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Paper #214 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Minor Policy and Technical Modification - - Ethan Allen Gatehouse (Building
Program)

[LFB Summary: Page 98.2 thru Page 98.4, #1 (All Agency Projects)]

CURRENT LAW

As part of the state building program, certain minor repair and renovation projects are not
subject to the enumeration requirement. These broad types of projects are listed are generally
enumerated as "all agency"” projects and are classified in several different categories: (a) facilities
repair and renovanon, » ut:xhtaes repazr and renovation; {c) health, safety and cnv;mnment (d)
preventative maintenance; (¢) capital equipment allocation; and (f) land and property acquisition.

BUILDING COMMISSION

Provide $990,000 in general fund supported general obligation bonding to construct a new
gatehouse facility at the Ethan Allen School enumerated as a facilities renovation and repair --

all agency project.

MODIFICATION TO BASE

As described, the project would involve the construction of a new gatehouse facility at
Ethan Allen and the demolition of the existing facility. Therefore, the project should be
enumerated under Departinent of Corrections facilities and a $990,000 increase should be made
to the Department of Corrections general fund supported borrowing authority with a
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" corresponding decrease in the Building Commission’s Gthet public purposes (all agency) ponding
authority.

Prepared by: Al Runde
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Paper #215 - 1997-99 Budget . June4, 1997

To: ~  Joint Comrnittee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
" Legislative Fiscal Bureau s

ISSUE

Excess General Obligation Bonding Authority (Building Program)

CURRENT LAW

General obhgatmn bondmg that is authorized remains available for use indefinitely until
it is issued by the Building Commission or repealed by the Legislature.

BUILDING COMMISSION

-~ No provision.

MODIFICATION T‘O BASE

Decrease existing bondxng authorized to refund debt issued by the old Building
Corporations by $746,600. Delete $100,000 of bonding authorized to fund the transition from
using the old Bm},dmg Corporat:ons for state capital finance to direct state bonding.

Explanation: This bonding authority was adjusted in 1995 Act 27. Through
December 27, 1996, an additional $746,600 was paid off. Further, $100,000 of bonding
relating to the change in the early 1970s to direct state bonding can be eliminated.

Modification ' BR

1997-98 FUNDING (Change to Base) - $846,600
[Change to Bilt - $8456,600]

Prepared by: Dave Loppnow
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Paper #216 . 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

To: . Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Leglslauw.: Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Debt Service Estimates (Building Program)

GOVERNOR

Debt service is paid from agency sum sufficient appropriations established for this
purpose. Senate Bill 77 provides $289.1 million in 1997-98 and $301.4 million in 1998-99 for
estimated GPR debt service payments in the 1997-99 biennium. - :

MODIFICATION TO BASE

million in 1997-98 and -$3.5 million in 1998~99 which would be reflected as an increase in |
GPR-Lapse amounts in the general fund condition statement.

Explanation: The estimates incorporated in SB 77 represent a reasonable
projection of required debt service payments based on the information -available at the
time that they were prepared Since introduction of the budget, the Building Commission
has approved the i issuance of general obligation commercial paper notes as a means of
reducing the state’s cost of borrowing. Although there are a number of factors that would
influence the amount of savings this initiative could generate compared to the SB 77 debt
serv:ce estimates 35 O mzllmn of savings over the 1997-99 biennium is projected.

Modification GPR-Lapse
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) $5,000,000
[Change to 8ill $5,000,000]

Prepared by: Dave Loppnow
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Representative Albers

BUILDING PROGRAM

Local Céﬁtract Perfbriﬁance. Bond Rék,;uizements

Motion:

Move to estabixsh the followmg criteria for performance bonds. for pnme contractors for
local public works contracts:

a. mno boncl would be requlred for local units of government pmJects under $10,000;

o b, aliow thc Iocal umt of . govemment authomy tc waive :he band requirement. for

- 13rejects between $10, 000 and $50 000, if the following apply: (1) the local unit of government
has developed written cntena as. to what projects would require a bond to. be submitted; (2) the
local unit of government guarantees payment.to any . subcontractors on the project.

¢. abond would be required for local projects in excess of $50,000; and

_ d. bond requirements would not apply. to the contract for direct purchase of material by
a local unit of government.

Note:

I}nder current law, prime contractors on contracts exceeding $2,500 with the state or $500
for all other contracts far public. works, including local projects, must provide a surety bond that
guara.ntees the faithful performance of the work and that all subcontractors or other claimants are

paid. Bonds submxtted must carry a penalty of an amount that is not less than the amount of the
contract.
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Senator Shibilski

BUILDING PROGRAM

Contract Performance Bond Requirements

Motion:

Move to establish the following criteria for performance bonds for prime contractors for
local public works contracts:

a.  no bond would be required for local units of government projects under $10,000,

b.  allow the state or a local unit of government anthority to waive the bond requirement
for projects between $10,000 and $25,000, if the following apply: (1) the state or local unit of
government has éeveioped written criteria as to what projects would require a bond to be
submitted; (2) the state or local unit of government guarantees payment to any subcontracto:s on
the project and all those who have claims for labor on the project.

¢. a bond would be required for local projects in excess of $25,000; and

d.” bond requirements would not apply to the contract for the direct purchase of material
by a local unit of government .

Note:

Under current law, prime contractors on contracts exceeding $2,500 with the state or $500
for all other contracts for public works, including local projects, must provide a surety bond that
guarantees the faithful performance of the work and that all subcontractors or other claimants are
paid. Bonds submitted must carry a penalty of an amount that is not less than the amount of the
contract.
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Representative Albers
BUILDING PROGRAM

UW Centers

Motion:

Move to require that the UW Centers (two year campuses) acquire movable equipment
from general obligation bonding and not through DOA’s master lease equipment acquisition
program, unless the UW Centers request master lease financing.

BURKE N A
DECKER N A
GEORGE NCOA
JAUCH N A
WINEKE N A
SHIBILSKS N A
COWLES N A
PANZER N A
JENSEN N A
URADA B} N A
HARSDORF ¥} N A
ALBERS 1 N A
GARD N A
KAUFERT N A
LINTON N A
coGas {Y N A

_ AYE _ﬂino hasiﬁ.

Motion #5061




Senator Burke
Representative Jensen

BUILDING PROGRAM

Capitol Restoration Project

Motion:

Move to enumerate a Capitol restoration project with $10,660,000 of general fund
supported bonding in the 1997-99 building program. Provide $2,375,000 GPR of planning funds
in 1997-98 for this purpose under miscellaneous appropriations in a new biennial appropriation.
Specify that when these planning monies are reimbursed from project bonding, the reimbursement
would be deposited in the general fund as GPR-Earned. Increase estimated GPR-Earned amounts -
by $2,375,000 in 1998-99 attributable to these estimated reimbursements.

Note:

This motion would enumerate another portion of the Capitol restoration project with $10.66
million of general obligation bonding. The project would include $800,000 for South Wing

audio/visual, historic fixtures and -furnishings, $8,725,000 for the central portion (Rotunda -
“Project) and $1, }35 ,000 to initiate the East Wing i’ro_lest In addition, the motion would provide:

$2,375,000 GPR in 1997-98 for planning, including $1' ‘million for a facility to house other
agencies from the Capitol. The motion would specify- that these monies would be deposited in
the general fund, once bonds would be issued and bcnd proceeds would be available to reimburse

these planning costs.

[Change to Base: $2,375,00 GPR, $2,375,000 G?R—Eamed, $10,600,000 BR]
[Change to Bill: $2,375,00 GPR, 82,375,000 GPR-Earned, $10,600,000 BR]
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Representative Jensen

BUILDING PROGRAM

Waukesha State Ofﬁce Bmldmg Expansmn—«ZS 000 Gross Square Feet

Motion:

Move to enumerate an expansion of the Waukesha State Office Buﬂdmg at a project budget
-of $2,700,000 of general obl:gauon bondmg :

Note:

Based on information from DOA, the Department of Transportation (DOT) currently leases

21,900 rentable square feet of space at an annual rent of $294,900. Under this motion, the
existing state office building would be expanded by 25,000 gross square feet to house these DOT
activities which would be funded by $2.7 million in general Oblxgau{m bonding. Annual debt

. -service-costs-on these bonds would be an estimated $217,000,. which would represent a savings
-over the current rental payments, although there would be operatmg costs associated with the
-addition to the: state office building that would: affect the cost. comparison. In addition; these

‘would be one-time costs reiatmg to movmg staff from thc currem rental spaco: to-the proposed
-addition. The current lease for-the DOT space runs through October,, 2001.

{Change to Base: $2,700,000 BR]
[Change 1o Bill: .$2,700,000 BR]

CMOR__

BURKE Y
DECKER Y
GEORGE @
JAUCH -~ Y
WINEKE N
SHIBILSKI N
COWLES | N
PANZER N

PP PBPPPPP

é JENSEN
OURADA

Learo Y
KAUFERT Y}
LINTON 1Y
cOGGS
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_ A R Senator Shibilski

W NATURAL RESOURCES AND BU}LDING PROGRAM

SandhzlE Wiidhfe Area Skﬂis Centcr Donmtory

Motion:

Move to enumerate a dormitory construction:project at the Sandhill Wildlife Area Skills
Center in Wood County as part of the 1997-99 building program and provide $360,000 in
segregated revenue supported (fish and wildlife account) general obligation bonding for the
project. Direct DNR to uuhze Wlscoasm Conservation Corps crews to the greatest extent possible

as part of this project.

Note:
.-~ Funding for the project would be utilized as follows:(a) $135,000 for barracks; (b) $60,000
for septic and water; (c) -$52,000 for bathrooms; (d) $40,000 for furniture; (e} $2,500 for utilities;
- (D) $2,000 for site. work; and (g) $68,500 for design, supervision and contingency. Debt service
. payments for the progect would be approxlmazely $32,000 per year for 20 ‘years: Initial payments
will depend on the timing of actual construction. Assuming construction in 1998, estimated debt

service would be $32,000 SEG in 1998-99.

[Change to Base: $360,000 BR and $32,000 SEG]  _ wos.

{Change to Bill: $360,000 BR and $32,000 SEG]
_ BURKE N A
DECKER N A
GEORGE N A
JAUCH N A
WINEKE W N 4
JsHIBILSKI ¥} N A
COWLES V) N A
PANZER N A
JENSEN (Y2 N A
OURADA I N A
HARSDORF &) N - A
ALBERS ) N A
GARD &F N A
KAUFERT A4V N &
LINTON N A
COGGS ¥ N A

ave _{{0no ABS __
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Senator Panzer

EDUCATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS BOARD/BUILDING PROGRAM

Emergency Weather Scrwce

- Motion:

: ‘Move to provide $40;800. GPR in-1997-98 ‘and-$57,400° GPR in }998 99 for operatmg
funds for the proposed emergency weather warning system. - -

Note:

The proposed 1997-99 capital budget includes $308,600 in general fund supported, general
obligation bonding for an ECB emergency weather warning system which would be located in
southern Rock County, Fond du Lac, Sheboygan, Bloomington and Ashridge. This motion would
provide funding for tower and interconnection leases ancl monitoring required by the Federal

Commumcatzons Commzssmn

{Change to Bill: $98,200 GPR].

