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June 1, 1999 Joint Committee on Finance =~  Paper 4915
Transportatlon Fund Cond:twn Statement (DOT - Transportatmn Fmanee)

[LFB 1999- 01 Badget Summary Page 574 #1}

At the nme the Govcmor submltted AB 133 thc transportatmn fu.nd had an . ﬂpemng
balance projected at $9, 997 800 and an estimated closing baiance of $6,010,500. Since that time,
the Department of Transportatmn (DOT) has reestimated: r@venues, our:office has reviewed those
reestimates and the Committee has taken some action affecting the transportation fund. As a

-result, “the - closing ‘balance. for . 1999-01 has been: reestimated at $16,821,400. . The detail
: supportmg that reestimate is- dlsplay&d in the foilowmg fund condition statement.
N 1999.90 2990»01' -
Unappropriated Balance, July 1 . "-525;553,‘5{)0* - '$29,467,800
- :Motor Fuez Tax o ssaz 9 [ '2{39“_' SULTTLLSg24412400 0
- Vehiclé Registration Fees 360; {368 000 362,115,500
Less Revenue Bond Debt Service ~92.601,500 -101,472,500
Driver’s License Fees . . . 30,941,300 31,479,600
Miscellaneous Motor Vehicle Fees 14,558,200 14,866,300
Aeronautical Taxes and Fees 9,867,100 93792,6()0
Railroad Revenue o _11 952 100 ~12,229,500
Motor Carrier Fees 13,306,200 3,566,200
Investment Earnings 7,228,000 7,178,000
Miscellaneous Revenue 12,036,000 13,913,900

"I‘otal Annual Revenues
Total Available

Appropriations. and Reserves
DOT Appmpnai:wns
Other Agency Approprtaimns

Less Estimated Lapses
Compensation and Other Reserves -
o Net Appfopnat;ons and Resewes

Unappmpnated Baiance June 30
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$1,160,271,600

$1,185,825,200

$1,138,705,500

16,774,500

" 43,000,000
3,877,400

$1,156,357,400

$29,467,800

$1,177,991,300

$1,207,439,300

$L,161 373,200
17435600

" -3, 906 000

$1,190,637,900

516,821,400
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Opening Balance |

The current projected opening balance of $25,553,600 for 1999-00 is $15,555,800 higher
than previously: projected due to higher estimates of total projected revenues in 1998-99 and
lower than projected debt service payments on outstanding transportation revenue bonds. The
changas ifi estimated 1998-99 revenues are, as follows: (a) a $11,400,000 increase in the estimate
of motor vehicle fuel tax revenues, due to higher than pro}ected fuel consumption; (b) a
$3.097.800 increase in the ‘estimate of ‘motor vehicle registration revenues, due to greater than
projected registrations and title transactions and lower than projected debt service costs on
transportation revenue bonds, ‘Which has the effect of "increasing registration fee revenues
deposited to the fund; (c) a $2,506,700 increase in the estimate of investment earnings, due
primarily to higher than pro;ected cash balances in the transportation fund; and (d) a $1,448,700
decrease m the estzmate of aeronautlcal and raliraad ;)toperty tax revenucs due pnmarﬂy to.

: Matar Vahxcie Fuei Tax Revenues

Based on 1998-99 projectmns ‘motor: vehlcle fuei tax coilfzctzons wﬁi comprise 68 9% of
transportation fund revenues. ‘Over the 1999-01 biennium; fuel tax revenues-are estimated to-be
$7.8 million lower than the amounts originally included in the bill. When the bill was submitted,
the motor fuel tax rate was 25.4 cents per gallon and the rate on April 1, 1999, was projected to
increase. to.25.8. cents per galion, which has occurred. However, one of the factors leading to
lower pm_}ected revenue relative to earlier projections is that the reestimated fuel tax rates,

~ effective in: Aprzi 2000 and. April,. 2001 are below thc ratas origmally esumated due to Iower._ o
s '_’_mﬂat;oxz pmjectwns for 1999 and 2000 TR S e

Changes in Estimated Fuel Tax Rates L

Tax Rate as o :Ongmai Revised

. ofApdll - Estimate Estmate . Difference
1999 | 258¢ 258¢ (Actaal). .. 0.0¢
2000 264 %3 . -0l

2001 271 269 -0.2

A two-factor indexing formula, consisting of prior-year inflation and changes in prior-
year consnmptxon existed prior 1o 1997 Act 27, which remeved the consumption adjustment
factor, effective with the April 1, 1998, indexing calculation. As a result, the fuel tax rate is
indexed, on April I of each year, only by the rate of .inflation. in. the prf:vmus calendar year.
When AB 133 was submitted; the April 1, 2000, and April 1, 2001, tax rate estimates shown in
the above table were based on an inflation factor of 2.4% for calendar year 1999 and 2.7% for
calendar year 2000. Since the bill 'was introduced, inflation ‘projections for 1999 and 2000 have
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“been lowered to 2. 0% for 1999 and 2.4% for 2000, using April, 1999, mﬁatmn estimates frorn
' Standard and Poor S DRI whlch resuits in the Iower estzmate of fuei tax rates

~Relative to earlier estimates, consumption of taxable’ gailons of motor: fuei is expected to
~be slightly lower in the biennium, which also explainssome of the reduction in fuel tax revenue.
The - following table indicates ‘the pm}ected censumption of taxabie gailons of  motor: fnel
compared with DOT’s original estimates. : S -

* Taxable Gallons of Motor Fuel

(Gail‘on__s in Millions)

* Fiscal '“Originai Revised ~7 - Percent
o Y’e'ar“ Esﬂmate Esﬁmate " Difference Chafasze
"""-*1993—99;'--‘:- ' 30522 R 3,0_96;7 s 'i'.46%"

1999-00° - “3,0930° 30985 - 55 . 018 *

2000-01  3,1343 3,118.4 -15.9 -0.51

_ Wblle consumpnon of ‘motor vehicle fuel is expected to be’ greater in 1998-99 ‘than
mlt;aily pmjected DOT's econometric ‘model forecasts that the size of those increases will not be
¢ sustained in 1999-00 and 2000-01. Among the factors contributing to the lower growth are the
¥ return. to hxgher fuel pm:es and a newer, more fue} efﬁcmm ﬂeet of vehlcles resultmg from a .

V_ehlcle R’eglstration-Reiated' Reven_ue a

‘Gross vchxsle reg;stratmn revenue is pmjected to be $1, 728,000 hlgher than origmaﬂy _

' esnmated far 1998 99 but is expected 10 be $1, 950,400 lawer than or;gmaiiy estimated for the

1999-01 bzennmm Gross regzstrauon revenue includes base reglstranon revenue; as well as

other registration-related revenue, including late fees, title fees; renewal of inspection and
maintenance registrations and other minor revenue sources.

Rf:}anve to earher esnmates, basé vehicle reglstratwn rcve:nues are pro;ccted to remain
the same in the biennium ($300,000 higher in 1999200 and $300,000 lower in 2000-01). Overall,
base registration revenues are estimated to increase by 5% in 1999-00, primarily due to biennial
_ reg;stratmns and silghtly over k% in ZDO{%OI Removzng the effcct of biennial reg;stratmns
the other base registration revenues are forecast to grow by 3.2% in 1999-00 and 2.9% i in 2000-
01.

The primary reduction in other registration revenues, compared with earlier estimates, is
a decrease in the amount of late fee revenue that is projected to be collected in the biennium.
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Relative to the earlier estimate, current projections reduce the amount of revenues expected from
registration late fees by $951 400 i in 1999-00 and. $4’75 760 in 20()&-01 . The vehicle regzstratton
late fee was first effective in October, 1998. DOT indicates that the current estimate has been
- adjusted based on: {a) early actual data, which is:-lower than initially anticipated; (b) an earlier
_than-anticipated change in registrant. behavior. to. pay:the fee on-time;: and (¢) a lower than
_anticipated number of registrants attempting.to :avoid the late fee by paymg at a DOT service
center, and as a result, incurring a DOT counter service fee. : L

DOT is also projecting title fee revenue amounts that are $300,000 lower in 1999-00 and
$200,000 lower in 2000-01 than-the estimates reflected in the bill. This reflects a projected
return to a level of titling activity that.is:more consistent with the historical trend, rather than the
higher than normal increase in vehicle title transfers that occurred in 1998.

. Earlier. Committee action alsa affected DOT’s registration revenues; as follows: (a)
revenue: mcreases of $170, 000 in. 1999- O{} and $289 000 in 290{)-01 asseczated with denying the
Govemor ] recommendatmn to repeal the financial institution registration and title transaction
fee;. and (b)::a revenue decreasc of $482, 3(}0 in 2000-01- associated with the transfer of the
registration and t1thng of certain mobile homes o the Depaxtment of Commerce

A minor adgustment in debt service on transportauon revenue bonds, whxch is reflected as

a reduction to registration revenues, accounts for a further reduction in net registration revenues.

Debtservice is expected to be $2,000 higher in 1999-00 and $20,300 higher in 2000-01 to reflect

_.the addmonal bonémg mclnded m the Buﬂdmg Ccsmzmsswn s 1999431 statc buzldmg program
_ recommendat;ons - o

: :Other Revenues

Based on updated mformauoa on actuai coilecuons current forecaats of changes in the
statewide average tax rate and the incorporation of the acirmmstratzon s estimated fiscal effect of
extending. the cempuier exemption to this property, the revennes a.ssociated with the ad valorem
taxes on aeronautics and railroad propezty are pre;gected \:0 be hagher by (2) $1,202, 6{30 in 1999-
00 and $8{§2 400 in. 2900 01 for. aeronautzcs pmperiy, and (b) 3862 4{}0 in 1999-00 and. $497 500
in 2(}00 (}1 for rm}road property _ :

DOT’s current estimates inclide increases in investment earnings of $1,353,000 in 1999-
00 and $1,352,000 in 2000-01, compared with earlier projections. The increase is primarily due
E{) hlgher projected fund balances dae to recent increases in, the total transportatmn budget

An szarher action by the C‘ommzttae to delete the Gevernor s recommendatzon related to
thlrduparty dravez: Elcense testing resuited ina $6€} 000 i mcreasa in est;mated driver’s license fees
in 2000-01.
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Appropriations and Reserves

The appropriation of transportation funds during the 1999-01 biennium has been affected
by the following actions of the Committee, which total to an increase in expenditures of $98,200
in 1999-00 and $656,700 in 2000-01: (a) a reestimate of the motor fuel tax revenue sum
sufficient appropriations and the corresponding transfers to the water resources, snowmobile and
all-terrain vehicle accounts of the conservation fund that will increase expenditures by $521,800
in 1999-00 and $880,800 in 2000-01; (b) a decrease of $62,700 in 2000-01 associated with the
transfer of the registration and titling of certain mobile homes to the Department of Commerce;
(¢) a decrease of $64,900 in 2000-01 associated with a modification to the Governor’s
recommendation to provide trauma center funding; and (d) executive action on a portion of
DOT’s 1999-01 budget that reduced expenditures by $423, 6()0 in 1999-00 and $96,500 in 2000-
01.

Based on recent trends in the value of terminal prct)erty and current forecasts of the
statewide average tax rate, it is estimated that the amounts needed to fund the sum sufficient -
appropriation for the terminal tax distribution will be’ higher than the amounts in the bill by
$190,800 in 1999-00 and $201,900 in 2000-01.

In addition to these appropriation changes, a minor adjustment to DOT's estimate of the
- reserves necessary to fund increases in pay plan, risk management, space rental and various other
© DOA chargeback services, including payments for municipal services, appears to be warranted.
“ 1t is estimated the reserve amounts could be reduced by $14,000 in 1999-00 and $31,100 in
2000-01 to reflect a smaller increase in the amount that DOA will charge back to DOT for
. payments made to municipalities for municipal services provided to DOT facilities.

Summary

As a result of the preceding revisions by DOT, this office and actions of the Committee,
the original estimates of transportation fund revenues are increased by $3,164,600 in 1999-00
and reduced by $6,717,000 in 2000-01. The revised estimates of transportation fund revenues
equal $1,160.3 million in 1999-00 and $1,178.0 million in 2000-01. Changes to appropriations
and reserves result in total estimated appropriations and reserves of $1,156.4 million in 1999-00
and $1,190.6 million in 2000-01. Given the estimated opening balance of $25,553,600,
combining the revised estimates of revenues and appropriations produces June 30 closing
balances estimated at $29,467,800 in 1999-00 and $16,821,400 in 2000-01.

Prepared by: Al Runde
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Maip, Suite 301 » Madison, Wi 33703 (608).266-3847 » Fax: (608)267-6873"

June 1, 1999 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #916

Federal H_ighwziy Aid (DOT -- Transportation Finance)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 575, #2]

CURRENTLAW

The federal government provides highway aid to the states in the form of authorization to
obligate funds from the federal highway trust fund. The authorization is approved on a multi-
year basis; but Congress annualiy limits how much of that authonzation can be. ebhgated The
limit that is place on obligation authority. determines the spendabie ameunt of federal hxghway
aid.

The state budgcts for federal h1ghway aid by estzmatmg the tetai amount af abhgatxon g x

ﬁscai years of the blenmum This funcilng is apportmﬁed amnng various FED appropuat;ons in
DOT. The amounts in the Chapter 20 appropriations schedule reflect the intent of the
Legislature on how. these funds should be spent, but DOT may spend more or less than the
appropriated amount if the total amount of federal highway aid is more. ot less than the amount
estimated. If the difference between the amount estimated and the amount received exceeds 5%,
.then DOT must submit:a plan to the Joint Committee.on Finance for adjusting the Department's
appropriations to reflect the revised federal aid amount. The Committee may appreve or modify
and approve this pian : S . -

GOVERNOR

Reestimate federal highway aid at $484,858,300 in 1999-00 and $495,681,200 in 2000-
01. The following table shows, by appropriation, how the bill would allocate federal aid during
1999-01. The first column shows the modified base level for each appropriation. The base
includes the amounts apprepnated by 1997 Act 27 (tctahng $345 000,000), plus: (a) $500,000
provuied for railroad crossmg 1mprovement by the Joint Comm1ttee on Fmance at'its September
1998, meeting under s. 13.10; (b) the allocation of $120,000,000 in 1999 federal aid and
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$7,092,000 in 1998“federal aid by DOT’s plan fer allocatmg amounts that the state rccezved
above the amounts appropriated for 1998-99 by 1997 Act 27; and (¢) 1999-00 si:andarei budget
adjustments. The second and third columns show the funding recommended by the Governor for
each year.

