and General Funds; and Other Sources, which includes Local Matching 
and Interest on State Funds among other miscellaneous categories.  Just over half of the 
projected BFY2011 revenue was federally funded and the remaining amount was funded 
through state and local revenues.  
 

Table 1 
WYDOT 

BFY2011 Projected Revenue 
 
Revenue Source  Amount 
Federal Aid and Grants $589,169,588 
*Highway User Fees $294,313,687 
Mineral Royalties & Severance Tax $146,368,000 
State General Funds $65,101,698 
Other $52,578,035 
**Total $1,147,531,008 

Source: Legislative Service Office from information received in 5/4/12 response letter from WYDOT  
*Includes the following:  fuel taxes; motor vehicle registration fees; driver license fees; commercial vehicle fees; motor carrier 
fees; IFTA revenue; motor fuel dealers licenses; radiological materials training and response; and motorcycle safety education 
license fees. 
**For FY2013, WYDOT estimates it will receive $310,474,834 in state revenue and $588,479,459 in federal revenue.  State 
revenue is broken out by highway user taxes ($148,646,500), mineral taxes (73,184,000), general fund dollars ($59,708,929), 
and other sources ($28,935,405).  Federal revenue is broken out by federal aid ($233,909,036) and federal grants 
($44,095,589).  
 
After the projected revenue amounts are established, a balanced budget is built using the 
estimated revenues as the fiscal control.  The amount needed to fund the Legislative 
Appropriated Budget is allocated first and the remaining funds are then allocated to the 
Transportation Commission (Commission).   A detailed mapping of all revenue sources from 
Federal funds and State and Local funds is distributed to multiple recipients under both the 
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Legislative and Commission budgets.  Funds are not compartmentalized into any one budget 
or recipient under that budget.     
 
Of the $1,147,531,008 BFY2011 projected revenues, 18% ($211,207,193) was allocated to the 
Legislative Appropriated Budget and the remaining 82% ($936,323,815) was allocated to the 
Transportation Commission Budget.  Provided within the documentation is detailed mapping 
for both the Legislative and Commission appropriated budgets, as well as each group within 
each budget listed in the table below. 
 
Legislatively controlled expenditures include administration, aeronautics, the Highway Patrol, 
WyoLink, and regulatory functions (e.g. motor vehicle services, driver services, and operating 
transfers).  The Commission or “off-budget” appropriated funds control expenditures related to 
engineering operations, capital expendtures for buildings and equipment, and transportation 
planning.  These funds are not legislatively approved. 
 
The following table provides additional information related to the Legislative and Commission 
budgets for BFY2011. 
 

Table 2 
WYDOT 

BFY2011 Operating Budget 
 

BFY2011 Operating Budget $1,147,531,008 
Legislative Commission 

WHP $89,020,449 Engineering Division $805,515,391 
Aeronautics Division $70,249,476 **Other $69,165,167 
Regulatory $31,018,440 Transportation 

Planning 
$37,093,794 

*Transfers $13,072,711 Capital Expenditures $24,549,463 
WyoLink $3,973,018   
Administration $3,873,099   
Total $211,207,193  $936,323,815 

Source: Legislative Service Office from information received in 5/4/12 response letter from WYDOT.  
*Operating transfers out to other state agencies. 
**Expenditures and grants. 
 
The Commission budget is divided into four expenditure categories for BFY2011.  The 
majority of the Commission appropriated budget is “zero-based,” meaning the budget starts at 
zero and each expense must be justified.  All “zero-based” budgets are itemized and these 
itemizations are reviewed and approved by the Commission when the budget is approved, and 
reviewed again when the actual purchase is made or when the contract is let for award.  The 
operating budget is also modified quarterly to allow the Commission to react to changes in 
revenue, economy, federal and state legislation, and emergencies.   
 
The following information provides a further breakdown of budgeting categories.   
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Engineering Division ($805,515,391 or 86% of budget), includes funding for improvements 
for state maintained roads.  The Engineering Division is a subset of Surface Transportation and 
projects are prioritized for each district based on each road improvement in accordance with 
overall statewide road needs and projected for the current year and five years thereafter.   
 
Other Expenditures and Grants ($69,165,167 or 7% of budget) includes funding for U.W. 
Technology Transfer Center, highway safety, disadvantaged business enterprises, scenic 
byways, recreational trails, license plate production, authority to render service, radiological 
materials, rural transit, motorcycle safety, and international fuel tax.   
 
Transportation Planning ($37,093,794 or 4% of budget) includes expenditures related to 
various planning and training.   
 
Finally, Capital Expenditure ($24,549,463 or 3%) includes dollars for buildings, equipment, 
general property, depreciation (buildings, equipment, and general property), and vehicle and 
road machinery. 
 
WYDOT’s operating budget appears to be a balanced budget based on revenue estimates used 
as a fiscal control.  The established methodology is highly prescribed, based on revenue 
estimates of federal, state, and local revenue.  These estimates tie into allocated budgets and 
serve to separate expenditure authorities for WYDOT and the Commission.  Because of 
various legislative requests, WYDOT is providing additional transparency and understanding 
to its budget process.   
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Methodology 
 
In order to provide more specific information and analysis related to the three “off-budget” 
agencies (e.g. Wyoming Community College Commission, Wyoming Game & Fish 
Department, and the University of Wyoming), LSO staff performed the following steps. 
 

1. Conducted background research. 
 

2. Reviewed budget requests (BFY2005 through BFY2011). 
 

3. Reviewed IBARS appropriation amounts (BFY2005 through BFY2011). 
 

4. Reviewed Session Laws/Appropriations Bills (BFY2005 through BFY2011 including 
supplemental requests FY2006, FY2008, and FY2010). 

 
5. Conducted BQ90 (expenditure) and BQ91 (revenue) analysis for BFY2011. 

 
6. Researched the WOLFS chart of accounts (e.g. identification of budget units, 

appropriations units, funds and balances, revenue codes, and object series). 
 

7. Interviewed budget and programmatic officials at each agency.   
 

8. Requested and analyzed revenue and expenditure information. 
 

9. Reviewed LSO documentation and interviewed subject matter experts. 
 
For each agency analyzed, this scoping paper will provide information in the following format:  
1) background; 2) budget structures and budget processes for off-budget components; and 3) 
potential areas for audits.  
 
Overall Background 
 
Biennial Budget Process 
 
Although the three selected agencies have some unique aspect related to their budgetary 
processes, they generally go through the biennial budget process involving the Executive and 
Legislative branches.   
 
Agency budgets are typically built for two fiscal years of operations.  The fiscal year begins on 
July 1 and ends the following June 30.  Agencies prepare their budget requests in conjunction 
with the Budget Division of the Department of Administration and Information (A&I, Budget 
Division), more commonly called the “Governor’s Budget Office”  
 
Prior to the budget session of the Legislature (which occurs in even numbered years), the 
Budget Division prepares a “standard budget” for each agency to review.  This budget is 
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roughly based on expenditures from the previous biennium with the exception of adjustments, 
which include transfer of funds into or out of each agency’s budget.   
 
Once the agency receives the standard budget from the Budget Division, it may develop an 
“exception/expanded” budget request.  These requests are for increased funding for the 
following reasons:  to maintain current levels of service; to transfer funds and positions from 
one program area to another; to expand services to a new group, or for other planned program 
expenses.  Budget requests are always in anticipation of two fiscal years (biennium), which 
begins on July 1 following a budget session.   
 
During the fall months prior to a legislative budget session, each agency’s entire budget 
request is presented to the Budget Division.  The Budget Division combines all of the agency 
requests into a budget package for review by the Governor.  In concert with the initial review, 
the Governor also considers information provided by the Consensus Revenue Estimating 
Group (CREG).  CREG meets in the fall and develops a revenue forecast for the upcoming 
biennium.  The Governor works with the Budget Division to develop budget recommendations 
to the Legislature by December 1 of each year.   
 
An agency may request additional funding once the Legislature has approved a biennial 
budget.  For example, if an agency believes it requires additional appropriations to finish the 
second year of a biennium, it may prepare a supplemental budget request prior to a general 
session of the Legislature.  The process and timetable is the same as that of a standard budget 
request.   
 
Once budget recommendations are received by the LSO, fiscal staff analyzes the budget 
requests and prepares detailed and summary reports for the Joint Appropriations Committee 
(JAC).  These reports provide detail at the agency level, as well as broader analysis of all 
budget requests compared to estimated revenue.   
 
The JAC holds budget hearings in December or early January prior to each budget session.  
The JAC holds these hearings to provide agency officials with the opportunity to discuss their 
budget requests and to answer questions.  Typically, the JAC does not take formal action 
during its hearings.  However, once the JAC begins to “work” the budgets after the hearings, it 
will approve or disapprove each program or sub-program budget request for each agency.  This 
process wraps up at least one or two weeks before the budget sessions starts.    
 
LSO then prepares two general appropriation or budget bills for introduction.  This process 
allows the House and the Senate to formally act on the JAC’s recommendations within their 
respective chambers.  For example, the co-chairs make assignments to various members to 
discuss on the floor of each chamber.  It should be noted, however, that only one bill is passed 
into law.  This bill includes action from both chambers.   
 
Note:  For purposes of this scoping paper, the above description explains the overall budget 
process that selected agencies go through each biennium.  The detail in the rest of the scoping 
paper will focus on the “off-budget” processes. 
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Wyoming Community College Commission 
 
Introduction 
 
The Wyoming Community College Commission (Commission) is located in Cheyenne, 
Wyoming.  It employs 16 full-time staff members in support of the state's seven (7) 
community colleges. The community colleges, along with their 41 combined outreach centers, 
employ over 3,300 individuals and have a presence in every Wyoming county. 
 
Principal among the Commission's functions is the provision of State Aid to the colleges.  
State Aid or General Fund monies supported 28,031 students (18,743 full-time equivalent 
students) in academic year 2011.  According to the Commission, the full-time equivalent total 
reflects an increase of more than 14 percent in just two years.  It should be noted that W.S. 21-
18-205 (e)(i) provides for special funding to address enrollment growth.  Commission officials 
also state that “continued system-wide enrollment expansion has precipitated the need to 
address costs associated with enrollment growth.” 
 
The following table provides additional information at the college level. 
 

Table 3 
Wyoming Community College System 

2010-11 Annual Credit Headcount 
 

College Full-time Part-time Total Percent 
Casper 2,146.5 3,048.5 5,195 18.53% 
CWC 909 1,803.5 2,712.5 9.68% 
EWC 585 1,358.5 1,943.5 6.93% 
LCCC 2,299 3,984.5 6,283.5 22.42% 
NWC 1,197.5 1,253 2,450.5 8.74% 
NWCCD 1,371.5 2,983 4,354.5 15.53% 
WWCC 1,275 3,816.5 5,091.5 18.16% 
Total 9,783.5 18,247.5 28,031  
Percent 34.9% 65.10%  100% 
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information and enrollment data provided by the Commission.   
*Credit headcount includes on-campus, distance education, auditing, compressed video, and telecourse students from Summer 
and Fall 2010 and Spring 2011. 
 
It is interesting to note that the full and part-time attendance is broken out by each community 
college in the system.  What is not broken out are the attendance conditions (e.g. on-campus, 
distance education, etc.), which would be valuable for determining how well the community 
colleges are meeting the needs of Wyoming residents throughout service areas. 
 
The Commission's four other primary programs and numbers of customers served are as 
follows: 
 

1. Adult Basic Education (2,937 participants during fiscal year 2011); 
2. General Educational Development (1,668 test participants during fiscal year 2011); 
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3. Wyoming Family Literacy (248 adults and 391 children during the 2009-2010 
biennium); and 

4. Veterans Tuition Waiver (305 students during fiscal-year 2011). 
 
Background 
 
Wyoming’s community college system consists of seven local college districts and the 
Wyoming Community College Commission (Commission) at the state level.  Legislation 
enacted in 1945 allowed for the establishment of colleges; by 1948, four had been founded, 
while the remaining three were created over the next 20 years.  Some began as University 
outreach centers and some as an extension of local school districts, while others were created 
by a county-wide vote. 
 

Table 4 
Wyoming Community Colleges 
Dates Established and Location  

 
College Name Established Location *County Service 

Area 
Casper College 1945 Casper Natrona 
Northwest College 1946 Powell Park, Big Horn, and 

Washakie 
Northern Wyoming Community 
College District 

1948 Sheridan Sheridan, Johnson, 
and Campbell 

Eastern Wyoming College 1948 Torrington Goshen, Converse, 
Crook, Weston, 
Niobrara, and 
Platte 

Western Wyoming Community 
College 

1959 Rock Springs Sweetwater, 
Sublette, Lincoln, 
Uinta, and Carbon 

Central Wyoming College 1966 Riverton Fremont, Hot 
Springs, and Teton  

Laramie County Community College 1968 Cheyenne Laramie and 
Albany 

Source:  Legislative Service Office. 
*Service areas are established by the Commission pursuant to Session Laws 1991, Ch. 228, Section 3(d). 
 
The institutions are located throughout the state, offering instructional programs at their main 
campuses and, collectively, at 41 out-of-district sites.  Since 1991, all 23 counties in the state 
have been organized into service areas ranging in size from one county (Casper College serves 
only Natrona County) to six counties (Eastern serves Goshen, Platte, Converse, Niobrara, 
Weston, and Crook counties).   
 