L S

BURKE Y N A p *
peioc A A 0o
. a’_&oa’ss' Y N a
JAUCH Y N A
WINEKE Y N A
SHIBILSKI' Y N A
JCOWLES Y N &
{PANZER ¥ N A
JENSEN Y N A
GURADA Y N A
HARSDORF Y N A
ALBERS Y N A
GARD Y N A
KAUFERT Y N A
LINTON Y N A
COGGS Y N A
- AYE ____NO ABS
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Representative Linton

BUILDING COMMISSION

Ashiand State Ofﬁce Buﬂdmg

f %iﬁéf

Motion:
ﬁ} g ?f}.? é’* e

.- Move to direct the Building Commission to devise a plan to locate a state ofﬁce building
in Ashland which would deliver state services to the public.

_ BURKE [g
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Representative Jensen

CORRECTIONS/BUILDING COMMISSION

- Prison-Management

Motion:

Move to require that the Department of Administration seek requests for proposals for the
operation and management of a new medium-security prison constructed under the 1997-99
capital budget. Specify that the Department of Corrections and ‘private: prison management
companies could present proposals for the operation and management of the new facility.
Specify that the request for proposals: would apply to the operation: and management of a
1,000-bed facahty, if the Building Commission authorizes one such facility, or to the operation . .
and:management of one. SOG-bed fac1hty, xf the Bm}dmg Com:mssxon authorzzes two 500-bed

facilities.

the: L

Under the 1997-99 capital budget, $79,500,000 is provided for the construcnon of 1,000
medxum—secunty prison beds, either as one, 1 ,000-bed facility or as two, 500-bed facilities. This
motion would require that DOA seek requests for proposals for the management and operation
of either a 1,000-bed facility or a 500-bed facility. The motion would allow private companies

and’ thc Department 'of ‘Corrections to submit proposals. =
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33

BUILDING PROGRAM

LFB Summary Items for Which Ne Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Title

Arlington Swine Research Facility

- 1995-97 ‘Prison Expansion Enumeration

. 1993-95 State Laboratory of Hygiene Building Enumeration

.- Department of Transportation Minor Construction Pro;ects

Digital .(Fax) Signatures on Bids :

DNR: Facilities Bonding and Environmental Fund Debt Semce Ap;aropnatwn

Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection Debt Service
Appropriation

H
Project Loans yancinde (O L

Project Contingency Funding Reserve Mo#__E D
Capital Equipment Acquisition Bonding | BuRke N &
Statement of Building Program Continuation DECKER N A
Surety Bonds for Public Works Contracts GECRGE NA
JAUCH N A
WINEKE N A
SHIBILSKI  { ?} N A
COWLES 4/ N A
PANZER N A

“) JENSEN

LFB Summary Items for Introduction as Separate Legis OURADA T

HARSDORF i‘f’

ALBERS [V,

. GARD A

Title KAUFERT /%)

LINTON ¥

Contractor and Subcontractor Prevailing Wage Affidavits COGGS
Deﬁmnon of Practice of Architecture and Professional Eng [S

AYE NO

Exemption of State Transmission Facilities from "One-Cal
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Agency: Child Abuse & Neglect Prevention

' Staff Recommendations:

:iNQ:&ésue,papers have been prepared, and no action is needed
to approve the 5 items that are included in the gov's
budget.

Ask 1f anyone has motions under this subject matter.



Representative Qurada

HEALTH AND FAMILY SERVICES

Court-Appointed Special Advocates

Motion;

Move to provide $50,000 GPR annually to DHFS to fund grants to local organizations that
provide court-appointed special advocate services and are recognized by the county to perform
~ advocacy services for children alleged to be in need of protection and services.

Note:

This motion would create a program to provide grants to court-appointed special advocate
programs in the state. Generally, these programs invoive volunteers that provide advocacy
services to children involved in court proceedings where abuse or neglect has been alleged.
These programs supplement services provided by guardians ad litem which are appointed by the
juvenile court to advocate on behalf of a child in need of protection or services (CHIPS)

_ proceeding, Costs. Wthh would be supported by these grants include tra.mmg both staff and
volunteer advocates, superwsmg voiunteers and' adxmmstratxve costs -

Under current law, court-appointed special advocates are recognized as individuals who
may participate in a CHIPS proceeding and receive confidential information regarding a child.
Currently, no state funding is used to directly fund these programs.

[Change to Bill: $100,000 GPR]
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Senator Burke

Representative Coggs
Representative Jensen

HEALTH AND FAMILY SERVICES

Child Abuse Home Visiting Program and Flexible Grants Programs

Motion: e
‘Move to pr'o:vxde:" $1,400,000 GPR in 1997-98 in the Commitiee’s supplemental
appropriation for the potential enactment of the Laglslatwe Council draft related to a child abuse

prevention home visiting program and flexible grant program. This funding would be reserved
in the Comnnttee s suppiemental appropriation and could be released to DEFS upon enactment

of the draft.

Note: | |
 The Leg:siatwe Counc:l s draft was prepared for, and recommended for. passage by the
Joint. Legxslatwe Council’s- Speczal ‘Committee on Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect.
The draft would provide funding to support (a) child abuse and neglect prevention grants; (b)
medical assistance case management services; and (c) technical assistance training.

[Change to Bill: $1,400,000 GPR]
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CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT PREVENTION BOARD
LB Summary Ttems for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

tem#  Tile

.Standarci Budget Ad}ustmenzs :

Mlscelianeous Adjustments EE _
- Program: Re:venue and- chregated Revenue Reesnmates .
_':'Federal Revenue Recsnmates o S A
' Informatxon Technoiagy

PL R SR VI

. 'BURKE
- DECKER

'GEORGE
JAUCH
WINEKE
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COWLES
: pmzss

K<< <<
ZRZZzzz2Z
PEB DR Bay

JENSEN -
OURADA
HARSDORF
ALBERS
GARD
KAUFERT
LINTON -
CoGGS

R R T
Zzzzz2zz>

AYE ____ NO —__ABS







Paper #225 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997

o Jomt Comzmttee on Fmance

From Bob Lang, Dzrector =
. Legislative:Fiscal Burcau EIENN

ISSUE
.. Ciri:a;ifz'_'Coiirt Iﬁiei."ém;érs 5(.Cir¢u§¢__. Colﬂ'ts) L

. [LFB Summary: Page 10L,#3] .

CURRENT LAW =

-Persons. who .are .charged with criminal offenses or are subject to protective services or
mental -health. procesdmvs or persons who are: witnesses to.such proceedings, are entitled to a
qualified -interpreter under certain conditions. An interpreter is required if-the court determines
that. the person.is- unable 1o:speak: or.understand- Enghsh or that the- person has.a hearing or

-speech impairment sufficient to. prevent ‘the : pﬁrson from: {1) ccmmumcaung thh hlS orher -

: “attorney; (2) reasonably understanding English- testzmony, or (3) being understood in Enghsh .
If the court determines that a.person cannot afford an interpreter, one is provided at the public’s
expense, : }?undmg is prevzded ina separate sum certam annual: appmpnatxon with a base level
0f$1341@() _ T _ R

GOVERNOR -

Modify the appropriation for interpreter reimbursement frbm a-sum certain appropriation
to a sum sufficient appropriation.
DISCUSSION POINTS

1. .B.y .st.atute, in circuit court proceédings, the ex;ﬁense of furnishing interpreters for

indigent persons is. paid by. the Director of State.Courts. The statutory fee for interpreters is $35
per half day of in-court interpreter services. In practice, counties pay directly for the services
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7and the 'D1rector of State Courts Gfﬁce re:mburses-them from a Cm:mt Conrt sum certmn annual
- appropriation. The appropnauon may on}y be used to fund these interpreter fees.

2. Over !:he 1a$z feur yeaxs, mterpreier rcimburscment costs have increased by an
averagf:: of 18% annuaily Because this. level.of i mcrease has notbeen expected the appropriation
has frequently been’ underbudgeted As a result, the Director of State Courts Office has had to
submit requests to the Joint Committee: on: Fmance uncier 413,10, for additional funding"
authority. Five fumimg supp}ements for mterpreter rmmbursements have been provu:ied by the
Committee since Jtme, 199{) '

3. In the;r 1997 99 budget request the Courts requested that the apprcpnat;on be
changed 10 a sum ‘sufficient appropriation. The Courts argue that the law requires counties to
be fully reambursed for these' expenditures, and that the Office has no control over the use’ of
mterpreters, whxch is- ordered by. Juciges Therefore, the -sum certam appropnauon ieads i{)_
unnccessary work}oad f@r the Couris and deiays_:paymems 10 mﬁnnes g e -

SRS Interpreters-;_ sed in Suprcme Cour& or Court of APP¢31$ pmceedmgs are paad fromi' )
' _the Courts respectlve sum- sufficient. opcratmg appropnatmns as necessary expfmses to-carry out
the Courts’ functions. Hewever, the Circuit Court sum: snfﬁcxent appropnatxon allows only for '
"salaries and expenses of the judges reporters and ass;stant reporters of the circuit courts”

S consxdermg 5113 1(3 requ@sts for supplementai fundmg for czrcuit court
mtﬂrpremr costs, the Committee has limited ¢ . Thi
which can be reduc:ed to offsct a deficzt in the court’ mterprei‘er appmpnatmn since the Czrcmt”

: ! ufﬁcmnt appmpnatwn in addmon statutes require full

i It could be argued that smce state statutes reqmre the state 10’ fuily rﬁxmburse
countxes for interpreter expenses at’ the statutory Tevel and that the’ appmpnatwn can: oniy be used ;
'-for thai purpose a sum sufﬁcxent appmpnanen would be appmpnate ; e

'_ --1’7,.'. On the ether hand 1f the appropnatmn is cenverted to a- sum sufficwnt :
appropnatzon increases in cxpenchmres would be addressed thrmigh annual reestimates without
a formal review by the Legislature. Therefore, for oversight purposcs the Comrm{tec may wish
for the appropriation to remain a-sum certain appropriation. -0 FoER

8. It should be noted that despite historical increases in expenditure levels, the Courts
did not request and the bill would not pmwde, any adjustment in funding levels for 1997-99.
While a sum sufficient appropriation would allow expenditares regardiess ‘'of the budget authority,
for staie budget purposes the budcet }aveis shouid be adjasted to reﬂect annczpated expenditures.

Cer Over the last five years, bﬂls f(}r couniy interpreter reimbursement have varied
widely; with rather large increases in three of those years, as shown in the table below. The' table
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reflects.expenses based on the fiscal year.in which the bills were received, as opposed to actual
expenditures,. because.there. hava been years where the Courts have held bills until. funding
becomes available for the next fiscal year. Therefore the table more accurately represents actual
annual costs.