Base Pius .

Standard Budget Governor
Appropriation Ad;ustment 1999-00 2000-01
Rail Passenger Sérificé o . S o $3 ﬂ’?l 300' - $33413(30 | $3,675,400
Local Bridge Improvement . ... L 26,288,200, 26,288,200 26,288,200
Local Transportation Facility Improvement T URT137700 0 71,379,700 71,379,700
Transportation Enhancements Grants ot oo 6,248,000 6,248,000 - 6,248,000
Railroad Crossing Improvement : L 3549300 . 3549300 3,549,300
Surf_ace Transportation Grants _ 2,720,000 2,720,000 2,720,000
Congestion Mitigation/ Air Quality Improvement 12,498,500 12,498,500 - 12,498,500
Major Highway Development | 55,620,100 57,328,100 57,948,500
State Highway Rehabilitation . ... - ...274408700 . 283,280,100 - 292,828,300
: _Hzghway Maintenance and Trafﬁc Operatmns e 880_,_000" 1,194900 __1,19&;606 o

Highway Administration and Planning =~~~ 5300000 ~ 5700400 - 5700400
‘Deparimental Management and Operations = " 8,530,700 8,802,700 - 8,796,100
Motor Vehicle Emzsswn Inspectxon

SR and Mamtenance o 2052 690 2,528,000 2,854,800
_TQ.'.I_’__AL L T T $472 547, 100 | $484,858,300 $495,681,200

BISCUSSIGN POINTS

i 1 " The amount’ estimated in the bﬂl for federal ﬁscal year. (FFY) 200(3 s $19 9 mﬁimn
above the - $465,i3 million ‘the state will receive in FFY 1999, and the amount estifnated for FFY
2001 is $30.7 million above the FFY 1999 amount. Total federal ‘highway aid in state
appropriations in 1998-99 is higher than the $465.0 million amount because some FFY 1998
highway aid was appropriated in 1998-99. Consequently, the total above-base increase provided in
DOT's federal hzg,hway aid approprxaﬂons by the bill is $12.3 million in 1999-00 and $23.1 million
n2000-0L -

2 Thf; currant multx~year federal transpartatwn authonzaim act, tltied the
Transportatmn Equzty Act for the Zist Century ('I’EA«»Z}) includes a provision ‘that automaﬂcaﬂy
Increases state aid amounts if revenue Teceipts in the federal lughway trust fund exceed amounts

estimated by the act, - The Pmszdﬁni s FFY 2000 budget whsch was submxtted m Febmary, estimates
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* that this provision will result in an addztxonai $1.5 billien for the highway program, Because of this
“increase, Wisconsin may receive more federal hlghway aad in FFY 26()0 than is f:sumated under the
bill. : : :

“3. “Based on federal h1ghway trust fund ‘revenue estimates dorie” by the Office of
' 'Managemfmt and Budget (OMBY, Wisconsin would receive $502.5 million’ in FEY" 2000, which

‘would be $17.6 million hzgher than ‘the 1999-00 amotnt in the bill. Based on‘projéctions of future

receipts to the federal highway trust fund, the state would receive $503.6 million in FFY 2001,
~ which would be $7.9million hxgher thian the 2@(){} 01 amotint in the bill. These ﬁgures are based on

“an’ assumption’ that TEA-21 provisions related to the’ dlsmbutmn of revenue increases to the:states
' are not changed “In addition; these estimates ‘assurmie that the' state will receive an amount of the
increase that is proportional to Wisconsin’s share of the totai arount that would be distributed to the
states wnhoui any revenue increase.

R 4. . » Undser TBA—ZI the. addmonai revenue recelved by the highway trust fund wouid :
» au{omaucaliy be d1stnbuted to. thf:: states accormng o the formulas for appomomng hxghway aid..
.. The President’s budget, however, would distribute a yarnfzfn___of the additional trust fund revenue to

_'other transportangn programs For mstance the Pres tfwou}d provxde addmonal ﬁmdmg for

. traffic safety programs and mass. transit aid. Also, some of the additional funding would be

_ pmwded in the highway program but would be. allocated by the Federal Highway Administration in
4 discretmnary grant pragrams If the Premdents proposai were approved as. subnntted Wzsconsm
_ would receive an estimated $489 2 mi ___-on in FFY 2000 which would be $4.3 mﬂhon more than the
©1999-00 amount inthe bill.

5._ The Congressaonai budg&t resoim;ion fﬂi‘ FFY 2000 agrced to on Apnl 13, 2999 s

' hlghway trust fu,nds wﬂl noi be 1mp}em&nted but rather any of thcse funds wﬁl be dzstnbuted to -
the States pursuant to . .. TEA-21." The final decision on how the additional aid will be distributed,
_howsver will not be. made Lmtzi fedcral appropnamons bills are passed m late summer..

6. If the estunates of federal hlghway aid contamed in the budget bﬂi are oo h;gh or
too low, DOT would adjust encumbrances accordingly and would choose which appropriations to
modify. If the difference is greater than 5%, however, DOT would have to submit a plan to the
Joint Committee on Finance for making the adjustments.

7. Although the Committee would be given the opportunity to reallocate aid if the
amounts actually received differ from the estimates by more than 5%, the difference between the
estimates contained in the bill and the amounts that the state would receive if the full amount of
additional trust fund revenues were distributed using the TEA-21 procedures is less than 5%.

8. Most states, including Wisconsin, typically receive an amount of additional federal
aid, usually in late summer or early fall, from a redistribution of obligation authority that had been
set aside for activities managed by the Federal Highway Administration, such as highway research
contracts, but which was pot fully used. In addition, any federal highway aid that is not used by a
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state. will _be redistributed to .other states. - For FFY 1998, Wisconsin recmved $5.1 million. of
redzstnbuted funds. The estimates of federai air:i for FFY 2000 and FFY 2001 do not include. any
amounts that the state may receive through redistribution in those years.

9. Since DOT. will probably not be required to submit a plan to the Committee for
allocating additlenal aid, even if the estimate of federa.l highway aid in the bill is.not modified, it is
_likely that the Legislature’s only involvement in allocating this aid will be in the budget. Reflecting

a higher level of federal aid in the budget may allow a more. thoreugh examination of competing
priorities for all transportation revenues. Waiting. t.mtli the actual zud armounts are known essentially
precludes any . opportunity to .adjust fundmg levals for programs not-receiving. federal  aid.
-Conversely, if an estimate is used i in the budget that is {00 high, the impact would likely be limited
to those programs using federal aid. :

: _SUMMARY

The bﬂl reﬂects est;mated federal Mghway aid of $484 9 mﬂhon in 1999430 and $495 7
nulhon in 2000-01." Based on currcnt federal law, projections of federal h1ghway trust fund
revenues and Wzsmnsm s current share of natmnmde federal aid, the state could receive as much
as SSGZ 5 million in '1999-00 and $S(}3 6 mxlhon in 2080-01 “These amounts are "$17.6 million
higher in 1999—00 and $7. 9 mxihon hzgher in 2000-01 than the amounts in the bill. These figures
do not mclude any redxstnbunon of federal haghway aid obhgatwn authority ‘The “actual
amounts the state will receive will not be known until after Congress passes the FFY 20(}0 and
FFY 2001 appropriation bills.

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 33703 » (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

June 1, 1999 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #917

Terminal Tax Distribution (DOT -- Transportation Finance)

CURRENTLAW

Taxes paid by any railroad company derived from, or apportionable to, docks, ore yards,
piers, wharves, grain elevators and other terminal facilities are distributed annually from the
transportation fund to the towns, villages and cities in which these facilities are located. The
amounts are calculated and certified by the Department of Revenue, on or before August 15 of

each year.

GOVERNOR

Estimate the annudl payments from the transportation fund for the terminal tax
distribution at-the base level of $855,500 SEG. :
MODIFICATION

Reestimate the sum sufficient payment amounts at $1,046,300 SEG in 1999-00 and
$1,057,400 SEG in 2000-01.

Explanation: Terminal tax payments are calculated by multiplying the value of
terminal storage property held by railroads by the statewide average effective tax rate. Because
the value of terminal storage property held by these companies has grown in recent years and
that growth is anticipated to continue, higher terminal tax payments are estimated for the 1999-
01 biennium. The increase in the estimates ($190,800 SEG in 1999-00 and $201,500 SEG in
2000-01) was previously reflected in the Bureau’s estimated transportation fund condition
statement (Paper #915), so recognizing these amounts will not decrease the balance relative to

the amounts previously reported.
Modification BEG
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bill $392,700

. Prepared by: Al Runde
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TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Finance

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

Itern # Title
3(part) Revenue Bonding for Major Highway Construction and Administrative Facilities

4 Debt Service Reestimate

LFB Summary Item to be Addressed in a Subsequent Paper
Item # Title

5 Ad Valorem Tax Exemption for Computers and Computerized Equipmeﬁt




Transportation

Local Transportation Aid

(LFB Budget Summary Document: Page 578)

LFB Summary Items for Which Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

tem# = Title

1 General Transportation Aid -- Funding ILevel (Paper #925)
2 General Transportation Aid — Municipal Minimum Guarantee (Paper #926)
4 General Transportation Aid -- Local Highway Mileage (Paper #927)
6(part)&
T(part) Mass Transit Operating Assistance — Tier A Funding Level and Formula Changes
(Paper #928)
6(part)&
I(part) Mass Transit Operating Assistance -- Tier B and C Funding Level and Formula
Changes (Paper #929)
8 Mass Transit Operating Assistance -- Local Match Requirements (Paper #930)

- Mass Transit Operating Assistance -~ Basis for Aid (Paper #931)
- Lift Bridge Aid (Paper #932)



Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East-Main, Suite 301 » Madison;, WI 53703 » (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

June 1,1999 - . - Joint Committee on Financé : . - Paper #925

General Transportation Aid -~ Fﬁading- Level
" (DOT -~ Local Transportation Aid)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 578, #1]

CURRENT LAW

Base ﬁlndmg for general transportatlen aid is $326, 483,400 SEG (3247,739,100 for
municipalities and $78,744,300 for counties). Municipalities receive the greater of the amounts
calculated under the share of costs and rate per mile formulas. The aid rate per mile is ‘set at
$1,596 for 1998 and thereafter. Counties receive aid based on the share of costs formula.

Provide increased funding for general transportation aids as follows:

a County Aid. Provide $1, 181 ,200 SEG in 1999-00 and $2,362,300 SEG in 2000-
01 to provide a total of $79,925,500 in 1999-00 and $81,106,600 in 2000-01. Set the calendar
year distribution:-at $81,106,600 for 2000 and thereafter. This represents a 3.0% increase for
calendar year 2000, with no addi-tionai increase for calendar year 2001.

b Mumczpai Azd Prowde $3 522,900 SEG in 1999 0{} and $7.045,800 SEG in
2000 01 to provide a total of $251,262,000 in 1999-00 and $254,784, 900 in 2000-01. Set the
calendar year distribution at $254,784,900 for 2000 and thereafter. This represents a 2.8%
increase for calendar year.2000, with no additional increase for calendar year 2001. DOT
estimates:that this would provide a 3.0% increase for share of costs aid plus provide sufficient
funding for those municipalities with three-year average costs high enough to receive the
proposed 3.0% increase in mileage aid.

Establish the mileage aid rate at $1,644 per mile for calendar year 2000 and thereafter,
- which represents a 3.0% increase. Further, require that payments be made based on the share of
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costs calculation in the event the amounts calcuiated under the share of COS(S and mﬁeage aid
components of the transportation aids formula are the same. fat

DISCUSSION POINTS

N General transportation aid is paid to local governments to assist in the maintenance,
improvement and construction of local roads. The current transportation aid formula was created in
1988. Through 1993; all:municipalities and counties were paid from the same appropriation.
Effective in 1994, separate appropriations were created for counties and municipalities

2. The bill would fully fund the Jast half of calendar year 1999 payments and provide a
3.0% increase for counties and a 2.8% increase for municipalities for calendar year 2000 and
thereafter. The bill would also increase the 1999 mileage aid rate of Sl 596 per mile for
municipalities to $1,644 per mile for calendar year 2000 and thereafter. -

3. During 1999, counties will receive aid at 27.0% of eligible costs and municipalities
will receive aid at 21.3% of eligible costs. Under the bill, it is estimated that counties’ cost-based aid
rate would decrease to 26.6% in 2000 and 25.4% in 2001, while municipalities’ cost-based aid rate
would decrease to 20.9% in 2000 and 19.8% in 2001 (the estimated municipal rate reflects the
proposed increase in. the minimum guarantee from 95% to 98%). The following table shows the
estimated. share of | costs for caiendar year 2000 at various percentage mc;:eases in fundmg and
rmleagf;_ aid rates. . .

Percentage . Estimated Cost~Based Aid Rate in 2000
Increase in Aid S Counties Munlcagaime o
1% - 260% _ 20. 3% _
2 ' 263 207
3 26.6 _ 21.0
4 269 213
4. Some dissatisfaction has been expressed w;th the declmmg cost—based aid rate. From

1991 threugh 1999, this rate has dropped from 30. 1% to 27.0% for ceunues and from 24 1% to
_ 21 3% for munmpahtws _

5. ‘One issue to consider when seiectmg a fundmg policy is- whether a cost- shanng

percentage should control appropriation decisions or whether ‘appropriation. decisions- should be

made based on overall budgetary goals; with the cost»shanng percentage changmg from year to year
based on these goals. : : Sreg .

6. Based on higher-than-anticipated transportation -fund revenues, which were
identified subsequent to introduction of the budget, the Governor has tecommended that general
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transportation aid, mass transit-operating assistance-and-the local road improvement program be
provided with 3% annual increases. This 'would represent increases to $83,539,800 for counties and
$262,826,400 for municipalities in calendar-year-2001. On a fiscal year basis, this would require
increases of $1,216,600 in 2000-01 for counties and $193,200 in 1999-00 and $4,214,000 in 2000-
01 for municipalities, compared to the bill. The mileage aid rates corresponding to a 3% annual
increase would be $1,644 per mile for calendar year 2000 and $1,693 per mile for calendar year
2001 and thereafter.