More specifically, the number of district sites vary based by county as follows:  Albany, 
Niobrara, Goshen, Washakie, Park, Hot Springs, and Teton counties each have one (1) district 
site; Campbell, Converse, Johnson, Weston, Sublette, Laramie, and Uinta counties each have 
two (2) district sites; Crook, Fremont, Lincoln, and Sweetwater counties each have three (3) 
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district sites; and Carbon and Platte counties each have four (4) district sites.  It should be 
noted however, that Big Horn County is the only county that does not have a district site.   
 
Note:  See Appendix A for a map denoting the service areas and district sites.    
 
Purpose 
 
The Commission is statutorily responsible for providing coordination, administrative, 
approval, review and report, implementing, and other general functions to support the 
community college system in Wyoming.   
 
This scoping paper focuses on the selected statutory responsibilities in the following table.   
 

Table 5 
Wyoming Community College Commission 

General Duties and Responsibilities 
 

Function Powers and Duties 
General (W.S. 
21-18-202 (a)) 

(ii)  Establish tuition rates for the community colleges; and 
 
(v)  Develop and maintain a statewide college system strategic plan for 
the delivery of educational programs in Wyoming by each college 
pursuant to subsection (h) of this section. 
 

Coordination 
(W.S. 21-18-202 
(b)) 

(iv)  Coordinate academic and vocational–technical programs offered by 
any community college in another community college service area when a 
physical presence will be established; and 
 
(vi)  In addition to paragraph (iv) of this subsection and for any program 
requested by the board of county commissioners representing a 
community within the existing service area of any community college and 
that college has determined not to provide the requested program within 
the community, coordinate a response to the requesting board.  Any 
community college shall refer the requested community program to the 
commission if it cannot provide the requested program. Upon referral, the 
commission shall provide a response under this paragraph; 
 

Administrative 
(W.S. 21-18-202 
(c)) 

*(i)  Create and maintain a funding allocation model by rule; 
 
*(ii)  In accordance with W.S. 21-18-203(a), prepare budget requests for 
the operation and support of the colleges and the commission, and 
pursuant to W.S. 21-18-225, prepare budget requests for capital 
construction and major  maintenance; 
 
*(iii)  Disburse to the colleges state funds in accordance with W.S. 9-4-
601(b)(iv)(A) and 21-18-205 and other funds under commission auspices; 
 
*(iv)  Administer those functions explicitly assigned to the commission by 
statute; and 
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Function Powers and Duties 
 
(viii)  Following public hearing, review and modify or maintain community 
college service areas provided all counties to be annexed to a college 
service area are contiguous to that service area.  
 

Approval (W.S. 
21-18-202 (d)) 

(i)  Approve all new  programs qualifying for state funding pursuant to the 
statewide community college strategic plan developed under subsection 
(h) of this section; 
 
(ii)  Review existing programs, determine the most effective and efficient 
delivery of programs qualifying for state funding pursuant to the statewide 
community college system strategic plan and terminate state funding for 
those programs which are inconsistent with the statewide community 
college system strategic plan; and 
 
(iv)  Approve the format of community college budgets as provided in W.S. 
16-4-104; 
 
 

Review and 
Report (W.S. 21-
18-202 (e)) 

(ii)  In addition to audits required of colleges under W.S. 16-4-121 and to 
ensure uniformity of audit procedures and reporting formats, conduct 
enrollment audits and report financial and enrollment audit findings to the 
legislature and governor. In carrying out this paragraph and maintaining 
the funding allocation model under paragraph (c)(i) of this section: 
 

(A)  The commission shall ensure uniform accounting in recording 
full-time equivalent students and reporting financial data; 

 
(B)  Each community college shall report information to the 
commission in a uniform, consistent and accurate manner as 
required by commission rule and regulation; 

 
(C)  The commission may participate in financial audits conducted 
by each community college and assist in the analysis of audit 
findings for subsequent reporting under this paragraph. 

 
(v)(A)  The commission shall provide annual reports to the legislature and 
governor on the performance of individual community colleges and the 
college system as well as on the achievement of statewide priorities as 
specified in the statewide college system strategic plan. The commission 
and the colleges shall work together in a collaborative effort in defining the 
report formats and the methodology and data elements required in 
preparing the reports and a reasonable time line for completion of reports; 
and 
 

(B)  For the reporting effort under this paragraph, the commission 
shall maintain a management information system and each 
community college shall maintain accurate administrative records 
to provide the necessary data to the commission for these studies 



 13 

Function Powers and Duties 
and reports. The colleges shall provide the commission with all 
data required in preparing each of the reports the commission shall 
request. The commission and the colleges shall safeguard all 
institutional and individual student record data under the provisions 
of the Privacy Act of 1974 and the Family Educational Rights and 
Privacy Act or subsequent similar enactments; and 

 
(C)  Reports provided by the commission to the legislature and 
governor shall be attached with and aligned to the college system 
performance benchmarks, outcome measures and other 
performance indicators specified in and defined by the strategic 
plan. 

 
(vi)  The commission and the colleges shall collaborate to identify any 
additional areas of educational concerns which require data collection and 
reporting. 
 

Implementing 
(W.S. 21-18-202 
(f)) 

(i)  Establish reasonable timelines and deadlines for the submission of 
data requested by the commission; 
 
(ii)  Assure uniform college accounting practices in reporting data to the 
commission, through the use of national association of college and 
university business officers nomenclature; and 
 
(v)  Adopt rules and regulations consistent with the provisions of this act 
as necessary to carry out its statutory duties and responsibilities. 

  
Planning (W.S. 
21-18-202 (h)) 

(h)  The commission shall prior to the beginning of each biennial budget 
period, review, update and modify the statewide college system strategic 
plan.  The plan shall clearly prescribe the components of the educational 
program and attach program components to statewide system priorities.  
This plan shall serve as the basis for state operational and capital 
construction budget requests and funding of the statewide college system 
for the applicable biennial budget period.   
 

Budget (W.S. 21-
18-203) 

(a)  In collaboration with the boards of the community colleges, the 
commission shall submit state appropriation requests on behalf of the 
community college system in compliance with the statewide community 
college system strategic plan, which are based upon amounts 
appropriated to the system by the legislature for the biennial period 
immediately preceding the biennium for which the budget request is to be 
made.  Exception budget requests may be made for any biennial budget 
period by the commission on behalf of the college system which are in 
addition to the prior period adjusted amount and unless otherwise 
specified by the commission, are limited exclusively to the fiscal period for 
which the request is submitted and shall not be included in the standard 
budget request of any subsequent biennial budget request. The requests 
shall be made upon forms and in a format to be determined by the budget 
division of the department of administration and information. 
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Function Powers and Duties 
(c)  To facilitate its appropriation request, the community college 
commission shall hold at least one (1) budget hearing for the community 
colleges. 

Source:  Legislative Service Office. 
*Additional criteria in the form of the Commission’s Fiscal Handbook and Chapter 5 Rules clearly annotate the prescribed 
funding model, which will be discussed later in the Scoping Paper.   
 
Context 
 
Questions, concerns, and potential issues related to the Commission and its roles and 
responsibilities are not new.  More specifically, the Commission’s composition, as well as 
duties and responsibilities, have changed substantially over the years. 
 
For example, since its creation in 1951, Commission composition has changed from 14 
members, nearly all from the education discipline, to its current composition with seven (7) 
members.  Also, the Legislature has made significant statutory changes as a result of various 
legislative reviews undertaken at the direction of the Management Audit Committee 
(Committee).   
 
The following table provides additional information related to the impact of those reviews.   
 

Table 6 
Legislative Review 

Wyoming Community College Commission 
 

Review Result(s) 
Management 
Audit Committee 
Sunset Review 
(1984) 

The report’s primary conclusion was that the Commission needed to 
assert a stronger posture in ensuring the colleges’ accountability to the 
State.   
 
In 1985, the Legislature made significant changes to the statutes, 
restructuring the Commission and enhancing its authorities (1985 Session 
Laws, Chapter 208).  More specifically, granting authority for the 
Commission to promulgate rules in order to ensure the “coordinated, 
efficient, and effective operation” of the system.   
 

Management 
Audit Committee 
Consultant 
Review (1990) 

The Committee oversaw the audit, conducted by MGT of America.  The 
report offered over 50 recommendations for actions to be taken by the 
commission, colleges, and ultimately the Legislature.   
 
Several of the report’s recommendations were enacted into law in 1991 
through the “Post-Secondary Education Omnibus Act” (1991 Session 
Laws, Chapter 228).  The act required the Commission to establish and 
implement a process to evaluate community colleges on the basis of 
performance in responding to service area needs.  Service areas were 
also created by the Commission as a result of legislative direction.   
 

Management Although policy oriented, the report did provide a basis for some 
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Review Result(s) 
Audit Committee 
Audit of 
Governance 
System (1999) 

legislative changes during the Legislative Budget Session in 2000.  2000 
Session Laws, Chapter 33 modified the budget process used by the 
system and Commission.  Some of the salient changes include the 
following:   
 
1) Created a requirement for biennial funding reports to be submitted to 
the Commission; clearly defined the college system as the community 
colleges and the Commission; 2) Authorized the Commission to 
collaborate with colleges for its submission of the college system budget; 
created a distribution of funds “in amounts determined by a funding 
allocation model adopted by rule of the Commission;” and 3) Required 
reporting of revenue generated by the additional mill levy pursuant to W.S. 
21-18-303.   
 

*Legislative Task 
Force for JAC 
and JEC (2008) 

The majority of the Task Force’s recommendations were subsequently 
adopted by the Legislature in enactment of 2009 Wyoming Session Laws, 
Chapter 211 (HB 114).  Some of the salient changes include the following: 
 
1) Separation of allocation model and budget request process; 2) Creation 
of a two-part funding mechanism, consisting of fixed and variable 
components; 3) Distribution using cost per credit calculation; 4) Creation 
of a pool to fund increases in credit instruction for the exception budget 
request to compensate for interim increase in enrollment; and 5) 
Calculation of average credit enrollment based on 3-year rolling average.   

Source:  Legislative Service Office. 
*Resulted from legislative direction (2008 Wyoming Session Laws, Chapter 48, Section 327). 
 
Commission’s “Off-Budget” Component(s) 
 
Generally, funding requests are made collectively for the seven community colleges in the 
form of State Aid, which is disbursed by the WCCC and considered “off-budget.”  The 
Commission formally adopts the Legislature’s appropriations, and then the colleges are 
notified of the various allocations they can expect to receive over the coming fiscal year.  The 
format of college budgets is set by the Commission to ensure consistency, and the colleges 
must submit copies of their budgets to the Commission. 
 
It should be noted that HB 114 changed the way by which the allocation of the “off-budget” 
funds is considered and disbursed by the Commission.  More specifically, it required changes 
to the funding allocation model itself by separating the allocation and budget request process.  
In addition, it created a two-part structure, consisting of fixed and variable costs.  It also 
required the creation of a sophisticated statewide strategic plan to serve as a basis for all 
operational and capital construction budget requests and funding considerations.    
 
The fixed and variable cost portion of the Model is recalibrated every four years pursuant to 
W.S. 21-18-205 (c).  As a result, the current Model has only been used for two biennia, and 
recalibration for BFY 2015 is currently taking place.  In order to recalibrate the fixed and 
variable costs, colleges send the Commission past expenditure data aggregated by fixed and 
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variable costs.  Analysis occurs to ensure that expenditures are properly categorized as to the 
type of cost.   
 
The Model considers the revenue generated by the 4 mill tax levy.  A mill levy is 1/1000 of a 
dollar, meaning a 4 mill tax levy on assessed property of $100,000 would be 4,000 mills worth 
$400.   The revenue from each county’s mill levy goes directly to the County Treasurer.  
However, the amount of mill levy generated by a county is used as an adjustment to the state 
aid amount.   Therefore a wealthy county will receive less state aid dollars than one that is 
poorer.  This method is called “recapture and redistribution.” 
 
It should be noted that the Model does not consider a county’s ability to generate an additional 
1 mill tax levy.  The Board of Trustees for each college determines how this money is 
expended.  There is much less restriction on this revenue.  The Model also does not consider 
revenue generated from tuition or fees.  Tuition is set by the Commission, but colleges have 
discretion to set their fee structures.  The following table provides additional information on 
revenue generated by the colleges. 
 

Table 7 
College Operational Funding Sources 

FY 2013 (Budgeted) 
 

 Casper Central Eastern Laramie Northern Northwest Western 
State  $27,001,406 $9,148,308 $10,027,064 $27,017,336 $15,713,726 $14,801,633 $11,526,961 

*4-Mill $5,830,027 $4,561,912 $770,741 $4,515,132 $2,755,409 $3,962,937 $10,378,734 
**Tuition $7,473,400 $4,227,720   $3,452,544  $10,695,388  $5,812,381   $4,882,502   $6,879,334  

Total $40,304,833 $17,937,940  $14,250,349  $42,227,856  $24,281,516  $23,647,072   $28,785,029  
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Commission. 
*To determine additional 1 mill revenue, divide the 4 mill number by four. 
**Includes fees. 
 