Interpreter Expenses Based on Bills Received

Fiscal Year .. Expenditures Percent Change

- 1981-92 . . $70,700. oo oNLAL

199293 75800 o 7.2%
1993-94 103,100 . .. . 360
1994-95 102,300 -0.8
1995-96 134,100 . 31.1
1996-97 est. 165,100 231

100 As shown abovc, costs m any pamcular yea.r have vaned grcatly, making
expendlture levels for 1997-99 difficult to estimate. Through February, $121 400 of the $134,100
appropriated in 1996-97 had been expended. Based on the expenditures to date, costs in 1996-97
could be expected to total $165,100;, for an increase of 23% over the prior year. If costs are
averaged over the last ﬁve years there has been an overall average increase of 19% per vear.
If these trends continue over the next two years; expenditures ‘coiild total $196,500 in 1997-98
and $233, 800 in 1998-99 (or increases to the bxil of $62 400 in 199’7 08 and $99 700 n 1998 99)

11 In addztzon as shown abova expendatures for 1996 97 are. expected to exceed the
appropnated amounts by $31,000. Typically, the Courts would request supplemental funds under
s. 13.10 to fully-fund the 1996-97- expenditures. However, because the budget bill would provide
a sum sufficient appropriation, the Courts ‘have indicated ‘that any costs above what is
appropriated for 1996-97 will be funded from the 1997-98 sum sufﬁc;ent appropriation when that
authority becomes aniabie

12.  Therefore, under the bill, expenditures in 1997-98 would be expected to be
$93,400 above appropriated amounts ($31,000 for 1996-97 expenditures and $62,400 for 1997-
98). If the Committee approves the sum sufficient appropnatmn the budget levels should be
mcreased to reﬂe:ct the anticzpated expend;ture Ieveis '

13. The Committee could, however, adjust the statutory payment level so that current
funding levels would be sufficient. Under this alternative, based on expenditure estimates for
1997-99, the statutory fee for interpreters would have to be reduced from $35 per half day to $20
per half day, assuming an October 1, 1997, effective date.
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: 140 “However, given the dsziculty in‘estimating mterpreter expenses, another alternative
would be to prevzde for proration ‘of the available fundmo if current funds are msufﬁcmnt This
would ensure that costs do not exceed’ budgetcd levels. '

15. It should be noted that counties indicate that the current $35 payment does not
cover their costs of interpréters. “Theréfore, any reduced payment’ level or proration prowszon
would shift additional costs to counties.

16. If the’ Commitiee maintains current ‘law with respect 1o the sum certain
appropriation and court interpreter payments, the appropriation level under the bill should be
adjusted for 1997-99 to reflect higher antzczpateci expenditures If the Comm;ttee chooses not
to include funding for'the: pm;ecteci 1996-97 deficit, the Courts would lzkely submxt a request for
suppiemental fundmg at’ the June, s. 13.10 meetmg

ALTERNA’I‘IVES ’}‘O BZ{LL

1 Approve thc Govemer 8 recommendatxon for a sum sufﬁcxent appropnauon for
mterpreter rexmbursements In addltwn, prowde $93 400 in 1997~98 and $99 70{} in 1998~99 to
reﬂect estxmated expendzmres R

| ternatives . eem|
| 1997-89 FUNDING (Chaﬂge to lei} . $193,100
2 Daiete the Governor s recemmendatmn fcr a'sum sufﬂcmnt appropnatm mede‘_-:'-f

$62 400 in 1997-98 and $99,700 in 1998-99 to reflect estimated expenditures from the sum
certain apprcpnanon In- addmon provxde $31 OQO in. 1997-98 to: fund the: progccted 1996-97
deficit, - B I B e T o _

Alternative 2 GPR |
1997-99 FUNDING (Change (o Bill) $198,100
"3 Deléte the Governor's recommcndauon for a sum sufficient appropnatmn Provide

$62.400 in 1997-98 and $99,700 in 1998-99 to reflect estimated expenchtures from the sum
certain appropriation.

1 ‘Alternative 37 E - GPR

1997-99 FUNDING {Change to Bil) s162,100 |°
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4. Delete the Governor’s recommendation for a sum sufficient appropriation. Instead
reduce the statutory payment level, effective for costs incurred after October 1, 1997, from $35

per half day to $20 per half day.

5. Delete the Governor’s recommendation for a sum sufficient appropriation. Instead
require the Courts to prorate funding, beginning in 1997-98, if expenditures exceed the authorized

levels.

Prepared by: Carri Jakel
L) T e
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Senator George
Representative Coggs

CIRCUIT COURTS

E_'l__ccticn-df Judges in Milwaukee County
Motion:

Move to require that by the year 2000, judges in Milwaukee County be elected by districts

wor__ 140

BURKE N A
DECKER N A
| GEORGE NoA
JAUCH N A
WINEKE ¥} N A
SHIBILSKI NA
COWLES Y. A
PANZER % A
JENSEN v &) &
HARSDORF Y A
ALBERS Y A
GARD Y A
KAUFERT Y @ A
LINTON A
7co6as N A

AVE_XNOK_ABSM

Motion #440




CIRCUIT COURTS

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Item # Title
1 Standard Budget Adjustments

2 Unspecified Budget Reduction

'LFB Sumiiiéx‘y Item for Introduction as Separate Legislation
~Tide -

Release of Certain Confidential Records for Child Support Enforcement and
‘Public Assistance Administration







Paper #230 - . 1997-99 Budget . May 15, 1997

-To_: : Eomt Commxtteﬁ {m Fmance

Frc)m Bob Lang Eizrﬁcmr
S Legasiatwe F:{scai Burea‘a

ISSUE

Bwnma} Fmance ?lanm an W

[LFB Summary Pagt:: 1@3 #2}__

CURRENT LAW

DNR and DG}% are’ requlred to submxt the bxenmal ﬁnance plan by Octobcr 1 of every
--aven—numbﬁreci year (followed by: amendmems reﬂectmg the Govemor s biennial: budgct bill).to
the State Building Commission,.the Joint Commzttee on Finance and standmcr comimittees of the

S -_3_Leglslature havm 3unsd1ctzon over nataral reSOUrces matters: N@ later than 30 days after the;-‘-'__ﬁ-_'- G
Governor s:zgns the bzenmal budaﬁt act the pian updated wnh any modzﬁcatzens must ‘be

snbrmited to the 1eglslanve commzttecs and the Building Cammisszon The Building Cemnussmn'
has the authority to approve or d1sapprove any pan of the plan other than the subszdy and
L bondmg authonzauons appmved by the Lr:-:gislamre v o

GOVERN{)R

Make the followmg modiﬁcatlons to the requzrements that DNR and DOA prepare a
bxenmai ﬁnance, plan for theclean water fund pmgram :

A Dn‘ect {hat the baenma} ﬁnance plan mclude mformanon reiatcd to the three SB
77 programs Wathm the environmental improvement fond (clean water fund, safe dmnkmg water
loan program and land recycling loan program).

“ob. o ‘Replace the requirement that-the biennial finance plan include information about
the extent to which the clean water fund will be ‘maintained in perpetuity with the requirement
that the plan include a chart showing detailed projected sources.and uses of funds for eligible
projects in the three programs during the next biennium.
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e Mochfy the reqmrement that ‘the- bxenmal ‘finance plan include an estimate” of
wastewater treatment needs of the state from the current four fiscal years to two years. Requ;rc
that the projections also include an estimate of the safe drinking water and land recycling project
needs in the state during the next biennum.

d. Clarify that the biennial finance plan shall include the most recent available
audited financial statements of the clean water fund program. - Require that the plan include the
most recent available audited financial statements of the safe drinking water loan program and
the land recycling loan program. Eliminate the requlrements that the plan include the estimated
fund capital available in each of the next four fiscal years for the clean water fund and the
projected clean water fund balance for each of the next 20 years given existing obligations and
financial condztwns :

: e MOdlf}e’ the requirement that the biennial ‘finance plan include the esumatedf _
spendmg level and: percentage of market interest rate far the types of allowable new. or.changed
limits or comphance mainténance clean water fund projects. Instead, specify that the pian must.
include ‘the percentage of market interest rates for the estimated-wastewater treatment, safe-
drinking water and land recycling project needs of the state.

f. Modify the requirement that the biennial finance plan must include information
about the amount of any service fee expected to be charged during the next biennium to a clean
water fund: apphcant to instead’ requzre that the plan include: information about. the amount and
'descnptmn of any- fee expected to be charged dunng the next bmnmum undﬂr the ﬁnvzmnmemai :
improvement fund e AN IR iy . : C .

'DISCUSSIGN POINTS

1. The bill would mcorparate into one: enwronmental improvement. fund bienmal
finance plan the proposed safe drinking water loan program and land recycling loan program,
along with the ex.istmg clean ‘water fund program. DNR and DOA would be required to prepare,
for each of the three programs, the following: (a) sources and uses of funds for eligible projects
during the next biennidm; (b) an estimate of the needs for wastewater treatment, safe: drinking
water and land recycling projects during the next biénnium; (¢} the most recent audited financial
statements; {d) the percentage of market interest rates for the estimated wastewater treatment, safe
drinking water and land re¢ycling project'needs of the state; and (¢) the amount and description
of “any fee  expected ‘to be charged " during thf: ‘next: biennium under: zhe environmental
improvement fund. S : s

2. The bill'would shortén any existing planning timeframe to the next biennium. The

currernit clean water fund biennial finance plan includes longer planning timeframes, including:
(a) the extent to which the fund will be maintained in perpetuity; (b) an estimate of wastewater
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treatmnent needs. during the four folowing fiscal: years; (c) the pro;acted clean water fund balance
for each of the next 20 years given exzstm@ obi;oatzons and financml cendmons

3. The requirement that various program needs be projected for two biennia (four
years) has been useful for some program planners, municipalities and legislators. Four-year
projections allow a continuous view of needs beyond the immediate biennium.

4. The 20-year fund balance projections and extent to.which the clean water fund will
be maintained in perpetuity provide readers with valuable information on program
accomplishments to date and the best estimate of the future health of the funds. This information
heips evaluate the program’s conformity with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
requirements that the federally-funded portion of the program be maintained in a way that
guarantees- that it will continue in perpetuity.. . Further, providing this information about the
proposed - state - dnnkmg ‘water  loan: program. would -also help evaluate the- procram s

- accomphshments and the extent to whmh it wﬁi be: mamtamed to contmue in perpetmty '

Cas DOA ofﬁcxals argue that the requzrement for Llonger-term prc_;ectlons shou}d be
eliminated because projections beyond the immediate biennium “are difficult to make due to
uncertainty of funding levels, interest rates, timing of projects and program need. DOA also
indicates that projections for the next biennium are- more accurate than the longer-term
_ pI‘OjﬁCUOﬁS : i

e 6. In the 1995-97 biennial budget, the Legisiature dﬁletcd an identical
recommendation by the Governor to shorten four-year pmjectzoﬁs to two years a.nd to ehmmate_
: -the Eﬂ«year fund balance pro;ectmns : - S : : R

7. It could be azgued that thc existence of hmlt&d state and federal resources makes
longer-term projections at least as important now as’ in past biennia. Indeed, longer-term
projections may be more useful now in light-of recomendatxons to reallocate clean water fund
monies from wastewater to land recycling, and potentlal future reailocanens of funds between
the clean water fund and safe drinking water loan program.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Approve the Governor’s recommended modifications to the biennial finance plan
requirements.

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation to require that: (a) program needs and
funding for the clean water fund, safe drinking water loan program and land recycling loan
program be projected for the following four fiscal years; (b) the plan include projected fund
balances for the clean water fund and safe drinking water loan program for the next 20 years;
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and (c) the plan’ contam mfonnanon about the extcnt to which the clean water fund and safe
drinking water lcan program will be ‘maintained in perpetuity.

