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... Mass Transit Operatmg Assistance -- Basis for Aid
(DOT. -- Local Transportatmn A;d)

'C’[}RRENT LAW

Atmual state mass transﬂ: aperatmg ass1stance payments are based on estimated operatmg
costs for that year. . .

No provision,

DISCUSSION POINTS © =

1. 'Under the current formula, the combined state and federal aid percentage for each

“tier of transit systems floats toa level that’ expends the state funds appropriated for that tier and the
level'of federal funds allocated: to ‘operating expenses. - Local' funds, crmszstmg primarily of local
pmpﬁrty tax revenues and farebox tévenues; fund the remaining portion of estimated costs. Because
DOT must provide a uniform percentage of state and federal aid to- all systems within a tier, each -

system $ share of the state ﬁmdmg is aﬁ’ected by the cost changes of the ot}mr syﬁtem*s, as weil as its
own costs :

Incentive For H:gh Cost Estimates

2. State transit aid payments are based'on éstimates of costs that are to occur during the
year for which aid payments are made. It has been argued that using estimated costs as the basis for
transit aid- payments may provide an inceritive for systems to develop higher cost estimates. That is,
‘because systems'do not receive additional aid if their costs are higher than originally estimated, a
high ‘initial estimate may be made to’ensure that all potcntlal costs are ehgzbie fer famuﬂa aid
payments - L .
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e _.-[___tex‘tam of the portion of thei
- other revenues in a given year. . . o

3. - Annually, DOTretains 10% cf the mia} transit- contract am{)unts pendmg audlts to
determine if each system’s actual operating expenses are consistent with the initial est it
contract. If a system’s costs are higher than estimated, the system receives the withhel ...aid*for its
estimated costs, but does not receive additional aid for the higher costs. If 3 system’s costs are lower
than ‘dnticipated, DOT retains the state aid portion associated with the differénce, and these funds
lapse back to the transportation fund, Therefore, because the formula is based on cost estimates and
funds are held in abeyance until the costs are venf‘xed transit systems do not receive the full use of
the state transit funding level in the year in which it is provzded

4. The mablhty to make aid detemunauons ona known cost basu; causes some of the
funds the I.egmiature intends to provide for mass transit to lapse “For exampie, over the past three
fiscal years, DOT has Japsed the following amounts from the state-funded transit appropnatxons
$306 7901 in I995~96 $1 413 0191 in 1996 97 and $778 786 in1997- 98.

Predxctahﬁlty of State Aad

SO 5 DGT has mdacated that the mass tzansst oper}mng asszstance formula:: changes
proposed in the: bill were. devdoped in large part, due to transit systems ‘concerns related to the

-unpredictability of state'aid. The proposed formula changes (which are addressed in ‘separate LFB
papers) are aimed at improving the predictability of state aid by unlinking state aid amounts from
the level of federal aid provided. Under these changes the state aid percentage would still "float”
based on the total operating expenses for the tier, but would be linked to federal aid only in applying
the proposed state and federal cembmed max;mum percentages cf Qperanng cx;mnses for each tier.

6.. Local govcmments like prcdzctabﬂity assoc:ated wzth state fundlng S0 they can be

T  Transit systems have:indicated that the primary uncertainty associated with state aid
under the: curmnt formuia is that there is no way. ef knowmg how their estimated costs compare with

- .other. systems wi thir their uer ‘Under the bill, each system’s. percentage of costs covered by state aid

. '.; would centmue 10 n_the level.of costs of thsa various systﬁms within the syste:ms tier.

_ __'8.': R Most major state aid prggrams are based on pﬂor-year data The magﬁr state a;d
: programs prov1dzng funding to local governments (shared revenue, property tax credits, general
transportation aid and elementary and secondary school ald) use przor-year information to increase
the reliability of aid payment estimates. T L

+-9.... . Basing transit aid payments on prior-year costs would allow DOT to provide an
_-esnmate of the level of state funding each- system will receive some.time before.local units. of
government establish their. subsequent calendar. year-budgets. - -For example, DOT. could provide
- estirates-of transit-aid for calendar year . 2000.in Fall, 1999, based on actual costs for 1998, Under
- this alternative, local units of governments could establish their transit budgets. with greater certainty
regarding the level of state transit aid they will receive. .
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10.  Some argue that providing transit aid based on costs incurred during the year for
which the aid payments are made allows systems to be reimbursed for new service provided during
the year. Further, it allows the Department to fund new systems that begin to provide service during
the year. However, DOT has indicated that it intends to change its administrative rule to exclude
any costs associated with new or added service from funding eligibility, unless the costs were
included in the annual application for funding.

11. It could be required that any system beginning or adding service in a year for which
an aid payment is made would have to notify DOT of its intent to do so in the year prior to the
service expansion. This notification could include an estimate of the projected annual operating
costs for the service expansion, which could be added to the prior-year cost data (after adjusting for
inflation) for purposes of calculating aid payments. This would differ from DOT?s current policy,
but would conform to the rule changes the Department has indicated it mtends to pursue. -

12 Undf:r the shared revanue and generai transpertanon aid programs new expendltures
must be borne entirely by local govemments in the first two years they are incurred. - The state
begins to prov;de aid for these expenditures-in the third year. Some have argued that this delay
serves to ensure that there is local support for the expe:nd;mre and that this discourages spending
decisions based on the availability of state aid. For mass transit aid, this could be accomphshed by
not providing an immediate cost adjustment for new service.

+"ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

L. Delete the current law requirement that annual state transit aid payments be based.

..on estimated. eperatmg costs for that year, effective with, ¢calendar. year 2000 payments. Rather, .
requu‘c that annual transit aid paymerits be made: based on actual operaung cests from the second

preceding year. Specify that any system beginning or adding service in a year for which an aid
payment is made would have to notify DOT of its intent to do so in the year prior to the service

expansion and would have to provide an estimate of the projected annual operating costs for the o

service expansion. Reqmre DOT to include these costs, tothe extent the Department determines
they are reasonable, plus the estimated costs of new service in the year preceding the -aid
payment in the cost base for calculating aid payments, with an adjustment for inflation to make
all the aidable costs expressed in the same year’s dollars.

2. Delete the current law requirement that annual state transit aid payments be based
on estimated operating costs for that year, effective with calendar year 2000 payments. Rather,
require that annual transit aid payments be made based on actual operating costs from the second
preceding year.

3. Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Al Runde
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June 1, 1999 Joint Committee on Finance o ~ Paper 4932

Lift Bridge Aid (DOT -- Local Transportation Aid)

CURRENT LAW

Mummpalltzes are reimbursed, from a biennial appropriation, for 100% of actual costs
incurred in operating and maintaining swing or lift bridges on connectmg hlghways If the
biennial appropriation is insufficient to provide full reimbursement, payments are preraied in the
manner. deemed desirable by DOT. '

GOVERNO_R

: ;_--:Pmic?ﬁ..#ias._ez_;..ievef.funding_of$1-_».3.50,009_;.SEG annually for lift bridge aid.

' -DISCIFSSION P(HNTS

1. Liﬁ bndge aid is pald on the first Monday in July for costs mcun‘ed durmg the
previous calendar year. For example, the $1.1 million paid in lift bridge aid in July, 1998, was in
reimbursement for actual costs incurred by the cities during caiendar year 1997 (the cmes must
submit documentation of their costs by January 31).

2. Presently, five cities operate 10 eligible lift bridges: Green Bay (Main Street),
Manitowoc (8th and 10th Streets), Milwaukee (Broadway, Kinnickinnic, State and Wells Streets),
Racine (Main and State Streets) and Two Rivers (Madison Street)

3. The bill would provide base level funding of $1 350 000. DOT indicates that actual
calendar year costs for:1998; to be reimbursed in July, 1999 (fiscal year 1999-00) were $1,763,400,
or $413,400 over base funding. The higher costs reflect an unanticipated repair on the Wells Street
bridge in Milwaukee and the costs associated with reopening the Main Street bridge in Green Bay.
Further, DOT indicates that, while a complete picture of 1999 costs in not yet available, it is
reasonable to expect a $75,000 increase in 2000-01 to reflect ongoing costs associated wzth the
recent reopening of the Main Street bridge. : :
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4. If the funding increase for 1999-00:is not provided, DOT would have the opti(m of
prorating the July, 1999; payments. - Alternatively, DOT could fully fund these payments since the
appropriation is biennial, and make the necessary proration in the July, 2000, payments It the July,
1999, payments are prorated based on available funding, each municipality would receive a
payment equal to 76.6% of its 1998 costs. The following table indicates the 1998 costs and the
1999-00 prorated lift bridge aid payments for each bridge, if only base level funding is provided and
DO’T‘ makes the full proration in J u}y, 1999. : _ .

1999-00 Lift Bridge Aid Under Full Funding and Prorated Payment

L “Prorated © -

1998 Aid Under
Bridge e . Actual Costs  Base Funding Difference
Green Bay -- Main Street $73,128 $55,985 -$17,143
Manitowoc - 8th Street - 109,784 84,048 25,736
Manitowoc -~ 10th Street 127,081 97,290 29791
Milwaukee -- Broadway Street 256,629 196,469 -60,160
. Milwaukee -- Kinnickinnic and Ist. . .. .o . 142998 . 109476 . 33522
Milwaukee - State Street 18576 14221 4,355
Milwaukee -- Wells Street 503,176 385220  -117,956
‘Racine -- Main Street ' 308546 236215 0 72,331
Racine -- State Street . 218,808 167,514 512040
Two Rivers -- Madison Street 4,652 3.561 -1,091
TOTAL - L - $1,763,378 $1,350,000 - -$413378

5 Based on high&f»than~anu<:1pated zransportatlon fund mvenues,_ which - were

1dentiﬁed subsequent to introduction of the budget, the Govemnor has recommended that lift bridge
aid funding be increased by $413,400 to fully fund the 1998 lift bridge costs:and to provide an
additional $75,000 toward anuc:lpated 1999 costs assoczated w1th the reopemncr of Green Bay’s
Mam Street br:dge WO ph o SR

s T nisE

1. - Provide $413,400 SEG in 1999-00 and $75,000 SEG in 2000-01 to increase funding
fer kft bridge aid.

Alternative 1 - - SEG
£ 1999-01 FUNDING (Changeto Bassy - 7 $488,400
e -[Change to BIll .. . .5AB8400]
2. Maintain current law.

Prepé;ed By: Al .R.i.mde |
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TRANSPORTATION

Local Transportation Aid

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepare&

Ilem# Title
3 General Transportation Aid -- Law Enforcement Costs
9 Elderly and Disabled Transportation Aids
10 Elderly and Disabled Capital Grant Program

LFB Summary Item for Introduction as Separate Legislation

_Item # Title

5 Local Highway Assessments




Item #

~1 on

~ Transpertation

Local Transportation Projects  ...:

. ~(LFB Budget Summary Document: Page 583)

LFB Summary Items for Which issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Title

- Freight Rail Assistance — Interest Rate (Paper #933) .

Railroad Grade Crossings Committee (see Public Service Commission -- Office of
the Commissioner of Railroads -- Paper #816)

Richard I Bong Air Museum (Paper #936)

Sixth Street Bridge in Milwaukee (Paper #937)



(Gov) Agency: DOT - Local Transportation Projects
Freight Rail Assistance - Interest Rate

Recommendations:
Paper No. 935: Alfernative 4

Comments: We should maintain current law here (i.e. Altemative
4. | don't know why DOT and the gov are always out to screw up the Freight
Rait Assistance programs. FB says in paragraph 3 that these loans are needed
by the industry because banks and other lenders won't make them, and
important work won't get done. Paragraph § says that raifroad companies
probably won't use the loan program anymore if the gov's proposal is
approved and DOT adds an interest rate.” Paragraph 6 offers further support
for maintaining current law.,

DOT currently uses a formula that determines if an interest rafe is
warranted on FRIIP loans. Thaf works fine. Why change it.