Different versions of the Model have been historically used by the Commission.  More 
recently, the enrollment emphasis was added to this new version of the Model.  Previously the 
Model was based on a statistical regression, meaning that the colleges could receive more 
money if the appropriation was fully expended.   The Commission also used data from colleges 
in other states as a comparison; this practice was discontinued because of the lack of accurate 
demographic and statistical comparisons.   
 
Finally, the enactment of HB 114 created a clearly defined integrated workflow process 
between the Commission and the Department for Administration and Information (A&I) for 
capital construction and major maintenance.  Funds for capital construction and major 
maintenance are generally the only individual funding requests submitted to the Legislature.   
 
It is important to note, however, in addition to capital construction and major maintenance, 
there are several additional programs included in the budget request that have been created in 
past Session Laws, notably the Veterans’ Tuition Waiver Program, the Teacher Shortage Loan 
Repayment Program, and the Wyoming Investment in Nursing Program.   
 
See Table 8 for a complete listing of programs.     
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Commission Chart of Accounts and WOLFS 
 
The Commission does not restrict the use of a college’s appropriations.  However, it does 
require colleges to utilize a uniform chart of accounts for posting revenue and expenditures.  
This process helps the Commission when it analyzes college financial reports throughout the 
year.  The chart of accounts is provided to colleges through the Commission’s Fiscal 
Handbook; however, the Commission’s chart of accounts for colleges is not reflected in 
WOLFS.   
 
WOLFS is used by the Commission to receipt and expend funds related to the following 
programs:  1)  Administration; 2) State Aid; 3) Contingency Reserve; 4) Leveraging 
Educational Assistance Partnership (LEAP); 5) Incentive Fund; 6) Adult Basic Education 
Program; 7) Wyoming Investment and Nursing (WyIN) Loan and Grant Program; 8) Veterans’ 
Tuition Waiver Program; 9) Wyoming Teaching Shortage Loan Repayment (TSLRP) 
Program; and 10) Wyoming Public Television (WPTV).   
 
The above programs are also reflected in the Commissions Executive Budget Request.  The 
following provides additional information. 
 

Table 8 
Commission Programs 

BFY 2011 
 

**Commission 
Program 

Executive 
Budget 
Division 

Executive 
Budget 

Unit 

WOLFS 
Division 

***WOLFS 
Appropriation/Budget 

Unit 
Administration 0100 0101 0100 101-0101 
Administration:  
Wyoming Family 
Literacy 

0100 0107 0100 101-0107 

State Aid 0200 0201 0200 201-0201 
State Aid:  College 
Health Insurance 

0200 0202 0200 201-0202 

State Aid:  Library 
Funding 

0200 0204 0200 201-0204 

Contingency Reserve 0300 0301 0300 058-0301 
****Leveraging 
Educational Assistance 
Partnership 

0400 0401 0400 401-0401 

Incentive Fund-
Distance Education 

0600 0602 0600 601-0602 

Incentive Fund-
Workforce Training 

0600 0603 *N/A *N/A 

Adult Basic Education 0900 0901 0900 901-0901 
Adult Basic Education-
GED Program 

0900 0902 0900 902-0902 

WyIN Loan and Grant 1000 1001 1000 100-1001 
Veterans’ Tuition 1500 1501 1500 150-1501 
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**Commission 
Program 

Executive 
Budget 
Division 

Executive 
Budget 

Unit 

WOLFS 
Division 

***WOLFS 
Appropriation/Budget 

Unit 
Waiver 
Wyoming Teacher 
Shortage Loan 
Repayment Program 

2000 2001 2000 009-2001 

Wyoming Public 
Television 

3000 3001 3000 300-3001 

Wyoming Public 
Television-Council 

3000 3003 3000 300-3003 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided in the BFY2001 Budget Request and WOLFS. 
*Not recommended for funding by the Governor. 
**Capital construction (7000 series) is also presented in the budget; requests often include state funding, but if other private 
and public sources fully fund a project, building authorization must still be sought.     
***Programs are funded through twelve (12) revenue sources from federal grants, coal lease bonus, and the General Fund.  
Also, Commission Chapter 5 rules, provides guidance for State Aid, WyIN, Teacher Shortage Loan Repayment Program, 
Veterans’ Tuition Waiver, major maintenance funding and distribution, and capital construction requests.   
****Not funded by the current administration for BFY2013. 
 
Budget Requests 
 
For purposes of the scoping paper, evaluators focused on State Aid, which is provided through 
General Fund dollars.  Although other revenues are generated through a local 4 mill levy, a 
local 1 mill levy, and tuition and fees, those funds are not appropriated.  However, the 4 mill 
levy is used within the Model to calculate the State Aid appropriations.  All other revenue is 
received and expended by the individual colleges and increased retirement contributions.   
 
The State Aid appropriation also includes the funds necessary to reimburse each college for 
health insurance premium expenditures, as well as the funds necessary to fund the colleges' 
share of both the retirees’ health insurance assessment.   
 
Exception Requests:  W.S. 21-18-205 provides for a funding allocation model which 
recognizes the variable cost and fixed cost portions of the State Aid Standard Budget 
appropriation. It also provides for “special purpose funding to be designated as adjustments to 
funding allocation model distributions for the effects of enrollment growth.”  Enrollment 
growth is defined as growth that is over and above the enrollment levels of a designated base 
period (e.g. academic years 2004 and 2005).  Additional funding to offset the variable costs 
incurred by colleges during growth periods and projected growth periods is requested in the 
Exception Request portion of the budget.  According to the Commission, over the past six 
years enrollment across the system has grown 28.2 percent.  In academic year 2010-2011, the 
colleges served 28,031 students (headcount), while full-time-equivalent student credit 
enrollment was 18,743.   
 
W.S. 21-18-205(c) provides for a funding allocation model which recognizes variable costs 
and fixed costs portions of the State Aid Standard Budget appropriation.  It also provides for 
external cost adjustments to these two distinct funding components.  The external cost 
adjustment for the fixed costs portion of the State Aid Standard Budget is based upon the 
Consumer Price Index, and for the fiscal-year ending June 30, 2011, the annual rate was 2.0 
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percent.  The external cost adjustment for the variable costs portion of the State Aid Standard 
Budget is based upon the Employment Cost Index for Post-secondary Institutions, and for the 
fiscal-year ending June 30, 2011, the annual rate was 1.7 percent.   
 
External costs adjustments are applied against annualized variable and fixed cost bases.  
According to the Commission’s Chapter 5 rules, fixed costs “include mandatory transfers and 
those operating costs that do not vary with enrollment.”  These costs include administrative 
and operating costs related to keeping facilities open.  Rules also defined variable costs as 
“those operating costs that vary proportionally with enrollment or represent step-variable 
costs.”  These costs include administrative and operating costs related to instruction, service, 
and student financial aid.   
 
The following table provides additional information on the increase in State Aid requests since 
BFY2005. 
 

Table 9 
State Aid Budget Requests  

BFY 2011 
 
BFY Standard 

Request 
Exception 
Request 

Total Agency 
Request 

Governor’s 
Recommendation 

2005* $134,590,125 $4,600,000 $139,190,125 $139,190,125 
2007** $160,916,113 $26,737,161 $187,653,274 $169,816,113 
2009 $205,396,358 $34,660,583 $240,056,941 $219,000,356 
2011*** $213,516,854 $18,232,052 $231,748,906 $213,516,854 
Total     
Source:  Legislative Service Office from the BFY2011 Budget Request and WOLFS.   
*Supplemental Request in the amount of $5,989,566 was approved by the Governor.   
**Supplemental Request in the amount of $7,384,586 was approved by the Governor.   
***Supplemental Request in the amount of $3,422,532 was approved by the Governor. 
 
The 2013-2014 biennial budget request totals $203,502,135. Of this total, Standard Budget 
requests total $188,554,591, and Exception Budget requests total $31,461,455.  The Governor 
denied $16,513,911 in actual enrollment growth funding, projected enrollment growth funding, 
and external cost adjustments.   
 
According to the Commission, State Aid since BFY2005 has increased.  The following table 
provides additional information. 
 

Table 10 
State Aid Funding 

BFY2005 through BFY2013 
 

BFY Funding Notes 
2005 $147,400,000 8.2 million added during Supplemental 

(via exception request) for internal 
funding equity and external cost 
adjustment (old funding allocation 
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BFY Funding Notes 
model). 

2007 $160,400,000 $13.0 million added during 
Supplemental (via separate 
appropriation) for market-based salary 
increases. 

2009 $178,000,000 $11.2 million added to biennialize 
FY08 market-based salary increases. 
 
4 percent statewide ECA effective July 
1, 2008 included colleges. 
 
4 percent statewide ECA effective July 
1, 2009 included colleges. 
 
$8.6 million subtracted for FY10 10 
percent budget cut. 

2011 $180,200,000 $2.2 million added by Budget Division 
to fully biennialize FY08 market-based 
salary increases (taking into 
consideration previous ECAs). 

2013 $187,100,000 $6.8 million added by Governor’s 
Office and Budget Division to offset 
losses in college 4-mill revenue 
(amount based upon realized 
enrollment growth for academic-year 
2010 and projected enrollment growth 
for academic-year 2011). 

Total $853,100,000  
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Commission.   
 
Off-Budget Structures and Processes 
 
The Commission uses the Model to calculate the distribution of the Standard Budget request, 
as well as the exception request for enrollment growth funding and external cost adjustments.  
It is also used to calculate the distribution of enrollment growth funding that is actually 
appropriated by the Legislature.  In other words, the Model is run before submission of the 
Commission’s budget request, as well as after the Legislature appropriates funding for 
enrollment growth.  Historically, the Commission has requested a certain amount of enrollment 
growth funding, but received less than requested from the Legislature.   
 
The Model begins with the determination of the base funding total that is used to calculate the 
further amounts.  The basis for the allocation comes from half of the previous biennium’s 
appropriation for the State Aid unit and one half of the 4 mill revenue for the two most recent 
years.  This calculation is used to reflect a single fiscal year of funding, which is why only one 
half of the State Aid and the 4 mill revenue are used. 
 
The base funding number is then divided into two categories: variable costs and fixed costs.  
Fixed costs are related to the operations of a physical building, such as utilities or salaries 
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related to plant operations.  Variable costs do not relate to the bricks-and-mortar operations, 
but rather to instructional activities.   
 
Each of the colleges drafts its annual budget request by mid-May, and then presents it to its 
locally-elected board of trustees.  This way, the colleges know what the Legislature has 
appropriated (State Aid) for the colleges during the previous session.  In other words, they 
know what they will be receiving based on the Model, in order to expend funds at the 
beginning of the fiscal year (July 1).   
 
During its March meeting, the Commission approves the Model’s funding allocation for State 
Aid.  Colleges are notified of their funding after the Commission runs appropriated money 
through the Funding Allocation Model.  Disbursement of appropriated funds is accomplished 
eight (8) times during the biennium.  Disbursement pursuant to Commission rules is as 
follows:  15% in July and September and 10% in December and March.   
 
It should also be noted that the Wyoming Community College Commission Statewide 
Strategic Plan mandates (effective July 1, 2012) that the Commission “award 10 percent of 
variable costs within the formula based on course completion,” rather than enrollment.  
Although this change does not impact the Standard Budget appropriation or the exception 
request appropriation, it changes the allocation of funds among the seven colleges.  According 
to the Commission, “essentially, it redirects funds from colleges with relatively low or 
decreasing course completion rates to colleges with relatively high or increasing completion 
rates.” 
 
There is also an “Enrollment Growth Funding Pool” that may receive appropriations from the 
Legislature.  This pool allows the Commission to provide additional funding throughout a 
biennium if enrollment is growing through that specific biennium.  If the colleges do not 
experience further growth, the funds revert to the Budget Reserve Account.  If denied during a 
Budget Session, a similar request is made mid-biennium during the General Session.   
 
Potential Areas for Audit 
 
Performance Driven Model:  Given the modifications to the Model after the passage of HB 
114, it may be premature to conduct an audit of the Model itself.  Also, recalibration of the 
fixed and variable cost components is currently occurring.  Nationally, however, there is 
interest in coupling funding to performance.  According to the Commission, in Wyoming this 
has been addressed to a limited degree.  More specifically, the move towards performance-
based funding is accomplished “by moving away from simply providing an incentive for higher 
enrollment, and instead placing more emphasis on course completion.”  Currently, changes 
towards measuring for completion only impacts 4% of State Aid distributions.  Focusing more 
on completion as a component to the Model, would not only put more relative weight on 
completion, but would eventually move from course completion to program completion (i.e., 
degree or certificate completion), according to the Commission. 
 
Funding Equity:   Another area of concern is that the generation of local revenue does not 
fully recognize services provided to residents of counties with no mill levy.  The 4 mill 
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“community college levy” is assessed only on property located in the seven (7) counties where 
the colleges are formally established.  However, colleges provide services to all residents of 
the state (albeit to differing degrees) within designated service areas.  For example, there are 
counties where relatively large branch/satellite campuses exist, but the property located in 
those counties is not subject to the 4 mill levy.  This difference causes inequitable funding 
across the statewide community college system, which is compounded by the fact that each of 
the colleges has few restrictions on the use of 1 mill revenue, tuition, and fees.    
 