Prelp_a"re'd by:* Kendra Bonderud
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Paper #231 1997-99 Budget May 15, 1997
m

To: Joint Committee on Finance

‘From: ~‘Bob:Lang; Director
Tegislative Fiscal Bureau-

ISSUE
Clean Water Fund Statﬁtory Changes {Ciean Water Fund)
{LFB Sunnnary Page 105, #6]
CURRE "N"r LAW
. The clean water. fund program . provides. low-interest loans for planning, designing,

constmcung or: replacing municipal wastewater treatment. facﬁ}ues or urban stormwater runoff
control projects. The current requirements include: (a) the. DZNR establishes percentage of

market interest rates in-administrative rules and has estabhshed rates at 55%, 70% and 100% of - -

o market rate; (b) D\IR and DOA m‘e authenzed 10 request the Joint: Com:mttee on Finance' to.

modify the percentage Of market-interest rates, bu{ have never done 50; (c) the adnnmstrauve
rules specify the percentage of market interest rate for various types of projects, including 55%
of market ra.te for comphance mmntenance prolects (projects to @revmt a significant vm}amon
pro;ecﬁs (pro;&cis to achzeve comphance Wxth an efﬂuent hrmtat:on esiabhshed after May 17
1988) and 70% of market rate for. projects for unsewered community projects and projects for
the treatment of nonpoint source water pollution or urban stormwater runoff; (d) DNR and DOA
attempt to ensure that increases in all state water pollution abatement. general obligation debt
service costs do not exceed 4% annually in the year in which the percentage of market interest
rates are established and the following fiscal year and that state water pollution abatement general
‘obligation debt service costs are not greater.than 50% of all: generai obligation debt service costs
in the yearin which.the. percentage. of imarket. interest rates are established and in any of the

- following three: fiscal:years: (¢) a municipality must submit a notice. of . intent to. app}y for
financial -assistance no later than December 31 of the year preceding the calendar year in which
it will request-financial assistance; (f) a municipality may file one application in any I’?nmon{h
period; and (g) DNR may not.approve applications for projects that are not on the priority list
ranking of projects. : : :

Clean Water Fund (Paper #231) Page 1




GOVERNOR
Provide the foﬁowmcf statutory changes to the c:iean water fund prowram

a. Estabizsh four statutory ciean water fund 10an interest rates for eligible projects:
{a) 35% of the market interest rate; (b) 65% of market: rate;-(c)y 70% of market rate; and (d)
market rate. Retain the current authorization for DNR and DOA to request the Joint Committee
on Finance, under s. 13_. 10, 10 mo_d;fy the percentage of market interes;t rates.

b. Retain the same percentage of market interest rate specified in current
administrative rules for all types of pro;ects except for projects for the treatment of nonpoint
source pollution and urban s{ormwater runoff. Increase the state subsidy’ level for pro;ects for
' ‘the ‘treatment of nonpomt source poiiuuon and urban smrmwater mnoff to: the new 65% of

market rate loans from the current 70%

c. Dzrect DNR and DGA to' attempt 1o’ ensnre that (a} increases in all state water
pollunon abatcment oc-neral obligation debt service costs do not exceed 4% annually; and (b)
state water pollutaon abatement general obligation debt service costs are not greater than 50% of
all general obhvatmn debt service costs in any fiscal year. o Fldin

E Reqnlre a mumcipahty to subimit ‘a notice to- DNR ofits intent to apply for
financial’ assxstance at least six: months before the begmnmg Of the ﬁscal bwnmum in: whzch it
wxshes to recezve fxnancmi asszstance S : S 5

s e - 3"' -Modxfy the hrmt on-.the'"number of apphcatloms for ﬁnancml assxs‘tance that a S
munzmpa}:ity may file tc:» one for any smvie erJsct n any 12-momh ;aenod R

A AHOW DNR to approve apphcaﬁons for ﬁnanmai assistance for projects that are .
not on the prlority listif DNR has grant&d a wawer to reqmrements reiataﬁ to subm;attal of a
notxce of mtent to appiy R ST, sl ol _

BISCUSSI()N POINT S

U177 The clean water fund interest rates’ wouid be tha same as in existing administrative
ruies except that the interest rate for pro;ects for thie treatment 'of nonpoint source: pollution or
urban stormwater runoff would be chariged from 70% 10 65% of market rate. By setting the
interest rate in statute, DNR and DOA argue ‘that ‘the program could begin funding ‘nonpoint
source and stormwater projects at the ‘higher level of subsidy in 1997-98 (rather than the six to
12 ‘months, ‘or more, typxcaﬂy requzred for tule promulgation):’ However, sinée administrative
rules do not currently authorize rionpoint source and stormwater ‘projects, DNR: W{)u}d ‘have 10
promulgate rule changes before funding this type of project. S - -
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. ..2. _ DNR estimates that, during 199’7 99, nonpoint source and stormwaler project needs
under the prowram will ‘be $20.4 million. thie federal revuianons currently authorzze the
program to fund these types of projects, to date no loans have been made because: (a) the current
administrative rule excludes those projects; and (b) there has been limited demand for clean water
fund i"znanc:zmp for m;mpomt source and stermwater p}:Q;@CtS

B Thc rcdncmen m the mtercst rate wrould bﬁ apprommateiy O 28% at current rates
from 3 82% 0 3.54% (assurmng tha current mark.et interest rate of 5.45%}. _This resuits in.an
estzmatcd oSt of tha change from 70% 10 65% of market. m{erest rate of. $6G€) G{)G in. prescm
va}ue subsady 111111{ and. SaGO 000 in. ceaeral oblagamon bends (’I’he submdy hrmt represents the
estimated state cost, in 1996 dollars, to fund all.of the. clean- water fund grants: and loans expected
to be made durmg 199’;‘ 99 for ehgzble wastewater treauncnt ;}to;ects) It is. posszbie that the
modest increase in state subs;dy ‘may. help. fund ?IQJECIS fGr which funding may not be available
through DNR’s emstmv pnomy watershed programs. On the other hand, since communities. hav& .
not been: ehgible for this. program :m tha past itis I‘IOI ciear whether an mcreased subsidy'is
nccessary G e : :

oA In the 1997 99 Clean Waier Furad bienmai fma.nce pian DNR recormnended'
changmg the subsidy. level for nonpoint scturce and smrmwater pra;ects from the cnrrent 70% to
55% of the market interest rate, which wonld provzde the sa.me level of. subsidy as: comphance
maintenance .and new..or changed Limits, pm}ects and would prowﬂe grea.tﬁr suhsxdy dzan is
proyvided for unsewered communities. A chanve fmm 7{3% to. 55%. of the market interest rate
would. decrease the interest rate. fmm the current 3 82% to 3. G% JAn mcreasc in. the. subszdy
prowded for nonpoint source and stormwater pmgects from 65% of market rate under the bill to.
- .55% of market.rate would require an increase in the present value: subs;dy in’mt of $1 100 OGO.

: f_-and an mcrease m ceneral @bhganon bondmg aathonty of $9{)G (}OO

. 5. It could be arwucd that the SB 7? change m mterest rate mzcht be too smali fo
provzdf: much incentive. for nonpeint-source and stermwater pmjﬁcts to utzhze the p;:ogram and
that to have more effect, the subsidy levei should be changed from the current 7{3% 1055% rather-
than the 65% - under the bill. However, it could also be a.rgued that nonpoint source and
stormwater projects should not receive as big a subs;éy as comphance maintenance and new or
changed limit projects and should not receive a greater subsidy than unsewered community
projects. Therefore, the current 70% of market interest rate could be retained the present value
subsidy.limit could be decreased by $600,000 and generai obligation bonding authority could be
decreased by $500,000. ot e . :

R 6_. The reqmrement {hat DNR and D(}A must attempt o ensnre that mcreases m ali
statc water poiluﬁon abatement general ebhgancm deb{ service costs dc not exccecl 4% annuaily
(instead of in the year in which-the percentage of mark.et interest rates are astabhshed and the
following fiscal year) and are not greater than 50% cf ail general obhwatlon debt service costs
in any fiscal year (instead of the year in whmh the ;}ercentage of ma;:kei interest rates are
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established and in’ any ‘of the following three ﬁscal years) would szmphfy thf: statutory Iancuave
and make the reqmrement apply to a&l fiscal years

7 : ""‘The“-requirement" that a iﬁanicipaiity submit- its' notice “of intent-to “apply for
financial assistance at least six months beforé' the ‘beginning of the fiscal biennium inwhich it
will submit an appilcauon for financial assistance would require some municipalities to submit
a notice over a yeax earlier than tinder current law.  DNR- officials indicate that an alternative to
the bill'and current Jaw would be to require submission”of the notice of intent to apply by ‘the
December 31 precedmg the fiscal year in which it will request assistance. This ahemative would
require more ‘notice than under current Taw’ (sm months more) but less than under the bill (up to
12 months less). This would provide greater ﬂe:{lbahty for- mummpahﬂes who may know six
months in advance, “but not 18 months in’ advance, that they will ‘submit an ‘application for
fmanczal dssistance and wouid prov;de DNR wzth nsefu} mformatzon to a.zd in piannmg for the
_cammg fisca} year ' : v F R : :

8. - Thc change 1o allow a mummpahty to submlt one apphcat:en for any smgle pro;ect
in" any 12-month period “(instead ' of -one’ apphcatxon per 12-month period) would allow a
munxczpahty to sitbmit apphcatxons for more than one project within the same 12-month period.
Asa resnlt of changes in 1995 Act 27, the program “‘moved to a continuous fundmg cycle in
1996-97." SB 77 Would allow a mumcapahty to have active apphcatmns for more " than ‘one
wastewater pIOJBCE m a 12-month period, or for a wastewater pro;ect and a nonpomt ‘source or
stormwater pms}ect Some mummpahtxes espec:aﬂy larger cities, “have ‘more than one- project
underway in"any Iz-month permd such ag’ replacmg pumps or’ rebuzldmv various' equxpment
components of the overall system o -

gl
apphcauons for projects that are not on the priority list was to provide flexibility in unusual or
emergency situations. However, federal regulations do not appear to allow the state to approve
pro;ects ‘that are not ‘on the pmnty st Teis unhkely DNR wonld be able to 1mpiement the
promsxon and theref()re ﬂ could be deleted from the bxﬂ e

ALTERNATIVES TO'BILL"

1. 'Approve the Governor’s ‘recommendations to: (a) establish ¢lean water fund loan
interest rates in statute; (b) increase the state subsidy level for nonpoint soufce pollution and
urban stormwater runoff to change the perceﬁtave of market interest rate from 70% to 65%; (c)
direct DNR and’ DOA to ehsure that increases in all state” water pollution abatement general
obligation debt service costs do not exceed 4% annually and that state water pollution abatement
general obligation debt service costs are mot’ greater ‘than’ '50% of all generil obligation’ ‘debt
service costs in any fiscal vear; (d} requxre a mumcapahty to submit a notice to DNR of its intent
to apply for financial assistance ‘at least six months before the beginning of the fiscal biennium
in which it will request to receive financial assistance; (¢) limit the number of applications that
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a municipality may file to one for any single project in any 12-month period; and (f) allow DNR
to approve applications for financial assistance for projects that are not on the priority kst if DNR
has granted a waiver for the project to the requirements related to submittal of a notice of intent

to apply.

2. Approve the Governor’s recommendation except under (d) above, require a
municipality to submit a notice to DNR of its intent to apply fer'ﬁnancial assistance at least six
months before the fiscal year in which it will receive financial assistance; and delete () above
which conflicts with federal Jaw (the authorization for DNR to approve apphcatzons for financial
assistance for projects that are not on the priority hst}

3. Modify Alternative 1 or 2 to increase ihe state sub31dy Ievel for nonpoint source
pollution and urban stormwater runoff projects to 55% of the market interest rate. Further,
increase the present value subsidy limit for the clean water fund procrram by $1,100,000 and
increase general obhuatzon bendmg authonty by $906 000.

:.Kiterr_'iétivea A . C T _E_ﬁ :
199799 FUNDING (Change to Bill) -~ $800,000
4. Modify Alternative 1 or 2 to maintain the current subsidy level for nonpoint source

pollution and urban stormwater runoff projects of 70% of the market interest rate. Further,
decrease the present value subsidy limit for the clean water fund program by $600,000 and
decrease general obligation bonding authority by $500,000. (DNR and DOA could request the
Joint Committee on Finance to increase the subsidy:level, if necessary.)