7. General transportation aid funds are provided on a calendar year basis, with
quarterly aid paymients made in January, April, July and October. Therefore, .only one half of any
calendar year 2001 increase would be paid in 2000-01. The remaining portion of the calendar year
2001 increase would be funded in the next biennium. The following table indicates the annual
funding commitment in the next biennium under various increases in the combined county and
municipal calendar year distributions. i T

Future Year General Transportation Aid Commitments
- Under Various Percentage Increases for Counties and Municipalities

Calendar Year
Distribution Increase - - T Future Funding -
-2 20002001 . ' _ Commitment
o VI % e e e 51,648,700
C 2%12% : v 3,330,100
G 28%025%. oo oo s 4,178,900
3%1,3% e : e 59{}44’10{}

" 4%/4% 6,790,800
5%/5% 8,570,100
6%/6% 10,382,100 -

8. ' State" and federal funding increases for local road ‘aid programs to-assist local

© governments in the ‘maintenance, ‘improvement and construction ‘of local roads ‘have “outpaced
increases ‘in inflation in recent years. However, local road program funding has not kept pace with
the funding increases provided for the major highway development and state highway rehabilitation
programs, due in large partto substantial increases in-federal funding that the state has dedicated to

~these programs. The following table.compares the percentage increases in state and federal funding
for various transportation programs and the Consumer Price Index from 1997 through 2001.
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Percentage Increase in State and Federal Funding
- for Various Transportatxon Programs

(1997-2001) -

T T L | '. ;Governor’s Rc_vised
Programy - - . L - AB133 . Recommendation
Local Road Programs™® 18.7% 21.6%
Mass Transit {Tier A}y - - 259 i 28.6

¢+ Mass Transit (TierB) - : 273 S 297
- Mass Transit (Tiet C)y - - AT o s 44.8
Major Highway. Development : 35.8 S - 35.8.

State Highway Rehabilitation ~. ~++ 323 .= -~ = 32,3

Consumer Price Index. B 89 o 8.9

. *Inclndes general transporta:mn and connectmg hwhway aui iocai read improvement program and
local bridge and highway improvement assistance.

8. Based on‘a forecast of the economy by Standard-and Poor’s DRI, general inflation
© is projected to be 2.4% in- 2000 and 2.5% in 2001. The amount of funding necessary to fund
inflationary increases in the calendar year distributions for both counties and municipalities is
estimated to be $3,917,900 in '1999-00 and $12,014,700 in 2000-01. Compared to the bill, this
would represent a decrease of $786,200 in 1999-00 and an increase of $2,606,600 in 2000-01.
Further, the rate per- mﬁe would 1 increase to $1 634 in 2800 anc’i 51 6’75 in 2001 under a pmposal

to prov;de mﬁaﬁonary mcreases ' S : L

- ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

| i. Apymvc the Governor’s recommendation to provide $E 181,200 SEG in 1999- OO
and $2,362,300 SEG in2000-01 to fund a3.0% increase for counties and.$3,522, 900 SEG in 1999-
- 00-and $7,045,800 SEG-in 2000-01 to fund a 2.8% increase for municipalities. Set the calendar year
* distribution at $81,106,600 for 2000 and thereafter for counties and at $254,784.900 for 2000 and
‘thereafter for municipalities. ~Establish-the mileage aid rate:at-$1,644 per mile for calendar year
2000 and thereafter. Further, require that payments be made based on the share of costs calculation
“in the évent the amounts calculated under the share of costs and mileage aid components of the
transportation aids formula are the same. ' Ce :

Alternative 1 ’ BEG
1999.01 FUNDING (Change to Base) 14,112,200
[Change to Bilf 807
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2. Provide $3,917,900 SEG in 1999-00 and 312,014,700 SEG in 2000-0! to fund
increases in the calendar year distributions for both counties and municipalities equal to 2.4% in
1999-00 and 2.5% in 2000-01. In addition, set the calendar year distribution for counties at
$80,634,200 for 2000 and $82,650.100 for 2001, and thereafter, and for municipalities at
$253,684,800 for 2000 and $260,026,900 for 2001, and thereafter. Establish the mileage aid rate at
$1,634 per mile for calendar year 2000 and $1,675 per mile for calendar year 2001, and thereafter.
Further, require that payments be made based on the share of costs calculation in the event the
amounts calculated under the share of costs and mileage aid components of the transportation aids
formula are the same.

Alternative 2 SEG
198901 FUNDING (Change to Base) $15,932,600
[Change to Bilf $1,820,400]
3. Provide annual general transportation aid increases (SEG) for 2000 and 2001 at one

of the following percentages. Further, require that payments be made based on the share of costs
calculation in the event the amounts calculated under the share of costs and mileage aid components
of the transportation aids formula are the same. Set the county and municipal distributions,
establish the mileage aid rate and increase the general transportation aid appropriation as shown

below:
Calendar Year
" % Annual County Distribution SEG Change to Base SEG Change to Bill
Increase in Aid 2000 2001 1999-00 2000-01 1999-00 2000-01
a 10% 7 $79.531.700 - 880,327,000, . - $393,700 . $1,185,100 . -$787,500- . -$1,177,200 .
b. 200 80,319,200 "BI925.600 787,500 2,378,100 -393.700 . 15,800
<. 30 81,106,600 83,539,800 1,181,200 3,578,900 0 1,216,600
d. 4.0 81,894,100 85.169.900 1574900 4,787,700 393,700 2,425,400
2. 5.0 82,681,500 86815600 1,968,600 6,004,300 787,400 3,642,000
f. 6.0 3,469,000 88,477,160 2362400 7228800 LIB1,200 4,866,500
Calendar Year Calendar Year
% Annual Municipal Distribution Rate Per Mile SEG Change to Base SEG Change 10 Bill
Increase in Aid 2000 2001 2000 2001 1899-00 2000-01 1999-00 2000-01
g 1.0% $250,216,500  $252,718,700 $1,612 31,628 $1,238,700  $3,728,500  -$2,284,200 -$3,317,300
h. 2.0 252,693,900 257,747,800 1,628 1,661 2477480 7.481,800 -1,045,5G0 436,000
b 3.0 255,171,300 262,826,400 1,644 1,693 3,716,100 11,259,800 193,260 4,214,000
i 4.0 257,648,700 167,954,600 1,660 1,726 4,954,800 15,062,600 1,431,900 §.016,800
k. 3.0 260,126,100 273,132.400 1.676 1,760 6,193,500 18,890,200 2,670,600 11,844,400
L 8.0 262,603,400 278,359,600 1,692 1,794 7432200 22,742,400 3,909,300 15,696,600

Prepared by: Al Runde
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_ Legislative Fiscal Bureau
' One Easi Mam Suxte 301 Madtson, WI 53703 (698) 266-»3847 Fax (603) 267-6873

June1,1999 - Joint Committee on Finance - .. . Paper#926

Generai Transportatwn Aid —Municipal Minimum Guarantee
- (DO’I‘ - Locai Transpartatzon Aid) '

 [LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 579, #2]

The initial formula amounts for all local governments receiving general transportation aid
are compared o minimum’ payment levels ‘to detérmine whether additional aid is required.
“Municipalities are guaranteedat least 95% of the prior year's payment while counties ‘are
guaranteed at least 98% of the prior year's payment. For municipalities receiving mileage aid,
_the prior years payment 1s adjusted to reﬂect mﬂe&gs changes pnor to applymg the 95%
_guarantea . . Dl _ R o _

G()VERNOR .

Increase the minimum annual payment that any muhicipéiity shall “rebeive under the
formula from 95% of the previous year’s payment to 98% of the previous year’s payment.
DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The minimum guarantee component of the general transportation aid formula serves
as a cushion’ to- prevent large ‘year-to-yearaid payment decreases. Without the current 95%
minimum guarantee, a municipality with a significant reduction in its annual-costs ¢could experience
a substantial aid payment decrease. :

2. For the 1999 distribution, it is estimated that minimum guarantce payments will be
made to 97 municipalities and 25 counties under the share of costs forrnula component and one
municipality under the mileage aid formula component.
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3.  In compiling the Depaﬁmcnt s 1999 01 bienmai budget request, DOT_requested
budget recommendations from the Local Roads and Streets Council on the general_" ansportatlon
aid formula. The Council recommended an increase in the minimum guarantee to provide
consistency in the treatment of counties and municipalities under their respective formulas and to
‘ensure a more even distribution. among municipalities of the funding available. Further, the Council
indicated that the increase would limit the impact on aid payments that may result from DOT’s
recent decision to reduce the amount of police costs that are considered eligible costs, beginning
with 1999 payments.

4, .. Increasing the minimum guarantee percentage. will result in.more municipalities
receiving md based on the;,r prior, ycar payment, rather than on their six-year average costs. It is
estimated that if the 95% minimum guarantee is retained, 75 mumczpahncs will receive a minimum
guarantee payment in 2000. Converseiy, increasing the nummum guarantee to 98% would result.in
137 mumapalmes recewmg a mmlmum guarantee payment '

R R The rmmmum aid dlstnbutmn 15 mternaliy funded from the general transportation
aid amounts provided each year. That is, municipalities that receive funding based on the minimum
guarantee reduce the share of cost percentage for other municipalities. For example, in 2000 the |
estimated share of costs percentage for municipalities would be 21.0% if the current 95% minimum
guarantee is retained. If the proposal in the bill is adopted, the share of costs percentage would
decrease to 20.9%. Therefore, under the bill, any municipality that receives aid based on its six-year
average costs will receive a payment.that.covers a lower percentage of its. costs. ’i‘he reduced
payments 1o these mumclpahncs would pmwdc the fundmg for mumczpaizties on- the m;mmurn
_guarantee., . o : - : :

S .. 6. The Ee‘{aﬁi payment shlft due to the pm;:aosed mcrease m the mimmum guarantee iso i
_estzmated at $579 200 in 2000 and $1,477,000 in 2001. "In order to hold other mnmc;pahnes_-.;f o

harmless from the proposed formula change, the munlcipal calendar year distributions could be
increased by these amounts. On a fiscal year basis, this would require increases of $289,600: in
1999~{}() and $1 028 I{){} in 2006»01

7 The carrent 95% minimum. guarantee aireaéy reducas the vanabﬂxty of _payments
from year-tomyear Increasing that minimum. to 98% wcuid increase the level of funding going to
some municipalities, essentially reimbursing them for costs they did not mcu}:, at the expense of
municipalities that actually experienced increases in costs. 2 : =

8.+ Since the formula uses six-year average costs as the basis for-each municipality’s aid
calculation, it-eliminates some of the annual variability in.costs; and censequently-aid payments.
The following example illustrates how .using six-year averag& -costs lessens the impact of cost
changes. : x
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B Cérﬁpaﬁgoﬁ of Ahnual and Six-Year 'A%?ei'age Cost Changes

_ Six-Year
Annual Percent Average Percent
Year Costs Change Costs Change
1 $49 O{)O
2 © 79,000
3 50,000
4 43,000
5 48,000 _
-6 75,000 oo 857,333 o
7 67,000 -107% 60,333 5.2%
8 64,000 -4.5 57,833 -4.1
9 71,000 10.9 61,333 c6d
10 47,000 -338 ' 62,000 11
1 50,000 6.4 62,333 05
12 54,000 8.0 58,833 +-5.6
9. Asshown abové, the year-to-year changes in average costs are less than those for the

annual costs. Over the period from Year 6 through Year 12, annual costs vary by $28,000 (Year 6
. -versys Year 10), while average costs vary by $5,000 (Year 6 versus Year 11).

10.  Municipalities that receive funding through the share of costs ‘percentage under the
formula are treated equally, in that each municipality’s aid is based on its six-year average costs.
- Conversely, a mnmczpahty Lhat receives the minimum guarantee payment is treated differently in

' that its-aid payment s hasad on its pr.zor year payment. - “Therefore, _whﬂs the ‘municipality’s cests'
may indicate that a Iarger reduction is warranted if all municipalities are to be treated equally, the
minimum guarantee treats an affected mummpahty more- favorably than other municipalities, from
the standpoint of cost rexmbursement e

11.  The feliowmg table illustrates how municipalities with identical costs over a five-
year penod would receive: diffenng aid amounts, due to the: apphcaﬁon of the minimum guarantee.

" In this example, Mummpahty A receives minimum guarantee payments in'Years 2 through 4, while

' Mumclpahty B does not receive any minimum guarantee’ payments.  Although both municipalities
have avérage costs tetalmg $480,000, Municipality A receives aid over this period equal to 21 4%
of its costs, while Mummpahty B receives aid equa} te 21 E)% ef 1ts costs.
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.Comparison of Aid Payments for Two Example Municipalities
(Atd Rate of 21%; 989 Minimum Guarantee)

Six-Year . - Ald - Aidasa

Average Costs Payments Share of Costs
Municipality A v
Year 1 $100,000 $21,000 21.0%
Year 2 94,000 . 20,580 219
Year 3 94,000 .20,168 215
Year 4 92,000 19,765 215
Year 5 oL 100,000 | 21 000 21.0
- Total . $480.000 __smz,sm 21.4%
MummpahtyB voo e . ;
Year1 .o $96,000. - $2{3 160 21.0%
“Year 2 o 96,000 20,160 210
Year3 . o . 96,000 - 20,160 210
Year4 - 96,000 20,160 210 .
Year 5 96,000 20,160 21.0
. Total . . .$480,000. . . . S$100.800 . . 21.0%
12.  In considering the proposed change in the minithum guarantee, it may be useful to
review the current minimum guarantees used under other major state .aié.-_fonm;i;;s.
- General School Ald S R 85%
---SchmlLevyTaxCredu e NOBEL L
Generai Techmcal College Aid oo Nome™ . .
: 13. Increasmg the mmmum guarantae for an. zud farmuia causes fewer communities to
- feceive: a payment that is. based on:the. underlymg ob;ecmfes of the formula. . ()ver time, if the
. number of communities receiving minimum guarantee. payments becomes. large support for the

- formula’s original concept can weaken. To a certain extent, this: happened wzth the shared revenue
formula after the minimum guarantee for that formula was raised from:90%to. 95% Currently,
38% of the municipalities receive shared revenue minimum guarantee paymemsi which limits the
ability of the shared revenue program to accomplish the formula’s main objective, tax base
equalization.
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ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to increase the minimum annual payment
that any municipality shall receive under the formula from 95% of the previous year’s payment to
98% of the previous year’s payment.

2. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to increase the minimum annual payment
that any municipality shall receive under the formula from 93% of the previous year's payment to
98% of the previous year’s payment. Increase the municipal calendar vear distribution by $579,200
in 2000 and $1,477,000 in 2001 in order to hold other municipalities harmless from the higher
minimum guarantee. Provide $289,600 SEG in 1999-01 and $1,028,100 SEG in 2000-01 to fund
these higher distributions.

Alternative 2 : SEG
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Base) $1,317,700
' {Change 1o Bill $1,317,700]
3. Maintain current law.

- Prepared by: Al Runde
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
Cne Fast Main, Suite 301 « Madison, W1 537035 (603)'256-3 847 » Fax: (60-8):.':267-6873

June 1, 1999 Joint Committee on Finance . - Paper #927

General Transportaﬁen Aid e Lecal nghway Mlleage '
(DOT -- Local Transportation Aid)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 579, #4]

CURRENT LAW

Ceuntxes and mumczpalmes are requlred to sub;mt a ceruﬁed mxieage piat to DOT and
the county clerk no-later than December 15 of every odd-numbered-year: Newly-incorporated
cities and villages arealso requiredto submit a certified plat to DOT and the county clerk. DOT
is required to use the mileage indicated on the plat in transportation aid calculations for the odd-
numbered year following the year in which the cemﬁed plat was ﬁied D(}T is also required to
-:verzfy the read mﬂeage every ten- years - . o Y TR

GOVERNOR

Require Jocal governments, beginning with calendar year 2001, to annually submit to
DOT, for the purposes of determining transportation aid, either: (a) a certified highway mileage
plat, if changes in mileage have occurred within their jurisdiction since the last plat was
submitted; or (b) a certified statement that no changes in jurisdictional mileage have occurred
since the last certified plat was filed. Specify that DOT may require that a certified plat be
submitted for odd-numbered years following a federal decennial census. Delete the requirement
that a local government must also submit a certified mileage plat to the county clerk.

Define jurisdictional mileage as highway mileage, rather than the mileage of streets and
roads. Currently, streets and roads have no specific statutory definition for transportation aid
purposes, while highways are defined in statute as all public ways and thoroughfares.

Specify that changes in jurisdictional mileage shall be reflected in transportation aid
calculations for the year following the submission of a certified plat, rather than in the odd-
numbered year following such submission. Delete the requirement that DOT verify road mileage

Transportation -- Local Transportation Aid (Paper #927) _ Page 1




every ten years. Rather, require DOT to assess the accuracy of mﬂeage and other data concemmg
highways that is reported by local governments. Allow DOT to use field investigations to verify
a portion of the data that constitutes a valid random sample or a specialized sample considered
appropriate by DOT.

MODIFICATION TO BASE

Approve the Governor’s recommendation as modified to specify that the changes in
jurisdictional ‘mileage’ would be reflected in, transportation aid calculations for the second
calendar year following the year in which the plat was cemﬁee{

Explanation: Transportation aid payments are made on a calendar year basis with
quarterly payments on the first Monday of January, April, July and October. Further, DOT
is required, by October 1 of each year, to notify each county and municipal clerk of the
estimated ‘transportation aid -payments t0 that county and municipality for-the-following
calendar year. Counties and municipalities use these estimated amounts in establishing their
annual budgets. Under the bill, DOT would not have sufficient time to incorporate the new
mileage data into the calculation of the transportation aid payments for the following
calendar year. Further, the changes in mileage data would not be reflected in‘the October -
estimate of transportation aid payments to be made in the following calendar year, which
could impact -the accuracy. of: the estimated payment amounis. - This modification would
.+~ proyide DOT sufficient time to incorporate-the mileage data:in the annual transportation aid . . -
«calculation- and would:allow DOT to use the same data.in: both the estimated aid payment L
. amounts and the calculation of actuai transportation aid payments. :

Prepared by: Al Runde
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 « Madison, Wi 53703 « (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (6(}8) 267-6873

June 1,1999°

Mass Transit Operating Assistance -- Tier A Funding Level and Formula
Changes (DOT - Locai Transportatmn Aid)

[LFB 1999-01 B_udget _Suxmnw: Page 580, #6--_(13a1_t)_ and-f’.age 581.» #7 (p:m)} -

CURRENT LAW

s Base level fundmg f{ar mass transzt asszstance o Taer A systems is $6§ 469 200 SEG
Current law requires dasmbutlons to Tier A systems (Madison and Milwaukee systems) s0 that
“the total of state and federal azd equals a uniform percentage of annual operatmg expenses for
each system. The total 1999 contract amount for Tier A systems is $63 119, 360 ' '

Provide $2,222,100 SEG in 1999-00 and $3,543,700 SEG in 2000-01 for Tier A systems
to fully fund calendar year 1999 payments and to pmvzde a 3% increase in funding, beginning in
calendar year 2000. Set the calendar year distribution amount: for 2000, and thereafter, at
$65,612,900 for. Tlar A :

Requxre tha‘t the sum of state and federal aid for operatmg expenses may not exceed 50%
of the eligible applicant’s annual operating expenses. Further, require that DOT allocate state aid
to each applicant in an amount equal to a uniform percentage, established by the Department, of
applicants' projected operatmg expenses for the calendar year, subject to the proposed maximum
annual allocanon :

Include transit system maintenance expenses as an eligible operating expense in
calculating the distribution of mass transit operating assistance. Allow DOT to require any
applicant eligible for transit aid to notify the Department of the amount of federal aid under the
applicant’s discretion that the apphcant intends to apply toward annua} Operatmg expenses,
including mamtenance expensc—:s :
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DISCUSSION POINTS

Tier Structure

L. Over the past four years, the state has used both a five-tier structure (1996 and 1997)
and a three-tier stracture (1998 and 1999) for making transit aid payments. The five-tier structure,
which had separate tiers for the Milwaukee County and Milwaukee user-side subsidy systems (Tier
I) and the Madison system (Tier II), was deleted in 1997 Act 27. Act 27 combined the previous
Tiers I and TI into the current Tier A, effective with 1998 payments.

2. The current system of ners generaﬁy paraliels fedcral aid categones with tiers for
urbanized areas with populations over 200,000 (Tier A), urbanized areas with populations between
50,000 and 200,000 (Tier B) and nonurbanized areas (Tier C). Waukesha Co&nty and City systems
are considered part of the Milwaukee urbanized area and the Monona system is considered part of
the Madison urbanized area for federal aid purposes, but are included in Tier B for state ajd-
purposes. Urbamzed areas over 200,000 receive their federal aid directly from the Federal Transit
Administration, while the smaller urban systems and the nonurban systems receive their federai
funding through I)GT '

3. Under the current formula, the combined state and federal axd percentage for Tier A
systems floats to a level that expends the state funds adrmmstered by DOT and the level of federal
funds that Systems choose to allocate. for operatmg expenses. Local fxznds, consisting primarily of

local property tax and farebox revenues, fund the remaining costs. Because DOT must provide a
uniform percentaga of state ‘and federal aid to systems within the tler, e:ach system’s share of the
state funding is affected by the cost changes of the other systems, as well as its'own costs.

- 4 The followmg tabie 1ﬂnstrates the changes in operatmg casts for the Mliwaukee and .
Madison’ systems ' : NP

System Operatmg Costs

($ m Mﬂhons)
Miiwaukee Systems ‘V,[adiscn Svstem
e oo Costs. . % Change  Costs %Chang
-+ 1995 $95.9 : - . $239 . -
- 1996 972 1.4% 250 .. . 4.6%
1997 0 - =996 - 25 254 ... L6
1998 107.7 8.1 29.0 142

1999% 108.3 0.6 289 -0.3
| 2%, Projected costs ase:ai iﬁ .E?‘}E? c@nﬁfacm-

5. On@ of the reasons that ‘the Milwaukee and Madlson systems were put in separate
t:{ers under the previous, five-tier structure was to allow the state to more directly target aid to each
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of these systems. Transit  aid recipients: generally - favor -a- funding :formula that provides
.- predictability in funding: " If the Madison and Milwaukee systems. were again placed in separate
tiers, the systems wouldbe certain of the state aid amounts-they would receive. Further, it may
eliminate any incentive created under a-combined tier system for one system to increase its costs

- -reiatwe to the ether system in order 1o receive a greate,r sharﬁ of the state-aid available to the tier:

6, Pia,cmg the Madzson and Mxlwaukee systems in: separate tzers would reqmre

specifylng a dastnbuuen amount for each of the systems. Based on 1999 contracts, the Madison

- system will receive $13,300,100, or 21.1%; of the calendar year distribution for Tier A, while the

Milwaukee systems ‘will receive $49,819,200, or 78.9%, of the 'calendar year distribution amount.

Using ‘these ‘percentages, and the :level of funding provided under: the bill, the .calendar year

distributions: for 2600, and thereafter, would be- $13 699 100 -for - the ‘Madison sys{em and
351 3 }3 8@0 fer the Mﬁwaukee systems ; :

F armula Changes

7. .= DOT . indicates. that . the  Govemor’s. recommendations -to . establish .an annual
-maxunum of state.and: federal aid at. SG% and to allocate. state aid to each system at a. uniform
-percentage:of ‘operating expenses.are 1argeiy in-response {o. trans_x_t_system§ __ cogcems_re_i_atcd__ to the
unpredictability-of state: funding levels each year. Under the current formula, local governments
“have argued that linking the state:aid amount to an unpredictable level of federal fundmg adds to.the
- uncertainty of state funding levels. Under the bill, the state aid percentage would still ”ﬂoai“ based
< on the total operating expenses for the tier, but would be linked to federal aid oniy in appiymg the
pf(}p(}ﬁﬁd 50% maximam, O i SO e £ h nieleadne : ;

L8 In order to, zmpiement the 50% mammum the biﬂ weuid alicw DOT to. require
o transn systems 1o m)ufy the Depaﬁmeni of the amount of federal aid that each system intends to
apply toward annual operating expenses, inchiding maintenance expenses. State aid payments are
made for transit operating costs in a given contract year. Conversely, federal expenditure authority
can be used to fund operating or capital costs. Any federal funding authenty that is unused can be
reta;tned by these: transat systems and used ma subsequent yﬁar

B R BOT mdzcates {haz tha Sﬂ% maximum isa reiativaly ccnservai;ve percentage in.that
it will likely-be fully-funded. This statement is based on: the failawmg assumptions: (a) DOT
intends to expend all state funds provided these. systems. first; and (b) once .the :state share of
operating costs is known, the Madison-and Milwaukee. systems will report only. the amount of
federal funding necessary to reach the 50% maximum and waﬂ retam Ehe restio ﬁmd capltal COStS o

use masubﬁeqﬂent year R - HRE i ok

10.© ‘Based on 1’999 contracts, and the ‘known- amounts of federai fundmg that these
systems intend-to use in 1999 to fund-operating ot capitalized maintenance expenses, the combined
state and federal share-of costs for-Madison and Milwaukee systems is estimated.to be 51%. If the
structure proposed in the bill had been in place for 1999, these systems would:have had to reduce
their use of federal aid for operating expenses or capitalized maintenance expenses, or they would
have had their state aid reduced so that the total aid funded only 50% of these expenses.
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11:  “Providing-astate'and federal:maximum could raise expectations: that the maximum
- will-become a benchmark for. combined state’and. federal funding. - That is; systems may. see-the

50% . mark-as the percéntage of costs that state and federal funding will fund; rather than as- the
“‘maximum- percentage of costs that can be funded. - Therefore, if future funding levels do not'reach
these maximum levels; it could be perceived that the programyis under-funded.- DOT acknowledges
that part of the reasoning behind the proposed 50% maximum is that it establishes a state and
- 'federal fundmg leve} that while not guaranteed can be rehed on wnh a fair amount of ceﬂamty

12, Under the recent fedf:mi appmpnatmn iaﬁguage aﬂd under TEA 21 federai capitai
-assistance-funds canbe used to fund a system’s annual maintenance costs: ‘While maintenance costs
-are-generally censxdered operating expenses: for state aid.purposes, the current definition does not

- explicitly include these costs in the definition of operating-expenses. However; Tier A-systems,

which receive direct federal funding, may fund maintenance expenses: with -federal capital

improvement. funds and not report these expenditures as operating expenses for state aid purposes

The. blil wouid accuunt f@r these funds for state aid purposes BRI

130 The blil wauid mclude transit. system mamtenance expenses as an eligible operatmg
o expense and any federal fundmg used to fund these expenses would be’ used’in calcuiatmg the
- distribution of state mass transit operating assistance. “Under the bill, using federal capital funds for
“maintenance’ expenses ‘would make these funds subject to the 50% maximumi, which may reduce the
'ﬂexﬂ)lhty of these systems 1o use these funds, since systems that use these funds for maintenance
- 'experases may effectweiy reduce their state 31(11 ' : :

14 The preposed maximum may rcduce the ﬂexzblhty of the irmasﬁ systems in: usmg :
their federal aid, since some uses (operating and capitalized maintenance costs) would be subject to

. :__-.-'.-Z_the mammmm” whxla other uses (capital costs and: "banking" for future use) would not be subject to.. .
* the ‘maximum, : The greatest degree af ﬂex;b;hty fer these systems wouid ; 'e accomphshad by'_" &

) totaliy animkmg sta!:e and federal azd
Fundmg Levels Sl TR i

15 The Departmaat mdxcates that the reasomng bﬁ:hmd prov;dmg a fundmg mcrease in
- only the first calendar year is'that: (a) it avoids making a funding commitment. in this biennium that
will have to be funded‘in the next-biennium; and (b) it comczdes with’ anﬁcapated increases in
federal transit aid, which, along with the proposed level of state funding, should be sufficient to fund
' the statemde transﬂ cperaﬁng and capitai needs in the-biennium. : L o

16 Based on higher—than annmpated transportatzon ftmd mvc;:ues whzah were
identified subsequent to introduction of the budget, the Governor has recommended that geﬂeral
transportation aid, mass transit ‘operating assistance and the local road improvement program be
provided ‘with 3% ‘annual “increases: - For Tier A systems;. this would represent an increase to
$66,963,300 for calendar year 2001, On a fiscal year: %aszs, this. would: raqaa,re an increase of
-'--'$4876{30m 2{360-{31 compared to the. bﬁl S e :
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. 17.  State transit aid funds are provided on a calendar yeat basis, with quarterly aid

payments made in April, July, October and December. ‘Therefore, only one quarter of any calendar
year 2001 increase would be’ paid in2000-01. The remaining portion of the calendar year 2001
increase would be funded in the next biennium. The following table indicates the annual funding
connmtment m the next blsnnium under various increases in the Tler A caiendar year 2001

‘Future Year State Transit Aid Commitments
Under Various f?etf*centageincreasés for Tier A

Calendar Year

Distribution Increase Future Funding

2000/2001 Commitment

1%/1% $478,100
2%12% ... . 965,700
24%12.5% 1,211,900
3%3% 1,462,800
A%l4% 1,969,300
5%5% 2,485,300

6%/6% - S ~3,010,800.

