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Paper #180 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997

To:  Joint Committee on Finance

“From:  Bob Lang, Director -
“Legislative Fiscal Bureau -

ISSUE
Fundlng Reductmn {Arts Boarﬁ)

. [LFB Summary: . Page 90, #3]

. GGVERNOR

‘Reduce funding for the state aid for the arts: appropriation. by $20,500 GPR annually.
Requ:re the Arts Board: to-submit: a report to.the Governor and the Joint:Committee: on Finance
by October 1, 1997, concerning the agency’s preference for allocating this-reduction among the
Board’s sum certain GPR appropriations.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The Arts Board has four sum certain GPR appropriations among which it could
-allocate: the $20,500 0 annuat-funding. reduction: proposed in the b:ll The followmg shows each
of the apprepmatzons and {he 1996—97 base fundmg level: ERF RS :

s General Pr(}gram Operanons L 3'296,‘700-

State Aid for the Arts -~ .~ = . 7w 1261008
Challenge Grant Program 850,500
 Wiseonsin Regranting -Program v e 150,000 s
S Towl $2,558,200
2. In addition to the $20,500 annual reduction, the bill would reduce funding for the

Board’s challenge grant program from $850,500 to $819,800 armualiy These reductions equal
2% of the agency’s base, GPR budget.
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3.7 7 Although the Governor’s budget reduces the state aid for the arfs appropriation by
$20,500 annually, it directs the Board to submit a report to the Governor and Joint Committee
on Finance (JFC) by October 1, 1997, concerning the agency’s preference for allocating this
reduction among the Board’s sum certain GPR appropriations. The bill is silent as to the
approval of any appropriation adjustments. Presumably, JFC would need to meet under s. 13.10
of the statutes to consider any reallocation of the reduction. In addition to the Arts Board, four
other agencies (Historical Society, Department of Justice, Department of Public Instruction and
Public Defender Board) are required to identify their preference for allocating a portion of their
base GPR reductions.

4. Arts Board staff indicate that the Board’s recommendation would be that the entire
reduction be taken from the state aid for the arts appropriation, which is where the reduction is
currently made in the bill. In addition, in testimony on the bill, the Executive Secretary of the
Board stated that the October 1, 1997 deadline for the required report would result in delaying -
grant payments to arts organizations, and expressed his-preference for an earlier report date.

5. Given that the Board apparently does not intend to re‘é.llocate-_thé reduction, the
Committee could simply delete any reference to the allocation report for the Arts Board. The
Board would always have the ability to approach JFC under s. 13.10 of the stamtes to trzmsfer _

o .-_.momes between apprapnanons 1f 1ts spendmg pnormes chancre in the future

6. . Alternatively, the reporting ‘requirement. c:ould bé mcluded in the budget but
“modified to require-approval-of the report and any ‘related appmpnatmn transfer by IFC under
a 14-day passive review process. S B RGN -

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Approve the Govcrnor’s recommendation‘

LT Modxfy the Govemor s reconnncndatxon by reqmnng that the Board’s report-on .
the fﬁ‘@p@@ed allocation of the reduction, :and- any related’ transfer among’ approynanons ‘be
subject to the approval of the Joint Committee on Finance under a 14-day passive review process.
In addition, change the daté by which the report would have to:be- subnntted to the Committee
and the Governor fram October 1, 1997, t0 September 1, 1997 i

3. Delete : the requlrement that the Arts Boarei subm;.t A report on its preferred
allocation of the reduction. The reduction would have to be taken from the state aid for the arts
appropriation. ' -

"Prepa_r_éd by: Merry Larsen h
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Senator Cowles
Repesentative Jensen

ARTS BOARD

Endowment Fund

Motion:

Move to establish a segregated state endowment fund for the Arts Board. Provide that 20%
of the GPR funding provided to the Arts Board for grant programs would be transferred to a
newly created separate GPR appropriation. Specify that the funding from this appropriation would
be transferred to the endowment fund on January 15 annually. Authorize the endowment fund
to receive gifts and grants. Create a continuing segregated appropriation from the endowment
fund with $442,100 SEG annually that could be used to fund loans to any of the entities and for
any of the purposes of the cxisting gram programs.

e, 2,
e ,
",

s and a propos&igg utilize a pornon ‘of.income taxes bemg ccﬂiegted on non«resxdent
entertainerS%@s additional reveﬁ’m for the endowmenf"’”ﬁmd Specify that the’ r«aport would be
submltted to th@xgovernor and the Léfgasiamre by May 31, 1998.

This motion would reallocate 20% of the GPR funding provided for grant programs under
the Arts Board. Based. on the funding provided in the bill, $442,100 of annual funding from
current Arts Board grant programs would be transferred to the endowment fund. The endowment
fund could receive donations and would earn interest on any cash balances, as well as the loans
it would be authorized to make. A segregated appropriation would be made from the endowment
fund with $442,100 SEG annually to fund these loans.

[Change to Bill: $884,200 SEG }
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Representative Albers

ARTS BOARD

Percent-for-Art Program

Motion:

Move to modify the percent-for-art program to require that any funds allocated for a project
which are not expended to purchase a work or works of art or to pay for the administrative costs
of the program be returned to the appropriate fund.

Note:

Under the percent-for-art program, at least two-tenths of one percent of the cost of new

state building projects exceeding $250,000 must be used to purchase original works. of art for
_display in or around the project and to pay for the program’s administrative costs. Exempt from
the program under current law are sheds, warehouses, highways, streets, bmldmgs ‘not Open to
the general public, game farms, fish hatcheries, nurseries and other production facilities operated
by the Department of Natural Resources. After an architect is selected for the building project,
the Arts Board is required to convene an advisory committee to recommend the selection of art
work. The Board makes the final determination of the artist and the art work to be incorporated

into the project.

This motion would require that any monies not expended on the acqu151tmn of the art work
or administration costs be returned to the appropriate fund. - g
wor_1 5‘
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ARTS BOARD

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Item # Title
1 Standard Budget Adjustments
2 Arts Challenge Initiative Grants
4 Program Revenue Reestimate
5 Small Agency Infrastructure Support




Paper #

165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176

801
802
803
804
805

490
491
492
493
494

1997.99 BUDGET PAPERS

Aprll 39 1997 o

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protectmn

Agrichemical Cleanup Grants '

Agrichemical Cleanup Program -- Industrial Pesticides

Minor Policy and Technical Changes -- }}zsconunued Pesticzde Products
Agrichemical Cleanup Program Changes o

Animal Waste Management Grants

Gypsy Moth Control Program Staff

Food Inspection Frogram

Wexghts and Measures Inspection Program -- Liquid Petroleum Gas
Agricultural Investment Aids -- Sustainable Agnculmre Grafits
County and District Fair Aids :

Aids. for Federal Dairy Policy Reform Acuvmes

g ngram Revezme Reesumates T

State Fair Park

Tourism

Sporisorship of Tourism Publications

Rent Increases

Heritage Tourism Grants

Travel Information Centers - LTE Fundmg

Licensing State Symbols, Surplus Property and Ceunty Associations
Milwaukee Symphony Radio Show

Historical Society

Transfers of Staff and Funding Under Standard Budget Adjustments
Northern Great Lakes Center

Unspecified Funding Reduction and Staff and Funding Reduction
Program and Segregated Revenue Reestimates ’
Minor Policy and Technical Changes
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Paper #
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947
948

710
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713
714

395
396

397
398

185

186
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~Indian Gaming Unciassxﬁed Attomey Pcsmons

Wisconsin Technical College System

General Aids for Technical College Districts

Faculty Development Grants

Contracts for Youth Apprenticeship Instruction

Minor Policy and Technical Changes -- Position Authority

Revenue -- Tax Admmistration -
County Sales Tax Administration Appropnatmn Lapse |
Telephone Tax. Admnnstratmn o
Wisconsin Property Assessment Manuai Updata B
Electronic Funds Transfer o

Information Technical Funding

Ganiing Bbafﬂ : |
Eliminate Gaming Board -
Indian Gaming Unclassified Director. Posmon _

Indian Gaming Classified and Project Positions -

Board of Commissioners of Public Lands

Division of Trust Lands and Investments -- Treatment of Unencumbered Year-End
Operating Balances

Division of Trust Lands and Investments -- Apportionment of Rever;ues from the

Sale of Sunken Logs
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i CURRENT LAW

Paper #165 1997-99 Budget April 30, 1997

To: Joint Commitee on Finance

From: ~Bob Lang, Director |
Legislative Fiscal Bureau- * -

ISSUE o
Agr:chemxcai C]eanup Grants (DATCP}

[LFB Summary Page 74, #2 and Page 75, #31

“The agnchemzcai cleanup grant program is pmvzded base ﬁmdmg 'of -.$2=;3 mﬂhen SEG
(from the agrichemical management fund) and $2.0 million GPR annually in. continuing
appropriations. The agnchermcal management (ACM) fund receives fees and surcharges paid
by commercial feed, fertilizer ‘and  soil “and ' plant additive manufacturers and pesticide
':manufacturers, la’belers ‘and’ apphcators 1993 Act” 16 increased “the fees: for pesticide and
fertilizer products to cover the estimated costs of the newly-created grant program.- Current
annual revenues to the ACM fund ‘are approximately’ $7.4 million. - Of that, approximately $3.25
~ million ($2.75 million for grant fundmg and $0.5 million for staff to administer and enforce the
h pmgram) is assoc;ated wzth the fee increases: reianng to the creation’ ‘of ‘the cleanup: grant
_ program The rcmmmng revenues axe ava;lable to ec)vcr tbe cost ef aci;:mmstenng other DATCP
: In addition to ‘the fees degcfs;ted to the ACM fund an’ addztmnal $1 0 mﬂhen annualiy
'in revenues associated with feeson pesticide and. fertilizer products is transferred to the DNR to
fund various environmental programs (groundwater, environmental repair, DNR’s clean sweep
and well compensation program). Similarly, approximately $300,000 annually is transferred to
the University of Wisconsin System for research.
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“GOVERNOR:

Base Fees and Agrichemical Cleanup Program Surcharges. Divide the current fees
deposited to the agrichemical management fund into base fees and agrichemical cleanup program
(ACCP) surcharges. Base fees would consist of those agrichemical fees that existed prior to the
creation of the agrichemical cleanup grant program. Conversely, those fees that primarily
represent the fees that were added in 1993 to fund the agrichemical cleanup grant program would
be called the ACCP surcharges. . . .

Rase fee revenues of $4:65 million would be deposited to the agrichemical management
fund to fund $5.1 million ‘and 46.5 staff associated with DATCP’s agricultural resource
management programs (such as, clean sweep programs, groundwater standards, pesticide
regulation and fertilizer, additives and commercial feed regulation) as well as the regulatory and
other administrative costs of the grant program. In addition, the bill would specify that liming
* material revenues be deposited to the ACM fund.. These revenues are currently deposited to the
fund although current law does not specify where they are to be deposited. T

Revenues received from the ACCP surcharges would no Iongéi':be dé;}'os”i'ted in the
agrichemical management fund but rather, would be deposited to a program revenue appropriation
_ to fund agrichemical cleanup grants (resulting in the base level funding of $2.3 million SEG,

annually being converted to PR). ‘Further, the bill would make a one-time transfer in 1997-98
. of the unexpended revenues (estimated at $8.5: million) associated with ACCP surcharges from ) '

. SEGto PR

..+ Fee Reductions... Temporarily: reduce fees and surcharges paid by commercial feed,

fertilizer and soil and plant additive manufacturers and pesticide manufacturers, labelers and
-applicators. Further,-allow. DATCP, following the suspension of the ACCP surcharges, to restore
the surcharges within the maximum levels established under the bill. . L

. .GPR Funding. Delete $450,000 in 1997-98 and $150,000 in 1998-99 in GPR funding for
- grants to responsible parties for the cleanup of agricultural chemical discharges. Further, require
 that the cleanup grants GPR appropriation unencumbered balance on the day before the effective
date of the bill lapse to the general fund (estimated at $2.7 million). The bill would also convert
“the ‘GPR continuing -appropriation to-a biennial -appropriation which would result in the
unexpended. appropriation balance lapsing to the general fund at the end of each biennium
_(estimated at $100,000 under the bill). ... S DR

Page 2 Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (Paper #165)




DISCUSSION POINTS
'B#ckg'i‘:oii_ﬁd_

L DATCP may order a person responszbie for an agnchemzcal dlscharge to take
.. cComrective. actmns _necessary o restere the environment to the extent practzcab}e If the
rf:sponszbie person takes corrective action to clean up the cﬁscharge the person may apply to the
Department for remlbursement of elzgzbia costs assoczated with the claanup 'Ehglbla applicants
- -must demonstrate. to the Department that ihe discharge was prompt}y reported the appixcant is
in compliance with DNR and DATCP rules relating to agnchennca} &scharges a.nd the costs
incurred are reasonable and are not reimbursable from insurance or other sources.