Alternative 4 BR
1997-89 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - 500,000 |
5. Maintain current law. DNR could promulgate rules to allow for these projects at

the current subsidy level of 70% of the market interest rate along with projects for unsewered
communities. Further, decrease the present value subsidy limit for the clean water fund program
by $600,000 and decrease general obligation bonding authority by $500,000.

Alternative § BR

1897-88 FUNDING (Change o Bill) - 3500,000

Prepared by: Kendra Bonderud
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Paper #232 1997-99 Budget May 15, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: - Bob:Lang, Director. :
:Legislative Fiscal Burean

ISSUE

Land Recycimg Loan ngram {Ciean Water Fund)

{LFB Summary Page 10‘? #7}

CURRENT LA’W' -

- The. clean: water -fund: program provides financial assistance to- municipalities for the
:.planmng, design and censtmcﬁon ~of wastewater treatment facilities.. The program. receives
federal capitalization grants for a state revolvmg loan fund for which Wxsconsm provuies a 20%
-state-match through issuance of gcnemi obhgatmn bonds.- ~The program also. has components.
Z which: '__izlzze generai abhvatmn bomis and rcvcnue bonds to provxcie finanmal asszstance to '
munlclpahnes for wastewater treatment facilities.

G()VERNOR

Craate: a land recyclmg loan pmgram mt}un ihe envzronmental ;mpmvement f;md to
pmwde loans at subsidized rates to local governments for remediation of certain contaminated
properties. Many program and application requirements would be similar to.the clean water fund
program The main prows:ons are: '

a.. Provxde ﬁnanczai asszstance prlmzmly as ioans at 35% af thf: marke{ interest rate,
tolocal governments (including cities, villages, towns or counties) for projects at sites or fac;htzes
~owned by the local government to remedy environmental contamination. that has affec:ied or

threatens to affect; groundwater or surface water. Define: sites or facﬁ;txes to mc}udc approvad
and nonapproved solid-or hazardous waste dzspasal facilities, approved mining famhtles, waste
sites or sites where a hazardous substance is discharged on or after May 21, 1978.
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e mede 520 million for the 91‘0"1‘31’1‘1 from repayments of clean water fund 1oans.
made with the proceeds of federal grants to the clean water fund.

c. Provide a present valus subszdy hrmt of $4 5 mﬁhon in the 1997-99 biennium
for the land recycling loan program: - S

d. Reqmre that a local government submzt notice of its intent to apply for financial
assistance under the land recycling loan program atleast:six months before the beginning of the
fiscal biennium in which it will raquast to receive funding. Authorize DNR 1o waive this
requirement upon written request by the local government. Reqmre that a local government
submit an application for financial assistance under the program to DNR' by the April 30
preceding the fiscal year in which the applicant is requesting to receive financial asmstance
LIIIH{ apphcants to one apphcauon per prOJect per year e

' : e Requ;re that }DNR estabhsh a prmnty hst that ranks each iand recychng loan i
program preject D1r¢ct DNR to promulgate rules: for. deternnnmg project rankmgs based on'the

potential of projects to reduce envxronmental poliuuon aﬂd threats to human health and, for sites

and facilities ‘that are not landfills the extent to which projects will make land available for
redevelepment after a cleanup is conducted rather than develop undevelopcd 3and (such as
agricultural cropland or green spaces). : T :

fo - Direct DNR 1o esiabhsh a tfundmg list in each fiscal year ‘that ranks approvable
apphcauons n the same order that’ thcy appear ‘on the priority list.- Reqmre EGA to.-allocate
fundm 1o projects in’ the order that they ‘appear on the funding list,: except limit: (a) landfill

g _rem 1 1 pr s _to no more than’ 4{3% of Eth@ avmlable ‘funds in each year; ‘and(b)a smgle'-_; _
“local government to 1o mMore than 25% of the presem value subszdy lnmi for the bxenmum

g. Require DNR and DOA to jointly charga and collect an annual service fee for
reviewing and -acting upon land recyclmg loan. program applications and-servicing financial
'assylstance agreements The fee Wouid be in additzon to required interest payments. ‘Specify that

the fee for 1997-99 wou}d be 0.5% of the loan balance. The fee would be used to fund DNR
‘and DOA’ adnnmstranve and related costs. (The bill would provide DNR ‘with $43,800 SEG in
1997-98'and $47,300 SEG in- 1998»99 from the ciean water” ftmd and 1.0 SEG posm{m annualiy
to administer the program.) = - :

h. Specify that a local government must sell a site or facility remf:dzated under the
pmgram ‘fornot Tess-than fair’ ‘market value if the loan is outstanding.~ ‘Require that a local
_govemment ‘that sells a site or facﬂaty femediated under the program ‘must apply the sales
proceeds first toward any’ state land recyclmo lodn balance, then toward the cost of the land plus
the ‘cost of remediation; third toward any state subsidy and finally any remaining funds would
be Tetained ‘oy the mumc1pahty Any sale pmceeds remaining’ after the sub31dy 18- fuily paid
would belong entirely to the municipality. : : : : :

Page 2 Cléan Water Fund (Paper #232)




B Authorize DNR to promulgate emergency administrative rules, without a finding
of emergency, for the program before July I, 1998.

EISCUSSION POII\TS

L .' The rea}locamon of loan repayments would provade one- t;me loans totaﬂmﬂ S’?D
million at SS% of. the market interest rate. The:bill Would provide $4.5 mﬂhon in presem: value
subsidy. limit. . The loans. prowded under the bill for contammated land would generate loan
repayments which would then be available for wastcwater purposes (01' potenua}ly, for future
brownfields initiatives).

_ 2. The 320 rmllmn in Ioan rapayments used under the bﬂl fcar the land recyclmg loan
program. Would curremly be use:d for clean water fund jioans 10 upgrade or. replace wastewater
treatment plants to meet state and federal Tequiremments. . Provision of $20 million in brownfields
loans woulé requzre issuance - of. appmxzmatcly $7 mﬂhon in, genera.i obhgauon bands for
expected. clean ‘water fuﬂd acuvuy Therefore, if Ihﬂ Iand recychng loa,n program would not be
created, clean water fund Generai obhgatmn bondmo authorzty could bc decrcased by $7 million.
Future debt service costs would be reduced by approximately $620 000 annually or$12.5 rmﬁzon
over 20 years.

3 Federai law reqmres that repayments of lcsans made wﬂ:h the proceeds of federal
_capltahzanon grants must be deposited into a revolving. fund to be available for future wast&water
treatment loans. . State ofﬁclals expect that the federal clean watcr fund capﬁahzatzon grant wﬁl

‘decline or-end: w1th1n the next few years Aﬁ:er that time, the only revenue source for Wastewater e
'”traatment projects - would ‘be loan rcpayments and proceeds from the issuance of general .

obligation bonds .and revenue bonds. .

4. Before DNR couid Iend mency under the bill, it would havs to obtam approval
fmm the 1. S Envzronmental Protect;on Avency (EPA) DNR mdicates that it wouid have to
amend the sta{e 8 Section 319 Nonpoint Source Management Plan under the Clean Water Act 1o
include brownfields as. nonpoint pollution sources under the federailyurequzred p]{an EPA
established a funding framework process in October, 1996, for states to follow in order to obtain
approval of reallocating clean water fund monies to brownfields contaminated land cleanup.

S50 DNR Gfﬁcxals behave that the biH’s reqmrsment that ﬁnanc;aj assistance be limited
to remedying environmental contamination that has affected, or threazens o affect, groundwater
or.surface water would comply with EPA requirements. .

6. The bill is consistent with the February 19, 1996, recommendation of the Joint
Legislative Council’s Special Committee on Remediation of Environmental Contamination to use

$20 million of clean water fund loan repayments for ckeanup of eawronmental contamination at
sites-owned by local governments.
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7. The bill’s reqmrcmcnt related to subrmsszon of'a notice of intent to apply presents
a timing probiem The bill’s deadline that the notice be submitted at éast six months before the
beginning of the ‘biennium in which it will receive funding, would be December 31, 1996, for
funding m 1997- 99. Therefore, during 1997-99, every local government that wants to apply for
financial assistance would have to. submlt a written request for a waiver of the requirement.

DNR suggests that a woricabie all:emauve to this requirement would be to change the deadline-

for subn‘uttai ofa nonc:e of mtent t{} appiy to sxx ‘months before the fiscal yearin which the local
wevemment wﬁl :request 10" recewe fundmg Wxth this change, Tocal governments would have
to submxt a nomce of intent 10 appiy by December 31 1997 and an apphcanon by Apml 30
1998, to receive Tinancial assistance in 1998-99. '

8. . While the bill would provide loans to cities, villages, towns or counties, federal
reqmrernents aliaw’_fﬁ "’dlno for: nenpomt ) 'jects t0'be provzded to persons " defined as "an
“individual, corporation, pa
subdivision of
expanded bey: d I

water fund iean repayments and therefore “should continue 1o ‘be’ avaﬂabie solely to locat
govcmments “The clean water fand can not provide financing to” n0n~wovemmental enunes

9. DNR mdlcates that current EPA reguiauens do not allow clean water funds that
_are rea.llocated to nénpomt seurce projects to be used for site’asseéssments or mvestxgatmns
Wisconsin and othcr states are discussing potennal mhodifications to this Tequirement: with EPA.
However current federal’ requlrements mean that loan apphcants under the program would: have

10. Loan apphca,nts would have to comply thh several federal condltmns such as:

Davis-Bacon wage reqmrements and audit procedures, because the loan repayments were derived

from’ federa} ciean water fun_d capztahzatmn grants that were 10&;1&(1 to ‘municipalities, but retain -
‘the conditions for: use o Zfederal funds.  Under the current clean “water fund, -only la;rger_
mumczpalmes have to comply with these federal reqmrcments bccause the program typically uses.

federal funds for pm}ects in 1arwar mumcxpahties and statc revenue bonds and generaji obhgaﬂon
bonds for prqects m smailer mummpalmcs ' : : -

11. DNR s studymg how it will determine project rankings based on the potential of
'pr05ects to’ reduc:e envuonmentai ;Joikut:on and threats to human health and, for non-landfill sites
and facilities, the extent to which projects will ‘make land available for redevelopment after a
cleanup is conducted rather than develop undeveloped 1and. ‘DNR officials anticipate establishing
a quanntatwe sccrmc of progects agamst cnterxa tha{ wouid be deveioped in the rule.

12. DNR and DOA indicate that there may be thousands of sites that could benefit

from the program. ‘However, few mummpahtles have expressed interestin the loan program to
date, in part because municipalities may: (a) hope to obtain a grant ‘under the SB 77 brownfields
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grant program; (b) borrow from the same lender. that provides the loan for site assessments or
mvestzgatmns (c) seek: funds 0. complete a site assessment or, mvesmgaﬁou before applying for
a land recycling loan; (d) borrow froma le:ndmc source, that has fewer condmons and restr;ctmns
than the federal conditions for use of clean water fund loan repayments; and (e) wait to learn
what kind of priority ranking system DNR establishes in administrative rule. The administration
believes that many mumczpa} loan. resczpmnts mzeht use. the loan to provide the. required match
for the Commerce brownfields gra.nt pmvram

13. If the ent:lre $20 Imllmn in pro;ect fundmg wou}d be Icraned durmg 1998 99 after
emergency rules are promulgated, landfill remediation projects could utilize up to $8 million of
the total funds (40% of $20 million).and a single local government could receive no more than
$1,125 0{){3 of the $4 500,000 i in presem vaiue submdy limit for 1997 99,

14 When a property mmedzated under the program wouid be soid the bill reqmres -
;that 75% of. the saie:s proceeds that exceed: the }a.nd rccychnc loan balance plus the cost of the
land plus th:: cost of remcdianon would be used to repay the state subsxdy until the subsidy is-
fuﬁy rapaid This means that if thcre isa szgmﬁcant increase in the market value of the property' :
after. remedxaUGn the ‘state. weuid sham -in the -increase in Valuf: to the extent that the state
provided subsidy for the project. It could be argued that all of the state subsidy should be repaid
before the property owner reahzes a gam on the sale.