18.  The following table provides a comparison of the éitéte and fedéfal aid provided for
. Tier A systems for calendar years 1997 through 2001. The 2000 and 2001 amounts listed are
. -projected federal aid amounts at the guaranteed federal authorization levels

Compansan of T:er A Siate and Federal
Trans;t Aid Fundmg (199’?-2001) ’

“rogy s 1998 C 19990 vl 2000 0 2001 1997-01

State Aid $55.644.200 $60.984.900 $63.119300  $65.012.900  $65.012,900

% Change 9.6% 3.5% 3.0% 0.0% 16.8%*
Federal Aid 15,464,300 18,155,000 20,880,500 22,697,100 24,512,800 '

% Change 17.4% L 15.0% L 8I% - . 8.0% 58.5%
Total Ald . 71,108,500  79,139.900. 83,999,800 87,710,000 89,525,700

% Change ' H13%  61% - 44% SRR | 25.99%
CP1 % Change 1.6% 22% 2.4% 2.5% 3.9%

*These would increase to 20.3% and 28.6% if the Governer's recomymendation. o provide an-additional 3%
increase in 2001 is adopted. '
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19, . Last biennium, mass transit operating assistance was increased by 9.6% in 1998 and
3. 5% in, 1999 ‘Due-in part. to.increases .in:federal mass. transit funding, overall transit funding
‘increases are cemparable to-the increases in other. iranspoﬁatmnﬁrei&ted pregrams Further, the
increases -have significantly- exceeded the .increases in the Consumer Price. Index for the same
period. The following table: compares. the percentage increases in state and: federal funding for
various transportation programs and the Consurner Price Index from 1997 through 2001. -

Percentage Increase in State and Federal Funding
for Various Transportation Programs

(1997-2001)

o - . Govemor’s Revised
Program AB133 Recommendation
Mass Transi (Tier A) 259% 28.6%
Mass Transit (Tier B) 2713 - 297
Mass Transit (TierC) 427 - 448
Local Road-Programs* 187 .. 216
Major Highway Development 35.8 R 35.8
State Highway Rehabilitation 323 323

Consumer Price Index 8.9 8.9
*Includes general transportation and connecting highwayaid, local road: impro#ement-prégrém_and
local bridge and highway improvemant -assistance.

20. Based ona forecast of thc aconomy from Standard & Poor S DRi general mﬂation is’
projected to be 2.4% in 2000 and 2.5% in 2001. The amount of funding necessary to fund
inflationary increases in the calendar year distribution for Tier A systems is estimated to be
$2,127,400 in 1999-00 and $3,569,000 in 2000-01. This. would require. $94,700 less funding in
1999-00 and $25 300 more fundmg in 2000 Ol compared to ihe bﬂl

ALTERNATIYES TO BASE

A.  Mass TranSii Formula Changas

I. . Approve one “or more of ‘the foliowmg “associated with the Governor’s
recommendauens to m0d1fy the transit formuia for Tier A systems:

a. Requare that the sum of state and federal aid f{)r operaimg expenses may not exceed
50% of each system’s annual operating expenses; o : =
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b. Require DOT to allocate state aid to each applicant in an amount equal to a uniform
percentage of operating.expenses within the:tier, subject to the 50% maximum for-the tier;

c. Allow DOT to require any applicant eligible for transit-aid to notify the Department
of the amount-of federal aid under- the apphcants dlscreuon that- the apphcant mntends to apply
toward annual operating expenses; and o

ode Include transn systern mmatenance expenscs as an Cligiblﬁ operatmg expense in
calculatmg the distribution of mass transit operaung assistance, :

2 Delete the current fﬁrmula for distnbutmg aui to Tier A systems and rcqujre DOT to
distribute the amount specified in'statute to the local government providing the local match for each
systern. Specify that if this local government sponsors more than one system, that the aid shall be
distributed between the systems at the dascretmn of the Eacai govemment

3. Mamta_m curreni iaw (DOT would contmue 1o prowde the sum of state and federal |
-.-.aid that funds a uniform percentage of costs for each system within a tier). ... :

B.  Funding Levels with Madison and Milwaukee in One Tier
. Maintain the current tier structure, with the Madison system and the Milwaukee systems in

one t;er and pmvxde one. of the follewmg ftmdmg levcls

1 Approve the Gavemefs rccommendatmn to" prevzde $2 222, 1(}0 SEG in 1999 00
and $3 543 700 SEG in 200{) Gi fer Tier A systems to fully fund calendar year 1999 payments and
' eginning in calendar- year. 206{3 ‘Set the calendar year.'

: dismbutzon amount for 20{)0 and thereafter, ai $6S 012, 90() for Tmr A systems

AlternativeBY ~ 7 ggg | ¢

1995:01 FUNDING (Change to Basa) $5 ?ss 800
{Change to Bift S OJ

2. Provide $2,127,400 SEG in 1999-00 and $3,569,000 SEG in 2000-01 to fully fund
calendar- year 1999 payments and-to provide an inflationary increase in:the calendar year
distributions equal 16 2:4% in'2000°and 2.5% in 2001. Set the calendar year distﬂbntx{m amounts at
$64 634 200 f(ar 2m and $66 250, 1“ for 2{}61 and thereafter for’ Taer A systems e

Alternative B2 - 0 L cnons L SEG
1999431 FUNDING {Change to'Base) - - $8:696400 |7
: IChange o Bl 8684000 10
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3. . Provide one of the following annual percentage increases in calendar year funding:

i CalendarYear ; : R T
--.Dismribution Amounis ... Change o Bas _ RIREN Change to Bill
2000 2001 1999-00 2000-01 1999 {}0 . 2000 01
Cne Percent $63 750,500 564,388,000 $1 906,500 $2,440,700 -$315,600  -$1,103,000
“Two Percent ~ 64,381,700 65,699,300 2,064,300 3,234,400 -157,800 309,300
Three Percent 65,012,900 66,963,300 7 2222100 T 4,031,300 R & 487,600
Four Percent 65,644,100 68,269,900 2,379,900 4,831,400 157,800 1,287,700
Five Percent™ * 66,375,300 69,580,100 2,537,700 5,634,600 315,600 2,090,900

‘Bix Percent - - 66:906,500 70,920,000 -~ 2695500 6,440,900 CATRA400 2,897,200

s eoap s='-e=

C. Fundmg Levels w;th Madlson and Mllwaukee in Separate Tmrs

Delete the current tier system and. repiace it wzth ‘a“tier structure that p]aces the Madison
system in one tier and the Milwaukee County and Milwaukee user-side subsidy systems in a
separate tier, effective w1th calendar year 2000 payments Prov;de one of tha following funding
levels:

1." " Provide $2,222,100 SEG in I999~90 a:nd $3,543,700 SBG in 2000-01 as
recommended by the Governor to fully fiind calendar ‘year 1999 payments and to provide a 3%
.. ingrease in funding, beginning in calendar year 2000, as follows: (a) $468,200 SEG in 1999-00 and
§746, 700 SEG in 2000-01 to the tier contennmg the Madxson transit system; and (b) $1,753,900
~.SEG in 1999-00.and $2, 797,000 SEG in 2{}{}&01 to the tier ccmtammg the Mﬂwaukee County and

 ‘Milwatkee user~51c§e subsady {ransit systems “Set the calendar year distribution amounts for 2000, -

and thereafter, at $13,699,100 for the tier containing the Madison transit system’ and $51,313,800
for the tier containing the Milwaukee County and Milwaukee user-side subsidy transit systems.

B A,terﬂwaﬁve < . _ g T kG
1999»01 FUNDENG (Change to Base) ' $5,765,800
- [Change o Bill o

: 2. Provide $2,127,400 SEG in 1999-00 and $3,569,000 SEG in 2000-01 to fully fund
1999 payments and: to provide inflationary increases in the calendar year distributions of 2.4% in
2000 and 2.5% in 2001; as follows: {a) $448,300 SEG in 1999-00 and $752,000 SEG in 2000-01 to
the tier containing the Madison transit system; and (b) $1,679,100 SEG in 1999-00 and $2,817.000
SEG in 2000-01 to the tier containing the Milwaukee County and: Milwaukee user-side subsidy
transit systems. Set the calendar vear distribution amounts at $13,619,300 for 2000 and
$13,959,800 for 2001, and thereafter, for the tier cerztammg the Madison transit system and at
$51,014,900 for 2000 and $52,290,300 for 2001, and thereafter, for the tier containing the
Milwaukee County and Milwaukee user-side subsidy transit systems.
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Alternative C2 SEG
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Base} $5,696,400
{Change to Bilt - $68,400]
3. Provide one of the following annual percentage increases in calendar year funding:

Calendar Year
Distribution Amounts

Prepared by: Al Runde

2000 - 2001
a. One Percent
Madison $13,433,100 $13,567,400
Milwaukee 50.317.400 50,820,600
$63,750,500  $64,388,000
b. Two Percent
Madison $13566,100 $13,837,400 -
Milwaukee 50,815,600 - 51,831,900
' $64,381,700 $63,699,300
c. ThreePercent =~ =~ :
Madison $13,699.100  $14,110,100
Milwankee 51,313,200 52,853 200
$65,012.900 366,963,300
" d. Four Percent
w Madison $13,832,100  $14,385,400
Milwaukee 51,812,000 53,884,500
' $65,644,100  $68,269,900
“e FivePercent oo o oaaio
. Madison ¢ - $13.965,100 - $14,663,400°
I Milwaukee 52,310,200 54925700
366,273,300 $69,589,100
f. Six Percent e
Madison $14,098,100 514,944,000
Milwaukee 32,808,400 55,976,900
566,906,500  $70,920,900

Change to Base

Transportation -- Local Transportation Aid {Paper #928)

1999-00 2000-01
$401,700 $514,300
1,504.800 1,926,400

$1,906,500  $2,440,700
$435,000  $681,500
1,629300  2.552.900
$2,064,300  $3,234,400
$468200  $849,500
1,753,900  3,181.800
$2,222,100  $4,031,300
$501,500  $1,018,000
1,878.400  3.813.400
$2.379,900  $4.831,400
§534,700 S1187,300
2.003.000 4447300
$2,537,700  $5,634,600
$568,000  $1,357,200
2127500  5.083.700
$2,605,500  $6.440,900 .

Change to Bill

199900 2000-01
-$66,500 -$232,400
-249.100 -870.600

-$315,600 -$1,103,000
-$33,300 -$65,200
~-124.500 -244 100

-$157,800 -$309,300

$0 $102,700
g 384.900
30 $487.600

$33,300 $271,300
124,500 1,016,400
$157.800  $1,287,700
se6500 . sa000
249,100 1,650,300
$315,600 $2.090,900
$99,800 $610,500
373,600 2,286,700
$473,400 $2,897,200
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
. One East Main, Suite 301 + Madison, WI 53703 » (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

“June 1, 1999 - Joint-Committee on Finance : : Paper #929

~ Mass Transit Operatmg Assxstance - Tler B and C Funding Level and Formula
Changes (DOT. -- Locai Trausportatmn Aid)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 580, #6 (part) and Page 581, #7 (part)]

CURRENT LAW

Under current law, a three-tiered structure exists for making state transit aid distributions
to transit systems in the state, including Tier B (Waukesha City and County, Monona, all other
urban bus and Chippewa Falls and Onalaska shared-ride taxi systems). and. Tier C (all other
remaining systems). Current law requires DOT to make transit aid distributions so that the sum
of ‘state” and “federal ald ‘equals'a umfarm percentage of: annua} operatmg expenses for each
system Wlthm a ner ' il e : : ’

: Base 1eve1 fundmg for mass tra,nszt assmtance for Tler B and Tif:r C systems is:
$22 854 400 SEG. The total 1999 contract amounts for each tier are as foliows (a) $18,422,500
for Tier B; and (b) $4 975 9{}() for Txer C S _

GOVERN'GR“ o

Create a two-tiered structure for state aid distributions, including Tier A, which includes
those systems having. zmuual operating . expenses greater than $20 nnlhon (Madison and
Milwaukee systems).and Tier B, which includes those systems having annual operating expenses
less than $20 million (all other systcms) The modified Tier B would consist of the current Tier
B systems and the Tier C systems. : -

.. Require that the sum of state and federal aid for operating expenses may not exceed 65%
of the ehgzbif: apphz:ani s annual operating expenses {eniy federal aid allocated nunder the mass
transit operating assistance program would be counted for this purpas&) Establzsh tra,nsmonal
provisions for Tier B systems operating in urbanized areas, effectwe with calendar year ZZGD{} and
2001 payments, to limit combined state and federal operating aid to 60% of that porncsn of the
eligible applicant's. epﬁratmg expenses. assoaated with service provzded wzthm an. urbamzed area.
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Operating expenses associated with service provided within a nonurbanized "area':'%ﬁ/_éiﬂd be
subject to a 65% limit. RIS

~ Allow DOT to require any applicant eligible for transit aid to notify the Department of
the amount of federal aid under the applicant’s discretion that the applicant intends to apply
toward annual operating expenses, including maintenance expenses. Require DOT to determine
the amount of federal aid available for each Tier B system and allow the Department to require
systems within Tier B to accept the federal aid as a condition of receiving state aid.