This issue is highly charged and despite much discussion the Community College Task Force 
could not reach a consensus on an approach to address this topic.  Much of the controversy of 
the current 4 mill levy system assigned to the seven (7) districts housing the main campuses 
stems from NWCCD’s satellite campus in Gillette.  The Gillette satellite campus facility is 
extensive and there is a perceived taxation inequity because Campbell County residents are not 
assessed the 4 mill levy.  The counter perspective from the Campbell County representatives is 
that a significant proportion of general funding monies are generated from Campbell County.   
 
One solution could be a graduated mill levy based on student origination within the state.  
Those counties with the greatest number of residents attending community colleges would be 
assessed greater mills than those counties with lower utilization.  However, this option is also 
controversial.   
 
The Commission in its annual plan does have a goal for distance learning that states “provide 
support to strengthen a statewide system for distance learning.”  Some progress towards this 
goal has been made as the WyCLAS website is operational and being run by the Wyoming 
Distance Learning Center.  This should help with the organization of the online curriculum and 
help reduce issues pertaining to duplication of services to students.  However, with a state as 
widely dispersed as Wyoming, how will the Commission utilize technology to deliver sound 
instruction to students in rural parts of the state?   
 
Finally, it is difficult to determine just how much each college spends on students originating 
from counties other than the one where its main campus is located.  The Commission’s chart of 
accounts includes location codes for various expenditures; however, that information is 
somewhat incomplete since it does not account for services provided from the main campus to 
outreach facilities (e.g. faculty costs for classes provided on-line or via some other form of 
distance learning).  Further review of the span and scope of services provided at the satellite 
branches may be warranted, since the Model only partially accounts for distance learning 
expenditures.  It may also be time to reexamine the composition of the service areas developed 
by the Commission. 
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University of Wyoming 
 
Introduction 
 
The University of Wyoming was established in 1886 as Wyoming’s land-grant institution.  It is 
Wyoming’s only four-year university and currently provides services to approximately 13,000 
students and is located in Laramie, Wyoming.   
 
Title 21, Chapter 17 of Wyoming Statute outlines the governance, scholastic goals, duties, and 
selected programmatic requirements of the University.  Specifically, W.S. 21-17-101 
establishes the University, and W.S. 21-17-102(a) outlines the goal of the University, stating 
“the objects of the university are to provide an efficient means of imparting to men and 
women, without regard to color, on equal terms, a liberal education, together with a thorough 
knowledge of the various branches connected with the scientific, industrial and professional 
pursuits.”  In order to achieve this goal, W.S. 21-17-107 creates the authority of the 
Legislature to appropriate funds for the University, and states that all funds appropriated must 
have their intent specified and must be expended in accordance with that specified intent.   
 
The Board of Trustees has the responsibility to approve and adopt the general policies 
governing the University of Wyoming and provide broad oversight for the fiduciary 
management.  The Trustees hold regular meetings bimonthly with duration up to three or four 
days with special meetings held as needed.  The Board is divided into three committees, one of 
which is the Fiscal and Legal Affairs Committee (FLAC), on which Governor Mead is ex 
officio Trustee committee member. 
 
The Trustees receive financial audit reports from two sources: UW Office of Internal Audit 
and an independent auditing firm, to use when making fiduciary decisions.  The University of 
Wyoming’s Office of Internal Audit conducts focused audits on fiscal, operational and 
administrative functions of the University.  This office reports directly to the FLAC, does not 
fall under the supervision of the University President, and has full and complete access to any 
of the institution's records, physical properties and personnel.   
 
The following table lists the UW Internal Audit Schedule for 2010-2013. 

 
Table 11 

Internal Audit Schedule 
2010-2013 

 
2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 

Cowboy Joe Club Alumni Association Athletics Facilities (Custodial 
Services) 

Alumni Association Athletic Ticket Office Deposit 
Review 

Student Financial Operations 
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2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 

Football Attendance NCAA Academic 
Performance 

Athletic Cash Handling 

Athletic Ticket Office Deposit 
Review 

Federal Student Financial Aid Program Income: Grants 

NCAA Recruiting/Team 
Travel, etc. 

4-H 4-H 

Release Time/Cost Sharing Personal Services Risk and Insurance 

4-H Accounts Payable & 
Purchasing Card Processes 

Football Attendance 

Outreach Credit Units Vending Athletic Ticket Office Deposit 
Review 

Student Media Management of Section II 
Funds 

School of Energy Resources 

Endowment Scholarships Casper Residency Clinic Compliance to Clery Act 

Copy Center Receipt Handling Follow-Up NCAA Eligibility 

Cash Handling Student Media Follow-Up Student Education 
Opportunity 

Real Estate Office Cost Share & Release Time 
Follow-Up 

Bookstore 

Time and Effort Follow-Up Scholarship Follow-Up Cowboy Joe Club 

Cheyenne Follow-Up  Alumni Association 

  VP Administration Turnover 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the University of Wyoming.   
 
The Trustees also receive annual financial audit reports prepared by an independent consultant.  
These financial audits focus on revenues, expenses, and changes in net assets and cash flow 
and are conducted in accordance with auditing standards applicable to financial audits 
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United 
States.  The independent audit reports through 2010 are also publically available through the 
University’s website. 
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Background 
 
As a result of the intersection between the educational goals of the University and the fiscal 
obligations of the State, the budgetary structure of the University has been a topic of great 
interest to both parties.  Because of the size and structure of the University as well as its 
educational requirements, it provides unique challenges not present in the fiscal management 
of other State agencies.  In the past two decades, significant changes in the budget structure 
reflect the efforts of State and University officials to address these challenges. 
 
Beginning in the early 1990s, the Legislature began moving towards a “block grant” model of 
funding for the University.  The model was adopted gradually in three stages in 1990, 1992, 
and 2000, and reflected an effort to grant the UW Trustees and the administration more 
budgetary flexibility in order to better address institutional goals related to education and 
student service.   
 
The model, as it was adopted in the 2001 Budget Request, reduced the budget to a single line 
item appropriation (State Aid) with two expense organizations (Base Funding and Plus 
Funding).  This separation has evolved in more recent budget requests to show the Base 
Funding Unit alongside other programs within the State Aid Unit such as the UW Endowment 
Program.  Funding for these programs are included within State Aid funds; however, these 
programs are separately itemized in the budget requests at the directive of the Legislature or 
Governor for additional accountability.   
 
Within the 2001 Budget Request Narrative, then-Governor Geringer stated that accountability 
on the part of the Board of Trustees regarding budgeting would be shown through performance 
indicators contained within the University Strategic Plan.  He went on to state that the model 
was intended to “provide for better planning, greater performance accountability and 
incentives to enhance innovation for student improvement.”   
 
This change also altered the reporting mechanism for full-time equivalents (FTEs).  The 2001 
Budget Request Narrative stated that the FTE reporting in previous requests was not used to 
control employee numbers but instead to generate a budget for salaries and benefits, which 
created non-essential and unused budget reports.  Not requiring FTE information to be reported 
in the same way was intended to give the Board of Trustees and the University latitude in the 
number of employees and their salaries, allowing for a focus on performance and 
accountability.  The budget requests have limited information regarding FTEs, as the requests 
relate to a specific program appropriation request only.  While the Legislature does not receive 
comprehensive FTE data in the budget requests, faculty and staffing information, including 
trends in volume, tenure, and salary are available through the University’s website. 
 
Another change that occurred during this time was the separation of budget items by program 
type.  In the 1992 budget session, Legislature adopted the Section I-Section II separation of 
programs that is currently seen within UW’s budget requests.  Section I programs are State-
supported, as they do not generate revenue to cover their costs.  Included in Section I are the 
block grant, other State Aid programs, and capital construction and major maintenance 
programs. Section II programs are non-State supported or self-sufficient, and include auxiliary 
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services, intercollegiate athletics, gifts and contributions, debt service, sponsored funding, and 
student government.  Also included in Section II are federal grants.     
 
From the change to the current Model, an obviously essential element of the current process is 
reporting.  One of the most influential elements within the University’s reporting systems are 
the standards set forth by the National Association of College and University Business Officers 
(NACUBO).  The budget requests as well as budgetary priorities are set based on NACUBO 
standards, and expenses are categorized for the Board of Trustees based on NACUBO 
categories. 
 
University officials stated that in conjunction with the focus on NACUBO standards, two 
reporting documents are submitted to the Governor’s office annually, the University of 
Wyoming Annual Report and the WICHE Annual Report.  The University Annual Report 
includes a brief summary of budgetary information including a separation of total revenue by 
source as well as total expenditures by category.   
 
The main focus of the body of the report is a narrative regarding the results of outcomes.  For 
the FY2012 report, the outcomes included: 1) Building depth; 2) Reinforcing and refining 
areas of distinction; 3) Promoting access to higher education; 4) Fostering excellence; and 5) 
Cultivating leadership.  The narrative for each outcome includes goals related to the outcomes 
and programmatic information describing how the goals have been met. 
 
University of Wyoming’s “Off-Budget” Components 
 
The changes to the block grant system taken in conjunction with the Section I-Section II 
program distinction lead to the University being considered an “off-budget” agency in two 
areas.  First, the block grant within Section I is technically “off-budget”; the Legislature 
appropriates the block grant sum to the University without a detailed proposal of how 
expenditures are planned, nor are expenditures posted to the State accounting system 
(WOLFS). 
 
The “off-budget” aspect of the block grant is due to its very nature; the goal of establishing the 
block grant was to allow for such latitude within the appropriation.  The second area that is 
“off-budget” is the University’s Section II funding.  Section II revenues and expenditures are 
not reported as part of the Budget Request, nor are they available within WOLFS.  Of note is 
the steady decrease of detail related to Section II within the Budget Requests from the 
BFY2001 request through the BFY2011 request.  The BFY2011 request contains only the 
following table depicting the revenue from the previous biennium, but no additional breakout 
is provided to the Legislature. 
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Table 12 
2011 Budget Request Information Provided for Section II 

 
University of Wyoming 
Section II        

2009-2010 Biennium Budget Authority 

 

Means of Funding FY 2009 FY 2010 Biennium Total 

Federal Funds $60,595,569 $66,655,126 $127,250,695 

University Funds $96,470,703 $105,809,693 $202,280,396 

Mineral Royalties $4,179,311 $4,159,293 $8,338,604 

Total Section II Funds $161,245,583 $176,624,112 $337,869,695 

Source:  Legislative Service Office (UW Budget Request, BFY 2011). 
 
University Chart of Accounts and WOLFS 
 
Prior to the implementation of the block grant model and creation of Section I and II program 
groups, all revenues and expenditures were processed through WOLFS, which provided a 
detailed itemization of revenue sources and expenditure items.  With the implementation of the 
Model, however, the University switched to an internal accounting system (PISTOL or 
PeopleSoft).  It is interesting to note that University budget officials stated that expenditures 
are not presented to the Board of Trustees separated into Section I and Section II; rather, all 
expenditures are separated by NACUBO category.  Although the University’s accounting 
system can track individual expenditures, those expenditures do not show up in WOLFS or in 
the University’s operating budgets. 
 
During the review of the University’s chart of accounts within WOLFS, the only information 
that is accounted for related to Section I funding is a block-grant expenditure authority to the 
University.  There is no specific expenditure information at the University level, once it 
receipts for the funds.  Also, WOLFS does not show Section II or off-budget revenues or 
expenditures.  A thorough review of the 2011 WOLFS revenues and expenditure for the 
University was conducted as a sample of the most recent available information regarding 
Section I revenues and expenditures.   
 
The table below outlines the BFY2011 programs from the agency’s request through the 
WOLFS chart of accounts. 
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Table 13 
Commission Programs 

BFY 2011 
 

University Program Executive 
Budget 
Division 

Executive 
Budget 

Unit 

WOLFS 
Division 

WOLFS 
Appropriation/Budget 

Unit 
State Aid: Base 
Funding 

6700 6701 6700 670-6701 

State Aid: Brucellosis 6700 6708 6700 670-6708 
State Aid: Center for 
Distance Learning 

6700 6709 N/A* N/A* 

State Aid: Distance 
Education 

N/A** N/A** 6700 670-6710 

State Aid: Statewide 
Videoconferencing 

N/A** N/A** 6700 670-6711 

Fine and Performing 
Arts Center 

7300 7301 8100 810-8108 

Downey Hall 7400 7401 N/A* N/A* 
NCAR 9600 9601 9600 960-9601 
Agricultural College 
Land Income Fund 

N/A*** N/A*** 8300 N03-8301 

University Permanent 
Land Income Fund 

N/A*** N/A*** 8400 N04-8401 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided in the BFY2001 Budget Request and WOLFS. 
*Programs were not approved for funding by the Legislature. 
**Programs were not included in agency request but were added into the appropriation for the agency. 
***Agricultural College Land Income Fund and University Permanent Land Fund are not included in the Budget Request but 
are recorded in the WOLFS expenditures. 
 