2. DATCP becomes aware of contmnated sites through (a) cerrectzve action orders

: from DNR and DATCP as a result of zdenufymg prebiem sites. durmg mvestlgauons or
monitoring activities; and (b) facilities repornng spﬂls and takmg corrective. actions. DATCP
works with DNR in determining which agency takes the lead on a cleanup and'in cietermmmg
a workplan for cleaning up the site. DNR, generally leads the cleanup when the site involves
something other than an agrichemical.

3. LIn general twc dxfferent types of sztes ex1st (@) newer spills, termed "acute s;nlis o e

are generally low cost, narrow in scope, accidental in nature and can be cleaned up quickly; and.
by spz}ls that require Iong~terrn soils or groundwater remediation are generally the result of a
slow discharge over time, accumulated. ézscharges that have occurred over time or large
catastrophic spills. Some of the long-term: c}eanups, primarily the catastrophic: sp:e}l are cavered
by insurance which reduces the rexmbursements from the cleanup program ' -

4. DATCP regulates the cleanup of approxirmately 80 acute sprs annualiy, very few
of which are large enough for reimbursement due to.the grant program’s deductibles. The
Department estimates that 450 to 500 agrichemical facilities will have to conduct some type. of
corrective action involving long-term remediation. The Department is currently “directing
environmental cleanup (adv151ng and reviewing cleanup workplans ‘and costs) at more than 255
agrichemical sites, most of which were ordered by DATCP or DNR, where remediation is taking
place; The Department anticipates initiating cleanup or overseeing. the veluntary c}eanup of
approximately 40 Iong—term remediation sites annually over the next several years. .Also, to.date,
apgmx;mate}y 4{3 cases have been closed

5. The expenchmres and fee schcdulcs cstabhshed wzth the. cleanup program in 1993
were based on participation estimates made by the Department and agrichemical industry.
However, cleanup reimbursement grants have consistently lagged behind DATCP projections.
+ Thefirst agrichemical cleanup program grants were issued in 1994-95. Through April, 1997, the
- prograny has paid:over 100 reimbursement claims at 77 different sites totalling approximately

- $2.3 million. . Further, the Department will reimburse approximately 15-20-additional sites in
June, 1997. )
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Separating Base Fees and ACCP Surcharges

6. The bill would separate the existing fees deposited to the ACM fund into base fees
and ACCP surcharges. The base fees would represent the agrichemical fees that existed prior
to the creation of the cleanup program, as well as the portion of the fees added in 1993 to fund

" staff and §aboratory COSts’ assc»c:lateci with ‘the cleanup program. - The ‘ACCP surcharges would

pnmarﬂy represent the fees that were adde(i in 1993 to fund the agrichemical cleanup grants. The
o ﬁCC‘P surcharges akmg with a one-time $8:5 mﬂhon transfer in unexpended ACCP surcharge
" revenues from the ACM fund, ‘would be deposzted to'a contmumv program tevenue account that
would fund cleanup grants only Separatmg the fees revenues would stamtorxiy reqzm‘e that the
- ACCP surcharge revenucs be used oniy o fund the cleanup grants ' -

_ 7. The fee structure under the bill for those fees that currently contribute to the
'cleanup program is presented in Table 1. Other fees that are currently deposzted to the ACM
fund or are transferred to DNR ‘and the oW System were not mcreased in’ }993 to fund the
'cieanup program and would not be zmpagte& uncier the bxil e T

§ TABLE'I '
Fee Structure for ACCP Fees _
 Current . Gmremor L 'Goi'enior'AC'CE;
... Fe  vBasFee"  “Surcharge"
o Fertilizer License - - co 0w T $25 m’ $50* e $30** L : $G or. 328
Fertilizer Tonnage . . N I O0fton 062 . _' 038
Restricted Use Dealer License $50 or $100* 60 - "'$0 or $40
Individual Applicator License - 60 40 20
" pésticide Business Location License ""125" S ' 55
" 'Nonhousehold Pesticide Manufacturer Regnst,ranon AR T ey
$0-$25,000 (salesy =~ i o 325 SER 7 s SRR R e
$25,000-875,000 0 o oo o E 106{) . 890 .. ... 170
8750004+ . L i $3(}6€F+13%0f $3_060+02% - 1.1% of sales

_' : *Fee varies based on whether the fertahzer famhty is alsc Ezcensw as a mmcted use pesumde dﬁaier or d:stnbamr or
- 'commercial pesticide applicator. . SEEES s RN . . o

#%Base license fees for those fertilizer facilities that are also licensed as a restricted use pestxmde dealer or distributor of 2
., commercial pesuc:ﬁe applicator would increasc from $25 10.$30. Also, base license fees fer rssmc:ed use pesnmdz dealers that
' :are also Izce:nsed asa commercxal pesu:nde apphcatm would i mm:ase from SSG to $60 :

8. “The agnchemzcal mdustry has a.rgned that dcposn:mg the: ACCP surcharge revenues
into a separate fund or account would provide assurance to those paying the surcharges that the
* revenues would only be-used by DATCP to'make cleanup grants. However, separatmg the base
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fees and ACCP surcharges would limit DATCP’s flexibility to use ACM fund base fee revenues
to fund cleanups in event that additional grant funding is needed in future biennia. Further, it
should be noted that while fees were increased in 1993 Act 16 in large part to fund the grant
program, the Act did not require that those fee increases be used exclusively for cleanup grants
and in fact, deposited the increased fees to the existing ACM fund which funds all of DATCP’s
agrichemica_l management programs.

9. . Deposztmg the. ACCP surcharges to a PR account as opposed to the sagrevated
ACM fund weuid mean that the interest on the balance in the PR.account assoclated with the
ACCP revenues would accrue to the general fund rather than the segrcgated fund. Therefore,
although not-accounted for in SB 77, the Govérnor’s proposal would result in $430,000in.1997-
98 and $390,000 in 1998-99 in interest earnings being cfeposxted to the general fund as’ ogposcd
to the segregated agrichemical fund.

10..  Asan aiternauve,_ the Committee could: (a) continue to deposit tiiéff..‘élilr_ﬁ-ﬁ:arge"
fees to the current agrichemical management fond which also funds:other DATCP progtams; or
(b) create a separate segregawd fund (rather tha:n PR under the bill) that cculc‘i only fund
aanchcm;cal clcanup grants. o _

Base Fee Roductions

11.  The bill would partially reduce the base fees deposited to the segregated ACM
fund for a two-year period. The effective date of the fee reduction would be upon enactment. of
- the bill for pesticide products; on February 1, 1998, for.commercial feed products; and August

1, 1998, for fertilizer products. Due to. the tonriage fee cycle and the August 1,.1998, effective

date of the fee change for fertilizer products; the two-year fee reductson would impact. 1998-99
fee-revenues for these products; with the remaining reduction impacting. 1999-2000 revenues.
. Conversely, the two-year base fee reduction for: pesumée and con:zmerclal feed ;)rodncts wauld
reduce revenues: durmg the 1997-99 bfenmum on}y : s e

i 12w In a March 13 1997 Ietter to the Co»Chaxrs of the Iamt Cammlttz:e Gn Fmance,

: BOA stated (arid LRB ‘agrees): the commercial feed base fee reduction was mtanded to-be made
effective February, 1999. Because the February, 1998, fee decrease.in the bill wou_l__d be applied
to feed already sold for the first year of the two-year reduction, it is unlikely the fee decrease
would be passed on to the product users. Delaying the effective date would allow the product
users to be notified of the fee reduction and increase the. likelihood that the reducmm would be
passed on (current law requires feed manufacturers to indicate the fees on the sales invoice or
receipt). ‘The proposed base fees, including: the corrected commercial feed fees, for the two-year
: pcnc)d wouid he as follows : : : : :
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TABLE 2
_Two-Year Base Fee Reduction

*rwé;mr : Estimated

Fee R : Base Fee Reducnon - i997-99 Reduction*
Fertilizer Tonnage (per ton) $0.32 $€} 0’7 391 000
Feed Tonnage (per ton) ] 0.25 0.10 230,000
Individual Pest Applicator License 40 - C%100 112,500
' 'Pestwide Regxstratmn 8&25 000 (saies) RS " S
- household- - E s o265 ST 50 T 455,000 -
- ponhousetiold i . T 320 =50 - - 380,000
- industrial.. - . 315 . . 50 B -50,000 -
Pesticide Regastranon $25, 000»75 000 (saies) h _ -
- household 750 o0 44000
- nonhousehold _ _ 890 100 36,000
<industdal T - 860 100 S 8,000
Pesticide Regxstraucn >$75000 (salcs} T S S PR
- hiousehold S . . $1,500 +0.2% of sales® . 300 - . - 105,000 .
- nonhousehold $3,060 + 0.2% of sales 300 . .. .. 132,000
- industrial $3,060 + 0.2% of sales 300 - 36,000
v Total R N G ek S 52’599’500

* In 1999-2000 the remaining reduction would be $320,000

. 13, While manufacturers and distributors of pesticides, fertilizers and animal feeds pay
- ‘the various license and tonnage fees and surcharges, for the most part, these fees are passed on
‘to farmers or other users of the product. Unlike the base fee exemption: for fertilizer products
“(and commercial feed as technically corrected), manufacturers and distributors of the pesticide
“products: would" receive ‘@’ reduction in . :1997-98on products- that have: already been sold.
Therefore, in the first' year of the two-year base: fee ‘reduction, these manufacturers: and
distributors would not be able to reflect the fee reduction in the cost of their products to pesticide
©users. Delaymg the- effeeﬁve dateé of the two-ycar fee reduction by .one year would allow the
~’savings to be: passed on’ more readily (revenue would: be increased in 1997-98 by $639,300 and
'”reduceé by the same amount in-1999- 2000) SN _

ACCP Surcharge Reduct:aons

~While the fees were: mcreased to their current’ Iev&ls in 1993 Act 16 and GPR grant
fnnchng was provided in anticipation of a much larger demand for cleanup grants, a significant
portion of the revenues have gone unexpended to date. As aresult, the ACM fund is maintaining
a large balance. Therefore, the Governor, along with the industry and the Department, have
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recommended redncmg the surcharges for a two»year penod to spend down the balance in the
_ proposed ACCP account,

15, The bill would reduce the proposed ACCP surcharges on pesticide and fertilizer
products for a two-year period. As a result, pesticide manufacturers would not have to pay
... ACCP surcharges for 1997-98 or 1998-99. Fertilizers manufacturers, due to the annual tonnage
fee cycle and the August 1, 1998 effectwe date for surc:harges on these products would not have
to pay . ACCP- snrcharges in, 1998~99 or 1999 20&0 ($50€} 000 would be received in 1997‘~98)
. This would result in approxxmate}y a $4 3 n'n}hon reduct:on in rcvenues durmg the b:ennmm and
appmmmately $500 000 in the next. blenmum

16. Similar to the base fee reduction, manufacturers and distributors of the pesticide
. products would receive a surcharge reduction in 1997-98 on products that have already been sold
and there:fere: woulci not be able to reﬂect the first year of the twe»year ACCP surcharge
. -_reducuon in the price of thelr prociucts De}aymg the effectzve datc of the two—year ACCP
. surcharge redﬂctmn by one~year wauld allow the savin gs tobe passed on more readily {fevenuas
would be increased by $1,900,000 in 1997-98 and reduced by the same amﬂunt in 1999—2900)

i 17 However, it has been argued that allowmg pestmlde manufacturers and distributors
1o keep thc surchar e__--;:evemxes- : ear _P sun on could

" be viewed as allowing the industry to .-makeéu? ' for having to absmb'the'hfgher fees:"on products

that were already sold when the fees were increased in 1993 Act 16. That is, “because 1993 Act
16 was effective on August 11, 1993, and. theé increased fees were assessed on January 1, 1994,
for the 12-month period of October 1, 1992, to September 30, 1993, most of the pesticide product
had already been sold before the fees became effective. As a result, the pesticide industry was
~.-unable to reflect the fee increase in costs of their products sold prior to the effective date.