Provzde $719 60{) SEG in 1999«»00 and $1 246 0()0 SEG in 200{}—01 1o fuily fund caiendar
year 1999 payments’ and to pmvzde a 3% increase in funding, beginning in calendar year 2000.
The funding would be distributed as follows: (a) $1,837,400 in 1999-00 and $6,095,800 in 2000-
01 for Tier B, which reflects the combining of the systems in “Tiers B and C in calendar year
2000; and (b) -$1, 117 800 in 1999~00 and -$4,849,800 in 2000-01 for Tier C, which reflects the
deletion of Tler C'in calendar year 2000 (the remaining $3,732,000 in 1999-00 would fully fund
1999 Tier C payments) Set the calendar year distribution amount for 2000, and thereafter, at
$24,100,400 for Tier B. : : :

BISC'USSION’ ?(}INTS
Tner Structuna BRE

- : :1 The f:@ncept of gr@upmg systems into tiers was: part of the }Z)eparﬁment s "Translinks”
plan. Havmg tiers of systems allows the state to target different levels of state aid to each group of -
. .systems based on differing levels: of federal funds ava:dable 1o them and te recogmze the sumlar =
B -;"nee_ : Q"of systems that are: samﬂar n 51ze : : S 3 S :

2. The current tier structure for mass transit aid gener:aily pa;ralleis federai aid
categories, with urbanized areas with populations between 50,000 and 200,000 included in the
current Tier B.and nonurbanized areas included in Tier-C. Federal funds can gencrally be used to
fund both capital and operating expenses. :

3. “The c:urrent ‘structure recogmzes ‘the distinct ‘size' and’ typc of systems within each
tier. Tier C bus systems serve smaller cnmmumnes, ‘have smaller operating budgets and are
generally less able than Tier B systems to ‘cover costs from farebox revenue. Further, most of the
Tier C systems are shared-ride taxi systerns, which in 1999 will recewe a@pmxzmately two«thwdg of
the state funds provided for Tier C systems.

4. DOT indicates that a ¢combined tier, in ‘Conjunction with the proposed maximums,
would pIOVIdf: the i)epartmefat flexibility to mterchangeably allocate state funding among the two
~types of systems, based on the avaﬂabﬁlty and allowed uses ‘of federal funding. For example,

creating the maximurns would allow DOT to move state funids from Tier B systems that are at the
'pmpcsed 6{)% maximum to former Tier C systems that have yet to approach the proposed '65%
maximum, rather than being reqmred to provide those funds'to the Tier B’ systems.
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5. In developing its budget request, the Department anticipated that urbanized (Tier B)
systerns would receive a larger increase in federal funding than nonurbanized (Tier C) systems.
; _Under the bill, thss fundmg scenano couid result in staie aid bemg reailocated from Tier B systems
to Tier C systems

6. 7 PFederal fundmg levels for Tier C systems in the biennium ‘are" ilkeiy to ‘be higher
than the Department originally anticipated.” Further, while the federal government requires that
rural, intercity bus projects be the "first draw'" ‘on 15% of federal, nonurbanized formula-funding
until all the intercity needs are met, these funds can be used for nonurbanized transit operating

' expenses H1st0ncaliy, thﬂ rurai mtercxty bus needs have not requxred 15% of the nenu:bamzed

_ available federal transn fundmg for Tier C systems ‘because the Department prop{)sed that this

"fundmg be used to fund a new 1nterc1ty ‘bus’ program. However, the Governor did not include the
intercity bus ‘proposal in the bill. Therefore, it is likely that somc of the 1nterc1ty bus’ ﬁmds wonid
continue to be available for Tier C Iranszt systems : : :

7 * The fcilowmg table indicates the state and federal share of opemtmg expenses '

assummg the fo}mwmg (a)a 5% growth in total operatmg costs wuhm each tier in each year of the

“biennium; (b) state fundmg provxdeci under the bill; and (¢) the entire '15% of the nonurbanized
fecieral fundmg amounts would be used for mtermty bus needs rather tha:n for transzt eperaUng ald

Compamson of State and Federal Percentages of Operatmg Expenses

Operatmg State State F&derai Federai | Combined
Costs S A :'.'_"__S_h_arc_:. : Aad* “ o Share . Share

i Tler B

2000 $46182 532:___'__' $18975200 411% $10,0%9 20@___.?"?_ e e
2001 43401650 18975200 390 10843000 224 615
2000 $14256485  $5125200  359%  $4,329,200 30.4% 66.3%

2001 14,969,310 5 125 2{30_ 342 46756()0 1 3 65.5

* Federal funds that could be used to fﬂn{i operating aad aﬁé cap;tai improvements. Federal operating aid could
be limited to 50% of each system’s operating deficit.

8. As-the table indicates, if the current tier structure is maintained, both types of
systems would have.the necessary: funding to meet the proposed 60% and 65% maximum
percentages in the biennium. This may reduce the need to provide the Department with flexibility in
allocating funds :amang the two types of systems.

9. In the event that federal funding bevcnd the 1999-2001 bmﬁmum is reduced for
either tier of systems, the flexibility to match state and federal funding with the needs of each type
of system could be tseful. Further, DOT argues that it would also pmvzde some degree of stabﬂ;ty
in the funding available to both types of systems. : :

Transportation - Local Transpértation Aid (Paper #929) Page 3



Formula Changes ... -

10. : Under the eurafent formuia the eombmed state and federai a.ld percemage ﬂoafs ze a
level that expends the state funds and provxdes a uniform state and federal fundmg percentage for
systems within the tier. Local funds, consisting primarily of local property tax and farebox
revenues, fund the remaining costs. Because DOT must provide a uniform:percentage of state and
federal aid to systems within a tier, each system’s-share ef_- the state: funding is affected by the cost . -
: changes of all other systems as.well as its.own costs. : TR :

g 11 _ DOT mdxcates that the recommendanen to estabhsh an annual maxamum
_..percentage ef casts to be funded from, s{ate aud federal fundlng is in response to transit systems
concerns related to. the uneertamty that resuits frcm Imkmg state fundmg under the curren,t formula
.o an. unpredxetable iievei of federai fundmg Under the bill, the state aid percentage would still
-'float" based on the total operatmg expenses fer the t1er but would be hnked _t ) ._fecieral aui only m_. .
applymg the propesed maxunnms : : e X

12 Provxdmg a combined state and feéeral maximum ceuid raise expectauens that the
y max;mum wﬂi become a benchmark fer combined. fandmg ‘That is, systems may see the 60% and
_65% Ievels as. the percentage ef costs that. combmed staie and federai funcilng will fund, rather than
as the maximum percentage of costs. that can be. funded ’I‘herefore if future fundmg levels do not
reach these maximum levels, it could be perceived that the program is under-funded. DOT
acknowledges that part. of the reasoning behind the proposed maximum is that it establishes a state
and federa} fundmg level that whﬂe not guaxanteed can be relied on with a fau' ameunt of certamty :

i3 . The 6{}% and 65% maximum pereentages w:i} hkely be fuliy funded in biennium.
_' _-Whﬁe the state ‘and federal percentage of -operating costs for Tier B: systems reaehed the proposed . -

"+ 60% maximum in recent years, the state and federal percentage for Tier C systems has exceeded the -~ E

proposed 65% maximum for the past four years. The following table indicates the state funding and
the cembmed state and federa} ﬁmdmg as a percent of each tier’s eperanng expenses for the pﬁst

State and Federal andmg asa Percentage

“of Expenses: by Taer
Tier B Tier C

Combined Combined
: State Aid" - StatéfFederal’ v State Aid- - State/Federal
Year ‘Percentage - Percentage . Percentage - - ... Percentage:
1996 s §36% 0 392% : 6799
1997 414 52.1 e 372 BRI i ¢y
1998 431 60.0 37.1 66.2

1999 419 600 w366 664

~14.... . Asthis tabie md;eates, lmutmg nonurbamzed systems to a sta;te and fecierai ﬁmdmg
percent&ge of 65% would result in a smaller percentage of operating costs being fundeci from these
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funds than in the previousfour years. " Any availabie funds in excess of the proposed maximums for
nonurbanized systems could be used for: (a) capital expenditures for systems within that tier, if
separate tiers are retained; or (b) capital expenses for either type of system or operating expenses for
urbanized systems, if the tlers are combined. :

I5. Under the bzii if; the sum of state and federal funcimg does not fund the maximum
percentages, DOT would be required to provide a upiform percentage of state aid among the
systems within the combmed tier. Under these circumstances, this requirement would eliminate any
flexibility on the part of DO’I" to reallocate state funds w1t111n the combined tier based on the
availability of federal funds

Funding Levels

16.  The Department indicates that the reasoning behind providing a funding increase in
only the first calendar year is that: (a) it avoids making a fundmg commitment in this biennium that
_will have to be funded in the next biennium; and (b) it coincides with. anuczpated increases in
o federal transit aid, whlch aiong with the propcsed Tevel of state ﬁmdmg, _shauld be suffic;ent to fund

s the statamde transzt operatmg and caplta} needs m the bienmum P

17.  Based on h;ghermihanwanncapated transportaucn fund revenues, which were
identified subsequent to introduction of the budget the Governor has recommended that general
. transportation aid, mass transit operating assistance and the local road improvement program be
: provided with 3% annual increases. For Tier B and C systems, this would represent an increase to
$24,823,400 for calendar year 2001. On a fiscal year b351s, thls would requlre an ingrease of

¥ 51808 8{30 in 2660—31 compared to: the bili

18 State transxt ald funds are- prevxded on a calendar year baszs wzth quarterly a1d3 o

payments made in April, Juiy, October and December. Therefore only one quarter of any calendar
-year 2001 increase would be paid in 2000- 01. The remaining portion of the calendar year 2001
increase would be funded in the next biennium. The following table indicates the annual tunding
commitment in the next biennium. under various mcraases in the T;er B and C calendar year
distributions.. - e :
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i ... Future Year State Transit Aid Commitments.
Under Varmus Percentagﬁ Increases for Tiers B and C

19

Caiendar Year s e
Distribution Future Funding
Inc:rease 2000/2()01 .« Commitment
e 81772000
2%12% 358,000
24%/12.5% 1449300
3%/3% 542,200
4%/4% 730,000
5%/5% 921,300

1,116,100,

Th '_".folkowmg table. prov;des a cempaﬁsen of {he state and fc_:deral __formuia aad

" provided for Tier B and Tier C systems for calendar years 1997 through 2001, The 2000 and 2001
amounts listed are pm}ected federal a1cl amaunts at the guaranteed federal authorization levels.

Companson nf Tier B and Tler C State ami Federal
Transxt Ald Fundmg (1997-20{31) ' '

 State Aid 315 240, 900 $17 799 600 $:s 422 59{3 - $18,975;200 . szs 9?5 2{)0 e
% Change e 9.6% 3.5% ° 39%_-_ S 09%1 16 8%
" Federal Aid | ? m soa -8, 355 700 . 9,236 200 10 @39 800 108 343 000" G

... % Change o T 3% 105% 87% 8.0% __'509%

- TotalAld 23,425,400 26, 155 300 27,658 700__ 29, ms 000 208182000

'”%'_{:haa_ge’ T 11 7% _ o 49% - 28% 273
_ 1 $4,386,600 $4,'sm;603€} 34975900 $5.125, 290 e
%Change _ R 1 9:6% 3.5%. . 30% 0.0% 16:8%*
Federal Aid 3,060,100 3,551,800 4,685,600 5,093,200 5,500,700
% Change 16.1% 31.9% C 8.7% 2.0% 79.8%
Total Aid 7446700 8359400 9,661,500 10,218,400 10,625,900
% Change 12.3% 15.6% 5.8% 4.0% 42.7%*
CPI % Change 1.6% 2.2% 2.3% 2.4% 8.9%

*These would increase to 20.3% and. 29.7% for Tier B and to 20.3% and 44.8% for Tier C if the Governor's recommenda-
tion to provide an additional 3% increase in 2001 is adopted.

20.  Last bienninm, mass transit operating assistance was increased by 9.6% in 1998 and
3.5% in 1999. Due in part to increases in federal mass transit funding, overall transit funding
increases are comparable to the increases in other transportation-related programs. Further, the
increases have significantly exceeded the change in the Consumer Price Index for the same period.
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The following table compares: the percentage increases-in-state and federal funding for various
transportation programs and the Consumer Price Index from 1997 through 2001

- Percentage Increase in State and Federal Funding -
for Various Transportation Programs '

(1997 through 2001)-

SR Governor’s Revised
Program -+ o S : AB 133 Recommendation
Mass Transit (Tier A) 25. 9% 28.6%
Mass Transit (Tier B) S 273 cor 297
Mass Transit (Tier C) R B Ay SR RRRRE: 7 7 ST
L.ocal Road Programs* 18.7 - 21.6
Major Highway Development = .~ .. 358.. . = 358
State Highway Rehabilitation o3R3 323

Consumer Price Index . .. .. ... 8,9___ IR 89._

*Includes general transportation and cennectmg hlghway axd Eocal road 1mpmvement program and Eocal
. bridge and highway improvement assistance. : o

21.  Based on a forecast of the' economy from' Standard and Poot’s DRI, generai inflation
is projected to be 2.4% in 2000 and 2.5% in 2001. The amount of funding necessary to fund
- inflationary increases in the calendar year disiribution for Tier B and Tier C systems is estimated o
~-be $684,500 in 1999-00 and $1,255,400 in 2000-01. This would require $35, 100 less. fundmg in .
1999-00 and $9,400 more funding in 2000-01, campared tothe bill: B

ALTERNATIVESTOBASE.
A Formula Changes B

I, Approve one ‘or more of the following " associated with the’ Governor's
recommendation to modify the transit formula for Tier B and Tier C systems:

a. Require ‘that the sum of state and federal-aid for operating expenses may not
exceed 65% of the eligible applicant’s annual operating expenses (only federal aid allocated
under the mass transit operating assistance program would be counted for this purpose);

b. Establish transitional provisions for Tier B systems operating in urbanized areas,
effective with calendar year 2000 and 2001 payments, to limit combined state and federal
operating aid to 60% of that portion of the eligible applicant's operating expenses associated with
service provided within an urbanized area (operating expenses associated with service provided
within a nonurbanized area would be subject to a 65% limit);
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_¢. . Require DOT to allocate state aid to each applicant in an amount equal to a uniform
percentage of operating expenses within the tier, subject to the maximum for the tier; -

d. Allow. DOT to require any applicant eligible for transit aid to notify the Department
of the amount of federal aid-under the-applicant’s discretion that the applicant intends to apply
toward annual operating expenses, including maintenance expenses; and

e. - ~Require DOT to determine the amount of federal aid available for each system and
allow the Department to require applicants to accept the federal aid as a condition of receiving state
aid. i

2. Maintain current law (DOT would continue to provide the sund__ of _si_ét_e and federal
aid that funds_-a.uniform percentage of-_-(_;o_sts for each system within a tier).-

B. Fundmg Levefs w;th Tlers Band C Combmed

Approve the Gov&mor 8 recommendatmn to combine the ciarrent Tier B and Tier C systems
mto one uer and provxie one of the foﬁowmg ﬁmdmg ievels

1. Provide $719 600 SEG in 1999-00 and $1,246,000 SEG i ZGOO 01 to fully fund
calendar year 1999 payments and to provide a 3% increase in funding, beginning in calendar year
2000, as recommended by the Governor.. Sei the calendar year ¢ dlsmbuu(m amount for 2000, and
- thereaften at. $24 10{} 400 for the combmed Tier B systems. R - :

Aiteraativgg _' e b L sEG -
' 1999-01 FUNDING (Change 10 aase)  $1,965:600 |
[Change o Bill 07

2. Provide $684,500 SEG in 1999-00 and $1,255,400 SEG ‘in 2000-01 to fully fund
calendar year 1999 payments and to pr(mdﬂ mﬂatzonary increases in the calendar year distributions
equal to 2.4% in 2000 and 2.5% in 2001. Set the calendar year distribution amounts at $23,960,000
for 2000 and $24,559,000 for 2001, and thereafter, for the combined Tier B systems.