Within the WOLFS information for 2011, there are four funds from which the University 
receives its revenues.  These funds are: 
 
001:  General Fund 
N03:  Agricultural College Land Income Fund 
N04:  University Permanent Land Income Fund 
U02:  Federal Mineral Royalty 
 
Revenues from the Agricultural College Land Income Fund and the University Permanent 
Land Income Fund come primarily from leases for natural resource retrieval, grazing, and 
other land-based activities.  Each of these funds has fifteen separate revenue units.  Within 
WOLFS, there are no individual expenditures recorded for these funds for 2011; rather, the 
expenditures are shown as a single unit, “Non-Operating Expenditures.” 
 
The Federal Mineral Royalty fund revenues come two sources: federal mineral royalties and 
investment income.  Expenditures for this fund in BFY2011 are only listed for Supplemental 
Budget Request capital construction projects and are not included in the initial BFY2011 
appropriations. 



 29 

The General Fund is the source of most of the revenue for the University’s Section I programs.  
The General Fund provides revenue for three separate division units in the BFY2011 chart of 
accounts.  These division units include the general University of Wyoming Unit, the Fine and 
Performing Arts Facility Unit, and the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) 
Unit.  The Fine and Performing Arts Facility is a capital construction project; different projects 
are funded through capital construction appropriations each year.  The expenditures for these 
projects are clearly delineated in WOLFS and easily categorized. 
 
The NCAR Division Unit is a relatively permanent project.  Appropriations for NCAR are 
perpetually split between supercomputer purchase and data storage purchases for the 
supercomputer.   
 
The University of Wyoming Division Unit contains several expenditure units, including the 
Base Funding (block grant) Unit; the UW Endowment Unit; the Brucellosis Research Unit; the 
Distance Education Unit; and the Statewide Videoconferencing Unit.  Statewide 
Videoconferencing also provides a small amount of revenue for the University of Wyoming 
Division Unit. 
 
It is important to note that the only permanent unit within the University of Wyoming Division 
Unit is the Base Funding, or Block Grant Unit.  As a result of the nature of programs within 
the University of Wyoming Division Unit, most expenditures are classified within WOLFS as 
grants, and further tracking of these expenditures is not possible. 
 
Budget Requests 
 
In order to obtain a sampling of financial data relevant to the chart of accounts for the 
University, evaluators reviewed the University’s budget requests to the Legislature as well as 
the actual appropriations for BFY2005 through BFY2011.  During the course of these four 
biennia, there has been a steady increase in both the amount requested from the University as 
well as the amount of the actual appropriation.  The table below illustrates the increase, 
comparing the Governor’s Recommendation within the request and the actual appropriation.   
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Graph 1 
Budget Requests Compared to Appropriations (Overall) 

BFY2005-2011 
 

 
     Source:  Legislative Service Office from 2005-2011 UW Budget Requests, IBARS, and Session Law 

 
For 2011, the total appropriation was $503,722,755.  This amount was a 10.7% increase over 
the 2009 appropriation of $455,040,991. 
 
The following table outlines the percent increase over the previous year for BFY2005-2011. 

 
Table 14 

Percent Increase of Agency Requests and Actual Appropriations (Overall) 
BFY2005-2011 

 
BFY Requested 

Amount 
Percent Increase 
Over Previous 
Year 

Actual 
Appropriation 

Percent Increase 
Over Previous 
Year 

2005 $346,271,020  $320,129,871  

2007 $394,134,235 13.8% $423,311,724 32% 

2009 $543,933,396 38% $455,040,991 7.5% 

2011 $459,172,350 -16% $503,722,755 10.7% 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from 2005-2011 UW Budget Requests, IBARS, WOLFS and Session Law 
 
For BFY2011, there was a substantial decrease in the requested amount: in BFY2009, 
$543,933,396 was requested and in BFY2011 $459,172,350 was requested, representing a 
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16% decrease.  However, the actual appropriation for BFY2011 was $503,722,755, which was 
a 10.7% increase from the BFY2009 appropriation of $455,040,991. 
 
Another area of interest was a comparison of the initial appropriation compared to the total of 
the revised appropriation.  As stated previously, the revised appropriation occurs during the 
General Session, when review of the supplemental budget requests occurs.  The following 
table outlines the initial appropriation of each Budget Session compared with the General 
Session revised appropriation amount. 
 

Graph 2 
Initial and Revised Appropriations (Overall) 

BFY2005-2011 
 

 
        Source:  Legislative Service Office from 2005-2011 IBARS and Session Law 
 
State Aid Programs:  As stated previously, only Section I programs are contained within the 
budget requests presented to the JAC and in the WOLFS accounting system.  Of primary 
interest to evaluators is the structure of the State Aid Unit within the budget request.  State Aid 
consists of several different programs; these programs include Base Funding, which is the 
block grant.  Also included within State Aid are any other programs that have been separated 
out of the block grant for tracking reasons.  According to University officials, these programs 
within State Aid are separated out of the block grant as a result of Legislative direction, or at 
the direction of the Governor.  Examples of programs that have been separated from the Base 
Funding are the UW Endowment and the Brucellosis Research Program.  These programs are 
not currently included in the standard budget for UW and must be approved with each request. 
 
The following chart illustrates the State Aid appropriation amount from BFY2005-2011.  This 
chart includes both the block grant and the additional programs separated from the block grant 
at Legislative or Governor request. 
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Graph 3 
State Aid Appropriation 

BFY2005-2011 
 

 
Source:  Legislative Service Office from 2005-2011 IBARS, and Session Law 

 
Exceptions Request to Block Grant:  “Base Funding,” a unit within the Division of State 
Aid, is appropriated to the University in one lump sum as the block grant.  Its amount is 
presented as an item in the standard budget request, and like other standard budget items, the 
request includes an exception request.  The practice of utilizing exception requests for Base 
Funding should warrant increased scrutiny, as it seems to run contrary to the intent of the block 
grant model.  Theoretically, the block grant’s standard budget amount should be adequate to 
cover any necessary expenses; this standard budget amount is adjusted by A&I every biennia.   
 
The current practice of the University presenting exception requests to the Base Funding block 
grant amount defeats the goal of allowing the University freedom and flexibility within the 
confines of the budgeted amount.  The University presents the exception requests as line-items 
for approval by the Legislature, effectively counteracting the block grant system. 
 
Furthermore, although a limited amount of exception requests may be useful or necessary, 
there seems to be no clear rationale for presenting these requests.  A 2003 LSO Research Brief 
on the block grant model states that the University has little formal criteria for determining 
what qualifies as an exception request, but also notes that “officials appear to be developing a 
more strict strategy, largely based on the magnitude of needs.” 
 
University officials stated that no formal policy for defining qualifications of exception 
requests has been developed to date, nor is there a formal policy for determining which 
requests warrant budget consideration.  Exception requests are submitted from the program or 
department level to the trustees and the president who must examine and determine if the 
request warrants submission in the budget requests.  It is important to note, however, that 
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while exceptions requests are commonly initiated at the program or department level, they also 
may originate from the Governor. 
 
The following table gives an example of exception requests included within the Base Funding 
block grant for BFY2011. 

 
Table 15 

Base Funding (block grant) Exception Requests 
BFY2011 

 
Exception Request Requested Amount 

(Fund) 
Governor’s 
Recommendation (Fund) 

WY Public Radio Tower and 
Modification 

$481,000 (GF) $0 (GF) 

Continuation of SER-AML Funds $17,400,000; (AML) 

$2,000,000 (AML 
Carryover) 

$17,400,000 (AML); 

$2,000,000 (AML 
Carryover) 

Wyoming Carbon Sequestration 
Major Research and Demonstration 
Initiative 

$45,000,000  (AML) $45,000,000  (AML) 

Wyoming Reclamation & 
Restoration Center 

$666,000 (AML) $666,000 (AML) 

Multidisciplinary Major Equipment $985,000  (AML) $985,000  (AML) 

AML fund substitution provision N/A N/A 

Total $64,532,000 $64,051,000 (AML) 

Source:  Legislative Service Office (BFY2011 UW Budget Request). 
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Off-Budget Structures and Processes 
 
As stated previously, there are two primary concerns with the University’s “off-budget” 
elements, which are the block grant and the Section II program budget and expenditures.  The 
following information addresses these two areas. 
 
Section II Budget Process 
 
The Section I operating budget is prepared based on legislative appropriations and estimated 
University resources.  The Section II operating budget is prepared based on operating budget 
proposals submitted by auxiliary enterprise units, Associated Students of the University of 
Wyoming (ASUW), Student Media, the Wyoming Union, the Athletic department, sponsored 
research, Agricultural Experiment Station, Cooperative Extension Service and other university 
units operating under Section II funding.  The proposed budgets are reviewed by the President 
and other university officers as well as other interested parties, who make recommendations 
for approval.   
 
However, what complicates the process is that the Section I and Section II budgets are not 
separated and presented to the Board as separate documents.  Instead, the total operating 
budget is reviewed and approved by the Board each May as a part of their fiduciary 
responsibilities.  The trustees receive revenue projections for each BFY with revised 
projections reflecting actual revenues mid-biennium.  The following table is an example of the 
revenue and expenditure information presented to the Board for review and approval. 
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Table 16 
Board of Trustees’ Report  

BFY2011 
 

 
                         Source: Legislative Service Office from information provided by the University of Wyoming.   
 
Within the budget presented to the Board, funds from revenue sources are segmented into 
broad expenditure categories.  Over the course of the biennium, budget units have broadly 
defined authority to request budget transfers between expenditure categories and units.   Once 
approved by the Board, funds between expenditure categories within the overall operating 
budget may be transferred, with the exception of grants and aid payments, as long as the 
transfers are consistent with the underlying requirements of the original revenue source.   
 
The Board generally approves the total revenues and expenditures by category and then it is 
generally left up to the discretion of the University staff to the authorize expenditures within 
the seven (7) broad Expenditure categories.  It is unclear if transfer requests require board 
approval, or at what level of the University these transfers are approved.  When a program or 
department runs out of money, they escalate their supplemental budget requests to the Board, 
which decides if an exception request should be submitted.  During the bimonthly board 
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meetings the Board does vote on capital construction expenditure costs but it is unclear if the 
Board reviews and approves any detailed expenditures other than when an exception request is 
being considered or the total operating budget as a whole.  Again, it appears that very broad 
expenditure authority is granted to the University staff.           
 
This process creates several difficulties related to accountability. 
 
Block Grant Exception and Supplemental Requests   
 
There is no set procedure that the University uses for determining what programs qualify for 
exception requests within the block grant.  This lack is troubling because the block grant 
concept allows for internal allocation of the block grant amount.  Without a policy for 
determining what programs qualify for an exception request, the block grant model is in effect 
minimized because the University is still requesting funds in a line-by-line request.  Further, 
there is no system in place to ensure equitable consideration for funding.   
 
The same issues are raised without a system to determine what qualifies to be included in the 
supplemental request.  University officials stated that the process to determine which programs 
need to be funded is very organic; based on surveys and information collected from different 
departments, the Board of Trustees determine what areas should be funded.  Although this 
practice may afford budgetary flexibility, it also increases the risk of a lack of equitable 
funding and possible misallocation of funds. 
 
Lack of Section II Reporting 
 
As stated previously, Section II program reporting is extremely limited.  The Section I and II 
budgets are never separated out for the Board of Trustees and only Section I budgets and 
expenditures are provided to the Legislature with a high level of detail.  Expenditures related to 
both sections are not accounted for in WOLFS. 
 
Section II programs do not receive state funds, but a full view of the budget of the University 
is necessary when determining the financial need for other programs.  The lack of transparency 
within Section II makes it difficult to see that entire financial picture.  Combining the Section I 
and Section II budget for the Board of Trustees further compounds the difficulty. 
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Potential Areas for Audit 
 
Effectiveness of the Block Grant Model:  The block grant model was developed and 
implemented by lawmakers in order to grant the University flexibility and effective budgeting 
with a focus on accountability through detailed reporting.  A review of the model could 
determine whether the original goals have been accomplished, and if the model is functioning 
as intended.  A review could include examination of the State Aid Unit, as an exploration of 
the possibility of utilizing a quarterly allotment system similar to that used by the Community 
College Commission. 
 
Section II Revenues and Expenditures:  Of primary interest for evaluators within this 
scoping paper is the lack of information available for lawmakers and the public regarding 
Section I expenditures and Section II revenues and expenditures.   
 
Since the University does not use WOLFS, expenditures at the vendor level for Section I are 
not readily available for the creation of extract reports in InfoView.  Although the University 
does present general expenditures based on NACUBO function categories in its operating 
budgets, more specific detail is not provided.  It should be noted that expenditures are posted 
by object code (e.g. salaries, benefits, supplies, and utilities) for organizational units (e.g. 
departments) by the following NACUBO functions:  1) Instruction; 2) Research; 3) Public 
service; 4) Academic support; 5) Student services; 6) Institutional support; 7) Operation and 
maintenance of plant; 8) Scholarships and fellowships; 9) Depreciation; 10) Auxiliary 
enterprises; 11) Hospitals; and 12) Independent Operations. 
 
Review of Section II programs could also include specific program examination, such as a 
review of the auxiliary services section or how federal funds are being expended.  For 
example, the University undergoes a federal audit (A-133) related to federal research dollars 
coming into the University.  These audits do not fully separate and analyze expenditures 
related to specific grants, however.  Rather, lump sum expenditures are recorded for each grant 
and sub-grant.   
 