15.  No.immediate danger to the pubhc health or welfare exists and no loss of federal
funds would occur if- the normal rule process is foﬁowed It couid be argued that the emergency
rule authority provxded in the b1ll is not necessary

ALTERNATIVES TO :BILL S

1. Approve the Gﬂvcmer s recommendation to create aland recycling loan program,
including to: (a) realiocate $20 nulhon in clean water fund 1ozm repayments from use for
wastewater purposes to contaminated: land redcvelopment (b) prov;de a present value subsidy:
limit of $4.5 million in. 1997-99: {c) authorzze types of financial assistance; (d) establish
procedures for submission of apphcatmns, establishment of a priority ranking list, approval of
applications, establishment of a funding list and finalization of financial assistance agreements;
(e) create an annual service fee of 0. 5%_ of the }Q;_m__baiance (f) require that a local government
that sells a site or facility remediated under the program must apply the sales proceeds to the loan
balance, then the cost of the land plus the cost of remediation, then any state subsidy and finally
any remaining funds would be retained by the municipality; (g) establish duties of DNR and
DOA; (h) authorize DNR to pmmuiéate emergency-administrative rules before July 1, 1998; and
(1) repeal the existing grant program that authorizes use of the proceeds of general obligation
bonds for grants to local governments for a portion of the costs of investigations and cleanups
of contaminated sites owned by local governments..
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Adopt the Governor’s recommendation but’ reqmre that a local government submit

o
notice of its intent to’ appiy for firnancial assistance under the ° program at least six months before
the’ beamnmo of the ﬁscal year (mstead of the blenmum) in whxch 1t wﬂl request to recewe

fundmg N
"In ‘addition to Alfernative 1 or 2 approve ene or more of the followmv

B
Y
Expand program ehglbihty io mclude mdlvzduals cor;aoratzons partnerships,

a
assoc;andns and commissions.
Direct that I(}O% (rathcr than 75%) of the sales’ proceeds that exceed the land

recycling loan balance phzs the cost of the land plus the cost of remediation must be used to
repay the state subszdy unﬂi ihe subszdy 1s fuiiy repald
'é". Deietc authanzatmn for promulgauon of emergancy mies thbout a ﬁndmg ef

emergency - B
antam current law Further decrease clean water fund generai ﬁbhgatwn

‘bonding authority by $7, 000,000.
|Altematived . L e _B_li .
. =$7,000,000 |-
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Paper #233 1997-99 Budget | May 15, 1997

. Tor+ Joint ‘Cominittee on Finance .

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

:ISSUE
Safe Drmkmg Water Loan I’rogram (Clean Water Fund)

{LFB Summary Pav*e 109 #8}

-.CURRENT LAW

The federai Safe Drmkmg Waif:r Act (SDWA) Amendmems of 1996 creatcd the Dnnkmo
Water Revolving Fund to assist public water systems to finance the costs of infrastructure needed
to achieve or maintain.compliance with SDW A ;equzmments The U.S. Environmental Protection.

~. - Agency (EPA) is: authonzed 10 award federal capitalization: g_r_ants o states States can receive.
* federal grants if they enact legislation that comphes with the federal requirements and provide

a reqmred 20% state match, States use the funds to prow.de iiow cost loans and other assistance
to eligible drinking water systems. :

GOVERNOR

Create, ‘a safe’ dmnkmg water ioan program wnhm the envxronmentai 1mprovcment fund
to. pmmde assistance primarily to local governments. for eligible projects o protect or 1mpr0ve
drinking -water -quality.. Many program. and apphcauon Tequirements would be snmlar 10. the
clean water funé program The main prowszcms are:

: a. Authorxze DNR to: emer mto an acrreement under tiw Safa Drmkmc Water Act with
the federal Env;ronmentai Protection Agency (EPA) to receive a capxialmatmn gram for the
program. Authorize $22.0 million in general obligation bonding authority to provide the required
- state match of 20% of the federal grant estimated at.$110 million through September 30, 1999.

‘Deposit all capitalization. grants and. general obhwatxon bond. proceeds in the environmental
- improvement fund for use by the safe drinking water loan program. Create a GPR sum sufﬁcxent
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: _:{_'-'capatahzanon graa

appropriation in the environimental improvement fund for repayment of principal and interest on

general obligation bonds issued for the program. Create SEG and FED appropriations for

financial assistance. Create two DINR FED safe drinking ‘water loan program appropriations for

administration of the program. (DNR would be provided with $133,700 FED in 1997-98 and

$144,800 FED in 1998-99 and 3.0.FED positions.). Expand use of the DOA SEG environmental

improvement fund admlmstranve approprlauon to mclude administration of the safe drinking -
water loan program. o - :

b. Provide a present value subs;dy hrmt" 0f 518 0 million in the 1997-99 biennium
for the safe drmkmv water loan program.

c. Provide financial assistance to local governments (including cities, villages, towns,
counties, town samtary dismcts, public inland lake protection and rehabilitation districts ‘and.
mummpaj watcr distncts) for progects to plan, desxﬂn construct or modify public water systems, -
if the: projects will famhtate compliance with: national pr:tmary drinking water regulaﬁons under-
the federal Safe Drmkmo ‘Water Act or. otherwzse mgmﬁcant}y further the heaith proteci;on
objectives: Qf the Act S : £ " e :

d. Authorize the safe drinking water loan program to financial assistance, primarily
as loans with an interest rate of 55% of market interest rate or, for local govérnments. that meet
financial need criteria estabhshed in E)NR adrmmstrauve rules as }oans w;th an mterest rate of

"33% of market mterest ra{e o

Author:ze DNR to spead ‘with D@A a.ppmval np to a total ef 15% of the: federal
‘yea for activities authorized by tk

- federal SDWA, ‘manly.

‘relatéd 1o protectma_the 30nrce of .the water’ system from c:om‘azmnanén ensurmg comphancef_{f"

with national primary drinking ‘water regulatmns, lmplementmg voluntary source water protection
measures, assisting the owner of a public water system to develop the technical, managerial and
fmanczal capacaty to comply with national primary drinking water regulations, delineating or .
a.ssessmer source water protectmn areas, and protecunv welthead areas from contammauon

f. Authorlze DNR to spend thh DOA approval, up to a total of IG% of thc federal
"capitahzation grant in any fiscal‘year for activities authorized by the federal SDWA, including
‘public water system supervision, technical - assistance “concerning ' source ‘water protection,
'deve}opmeni and implementation of a capacuy deveiopment stratevy and operawr certification.

g.  Authorize DNR to spend with DOA approval, upto a total of 2% of the federal
capitahzatxon ara.nt in any fiscai year for techmcal asszstance 16 pubhc: water systems serving
10(3(}0 or fewer persons - L R -

ho Requir&'ihét a Tocal government submit a notice of its intent to apply for financial
assistance under the safe” drinking ‘water loan ‘program at least six months before the beginning
‘of ‘the fiscal biennium in which it will request to receive funding. - Authorize DNR to waive this
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requirement upon written request by-the local government. Provide that DNR rules require that
an applicant must submit an engineering report. Require tha!: after DNR approves . the iocai
government’s engineering report, the local government must submit an apphcam{m for financial
assistance under:the. program to. DNR by the April 30 preceding the fiscal year in which the
applicant is- requesunﬂ 1o, recewe fmanc;al ass:stance Lumt apphcants to one. apphcauon per
progect per year ' P : : : ; :

el 1 Res;mre that I}N’R estabhsh . pr;onty hsz that ranks each S&fﬁ: drmkmg water Ii)an
program project. - Direct DNR. to promulgate 1 rules for detemmnmg project rankings. that to the
extent possible; give priority to projects that address: thc most.serious.risks to- human heaith that
are: necessary -to-ensure . compliance with the fedﬁral Safe. Dnnkmo Water Acz -and that assist
local governments that are most in need on 2 yer household basls accerdma 1o affordabxilty
criteria speczfzed mn: the ml&s e : -

e B;mct DNR to' estabhsh a fundmc Izst in; each ﬁsca,l year that ranks approvable-
. apphcancns in. tha samc -order. that they a,ppca.r on the. prmx;ty Hst. Reqmre DOA to allocate
- .:fundmg 10. pmjects in the erder that thcy appear on the fundmg hst except that:. (a) up to 15% -
of the available funds in each’ fiscal year would be: reserved for pro_]ects for pubhc water systems
that regularly serve fewer than 10,000 persons; and (b) no single local government could receive
TROTE than 25% of the present value. subsu:iy limit for the biennium.

bt k Authonze the Govemer to transfer up to 33% of thﬁ fcderal capxtahzation grant
mcewed for the safe- dnnkmg water loan. program to the ciea.n water fund program, o1 to transfer. .
-an amount equal to up to 33% of the federal. capitahzat;on grant 1 rcc:ewed for the safe dnnkmg

| water fund prov;:am fmm the ck:an water: fund proaram to the safe drmkmc water loa:n pr{}gram ST

BISCUSSION POXZ\TS

. = 50 The b;ii wouid estabhsh a state drmkmg wa{cr loan procram that comphes w;th :
;ff:deral SDWA reqmrements This wouid enable Wascensm to. receive . federal capltahzauea
-grants ‘and make federal and state funds. avaxiablz fm’ local gevcmmems to plan, design, construct
or-modify public -water systems. or undertake other chg1b1e drinking water activities. EPA has
done a-preliminary. review. of the pmposed iﬂgzsiaﬂon and indicated that it appears o compiy
w;th federal: reqmremen{s T - : :

o B The -main farm of ﬁnanczal asszstance undsr the bxii would be lgans w;th an
interest rate of 55% or 33% of the market interest rate (3. 0% or 1. 8% based on the current clean
water fund market rate). -The lower rate. would be available only. to local governments; that meet
financial need criteria.-to be promulgated in. DNR rules.. ”i‘he bill wcsuid -also authorize DNR to
~spend; with:DOA approval, up to-27% of the federal cayitahzatmn grant o1n other eligible

-activities, as-authorized by the SDWA. . The SDWA also authorizes the state-to use up to 4% of
the federal grant for administration. Thus, up to 31% of the federal grant could be used for
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drmkmg water actwmes Other than Ioans to kacai govemmems for pm}ects to’ plan des:gn
construct cr medlfy publm water systems o e - :

';3 “The bill" wouid authorize use of’ general’ obhgatien bcmds o provzde the requzre{i
20% state match to receive the federal grant.” The bﬂi is'based on‘earlier-estimates that -almost
$110 million in federal grant funds would be available in federal fiscal years 1997 through-1999.
The most current estzrnate is that $60 64 million in federal funds will be available under the
fecent’ fedﬁrai budget agreements, whmh includes '$41.546,400 for 1997 -and an estimated
$9,548 400 in both 1998 and 1999. The reestimate of the federal grant would-allow the $22
rmihon in general obhgat;on bondmﬂ authonty prevzded inthe ‘bill to be reduced by $9.87
'rmlhon 10°$12.13 million. ' T hus, ‘current ‘estimates ‘of ‘federal ‘grants and: state ‘match ' would
provide total’ fundmg of $72.77 million for the program in 1997-99, $70.3 ‘million of which
would be ava.;labie for fmancxal assmtance (1f the fuil 4% is useci for adrministration).