. Future ACCP SurchargeA&Justmems g

- 18. Following the two-year reducnon of ACCP surcharges, the bill Would provzde
: :.:_DATCP the- authcmty by: administrative mie to estabksh future ACCP ‘surcharge tevels. The
o Depanmant could. only adjust the smcharge levels as necessary to maintain a '$2.0 million to $5.0
. ._mﬂhon balance in the ACCP account at the end of each fisca} yeas Tile surchargﬁ levels

_established by the Department could. only ranga between zero and ‘the maximum levels for the
ACCP surcharge shown earlier in Table 1. Further, the Depanment indicates that thc rules would
also define the- pubhe: notice process for adjusnng the ACCP surcharge levels, "

-----

.. ihrc}ugh thc adnumstranve mle process would allow the I)epartment to set the surcharge levels
o ina timely fashion so as to ensure an adequate balance in the ACCP accsunt and to provide
. smtable advaﬁce mtwe af the a.mended surcharge ieveis to thcse wl}a assess and pay fer ﬁ}ﬁ fees
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20. . Allowing DATCP to adjust the ACCP surcharges based on the balance in the PR
account is Iarﬂely patterned after the fundmg mechanism used by Minnesota’s Department of
Agriculture in funding that state’s agrichemical cleanup program. The Minnesota Department
~ of Agriculture is provided the authority to adjust the agnchen:ncal fees S0 as o maintain a fund
_balance between $1.0 nnihon and $5.0 rm}hcn '

_ 21.'" Cunemly, _oniy the Leg:.siature has the authonty to set or change'the statutory fees
assoclated with the agr;chenncal cieanup program While the adrmmstratxve rales process does
__allow for some level of Iegxslaﬁve cversxght it could be argued t.hat ‘allowing })ATCP to set'the
future ACCP surcharges by rule would limit the Legzslamre s authomy on futare ACCP
surcharge changes. Further, if DATCP used the emergency rule process to set ACCP surcharge.
levels, the Legxslature s role w_ouid be fu_rther hlmtcd

22, . Ifthe Comnuttee is concemcd about the loss of Icglslanve ovarSIght ‘associated with
provzdmg the Department authonty 10 increase the ACCP sm'charges by rule in the future, one
_ alternative would be to require DATCP to submit any’ EMergency. ‘rules that weuld ad]ust the
~ ACCP. surcharge level to the Fmance Comnntte:e for approvai undcr a 14~day passzve revaew '

- process before implementation.

o 23. If the. authonty to estabhsh the futire ACCP surcharge levels based on available

o ;revenues under administrative rule is not granzed to DATCP, the ACCP surcharges would revert-- £ 1

_"back to: the maximum surcha:ge Ievels shown in Tabie 1 after tbe two-year susPensz ) _;.-

ACM Fund and Accoamt Balances

| :24'.' “Estimated cleanup grant expenditures, hlstoncaliy funded 53% from’ fees and 47%
GPR, are expected to be $3.05 million in 1997-98 and $3.4 million in 1998-99. These estimates
are based on $1 5 rmlhon in known cieamlp costs mcurred by responmble pames, est:mated grant

: ___.compieted by e)usung staff anci laboratory fac;lxue:s

o 25 Under current law and estzmated program expen&imres’ the ACM funé Would end.‘ '
 the 1997-99 biennium with a $16.8 million balance. Approxxmatcly $11:3 million would be
. associated with the unexpended ACCP 3urcharge xevenues to fund'the agnc:hemmal cleanup ‘grant
. program and $5. 5 million- assocxated w:th the hase fe:e revenues that would ﬁmd other

" agrichemical managemeﬁt §3rggr3m$

5 .26,  While grant expenditures have cons;stemly 1aggcd behind progjecmons to date, DATCP
~estimates_ that apprommamly $1.5 mﬁhan in ekgxble cieanup costs that have not yet been
_ reimbursed. Therefore, it could be argueci that in ‘the event expendzmres are’ hxgher than

_ _anuapated retammg a significant fund balance woulci aiiow the Department to meet the future
demand by spending down the balance. If the Committee wanted to ensure that fund:ng would
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be available to meet futuré grant é&mand the Committee could: (a) provzde a ane-year sarcharge
' redncuon or (b) delete the reconunandeé snrcharge reductmn R g -

27. Despite the proposed fee reductions, both the ACM fund and the ACCP account
would likely end the 1997-99 biennium with substantial balances. The following table illustrates
the fund balances under the proposed ACCP ‘program revenae account and the segregated

' agnchemzcai management fund proposed under the blﬁ ' : :

'X‘ABLE 3 o

Pro,;ected Balances for Pruposed
ACM Fund and ACCP PR Account

“'Proposed- - . BRI Coeednm e Proposed

ACMFund . . o _ACCP PR Account
1997.98 . 1998-99 . To97.08  1998:99

Balance $5815900 $4913,100  Balance $8,554,000 $7,244,100

Current Revenues 4628400 4,628,400 Current Revenues 712,745,200 2,745,200

Interest 284,000 241,000 Interest 0 0
. Base Fee Reduction ~ -639,300 -'-_':"-'95_9:,'30(__) - Surcharge Reduction ...~ -1,912,100 2414200 .. 0.
" Expenditures - 5175900 25139900 - . Indusmai ?esnciées* g L =331,000 - -331'900 R
- Balance | $4913,100 $3683300 :Bala_;n'cé “ L $7244100 5,127,100

*The recommended reduction on these produicts is addresséd in a separate Legislative Fiscal Bureau budget paper. -

28. It should be noted that after the two year base fee reduction, annual base fee
revenues . (approximately  $4.6 million) would not cover the base level expenditures
_ (appmmmately $5.2 million) from. the propased ACM fund Therefore whﬂe a considerable

‘balance would remain in the fund, the balance could decline i m fumre biennia.. Conversely annual
revenues under the ACCP surcharge at jts statutory maxzmum (S?: 7 million currently) after the
two-year ACCP surcharge reduction appear likely to cover some grawth in cleanup expendztures

GPR Appropriation Changes

29. While the Governor’s recommendation would reduce future GPR funding for the
_program by $600,000 in the biennium the program would continue to receive $1,550,000 GPR
... in 1997-98 and $1,850,000 GPR in. 1998—99 DATCPis pm;ectmg GPR experzdxtures for c}eanup

grams of apprommately $1.5 ;mlilcn in 1997—98 and $1.8 rmlizon zn 3998»99 '

30 ‘The agnchenncal cieanup grant program is the cnly state program ‘that contains GPR _
funding for remediation of environmental contamination in which the responsible party is known.

" Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (Paper #165) * <Page 9




. Similar cleanup programs such as the PECFA program and DNR’s environmental repait programs
are paid for through segregated revenues (for example, fees on petroleum products and various
landfill tipping fees, waste generator fees, sanitary permit surcharges and reimbursements from

: x:espcnmble parues for state-funded cleanups). :

. . 31, Fur{her it ceuld be aroued that the fees pald by the agnchemxca} mdustzy should pay

for the entire costs of the program, because: (1) these facilities. are responszble for the
contamination that exists at their sites; and (2) a generai fund subsidization of the cieanup cost
associated with the use of agrichemical products results in market distortions since the purchaser
does not pay the true costs associated with the use of the product

32.  Given the low: pmgmm demand to date the segregated ACCP account would end the
biennium with an estimated $5.4 million balance with the two-year fee reduction under the bill
($11.3 million under current law). Therefore, the Committee could consider ehrmnatmg the GPR
fumimg for the program Eliminating the GPR funding, and prowémg the additional authority for

: cieanup expenditures to be funded from ACCP surcharge revenues (estimated at $1.5 million in
11997-98 and $1.8 million in 1997-98), would leave the cleanup program account thh a $2 1
- million balance at the end of the baenmam ($8.0 mllhon wzth no fee hohday) '

. 33.  The Committee could conmder e}umnaung the GPR: ﬁmdlng from the yragram whmh

'_._'_;.W(}tﬂd make the program entirely funded from agnchemzcai fees. However, it should be noted .
“that in-doing 'so, in future biennia, annual cleanup expenditures funded from fee revenues could

_:_exceed the annual revenues generated under the maximum surcharge levels established under the
bill which could result in the need for additional revenues. Therefore, the Committee could
delete the $1.55 million in 1997-98 which would reduce GPR funding for the program in the
biennium, but would leave the program with $1.85 million GPR in 1998-99 as base funding for
future blenma

_ 34, Conversely, The Agncultural Chenucal Cieanup Council, - established  in" 1992
_Iegxs}anon, has argued that thc general pub}m shouid contribute:to the costs of cieanup because
they have benefitted from the use. cf pestxmdes and femhzers through both Iower food pnces and

__'-hlgher quahty foods ' o
ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
A, Separate Cieamxp Grant Aceount -
. I _ Approve the. Govemor $ recommendation to separate base fees ‘and ‘the: ACCP
" surcharges. The base fees would be cieposxted to the ACM fund and the surcharges would be

deposited to a continuing program revenue account (recognize an estimated $820,000 in GPR-
camed assocxated with the mtercst earmngs on the unspent ACCP PR account balance)
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AlternativeAt _GPR 'sE6. . PR ToOTAL
" | 1997-99 REVENUE (Change to Base) $820,000 - $8,500,000 - $8,500,000. .. $820,000
[Changeto Bilf- ... -0 | L. 8820000 .. 80 L o 80 $820,000]
1997-89 FUNDING (Change to Base) S%0. =$4,77,200 . $4,477,200 )
[Change to Bill _ 50 0 50 807
2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation and create a segregated agrichemical

cleanup program fund that would receive the revenues associated with ACCP surcharges and
could only fund agrichemical cleanup grants ($820,000 in interest earnings would accrue to the
newly-created segregated fund).

Alternative A-2 S SEG" - PR TOTAL
1967-99 REVENUE (Change to Base) 0 %0 $0
{Change o Bil | '$9,320,000 © -'$8,500,000  $820,000]
1967.99 FUNDING {Changeto Base) o 80 80 80
[Change to Bill $4,477,200 - $4,477,200 - $0]

Lo T3 antam cuzrent Taw. (aIl fe:es and surcharges would ccnunue to be deposzted 1‘0‘-
the ACM fund) - S o I
| Atternativend o oo oo SEG ¢ .o PR . TOTAL
- 1997-99 REVENUE (Change to Base) -~ = © . 0~ = =80 ~ -:$0
[Change to B el 089,320,000 - $6,500,000 . $820,000] |

1997-99 FUNDING (Change 1o Base) $0 $0 50
[Shange to s;y $4.477,200 - $4,477,200 Y )

B. -Ba.ég Fe'e::iﬁsedaction

1. . Approve the:Governor’s recommendation to: (a). provide a two-year base fee

‘ %educuen as. techmcally corrected to delay. the effective date of the commercial feed base fee
- reduction - ($230,000 SEG in revenues.in 1997~98) .and: (b) specxfy that hmmg matenai fees be

deposited to the: ACM fund. -
| Aternative B . o sEG
.} 1997-98 REVENUE (Change to Base) . -$1,599,500 | . . .
~{ :[Change to Bill $230,0001) . ... .
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2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation as technically corrected and: (a) delay the
two year base fee réduction effective for pesticide products on January 1, 1999 (this would allow
for the notification of the fee reduction to pesticide product users and revenues would increase
by $639,300 in 1997-98 and be reduced by that amount in 1999-»2900) and (b} speczfy that
liming matenal fees be dcposned to the ACM fund. R L

Alternative B-2 SEG
| 1997-99 REVENUE (Change to Base) . .. - $960,300
L [Change to Brif - . #8689, 30__01
3. Maintain current law (no two-year base fee reduction).
1 Alternative B-»3 SEG
| 1997:69 REVENUE (Change to Base) s |
- [Charige toBﬂ_f $1,829,5001 |
C. ACCP Surcharges
10 Appwve the Govemor 5 recormnendatxon to provzda a two"year reductzon in

-surcharges. In addition, do one of the following:

-2 Requi.'r'é. that the ﬁrst 'y"ear of the nonhousehold .pesticide' -éﬁréhargc reduction
be effective on January 1, 1998 (in the first year, this would apply to products already

soki to farmers) as recommended by-the Governor.

: .&l;g__mm

1997—95 REVENUE {Change to: Base)

SEG .

- 54,800.,050
$0

- [Ghange to Bill

PR TOTAL
$500,000 . - 4,300,000 |
s sqf

b, ~ Require that effective date for the two-year ACCP surcharge reducuon for
nonhousehold pesticide product- regxsn'atmn be delayed by one year to' January 1, 1999
+ (this would allow for the notification of the fee reduction to farmers or other pestzczde
product users and revenue reductions would occur in 1998-99 and 1999-2000).

Alternative C-1b -

1997-99 REVENUE (Change to Base)
[Change to Bill =~

SEG

- $2,900,000
$0 -

81,900,000  $1,900,000]

‘PR~ TOTAL
£$500,000 - $2,400,000
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2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation and- provide a one-year surcharge
reduction effective for nonhousehold pesticide products on January 1, 1999 (this would allow for
the notification of the fee reduction to pesticide product users and revenues would increase by
$1,500,000).