This is not an urban issue either. FRIP is primarily used fo maintain rail
service on a number of low-density tines, primarily in rural areas. We are losing
100 miles of railroad line a year in Wisconsin each year as it is (see paragraph

prepcared by: Bany
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Freight Rail Assistance - Interest Rate (DOT - Local Transportation Projects)

[LFB 1999:01 Budget Summary: Page 585, #6]

DOT provides low- or no-interest loans to railroads, shippers or Eocai govemments to
perform a varzety of capltai 1mprovements related ‘to freight raﬂ service through the :f‘relght rail
'mfrastructure 1mprovement program (FRIIP} As the loans are repaiﬂ ‘these ﬁmds are made
avmiabie__for new loans. DOT may make’ loans or grants for the acqmsmon, rehabilitation or

“construction of rail pmperty “for the purpose of preserving ‘rail ‘service through the freight raﬁ_ o
. preservation program. (FRPP) : N

| _EGGVERNOR

Require DOT to promulgaie a ruie astabhshmg an interest rate fer anns made uader the o

fre:ght razl mfrasiructare Impmvament pwgram and the freight rali preservatwn pmgram

'm'seﬁssismms |

1. In the Executive Budget Book, the administration indicates that this provision was
intended to establish a low-level interest rate for FRIIP loans. As the provision'is written, however,
DOT would be required to establish a rate for both FRIIP and FRPP loans. DOT does not typically

“make Toans tunder’ FRPP but has occasionally made loans under the program to rail transit
" commiissions; ‘which' are’ public, multi-county entities organized to preserve freight rail ‘service,
Typically, these loans are made to cover a portion of the costs of track rehabilitation on publicly-
owned rail lines. If the Committee decides to continue to allow DOT to make no«mterest loans
'under FRPP the bzil wouid neeé ta he a.mended te reﬂe&:i thxs mtent '
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2. Although the bill would require DOT 16 éstablish a minimum mterest rai;e fcr fre;ght
rail loans, any rate, including 0%, could be established. If the Committee decides: to reqmre a
minimum interest rate above 0%, the bill would need to be amended to reflect this intent.

3. Since much of the capital in the freight rail industry is considered nonrecoverable by
financial lenders, securing outside.credit. for capital improvements, particularly for track upgrades,
may be difficult. Typically, railroads mternaﬂy finance improvements. The rate of return from an
investment must be fairly high, however, to induce the railroad to proceed with an improvement
project.. The freight rail infrastructure improvement program. was created to provide an additional
source of credit for improvements. These loans typically are used for improvements on lines where
the associated return would not be great enough to mducg:_an improvement without a subsidy.

4. Currently, DOT sets the interest rate on FRIIP loans so that the internal rate of return
from an 1mprov¢ment is equal to or less than twice the prevaﬂmg cost of capital for the industry. If
the expe:cted rate of return is greater than twice the cost of capital, the interest rate is set so that the
rate of return is just equal 10 twice the cost of capxta} If the expected rate of return is less than twice
the preva.:lmg cost of capital, then no interest is charged. All but three FRIIP ioans 1ssued smce the
begmnm g of the program in 1994-95 have been interest-free.

- 5. : The ra.ﬂroad that has subxmttad ths largest number of apphcatmns uadar the program
'has mcizcated that it would probably not pamcxpate in ﬂ:le pmgram if an interest rate is. rﬁ:qmred
because many of the xmprovements have margmal benaﬁts to the. rmlroad _even if no interest is
-chargcd Even a smali mterest rate, therefore may subsiaunally reduce the demand for FRIIP loans

6. One of the benefits of FRIP may be that it allows freight rmlreads to: connnue 0.

+ offer service on low-density lines, particularly in rural areas. The shippers on these lines would lose.
the option of shipping products and raw materials by rail if the railroads abandoned: these lines. If
charging an interest rate on FRIIP loans causes service on low-service lines to dechne, shlppers and
corumnunities on thcse hnes may be harmed - s iy

7 | I)OT mdxcates that about }GO mzies of raziroad hne are abandoned each year. ’I‘he
amount of FRIOP loan applications generally exceeds the amount avaﬂabie for makmg ioans by a
ratio of two to one. : S

ALTERNA’I’IVES

_1__, Appmve the G@vernors rscommcndatmn to reqmm BO’}’ to promuigate a mie

program and thc frezght raﬁ preservation program

. 2. "‘\/,'{odzfy the Govemers rccomendaﬂen by requmng DOT to premuigate a mlc to
establish an interest rate for loans made under the freight rail infrastructure improvement program,
but not the freight rail preservation program.
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. 3. Modify the Govemor’s recommendation by specifying that the interest rate
established by DOT must be above 0%. _

4, Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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(Gov) Agency: DOT-Local Transportation Projects
Richard . Bong Museum

Recommendations:
Paper No. 936: Alternative 1 (no action needed)

Comments: Personally | support alternative 2, but Jauch wants
Alternative 1 (which approves the governor).

| think this is a lot of money for a memorial and wiil make others expect
the same level of funding for their museurns and memoriais. Although it's a
worthy project, it sets an expensive precedent.

prepared by: Bary
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June 1, 1999 . . . Joint Committee on Finance ... .= Paper #936

Rwharé I Bong Ail‘ Museum (DOT - Lacal Transportatmn Pro_;ecis)

[LFB 1999 01 Budge‘z Summary Page 587 #9]

: CURRENT LAW

The transportatwn enhancements pwgram pnma,n},y ﬁmds pedestnan and b1cycle trail
:projects using federal highway aid. Under federal law, however, transpertatzon enhancements
‘funds.can be used for any of the foiiowmg purposes: (a) facilities for pedestrians and bicycles;
{b)- safety and educational activities. for pedestrians and . bmychsts {¢) acquisition. of scenic
easements and scenic or historic sites; (d) scenic or historic highway programs; (e) landscaping
and other scenic:beautification; () historic preservation, rehabilitation and operation of historic

- transportation- bmkimgs structures ‘or. facilities (including histona mziroad facilities and canals); '~
(g) preservation -of abandoned: railway corridors (mcludlng the “conversion of corridors to -

pedestrian or bicycle trails); (h) control and removal of outdoor. advertising; (1) archaeolo_gmai
planning and research; (j) environmental mitigation to address pollution due to highway runoff
or. to reduce. vehicle-caused wildlife mortality while mamtaxmng habltat connecthty, and: {k)
establishment of transportation museurs.- : : R :

Under the state's grant program, every project must have a public sponsor that.pays 20%
of the project's  cost.w Projects are selected- for funding by a committee composed of
representatives of - the Legislature, the public, the Wisconsin Historical Society and. the
Departmients of Commerce, Natural Resources, Tourism and Transportation.. Typically, project
applications aresolicited and approved for a three-year- fundmg cycle. - Base funding: for the
program is $6,248,000 FED. 2 i o e :

GOVERNOR

_ Requzre DOT to allocate $1,000,000 FED in 1999~00 from the transportation
enhancements pregram for makmg a grant to the Cn‘y of Supermr for the construciion of the
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Richard 1. Bong Air Museum. Spec;fy that the grant may not exceed 90% af t
constructing the museum. O

“DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The construction of the Richard . Bong Heritage Center, honoring a World War I
Army pilot from Poplar, is scheduled to begin in late 1999, provided that enough funds are raised
from donations and public grants. The total projected cost of the Heritage Center, which would be
built i the City of Stperior, is $3.5 million; although project organizers-hope to raise an additional
$1.5 million to establish an endowment to support the ongoing maintenance of the building. The
bill would provide $1,000,000 in federal enhancements funds'in 1999-00 for the City of Superior to
pay some of the cost of construction. In addition, the City of Superior and Douglas County have
pledged $360,000. each for the preject which would }save the. rema:enmg $3.4-million to be rmsed
from private donanons ' : _ S

2. The comnuttee that seiects enhancements pI'OjﬁCtS gives a score to each project and
then approves pi’OjCCiS, accerdmg to their scores, dependmg upon how much funding is antxcipaied
to be available. The City of Superior did not subnnt an apphcation for the Richard I. Bong Heritage
Center, so this pro;ect did not receive a score. However, the establishment of a transportation
‘museum was not an ehgible use of federal transportaﬂoﬁ enhancements funds until the passage of
the “federal Traz;sportatmn Eqmty Act for ‘the 21st Century, in’ June, 1998 whmh was after the
apphcataon deadlme (Apﬂi 1998} for the cun'ent sta.te grant cycie :

SR TR R In 2998 the enhancements s&i&ctmu committee - a;aproved grants for 88 pm_;ects
o :.Ztotahng $22.8 million, to be distributed between 1998-99 and 2000-01. This amount was approved . .

on the assumption that the base funding level of $6,248.000 would be maintained throughout the

three-year period, which would allow a total'of $18.7 million to be available for making: grants.: In
addition;” although $3,750,000 FED was provided i the: enhancements appropriation in 1997-98,
‘none of this amount was: spent; so the committee made. the décision to approve: progecis usmg the
unspent funds fmm 1997-98 allowing a tetal of $22 5 mﬂh{m t{; be available. - : :

Tirdyee o The amotnt of fundmg avaﬂable is® $03 miihcm 1ess than the amount of grants
apprtwed It is not unusual, however; for some projects to be ‘canceled before construction begins,
typically because the local sponsor can not provide the required 20% match.. It is likely that enough
projécts: would be ‘canceled for this-or other redsons to ‘allow all approved projects that-are not
‘canceled to be funded. If the Governor’s recommendation to require DOT to allocate $1,000,000 for
the Bong Heritage Center is approved, then the size of the gap between the amount of approved
. grants and the amount of available funding would increase to $1.3 million.

5. During previous enhancements funding cycles, the amount of grants approved
generally exceeded the amount of funds that were anticzpated to be available over that period by
_about 10% to 2{}% The decision to appreve more grants than the amount of fundmg ‘available was
done with the expectation that enough projects would be canceled that all remaining projects could
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be funded without excéeding the amounts appropriated.

6. DOT indicates that the current policy is to provide funding for all projects that are
approved, even if they are not completed until several years after the funding cycle in which they
were approved. Since there is the potential that all approved projects will eventually be funded, the
decision was made to only approve grants approximately equal to the amount of funding provided
in the enhancements appropriation. Adding the Bong Heritage Center to the list of approved
projects would not force the cancellation of any other approved project, but could mean that DOT
will make grants exceeding the amount appropriated for enhancements. It may be reasonable to
expect, however, that enough project attrition will occur during the current enhancements cycle so
that the amount of grants made would not exceed the amount appropriated.

7. The bill would specify that the grant made to the Richard 1. Bong Heritage Center
could not exceed 90% of the construction cost. Federal law regarding the use of enhancements
funds allows flexibility in the matching percentage so that some project sponsors may be required to-
provide more or less than a 20% match as long as there is at least 20% in matching funds for the
total amount-of federal enhancements funds spent by the state. Allowing the City of Superior to
provide as little as 10%, therefore, would require other-approved projects to provide matching funds
exceeding 20% to make up the difference. If this provision of the bill were eliminated, then no
other projects would be required to provide a match greater than 20%. Given that the portion of the
.. cost of the Bong Heritage Center that would be paid with nonfederal funds is more than enough to
- provide a 20% match, eliminating the 90% provision would not affect the amount paid by the City
of Superior. :

- ALTERNATIVES

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to require DOT to allocate $1,000,000
FED in 1999-00 from the transportation enhancements program for making a grant to the City of
Superior for the construction of the Richard I Bong Air Museum. Specify that the grant may not

exceed 90% of the cost of constructing the museum.

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by specifying that the grant may not exceed
80% of the cost of constructing the museurn.

3. Maintain current law,

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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June 1, 1999 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #937

_Six;th. S_freéf 'Br'idge-_-'i-n MiiWaukeé(D_OT% Local Tr-énsportation Projects)

CURRENT LAW

Certam bndges for winch an agreement was reached between DOT and Eocal'
governments prior to June 30, 1993, are eligible for construction or reconstruction under the
accelerated local bridge improvement assistance program, with the state paying 75% of the cost
of construction. The county and municipality in which the. bridge is located each must pay
12.5% of the cost. Of the four bridges that were approved prior.to June 30,1993, three have
been completed or are under construction. - The fourth bridge, the Sixth Street Bridge in

Milwaukee, has not yet been reconstructed. - e - G

GOVERNOR

~ No provision.

DISCUSSION PGINTS

1. 5 A provision of the: federai Intezmodal Smface Transportanon Efﬁcwncy Actof 1991
allowed the Governor of Wisconsin to submit a request to use $241.0 million of interstate cost
estimate (ICE) funds, which had been approved for building a transitway between Waukesha and
Milwaukee, for a different project. In 1993, the Governor requested that the funds be used to fund
the construction of a facility for buses and multi-occupant vehicles (HOV lanes) along [-94, from
downtown Miwaukge to STH 16_4 near W_auke_sha .