Al The first’ generai 0b11gamon bonds would hkeiy be- msued for the safe. dnnkmvf
fwater lcaan program in the spnng of 1999, defemng any GPR debt service costs-until 1999-2001.
- GPR debt service costs on $12 13 mﬂhr:m m general obhgauon bonds would be an’ esnmated $i 1

1 mﬂhon annually for 20 years : e ik :

5. The present value sub51dy limit- should also “be’‘teestimated ‘to rcﬂect ‘current
estimates of federal grants and state match. ‘When using the same estimates as the bill that the
" :'dzsmbution of loans would be approxamately one-third at 33%: of market rate and two-thirds at

55% of market rate, ‘the present value subsidy limit ‘should be increased to $18.6 ‘million from
'-the SIS mﬂlzon in the bﬂ} (the mcrease zs"due o t‘ne carrectmn of a calculanon error)

’ ‘:5' 6 The 3.0 DNR FED' sositions prowded under the bill ($278 500 for the blennmm) e

to adruinister the program would be funded with the 4% of the federal grant that can be used for
adnumstrauva purposes. The. posnmns would include one in the Water Division to review the
encmeermv and technical ‘aspects of" lecai “government pro;ects and two in the Customer
' Assastance and thernai Relations Division (0 review program apphcatzons detérmine the prmrxty
"raﬁk of pmjects apply for federal cap1tahzanen grants, and- develop and implement program
'proceduras and adrmmstranve mles The bill does niot pmv;de addmonak staff to DOA: - Existing
"DOA clean” water fund staff ‘wonld “administer DOA’s responsibilities related - to - financial
management of the program. If DNR' of DOA hiake a future determination that additional staff
are needed, they could seek DOA budget office approval of an increase in the federal allotment,
up to the maximum 4% (or appmx;mately $2.4 million for the biennium). If the program does
' not nceé the entzr@: 4% f@r admmstrauon, 1t wouid be av&zlabie for other prowram activities.

S While the SDWA authorizes states to 'provxde grants or loans that provzde greater

" sabsady than the 33% of market rate prov;ded in the bill, DNR :and DOA ‘indicate that grants or

Jower-interest loans were not provided in order to make the limited funds available to-more

mumc;pahties “That'is, to the extent Eaans are sabsmized by the state the repaymem stream will
fund fewer future Toans. ' - : : :
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- 8. - The SDWA authorizes states to provide loans tonon-governmental entities to.plan,
daszcn construct or modify: public water systems. - Exam;ﬂes of non- Oovemmental OWNErs are
mobile and manufactured:home. parks private schools and apartment. comp}exes who own the
public.water system serving the site (instead of the sﬂe bﬂmv connected to a mummpai water
system). - -However, DOA. and . DNR - indicate : that Iaans umdar the bﬂ} are hmitad to. local
govemments because: (a) genarai obligation bands cannot be used. for private. pur;;oscs {under
the: internal-improvements:clause of the: Wisconsm Constztutmn) -and (b) the limited avmiable
funds should be used primarily to meet local government needs. If loans would be made. to
private owners, the state would have to provide another form of state match to federal funds,
such as.a direct.GPR a‘ppmpriation However, the bill: would authorize the program to provide
a-doan to-the owner (whether or-not .a iocai govemment) for certain acquisition of land or a
conservation’ easement to protect: the. source of. the water sysi;ﬁm from contamination . or, to
zmglement source water protection measures. The bill aisc mcludes a separate. pmvzsion under
the: Wlsconsm Housmg and ﬁconoxmc Devsiopmem' Authomy m prov1de a. safa drmkmo water_
Ioan guarantee ;pmeram for pnvam party bﬁrrowers IORRERE "

G O The rcquiremant tha{ a '_cal govemmcnt subnm a neﬂce of mtent to apply for
ﬁnancxai asmstance under-the ‘program at least six months before the baomnmg of the fiscal
biennium in. which-it will. request to receive fundmg would require all.local governments that
apply for financial assistance for 1997-99 to submit a notice of intent to apply by December 31
1996. In future biennia a local government that applies for financial assistance in the second year
‘of the biennium would have to have submitted a notice of intent to apply 18 months before that
syear: - While. under the bill; all 1997-99. apphcams could sub:mt a-written, request 10 DNR for a
swaiver of the requirement, a modification could be made to the bill to require a local government
R (o subxmt a motice-of-intent to apply t:Je:
(mstead of })efore the bmnmum) :

10, BNR anci Z}OA anncipate that the ﬁrst pmgram 1oans c:ould be made in the fall
of 1998 if: {a} enabling. leglslauon is-effective in August 1997; (b). }ecal gﬁvemmems submit
notices of intent to- apply. by December 31; 1997,..and. apphcauﬂns by Apnl 30, 1998; (c)
administrative. rules are finalized in 1998, as mqmred before the state submits an apphcanon to
EPA for the federal cap:tahxatmn grant; {d) DNR es{abhshes a priority list. that ranks. _project
applications in accordance with the rules; and {e). mensm obiams approval of the $41. 3 million
federal cap1tahzat10n grant for federal fiscal year 1997 by September 30, 1998.

_ Ii Urzder the bill, DNR may expf:rzance difﬁcuhy in promuI 0atmg acinumstratwe ruiﬁ:s
in time to Obtam approval of the $41.5 million EPA grant for federal fiscal year 1997 by the
September 30, 1998, EPA deadline. While DNR had earlier believed that it could submit the
federal grant application to EPA before state administrative rules are finalized, the Department
recently learned that it will need to finalize rules before the state can submit an application to
EPA for the federal fiscal year 1997 grant;..DNR must submit. the application by July or August
of 1998, in order.to meet the approval deadline. If. EPA. does not approve Wisconsin's
application by the deadline, the state will-lose the 1997 grant. Th_e application must include the
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prmnty list ranking of projects. Under the bill, the rules would contain ‘criteria for establishing
przonty list rankings for projects. ‘After the rules’ are finahzed DNR would ‘establish a priority
hst that ranks apphcat;ons according to the criteria: This’ means that the rules must be finalized
no later than May or June of 1998 in order for DNR to-use the ‘priority list criteria to’ establish
a priority list 1o subn'm ‘with the apphcatmn “This timeline would provide about'eight months
to promulﬁate rules: Tt could be a.rcued that: em&wency rule authority - is required in order to
ensure that the state wﬁl ba able tc abtam the 1997 federal grant by the September 30, 1998
dead}me S

120 The authonzatwn for’ DNR and DOA 1o make certain tremsfers between the clean
water fund” and the' 'safe “drinking ‘water loan’ precram would redquire the Governor’s prior
appmval The present value subsidy limits set by the biennial budget bill would effectively limit
the amount of reallocation between the two pmcrams A changs n the present value subs:dy
limit would reqmre a statutory chanve PR ST i i

130 Dema.nd 13 expected to' be szvmﬁcantly higher than avaﬁabie proorarn funds DNR )
' esmmates ‘that statewide needs for’ drmkmc’ water: system 1mprovements to-comply. with SDWA '
reqmrements over the next 20" years Will exceed $1.5 billion. The estimated $72.77 million in
federal and state fundmg for the provram durmg I997 99 W111 fund a smail pomon of the
demand ) . : EE S

140 Some wouid axgue that the program shouid mc}ude ‘d-Tevenue bond cempcnent
_'sxrmiar to the existing ‘clean water fund; in order to-leverage ‘additional funds for low-interest.
Joans ‘to Tocal governments. However, such an expansion would require significant i increases in

generai cbhganon bondmcr authorxty with assacmted GPR debt service costs, to-pay the'costsof -

" the ‘state subsidy of loans (that.is;. the difference: between the revenue bond: market interest: rate
and the lower rate that would be charged to local govemments) and a reserve fund to secure
3revenue ‘bond issuances. “For example; if $100 ‘million in révenue bonds would be authorized,
an addmonal $28 6 zmlhon in general obhgation bondmg authority would be required: above the
$22 mzlimn provzded in'the bﬁl (:assummg the 7% revenue: bond ‘market rate used by theclean
water fund’ for piannmﬂ purposes) to provide a total of $50.6 million-in -general ebhwanan
bondmg authomty ($12:13 ‘million” associated wzth the - federal program and ~§38.47 million
‘associated with the revenue bond program) 'GPR debt service costs associated with the interest .
subsidies under the Tevenue bond program would be approximately $3.5 million annually for 20
years. The present value subsidy limit would need to be increased from the $18 million provided
'under the blli to $38 8 mﬂhon Total pm;ect fundmv under thls scenano wouid be $161 nnihon

ALTERNATIVES TG BiLL

1.7 Approve the Governor’s recommendation to create a safe drmkmg water Toan
program and provide: (a) $12,130, 000 i in general obligation bonding’ authority to reflect ¢urrent
estirnates of the federal capitalization g orant for federal fiscal years 1997 through 1999 (instead
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of the $22,000,000 provided in the bill) with a GPR sum-sufficient appropriation for debt service
costs; (b) present value subsidy limit of $18,600,000 in 1997-99 (instead of the $18,000,000
provided in the bill); {¢) specification of eligible and ineligible projects; (d) loans with an interest
rate of 55% or 33% of market rate; (e} other qualifying types of financial assistance; (f) a set
aside of up to 15% for other eligible activities; (g) a set aside of up to 10% for certain activities;
(h) authorization to spend up to 2% of the federal grant for technical assistance to public water
systems serving 10,000 or fewer persons; (i) procedures for accepting and approving applications,
establishing a priority list and funding list, and finalizing financial agreements; (j} specified duties
of DNR; (k) authorization for DOA to audit or contract for: audit of projects that receive
assistance under the program; and (1) allowance of certam transfers between the clean water fund
and the safe drmkmg water loan program. :

In additien maka a technic:ai correction to- fcqﬁire a municipality to submit a notice to
DNR of itsintent to appiy for financial assxstance at Ieast szx mc;mhs before the fiscal year in
which it wﬂi receive ﬁnancxal assistance. - T

o Aﬁéénaﬁ?e 1 ' BR

1" 1997-39 Bonding (Change to Bill)~ -sa,.s&é,igqe
2. In addmon to Alternative 1, authorzze DNR to promulvate emergency rules for the

pregram wzthou{ 2 ﬁndznw ef emergerzcy

30 In adchtmn 10 Alternatwe I or 2 create a revenue bond program component that

-includes the follnwmv pmvzsmns (2) authorize $100,000,000 in revenue bond authority for safe .~

drmkmg water 103:13 (byincrease veneral obhwanon bondma authority by 328 600,000 to ‘provide
total authority of $50.600,000; and (c) increase the present value subsidy limit for 1997-99 from
$18,000,000 ro $38,800,000. .

Alternative 3 BR

1997-99 Bonding {Change to Bil) $128,600,000
4, Maintain current law.