Alternative C-2 s - PR TOTAL
1997-99 REVENUE (Change to Base) - 52,900,000 $500,000 - $2,400,000
[Change to Bill $0  $1,900,000  $1,800,000]

3. Maintain current law.
 Alternative C-3 _ SEG . PR TOTAL
1997:69 REVENUE (Change 1o Base) so s0 $0
{Changs to Bl $4.800,000 - $500,000  $4,300,000]

D. Future Surcharge Adjustments

.. 1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to allow DATCP to set the ACCP
-&urcharge levcls, by mle w1thm the maxxmnm levels estabhshed in the bﬁ} dependmg on: the
-balance m thc ACCP accmmt - - R

: 2._ In addmon to the Govcmor s recsnnnendatmn :reqmre that if DATCP uses ‘the
emergency rule process, the Department must, before the rules are submitted to the Legzslat;va
Council, receive approval from the Joint Comnuttee on Finance under a 14-day passive review
process. : e

3. ©  Maintain current law. (The ACCP surcharges would be set at the maximum levels
established in the bill - after the twcvyear suspenszon if’ appreved)

E. GPR Funding
1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to: (a) eliminate $450,000 GPR in 1997-
98 and $150,000.GPR in 1998-99; (&) lapse the uner;&umbered GPR continuing balance on the

effective date of the bill (estimated at’ $2.7 million);" anci (c) convert the appropnanon to a
bxenmal apprepnatlon (esnmated lapse of $1€)9000 in 1998 99) o I E
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Paper #166 1997-99 Budget April 30, 1997

... To: . Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang_,: Dxrector .
Legislative Fiscal Burean

ISSUE
Agrichemical Cleanup Program -- Indu_stria! Pesticides (DATCP)

. [LEB Summary: Page 75, ltem #3 (Industrial Pesticides)]

Cunent}y two catf:gones of pesncxdes exmt wzth regard to fees pa;d and elzgzbzlzty for

| aghéhermcai cleanup grants; household and nonhousehold. In 1993 Act 16 fees on nonhousehold -

pesticides were increased to cover the costs of the newly-created agrichemical cleanup grant

_program, Household pesticides fees were not increased in 1993 to cover the costs of the grant

‘program : and cieanup of d:scharges of these pmducts are not ehgzbie for agnchermcal cleanup

- grants. Manufacmrers of these products aise pay fees that are éepos;ted to the’ agnchenncal fund

and are used to fund DATCP’s agncukura} resource management programs and are depasneci to

" the Department of Natural Resources’ (DNR} envuonmental fund and are” used to’ fund
environmental rcpazr and groundwater pregrams -

Fees on nﬂnhousehold pestxczdgs w_ere ncreased in 1993 with the creation of the
agrichemical cleanup grant program. In addition, other fees ("base fees") are deposited to the
agrichemical fund and are used to fund DATCP’s agricultural resource management programs.
A portion of these fees deposited to DNR’s environmental fund are used to fund enivironmental
repair and groundwater programs. Generaily, all. ponhousehold pesticides are eligible for
agrichemical cleanup grants. However, nonhousehold pesticides containing pentachlorophenol,
coal tar creosote and inorganic arsenical wood preservatives are not eligible for cleanup grants.
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- GOVERNOR -

Create a new category of nonhousehold pesticide products called "industrial pesticides”
that would contain nonhousehold pesticide products that are used in certain industrial or
manufacturing processes. Eliminate the fees on these products that were increased to help fund
the agrichemical cleanup grant program (the ACM “surcharge” under the bill). The "base” fees
would continue to apply to these products. No discharges related to these pesticides would be
eligible for grants under the cleanup program:

Further, eliminate the cleanup program surcharge (45 cents per ton of product sold) paid
by manufacturers and distributors of certain soil and plant additives.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Nonhousehold pesticide products are any pesticide product that is'not considered
a household pesticide product.. Nonhousehold products' generally include agricuitural related
chemicals such as those used to control the growth of plants or enhance the production of plants.
Nonhousehold products also include wood preservatives used in the lumber industry and finished
~-wood product industry, products that control microbials that are used in the paper industries or
“industries using water cooling devices or any other nonhouschold substances ised in preventing, .
destroying, repelling or mitigating any pests. Generally, all nonhousehold pesticides are eligible
 for-agrichemical cleanup grants. However, nonhousehold pesticides containing pentachloro-

_phenol, coal tar creosote and inorganic d preservatives are riot eligible for cleanup
. grants. s n ST e e

senical wo

2. While the bill would exempt industrial pesticide products’ from the cleanup
 program surcharges, manufacturers and distributors of these products would continue to pay "base
 fees” to fund other DATCP agrichemical management programs. 'The bill would create the
' following fee structure for industrial pesticides:

| Industrial Pesticide Fees

-:Pesticide Registration Fee i .o Currest.... . . "BaseFee" . o Surcharge.

30:$75.000 (sales) . o U320 U mT U $EIST o L0 B0

" $25,000-875,000 S LOBQ e BB e el A

75000+ - - . $3060413% . . $30600+402% . . .. - 0O
of sales of sales '
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3. The bill would elzmmate the fees paid by manufacturers of wood preservatives
containing pentachlorophenol, coal tar creosote or inorganic arsenicals that were increased to
assist in funding the agrichemical cleanup grant program. Discharges related to these chemicals
are not currently. eligible for reimbursement. Manufacturers of these three products account for
approximately $77,000 of the estimated $331, 000 in the agnchermca} cIeanup program’s revenues
currently being paxd by manufacturers of industrial pesticides under the bill. .

4. It has been argued that manufacturers of these products should not have to pay
for the cleanup program since they are ineligible for a cleanup grant. These preservatives, due
to their hazardous nature, typically have high cleanup costs and were not made eligible for the
agrichernical cleanup grant program when the program was created. Other wood preservative
- products which account for a small amount of the current surcharge revenues, and have received
... grants, would continue to pay towaxd the, program ami be ehgzble for the: granz program

5. The DNR envn'onmental repaxr program has used the. env;renmentai repazr ‘cleanup
appropnatmn from the segregated environmental fund for DNR-lead. cleanups of contaminated
* sites where the respenszb}e party is unknown -or can not.or will not clean up the: site. This
includes cleanup of at least five sites that are contaminated by ‘wood treatment pesncxdes that
include pentach}oro,phenol and dioxins: ' DNR spent approx:mately $400,000 dunng the 1993-95
“biennium ‘on the five wood treatment sites, appmxxmately $1, 280,000 dunng 1995~ 97 and

i ~ anticipates spcndxng approximately $250,000 on the five sites during 1997-99.

6. Of the total nonhousehold pesticide registration fees assessed: anpually by E)ATCP

“* $80 per licensed wood treatment. pestxcxde preduct (approximately $18,200 annually) is deposited

into the environmental fund;  These revenues are minimal compared to the DNR expenditures
from the environmental fund on cleanup at wood treatment sites. It-could be argued that, rather
than eliminate the fees under the bill {the portion of the fees increased in 1993 to fund the
agrichemical cleanup programy), the fees could be retained and deposzted into the environmental
fund where: cleanup of wood treatment sxtes has been ﬁmded

7. Those mdusmal pestzcxdes used in zndustrxal products and processes (such. as by
the pulp and paper mdustxy) to control: algae, fungz, ‘bacteria and other microscopic organisms
~ or mollusks have. also.been paymg toward - the agnchermcal ‘cleanup grant program and are
eligible for reimbursement. The bill would deléte these fees (cleanup "surcharge”) and eliminate
eligibility for cleanup grants. The revenues associated wzth these products account for $254,000

in annual revenues.

8. DATCP indicates that spills associated with:these products are likely to be limited
in cost and there has not been any documented: discharges of these produets that have contributed
to environmental contamination. Therefore, it is argueci ‘that because manufacturers of these
products are likely to make limited use of the cleanup program, they should not have to fund the
cost of the program. However, if the Committee wanted to ensure that any future spills related
to these products would be funded, these products could be excluded from the definition of
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~ industrial pesticides. This would mean that all manufacturers of those products that are currently
eligible for grants and paying for the program would continue to be eligible and pay.

9 " Spills related to soil and plant additives are not eligible for cieanap'grants but pay
toward the program (no known spills). Manufacturers and distributors would cdéntinue to pay a
$25 annual license fee as well as an annual fee of 25 cents per ton of product sold.

_ ALTERNATIVES TOBASE
1 " Approve the Governor’s récomendaiﬁéﬁ to exempt wood preservatives containing

pentachlorophenol, coal tar creosote or inorganic arsenicals from the agrichemical cleanup
program surcharge. -

.AlzernativeAf- . _ .. sEG |

4997.98 REVENUE (Change to Base) - -+ ~§154,000 f..
Lo e fChangeto B o 80

' ~Retain- the .current: pesticide . surcharges .paid . by manufacturers. of wood

“ presérvatives containing pentachlorophenol, coal tar creosote or. inorganic arsenicals and deposit

. the fees into the environmental fund; which would increase revenues to the environmental fund
- by $77,000 SEG annually. o - _

109799 REVENUE (Change to Base)  ~ 8o | 7
. [Change to-Bill §754,000]

.. .3 Mazntamcurrent law (continue thepestlmde fees pmdbymanufacturers of these

“49$7-69 REVENUE (ChangétoBase) - = 1 80| =
S i fohangeto Bl o o $154,000]
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Senator Cowles

AGRICULTURE, TRADE AND CONSUMER PROTECTION

Agrichemical Cleanup Program -- Industrial Pesticides (Paper #166)

Motion:

Move to include the following products solely labeled for the use in controlling algae,
fungi, bacteria, other microscopic organisms or mollusks to the definition of industrial pesticides:

(a) other coating products; and
_(b) products used in construction.

- Note; -

The bill defines an industrial pesticide to include products solely labeled for the use in
controlling algae, fungi, bacteria, other microscopic organisms or mollusks that are used in paints
and varnishes or in commercial and industrial processes. The motion would add "other coatings”
(such as laminates or finishes) to the products that an industrial pesticide could be used in and
"construction” to the processes for which an industrial pesticide could be used.

MO# 575/

JENSEN
OURADA
HARSDORF
ALBERS
GARD
'KAUFERT
LINTON
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DB DM

BURKE
DECKER
GEORGE
JAUCH
WINEKE
SHIBILSKI

/ COWLES
7_PANZER

>>b>>@- >

Motion #515




B. Industrial Pesticides to Control Microscopic Organisms or Mollusks

1. Approve the Governor's recommendation to exempt pesticides used in industrial
products and processes (such as by the pulp and paper industry) to control algae, fungi, bacteria
and other microscopic organisms or mollusks from the agrichemical cleanup program surcharge.

Alternative B1 SEG
1987-99 REVENUE (Change to Base) -$508,000
{Change to Bilf $07
2. Maintain current law (manufacturers of these products would continue to pay into

the agrichemical management fund and would continue to be eligible for cleanup grants).

Alternative B2 SEG
1897-99 REVENUE (Change to Base) $0
[Changs to Bill 3508,000]
'C.  Soil and Plant Additives
i. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to exempt certain soil and plant additives
from the agrichemical cleanup program surcharge.
Alternative C1 S5EG
1997-99 REVENUE (Change {o Base) -$8,500~
[Change to Bilt - 80]
2. Maintain current law (manufacturers of these products would continue to pay into

the agrichemical management fund and would continue to be ineligible for cleanup grants).

Alternative C2 SEG
1697-489 REVENUE {Change to Base) $0
[Change to Bill 85000

Prepared by: Al Runde

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (Paper #166)
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Paper #167 1997-99 Budget April 30, 1997
B YT

To: Joint Commiitee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Minor Policy and Technical Changes - Discontinued Pesticide Products (DATCP)

[LFB Summary: Page 75, #3]

GOVERNOR

Reduce the current reporting period used to determine fee payments from the previous 15
months to three months on the sales of pesticide products that have been discontinued by a
manufacturer.

— Ry et

MGBIFICATION TO BASE

Retam- the current 15-month reporting period for discontinued pesticide products.

Explanation:  The bill inadvertently reduces the current reporting period used to
determine fee payments from the previous 15 months to three months on the sales of
pesticide products that have been discontinued by a manufacturer. Department of
Administration officials indicate that the change to the reporting period for these products
was not intended to be in the bill and should be corrected to retain current law in this
area.

[Note: Because the Committee is working from the base budget of this agency, this
modification could also be accomplished by not incorporating "Discontinued Pesticide
Products™ of Page 78 of the LFB Summary into the budget bill.]

Prepared by: Al Runde

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (Paper #167) - Page 1
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Paper #168 1997-99 Budget April 30, 1997

To:  Joint Cérmm’f":'_ ittee on Finané'e B

Pr@m “'Bob Lang, Director
' Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
Agrichenncai C!eanup ngram Changes (DATC?)