This lack of specificity is of interest, as the University allocates the grant amount to various 
entities to cover expenses such as overhead.  University officials stated that negotiations occur 
related to what percentages of the grants are allocated to each department and entity within the 
University, but the policy and process of the negotiation is unclear.  A review of this grant 
allocation process could be useful in determining if a fair and consistent method is used by the 
University. 
 
It should be noted, however, that independent auditors do sample transactions with respect to 
each federal grant.  However, that level of expenditure detail is not included within current 
audits.  From what evaluators understand, the University also reconciles appropriations with 
the WOLFS Section I expense authority.   
 
Action Taken With Respect to W. S. 9-2-1036:  A review of actions taken by the University 
to comply with W.S. 9-2-1036, which establishes the Wyoming Public Finance and 
Expenditure of Funds Website within the Department of Administration and Information, 
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could be a useful focus.  This review would examine how the University reports expenditures.  
Currently, the University is technically not in compliance with this statutory requirement.  A 
review of actions related to W.S. 9-2-1036 could be helpful in assisting the University to 
utilize the system for all programs. 
 
According to University officials, “WOLFS is also used for the Western Interstate Commission 
on Higher Education (WICHE) accounting.  No other Section I or Section II elements are on 
WOLFS.  As a matter of course, Agency 67, Agency 167 and the School of Energy Resources 
(within Agency 67) draw 25% of their annual appropriations through a letter to the 
Treasurer's Office seeking a 25% drawdown.  There are a couple of exceptions.  The first is 
the University's annual payment associated with the NCAR Supercomputer, which is drawn 
down and forwarded in its $1 million entirety on July 1.  The second exception to the quarterly 
drawdowns relates to capital construction projects, which are drawn down based on actual 
expenditures.” 
 
Review of how the University plans to comply with this statute ties in directly with the first 
potential area for audit above.   
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Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
 
Introduction 
 
The Wyoming Game and Fish Department (Department) and the Game and Fish Commission 
(Commission) are organized under Title 23 of the Wyoming Statutes.  The Department 
consists of four divisions:  Fiscal; Fish; Services; and Wildlife.  It also includes the Office of 
the Director.   
 
Overall, the Department has 414 permanent employees, with 71.73 AWEC and Full-time 
Equivalents, including anywhere from 50 to 150 temporary and contract employees for 
seasonal work.  There is personnel at eleven (11) fish culture units, two (2) bird farms, fifty 
(50) warden stations, the Thorne/Williams Research Unit at Sybille, and the University of 
Wyoming.  The Department headquarters is located in Cheyenne, and regional offices are 
located in Casper, Cody, Green River, Jackson, Lander, Laramie, Pinedale and Sheridan.   
 
The Department controls property rights on a number of lands and manages 36 Wildlife 
Habitat Management Areas (approximately 410,692 acres) and 104 Public Access Areas.  
These areas consist of 372 miles of streams, 47,730 acres of lake, 415 parking areas, 1,163 
miles of road, 66 boat ramps, 23 boat docks, and 1,935 acres of riparian and wetland habitat. 
 
Background and Purpose 
 
In the late 1800s, the Office of State Fish Warden and Office of State Game Warden were 
created as a result of over-harvesting and exploitation of Wyoming’s wildlife resources.  As 
wildlife populations began to grow, the need for increased monitoring was recognized and 
resulted in the statutory creation of the Commission in 1921.  Statute also created the 
Department, under the supervision of the Commission, to carry out Commission policy and 
interact with the public (constituency) related to wildlife resource conservation.   
 
From the Department’s creation in 1921 until 1937, it received state funding to carry out 
wildlife management activities.  In 1937 the Wyoming Legislature authorized the Department 
(through the Commission) to implement a user fee-funded budget, which reflects the revenues 
it receives from application fees, hunting and fishing license fees, conservation stamp fees, 
preference points, trust interest, access fees, and other sources.     
 
For FY 2011, the Department received $52.2 million in revenue through user fee-related 
activities such as trust interest, preference points, access funds, competitive grants, 
publications, and boating registrations, representing approximately 79% of the Department’s 
overall budget.   
 
Context 
 
The majority of the revenues generated for the Department are from user fees (such as license 
fees and other user fee-related activities, including conservation stamp fees).  Other revenues 
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come from federal excise taxes, income interest and the General Fund.  The table below 
illustrates the breakout by funding source of the Department’s FY 2011 revenues.  

 
Table 17 

Game and Fish Department  
FY 2011 Revenue by Funding Source 

Funding Source Revenue Amount Percent of Total Revenue 
License Revenue* $40,029,205  59% 
Federal Aid** $13,359,034 20% 
Competitive Grants $7,695,027 10% 
General Funds $3,965,4841 6% 
Operating Interest $2,554,993 2% 
Trust Interest*** $510,372 1% 
Other**** $1,496,691 2% 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from July 2011 Wyoming Game and Fish Department’s Strategic Plan FY 2012-FY 2016. 
Notes:  *Includes all revenues from licenses, stamps, permits, tags, license application fees and preference points. 
** Federal excise tax on hunting and fishing equipment. 
*** Department’s Wildlife Trust Fund which has a corpus of $23 million and the Lifetime License Fund, $4 million.  Interest 
on these funds is allocated through the Commission budget process. 
**** Includes publications, boat registrations, and access donations. 
1 Represents half of the BFY 2011 General Fund appropriation. This table represents annual revenue. 
 
The revenues used to fund the Commission Budget come largely from user-fee related 
activities, such as hunting and fishing license fees, application fees, and other user-related fees, 
preference points, conservation stamp fees, publications, interest income, and federal funds.  
These funding sources are considered “off-budget” because the sources do not include general 
funds appropriated through the Legislature.  In addition, the Legislature does not review how 
these funds are expended and has no authority to make priority decisions related to these funds. 
 
User-Fee Funding:  The user-fee generated revenue is the largest portion of the Commission 
Budget.  It is subject to variability dependent in large part on the volume of hunting and 
fishing licenses that are sold.  The Department and Commission work together to determine 
programmatic priorities that directs allocation of these revenues.  In 1991, the Legislature 
approved a license fee increase to meet increased funding needs of the Department.  Additional 
fee increases were approved by the Legislature in FY 1996 and then again in FY 2003 in the 
amount of a 20% increase.   In 2007, another 20% license fee increase was approved by the 
Legislature, along with funds appropriated for license recoupment to offset the revenues lost as 
a result of legislatively approved free and reduced-price licenses.  The license fee recoupment 
funds were appropriated through FY 2012, resulting in a total of $3.5 million. 
 
Federal Funds:  The Department receives federal funds generated by the excise tax on hunting 
and fishing equipment established through the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act of 
1939 and the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act of 1952.  Federal aid increases 
through FY 2002 helped address revenue declines experienced by the Department; however, 
those increases came with restrictions.  Funds related to the Sport Fish Restoration Act 
required a minimum of $3.8 million in state spending to earn the federal funds.  The Wildlife 
Restoration Act did not have that same requirement.  In 2011, apportionments from both of 
these federal programs were reduced. 
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Beginning in 2003, the federal State Wildlife Grants program has awarded between $550,000 
and $750,000 annually to the Department for projects related to at-risk species.  In 2005, 
Congress required states to submit for approval Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Plans to 
continue receiving these funds.   
 
For FY 2011, the Department received just over $1 million in federal State Wildlife Grant 
funds.  Overall, for FY 2011, the Department received $13.3 million in federal funds, which is 
approximately 20% of its budget.  The following tables provided additional revenue and 
expenditure information.   

 
Table 18 

Game and Fish Department 
Commission Budget (off-budget) Revenues  

FY 2007 – FY 2012  
 
Revenue 
Source* 

FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY2012 

Hunting & Fish 
Licenses 

 
$28,373,221 

 
$29,816,382 

 
$33,472,862 

 
$32,808,709 

 
$32,394,405 

 
$32,258,773 

Conservation 
Stamps 

 
$664,049 

 
$667,213 

 
$809,404 

 
$792,263 

 
$771,054 

 
$846,821 

Boating 
Registration 

 
$384,322 

 
$368,395 

 
$433,255 

 
$393,835 

 
$374,878 

 
$452,270 

Preference 
Points 

 
$1,429,278 

 
$3,400,091 

 
$3,672,193 

 
$3,865,110 

 
$4,111,171 

 
$4,524,984 

Interest 
Income** 

 
$2,617,110 

 
$3,807,058 

 
$2,937,011 

 
$3,278,836 

 
$2,554,993 

 
$3,146,154 

Income from 
Investments & 
Lands 

 
$590,274 

 
$108,665 

 
$89,266 

 
$52,529 

 
$510,372 

 
$232,323 

100% 
Reimbursable 
Grants 

 
$1,983,323 

 
$2,505,770 

 
$2,681,161 

 
$4,185,187 

 
$7,695,027 

 
$8,122,673 

Application 
Fees 

 
$1,797,358 

 
$2,039,731 

 
$1,878,010 

 
$1,880,617 

 
$1,878,036 

 
$1,884,051 

Publication 
Sales 

 
$182,439 

 
$152,037 

 
$192,441 

 
$193,061 

 
$184,625 

 
$186,162 

Access Yes 
Donations 

 
$743,865 

 
$846,268 

 
$908,509 

 
$909,492 

 
$859,641 

 
$879,076 

Federal Aid & 
Grants 

 
$11,331,195 

 
$11,981,412 

 
$11,593,903 

 
$14,508,572 

 
$13,359,034 

 
$10,865,993 

License 
Recoupment 

 
$0 

 
$1,100,000 

 
$640,361 

 
$856,424 

 
$874,539 

 
$825,461 

Other 
Revenues 

 
$124,725 

 
$75,425 

 
$56,158 

 
$57,669 

 
$77,547 

 
$164,525 

Total $50,221,159 $56,868,447 $59,364,534 $63,782,304 $65,645,322 $64,389,266 
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by Game and Fish Department. 
Notes: * Does not include Alternative Enterprises because it is a self-sustaining fund. 
** Includes interest earned on the G&F Operating Fund and the Wildlife Trust Fund. 
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Table 19 
Game and Fish Department 

Commission Budget (off-budget) Expenditures  
FY 2007 – FY 2012  

 
Expenditures FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY2012 
Office of 
Director 

 
$1,746,115 

 
$2,066,779 

 
$2,403,618 

 
$2,527,922 

 
$2,700,639 

 
$2,715,392 

Fiscal Division $4,954,985 $4,560,782 $4,841,089 $5,165,321 $5,488,625 $5,593,728 
Services 
Division 

 
$9,160,939 

 
$10,919,330 

 
$11,322,302 

 
$11,531,679 

 
$11,244,635 

 
$11,874,260 

Fish Division $8,290,972 $8,585,858 $9,372,837 $10,031,106 $9,869,261 $11,074,369 
Wildlife 
Division 

 
$14,881,636 

 
$17,082,043 

 
$18,543,668 

 
$18,801,183 

 
$19,553,289 

 
$21,371,715 

Access Fund $709,424 $710,801 $643,573 $840,118 $792,380 $888,580 
Wyo Wildlife 
Trust 

 
$619,607 

 
$782,455 

 
$764,785 

 
$690,180 

 
$850,217 

 
$630,799 

Encumbered 
operating 
expenses 

 
$2,074,985 

 
$1,880,985 

 
$2,735,074 

 
$3,456,813 

 
$2,632,507 

 
$3,069,362 

Reimbursable 
Contracts 

 
$1,600,424 

 
$2,160,165 

 
$2,926,103 

 
$7,639,735 

 
$5,752,194 

 
$5,215,161 

State Wildlife 
Grants 

 
$645,726 

 
$593,462 

 
$502,763 

 
$616,626 

 
$636,868 

 
$662,643 

Landowner 
Incentive Prog* 

 
$76,879 

 
$108,406 

 
$124,197 

 
$116,760 

 
$47,186 

 
$0 

Licensing 
Project** 

 
$409,770 

 
$459,020 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

Capital 
Facilities*** 

 
$0 

 
$224,204 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

Property 
Rights 

 
$8,500 

 
$67,303 

 
$285,000 

 
$866,900 

 
$610 

 
$13,495 

Nonrecurring 
Projects 

 
$0 

 
$503,397 

 
$262,578 

 
$596,224 

 
$772,941 

 
$861,383 

Encumbered 
Non-Operating 
Expenses 

 
$581,127 

 
$515,232 

 
$1,418,058 

 
$938,201 

 
$1,349,933 

 
$2,823,200 

Total $45,761,089 $51,220,222 $56,145,645 $63,818,768 $61,691,285 $66,794,087 
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Game and Fish Department. 
Notes:  
*Federal program that has expired. 
**Single project funding. 
***One-time funding. 
 
General Funds:  For nearly 70 years, the Department has been funded primarily through its 
user fee-funded budget, with additional revenues in the form of federal aid.  In 2004, the 
Wyoming Legislature approved funding for the Department related to legislatively established 
programs and capital construction projects.  The Department has continued to receive General 
Fund dollars to support five programmatic areas:  Veterinary Services; Sage Grouse Planning 
& Protection; Aquatic Invasive Species; Wolf Management; and the Comprehensive Wildlife 
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Conservation Strategy (CWCS) or the State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP).  Capital 
construction projects are also funded by the General Fund, including the expansion and 
remodel of the G&F Cheyenne headquarters building.  The table below identifies the General 
Fund dollars the Department has received for programs and capital construction from BFY 
2004 through BFY 2011. 
 