' 2,' a Because there’ hati been no agreemeﬁt between ‘the state and’ affected local
govemments on the construction of HOV lanes, no ICE funds have been used.  The 1999 federal
appropnatzons bill included a provasxan that allows the Governor to submit another request for using
the funds for an alternative project or projects. The Governor was given the authority to decide how
half of the ICE funds would be spent ($120.5 million), but was required to consult with local
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government officials before making a request for using the other halfi - -

3. Pursuant to these requirements, the Governor, the Milwaukee County Executwe and
the Mayor of the City of Milwaukee reached an agreement on April 26, 1999, for using the funds.
The construction of the Sixth Street Bridge in Milwaukee is one component of the agreement.

4. The parties agreed to spend a total of $60 million on the Milwaukee bridge. DOT
estimates that building a basic-design bridge to replace the existing Sixth Street Bridge would cost
$52.0 million. A bridge of the design favored by the County and City, however, would cost an
additional $8.0 million." The parties agreed that the current law funding shares (75% state, 12.5%
county and 12.5% city) would apply to the $52.0 million basic-design cost and that the local
governments would pay half of the additional $8.0 million cost (50% state and 50% local). In total,
the state would pay--$43‘-0 million and the local governments would pay $17.0 million.

5. Under the. agreement the state and local governments would use ICE funds to pay as
much of their respecnve shares of the cost of the bridge as possible, although a 15% state or local
match is required. Consequently, the state would use $36.5 million in ICE funds and $6.5 million
SEG, while the 1ocai govemments wouid use 514 5 mﬂhon in ICE funds and $2 5 xmlimn in local
funds E

6. The statutory provisions for. the accelerated local bridge improvement assistance
program provide that if discretionary federal funds are available for a bridge, then the shares paid by
the ‘state and local’ govemnments are reduced proportionately; which would be thecase for the
portion of the cost of the Sixth Street Bridge assumed to be the basic-design cost.  The additional .
$8.0. million -would be subject to. a chfferent ﬁmdmg share tmder the agreement, whxch Wouid :
require a stamtory change. '

7. On May 3, 1999, the Department of Administration sent a letter to the Co-chairs of
the Joint Conmmittee on Finance requesting that the budget be amended to reflect the provisions of
the ICE funds agreement. DOA requested that the appropriations for the accelerated local bridge
improvement assistance program be increased in 1999-00 as follows: (a) $51,000,000 FED to
reflect both the state and local use of ICE funds; (b) $6,500,000 SEG to provide the state match; and
(c) $2,500,000 SEG-L to reflect the local match. In addition, DOA requested that a nonstatutory
provision be mciudad to.-allow the fundmg shares as agreed to by the state and the local
govemmenis S . : : :

1. Provide $51,000,000 FED (ICE finds), $6,500,000 SEG and $2,500,000 SEG-L in
1999-00. for the accelerated local bridge improvement assistance program. Specify that,
noththstandmg current provisions reiated to the payment of the costs of a bridge under the
accelerated local bndge improvement assistance program, the share of the costs paid by the state

and local governments for the Sixth Street Bridge shzdi be as detemned by tha agreement on the
use of the ICE funds.
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Alternative 1 FED SEG-L SEG TOTAL
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bil) $51,000,000 2,500,000 $6,500,000  $60,000,000

2. Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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4 Frezght Rail ?reservanon Prog;am _
5 Freight Rail Infrastructure Improvemcnt Program
8 Harbor Assistance Program™. .
10 Local Area Computer Network Administration
11 Water Permit Exemption for Other Transportation Projects
12 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Program

~ LFB Summary Item to be Addressed in a Subsequent Paper

{tem # Title

1 Milwaukee Lakeshore Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Grants




Transportation

State Highway Program

(LFB Budget Summary Document: Page 588)

LFB Summary Items for Which Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

tem# -  Tide

State Highway Rehabilitation (Paper #945)

Major Highway Development -- Funding Level (Paper #946)

State Highway Maintenanc_e and Traffic Operations (Paper #947)
Outdoor Advertising Sign Inventory System (Paper #948)

Transfer to Fund Planning Grants to Local Governments (Paper #949)
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 + Madison, W1 53703 = (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

June 11999 B . Joint Cemmi'ttee'on Finance - Paper #9435

State Highway Rehabilitation (DOT -- State Highway Program)

[LFB 1999:01 Budget Summary: Page 588, #1]

CURRENT LAW

The state hlghway rehabﬂitation program which i is funded thmugh both federal and state
appropriations, is principally responsible for repairing deteriorated highways and bridges on the
state trunk highway system.'' Base ﬁmdmg for the grogram is: $533 426,300 ($256 751,300:SEG
and’ $276 675 000 FED) S

- GOVERNOR

Prov1de $6 605 100 FED in 1999~{)O and 316 153,300 FED in 2000-01 to pmvzde
increases of 1.2% and 1.8%, respectively, for the state highway rehabilitation program.

DISCUSSION P()INTS

1. The following table shows the ﬁmdmg for the program by funding source. The FED
increases reflect the funding provided by this itemi. - The SEG decreases reflect the net of the
following: (a) standard budget adjustments (-$451,700 in 1999-00-and -$472,900 in 2000-01); (b) a
separate item that would transfer funds to the highway administration appropriation (-$382,100 in
1999-00 and -$370,800 in 2000-01) to fund some of the costs of complying with new federal
stormwater management regulations; and (c) a separate item that would provide funds ($15,800
annually) that would then be transferred to the public safety radio management PR appropriation to
provide the state highway program's share of an increase in funding provided by the bill for the
public safety radio management program.
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Actual 1998:99 and Proposed 1999-01 Funding Levels

1998-99 Governor Sk
Fund Base 1999-00 2000-01 Biennial Total
SEG $256,751,300 $255,933,300 $255,923,400 351 1,856,700
i FEDS 276.675000. - <283:280:100 292,828 300 376108400 - -

TOTAL $533,426,300 $539,213,400  $548,751,700 $1,087,965,100

2. With the passage of the federal Transportation: Equity Act for the 2Ist Century
(TEA-21), the state received significant increases in federal highway aid. The 1997-99 budget act
estimated federal highway aid in both years_of the biennium at $345 million. In 1998, the state
- received $409.9 million in federal highway aid, or $64.9 million more than the amount estimated.
Of this amount, $34, 380,000 FED was ailocated to the' I“nghway rehabxhtatmn program. In 1999,
the state received $465.0 million, ot SIZGG million’ more than the amount estimated. Of this
amount, $73,710,300 FED was allocated to the: highway. rehabilitation program: The :1998-99 base
Shown in the table mcludes the $73 71() 3{3{3 of addmonai federa.l funds provxded in ihat year

SR LT The feiiﬂwmg tabie compar&s the raie ()f gmwth in: fundmg since 1996-97 that
wouﬁid result if the funding levels in'the bill were approved, for the state highway. rehabilitation
program and several other DOT programs.  The percentages shown include ‘both: federal and state
funds. The table'also shows the change in the Consumer Price Index over the same period.

Percentage Increase in State and Federal Fundmg
' - for Varm_us Transporiatmn Programs :

(1997-2001)
Program = = - . AB 133
State Highway Rehabﬂitatica 323% '
- Major Highway Develoyment e o358
. State Highway Maintenance ~ 146
~Local Road ngrams* S oo 18T
-Mass Transit-Aid.... S e 215

; ---Consamer Pmce Index b . 89

*Includes general _tra;_aspeﬁ;atmn _';m_d__ coﬁngr_:-im_g haghwgy aid, local road _izhpmwzmgngfgr{.}'g@m and local
. bridge and highway improvement assistance. ) o

4. The preceding table shows that the state highway rehabilitation program has gro.*.wn
more rapidly than the state highway maintenance, local road and mass transit aid programs. Some

- . have argued that the budget should be modified to produce more even growth between
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transportation programs “This would suggest limiting growth in the state h;ghway rehabxhtatmn and
major highway development programs in this biennium.

5. DOT’s draft highway plan for the period between 2000 and 2020 prq;ects that
expenditures will exceed available revenues by $4.2 billion over the 21 years, assuming that there
are no.major transportation tax increases and. that motor fuel consumption does not increase. This

__gap betwcen e'ipendltures and Tevenues. occurs pnmarﬂy because of a few, penodxc peaks in
expenditures. These peaks corrcspond to several large hwhway projects on Milwaukee-area
freeways. There is no projected gap, however, during the 1999-01 biennium, because the first large

« freeway project that would cause the gap, the reconstruction of the Marquettg Xnterchange will not

- start during the biennium. - o - : Gt :

6. Although there would be no gap between expendxtures and revenues dunng the
..-1999-01. biepnium, t,he ‘plan assumes that the amount. of resources available to-the program will
- increase for inflation. The bill, Thowever, wauld pmwde an increase for the program that is below
the: projected rate- of mﬂatlon ‘Based on prmected inflation rates from Standard and Poor’s. I}RI of
2.4% in 1999-00 and. 2.5%.in 2000:01, the:amounts needed to provide an mﬂatmnary increase for
the program would be-$12,802,200 in 1999-00 and $26,457,900 in 2000-01, which is:more than the
. amount provided by the bill by $6,197,100 in 1999—00 anci $10,304,600 in 2000-01.

7'. A separate item. in ihe budget would transfer $382 100 SEG in 1999~00 and
$37O 800 SEG in 2000-01 from the rehabilitation. program to the haghway administration and
_ planning appropriation for administrative costs related- to the implementation of a cooperatzve
" agreement between DOT and DNR regarding stormwater management In addition, DOT estimates
- that 3mplementmg the agreement will i increase the costs of rehabilitation. pI'GJGCtS by $4,415,500 in

| *"1999 00 “and’ $4 99i ,000 in 2009—91 pnmanly due to the need 0 buﬂt addltmnal stermwater"' '.

detention ponds in’certain urbanized areas. -Since the transfer. of funds and additional costs reduce
the buying power of the rehabilitation program, an additional $4,797.600 in 1999-00 and
$5,361,800 in 2000~01 could be prowded to offset the costs of complymg thh the stormwater
agreement : - o ST T 5 i

8 Although addmﬁnai fundmg rna}« be prowded to offset prograrmnatw cost increases,
may change the cost of .ﬁfOJects For instance, the cost ef pamcular mazenais or fuel, process
changes or changes in‘design standards may either increase or decrease program costs. Typically,
budgetary adjustments have not been made to account for these changes.

9. In calculating pay plan reserves, DOT included salaries of employes who work in
the rehabilitation program,-estimated at $17,884,000 SEG. [Employes whose salaries and fringe
benefits are paid with federal funds are not included in the" pay plan calculations.] Increases
provided for the rehabilitation program by the bill; however, could be used to supplement the
salaries of rehabilitation program employes. In other words, providing an inflationary adjustment
for the rehabilitation program in addition to using rehabilitation base salaries in calculating pay plan
reserves provides, in effect, a double-increase for salary inflation. If a full inflationary adjustment
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for the program is provided, the pay plan reserve amount could be lowered by $439 200 in 1999-00
and $1,098,100 in 2000-01. : . _

. ALTERNATIVES

Altematlves 2 and 3 in this section modify the bill by addmg SEG funds. FED funds could
dlso be used to mcrease the total program size, dependmg upon the relatwe avaziablhty of each
' "fundmg source.

- 1 Appmve ‘the “Governor’s recommendatmn to provide $6,605,100 FED in 1999-00
and $16,153,300 FED in 2000-01 to provide increases of 1.2% and 1.8%, respectively, for the state
hlghway rehabxhtatzon program

S e Y Modify the Govcrners recammendauon as follows: - (a) provxde an additional
- $6,197,100 SEG in *1999-00 ‘and" $10,304,600 SEG in 2000-01, which would provide a full
inflationary ad;ustmen{ of 2.4% in 1999-00 and 2.5% in 2000-01; and (b) reeince transportation
~fund reserves by $439, 200 in 1999-00and $1,098,100 in 2000-01 to subtract reserves calculated
- for rehabilitation prcgram employes whose salaries and fringe benefits-are funded with SEG
funds. Specify that compensation increases for state highway rehabilitation employes whose
salaries and fringe benefits are funded with SEG funds, up to the inflationary percentages
'provxded for the state h;ghway ‘rehabilitation pmgram must be funded wn‘hm the mﬂatmnary
- fundmg mcreases provuied for the pregram o

) gliernativa2 R } TR g&a

| 1909:01 FUNDi&G (Change 'so 3!) L $16501,700°
“1999-01 RESEAVES (Change to am) $7537:300 |

3. Provide an addmonai $4,797,600 SEG in 1999-00 and $5 361,800 SEG in 2000-01
EO offset the costs of complylng w:th DOT s stormwater regalatzon agreement thh DNR.