" [LFB Summary: Page 79, #4] =

- CURRENT LAW

DATCP adzmmsters an agncaimral chemmal grant program wh;ch rexmburses cornmercial
- '-_pesnczde and femhzer facilities and: xmxmg and loading sites and farms for the costs:associated
" with corrective actions taken to élean | up agrichemical’ dlscharges ‘Reimbursement levels are: (a)
75% of the eligible costs of a cleanup of an initial discharge that exceed $7,500 for a licensed
facility or $3,000 for other persons (primarily farms) but that do not exceed $100,000 (subsequent
spills are’ ‘reimbursed at 50% for eligible costs over $15,000); (b) 80% of the eligible costs of 2
cleanup of an initial discharge  that exceeds $100, 090 bat ‘does not -exceed ‘$300,000, if
groundwater remediation is ordﬁred (subsequent spills are reimbursed at 50%); or:(c) 75% of the
eligible costs of a cleanup of an initial discharge occurring m the transpoﬁ of agrzchexmcais that
exceed $7,500 for a licensed facility or $3,000 for other persons (primarily farms) but that do not
exceed $50,000 (50% of eligible costs for subsequent spills for eligible costs over $15 L000).

:GOVERNOR
“Maximumi Elzgzble Rezmburmble Costs Ehmmate the maximum: re;mbursabie cost of
$100,000 for soil” ‘contamination cleanups and $300,000 for'cleanups involving groundwater

" contamination. Rather, set a' maxirmum $400,000 per cleanup site hfetlme limit for-all initial or
subsequent discharges at that site. L e NUTE

- Re‘fmiﬁurseme’:ét For Initial Discharges. Establish an 80% cost share rate for all eligible
" reimbursable costs, less the deductible (currently $3,000 or $7,500). Currently, the grant program

“ Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (Paper #168) - Page 1




'-'i‘éifabufsés 75% of the first $100,000 in.::eli'gihié-'c(iS’tS"(33.1&" 80% thereafter), less:the deductible,
for initial discharges.

Reimbursement For Subsequent Discharges. Eliminate the distinction between initial
discharges and subsequent discharges at the same site. This change would eliminate the $15,000
deductible for subsequent discharges and increase the state cost share rate from 50% to 80% of
eligible reimbursable costs. Reimbursement for subsequent discharges at the same site would
also be limited by the lifetime per site iumt of $4€}0 OG{} in eligible reimbursable costs under the
bill.

Reimbursement of Discharges Occurring During Transport. Increase the state cost-share
rate for eligible reimbursable costs from 75% to 80% for all discharges occurring during the
transport of agnchermcais Further, reduce the deductible for a licensed commercial agrichemical
facility from $7,500 to $3,000, the current noncannnercxal facility deductible level. These
discharges would continue to be: lmted to $5() {}OG in ehglble rmmbursable cests per occurrence.

Eligible Costs. Allow that time spent by a xespons1ble party in. zmpiememmg a cleamzp
be included as an eligible reimbursable cost. Currently, the costs of a responsible party’s time
in planmng and 1mpiemenung a cieanup are not relmbursable

Further (a) reduce the threshold : of costs. fer requmg dcpanmental appr valn of il
" agrichemical cleanup: workplans from $20,000 to- $7, 500; (b) make xezmbursement ‘payments on

+ ‘a first.come, first served basis;. (c} clanfy th fertilizer license suspenszon process, and (d) extend
the penalty prcvxszens for the program toinclude vxoiatzens of the statutes- peria.xmng to the

: The bﬂl wouid aliaw DATCP to make retroac{we relmbursemcnt at thc hlgher ieveis
:_($15000€} on 2 one-fime bas:s) and weuld also restrzct those sites to ths $400{}00 hfeume

' DISCUSSION POIN s
Program Demand and Cost Controls

L The agrichemical cicanup grant program is provided base fundmg of $2 3 million
~+ SEG {from:the agrichemical management fund) and $2.0. ‘million GPR -annually in continuing
.+ appropriations. - The agrichemical management. (ACM) fund Teceives. fees: and, surcharges paid
- by -commercial feed, fertilizer and- soil :and . ‘plant.. addmve mazm?acmrers and. pesncxde
manufacturers, labelers and applicators. S S

200 o DATCP may ordar a person responsible -for an agrichemical discharge to take

. corrective. actions -necessary - to- restore . the: environment. to .the -extent practicable. . If the

“Page 2 ' - .Agriculture, Trade and. Consumer Protection (Paper #168)




“responsible person takes corfective action to clean up the discharge; the person may apply to the
~ Department for reimbursement of eligible costs associated with the cleanup.- Eligible applicants

'mast demonstrate to the: Dcpartment that'the discharge ‘was promptly reported, the apphcant 1s
“in cemphanca with DNR and DATCP rulés’ relating to- agrichemical” d;scharges and’ the ‘costs
" incurred are reasonabie and are not relmbursable from insurance or other sources. . -

3. When the agr:chexmcal cleanup program was created there were concerns related
to the potentzai costs of the program. These concerns led to various cost control medsures, such
'as the cost share rates deductxbles ami per spﬁ} kmxts whzch are mcludeé in the current ;srogram

4. 'The program’s first grant payments were madé in Fe’bruary, 1995 The leve! of
~grants to reimburse cleanup costs have been substantially lower than initially anticipated and
much of the GPR and SEG reventes appropriated for the program have gone uvnexpended. As
a result, under current law, the Agrichémical Management Fund would end the*1997-99 biennium
with a $16.8 million balance. However, other provisions in the bill ‘would reduce revenues to
‘the program by $6.8 million SEG in the ‘biennium and $2.8 million in unexpended GPR funds.
The ‘bill would also reducc GPR fundmg to the program by 5450 GGG in 1997-98 and $150 000
in 1998»99 : L

s In an attempt to increase grant actzvzty, _the Governor s :ecemmenﬁaucn would
_ 1mp£ement the program. changes recenﬂnenéed by DATCPin its 1997-9 :nmal budget request- '
and by the agrichemical industry. The’ program changes amend or delete several of the cost
*controls enacted when the cleanup grant program was created. ‘It has been argued that these cost
““controls are no Ionger needed because program fun&mg is ‘teadily available. - Further, DATCP
- 'contends that the recommended changes could remove petantza} 1mped1ments responszb}e persons
may face whcn they censzder applymg for rezmbursement A : : e

6. DATCP has indicated it intends to make retroactive ;:rayments on grants based on

| the increased reimbursement Tevels under the bill. That is, based on the ‘program changes, ‘the
Department would adjust the amounts already paid on cleanup claims ($150,000 on a oneé-time _
_ basis). Similarly, t__:_hese sites would be subject to the $400,000 lifetime limit.

Maxlmum. Ehg;ble Reuubursab!e Costs and Suhseqnent Spl!is

7. Increasmg the maximum limit for e};xgzble COSts to $400 OO() wouid increase the
maximum grant that could be received for an initial chsc:harge by $84,625 (from $229,375 to
$314,000) for commercial facilities and $84, 2850 (from $232,750 to $317,600) for non-commercial
facilities. DATCP indicates that it knows of two spills at this. time that have received some

" reimbursement and will hkcly reach the $400.000 lLimit i the bxenmum {resu}nng inan estlmated
' __$169 250 in aﬁdmonai program costs i the brenmum) i EETRE

" Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (Paper #168) . Page 3




b :5' '_-w}uch the: agnchexmcais bemg transported ongmated

~8. . The proposed $400,000 maximum per site life time limit could increase the costs

. ..of individual cleanups. Thatis, many of the cleanups are done.by consultants or centractors that

 specialize in environmental contamination cleanups. It has been argued by.some. that the costs

‘these firms charge for such. cleanups tend toward the allowable state rexmbursement levels.

However, DATCP officials and the agrichemical cleanup council would continue to. revxew
cleanup costs and determine if they are reasonable and ehglble for reimbursement.

RECRIETT.* A DATCP and the agrzchemzcal mdustry contend that whlle mcreasmg the maximum

grant levels for an initial spill would increase program costs in the short term, the, 5400 000

lifetime per site limit on reimbursement could lower long~term program costs by limiting the

. amount of reimbursements that:could be made for subsequent spills at the same site. Further,

- the level of cleanup reimbursements made at a site. would transfer to the new. owner. if the
- properties are sold. Under the current program, there are no limits on the mzmber of. spﬁis a
; _.facxhty opzrator or farmer can receive cleanup rezmbursement for at the same me

R (A I—Iowever, spzlis that oceur durmg transport Wcuid not be subject to the $40€3 000
: hfetxme per site limit because . they would, in all likelihood, occur at a location. other than an
agrichemical facility. Therefore, the number of reimbursements for such spills wauld continue
to be unlimited under the bill. The Committee could consider making spills that occur during
- transport-subject to the proposed $400,000 per.site lifetime hrmt assoc;ated with thc site from

& Il DATCP has yet to provr,de rennbursement fer a subsequem spzll ciaxm although
& 'the:y are aware of eight subsequent spills that. have been; or are_being, cIeaned up.:  Further,
- DATCP officials have indicated that rules related to. storage. and handlmg of pestxmde anﬁ
fertilizer products have reduced the likelihood: of future spills. ora subsequent spill at the same
site. In addition, installing these practices increases the facility’s ability to obtain insurance
. against potential spills, which would reduce the amount of reimbursement that can be received.
-“Therefore, it is uncertain what. numbc: of sites wﬂl have; subsequem spxlis whcre the $40{} 000
< -Jimit cauldbereached i ol B RTINS .

12. The long-term cost reéucﬁons assccxated thh krmung subsequent spxlis would-_
largely be dependent on the level to which these spills occur. To the extent that subsequent spills
rarely occur, increasing the.eligible cost limit to. $400,000 would. more . likely lead to increased
program costs by mcreasmg the paymems at initial sp;lls by up to apprexxmateiy $85 000.

Sozis Contammatmn Lmut
| 13 Thc hzil wmﬁd ehnnnate the $10{)(}0¢3 lumt on spzﬂs that fmly mvolve soils

contamination. The Department is aware of two sites that have gone above the $1€10 000 limit
on contaminated soil remediation and could receive one-time retroactive payments under the bil

i Paged . Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection g_l?_ap_er #168)




. the _$1_06 000 limit could be excs eded and re q
- priot to incurring any_ '

) (apprommateiy $5{} 000 in ‘additional program costs). ‘The average soils contamination claim (not
i reimbursemsnt whlch wouid be lower) has been approxzmateiy $74 0()0 under the pmgram

}4 Concems have been raised by some that removing the $100,000 limit could
__increase the costs charged for soils cleanups above the current reimnbursement levels in that the
" allowable reimbursement level for such’ spills would increase from $69,375 for a licensed facility
to $314,000. However, DATCP contends that its reimbursement claims réview process would
_ensure t}_;at costs __w_ould bc g__dquately controlled.

15. The extent 10 wh:ch the costs of soil cieannps are allowed to increase could have
Ta }arge mpact on pmgram ‘costs because almost all ‘sites go- through some"soil ‘Contamination
‘cleanup, mciudmg those “that proceed ‘to groundwater remediation. Under current law, the
$100,000 limit on soils cleanup can only be exceeded if DﬁTCP or DNR order groundwater
remediation.

_ 16. I the Commxttee 15 conc:emed about the potenual increase in costs associated with
'ehmmatmg the $100, 0{30 limit, the Committee could nge DATCP the authonty to waive, under
~ limited c:ircurnstances deveioped by administrative rule, the '$100,000 limit. The rules would
' speczfy criteria (such as, the area conta:mnated by the spzil ‘or type of contamination) whereby
' e es;)ons "ie_partxss to receive DATCP approval
; ; ment is to be sought. This would -
'provzde the potential for certain soﬁs spﬂls that cover Iarge eas or require compiex cieanup
strategies to receive additional rmmbursements while maintaining the $100,000 limit for most soﬁ

cleanups.

Increased Cost Share Rates

1’? Incrcasmg the state s cost share rate from 75% to 80% for initial spills would
) _mcrease future ‘program costs by 6. ’?% on the first’ $i0() 000 of aleanup costs or an estimated
©$120,000 in 1997-98 and $150,000 in 1998-99 Also makmg the ‘cost share rate’ increase
"retrcactive would result in'an estimated one-time mcrease “of $100,000 dur;ng the biennium to
be paid to prekusly relmbursed claims.” (These costs are recogmzed zn ovcrail program funémg
under the hill.)