Table 20 
Game and Fish Department  

General Fund Budget Request and Appropriations 
 BFY 2005 – BFY 2011 

BFY/Program General Funds* Actual Appropriation* 
BFY 2005   
Veterinary Services $2,018,570 $2,018,570 
Sage Grouse P&P $500,000 $500,000 
Capital Construction $4,075,000 $4,075,000 

BFY 2005 Total $6,593,570 $6,593,570 
   

BFY 2007   
Veterinary Services $2,866,483 $2,866,483 
Sage Grouse P&P $1,135,256 $1,135,256 
Capital Construction $15,746,727 $15,746,727 

BFY 2007 Total $19,748,466 $19,748,466 
   

BFY 2009   
Veterinary Services $3,758,205 $3,758,205 
Sage Grouse P&P $2,832,131 $2,832,131 
Wolf Management $2,475,095 $1,115,095 
CWCS/SWAP $1,817,808 $1,817,808 
Capital Construction $19,038,322 $19,038,322 

BFY 2007 Total $29,921,561 $28,561,561 
   

BFY 2011   
Veterinary Services $3,411,327 $3,411,327 
Sage Grouse P&P $1,807,646 $1,807,646 
Aquatic Invasive Species $1,060,976** $1,060,976*** 
Wolf Management $777,769 $777,769 
CWCS/SWAP $1,323,251 $1,323,251 
Capital Construction $1,892,000 $1,822,000 

BFY 2011 Total $10,272,969 $10,202,969 
Total General Fund 
Appropriations BFY 2005 – 
BFY 2011 

 
$66,536,566 

 
$65,106,566 

Source:  Budget appropriations bills from the 2005 through 2011 Legislative Sessions. 
Notes:  * Standard and Supplemental Budget Requests based on Governor’s recommendations.  However, funding for BFY 
2005 came through the budget bills; there was no standard budget request. 
**Includes Budget and General Session appropriations as identified through the budget bills. 
** $610,976 was general funds, and the remaining $450,000 came from AIS decal sales. 
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Of the $66,536,566 total appropriations from BFY 2005 through BFY 2011, $25,854,517 
(39%) is for programmatic areas.  The remaining $40,682,049 (61%) is due to capital 
construction projects. 
 
Department Chart of Accounts and WOLFS 
 
Comprehensive Management System:  The Department currently operates under a 
Comprehensive Management System (CMS), which is authorized under Section 6 (a)(1) of the 
federal Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration and Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration 
Acts (PR/DJ Acts).   
 
Operating under a CMS allows an agency to pool its federal funds and disburse the funds 
based on an agency’s priorities rather than by a strictly project-by-project basis.  In other 
words, the Department can spread the funds around across a variety of projects rather than all 
the funding being expended on a single project.  In addition, CMS allows the Department to 
link programs, financial systems, human resources, goals and services together into one 
integrated system, which then makes it easier for the Department to track allowable (eligible) 
and unallowable (ineligible) costs for purposes of federal funding.  
 
It should be noted that the USFWS and Office of the Inspector General (OIG) review and 
certify the Department’s systems every five years.  The data generated as a result of the 
Department’s CMS is also used to develop strategic plans and annual reports for the 
Department.  
 
PR/DJ grants are paid through reimbursement up to 75% of allowable (eligible) costs.  Section 
522 of the USFWS Manual addresses requirements for receiving federal aid and activity or 
project costs that are allowable (eligible) or unallowable (ineligible).  The table below provides 
more detail. 

Table 21 
Game and Fish Department  

Allowable vs. Unallowable Activity and Project Costs 
Under Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-Johnson Acts 

Federal Act Costs 
Pittman-Robertson Wildlife 
Restoration Act 
 
 

Allowable costs related to: 
• restoration, conservation, management and 

enhancement of wild birds and wild mammals; 
• provision of public use of and benefit from wildlife 

resources; 
• education of hunters and archers related to skills 

and knowledge to be a responsible hunter or 
archer. 

 
Unallowable costs related to: 
• enforcement of game and fish laws and 

regulations unless to accomplish federal project 
purposes or to protect federal aid assets; 
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Federal Act Costs 
• public relations to promote organizations or 

agencies including publication of agency 
magazines, displays and exhibits unless they 
apply to educational or technical guidance 
activities specific to accomplishment of federal aid 
projects. 

  
Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish 
Restoration Act 

Allowable costs related to: 
• restoration, conservation, management and 

enhancement of sport fish; 
• provision of public use of and benefit from wildlife 

resources. 
 
 
Unallowable costs related to: 
• enforcement of game and fish laws and 

regulations unless to accomplish federal project 
purposes or to protect federal aid assets; 

• public relations to promote organizations or 
agencies including publication of agency 
magazines, displays and exhibits unless they 
apply to educational or technical guidance 
activities specific to accomplishment of federal aid 
projects. 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information from the 2003 Audit Guide for Sport Fish and Wildlife Restoration 
Programs, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
USFWS Manual, Section 522, Chapter 1 (522 FW 1) further requires that costs must also meet 
the following criteria to be allowable: 

• Necessary, reasonable and allocable to the work covered in the Grant Agreement; 
• Authorized or not prohibited under State and local laws or regulations; 
• In compliance with limitations of Federal laws, regulations, or the Grant Agreement; 
• Consistent with policies, regulations, and procedures that apply to both Federal Aid 

funded activities and other activities of the State; 
• Treated in conformance with generally accepted accounting principles; 
• Not included in the cost of any other federally funded activity; 
• The net of all applicable credits; and 
• Adequately documented. 

USFWS Manual, Section 522, Chapter 17 (522 FW 17) requires that agencies receiving these 
funds must set up within their cost accounting and financial reporting systems a list of 
subaccounts for tracking federal funds.  Those subaccounts are: 

• Hunter Education Program; 
• Firearm and Bow Hunter Education and Safety Grants; 
• Recreational Boating; 
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• Aquatic Resources Education; 
• Pumpout Stations and Waste Reception Facilities; 
• Sport Fish Restoration; 
• Wildlife Restoration; 
• Boating Infrastructure Grants; 
• State Wildlife Grants; and 
• Landowner Incentive Programs. 

 

In terms of tracking and reporting allowable (eligible) costs, for grant funds that include funds 
from a single subaccount, the funds need only be tracked from the grant agreement level (one 
project).  If grant funds are from more than one of the subaccounts (multiple projects) cost data 
must be reported at the subaccount level.  In addition, state game and fish agencies receiving 
these funds must maintain sufficient control and accounting procedures to allow preparation of 
required reports at the grant level and project level.  In other words, for each grant awarded, 
game and fish agencies must be able to breakdown all expenditures to identify personnel, 
supplies, data services, contract services, and other expenditure categories related to the grant 
funds regardless if the reporting is required at the grant level or project level. 
 
Although there are benefits for the Department to operate under a CMS, such as making it 
easier to track costs, the system also resulted in the Department having to create 343 
expenditures units in WOLFS in order to track grant and project costs as required by USFWS 
federal aid regulations.  Tracking and reporting allowable (eligible) and unallowable 
(ineligible) costs is important not only for continued federal funding, but also for the 
Department to be able to identify where those funds are being expended.  However, this type 
of tracking and reporting is, in terms of determining effectiveness, programmatically 
uninformative.  Expenditures for a particular program can be identified, but the system says 
nothing about the actual effectiveness of a program’s use of the funding it receives.   In 
addition, this process sets up a situation where the requirements for a revenue source that only 
represents 20% of the Department’s budget dictates the manner of  tracking and reporting for 
80% of the Department’s budget. 
 
As the Department and the Commission work through the budgeting process, they may not be 
able to determine the effectiveness of the projects and programs being funded based on set 
priorities.   Without this type of analysis the Commission and Department cannot be sure 
funding is targeting priorities and projects in the most effective manner, or for that matter, 
even be sure priorities are set appropriately based on funding levels.  Rather than tracking and 
reporting solely based on allowable (eligible) and unallowable (ineligible costs), tracking and 
reporting the effectiveness of program funding should be a major focus for the Department and 
Commission.   

Wyoming Online Financial System (WOLFS) 

The Department’s internal accounting system, Program Participation Cost Accounting System 
(PPCAS), reconciles with WOLFS, which allows for comparison of revenues and expenditures 
for the General Fund budget and the Commission Budget, including federal funds.  This 
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reconciliation of PPCAS data to WOLFS is an area in which the Department deserves 
recognition because of the transparency of its revenue and expenditure transactions. 

According to Department officials, the PPCAS has three major functions:  1) to capture costs 
at detailed levels without the need to estimate in advance, or without preparing a budget, at 
such detailed levels; 2) to be a billing system allowing for the reimbursement of expenditures 
made on behalf of federal and/or private grants; and 3) to provide management with various 
methods of reporting agency costs. 

PPCAS is structured to track costs at four different levels, as illustrated below.   

Table 22 
Game and Fish Department  

Program Participation Cost Accounting System (PPCAS) 
Cost Tracking Levels 

Level Description 
Program  • Codes define various wildlife species or groups of species. 

• Codes range from generic programmatic costs (general 
wildlife) to specific (sharp-tailed grouse). 

• Annual Report summarizes costs by program code 
(species). 

• Expenditures to program groups, which combine several 
species, have to be tied back to individual species. 

 
Geographic Area  • Codes define division specific management areas. 

• Allows for the reporting of agency costs by physical areas 
within the state. 

 
Participation • Codes define an “undertaking” to be accomplished in a 

short period of time (1-5 years). 
• Allows billing and tracking in terms of the amount of federal 

funding or private funding involved when those entities 
want an accounting of how their dollars are spent. 

 
Activity • Codes used to prepare annual reports to summarize how 

the agency spends its funds. 
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Game and Fish Department. 

The PPCAS also has several cost accounting components for tracking and reporting of 
different agency function costs, such as the Vehicle Management System (VMS), and the 
Voucher Processing System (VPS).  The systems levels of detail and components allow for 
increased transparency of the Department’s revenues and expenditures.   
 
Revenue Receipt:  Within WOLFS, LSO staff identified nine (9) funds under the Department 
for the receipt and expenditure of funds.  Revenues are receipted through 11 revenue units and 
78 revenue sources identified in WOLFS.  Revenue is receipted as follows:  Sixty Eight (68) 
receipt into fund F01 Game & Fish Operating Fund; three receipt into Fund F02 100% 
Reimbursable Projects; five receipt into Fund F04 Aquatic Invasive Species; seven into fund 
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F06 Game & Fish Access Easement; one into Fund F07 Wyoming Wildlife Conservation 
Stamp; three into Fund F08 Wyoming Wildlife Trust Fund; four into Fund F10 Game & Fish 
Product Sales; and five into the General Fund. 
 
The table below identifies the Department’s funds (excluding the General Fund and ARRA 
fund) and cash balances as of November 25, 2012.  

Table 23 
Game and Fish Department  

Funds and Cash Balances as of November 25, 2012 

Fund No. Fund Name Cash Balance* No. of Revenue 
Sources 

F01 Game & Fish Operating  $57,114,948.25 68 
F02 100% Reimbursable Projects $4,451,308.18 3 
F04 Aquatic Invasive Species $444,794.55 5 
F06 Game & Fish Access 

Easement  
$1,211,668.58 7 

 
F07 

Wyoming Wildlife Conservation 
Stamp 

 
$3,660,246.81 

 
1 

F08 Wyoming Wildlife Trust Fund $24,885,827.32 3 
F10 Game & Fish Product Sales $79,958.87 4 

 Total $91,848,752.56  
Source:  Information pulled from WOLFS. 
Note:  *The fund balances represent cash balances only, which may be accessed for immediate 
expenditure.  Petty Cash, assets, liabilities and equity are all included in the F01 G&F Operating 
fund in WOLFS, but are excluded in this table. 
 
It is important to be aware of the fluctuating nature of the Department’s main fund (F01), the 
Game and Fish Operating fund, into which all of the Department’s operating funds are 
receipted.  As can be seen in Table 7, this fund had a large cash balance as of November 25, 
2012.  When LSO staff first pulled the cash balance on this fund in October 2012, the balance 
was over $58 million, prompting questions about the reason behind the large balance.  
Department officials explained this fluctuation is due to the cycle through which monies are 
receipted into and expended from the fund.   
 
Most revenues are receipted from July through November for the current fiscal year, and are 
expended over the following seven months.  License revenues are not recognized in the fund 
until June, which allows for unsuccessful license draws to be refunded.  Also, from July 
through September a number of revenues are receipted, including preference points and boat 
registrations.  This fund also fluctuates due to quarterly federal fund reimbursements. 
 
Typically, the Department prefers to maintain a 90-day operating costs balance in this fund, 
which amounts to approximately $18 million.   
 