' Attefnaﬂvea © sEG
wss-m r—‘u&nme {Change to Bal} $10,159,400
4. Maintain current law,
Aﬁa_r}nativett - S EEDR .
1999-01 FUNDING {Change to Bill oo e $22,758,400

| Prapared by: Jon Dyck
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Legislative. Flscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 3201 » Madison, WI 53703 « (608) 266~3347 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

June 1,1999 ~ Joint Committee on Finance Paper #946

Major Highway De&eidpmeni -- Funding Level
(DOT -- State Highway Program)

{LFB 1999- OE Budget Summary Page 576, #3 (part) and Page 589, #2]

) Major h1ghway projects are defined as pro3ects that have an’ estzmated cost exceeding
5, f)OO 000 and consist of at least one of the following: (a) construction of a new highway 2.5
miles or more in length; (b) relocation of 2.5 miles or more of existing roadway; (c) the addition

__of one or more lanes at least five miles in length; or (d) the improvement of 10, miles or more of
.an exxs’ung d1v1ded expressway to freeway standarcis I

Ma;or hlghway 1mprovements are funded from three mam sources the sta‘te segregated
transportation fund, federal highway aid and the proceeds of revenue bonds. Base funding for
the program is $207,505,400 (341,350,000 SEG, $55,620,100 FED and$110,535,300 SEG-S).

GOVERNOR

Provide $1,838,000 SEG, $1,708,000 FED and $2,675,000 SEG-S (revenue bond
proceeds) in 1999-00 and $6,428,400 SEG, $2,328,400 FED and $3,871,900 SEG-S in 2000-01
to provide 3% annual inflationary increases for the major highway development program.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The f{)ii{)’wmg table shows the preposed ﬁmdmg for the program by funding source.
The funding in each year of the biennium reflects the net effect’ of this item, plus the following: (a)
standard budget adjustments (-$60,800 SEG annually); and (b) a separate item that would transfer
funds to the highway administration apprepnatmn (-$61,200 SEG.in 1999-00 and -$59,400 SEG in
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2000-01) o fund some of the costs of complymg w:th new federai stormwater management
regulations.” / : S

Actual 1998-99 and Proposed 1999-01 Funding Levels

- 1998-99 e ‘Govérnor
.. Fund Base . .. 1999-00 . . 2000-01 Biennial Total
SEG $41,350,000 $43,066,000  $47,658,200 $90,724,200
FED 55,620,100 57,328,100 57,948,500 . 115,276,600
Bonding ‘110, 535 300 _ 113 21{) 300 ) ii_é’;éQ’?_,ZOO" - _227.617.500
TOTAL $2(_)”{,’_505 ,400 $2 1_3,604,4()9 $220,013,900 $433,618,300
20 ‘Wxth the passage of the federa} Transportatmn Equlty Act f(}r the 21st Century

(TEA-21), the state received sagmﬁcant increases in federal highway aid. The 1997-99 budget act

estimated federal highway aid in both years of the biennium at $345 million. In 1998, the state.

received $409.9 million in federal highway aid, or $64.9 million more than the amount estimated.
Of this amount, $5,730,000 FED was allocated to the major highway development program. In
. 1999, the state received $465.0 million, or $120.0 million more than the amount estimated. Of this
" amount, $14, 685 000 FED was allocated to the major. highway deveiopmant program. The 1998-99

_ base shown n the tab}e mcludes the $14 685 OGB of addmonai federal fnnds pmwded in that yeax :

3 The followmg table ccmpams the rate ‘of grewth in fundmg since 199697 that

~ would result, if the funding levels in the bill were appmvec} for the major. hlghway development
o .Program and’ several other DOT programs. . The percentages. shown include fede,rai state and” o
_ revenue bond funds ’I‘he tabie a,iso shaws the change m the Consumer Pnce Index S o

Percentage Increase in State and Federal Fundmg
for: Various Transportatmn Programs

(1997-2001)

: -'ng"rém_. PRI TR ST . AB 133

Major Hi:ghw.ayf:ﬁévelepmeﬁt o oo 35.8%

State Highway Rehabilitation 323

State Highway Maintenance 14.6 o

Local Road Programs* 187
.. Mass Transit Aid s
':_Consumer Pm:f: Index o :8.'9'

- *Inciudes genera! tmns;:ortanon and aonnectmg hxghway aid, lacai road lmpmvement pmgram and local”

: bradge and hsghway improvement assistance.
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4. 'The preceding table shows that the major highway development program has grown
" more rapidly than the other four transportation programs. Some have argued that the budget should
~be modified to produce more even growth between transportation programs. This would suggest
-limiting growth in the major highway development and state highway ‘rehabilitation programs in
Ehas bienmum

: S50 In developmg the most recent draft highway plan, which covers the period between
+2000-and 2020, DOT developed a slightly higher threshold of traffic congestion than has been used

“in‘the past for determining when highway capacity improvements are needed. In part, a different
threshold was - envisioned in ‘order to allow “additional resources to ‘be applied to highway
preservation. The bill, however, would provide 3% annual increases for the major highway
'develcpment program, whlch primarily involves capac;ty ‘improvements, ‘while the state h;ghway

' rehabihtatzon program, which primarily mvolves system preservanon was provided with i increases
ef 2 2% m 1999-0() and 1. 8% in 2000—01 ' '

6. Current pi’Q}&CUOﬂS of inflation by Staadard and Poor’s DRI are 2 4% in 1999 E)G and
2.5% in 2000-01. Prowdmg inflationary. increases for the major highway development program,
“instead of 3% annual ‘increases, would allow additional funds to be used for other DOT programs or,
altemauve}y, could allow"a reduction in the amount of revenue bondmg proceeds used in the
© program., Increases of $4,980,100 in 1999-00 and $10,292,200 in 2000- 01 would be sufficient to
prov;de inflationary adjustments of 2.4% in 1999-00 and 2.5% in*2000-01, which wouid be less
S than the ameunt provxded by the bill by $I 240 906 in 1999-—90 and 32 336 500 in 2000-02 '

Hi gL AR separate item-in the budget would transfer $6E 200 SEG in1999-00 and $59 400
+ SEG it 2000-01 from the major highway development program to the highway administration and
- planning’ appropriation- for ‘administrative ‘costs related: to the amplementaﬂon of a. cooperative

: ‘agreement between DOT and DNR re gardmg stormwater management. In addition; DOT estimates

“that mpiementmg the agreement will increase the costs of major h;ghway prOJects by $706.900 in
1999-00 and $799,000 in"2000-01, primarily due to the need to- build “additional stormwater
detention ponds in certain urbanized areas. Since the transfer of funds and additional costs reduce
the buying power of the majar hxghway deveiopment progra.m an additional $768,100 in 1999-00
and $858,400 in 2000~01 couid be pmv1ded to offset the costs of compiymg with the stormwater
agreement. e 55 e

8. Although additional funding may be provided to offset programmatic cost increases,
it should be noted that the stormwater requirement is only one example of program changes that
may change the ‘cost of projects. For instance, the cost of particular materials or fuel, process
changes or changes in design standards may either i increase or decrease program costs. Typically,
budgetary adjustments have not been made to account for these changes.

9, - .In calculating pay plan reserves, DOT _it;c_luded salaries c;if. employes who work in
the major highway development program, estimated at $1,057,000 SEG. [Employes whose salaries
and fringe benefits are paid with federal funds are not included in the pay plan calculations.]
Increases provided for the major highway development program by the bill, however, could be used
to supplement the salaries of major highway development program employes. In other words,
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. providing.an- inflationary adjustment for the major highway development program in addition to
. using base salaries in calculating pay. pia.n reserves provides, in effect, a double-increase for salary

- inflation. If a full inflationary adjustment for. the program is provided, the pay plan reserve amount
- could be lowered by $26,000 in.1999-00 and. $64:900.in 2000-01.: e

10.  If the funding provided by the bill is approved, revenue bond proceeds would be
used to fund 53% of the program.in. 1-999@0@3&:52% in 2000-01. -In its budget request, DOT
 requested a 3% annual increase for the major highway development program using primarily bond
-.proceeds... Jf the entire increase proposed in the bill was. financed with revenue bonds, bonding
~ would fund 54 7% of the pregram in 1999-00 an{i 56.0% of.the program in 2990—{}1

_ 11 Hxstoncal&y, DO’{‘S pehcy has been to recommend that abeut 55% of s;he ma;or
_Iughway devclopmcnt programs costs be. funéed with. bondmg Durmg the 1995~ 97, biennium,
however, bonds were used to fund about 65% of the program. Increases in. SEG and FED funds for
the program durmg the 1997~99 bmnmum decreased the percentage of the total program paid with
- bonds to 53% in: 1998-99 SR et SRIEN

. 12 ' Concems about mcreasmg dﬁbt semcs fer ma_;or hzghway development revenue
bands have cansed some to recommend that the use of bonds be reduced. The following table
shows the amount of debt servxce: that would be: pald uader severai dxfferent scenarios. The first
_celumn shows.. the debt service -if the .amount of . bondmg was kept at the currf:nt level
($110,535,300) for the next: 20 years; . The second column shows the. amount of debt service. that
would result if the funding provzded in the bill is approved, and bondmg is kept at the 52% level
‘throughout the’ permd -assuming-a 3% annual growth.in the size-of the program. The final two

-.columns show. the amount 'of debt service if the funding. prcwdsck in: the-bill .is. approved, -and
- .bonding . is used to fund 50% and. 55% of the. program respsctxveiy, throagheut the.- penod 3

assuming a 3 _':aimual growth m the size of thc p:mgram

Deht Semce Under Severa! Revenue Bondmg Scenarms (In Mllhons)

cOnszanzj 52% T 50% ' 55%
" Fiscal Year Bendmg = emimg {Bﬂl) Bondxng B:Q_ﬂd{r}g :
1999-00 S $926 $926 3925 $92.7
2000-01 101.3 101.5 101.1 101.8
- 2001-02 A 1.0 1116 1108 . 1124
200203 .o o0 1205 . 1216 1204 . 122.9
L 2003-04 . ... 1345 . . 1364 1349 . 1383
2004-05 . 143% 1470 1450 1495
2005-06 . 1535 1580 1556 1611
2006-07 7 1514 1576 1548 1614
2007-08 161.9 170.2 167.0 174.6

200809 1674 1782 1745 1832
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ALTERNATIVES
A.  Funding Level

Alternatives 3 and 4 in this section modify the bill by adding or subtracting SEG funds.
FED funds could also be used to either increase or decrease the total program size, depending
upon the relative availability of each funding source. The amount of SEG-S used will depend
upon the Comrmtzea s action on the next set of alternatives, which reiaie to the level of bonding.

. I. Approve the Governot’s recommendatlon to prowde $1 838, 000 SEG, $I 708 000

FED and $2, 6’75 000 SEG-S. (revenue bond proceeds) in 19994)0 and $6, 428 400 SEG,
$2,328,400 FED and $3,871,900 SEG-S in 2000-01 to prov1cle 3% annual mcreases for the
major highway development program.

_ | 2. '_ Delete $1 24{} 900 SEG in 1999—00 and $2,336,500: SEG in 2000-01, to provide
total increases of $4 980,100 in 1999- 00 ‘and $10 292 200 in 20(}0 €}1 which would prowde
mﬂatwnary increases of 2.4% in 1999 00 and 2.5% in 2000-01.

Alternative A2 . . “ Ceee o BEGEY
- 1999-01 FUNDING (Change to:Bill) T« $3,577.400 |

ECX In addition to #1 or #2, reduce transportation fund reserves by $26,0{){} in __1_9.99~»00
- and $64,900 in 2000-01 to subtract reserves.calculated for major highway development program
- employes whose salaries and fringe benefits are funded with SEG funds. Specify that

* compensation increases for major highway. development employcs whose salaries and fringe

benefits. are funded with SEG funds, up to the inflationary percentages pmvxded for the major
highway development program, must be funded within the mfiatwnary fundmg increases
provided for the program.

Alternative A3~ _ . SEG |
1899-01 RESERVES. (Changs to Bill) - . S - $90,500

4, Provide an additional $768,100 SEG in 1999-00 aﬁd.$8.5_8_,400 SEG in 2000-01 to
offset the costs of complying with DOT’s stormwater regulation agreement with DNR.