Alternative B2 ' ' SEC
|- 1998:01 FUNDING (Change to Base) - $1.939,900 -
., [Change to Bill - $25,700]
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3. . Provide one of the following annual percentage increases in calendar year funding:

Calendar Year

Distribution Amounts Change to Base Change to Bill

2000 2000 . 1999-00 2000-01 . ... 1999-00 2000-01
1. One Percent $23 632 400 $23,868,700 $602,600 $837,100 -$117,000 . -$408,900 -
2. Two Percent 23,866,400 24,343,700 661,100 1,131,300 - 58,500 114,700
3. Three Percent 24,100,400 24,823,400 . 719600 1426800 .. = 0 180,300
4. ‘Four Percent 24,334,300 25,307,700 778,100 1,723,300 - 58,500 477,300
5. Five Percent 24,568,300 25,796,700 836,600 2,021,000 117,000 775,000
6.

Six Percent  24,802.300  26,290400 . 895100 2319900 . 175,500 1,073,900,
S C. 'Fu"nding Levels with a Sepa'raté’ Tier B and Tier C

_ Mamtam tha cuirent tier structme thh separate tiers for Txer B and Tier C systems and
prowdﬁ one of the f{)}iowmg fundmg }ﬁveis

1. Provide $719 600 SEG in 1999-00 and $1,246,000 SEG “in’ 2009«01 as
recommended by ‘the Governor {o fuliy fund calendar ye&r 1999 payments and to provxde a 3%
increase in funding, beginning in calendar year 2000, as follows: (a) $536, 2(}0 SEG in 1999-00 and
- $970,600 SEG in 2000-01 to the current Tier B systems; and (b) $163, 400 SEG in 1999-00 and
_ $275,400 SEG in 2000-01 to the current Tier C systems. Set the calendar year distribution amounts
for. 2%{) and thereafter, at $18 9’?5 2{)0 for the current Tler B systems and $5 125,200 for the

current Tier C systems.

| AMernative€1 it coooSEGH
1999»51 FUNDRNG {Ghange toBase) - $1,965,600
“[Change to Biff - s $0}

2. Provide $684,500 SEG in 1999-00 and $1,255,400 SEG in 2000-01 to fully fund
1999 payments and to provide inflationary increases in the calendar year distributions of 2.4% i in
2000 and 2.5% in 2001, as follows: (a) $528,500 SEG in 1999-00 and $977,900 SEG in 2000-01 to
the current Tier B systems; and (b) $156,000 SEG in 1999-00 and $277,500 SEG in 2000-01 to the
current Tier C systems. Set the calendar year distribution amounts at $18,864,600 for 2000 and
$19,336,200 for 2001, and thereafter, for Tier B systems and at $5,095,300 for 2000 and $5:222.700
for 2001, and thereafter, for Tier C systems.

Alternative €2 SEG
1989-01 FUNDING (Change to Base) $1,939,900
{Change to Bili -~ $25,7001
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3 Provide one of the following annual percentage increases in calendar year funding:

Calendar Year- "

" Distribution Amounts’ Change to Base Change to Bill

S Slx ?ercent

2000
1. “One Percent = -
TierB* $18,606,700

2001

$18,792,800
5,076,000

Tiee 5,025,700
- $23,632,400

2. Twe Percent R
Tier B $18; 791 000
Tier C 5,075,400

$23,868,700

$19,166,800
5,176,900

$23,866,4‘(}_Q

3. Three Percent
. TlerB )
Tier C

R 55 ler Perceut j-j._-
: ;_'I‘i_er__B_ .
_Ti_efC-_.

$18,975 2@0,;;.
5,125,200,
524,100,400

§19; 1594oeﬁ }
5174900

$24,343,700.

$19,544,500
S2T9.000

$24:823,400

$19925800

5.381.900

_ 5 F;ve Percent .
_”flerB_ :
S OTier -

$24,568,300

TierB
TierC

; 54, 334, 300

o $19343690’__
52247007

819; 5"27 90@?{--,*
5274500

£$25.307.700

$20,310,800
5485900

$25,796,700

$2 069&36{30'

5,591,000

$24,802,300

. -Pge_p_aied,by:ﬁ .A_lgRunde-. o

Page 10

$26,290,400

1999-00

‘$464,000
138,600

2000-01

$648,600
188,500

1999-060

-$92,200 -
24800

2000-01

- -$322,000

: -86.900

$602,600

$510,100

151,000

- $837,100

'$880,300
251,000

361,100

. $556,200
163,400

$T.131,300

$1.112.900

313,900

$3’1_'9,60{)"' .

$602,200

175900

: _$1 345 400'

376:900

$778,100

'5648,300
1883007 -

$1,?23,30€3

$t; 539 800

44(} 200

-$117,600 -

346,100
- 12,400
-$58,500

- $46,000

12,500

-$408.900 ;

- 1$90,300

- 24,400
-$114,700

. $142,300

38,500

- $180.800

$375,800.
101.500

‘358,500 -

$92,100

2124900

$477.300"

$610,00°
164.800

$836,600
- geoma00-

200,800
. - .$805,100
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$2,021,000

'_'3;1 816. 00
503800

$117,000

$138,100
37,400

$775.000 -

228400

$2,3}9,900' '

$175,500

$1,073,960
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June1,1999  JointCommittec on Finance . Paper #930

Mass Transnf Operatmg Assrstance - Loca£ Match Reqmrements
. (DOT - Local Transpertat;on Ald) '

“'[LFB 1999-01 Budgef Summary: Page 582, #8]

CURRENT LAW

Current iaw requires a 20% }oca} maich of state: azd fmm mummpahties Served by bus
. systems. State aid to these systems is limited to.five times the local match funding. . Shared-ride
E feaxi sysiems are not required to provide a local match to receive state aid.

Requzre bus systems 0 provzde a locai match exciuswe of user fees equai to at least

10% of each eligible applicant’s annual operating expenses, effective with calendar year 2000

contracts (this would replace the current local match equal to 20% of state aid). Delete the
current state aid maximum of five times the 1ocaI match amount.

g Spec1fy that no shared~r1de taxi system (except for the system’s initial year of service)
may receive a state aid amount in excess of the previous calendar year amount unless the system
provides a local match equal to at least 5% of the system’s operating expenses; effective for
calendar year 2000, or 10% of operating expenses, effective beginning with calendar year 2001

 Provide that if an eligible a;ﬁ}ﬁiicam is served exclusively by a shared-ride taxi System and

voluntarily complies with the local match requirements, the applicant may be exempt from any
required management performance audit.
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DISCUSSION POINTS

an Systems

1. The current 20% local match for bus systems was approved in 1989 in order to give
local governments an-incentive to operate. systems efficiently and to ensure a local commitment to
mass transit. Administrative ruies spemfy that state ald contracis may be terrmnaied if the local
“match is not provided. e :

2. The existing local match requiremnent ties the local share to the amount of state aid
received.- For example, if a system receives state.aid: equal to 45%:of its operating costs, that system
must provide a local match equal to at least 9% of these costs; while a system receiving state aid
equal to 50% of its operating costs must prowde a local match equal to at least 10% of these costs.
As this example shows, the local match as a share of operating costs. rises and falls with the level of
state aid prov1ded ' :

3. The proposed iocal match’ wouid differ in that it would be based on iO% of
operating costs rather than 20% of the level of state aid recezveci by each system

4, ’f’he state share of operating costs can vary for individual systems based on the level
of federal aid the system receives. Under the current formula, the combined state and federal aid
percentage floats to a level that expends the state funds and provides a uniform state and federal
funding percentage for all systems within the tier. If federal aid provides a larger percentage of a
~rgystem’s ‘annual operating’ costs, state -aid for that system wﬁi cover a smallef percentage of
“Loperating costs, which: reduoes the: requlreé Zacai match i 2 :

5. . - The. foilowmg table shows how the rcqmred }ocai match for two Tier B systems _

'_ 3_d1ffers based on the amourit of fedarai aid recewsd Both: systems will receive a cembmed state and
" federal aid pefcentage equal to 60% of costs in 1999. However, based on 1999 contracts; the Racine -
___Commuter system will likely receive no federal aid whlie the Clty of Supenor bus system will
_ 'hkely receive - 20. 1% of | 1ts costs fmm federal aad ' :

Impact of Federal Azd an Requxred Local Match

Racing Percent Percent

Commuter ~ of Costs: .. Superipr - gfCosts
Operating Costs §783,000. .  $866200
SweAid U 54609000 60.0% T$3460000 7 399%
__ Federai Ald o - . 0 0.0 _1_73;?00 20.1
TFotal State and Federal Aid . $469900 - . 60.0% . $519,700 - 60.0%
Required Local Match (Current Law) ~ $93,980 12.0% 1 $69,200 8.0%
Required Local Match (Biil) 78,310 10.0 86,620 10.0
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6. - As indicated in the table, despite having $83,100 less in estimated -operating costs,
- the Racine Commuter system has a larger required Jocal match under current law, due to the level of
federal aid provided for the City of Superior’s system. The bill would: require the local match to rise
as operating costs increase, regardless of whether the costs are funded through state or federal aid.
As a percentage of costs the local match for alI systems wouid ‘oe umform under the bill.

S A Whﬁe every bus system s prevzdmg an amount tha,t that ex::eeds the proposed local
match requirement, the required-match would: increase:for- all but five bus:-systems, which would
-decrease their ability to reduce local funding in the future. Attachment | indicates the change in the
reqmred match for bus systems under-the: bﬂi based on: 1999 contracts. o :

_8_.- ;__- Thﬁ 1999 transzt csntraz:ts mdmate that ali but one systﬁm (Rax:lne Commuter) is
providing s;gmficantly more than the current minimum local match (20% of state aid). Further,
based on the 1999 transit contracts, cach bus system-in the state would have met the proposed local
match. Local match amounts:as a. percentage. of 1999 operating expenses ranged. from..16.7% to
31.9% for Tier A systems, from 12:1% to 29. 9% for Tier B: bus systems and from 11.0%10-26.2%
for Tier C bus systems.  The following table indicates the average E999 1ocai match as a percent of
: '_ state md and as'a perccnt Gf operatmg expenses for each t1er i SR S

Comparisen of Local Match tﬁ State AId and Operatmg Expenses

ST AT " LocalMatch as- - - . Local Match as Percent
Tier Percent of State Aid of Og. erating Expenses
Tier& 45.7% st 21.0%
Tier B 48.0 ___20,1:
_ TIBI‘ Cf-_f-- R 58 0 --:;: -_'.f':'-21' 3-1 .
9. Bccause each bus System is currentiy meetmg the pmpﬁsed 16% local match

requirement, the proposal will have little practical effect on bus. systems To make a change in the
local match requirement that would have more of an impact, particularly in limiting the potential for
local funding reductions, a local match équal to 15% of operating costs could be required.
Attachment 2 indicates the amount that each system would need to provide, compared to the
system’s 1999 10cal match amount 3f the locai match was set. at 15% of eperanng expenses.

Shareé—Rlde Taxn Systems

10.  The Govemor-recommended a phase-in of alocal:match for shared-ride taxi systems
in the 1995-97 biennial budget. The provision was deleted by the Legislature and, thus, not
included in the final biennial budget act. At that time, and under the current proposal, DOT
indicated its support of the local match to increase interest, mvoivemcnt and accountability on the
part of local gevcmments operating or contracting for shar&d—mde ta,m services.