Expenditures:  In terms of expenditures, 343 expenditure units were identified for the 
Department in WOLFS.  This large number of expenditure units, as mentioned above, is the 
result of the Department operating under a CMS as well as due to the tracking and reporting 
requirements set out in the USFWS Manual.  Groupings of expenditure units are applicable to 
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separate divisions identified in WOLFS relating to the Department’s four divisions and 
programs and Office of the Director.   
 
The table below identifies the number of expenditures for each division or program. 

 
Table 24 

Game and Fish Department  
WOLFS Division and Number of Expenditures in WOLFS 

Division No. of Expenditure Units 
0000 Office of the Director 8 
1000 G&F Operating Revenue 6 
1100 Lifetime License Revenue None identified 
2000 Fiscal Division 20 
3000 Alternative Enterprises 1 
3100 Landowner Incentive Program 2 
3200 Non-recurring Projects 9 
 
4000 Services Division 

9 (fund F06) 
27 (fund F01) 

5000 Fish Division 11 
5100 Director Enhancements (Aquatic Invasive 
Species) 

 
1 

5200 Administrative & Fiscal Services None identified 
6000 Wildlife Division 42 
6100 Veterinary Services Program 1 
6200 Sage Grouse Planning  & Protection  

1 
6300 Wolf Management 1 
6400 CWCS/SWAP 2 
7000 Reimbursable Grants 158 
8000 Mitigation Funds 10 
9000 Wildlife Trust 34 

Total 343 
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information in WOLFS 
 
Meeting federal reporting requirements related to expenditures in WOLFS translates to 
tracking and reporting at the object series/code level, which identifies expenditures by the 
following object series: 
 
• 100 – Personnel Services (wages, fringe benefits, etc.). 
• 200 – Support Services (supplies, equipment, utilities, etc.). 
• 300 – Cost Allocations. 
• 400 – Data Processing (data services, telecommunications, etc.). 
• 500 – Space Rental. 
• 600 – Grant & Aid Payments (tax exempt, local and federal government, etc.) 
• 700 – Capital Expenditures. 
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• 800 – Non-operating Expenditures (retirement contribution refunds, retirement payments, 
etc.). 

• 900 – Special Services (contracts, professional fees, consulting services, one-time projects, 
etc.). 

 
The Department also tracks expenditures related to programs funded through the General Fund 
and its Commission budget.  In addition, the Department is able to extract data and prepare a 
multitude of different reports related to how funding is expended.  The ability to report at this 
detailed level for all of the Department’s funding streams increases the Department’s 
transparency.   
 
Budget Requests 
 
Agencies that receive state funding go through the State’s budget process.  Agencies and the 
Budget Division of the Department of Administration and Information develop the budgets, 
which are then reviewed by the Governor.  After the Governor has reviewed the budgets and 
made his recommendations, the budgets are reviewed by the Joint Appropriations Committee.  
The general appropriations bills are then prepared for discussion by the full Legislature.   
 
Beginning in BFY 2005 to the present, the Department has received general funds for specific 
programmatic areas.  The table below provides breakouts of the Department’s general funded 
programs from BFY 2005 through BFY 2011. 

 
Table 25 

Game and Fish Department  
General Funded Programs BFY 2005 – BFY 2011 

 
 

BFY 
 

Programs 
Standard 
Budget 

Request* 

Total 
Appropriation** 

% change from 
previous BFY 
appropriation 

2005 Veterinary Services  $2,018,570 $2,018,570 n/a 
 Sage Grouse P&P $500,000 $500,000 n/a 
 BFY 2005 Total $2,518,570 $2,518,570 n/a 
     

2007 Veterinary Services $2,866,483 $2,866,483 42% 
 Sage Grouse P&P $1,135,256 $1,135,256 127% 
 BFY 2007 Total $4,001,739 $4,001,739 59% 
     

2009 Veterinary Services $3,758,205 $3,758,205 31% 
 Sage Grouse P&P $2,832,131 $2,832,131 149% 
 Wolf Management $2,475,095 $1,115,095 n/a 
 CWCS/SWAP $1,817,808 $1,817,808 n/a 
 BFY 2009 Total $10,883,239 $9,523,239 138% 
     

2011 Veterinary Services $3,411,327 $3,411,327 (9%) 
 Sage Grouse P&P $1,807,646 $1,807,646 (36%) 
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BFY 

 
Programs 

Standard 
Budget 

Request* 

Total 
Appropriation** 

% change from 
previous BFY 
appropriation 

 Wolf Management $777,769 $777,769 (30%) 
 CWCS/SWAP $1,323,251 $1,323,251 (27%) 
 Aquatic Invasive Species $1,060,976 $1,060,976 n/a 
 BFY 2011 Total $8,380,969 $8,380,969 (12%) 
 BFY 2005 – BFY 2011 

Total 
 

$25,784,517 
 

$24,424,517 
 
 

 BFY 2005 – BFY 2011 
Overall Dollar 

Difference 

 
 

($1,360,000) 

  

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by Game & Fish Standard Budget Requests and Legislative 
Budget Bill appropriations. 
Notes:   
* Standard Budget Request reflects the Governor’s Recommendations and includes supplemental standard budget requests. 
** Total Appropriation reflects the amount appropriated through legislative budget bills, including supplemental budget bill 
appropriations. 
***This program was created through 2010 House Bill 18 and appropriated $1.5 million.  The Standard Budget Request 
identified for this program in this table represents a supplemental request.  The Total Appropriation for this program in this 
table represents the appropriation through the supplemental budget bill. 
 
According to information provided by the Department, funds provided through the General 
Fund are for specific programs and acute needs.  The programs (excluding capital 
construction) have increased in number from two programs in 2005 to five programs in the FY 
2013 request.  According to Department officials, the General Fund budgeting process is a 
“ground up” process.  From June through August, the Department discusses targets and needs, 
and work to develop a budget related to General Funded programs.  Field-level staff also 
provides input related to needs during the budget process.  The Department must meet all the 
same deadlines as other agencies receiving general funds.   
 
The actual programs funded through the General Fund either are not, or were not at the time 
originally funded, easy fits for the traditional user fee funding model used by the Department.  
However, the nature of some of these programs has changed.  For example, at the time the 
Wolf Management Program began receiving general funds, the species was still managed 
under the USFWS with the expectation that, once the State’s Wolf Management Plan was 
approved by USFWS, the State would take over management of wolves.  Wolf management is 
now overseen by the State, and as part of the management plan the wolves may be hunted.  In 
other words, the Department may now bring in revenue for license fees related to wolf 
licenses.  Most of the funds that are currently appropriated from the General Fund for Wolf 
Management are to pay damage claims to landowners for livestock depredation per statutory 
requirements. 
 
Another example of a General Fund program that has begun pulling in revenue related to user 
fees is the Aquatic Invasive Species.  The funding originally requested for this program is best 
considered start-up costs.  Once boats are inspected for invasive mussels, the owner must 
register the boat and purchase a decal indicating it was inspected.  Excess revenues generated 
through this program are intended to supplant General Fund dollars.  The Veterinary Services 
Program and Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS) are programs that do 
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not fit the user fee funding model and are programs that address broad goals of the 
Department’s statutory mission and public benefit. 
 
Commission Budget (“Off-Budget”) Process 
 
Department officials stated that the development of the Commission Budget is a “ground-up” 
process, like the process they use to develop their General Fund budget.  The process of 
prioritizing projects and activities involves input from regional biologists, the public, and other 
stakeholders. Beginning in July, the Department and the Commission discuss budget targets, 
needs, expected revenues, project and activity priorities, and objectives to determine funding.  
Setting priorities and objectives includes a cooperative relationship with federal land 
management agencies such as Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  Priorities and objectives 
are also influenced by the Department operating under a CMS.   
 
The Department develops what it considers a “modified zero-based budget” and past funding 
and expenditures of projects and programmatic areas are taken into consideration as new 
annual budgets are developed.  The manner through which the Department details and reports 
its past funding and expenditures is based on the CMS and USFWS federal aid requirements. 
 
Pursuant to W.S. 23-1-502, the Commission must develop annual budgets for the operation 
and maintenance of the Department.  Once the preliminary budget is developed it goes in front 
of the Commission at its March meeting for preliminary approval, which allows the 
Department to continue “paying bills” until final approval is given at the Commission’s July 
meeting.  Based on best practices, Department officials stated that they prefer to maintain a 
balance in its operating fund (F01) to cover 90 days operating costs to maintain the current 
level of service in the event revenues are lower than expected.  
 
During the process of setting the Commission Budget, the Department provides three-ring 
binders to the Commission which provides several different types of breakouts (for example, 
by object code, expenditure and revenue objectives and fund), of the proposed budget by 
revenue and expenditure.  One of the breakouts identifies expenditures by division and sub-
programmatic areas of each division (Appendix B).   

• Office of the Director:  nine (9) sub-programmatic areas. 
• Fiscal Division:  eleven (11) sub-programmatic areas. 
• Services Division:  fifteen (15) sub-programmatic areas. 
• Fish Division:  twelve (12) sub-programmatic areas. 
• Wildlife Division: nineteen (19) sub-programmatic areas. 

 
While each of these sub-programmatic areas, which actually appear to be projects, is 
informational in terms of the funds expended on that level, identification of fund type 
expended on a programmatic level is difficult to determine.   
 
In the Department’s 2011 Annual Report (Appendix C), expenditures are reported as 
“programs” by division.  For example, under the Fish Division, Aquatic Wildlife Management 
is identified as a program.  When cross-referencing this “program” with the Commission 
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Budget, Aquatic Wildlife Management is identified as a sub-program of the Fish Division.  In 
addition, what is identified in the Annual Report as programs under each division does not 
always translate to the Commission Budget.  For example, in the Annual Report, one of the 
programs listed is Support Facilities and Personnel, which does not appear in the Commission 
Budget as a separate program under any division. 
 
The Department does a good job creating transparency related to how Commission Budget 
funds are receipted and expended in WOLFS.  They also report general areas as noted above, 
for the Commission during its review of the budget.  Finally, they provide expenditure 
information outside of the budget within annual plans, which describe the amount of funds 
expended at the program level such as mule deer management.  However, these expenditure 
units within WOLFS, expenditure categories in the Commission’s operating budget, as well as 
the expenditure breakouts in the annual plans are all not consistent.  This makes it difficult for 
the Legislature to clearly and consistently connect the expenditures to the programs they fund; 
thus reducing the ability of the Legislature to measure program effectiveness.   
 
Currently, the Department expects to experience an $8 million to $10 million shortfall in 
revenues by 2014 and is exploring other sources of funding.  One source the Department is 
pursuing is a fee increase for hunting and fishing licenses and permits.  The legislative Joint 
Travel, Recreation, Wildlife and Cultural Resources Interim Committee is sponsoring 
legislation that will not only increase fees, but also include a provision to allow the 
Commission to make fee adjustments without the approval of the Legislature.  However, the 
Legislature would have veto authority over the Commission’s decision to adjust fees in the 
event there is concern on the part of the Legislature.  Such a bill may bring up questions of 
how well the Department is managing its resources and why such a hike in license fees is 
warranted. 
 
It should be noted, that although not required to do so, the Department has trimmed its 
Commission Budget by 3% for FY 2013 and 5% for FY 2014 to reflect the 8% reduction in the 
budgets of other state agencies at the request of the Governor.    
 
Potential Areas for Audit 
 
Chart of Accounts and Programmatic Areas:  The Department does a good job of 
reconciling the PPCAS to WOLFS to track revenues and expenditures related to not only its 
General Fund programs, but also its Commission Budget.  This practice allows the Department 
to accurately track revenues and expenditures, and allows uploading of vendor payment 
information which is posted to the State Auditor’s website to satisfy W.S. 9-2-1036 
transparency requirements.  However, while the large number of expenditure units allows the 
Department to satisfy federal tracking and reporting requirements, the sheer number of units 
appears to be somewhat unwieldy.  In addition, even though the current tracking and reporting 
methods are used to develop the Department’s annual reports, this information does not 
translate into understandable programmatic areas for purposes of the Legislature being able to 
determine effective use of Commission Budget funding.   
 
For example, expenditures do not appear to be clearly connected to programmatic areas, which 
make it difficult to determine if the funding for programmatic areas is being used as effectively 
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as possible.  However, Department officials claim to be able to break out expenditures at a 
programmatic level, which appears to be possible considering the information they provided 
about PPCAS. Considering the Department is requesting fee increases and is expected to 
experience a funding shortfall, determining the effectiveness of programmatic funding could 
potentially identify funding that may be best targeted toward other objectives. 
 
Three Department divisions (Services, Fish, and Wildlife) and associated programs represent 
the majority of the Department’s expenditures.  A potential audit could include a review of 
programmatic areas selected by the Committee to determine optional approaches for breaking 
out expenditures and reporting to determine effectiveness of funding and whether or not 
objectives and priorities are being met.  Examples of different approaches could include 
breaking out expenditures by activities not directly related to hunting and fishing, such as 
habitat improvements, education, wildlife management and protection, recreation, etc., and a 
comparison of those expenditures to activities directly related to hunting and fishing.  Another 
approach could be to breakout expenditures by species and region of the state to determine if 
there are regions that could use more funding than another region so objectives and priorities 
can be better met. 
 
Such a review could also include an analysis of the Department’s operating fund (F01) 
balances over a given period of time.   
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