Alternative A4 §EG

1999-01 FUNDING (Changs to Bill) $1,626,500 |
5. Maintain current law.
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ﬁ_'..52% bonding

Alternative AS FED SEG-S SEG'  TOTAL®
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bill -$4,036,400  -$6.546,900  -$8,266,400 - $18,849,700

- B Level of Revemie Bonds

 The' aiternativcs m ‘this’ scctlon are based on the overall fundmg level provxded by the bill.
In cases where a change in other funding sources is associated with'a pamcular fevel of bonding,
the changes are reflected with SEG funds. FED funds could also be used, depending upon the
reiative avaﬂablhty of each. fundmg source TIfa d1fferent overall fundmg levei is provided in the
B prekus section, then adjustments to thc SEG fandmg a.nd revenue amounts shown would be
" required to 1mp1emem the specific bonding policy.

I . __Approve ihe Governors recommendation to use 33% bondmg in 1999-00 and
2000-01 Q;:fund-the ma}erimghway dﬁveiopmem pmgram Provxde mcreased :
) OOG to .reflact thlS levei of b(mdmg : -

- revenue. bendmg autherity--of '$179

2. Reduce the amount o:f ‘bonding: used to. fund the major highway deveiopment '
program by $2 675,000 SEG-S (revenue bond proceeds) in:1999-00 and $3,871,900 SEG-S in
2000-01 to freeze the level: of bonding at-the 1998-99 base level of $110,535,300. Provide an
additional $2.675,000 SEG in 1999-00 and $3,871,900 SEG in 2000-01 to replace the bonding.
Provide increased revenue bonding authority of $173,119,100 to reflect this level of bonding.
- -In¢rease estimated transportation fund revenue by :$37,800:in 1999- (}0 and $204 700 in 20(30~{31

' te refiect areduction m revenuc bond debt servme SRR AL LS SRR

s @R SEGS o -SEQ_ TOTAL:

_ s Lse5dB000 s 8242500 se,_ac4 a0l
166901 FUNDING {Changemam) S so sesessoo sesseeo  so|
3 "Reduce the amount of bonding used to fund the major highway development

program’ by. $6; 408,100:SEG-8 in 1999-00 -and $4;400,200 0-SEG-S in 2000-01 to reduce the .
percentage of the pmgram “funded with revenue bond- pr@ceeds fo SG% Provide an additional -
$6,408,100 SEG in 1999-00 and $4,400,200 SEG in 2000-01 to replace the bonémg Provide
increased revenue bonding authority of $168.857,700 to reflect this level of bonding. Increase
estimated transportation funrd revenue by $87,900 in 1999-00-and $416,700 in-2000-01 to reflect
a reduction in revenue bond debt service.

Alternative B3 S vt CBRL e BEGES . SEG TOTAL
1996-01 REVENUE (Change o Bill - $10,808,300 80 $504,.800 - $10,303,700
188901 FUNDING (Change to Bif} $0  -$10,808300  $10,808,300 %0
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4. Increase the amount of bonding used to fund the major highway development
program by $4,272,100 SEG-S in 1999-00 and $6,600,400 SEG-S in 2000-01 to increase the
percentage of the program funded with revenue bond proceeds to 55%. Delete $4,272,100 SEG
in 1999-00 and $6,600,400 SEG in 2000-01 to reflect the increase in bonding. Provide increased
revenue bonding authority of $190,538.500 to reflect this level of bonding. Decrease estimated
transportation fund revenue by $58,600 in 1999-00 and $332,500 in 2000-01 to reflect an
increase in revenue bond debt service.

Alternative B4 B8R SEG-S BEG TOTAL
1995-01 REVENUE (Change to 8ill) $10.,872,500 %0 - $391,100 $10,481,400
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bil)} %0 $10,872,500 - $10,872,500 $0

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 « Madison, WI 53703 - (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

June1,1999  ~  Joint Committee on Finance " Paper #947

State Highway Maintenance and Traffic Operations
(DOT -- State I-Ilghway Program)

{LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 590, #4]

CURRENT LAW

The state highway maintenance, repair and traffic operations program is responsible for
activities such as minor pavement and bridge repairs, roadside mowing, snow and ice clearing,
pavement marking and sign and traffic signal installation on the state trunk hzghway system.
‘Most of the work related to-minor pavement repair-and snow and ice clearing is performed by
county crews under ‘contract with the state, while actzvmes related to pavement marking. and

- traffic sxgnai mstallatmn are performed by DOT empioyes or. by przvate contractors ’{’he base
budget for thf; program 15 3147 594, 600 SEG S :

. GOVERNGR

_ Promde $3 626 700 SEG in 1999 00 and Sil 785 380 SEG in 2000-01 for hzghway
mamtenance and traffic opemtaons ThlS would provzde increases of 2.8% in 1999-00.and 6.1%
in 2000-01, calculated on a base that excludes costs related to salaries and fringe benefits for
-state empioyes C

BzSC“SSION POINTS

1.7 The bill 'would provide an'above-inflation increase for the maintenance and- traffic
""operatmns program to compensate for increasés in the number of lane-miles and the amount of
traffic on ‘the state trank hlghway system. Between 1994 and 1998, the number of state highway
lane-miles inicreased by 3%. Between 1994 and 1997, which is the last vear for which data is

available, the number of vehicle-miles traveled ¢ on state highways increased by 10%. The increase
" in the number of lane-miles requires”additional plowing and’salt in winter and more pavement
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repairs in summer, while additionial traffic increases the demand for traffic signals and street lights.

2. The following table compares the rate of growth in funding since 1996-97 that
would result, if the funding levels in the bill were approved, for the maintenance and traffic
“operations program and several other DOT programs. The percentages shown incliide both federal
and state funds, although federal funds cannot generally be used for the principal hlghway
maintenance program. The table also shows the c:hange in the Consumer Price Index over the same
period.

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

(1997-2001)
Program - .. . . _AB133
S-ta__té Highway Maintenance . 14.6%
State Highway Rehabilitation 323
Major Highway Development 35.8
Local Road Programs* 18.7
--M.ésJS"'-TrdﬁSit Aid e s

_ - *rcludes general’ transportatxon and ccmnectmg h1ghway aid i@cai road 1rnprovement program -and’ Ir}cal '
.::_bndge and'f:;aghway zmprovemm assmiance s ST :

. 31_.{:__
maintenance and traffic operations program at the same level as during 1998-99, assuming that there
would continue to be growth in traffic and the number of lane-miles and assuming an inflation rate

5 In'. submltung :{s' budget request DOT estamaied thax the cost to contmae the o

of 2.8% in 1999-00 and 2.9% in 2000-01, would be $6,741,600 in 1999-00 and $13, 837,900 1 in.:

2000-01. ‘Current projections. of mﬂatxon for those. years by Standard and Poor’s DRI, however, are _
“2.4% i i999 G{) and 2.5% in 2000-01 Usmg thﬁse inflation rates, the cost to ec)ntmue ‘the program*
at the 1998*99 ievel of effort wctuid be $6 319 1(3{} m 1999—0{) and $12 764 406 m 2!”-»@1 e

4. A separate item in the budget wmﬂd use $314,000 FED annually to repia;::e the same
amount of SEG funds in order to pay 80% of the salary and fringe benefit costs associated with the
traffic operations center with federal highway funds. The traffic operatmns center operates the
traffic cameras and monitors, variable message signs and ramp meters on the Milwaukee area

freeway. system._and serves. as an emergency vehicle dispatcher in the event of an accident.
-Although FED. ﬁmds would repiace SEG. funds, -the bill would not reduce SEG funds in the
maintenance aﬁd trafﬁc operations:appropriation. by a mrmsgondmg amount, whach weuki allow
additional SEG resources to. be used - in the principal maintenance and traffic operatzens program.
Retaining : these. funds..in. the appropriation - would  reduce. the .amounts thai would need to be
. provided. to continue the program at the 1998-99. ievel of affezt 1o §6, {}05 10(} in. 1999-0(} and
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$12.456,400in 2000-01. This is higher than the amounts provided by the bill by $2 378 400 in
-1999-00 and $665,100 in 2000-01.

5. DOT requested a fund_ing_incrc:ase_ for maintenance and traffic operations that was
less than the amount needed to continue the program at the 1998-99.level and the bill would provide
the amount requested. DOT based its request on an evaluation of the relative priorities of
transportation programs and the amount of transportation fund revenue that was estimated to be
available at the time.

6. The bill would result in SEG spending on all transportation programs in 2000-01
that is greater than the estimated amount of transportation fund revenue collected during that year,
which is possible because of a closing balance in 1999-00. The bill would provide a larger
pcrcentage increase for the maintenance and traffic operations program in the second vear of the
biennium than in the first year, contributing to the structural imbalance. An alternative that would
reduce. the structural imbalance by $4.0 million would be to provide the same increase in both years, .
while using the same total amount of funding. This would allow increases of $7,706,000 annually. .-
Since the maintenance appropriation is a biennial appropriation, DOT could allocate funds within
the biennium to either fiscal year. However, this would reduce the base for the 2001-03 budget,
compared to the bill.

7. Increases above the base of 33,108,600 in 1999-00 and $6,424,400 in 2000-01
would be required to provide only an inflationary increase for the maintenance and traffic
operations program, which would be less than the amount provided by the bill by $518,100 in 1999-

# 00 and $5,360,900 in 2000-01.

E ':'A;I';TERNATEVES: o

L. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $3,626,700 SEG in 1999-00
and $11,785,300 SEG in 2000-01 for the highway maintenance and traffic operations program.

2. Provide an additional $2,378,400 SEG in 1999-00 and $665,100 SEG in 2000-01, to
provide total increases of $6,005,100 SEG in 1999-00 and $12,450,400 SEG in 2000-01, which
would be the amount needed to continue the program at the 1998-99 level of effort, given projected
increases in the number of lane-miles and the amount of traffic.

Alternative 2 SEG
1899-01 FUNDING {Change to Bill) $3,043,500

3. Provide $4,079,300 SEG in 1999-00 and delete $4,079,300 SEG in 2000-01 to
provide equivalent total annual increases of $7,706,000, which would provide the same total amount
of funding for the program over the biennium as the bill.
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P % Delete $518,100 SEG in 1999-00 and $5,360,900 SEG in 2000-01,-to provide total
increases of $3 108,600 SEG in 1999-00 and $6,424,400 SEG in-2000-01; which would provide
inflationary increases of 2.4% in 1999-00 and 2.5% in 2000-01.

O ANernative 4 o e T T i nan s §_E_§ R
S ST NOR FUNDING (Chaﬂgemﬁatl} o hlogsa7eone o

5. Maintain current law.

P 5&%&&@_& s e BEG
17199901 FUNDING {ChangetoB:i!) " -$15,412,000

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

June:‘-l-; 1995 : - Joint Committee on Finance o Paper #948

Oatdoar Advertising Sign Inventory -Systgm'(}_j)()’_l_’ -- State Highway Program)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 590, #5]

CURRENT LAW

Federai and state }aws require the Department of’ Transportauen to regulate outdoor
advertlsmg signs - along federal atd—ehgzble ‘highways, “with respect to their placement, size,
illumination and spacing. DOT requires &’ ‘permit to be issued for each new sign and charges a
permit issuance fee that is deposited in the transportation fund and is intended to pay part of the
cost of regulating signs. The current permit issuance fee, which is established by adnnmstratwe
rule depends upcm the s;zc of the 31gn a:nd ranges from $S to $ 100. '

. .VERN{)R

Provzde $510 000 SEG in. 2000—01 for the precurement of a computerzzed mventery
system for outdoor advertising signs along highways ehgzbie for federal aid. :

I)ISCUSSiGN P()INT S.

'POT 1ndicates that ‘the funding provided by the bill would be ‘used to hire a
contracter to establish and maintain a computerized sign inventory system. The system would use
geographic information systems tscimoiegy to keep track of the location of all signs on the state
trunk hxghway system, as well as recording other information, such as a sign's physical
characteristics, owner and the zoning classification for the area in which the sign is located. The
contractor would provide ongoing updates of the inventory, &mmnaang the need f(}):_ DQOT staff to
do periodic surveys of signs. Since the contractor would assume this function on an ongoing basis,
the funding provided by the bill would become part of the permanent base funding.