11.  The current local match proposal is d}fferent than past iecal match proposals for
shared-ride taxi systems. During the 1995-97 budget deliberations, a proposal to phase-in a required
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 localzmatch ‘for shared-ride taxi’systems. was: rejected by the Legislature.: The current proposal is
different in that it-has some voluntary components. - That is, the proposed 5% local match in-2000
and 10% local match in’ 2{)61 are oniy requ;red if systems wish to‘receive an increase over the pnor

“year’s'state aid amount. - R = : s : B

R VA The bﬁi would also excmpt auy system that comphes w;th the preposed 1o<:ai match
requirement from the program’s performance audit-requirements. A number of the shared-ride taxi
- services are contracted with private vendors who provide the service.  The Department indicates that
‘if alocal government is paying for some portion -of the service, the local government may be more
concerned with the efficiency:and éffectiveness-of the service, which would reduce the need for
performance audits. However, bus systems, which have been and will continue to be reqmred to
provxde alocal match wou}d cr}ﬁtmﬁe to be SﬂbjEC'{ ta the performance aucht reqmrements

13 Attachment 3 shows the pro;ected §999 operanng expenses for ea::h shareci—nde taxi
sysiem, the current local funding: provided and the adfhtmnal local fundmg amounts that wouid be |
neede:d wath a 5% and IG% local match in order to recewe state aid i mcrease:s R EA

| 14 The foliowmg tabies mdzcate the current mstnbutxon of the percentage of shared—nde _
taxi operating expenses funded with Iocai funds and thc diSti‘IbEiinﬁ ef fundmg increases needed to
meet the proposed 10% réquirement.- et - L :

I)lstnbumm of Local F unds Preﬂded by Shared-Ride Taxi Systems

Percent Ntxmber
- -of Bxpenses R of Systems -
_f{)% - 14
_O% t05% 6
_ _5% to10% 7
U 10% to 15% 7 -
5% 10 20% 6
S Over'20% b
TQT}EAiL“ 41

Dnstributmn ef Fundmg Increases Needed at 10% Locai Match

Number .

- Increase Needed: R T T of Systems . -
50 o 4
'_$0ao$500{) Y S
785,000 t0 $10,000° C 4
$10:000 10 $15,000 -
$15,000 10 520,000 4
Over $20,000 : 10
. - TOTAL 41
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. Local Match Policy Issues

13, Under the mass transit aid formula, afier all the state aid is ekpended and the federal
aid is-allocated, any remaining costs are either funded. from farebox revenue or local funds, which
- are. primarily property taxes. Mandating that local communities use local funds to assist transit
reduces their flexibility to choose between fare increases.or dedicating additional local revenues to
the pomon of transit operatmg costs not funded from state or federal aid. '

- 16 Cenverseiy, aliowmg local govemments the ﬂcxtbahiy to detenmne where the local
funds will come from could result-in a local government choosing to fund the entire local share from
farebox revenues. Arguably, transit service benefits the general pubhc by getting people to and
from places of employment or consumers: to places of business: Therefore, it conld be argued that
local taxpayers should be required to cover some of the costs of the service. Further, a local match
may subject cost decisions relative to transit service levels tosgreater local scrutiny than:if the total

“cost is paid by outside governments and transit users. A requu'ed local match ensures: that non-
“farebox, local revenues pay for some of the costs of transit. = - s g

17. The 1995-97 biennial budget directed DOT to estabiish cost-efficiency standards for
transit systems by administrative rule. This rule authority was established to address local’
accountability concerns similar to those associated with the current local match proposals.
Beginning with 1997 calendar year payments, this provision required mass transit aid contracts to
specify that DOT has the auothority to exclude any costs not consistent with these efficiency
standards from eligible operating expenses for state aid purposes and can reduce any system’s aid
allocation accordingly.

18. DOT indicates that, due to a lack of consensus among. those affected, the

- _}Department has yei to estabhsh the:standards or promulgata the rules. If acconntabﬂziy of local

transit systems is a concern, arguably these efficiency standards, along with the ability to reduce
state aid for any costs not consistent with these standards, may be a more effective means of
addressing this concem. This may be especially true for all of the bus systems and the 14 of the 41
shared-ride taxi systems that -are already providing the proposed local match of 10% of operating
expenses.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to do one or more of the following:
a. Require bus systems to provide a local match, exclusive of user fees, equal to at

least 10% of each eligible applicant’s annual operating expenses, effective with calendar year
2000 contracts {this would replace the current local match equal to 20% of state aid);

b. Specify that no shared-ride taxi system (except for a system’s initial year of
service) may receive a state aid amount in excess of the previous calendar year amount unless the
system provides a local match equal to at least 5% of the system’s operating expenses, effective
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for calendar year 2000, or 10% of operating expenses, effective beginning with-calendar year
2001; and

¢ " 'Provide-that if an eligible applicant is served exclusively by a shared-ride-taxi
"system and voiunta;rﬂy complies with the local match reqmrements the apphcant may be exempt

from any required management perfarmance audzt

2. Reqmre bus systems to provzde a Iccal match exciuszve of user fces, equal to at least
“15% of each eligible ‘applicant’s annual operating expenses, effective with calendar ‘year 2000
_ "contracts {ﬂus woulci repiacc the cnrrcnt iocal match equal to 2()% of state’ aad)

: '3. ok Delete the current: iocal mat(:h reqmmments for bus systcms SRR

: 4. Spemfy {hat DGT may not enter into a-mass. transit aid contract for any system for
calendar year 2(}0(} and thereafte;: unless the Department has promulgated.the administrative rules
required under current law for cost«efﬁczency standards and the contract sansﬁes the current law
requzrements related to these standaxds

RS o antmn currﬁnt law

Prepared by: AlRunde
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ATTACHMENT 1

Comparisen of Current and Proposed

_Required Local Match .
(1999 Contract Data)
_ Cuarrent Proposed Change to
State ~ Operating Required ~~ Required Required
- Aid " Expenses " Makch Matich Match

Tiér A Bus SR ) o :

Madison o $13.300.135 $28,938,828 $2.660,027 $2,893,883 $233,856
Milwaukee County 44804319 97,486,568 8,960,864 9,748,657 787,793
Milwaukee 1SS 3.014.847 ' 10.911.432 1,002,969+ 1,091,145 508
TOTAL $63,119301  $137,336,848  $12,623.860  $13,733685  §$1,109,825
Tier B Bus o

Appléton $1,945,931 $4,881,373 $389,986 $488,137 $98,151
Beloit 499,336 1,250,017 99,867 - 125,002 25,135
Tau Claire 991,516 2482119 198',30_3_ 248,212 49,909

. Green Bay 2,219,646 5,556,566 443929 555,657 111,727

CJanesville 660,517 1,653,510 132,103 165,351 33,248
Kenosha 1,404,007 3,514,731 280,801 - 351,473 70,672
La Crosse’ 1,098,550 © 2,750,164 219,718~ 275,016 55,298
Meonona 98,144 163,574 19,629 ©16,357 23,271
Oshkosh 988,298 2,474,063 197,660 247406 45,747

" Ozaukee County 232732 " 387,887 46,546 38,789 7,758
Racine = 1,932,828 4,838,559 386,566 433,856 97,290
Racine-Commuter 469,861 183,102 93,972 - 78,310 -15,662
Sheboygan - §,693,?63 ’ 2,738,079 218,753 273808 55,085
Superior _ 346,016 866,201 69,203 86,620 17417
“Washington County -~ 129,163 215827100 L. 258330 S 2UE2T ¢ o 4,306

v Wankesha City’ “1A461.518 TU2I646,801 0 2923040 2640689 2706150 -

‘Wavkéesha County™ },77'4,_8'28 4098,142 ° - 354,966 409814 54,849 -
Wausau 908,146 2,268,406 181,229 226.841 45611
TOTAL $18,256,840 $43,568,655 $3.651,368 $4,356,866 $705,498
Tier C Bus '

~ Bay Area Rural $64,717 $176,591 $12,943 $17,659 $4. 746 - o0
Fond dir Lac 563,267 1,538,609 112,773 153,861 41,088

~ Ladysmith ~ 85631 233,658 17:126 23,366 6,240

" Manitowoc 408"_,'4_-26 1,114,462 81.685 111,446 29761 -
Mermiil 119,776 126,829 23,955 32,683 8,728

" Rice Lake 87,147 237,796 17,429 23,780 - 6,350
“Stovens P_éini 300458 819852 60,092 BI985 21,894 -
CTOTAL $1,630,022 $4.447.7197 $326,004 $444,780 $118,775
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 ATTACHMENT 2

Comparison of Current Local Match Provided
and Proposed Local Match Requirements

(1999 Contract Data)
Change Change
_ Current . 10% of from 15% of from
State Match  Percentof Operating Operating  Current  Operating  Current
Aid Provided State Ald  Expenses Expenses Match Expenses  Match
Tier A Bus e - _ B
Madison - $13,300,135  §9,037,829 68.0%  $28,938.828 $2,893,883 36,143,946 34,340,824 -$4.697,005
Milwaukee County 44,804,319 16,320,749 364 97,486,568 9,748,657  -6,572,092 14,622,985 1597764
Milwaukes USS 5,014,847 3,483,494 69.3 10911452  1.091.145 2392349 1.636,718 -1846,776
TOTAL $63,119.301 328,842,073 4357% $137.336,848 $13,733,685 -$15,108,388 $20,600.527 -$8,241,545
Tier B Bus L S . _
Appleton: $1.945,931 31078049 553% $4,881.373 3488137 -$589,912  $732,206 | -$345.843
Beloit . = 469,336 323,507 64.8 1,250,017 125,002 -198,505 187,503 -136,004
Eap Claire - 991,516 602,848 . 608 . 2,482,119 248,212 -354,636 372,318 -230,530
Green Bay 2.219.646 1,067,881 48.1 5,556,566 355,657 -512,224 833,485 -234,396
Janesville . 660,517 326,208 494 1,653,510 165,351 -160,857 248,027 - -78,182
Kenosha = - 1,404,007 620,906 442 3,514,731 351473 -269,433 527,210 -83,656
La Crosse 1,098,590 425,728 38.8 2,750,164 275,016 -150,712 412,525 -13,203
Monona 98,144 31400 32.0 163,574 16,357 -15,043 24,536 -6,864
Oshkosh 988,208 550,711 557 2,474,063 247,466 -303,305 371,109 -179,602
Ozaukee County 232,732 104,904 451 ... 3873887 38,789 -66,115 58,183 -46,721
Racine - 1,532,828 716,811 37.1 4,838,559 483,856 -232.955 725,784 . B973
Racine-Commuter 469,861 94,971 02 783,102 78,310 -16,661 117,465 22,494
Sheboygan 1,093,763 524,479 48.0 L2,738079 273,808 250,67 4107127 113,767
-Superior.. ... . 346,016 259289 749 .- B66,201 86,620 -172,669 129,930 . -129,359
‘Washington Counfy - 129,163 785002 426 . .215271 21,527 33475 32291, 22781
Waukesha City 1,461,518 - 613,756 420 . 2,646,891 264,689 L349.067 .- 397,034 -216,722
Waukesha:County 1774.828 859,257 484 . 4,098,142 409,814 -449.443 614,721 -244,536
Wausau 906,146 505.641 528 2,268,406 226,841 -278,800 340,261 -165.380
TOTAL $18,256,840  £8,761,348 48.0% 543,568,655 $4.356,866 -$4,404.483 36,535,298 -52226,050
Tier C Bus . : - _ e
Bay Ares Rural $64,717 340,562 62.7% $176,591 317,659 -322,903 $26,489 314073
Fond du Lac 563,867 274,064 48.6 1,538,609 153,861 -120,203 230791, 42273
Ladysmith 85,631 57,864 67.6 233,658 23,266 -34,498 35,049 -22.813
Manttowoc 408,426 264,776 64.8 1,114,462 111,446 -153,330 167,169 -97.607
Mermili 319,776 35,835 29.9 326,829 32,683 -3,152 49,024 13,189
Rice Lake: | =+ 87,147 62,313 715 237,796 23780 -38,533 35,669 -26,844
Stevens Point 300458 210,443 70.0 819852 81,985 -128 458 122,978 -87.463
TOTAL $1.630,022 $945,857 58.0% $4,447,797  $444,780 -§501,077  $667,170  -3278,687
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ATTACHMENT 3
Shared-Ride Taxi System Operating Expenses and Local Funding
{1999 Contract Data)
Additional
Operating Local % of Local Funds Required At
Expenses Funding Expenses 3% 0%
Baraboo $265,320 50 0.0% $13.266 $26,532
Beaver Dam 449 696 0 0.0 22,485 44,970
Berlin 149,540 8,745 58 0 6,209
Black River Falls 220,005 5,743 2.6 5,262 16,267
Chippewa Falls 278,088 28,555 T 103 0 0
Clintonville 110,015 12,101 11.0 0 0
Edgerton 80,855 7,237 8.1 O 1,748
Fort Atkinson 267,701 0 0.0 13,385 26,770
Grant County 42,113 6,427 15.3 . 0 O
Hartford 126,820 10,839 3.5 0. 1,843
lefferson 144,293 8,285 57 0 6,145
Lake Milis 68,705 . 7,605 - 111 o 0
Marineite 263,697 39,456 15.0 -0 0
Marshfield 388,973 G 0.0 19,449 38,897
Mauston 147,292 0 0.0 7.365 14,729
. Medford 102,426 17,877 17.5 O 0
Monroe 252,065 0 0.0 12,603 25,201
Neillsville 116,664 19278 16.5 0 ]
New Richmond 97,109 6,654 6.9 0 3,057
Onalaska 136,621 19,387 C14.2 0 4
..., Ozaikee County = o 961,122 122,041 o 127 P | B RS ¢
U Platteville - 102.483 ' 6,406 - 6.3 0 3,842
Plover ' 117,170 17636 15.1 0 0
Port Washington 123,812 2,359 19 3,832 10,023
Portage 623,270 0 0.0 31,164 62,327
Prairie du Chien 166,922 5,111 31 3,235 11,582
Reedsburg 194,650 2,449 1.3 7,284 17,018
Rhinelander 371,819 0 0.0 18,591 37,182 -
Ripon 146,132 )] 0.0 7,307 14,613 -~
River Falls 176,639 21,584 12.2 0 &
Shawano 136,105 0 0.0 6,803 13,610
Stoughton 195,592 0 0.0 9,780 19,559
Sun Prairie 231,021 31,305 13.6 0 0
Viroqua 147.575 5,104 35 2,275 9,654
Waterloo 99,875 23,806 238 O ¢
Watertown 494 506 O 0.0 24,725 40 430
Waupaca 188,332 0 0.0 9,427 18,853
Waupun 79,426 11,890 150 0 0
West Bend 593,977 12,207 2.1 17492 47,190
Whitewater 178,201 12,647 7.1 0 5,173
Wisconsin Rapids 498 580 0 0.0 24929 49,858
TOTAL $9,544,517 472,736 5.0% $260,657 $382,305
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