Alternative 4 BR

1997-99 Bonding (Change to Bill) - 822,000,000

Prepared by: Kendra Bonderud
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. . Senator Jauch
.. Representative Linton

CLEAN WATER FUND

Safe D}iﬁking:_Waiér_ Grani?rogram {LFB P__a_per.#zéb‘] '.

s Mot.io_n:

. Move to. cre:ate a grant pmgram under the safe d.rmkmg wat.er 1oan program mcludmg the
followmg prevzswns : : L

a. . vazda up to- 5% of the available funds in each fiscal y'eér for grants to iocal '
governments. that meet. {:enam criteria. (This would prov;de up to approximately $3.6 million" .
in 1997-99.)

b. Direct that a municipality would be eligible for a grant equal to up to 20% of the
costs to plan, design, construct or modify public water systems to comply with the federal Safe
Drinking Water Act if both of the following conditions apply: (1) the project is for a public water
system that regularly serves fewer than 10,000 persons; and (2) the mummpahty meets the criteria
for disadvantaged communities that DNR would promulgate in administrative rules under the bill.
--For remaining project costs, the mumc:lpaiity would bc ehglblc fcr @ loan at an interest rate of
: "33% Qf the markst rate L S e - . '

c. Mamtam the reqmrement in the biH that DNR and DOA fund projects in the order
that they appear on the funding list. Direct that if a pmject is allocated funding and meets the
two grant eligibility criteria, then DOA shall allocate grant funds to the project, up to 20% of the
project costs, and up to the 5% of available funds fer the fiscal year -

d.  Increase the presemt value subsidy limit fqr 1997-99 by _$_2,400,00G.

Note:

The safe drinking water loan program proposed in the bill does not include a grant
component. The bill would authorize the program to provide loans with an interest rate of 33%
of market interest rate to municipalities that meet criteria for disadvantaged communities. The
33% of market rate loans are available for projects to plan, design, construct or modify public
water systems. Federal law authorizes states to allocate up to 30% of the federal capitalization

Motion #1548 (over)



grant‘in‘each fiscal year to disadvantaged communities, including interest rates as low as 0% of

'-"';narke't' rate and-forgiveness of principal.
The motion would allocate up to 5% of the estimated $72.77 million in available federal

and state funds durmg 1997-99 to grants, which equais approx;mately 6% of the estimated $60.64
million in federal capitalization grants during 1997-99. In subsequent biennia, up to 5% of

available funds in each fiscal year would be allocated to grants.”

The motion would allocate funds to projects in the same order as under the bill, including
the requirement that 15% of available funds would be reserved for projects that serve fewer than
10,000 persons and that no single local government could receive more than 25% of the present
value subsidy limit for the biennium. However, if a progect which is allocated funding serves
'fewer than 10,000 persons and meets the affordability criteria, it could receive a grant of up to
20% of: pro;ect costs, and a loan at 33% of the market mterest rate for the remaxmng ‘project
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Senator Cowles

CLEAN WATER FUND

Clean Water Fund Eligibility

Motion:

Move to limit a community with a population under 2,500 located on Highway 42 and on
an outlying water from qualifying for anything less than a market rate loan under the Clean
Water Fund for wastewater treatment expansion and sewer extension or interception over one

mile in length during the 1997-99 biennium.
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Representative Albers

CLEAN WATER FUND

Clean Water Fund Eligibility

. Mgiibz;:'
~ Move to make the f{)iiqwiﬁg changes to the clean water fund:

1. Change the deﬁmuon of medaan household income for a sanitary district that: (a) has

boundaries that are not contiguous with a town, village or city; and (b) indicates on its clean .
water fund apghcatmn that it has a population of 2,500 or less. For sanitary districts that meet -

these two criteria, specify that DNR may not use U.S. Census information when the I}epanment'
determines the median household income, but rather, must use non-Census data submitted by the -
sanitary district with its application that the sanitary district has obtained from a third party.

2. . Direct that DNR promulgate administrative rules to glve higher priority than under
the current ruies to projects serving more than one municipality if all of the following are met:
(a) each municipality served by the project has a population of 2,500 or less; (b) at least one of
the mummpahtles has a wastewater treatment system that can not be used because of existing
failures of the system; (c) the municipalities served by the project are submitting an application
for a new, Jemt venture system ‘that would serve the mumc;pahtzes, and (d) at least one of the .
mumczpalltles served by t.he pro;e:ct has been ordered to upgrade a current system. i

Note:

Eligibility for financial hardship assistance under the clean water fund is based on the
following two criteria: (a) the median household income of the municipality must be 80% or less
of the median household income of the state; and (b) the estimated total annual charges per
residential user in the municipality that relate to wastewater treatment would exceed 2% of the
median household income in the municipality without hardship assistance. "Median household
income” is statutorily defined as the median household income determined by the U.S. Census
Bureau as adjusted by DNR to reflect changes in household income since the most recent federal
census. For municipalities that are sanitary districts, DNR obtains median household income
information by: (a) obtaining a map of the district boundaries from the sanitary district; (b)
gathering census block data from the DOA demographics office; and (c) providing census block
numbers to the U.S. Census Bureau to obtain a special tabulation of median household income
for the sanitary district. The motion would prohibit DNR from using census information when

Motion #790 (over)



““determining the median household income for certain sanitary districts and would require DNR
to use non-census information provided by the sanitary district that was prepared by a third party.

DNR administrative rules establish a priority ranking system which scores each project.
The priority ranking system is based on the type of pmject the impact of the project on pubiic
health, the impact of the project on water quahty and the population served by the project. The
proportion of the ‘total priority score associated  with each of the four criteria factors 1s
approximately: project type, such as c:c}mphance maintenance or unsewered projects (65%), water
quality (18%), human health (13%) and population {(4%). The motion would require DNR to
promulgate administrative rules that give Eugher prmmy than currently to certain joint projects
undertaken by more than one’ “municipality.” “Currently, projects that include two or more
municipalities tend to receive a hagher priority score than exther wouid mdependently {mainly

" related to. humaa heaith and water quahty cntena)
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o .;:that :hey aPPﬁar on thc fundmg list. _D"

Senator Jauch
Representative Harsdorf

_ CLEAN WATER FUND

Move 10 create a grant progmm uader the safe dnnkmg water loan ;:rogram mclndmg thc
following provisions:

B A Prowde up o 5% of the avaﬂable funds in‘each’ ﬁscal year for grants to local

| go&érnments that mcct ccrtam entema (Tms wauld prowdc up to appmxunatcly 33 6 rmlhcm _

in’ 1997 99)

L .b Dlrﬁct that ‘a mumcxpahty weuld be: ehglblc for a grani: cqual to up. to 20% of the : '_
_casts to pian, dcs1gn, construct or mgdlfy pubhc water sysiems 10 comply wzth thc fedﬂra} Safe -

Drmk:mg Water Act 1f both of the foﬂowmg condmens apply: (1) the pro;ect is for a pubhc water
_system that regularly sewcs fewer than 10, 000 persons and {2) the mummpaht‘y megts the criteria
for dlsadvantagad communities that I)NR wonid promuigate in adrmmstrauve rxﬁes under the bill.
For remaining pro;ect costs, the mumczgahty wouid be ehgabie fm‘ loan at an’ mtarest rate of

33% of the ma:ket rate, -

.. ©.. . -Maintain the requirement in the bill that DNR and DOA fund projects in the order . .
rect that if a p_m]ect is allocated fundmg and meets thﬁ-'_'.._' ’

two grant ehgibﬂxty criteria, then. DOA shall aﬁec_ e -grant funds to the pI'DjCCt, up to 2{)% of the
project costs, and up to the 5% of available funds for the fiscai yca:

d Increase the present valuc subsuiy lmut for 1997 99 by $2 400 000

o Further provxdae a laan at a {)% mterest rate ef $1 3 mﬂhon from tha ’Wlsconsm Fund to
a project. that is. a “faﬂed innovative / alternative technoiogy “modification / repiacement
progects" that recclvcd wntten approvai of chgibﬁ:ty under 40 CFR' 35, 2032 from the DNR dated
prior to December IO 1996, and that reqmms the censtrucneﬂ of addmonal mfrastructuxe to
eliminate groundwaicr dzscharge of efﬂuem and estabhsh a new suxface water outfail Specify
that if the: project receives ﬁnanmai assxstancc from ihe U S EPA the pro;;cct shall repay ‘the lean
to the state. If the project does not receive the EPA grant, the loan wouki be forgwen

Transfer $1.3 million general obligation bonding authority from the Clean Water Fund to

the Wisconsin Fund if DNR and DOA determine. it.is necessary to retain sufficient general
obligation bondmg authanty fo;: the Wxscensm Fund

Motion #1580 " (oven)




Note:

The safe drinking water loan program proposed in the bill does not include a grant
component. The bill would authorize the program to provide loans with an interest rate of 33%
of market interest rate to municipalities that meet criteria for disadvantaged communities. The
33% of market rate loans are available for projects to plan, design, construct or modify public
water systems. Federal law authorizes states to allocate up to 30% of the federal capitalization
_grant in each fiscal year to disadvantaged communities, mcludmg interest rates as low as 0% of
 market rate and forgiveness of principal.

... ...The motion would allocate up to, 5% of the estimated $72.77 million in available federal
_: _and state funds durmg 1997 99 to- grants, which equals ayproxzmate:}y 6% of the estimated $60.64
frruﬁwn in federal capltahzation ‘grants during 1997:99. In subsequcnt blenma, np t,o 5% ef
available funds in each fiscal ycar woﬂld be ailocated to grants

i T‘ha motmn weuld aﬁﬁcate funds to prajacts in tha same order as under the blB mciudmg
_ thc requlzemcnt that 15% of available funds would be rcserved for pro;ects ‘that serve. fewer than
10,000 persons and that no smgle 1ocal govemmcni could receive more than 25% of the prescnt
::valnc subsuiy hrmt for thc blenmnm However, if a pro;ect winch is aﬁocated fundmg serves

-fewer than 10 060 persons and meets the afferdabﬂlty criteria, it couid receive a grant of up to
20% of project costs, and a loan at 33% of the market interest rate for the remammg pmjcct
COStS.

: '”and when, the pro;ect recewes an EPA grant if the progect do:-:s not Teceive: the federal grant. thc S
state loan would be fOfgiVCﬂ DNR zndxcates that the Lake Tomahawk Samtary Sasmct is thc
only pro;ect that meets t.he cntena 1n thxs mot:on o :

The Wxsconsm Fund is the yrcdccessor wastewatcr treatment financial assistance program
10 thc c,iean watcr fund. Itis campiﬁtmg constructxon of pmjects under thc program If DNR
Wiscansm Fund that genera} obhgatlon bondmg authonty would be used for the pmject 'If DNR
~and DOA determine that there is not sufficient general obhgatzon bondmg authomy in the
Wisconsin. Fund, then they wguld be authonzed to transfer $1. 3 million of gcnca:ai Qbhganen
bonding authomy from the clean water fund to the Wisconsin Fund. If that is needed, it is
‘possible that there might be msufﬁc1ent genm‘ai obhgatzon bondmg authonty for aﬁ expccted
projects durmg 1997-99.
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CLEAN WATER FUND

5#mmary items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Title

,.,nvxronmental Improvamem Fund
Clean Water Fund Bonding

f‘iean Water: ‘Fund Debt Service
’dean Water Fund Present Value Subsxdy Lzrmt




37 Madsﬁcatzons to Physxczan and' Health Care Prowder Loan Asmstance Programs
(Paper #250)
38 Development Zone Program Changes (Paper #251) :
- Development Zones Tax Credits (Paper #252)