S Y The Department indicates that more detailed’ iniformation is needed to properly
enforce sign regulatxons ‘About ‘one-third of the outdoor advertzsmg signs on the state" h:tghway
system (4,794 out of 14,990) are classified as nonconforming signs, which are signs that were
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erected lawfully, but which would not be allowed tobe erected at the same location“uxidéi" cizrfent
law. A significant proportion of these signs were made nonconforming by the passage ofa iaw in
1972, which placed restrictions on where signs can be placed. These nonconforming signs may be
maintained, but may not be: (a) substantially altered; (b) moved to another location within a
nonconforming area; (¢) rebuilt if they are destroyed by weather; or (d) brought back into use after
being: abandoned or discontinued... A nonconforming sign-that violates these restrictions loses its
nonconforming status, which makes it subject to removal. Information on the physical
characteristics of a sign, which is not always currently available, is needed to determine whether a
sign has been significantly modified, such as if it:has been enlarged or had lights added, If this
information is not available or current, the requirements with respect to nonconforming s1gns may
be difficult to enforce. e

3. According to a 1996 Federal Hzghway Administration report, only Florida and
Texas: had more nenconfonmng signs than' Wisconsin and only six other states had more than 3,000
nonconf()rmmg signs. A nonconforming sign is deemed to have been substanﬂaﬁy changed. xf
repairs or maintenance exceeding 50% of the replacsement cost of the sign have been. perfermed on -
the sagn Ttis assumed that all nonconfomnng signs will eventually require this level of repair or-
maintenance and so will.lose their nonconforming status after a period of several years. The fact
that the state has a large number of nonconforming signs may be an indication that the current level
of regulation is not sufficient.to adequateiy menitor nonconforming. 31gns and rcqmre their removal
1fﬂleybec0me xﬂegai N e S

a Currentiy, a permlt must be 1ssued before a 51gn is erected ’I’he fee far the perrmt,'
which is established by administrative rule, is paid upon issuance and no further fees are required to
. maintain the ‘permit. In requestmg funding for the inventory system, DOT. indicated that the:

create an annual permit fee, which would replace the current permit issuance fee. The following
table compares the current permit issuance fees with the proposed annual fees DOT mdwates that
the proposed fees may be- dlfferent than the fees shown here. e S

Sign-'Size | Current SignSize ~  Proposed
(In Square Feet) Issuance Fee - (In Square Feet) Annual Fee
_80rless $5° " Lessthan64 $50
9032 S o 640150 100
3310150 200 Overl50 150
 151t0 1,200 500 B -
Cover L2000 100

3. Althoagh the bill reﬂﬁcts $1,650,700 in.additional revenue. from the xmposztion of an

estabhsh annual permit fees for szgrzs by rule If the Ccmﬁuttee demdes to allow D{)T to chaxge an
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annual permit fee, the bill would need to be amended to provide this authority.

6. Charging an annual fee may make it easier for DOT to track the status of signs,
particularly to determine whether a specific sign is abandoned. Under current law, a sign is
considered abandoned if: (a) its advertising message is obsolete, or if there is no message, for a
period of 12 months or longer; (b) the sign is in substantial disrepair; or (c) the name of the owner
does not appear on the sign. DOT indicates, however, that there are sometimes dlsagreements
between DOT and sign owners on this issue, which can lead to litigation.- To eliminate some of
these disputes, the sign could be considered abandoned if the permit renewal fee is not paid within
two months of the time the fee is due. .

7. The proposed fees would generate an estimated $1,650,700 annually, which is more
revenue than would be needed to hire a contractor to establish and maintain a computerized sign
inventory system. DOT indicates that the intent was to generate revenues roughly equivalent to the
current cost of regulating signs (estimated at $690,000 annually) and the cost of establishing the
computer inventory system ($510,000, for a total of $1,200,000). . In addition, the proposed fee was
intended to offset a revenue loss resulting from-a separate item. in the bill that would deregulate
signs that advertise activities conducted on the-property on which the signs are located (on-property
signs). This revenue loss is estimated at $7,800 in 1999-00 and $8,500 in 2000-01. However, the

Department's proposed permit fees, when added to the revenue generated from the current fees from
permit issuance (not including revenue from on-property signs), would generate a total of
$1 663 SOO annualiy, whlch wouid be Ingher than the cost of 51gn reguiatlon

8. One aitematwe to hrnlt the permit fees wouid be o require . D{)T to initially

. establish the annual permit fees to generate an amount of . revenue that approximates the cost.of .~ ..

reguiatzon "This  amount would be ‘$690,000, if the new .inventory system is not approved, or .
$1,200,000; if the new inventory system'is approved. Alternatively, the permit: fees- could be
established to generate only the amount of revenue needed to pay the additional:costs of the new
inventory system, or $510,000.

9. Most states that allow outdoor advertising signs along federal aid highways charge
an annual permit fee. According to a 1996 survey done by the Federal Highway Administration, the
fees generally depend upon on the size of the sign, but vary widely between states. The maximum
fees range from $5to $350. The maximum fee proposed by DOT would fall in that range, but only
a few states have a maximum fee of $100 or.above. If the amount of revenue were initially limited
to $1,200,000, $690,000 or $510,000 and these limits resulted in a proportionate reduction in all of
the proposed fees, the maximum fee would be reduced to $108, $62 or $46, respectively.

10.  The Se:aate ‘Committee on Insurance, 'Founsm Transportation and Corrections
adopted a motion, on a vote of four to three, to delete the Governor's recommendation.
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ALTERNATIVES ) _
_ :_A. | Outdoer Advemsmg S:gn Inventory System

“ 1.7 Approve the Governors recammendatmn to provxde $510,000 SEG in 2000 01 for
contractmg With a vendor to estabhsh an mventory system for outdoor advemsmg signs and to
perform ongomg updates to the mventory N

S -Mamta:n-rcment--law. SR
Alternative A2 R
1 1_9994)_1 FUNDING (Change to Bill -$510,000 |

& Anmlal I’erm:t Renewal Fee

v L AHGW DQT o create by raie, an atmuai permxt fee f{}r entdoor advemsmg signs.

Spemfy ihat the failure to pay the fee to renew a sign: permit within two months of the time:the
permit fee is due shall be coxzﬁzd&red evidence that the: 'sign has been abandoned: - In-addition,
specify - that the fees shall be’ initially: established to' limit the amount of additional, annual
revenue (above the cm*rent base of $21 3@0} to one’ ef the foilowmg amuam‘s begmmng in 200@»

a $I 65(} 700 whmh is the amount that Would be generated from the fees proposed --
| by DOT (total fee revenue wouid be $1 672 00(}) :

b ; _._hlch 13__:_ ._.__.'amount that when added to the base revenues, would _:'f'
produce enough revenue to cover the cost of the: current regulatmn program plus thc cost of the
inventory system (total fee revenue would be $1,200 OOG) : i

$1 173 7@9 "

Alternative B1b N see |
* | 109901 REVENUE (Change toBil) 3472000 |

oo $668,700, which is 'tha. amount that, when added to the base revenues, would
produce enough’ revenue to cover the cost ()f the cumznt reguiau{m program (tﬂtal fee revenue
would be’ $69{) O{)O) : s . oy

Aitamatwe Blg BEG
| 199901 REVEMGE (Change to B:ii} 7 lses2000 |
d. $510,000, which is the amount that would produce enough additional revenue to

cover the additional cost of the inventory system (total fee revenue would be $531,300).
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Alternative B1d SEG

1999-01 REVENUE {Change to Bill) - $1,140,700
2. Maintain current law,

Alternative B2 SEG

1999-01 REVENUE (Change to Bill) - $1,650,700

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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June 1, 1999 - Joint Committee on Finance Paper #949

Transfer to Fund Planning Grants to Local Governments
(DOT -- State Highway Program)

__.'{LFBI 1999-01 Budget Summary Paige 86, #2 and Page 592, #9]

CURRENT LAW

" Federal transportatwn law requires each metropolitan area with a popuiatlon greater than
50, 0(}0 to have a deSIgnated metropohtan planning organization (MPQO) representing local
governments. There are 11 MPOs in Wisconsin. Among other duties, MPOs are responsible for
developing long-range transportation plans, which must address several issues, such as the
promotion of economic vitality of the area, the safety of the system for motorists and
_ "'_nonmotonsts the accessibility and mobﬂxty of the transportation system, the protection of the
environment and the promotion of energy conservation. The Department of Transportation

allocates a portion of the state's federal hxghway aid to MPQOs. In 1999, DOT allocated $2.6
mﬁhen to the state's 11 MPOs.

Regzonal plaramng commissions (RPCS) are respansxbie for drafting and adopf:mg master
plans for the physical development of their regions, which are typically composed of multiple
counties.. All but five Wisconsin counties are served by a RPC (Columbia, Dodge, Jefferson,
Rock and Sauk). Five of the state's nine RPCs are designated as MPOs, while the others
generally perform planning duties for rural regions. In some cases, DOT allocates federal
transpertatzon aid to RPCs. In 1999, DOT allocated $0.5 million to RPCs.

DOT gartlcxpates in some locai transportatzon and iand use planning efforts, typically in
conjunctmn with a state highway project or projects.

'GOVERNOR

Establish a grant program to finance local government planning activities as follows:
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Local Pianmng ‘Grant Program Establish a new’ grant program under DOA and
authorize the agency to provide grants to a county, city, village, town or regmnal plannmg
‘commission to finance the cost of planning activities. Specify that the activities eligible for
funding would include contracting for planning consultant services, public planning sessions and
other planning outreach and educational activities, or for the purchase of computerized planning
data, planning software or the hardware required to utilize that data or software. - Stipulate that
DOA must require the grantee to finance, from local resources, at least 20% of the costs of the
product or services to be supportad by the piannmg grant.

F amdmg Create an annuai appmpmatmn undar DOA Eo fund planmng grants to local
units of government. Provide $1,000,000 annually for such’ grants, to be funded from transfers
from DOT’s highway administration and planning federal funds appropriation. Modify DOT? s
highway administration and ;ﬂannmg federal funds appropnatmn to permit the transfer of such
monies to DOA. The amount of the DOT transfer would equal thc amounts appmprlated under
DOA for the pianmng grants '

DOT Approval of Piannmg Gmnt Expendztures Specxfy that, prior to the award of any -
planning grant from the new appropriation, DOA would be required to forward a detailed
statemnent of the proposed grant expenditures to the Secretary of DOT and obtain the Secretary’s

_.wmtten approvai ()f the proposed expendltures Federal Iaw requarfzs each state to desxgnate one
__the Secretary ef DOT wouid havc to approve the gmnts made by DOA under the nsw piannmg_
.grant’ program, - . o . =

ot '1‘.- f{){)A mdacates that this-item is mtended to-assist-local govemments in deveiapmg
comprehensive plans, A separate item in the budget would spec;fy ‘that a comprahenszve ‘plan
devek)peci by a county, city, village, town or regional plannmg commission must include the
fellewmg e}ements ta)’ issues: ‘and opportumtles (b) hou-smg, ) transpﬁrtanﬂn, D utilities and
'commumty facﬂmes, (e} agriculmral natural and cultural’ resources; (f) economic. {icveiopment gy
-mte:rgovemmentai coaperanon, (h) 1and use; and (1) :mpiementatxan BOA mdacates that the- Office
of Land Informatmn Semces wm:dd adxmmster the grant pmgram

2. The bill would ‘require the transfcr of ‘$1, 000000 FED annually from DOT’s
highway and admzmstraiwn planning appropriation, but would not provide additional federal funds
in that ‘appropriation.  Consequently, DOT would need to ‘rediice base ‘activities funded in this
appropriation, which is used for highway research. An’ alterniative would be to' make the transfer
from the federal departmental management and operations appropriation, which is used to fund
planning functions. If no additional funds are provided in that appropriation, DOT would have to
reduce the amount of funding provided to metropolitan planning ergamzatlcns and regional
planning commissions to perform federally-required planning functions, .

" Page 2 “Transportatiotis State Highway Program (Paper #94%)




-3 The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), which administers the federal
highway funds that would be used for making the grants, indicates that federal highway funds may
not be used for comprehensive planning unless the planning is done to directly support
transportation planning and decisions. FHWA would review the grants made by DOA and decide if
federal highway funds could be used for the purpose proposed by the grant recipient on a case-by-
case basis.

4. Subsequent to the introduction of the bill, DOT proposed guidelines for making
grants so that the grants would relate more directly to transportation planning, FHWA has reviewed
these guidelines and has indicated that, if followed, the grants made would likely be an acceptable
use of federal highway funds.. In order to increase the chances that'the grants would be acceptable
to FHWA, the bill could be amended to specify that the grants must be related to transportation
planning. .