'1_'8';"' Whﬁe funcimg is cumently available to cover an mcrease in the cost share rates,
) dccreasmg the amount of funds that a responswlﬁ party is reqmreci to pay toward a cleanup could
somewhat reduce that person’s ‘incentive to monitor closely the costs “associated with their
'_ cleanups. Howevcr, because the cieamzp g:rant program is a rannbursement program and a
'"responsxble party is required to pay up front before kriowing which costs ‘will be ‘considered
reasonable or eligible for reimbursement, it could also be argued they are still likely to monitor
the costs of their cleanup.

* Agriculture, Trade and Consamer Protection (Paper #168) Page 5




_1ncent1ve tO COIIHI!EIB gOOd managemcnt pmcuces

o reimbursed under the. current program .

- 19. _Thebill also reduces the deductibles (from $15,000 to $7,500 or $3,000 depending
on the faczhty) and increases the state cost share rate from 50% to 80% for subscquent dlscharges
at the same site. DATCP indicates that the higher deductible and lower cost share rate for
. subsequent spills may have resulted in some responsible parties holding back claims on a small,
initial spill for fear that a. larger second ‘spill may_occur which, if the first spﬂl had been
-submitted, would be sub;ect to the hzgher de.ciucnbie and lc}wer cost share raw By treatmo these
.spills the same, the bill would Temove this concem

20.  Further, DATCP indicates that it is often difficult to distinguish one spill from
. another, particularly in cases involving low discharge levels over a long period of time where the
. contamination. has been cumulative or. for spzlis that occur -at a site that i is current}y involved in
-a cleanup. . Havzng the same . cast sharé rate for all’ spﬂls would remove ‘the gotenuai
: adnunzstratxve difficulty in. detenmnmg wiuch cost share rate should be assoczatcd thh whzch
portion of contarmnatwn at a site. : -

o 21. .The hzgher deciucubie and lower, cost share rate fcr subsequent sprs wa,s ongmaﬂy _

included to. encourage goad management practxces in the handlmg and s storing of pestzczdes and -
fertilizers. That is, a facﬁzty operator or farmer, i{nowmg that a seconé spill ouici be rexmblzrsed
at a lesser amount, would take. prccautmns to not. spiil"agam Removmg this incentive. for good

_ management practices. could lead to a higher umbe f subse uent spills. However ..zt’cou}d_ be

- .-argued that the mcre:ased marketabxhty proper : __ < '

o rezmbursement amount available under the $400(}0{} hfenme limit in-the bill, wou d pr

Eligible Costs

22.  The bill would allow the time spent by a rasponslble party in zmplcmsnnng a
.. ¢leanup (such-as, excavation or. hauling acuvmcs) tobe mcluded:jas ¢ligible reimbursable costs.
.. DATCP indicates that reimbursing a responsible persons time on '}eanups would have 2 minimal
_ 1mpa£:t on costs, because the cOSts, Wluch cun'entiy are typma!ly eing done by contractors, are
owever, to the extent that it would be cheaper for a

.tesponsible party to do-some of the c}eanup actwﬁxes rathér than hmng'aut the act;vztles “this
provision could decrease costs. C e

come 23 On the other hand, it may be difficult to adequately.. monitor or audit activities
--conducted by a respenszble paﬁy The hours worked. by the rcspensz,b}e party wouié effecnv&iy

':educe their out_of pocket: cleanup costs Further, it ceu}d be. axgueé that it may not be
. .appropriate. under a. regulatory program m wiuch the Departmmt orders a. cleamlp of an
.agrichemical spill, to pay a person for nme spent. cicamng up 2 s;.az}l for whzch they are
. Tesponsible. - i _ R
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24, Time spent by a responsible party in planning a cleanup would contmue to be an
ineligible cost.

' 25.  Further, to assist the Department in planning for futiire amounts necessary to fund
cleanups and to properly review expenditures, the Commuittee could consider requiring responsible
parties to submit claims for mmbarsemem within three years of incurring the cleanup coss.
This would prevent the Department from receiving reimbursement claims Vears 4fter cleanup
work was performed, which can make it difficult to assess and verify the eligible and reasonable
costs associated with such claims.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendatmn 10 +(d) reduce the deductibles and
increase the cost-share rates for grants for initial and subsequent spills; (b) increase the level of
eligible. reimbursable cest to $400,000, 2 maximum lifetime per site limit; (¢) €liminate the
$100,000 limit on ehgzb}c costs for soils only’ cieanups ‘(d) teduce the deductible and increase
the cost share rate for spills occurring during transport; and (e) make other ‘program changes
_ related to Department workplan . approvals reimbursement payment schedules the femhzer

-hcense suspenswn process and the pmgram s penalty prov:smns i A L

Approve the cher_nor $ recomenciatzon to make program changes related to
Departiiient workplan  approvals; reimbursement payment schedules, the fertilizer license
suspension process and the program’s penalty provisions.

In addition do one or .x.noi;é: ofthe fféﬂéﬁfing'

a. Set a maximum $¢GOOGG per c}eanup site lifetime hrmt for all
initial or subs&qaent dxscharges at that site.

iF

b. ) Seta maxunum $4“ {}O{) per cleamzp site lifetime limit for all .
initial or subsequent discharges at that site and require that spﬁls occurring’ durmg
transport be subject to the. $40€} m limit for the site the agrichemicals originated
from. _

c. Eliminate the $160000 rembursable cost limit for soil
contamination cleanups. :

. 4 Provide DATCi’ Wlth the adﬁﬁﬁi’sﬁrativ& rule authority to exceed the
current $100,000 eligible cost limit (wouiic! allow certain large or complex soil
contamination spills to exceed the limit). '

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (Paper #168) " Page 7




e. Increase the cost share rate from 75% to.80% for initial spills at a
site. ' B )

T & Increase the cost share rate from 75% to 80% for all spills at a site.

‘2. Reduce the deductible from $15.000 to $7,500 (or $3.000 for
_noncemcrcxal facilities) for sabsequent splils at the same site {same deductible '_
as initial spills). :

h. Reduce the deductible from $7,500 to $3,000 for commercial
facilities and increase the cost share rates from 50% to 80% for spills occurring
during transport.

o i. Allow nme spent by a responsible party. in xmpleme:mng a cleanup
_ _to ‘be included as.an ehgfble rexmbursahle cost. .

__ _' Reqmre clalms for remlbursement tobe subxmtted to DATCP w;thm .
vod ‘s of the costs bemg mcuned

u 3 Ma,mtam current law (appromately 5426 008 m grant fundmg wouid lapse on.
" June 30, 1999)." K - e R S e

AW’Z

67@ ol o
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Paper #169 1997-99 Budget . April 30, 1997

“2For o Joint-Committee on Finance ..

From: Bob:Lang, 'Dii".écter_- .
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

. ISSUE
Animal Waste Mﬁﬁageinéht Grants (BATCP)

- [LFB Summary: Page 80, Item #6] . .

 CURRENTLAW

DATCP may provide animal waste regulatory grants to landowners to correct a
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) notice of discharge (NOD) of animal waste from the
following appropriations: (a) a continuing, program revenue apprapnaﬂcn funded from transfers
from DNR’s nonpoint source water pollution abatement program appropriations (estimated at

- $100,000 .in ‘base funding) to provide:grants. to_landowners within 2 state. designated priority

-watershed (b) an-. annual segregated appropnauon fmm the ncnpomt account of the

and: soﬂ and watcr resaurce managemem (SW_RM) program act;vmes {sozi eresmn control

e -nutrient managcmcnt pIanmng and: famﬂand reservation conservation. camplzance) and (c} a

| ~~continuing GPR appropriation ($2,455,700 in base funt%ing) winch is pnmanly used to ftmd baszc
- allocation. grants to counties for staff to conduct SWRM pmgram actmues L
st GOVERNOR
L Provxde the Department authenty o award grants to aﬁy landawm:r, regard}ess of Iocanon

--that has a. recezv&d a NOD-of animal waste. Cﬂrrently, such grants are restncted to those
. landowners within. a state desxgnated pnonry watershed :
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_ DISCUSSION POINTS

DATCP, DNR and the counties work jointly in controlling nonpoint source water
pollution and soil erosion in the state: DATCP through its Soil and Water Resource Management
(SWRM) program, including cost share grants to landowners that have received a DNR notice
of discharge; DNR through its nonpoint source pollution abatement program in designated state
priority watersheds; and counties through grants from the SWRM and nonpoint programs for
local staff to administer and implement the programs.

Under current law, DATCP under its SWRM program is provided funding to make grants
to counties to conduct soil conservation and agricultural shoreland management program
activities. Any funds that are not spent toward these activities are then required to be spent on
cost share grants to recipients of a DNR notice of discharge (NOD) of water pollution, which
have required approximately $750,000 annually in funding. DATCP may use any remaining
funds for other soil and water conservation program efforts such as nutrient and pesticide
management planning. e A R R T

The bill would allow the transfer of funds from DNR’s nonpoint appropriations to DATCP
for installation of farm practices to reduce pollution in any of the state’s waters. However, the
effect of the provision could be to free up base funding in DATCP for other programs (such as

nutrient and pesticide management grants to counties) ‘and'a corresponding reduction in DNR's

grants for county watershed staff and farm practices. Following is a ‘discussion of a number of
issues related to the Governor's recommendation.

| Notice of Discharge Process

" 1. DNR, under administrative rule NR 243, regulates livestock operations having less
than 1,000 animal units if DNR determines-that the operation is causing significant pollution
' discharges. DNR has authority to issue to such operations a notice of discharge (NOD), which-
*specifies the corrective actions needed to control the discharge. “The issuance of an NOD is -
primarily the result of an on-site investigation in response to a citizen complaint about a farm
operator. Ani operator who fails to mest the requirements of the NOD within a specified time
frame may be required to obtain ‘a Wisconsin poliution discharge elimination Systetn (WPDES)
permit. '

2. Under NR 243, only those operations issued a NOD are eligible for cost-sharing
grants typically covering 50% to 70% of the cost of installing water pollution control practices
“or facilities necessary to meet the requirements of the NOD. DATCP administers the cost share
'grant program for animal waste related discharges under NR 243, Any-operator or landowner

that fails to meet the provisions of a NOD'is issued a pollution discharge permit at which:time
the operation becomes ineligible for any cost-share assistance. '
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3. DNR, under the cnucal sites provxslons ‘added to the nonpoint progra.m in 1994,
can initiate the NOD' process ‘against a landowner without citizen compla.mt However, DNR is
not required to begin NR 243 actions on each site deﬁgnated as critical. Critical sites are those
sites that are significant sources of nonpoint source water pollution upon which best management
practices must be zrnplﬁrnenmd in order to obtam 4 reasonable likelihood that the water quality
' cb;ecnves comamed in the watershed plans canbe ach;eved All przonty watersheds selected after
B August 1993, are requzred to demgnate critical sites in the md;v;dua} nonpmnt poﬂuuon control

‘plan.’ Curre,ntiy, 22 watcrshad pro;ects are m the pianmng stages and are reqmred to demgnate
'cntxcal szte:s o

4 © ““Critical sites are ehgzble for cost-sharing grants under DNR’s nonpoint source
water poliutmn abatement grant pregram However, if the owner or operator of a cnucaj site
takes no action and the site still meets the critical sites criteria for the release of nonpomt source
pollutants after cost-sharing has been available for 36 mcmths, cost share grants are reduced by
one-half and-are made available for an additional year. If the required action is still not taken by
the. Iandowner the landowner is issued an NOD and cest-sharmg (agam at ha}f the ‘initial cost
share rate) would be avaxlable for up 10 two years ‘under DATCP’s grant program Becausa the
DNR rules on critical sites were promu}gatad m 1994 and 1995 no sites have had fnur years of
~ cost share grants available under the nonpoint program and thus the NR 243 pmr:ess has not

'been mma{ed ‘under the crmcai sxtes provxszons B e T

Grant Fundmg

5 'DATCP may allocate: GPR 'SEG and PR funds for grants to livestock operaters
' for the construction’ of ‘animal waste management pracnces w}nch are reqmred as a resuit of a
NOD. Grants are typically provided for construction of feedlot runoff control and manure storage
facilities, vegetauve filter strips and other best management practices. Additionally, funds are
_ ‘aliocatcd to counties as rezmbursament f-for tschmcal -assistance prov:tded by their staff to
- NOD mcszents Techmcal assistance rem'z' ursements are }mnted to 15 percent of the cost-shared
~ amount or the acmal cost for provxdmg. e s service, vsihxchever is Iess