. '5.  Since DOT currently aiiocates federal hxghway axd to metropolitan planning
Grgamzatzons and regional pIannmg commissions for the purposes of transpoﬂanon planning,
narrowing the focus of grants made by DOA to transportation’ planning may result in some -
duplication of current planning efforts. If an increase in transportation planning is desired, the
Committee could provide an additional $1,000,000 FED annually in DOT’s existing departmental
management and operations appropriation and DOT could be responsible for making the grants. If
it is felt that the Office of Land Information Services should be involved in deciding what type of
activities are funded, DOT could be required to make grants in consultation with DOA.

6. The flexibility in making grants could be increased if state funds were used instead
of federal highway funds. In this case, grants could be made without regard to  whether
e transpoﬁaﬂon planning was directly involved. Sortie argue that using state transportation funds for
planning is appropriate since the development of effective cornpxehenswe plans may reduce the
costs of building and maintaining the transportation system.

7. Others argue that transportation funds should only be used for transportation
planning and that a grant program that assists communities in developing comprehensive plans,
which would include elements unrelated to transportation, should utilize GPR funding.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to establish a local planning grant program
and require the transfer of $1,000,000 FED annually to DOA for making these grants,

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by adopting one or more of the following:

a. Specify that the transfer would be made from DOT’s departmental management and
operations FED appropriation, instead of the highway administration and planning FED
appropriation.
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oo b, Specify. that the grants can only be made for purposes related to transportation
S c'." Specify that DOT would make the grants, instead of DOA, but that DOT must
consult wnth DOA in makmg the grants.

d. Provide an increase of $1,000,000 FED annually under DOT to fund the gram
_pmgram with above-base resources.

199?—0? FUB&NNG {Chaﬂge to.B8il) - <o $2,000,000

e Provide . an increase of $1, 000,000 SEG annuaﬂy in DOTY% departrental

':management and _operations apprepnatwn to fund the grant program w1th transportauon fund®

- resources. and de}em the fcderai fundmg transfer promsmns

S Altemativeﬁe o S‘EG : SEG~S T ?O:'_TAQ_ ’
1999-01 FUNDING (Changato B;El) .. 2000000  -$2,000000 $0

f. Pr(mde an ‘increase of $1,000, 000 GPR annually in a new, annual appropriation
- under DOA to fund thc grant program thh generai fund Tesources and delete.the federal funding
__transfer pmwszons

1893-01 FUNDING {Change to Bi ) .. $2000,000 . -$2,000000 _s0

3. Maintain current law.

'Attemétivg 13 - ' | SEG-S
1998-01 FUNDING (Change 1o Bil}} - $2,000,000

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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TRANSPORTATION

o S_taté Highway'l"rcgram
LFBSummaryItems for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

item# _ Tltle '

3 Magor nghway Dcvelopmnt - USH 41 Progact Enumeranon
.6 ~ Outdoor Advertising Elxg;bahty Change.
21 Regulation of On-Property Outdoor Advertising Slgns
.8 . Traffic Operat;ons Center
10+~ Stormwater Management -
12 “Transfer Pavement Mm'kmg Posmons to ?Zanmng

12 " Scenic Byways Program
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
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May 11,1999 " Joint Committee-on Finance - Paper #955
License Plates--New Design Funding, Six-Year Redesign Intervals and New
Design Issuance (DOT -- Motor Vehl{:!es)

{LFB 1999»01 Budget Sumary Page 595 #1 and #2]

CURRENTLAW

_ The Depaﬁment of Transportanon issues license piates for vehiicles as evxdence that the
vehzcle is properiy reglstered In lieu of i issuing new piates DOT is authorzzed to 1ssue a sncker
which i is piaseii on the plate mdicatmg the expzratzon date of the registratzon '

DOT issues different types of plates for different types of vehicles and issues special

'piates representmg spemal interest groups, such as veierans, fireﬁghters, Natwnaﬁ Guard .

members and persans mt&rested m suppartmg endangered resaurces

' DOT is reqan'ed to replace most llcense plate types, thh piates of a new dﬁs;gn ma
‘three- -year period beoinnzng on July 1, 2000, and ending on June 30 2003. This requlrement was
created by 1997 Act 237 the 1998 99 budget ad;ustment act: e SR

The base: budget fcar hcense plate issuance and rﬁnewal is $3 545, 600 SEG
GOVERNOR
. Prowcie $96? 20{} SEG in }9994)0 and $2 034,200 SEG in. QGGG 01 for the costs

associated with issuing license piatas of a new desxgn over a. ﬁve~year period,. begmmﬁg with
rcglstrations effective }uly 1, 2000.

Require £}{}T to dcveiop new hcense plate demgns by July 1,. 280{) {which is already
requzred under current. law), and every sixth year thereafter, for the fﬂiiﬁwmg plate types: (a)
regular automobile plates; (b) light duty truck plates (under 8,000 pounds} and other motor truck
plates; (c) disabled plates, except disabled: veteran plates; (d) special group pia{es, except
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sesquicentennial plates (this includes military group plates, endangered resources. pl

plates and firefighter/EMT plates); (¢)-plates for light farm trucks and dual purpose far
{under 12,000 pounds); (f) National Guard plates; (g).amateur radio plates; (h) vehicle ceik—:cmr
 plates; {i) motor bus plates; (j) plates for motor homes or dual purpose motor homes; (k) school
bus plates; and (1) other miscellaneous plates regisiered for five years for $5 {thas includes certain
special vehicles owned by nonprofit organizations). - Eliminate a July 1, 2003, sunset o the
redesign requirement to reflect the change making redcﬁgn an ongoing requirement. tha’mt
DOT from developing a new design for the "children first" plate (which would be renamed

"celebrate ch1ldren” by the biil) until January: 1, 2{}05 : : :

Specify that, in- each smuyear d651gn mﬁerval ‘these plates shall be as similar in
appearance as practical. Ehmmate the requirement that DOT consult with the following persons
before specifying a-plate deszgn (aythe Ad}mant Genera} regardxng the National Guard plate;

(b) the President of the Umverszty of Wisconsin System; regardmg UW plates, (¢) the Secretary

of the Depaﬁment of Natural Resources,’ regardmg the: endangered resources. plate and {d) the

. *‘---:.'.Z:types by }uly L 20(33 .and mstead T8 ire.j.that._newfpi-a

- Chﬂd Abuse and Negiect Prevention- Boarci regardmg the “celebrate children” plate. - Instead,
“require DOT oniy to aensult with these’ persons or urgamzatmns regardmg the werds or symbols
~used on the respectwe piates Ehmmate the requirement that DOT receive aﬁprovai in writing,
from these persons or organizations, of the words or symbols used on the respective plates.
. Eliminate the requirement that DOT consult with the President of the University of Wisconsin
. System on the color C{)mhma&on used for the UW plates and ehmmate the requirement that the
UW System Pres;dent gé t_-__e'-approvai in wmmg, of each Umvers;ty of W1sc nsin chanc:elior
przcr to approvmg the words"br symbc:ls used on the piatas for thelr raspectzve campuses '

Ehmmate the requzrement that new plates be 1ssued for ali of these vemcles and plate

2005 (except for. vehicles regastered ‘with "celehrate chﬂdren an § sesqu;ce _enmai plata&)'
Modify.a current law. provisien that.gives DOT the: autharaty to determme a new~plate issuance
. -schedule for these vehieles, except farm: trucks and $5 plate types whose ragastraﬁon is renewed
between }uiy 1,.2000, and the end. of the reissuance period (which is-June 30, 2003, under
- cwrent Taw, but wouid be June .30, 2005 uﬂder the blli) to ehmmate ihxs permissive author;ty
aﬁer June 30 2065 (a technlcal modzﬁcai;wn to the bxii wouid be necessary to do this).. B

Eixmmaﬁe the requiremf:nt thai DOT issue new plates, upon reglstranon reaewal fcr hght

farm trucks and dual purpose farm trucks and certain vehicles that are registered for $5 for a

five-year penod if the registration for those vehicles expires after June 30, 2000, and before

' }anuarv I, 2004. Tnstead, require DOT 10 isstie a new plate for these: vehicies ifa plate of the
" riew design has not already been issued for the vehicle, effcctzve July 1 206{} ' =

_ Require DOT, beginning with vehicle registrations effectwe on }uky 1 2{){)5 to issue
' plates of the desagn created for- the szx~year interval in which the issuance occurs; 45 follows: {(a)
for aiI er;gmai registraimns “for the vehzcies ami pia{e ty;)es specaﬁed above and (b) for all

" Vehicle durmg ‘the prevmus §ix years. Spemfy that a new set ‘of piates must be zssued for these
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vehicles within five years of the:date on which a new design must be developed for each six-year
interval. Permanently exempt vehlcies reg;stered thh sesquicentennial plates from this
requarernent ' S

' 'DISCUSSIO;N P()IN’I‘S

1. DOT began issuing automoblie platcs of the'current design in 1986 rﬁplacmg plates
of the previous design (black lettering on a yellow background) over a seven-year period. During
the first several months of issuance, the new plates had blue lettering.  All plates that were issued
'begmnmg in March, 1987, ‘however, had red’ }ettermg, and nearly all of the plates with blue lettering
" have subsequentiy been repiaced Th&refore the oldest automoblie plaies st;iil m use are about 12

years o}d ' ' E e

2. -+ For vanous feasons; hcense piates are gradaally taken out of use over time. For
msta:ﬁce, plates on vehicles moved out of the state are removed if the vehicle is registered in the new
state.” Tn addition, aithough plates can be moved from a vehlcie that'is sold or’ scrapped to a newly-
_regzs,tered vehicle, this is not always done and 50 the plate is dxscarded ‘Because of this"attrition,
there are reiatzvely few piates still in use that were issued in the late 1980%.. DOT indicates that

" 15% of plates are ten or more vears old and 26% of piates 3re: eight ormore years O}d '

) 3. DOT indicates that plates will be repiaced ona scheduie 50 that the costs are reughiy
" equivalent throughout the replacement period, with the oldest plates being replaced first, Although
" ‘plate replacement will not beginuntil July I, 2000, a funding increase is needed in"1999-00 because
- _the productzon of the plates W1E begm several months in advance of that date S

4 'I‘he blH would extend the repiacemem scheduie fwm three years to: ﬁve years,'-'
"which wouid requare a 1ower annual’ ftmdmg increase.” It may be helpfui t6'compare the costs of
replacing plates under several different scenarios, both with and without including the replacement
of special license plates. The following table shows the funding that' would be required to replace
 plates over th:fee, five and seven years. {The costs shown in the table refiect a reestimate of the
fundmg needed to replace plates, which, for the ﬁve~yeax scenario, would’ requzrc a lower level of
_ fundmg than the amennt provided by the bill. ) “The first tWe"{:cﬂums show the cost of replacmg all
plates ex,cept spemai plates while the third and fourth colitmns show the addmonai cost-of teplacing
the specwj license plates (except sesqmcentenmai and ”ceiebrate children” p}ates) The final two
columns show the change to the bill undfzr each schedule assummg both spemal p}ates and aH other
plates are replaced using that schedule.
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Cast to Repiace License Plates Under Different Schedules

No Special Plates  Special Plates oniy'“ Total Change to Bill

1999-00 2000-01 1999-00  2000-01 1999-00 2000-01

Three-Year Schedule $1,813,600 $3,605,400  $143,400 $286,800: ~ $989,800  $1;858,000
Five-Year Schedule 845,400 1,790,700 86,100 172,100 -35,700 -71,400
“Séven-Year Schedule- - 610,300 1,198,700 . 61,500 - 122,900 ~:-295400  -712,600
. .' 5 | The reﬂec{ave shee!;mg that coa{s the plates is warranted for ﬁve yﬁars After th;s

.--:tlmﬁ the reﬁectwa value. of the. shcetmg dechnes (ai{hcugh the paint used for the Iettenng is
independent of the sheetmg and may still be iegibie after five years). If a thrceuyear repiacement
scheduie is used plate,s Ehat are 1ssued in 1998 through the first half of 2000 (whlch would still be of

S 6.‘: Ifasev n
. 'd@gign weuid be in use - for ienger than. fi -years, - However, the plates wwld be in nge for a
.sxgmﬁcantiy shm'ter perzod of time than the eldest piates of the current deszgn The prevmus biack«
on-yellow plates ‘were also replaced over.a seven-year. penod and repiacement of these. plates
began seven yaars fo]lowmg their initial i issuance.

i 7 Exiendmg thc piatﬁ repiacemem scheduie wouid mean that fewe.r plates would
_--_._.ummately have to be rep}acecﬁ because of plate attrition. . The number of automebﬂe and Ilght truck
plates still' in use sev&n years after issuance 18 smaﬂer (48%} tha.n the nmnber still in use aﬁer ﬁve' '

years (59%), meanmg that fewer piates wouid have to be replaced 1f a seven~year schedule is nsed

o | 8 e Smce f:xten. ng the plate
--repiace the oidest plates ()f the current des1gn there. wouid be two dxstmct piate des;gns in use for a
__longer pemed of IHHG : - - : -

N .;_'In w51gh1ng the var:ou aitemanves for replacmg plates, it may be heipfui to
__con51der ih'e'piate: policies of Wiscor ! __ghbenng states. Towa recently repiaced all plates in ~
__one- year. Hlinois and 'Mich;gam began usm"g their current piates over 15 years ago, but both may
___replace plaies n the. ne;xi; several yeaxs Ofﬁmals in Tlinois. mdxcate that a thrﬁe-year reissuance
schedule. would hkﬁly be used and officials in Mlchxgan mdicate that all piaws would ilkely be
replaced in one year. ‘Minnesota has used plates of the current d351gn smce E9"f‘7 but replaces each

plate after seven years.

Special Plates

10.  The bill would require DOT to replace most of the special group license plates. This
includes, among others, military group plates, University of Wisconsin plates, firefightet/EMT

_ plates and endangered resources plates. As passed by the Legislature, Enrolled 1997 Assembly Bill
- 768 (enacted as 1997 Act 237) also required sesquicentennial plates to be replaced, between July 1,
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2002;-and July 1; 2003, This requirement, however, was. vetoed by. the Governor. The bill would
~modify requirements related to: the replacement of -special - plates ‘by- permanently exempting
sesquicentennial plates from:the replacement requirement.and delaying the development of a new
des;gn fer the ‘celebrate cm}dren" plate until }anuary 1,2005. : -

Il 1:1 deveiopmg a des1gn for the. speciai piates DOT is reqmred to make the piates as
smnlar in appearance as practical. Act 237 eliminated the requirement that DOT consult with certain
representatives of the special groups before developing plate designs for those groups. The intent of
this provision is to achieve greater consistency:in plate color and design. DOT indicates that all

-~ special plates would-have similar background and lettering color, but-thata symbol on.the ieft—hamd
“side of the:plate would ldemzfy the various: specml groups : s :

12. Replacmg spemal plates wzth piates of anew demgn may dxsappomt some hoiders of
those plates who are issued a new plate with a design similar to regular automobile plates. Some
hoiciers of special plates may acquire the plates in part; because they like the distinct- appearance of -
““the plate, and becatise the special plate clearly identifies their group. Under current law (and under

the blil) the dlstmcmvcness of speczai plates wcmid hkely be redaced whe:n thﬁy are re@lacad

13 The cost of plate repiacement couid be reduced by eixmmatmg the reqmrement that
special plates be replaced. The savings that would result depend on the schedule that is used to
replace plates, ‘as shown in the third-and fourth-columns of the table under Point #4. This would,
. however, contlnue much of the current Variauon in hcense plate appearance - - :

Rexssuance Fee fm‘ Specaal Plates

§ 14 As passed by thc Legzslature, Enmﬁed 3997 Assembiy Bﬂi 768 would have _

; pmhxbﬁed DO’T from chargmg a reissuance fee When piates are replaceri 1f a vehicle’ is already -
registered;-at the-time ‘of renewal; ‘with-a plate of the type being issued.. _The Govermnor: vetoed this
prohibition, however, which has the effect of requiring-a reissuance.fee:where one is. required under

- current law. -Issuance and réissuance fees. are charged for: most special license plates and range from
between $5 and $is. - T a

15. Thc: purpose of the issuance fee is to compensatf: DOT for the higher cost of
developing, producing and. issuing these types of plates. The recipient-of a special plate must be
willing to pay this additional cost in order to get the plate. If the Committee believes that it would
be unfair to require the holders of special plates o get a new plate and to also require those persons
o pay a reissuance fee, then the reissuance fee could be waived if 4 new set of special plates is
simply replacing a set of the old design.. DOT indicates that no special plates would be replaced
during the 1999-01 b;ﬁnmum so waiving the fee would not have a revenue impact m the blf:nmum

* Sesquicentennial License Plates
16. DOA indicates that it was the Governor’s intent to require the replacement of

sesquicentennial plates daring the 2000 to 2005 period, but the bill would permanently exempt these
plates from the replacement requirement. [Current law requires these plates to be replaced between
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“July, 2002, and-Jupe, 2003:} - DOT indicates that these plates: would: not be replaced during the
°1999-01 biennium; even if their replacemnent were required-as part ‘of a three-; five- or seven-year
~schedule; because they are relatively new. Consequently, requiring their replacement would add to
the total cost of replacing all plates, but none of those costs would be borne in the biennium.: The
estimated cost of replacing these piates would be, as follows: (a) about $1.1 million, if a three-year
‘replacement schedule is-used; (b) about’ $0.9 million if a five-year repkacement sehedule 18 used and
f(e) about S() 8 miHlon 1f a seven-year replacement scheduie is used i

. I .17..- If 11‘ s beheved that sesqumenienmai p}ates sheuid not: be repiaced in the mitial
= replacement period beginningin July, 2000; but should be replaced: eventually, the Committee’ eeuld
delete the bill provision that would permanentiy exempt. these plates from:-being replaced. “The
effect of thus weukd be to reqmre theu‘ repiaeement in the next repiacement cyeIe

Slx Year Repiacement Scheduie

SRR il The bﬂl weukd Teqt }xe BGT te develop new p}ate demgns, and repiace olci plates’ﬁ
: _w1th piates of the new: des,ign, on 4 six-year schedule; following, the five-year. repiacement that
 'would begm in Jniy, 2000, Conseq‘aently, a new des1gn wﬂI begm bemg 1ssued in }uiy, 2006 and
then agam in Jaly, 2{}12 andsoon. e o R '

_ -19. If a dlfferent seheduie 18 chosen fer the repiacement that begms in July, 200(3 11 may
‘ be adv1sabie to alter the ongoing replacement requirement as. well.. For instance, if a seven-year
repiac:ement schedule is chesen, the ‘ongoing replacement could be required every seven years,
instead of every six years: The start of the next seven-year replacement: {:ycle could:begin when the
current replacement cycle ends, {Gnder the bill, there would be a one-year perlod frem Juiy 1
2@05*3"{0 }uly- . 2006; in which no -es’-wouidberepiaced]i SRl B S

R Another altematzve would be to ehnnnate the reqmrement that the piates be replaeed

“ona ﬁxed sehedule {after the initial replacement; beginning:in July, 2000):: This would-allow a

~fiture: Leglslatuxe to make a decxsmn ab@ut the priorityic ef repiaemg piates gwen oiber p@tent;ai uses
of: transportauon fands ' TR - : B - -

N :: | A ::liéblécémeiii af Lmense Piétes'()iher Than 'Specié} P:Ea'ie:sf'

The altema:tzves uﬁdef this sectzen relate to the followin g plate types (a) regular automobile
piates (b light duty truck pletes {under 8,000 pmmds} and ‘other motor truck plates; (c) disabled
plates, except disabled veteran plates; (d) plates for light farm trucks and dual purpose farm trucks
{under 8,000 pounds); (e) vehicle collector and amateur radio 9Iates (f) motor bus’ plates; and (g)
. other.miscellaneous plates registered for five years for $5.
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S

1.+ Deletethe curréiit requirement that these platés be replaced on a three-year scheduie
and adopi the Governor’s recommiendation (with a technical modification) to replace them on a five-
vear schedule, from July,. 2000, to June, 2005. Provide $845,400 SEG in 1999-00 and $1,790,700
SEG in 2000-01, which'is the cost of replacmg these plate types on this schedule.

mtamaﬁvem B _3_;}- SEG

1599-01 FUNDING (Change o Base)} $2,6836,100
[ Change to Bill SO ]

‘%%@2% Provide $1,813,600 SEG in 1999-60 and- $3 605,400'SEG i 2000-01; which is the
cost of replacing these. piaie types on-a three-year scheduie as required by current law, from July,
2000, to June, 2003,

Aitemaﬁve Az _fﬁ;"- S - SEG '

1999-31 Funmm {Change to sase) ' %419&00 R
- Csz7Ezgo0l |

S [Change to Bill

v % 3 Dﬂlete the’ rﬁqmrement that these- plates be replaced on 2a three- -year schedule and

1nstcad reqmre them to be replaced on a seven-year schedule, from July, 2000, to June, 2007.
. Provide $610,300 SEG in 1999-00 and Si 198 7” SEG in2000-01, which is the cost of replacing
_these plate types on this schedule. : -

_ AitsmativaAs » SEG R
1999»&1 Funmxa {Change to Base) ' $1 sos 000

fﬂhangezasrﬂ "-$827moj Lo

, ~ Delete the current law requirement - that these’ plaies be repiaced beginning in July,
2000 and provide $87.800. SEG.in 1999-00. and $153,600 SEG in 2000-01, wh;{ch is the cost of
C{}mmumg the plate issuance program without any giate replacement

mamati.veﬁ 2 o o BEGH
1999-01 FUNDING (Chaﬁge o Base} $041,400 o
et _{Changs to 3;1! .- $2,394,700] .

; ] N B o Repiacemeni of Specml Lacense P!ates

The alternatives in this section relate to the f{}ilowmg plate types: (a) spemal group piates
exccpt se:sqmcentenmaj and "ceiebratﬁ chxidrﬁn" plate& and (b} I\%’auonai Guard ;}iates :

' /  Require the replacement of special license ‘plates on the sarie schedule as approved
for the r@;ﬂacemem of other plates. Provide additional funding, as follows:
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- +$86,100.8EG in 1999-00 and:$172,100-SEG in 2000-01 for repiacement on a ﬁve»
.yeax scheduie (G{)vemors racommendatwn wzth a fundmv reestzmate)

Aitemative B1a

1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Base) 5258200
’ [Change to Bilf . = $1067,100]

. SEG |1

- $143, 400 SEG in 1999~GO and 5286 800 SEG in 2000-01 for repiacement on.a
...three-year schedule, as. requlrsd under cutrent law.: :

A}ternative B! b SEG
1999-01 ?UNDING {Change to Ease} ] §430,200
""" : [ Change o Bil " T $64,800]

$61 500 SEGI 'm 1999 00 and $122 900 SEG in 2000 01 for replacement on a seven-:

yea.r scﬁeduie
. Aitematwa Bl ) 3 $EG R
199901 FUN[’HNG (Char&ge %0 Base) ¢ $184,400
[Change 1o Bilt - - $180, 960 ]

Eliminate the requirement that special _li_ce_r_lsg' plates be replaced beginning in J u}y.,'

| Atternative B2 sEG
: 1999@1 FUNDiNG {Changs-to Base)- . : R
A el : [Change Bl . :" -$365 200] 5. ...
: 'C.- Spec;al Llcense P‘iate Relssuance Fese
CR 1 Proinblt DGT fmm chargmg a piate reissuance. fce 1f a vehicle is already registered

at the time of renewal with a plate of the type being renewed. Specify that this would not prohibit
DOT from charging a plate replacement fee (as allowed under current law) if the recipient requests
a plate of a new design for a vehicle prior to the time that the plates for that vehicle would be
replaced. These provisions would apply to the repiacement schedule that begsns in July, 2000, as
well as any subseqguent. piate mpiacement gycle. .y : R

S Mam{am current Iaw (This wotﬁd requu‘e DO’F to charge a reissuance fee, upon
--1replacement.of a-plate, if one is. cufremly mquzred )
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Sesquicentennial Plate Replacement

Approve the Governor’s recommendation (with a technical modification) to
permanently exempt sesquicentennial plates from the replacement requirement.

Exempt the sesquicentennial plates from the plate replacement requirement during
the repiacement cycle that would begin in July, 2000, but specify that sesquicentennial plates must
be replaced during the next plate replacement cycle.

. Require sesquicentennial plates to be replaced during the replacement cycle that
would begin in July, 2000.

E. Ongoing Plate Replacement Requirement

: Approve the Governor’s recommendation to require the replacement of license plates
every sixth year, starting in July, 2006.

Require the replacemg_nt of license plates every seventh year, starting in July, 2007.

Maintain current law (This would impose no statutory requirement that plates be
repiaced on an ongoing basis.)
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