6 Wiuie DATCP has anthenty {0 use GPR funds to provrde ammal waste grants the
statutory pmenty for'the SWRM program’s GPR funds is for basxc annual grants to c:cunues for
county salaries and fringe benefits, support, and training related to the county’s ‘soil and water
conservation and farmland preservauon cross comphance program acnvmes The program’s

current base fun&mg iS $2 455 70(}

7.7 Prior to fecent administrative rule changes, ‘the ‘basic annual staffing grants to
counties were $7,000 or $12,000, with the higher amount provided if the county had a county
conservationist. However, DATCP recently amended its rule relating to these grants to include
*'the $7,000 and $12,000 amounts and all other staff and’ support costs related to the county’s soil
*and water conservation and’ fazmiand preservation cross compliance program activities. As a
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. result, all but $250,000 of the GPR available in 1996-97 was allocated for the staffing grants.
. After fundmg basw stafﬁng grants the statutes reqmrc that cest share. grants to NOD recipients
have pm)nty for any remaining GPR ftmds _

_ 8. 1991 Wzsconsm Act; 309 provzdcd EATCP wzth $95€} O{)ﬁ SEG fmm the nonpomt
.-acmum: of DNR s envxmnmentai fund from whxch statutory pnenty is_given to agncuitura}
shoreland management grants The statu{es reqmre ‘that. any. remammg SEG fundmg after the
_ __agncuimral shoreianci grants are. funded must first be used to provxie regnlatory ammai ‘waste
cost-sharing and technical assistance ‘reimbursements. DATCP has allocated apprexzmately
$400,000 SEG for agricultural shoreland projects and $500,000 SEG for regulatory animal waste
grants in. 1996-97.. Prior to 1995-96, due to low program activity, only a small amount of the
. SEG fundmg was allocated to agncnitural shoreland projects. (conservatxen practices reguired
~ under county agncu}mra} shoreland ordmanc&s) Howe.ver, program acnvzty has mcreased which
. again results in Iess funds avallab}e for NOD cost share grants :

. 9. If any GPR or. SEG remams after the stamtory pneuues are met DATCP is
" ;aliowed to use the funds for other sml ané water conservauan pr"gram act;vmes sttoncaliy,
. enough GPR and SEG have remained 1o aliow DATCP to fund’ activities such as county nutrient
and pesﬁczde management ;}1annmg, soﬂ erosion control and database development pm}ects In

1996-97, DATCP’s SWRM program ailocatcs approxzmatcly $425 000 in- {:ombmad GPR and R
-'.'-SEG for: such pro_;ects PO O R S i L e

10.  When the cnt:cal sites: provzsmns were -added. to. the ‘nonpoint program it was
anuclpated that the number of NOD- recipients in prxority watersheds would increase. As a result,
the Land and Water Conservation Board. {LWCB) was gzven authonty to transfer funds from
. DNR’s nonpomt program appropnatwns to the. program revenue appropnauon in DATCP to fund

_any mcreasc in the number of N{}Ds in pnonty Watexshads - L

i1 While the PR' sppropria nate 0@0 annually, the funds are
. pmv:ded from DNR’S nonpoint approprzanon on an as needed bas a.fter approvai of the: LWCB :
and therefore, &xpendlmres cauld be more or, less han $IO€} 000 i m a; gzven year. However, gwﬁm

' the current. nonpomt program demand it.is. zmcertmﬁ whether revenues’ beyond the. $100, 000-_ :

_ ,.weuid be available for transfer i m the 19__

_ 7-99: biennium. - Since the appropnauon was created, -
o .DA’I‘CP has expended $64, 600 in 1995 96 and the LWCB trausferred approxzmaxely $38, 500 in

__A;ml 1997 to be used in 1996-97.

e 32 Whﬂe I)ATCP has funded grarzts to N{)B recszems in pnonty watershads from
the PR appropriation, none of the NOD sites were the result of the critical sites provisions added
to the nonpoint pmgram .Rather, the sztes ‘were 1ssued N(}Ds under the NR 243. oamp}amt
. process.. St o L G e .

13 The Gevemor s pmpesai would prov;de mTCP with additional flexibility in using
the PR appropnatxon The, _provision Would allow DA‘Z‘C’P to fund a gran: to an NOD Tecipient
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- that would  currently be ‘tequired to: be funded from the Department’s GPR and SEG
appropriations. - Further; because the PR appropriation is: not limited under the. bill, if the
“ Departrent-could justify to:the’ LWCB: the need -for the funding, the Bepartment could
- cencewably pay for all the grants to-NOD rempzents under the PR appropnat;cn

Bacause DATCP has had funds avaﬁable tc allocate 1o Jower statutory pncmty
pro;ects it wauici appear that additional GPR and:SEG funds could be made. available if needed
for NOD cost share grants outside of priority watersheds. Therefore, it could be argued that the

acidluonal ﬁmada.nf:r ﬁembzhty is-not needed and the ?R funds should be available oniy to NOD

15. I could be a.rgued that because the Legzslatuz‘e created the PR apprepnanon to
fund a potential increase in NODs as a result of the critical sites provisions, DATCP should not
~be dllowed to fiind NODs from: transfers from DNR’s nonpoint appropriations that were not
issued as result of the noripoint program’s critical sites provisions. Further, any transfer of funds
to DATCP’s PR appropriation reduces the amount of funds available for cost share grants, for
county staff or to }andowrzers under DNR’S nonpomt source peﬁuuon abatement -program. _

“ 16 Currentiy, tsansfexs from thc DI%ER to. DATCP’S PR apprcpnatzon must be
approved by the LWCB, but not by the: chlslature If the Committee would like overszght of

the funds transferred: under thc PR apprepnat:ou in the. future the Committee could require Joint -

Finance approval (in addition to LWCB approval) of future DATCP requests for the transfer of
funds. This would allow the Committee to ensure that base funds have bee:n -appropriately
allocated: and unspent revenues are. avmlabie under the nonpomt program to cover; the amounts
requested fOI' transfer v . e G s e . L : .

Future Funding
17.  NOD cost share grants have averaged approximately $753,500 peryear over the
s past ﬁve calendar: years 'I'he: foilawmg table hsts the fundmg fﬁr ammal waste grants since

Year Axﬁount

1992 $546,800
1993 712,500
1994 705,800 . -
1995 1,048,900

1996 - e 736,800

-Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection. (Paper-#169) _ _I__’gge 5




R "5_'-_or GPR cumntly budgeted 20 DA’I‘CP’S SWRM program. -

- “18. " Despite the historical expenditures, the Departmentis allocating only $500,000 for

NOD cost share grants in 1996-97. Monies (approximately $425,000) were then allocated to

nutrienit‘and pest management and other SWRM projects that are a-lower statutory priority for

funding. DATCP officials now indicate that some NOD cost share requests will remain unfunded

through 1996-97, and will be funded out of 1997-98 funds. While the Department cannot

~ accurately project how many grants will need to be funded in a year, past:expenditures would
' mdzcate that apprsxnnately 3759 000 shou!d be allacated each yﬁar for: these grants EHIT

-19'. K DATCP again aliocates $50£} 000 for NOD cost share grants and requests exceed
that amount, and all other funds:are allocated, DATCP could ask the Joint Finance Commitiee
or LWCB to transfer funds from the nonpoint pmgram which wouid reduce DNR’s nonpoint
-'acnvny (mcluﬁmg county staffing grants) : SR S

©20. - Inorder to require that DATCP continue to. expend enough ef the;r GPR and SEG
funds to cover historical NOD expendmxrcs while allowing DATCP f}exlbﬂxty in.the use of the
* PR funds, the Camrmttee could require the Department to expend $650; 000 (ave:rage expenditures
‘less the estimated $100,000 PR needed to fund priority watershed: NODs) from its GPR and SEG
funding sources before requesting additional funding from either the Joint Committee on Finance
“ or the LWCB. ‘This'would make the NOD cost share grants the top: pncnty for $650 900 in SEG

’ 1 DATCP mdxcates that rcqmnrzg the Department-to make a N QD cost share grants '
- first priority - for $650, 000 of ‘the GPR or' SEG would likely. reduce the. level of funding the
' Départment c¢ould provide for basic annual’ stafﬁng grants and: agncuitura} shoreland projects.
However, the Department has consistently had adequate funds for these programs, NODs and for
* lower priority statutory programs. Further, the Department contends that when the $950; 000 SEG
was provided in 1991, approximately $500,000 was identified for agricultural shoreland projects,
with the remaining $450,000 available for 'NOD cost sharc grants and nutrient and pesticide
- _management pm}ects Ll

SRR Altamatzve A?. woulé allow for a certam Ieve} of fundmg {a;}prexlmately $450, 00{}.
SEG and $200,000 GPR) to be available for NOD cost share grants despite the level of program
activity under DATCP’s’ SWRM and agnculturai shoreland programs '

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

Funding Transfér

. Approve the Govemc;r s recommendation to aliow DA’I‘CP to award grants to any
landowner, regardless of location, that has a received a Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
notice of discharge of animal waste from the PR appropriation that currently restricts such grants
to only those landowners within a state designated priority watershed.
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Approve the Governor’s recommendation to allow DATCP to award grants to any
landowiier that has received an NOD, regardless of location, from the PR appropriation. Further,
require that DATCP expend $650,000 in funding from its SEG and/or GPR funds for NODs,
before requesting additional funding.

3. Maintain current law (the PR appropriation would continue to be restricted to
grants to NOD recipients in a priority watershed).

B. Transfer Authority

1. Require Joint Committee on Finance approval, under a 14-day passive review
process, of any transfers from DNR’s nonpoint appropriations to DATCP’s PR appropriation after
receiving approval from the LWCB.

2. Maintain current law (the LWCB would continue to have authority to transfer
funds).
- Prepared by: “Al Runde T IR P XA -
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Paper #170 | 1997-99 Budget Ny ~ April 30, 1997

To:. Joint Conmittee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
-Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
Gypsy Moth Control Program Staff (DATCP)

[LFB Summary Page 81, #8]

: ':_CURRENT LAW.

e DATCP acimxmsters a gypsy moth control program to survcy, control and pmvzde pubhc
.- education on, plant pests.: and movement of plants or other materials to prevent the spread of
. serious. plant pests. DATCP is. provxded 6. 0 pos;tzons and apprommately $1.8 rmlhon for the
-program as follows: (a) an annual SEG appropriation : funded from the foresu'y accouni of the
conservation fund with base level. ﬁmchng of $837,400; (b) a conunumg SEG. appropnanon
- {$200,000 in base funding) to whxch all monies received. from a one cent snrcharge on seedlings
sold at state forest nurseries are deposxted anci (©)a PR appropnauon ($74 600 in base funding)
to which all monies received from nurseryman’s license fees and surcharges are deposited. In
. addition, in 1996-97, approximately $632,000 in federal funding from the National Forest Service
. and the Animal Plant Health and. Inspectxon serv:tce wﬂi also be used to ﬁH’id gypsy meth control
program efforts in DATCP and. DNR ' _ O _ .

GOVERN’OR'

: - Provide 1.0 management information system posmon and convert 3.0 project positions
1o permanent status (currently, two of the pro;ect posmons are federally-funded) to be funded
from the annual forestry account SEG apprepnauon The posmons would continue the gypsy
.. moth: trapping. program. at its. cun:ent level, assist in adxmnxstenng the program and provide
. interagency. coordination of gypsy moth cemml efforts. The posmons would bé paid from the
. program’s base level fundmg by transfemng $148 200 in 1997»98 and $I§8 €}00 in §998~99 of
supplies to permanent salaries and fringe benefits.
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-DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The primary costs associated with DATCP’s gypsy moth control program involve
(a) hiring limited-term employee staff to distribute and collect moth traps; (b) the input of data
associated with the gypsy moth survey which provides computerized tracking of where the moths
are most prevalent; and (c) the spraying or use of other methods to control or eradicate the moths
in the most prevalent areas.

2. Gypsy moth control expendltures are Iargely detemnned by: (a) the size of the
areas surveyed to detect where the moths are most prevalent; and (b) the number of acres sprayed
or treated to eradicate or control the spread of the moths. While any program activity could be
funded from any of the appropriations, DATCP primarily funds the controls for spraying activity
from the continuing SEG and PR appropriations as well as from federal funds. The annual SEG
appropriation funds 4.0 staff as well as limited-term employes associated with the survey
activities, information and education program activities. and spray costs if ncede:d The four staff
will maintain the current level of program activzty “Further, the recent federal decision to
quarantine four counties in the state 1s hkeiy to necessnate at Ieast thxs ievcl of staff'mg fcr the
forseeable future. : s

3. .. . Any unexpended funds from the annual SEG appropriation would lapse back to

U the canservatmn fund. In'recent years, funds have been lapsed from the annual appmpnatxon to L

N __the farestry account of the conservancn.fund ($226,20 2" in 1994«95 and’ $124 3?5 in 1995- 96)."
" DATCP mdlcatﬁs that. expcndxtuxes have been lower that anticipated because the number of spray

| .acres ha.ve been, kept as low as pessxbie Wathout sac ‘ﬁcmg cantrol and dueito’ technolegy

.'advancemcnts in technelegy reiated to the sm'vey and spray ‘activities. - For example, global

_ posmomng mappmg and’ sateihte systems that gulde spray pxlots accuratcly ‘within treatment
. _"’biocks avoids the need for ground personne} to assist p:.iots and allows the spray p}azze:s to avoid
) "envzronmentaliy sensitive areas. Further, geograpiuc mfermatzon systems have reduced the

L duphcatzve efforts reiated to entermg a.nd mappmg survey da{a

_ 4, The unexpendad SEG funds have pnmarﬂy iapsed from t:mspent supphes ‘and

sewxces fundmg for a portion of the program 5 annuai gyps _.meth survey, spray treatment and
information and ‘educational activities. -For example, if program ‘expenditures re}ated to these
activities are lower than budgeted, or if funding can be provided from the other appropriations
or from federal sources, funding for supphes from the annual SEG appropnauon remams
unexpended and lapses. :

- 5. DATCP’S 199’7~99 b:enma} btzdget request xdentxﬁed $148 200 in 1997~98 and
$158 om in 1998—99 in supphes funding fmm the SEG annual appro;maﬁan that ‘would hkeiy
. go unexpended The Depaﬁmerzt requested ‘and the Governor recommends, that the funding be
. reallocated from supphes to fund the 4.0 pesmons from the program s base’ level funﬁmg ‘As
S a re:suit ‘because the salary and fringe costs associated with the staff would be permanent and on-
going costs, funding the additional pasmens frcm the annuai appropnanon coule:i reducﬁ the
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likelihood that funds would continue to remain unexpended and lapse to the conservation fund’s
forestry account.

6. The continuing SEG appropriation had a $332,600 balance at the end of 1995-96.
The appropriation is expected to generate annual revenues of approximately $150,000 during the
1997-99 biennium. While revenues deposited to the appropriation have been declining, it would
appear the continuing appropriation could fund, from base funding levels, the two federal project
positions (at a cost of $84,800 annually) recommended to be converted to permanent status. This
alternative would reduce the number of permanent positions funded from the annual appropriation
which would increase the likelihood that funding would lapse to the conservation fund, in the
event available program funding exceeds expenditures.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide 4.0 permanent positions to
be funded from a reallocation of supplies in the annual forestry account appropriation.

Altemative*l - SEG |
sss&s??asmaxs (C:hangetc Base) - '.'.__"'ﬁ'zz_.on._:'- -
' * " [Change to Bill | T eoo”
P
" 2. | Provide 2.0 permanent positions from the annual forestry account appropriation

(reallocate”'$63.400 in 1997-98 and $73.200 in 1998-99 from supplies) and 2.0 positions
(reallocate $84,800 annually) from DATCP’s continuing appropriation for gypsy moth control
funded from the forestry account of the conservation fund.

- Alternative 2 SEG
: 1995»97 POSlTlONS {Change to Base) 4.0
[Change to 8ill 0.00]
3. Maintain current law.
Alternative 3 SEG
1995-97 POSITIONS {Change to Base) 0.00 |-
{Change 1o Bill - 4.00]

Prepared by: Al Runde
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Paper #171 1997-99- Budget o April 30, 1997

To:  Joint Committee on Finance.

. From: B(}b Lang, I)arector '_ o
Legzslauve Fxscal Bu.raau

ISSUE
Food Inspection Program (DATCP)

[LFB Summary: Page 81, em #9]

__CURRENT LAW

: {)ATCP adzmmstcrs a faod mspecacn prcgram that regulai:es the food suppiy from pcmt
.. of pmductmn to. retazi sale and consumptmn The. pmgram' mvo}ves mspecnon samplmg,

_comphanae memtormg ‘of those mvolvcd in the productmn a:ad saie of food and the enforcemcnt
of state and federal food safety laws. =~

..+ Base funding for DATCP’s food 1nspec£zon program is $3,452,900 PR (52%) and

..$3 153, 100 GPR (48%) Program revenues are pnmanly pmwded from license and inspection
. fees paid by ciaxry farms, dairy plants rm}k dxsmbutors faoé processxng piants food warehouses
.and retail food estabhshments : _

Provide $50,000 GPR annually in unallotted reserve for the Department’s food inspection
- program-activities.  Funding could be released by | DOA after reviewing the findings of a study
_..of DATCP’s food mspectxon prc»gram Wlnch is reqmred uncicr the bill. The Department would
- be re:qmred to study its. food mspection programs procedures to (a) zdennfy areas in the programs
. that could become more. efﬁment (b) develop 2 plan to streamlzne its foad mspecnon programs;
. and (c) 1dent1fy any . cest~savmgs ‘that could be :unpiemented based on the efficiencies and
 improved procedures. DATCP would submit its fi dziigs and pian to the Smtarv gf BOA by
October 1, 1997.
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' -:DI_S-C:I}SSIGN. POINTS

1. The state’s food safety program efforts are designed to safeguard public health and
ensure a safe and wholesome food supply. The program also provides economic benefits to the
regulated facilities in that the assurance of safety can facilitate the sale of their products. That
is, because most of the inspection services provided by the program are required before goods
can be shipped out of state, the program facilitates the sale of dairy and food products in
interstate and international markets, Therefore, because the program benefits both the general
public and the industry, the Department believes that the program should be funded with both
GPR and PR funds. The 1991-93 budget created a program that was 60% GPR and 40% PR,
with program revenue fees established by Department rule.

2. While base funding for the entire food safety program is 52% PR and 48% GPR,
certain programs funded from the PR appropriation have traditionally been 100% PR-fiinded.
Factoring out the these programs (lab certification, pasteurizer testing and sealing, dairy plant
equipment plan reviews and grading program efforts), the remainder of DATCP’s food safety
program is approximately 50% PR and 50% GPR. The 1995-97 budget converted $279,900 and
5.0 positions from GPR to PR which resulted in the approximate 50/50 funding split.

o 3. No additional staff have been added to DATCP’s food safety program nor has the
'Department increased fees deposited to the food safety program since 1991 (excluding 100

" programs). However, program costs have increased despite the same Jevel of services. The

program began the 1995-97 biennium with 2 $602,000 balance but will end the biennium with

. a projected balance of $225,000. The increased costs to the PR account are largely due to: (a)

the shift of five staff from GPR to PR; and (b) the increased salary and supply costs for the
existing staff. ¢ ELELS S SRR G e T

BT 4. Tt should be noted that the Department is currently holding program expenditures
' below authorized levels in order for the food safety program to end the current biennium with
a positive balance. However, DATCP cannot reduce expenditures to 2 level that would maintain
a positive balance in the account through the end of next biennium without laying off staff or
otherwise curtailing essential program services. Therefore, the program revenue account will be
in deficit in the next biennium unless revenues are increased. Under the current revenue structure -
and the expenditure levels provided under the bill, the PR account would end the 1997-99
biennium with 2 projected deficit of $1.8 million.

5 Tood safety license and inspection fes are setby administrative rule. The DATCP
_Board in March, 1997, approved for public hearing a rule that would increase the food safety fee
_revenues. The proposed fee increases would result in approximately $1.3 million in revenues (2
5% inerease) fn the 1997-99 biennium and approximately $900,000 (a 319% increase) annually
thereafter. Agency officials indicate that based on industry feedback the draft rule that went to
the Board would generate approximately $200,000 less annually than the Department’s original
proposal. e
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6. The Departmcnt refexred a capy of the draft rule t{) the Legzsiatwe Council Rules
Cleannghause on March 14, 3997 Foﬂewmg pubhc hearings, the’ Department will prepare a
" 'final draft rule for approval by the DATCP Board. If the Board appmves the rule, the Bcpartment
will transmit the final draft rule to the Legislature for review by the appropriate Committees.
. If the Legislature, at that time, takes no_action, the DATCP Secretary will sign the final
) miemakmg order and submit the rule for pubheam)n mn the ‘Wisconsin Acinnmstrauve Register,

~at which time the rule takes effect (unless a delayed effective date is spemfied) “The Eeparzment

- mtends to. 1mpiement the rule’ in late 199’7 Mcrst of the fee mcreases would” app}y on the
effectwe date of the rule or ‘upon the next license ‘tenewal. However, the milk pwdnaer license,
__remspectzon and reinstatement fees wculd have a 'Iayed effect:ve date of July, 1999." Further,
it should be noted that any extent to which the pra}p@sed fee increases in the draft mle are
amended, program reventes associated with the rule would also be affected.” '

_ 7.' _ At the expendzmre Ievels recormnendcd by the Govemor and including the
propc:sed fee i mcrease, ‘the food safety program revenue account would end the 1997-99 biennium

~ with a;;proxxmately a $303, 000 deficit. The following ‘table lists the program revenue baiance
under the fee proposal and the expen&ture levels provided under the bill. "~ i

_ _': FoodSafety R
Program Revenue -cconnt* e .

199798 199899

Beginning Balance $225.100 ©  -$67300

Revenues . = 3,538,500 3,639,600
"_'__Exgendltu:es** ' . -3830900 ‘3 875 30{3

Ending Balance = © -$67,300 -$303,000

* Includes IQ{}% PR funded programs
*E Includes approxlmately 5133 29(} in esumated pay p]an increasesin the biennium.

8 Wh;le the table Wouh:i indicate a 'potential program deficit, the Depanment states

* that expenditures will ‘again be held withiri reverities to the extent necessary to maintain'a 5%

reserve balance (approximately $19¥) ,000). Under the bill, $179,900 PR annually is provided in
unallotted reserve. Further, whﬂe the bill prevzdes $50,000 GPR annually to be held in unallotted
reserve contingent upon the program efficiency study reqmzed under the bill, the Governor does
not make a corresponc}mg decrease in the PR cxpendxmres to reflect the increased GPR
expenditures for food safety. T},}erefare, if the Committee wants to ensure that the program
revenue account ends the 1997-99 biennium with a positive balance (approximately $156,800),
the Committee could reduce the program’s PR expenditure authority by $229,900 annually to
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reflect the elimination of PR funding currently budgeted in unallotted reserve ($179,900) and the

GPR fundmg provxded under the bill ($50,000). Exciuchng those programs that have h;smncally

 been 100% PR funded, the authonzed pragrmn fundmg would be $3 143 8()0 GPR (51%) and
y apprommatcly $3 050 000 PR {49%) . _

) 9. Wlnie the Depariment mdxcaies that progrm expendxmras cauld be }:educed by

$229 900 they aiso note such a. reductzcm, wauid reduce the Departmem‘ s ﬂexxblhty o expend

: _.at a hzgher 1¢v¢1 in the event revenues are hxgher than anncxpated However in the event

| revenues, mcrease beyond current expectatmns the I}epartment could subzmt as. 16,515 rcquest

___'_(14 day passive review) 'to, increase expendxmre authority as ‘needed. Conversely, if revenues

. under the final rule are lower than currently anuczpated DATCP wonld -again nead zo Teduce
' expendztures below the aathenzeci }cvels m order to mmntam a posmve ba]ance o

10.  If the Committee wants additional oversight: over the program the $50,000 GPR
ammally could be n*ansferred to the Comxmttee S appropnauon (rathcr than being released by

DOA under the blil) Further, any request for release of thr—: funds weuld mciucie the
. Department’s study. T e O e '

11.  Another alternative would be to provide no additional GPR and reduce PR
.. authority by $179,900.annually. (June 30, 1999 bal'
_be a;aproxxmateiy 50% GPR and 5{}% PR. - ___ o

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

Approve the Govemor recommendauons to prov;de SSO 090 annually in unallotted
reservel for the Department’s food inspection program activities which could be released by DOA
after reviewing the findings of a study of DATCP’S food mspectmzz program

' Altematzve 1 S gPR
' zssr-ss Fuz«azstm {Changerosase) szocaaod_ e 7
_ it et ge 08Il gy [

SR --(2.:_ } Provide $50,000 annually in. the Joint Commzttec on Finance appropnanon
Further, reqmre that any request for re}ease of the fuﬁds mclude the results of the Depart:ment s

o m L e g %
199?*99 FURD%NG( toBase} $160000 o
[changa togil - sy
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In addition to one of the above, reduce the program’s PR expenditure authority by

$229, annually in order to maintain a positive account balance.
Alternative 3 BR
1997-89 FUNDING (Change fo Base) - $459,800
[Change to Bilt - 8455,800]

Delete $179,900 PR annually to maintain expenditures within available revenues.

Alternative 4 GPH PR TOTAL
199799 FUNDING (Change to Base) $0  -$359,800 - $359,800
[Change to Bill - $100,000 - $359,800 - $459,800]
5. Maintain current law.
Attematwe 5 . o o - GPR
| 189798 FunDiNG (Ghangato Base) 80|
[Charigé to Bill - $100,000]
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