(Base) Agency DOT = Motor Vehlcles
Drlver 8 Llcense Wlthdrawal - Funding

Recammendatlons
Papax'ﬂo 956 Aiternatlve 2(a) & {b) {iéé. not (¢} )

CQmments Alternatlve 2 essentlally approves the gov's.
recommendatlans,-but at the real costs to - not inflated cost
~estimates from DOT and the gov (see_FB_paragraphs.ﬁ & 10 and ask
_them to explaln) L L : s

: : DMV has taken a few budgetary hlts in the last four years,
~and the 1eadersh1p at DOT seems Lo v1ew customer service (i.e.
“for the publlc, ‘not the: rcad bullders} ‘as a- low prlorlty_wheﬁ'

. dec1d1ng how ‘to. allocate dlsczetloaaxy dollars, 50 thexej;s some'“'”:"'

me@rlt ta 1ncr9331ﬁg the dlrect a@proprzatlon far DMV
S Plus, Alternatzve 2 saves $420 GOO from the transpartatlcn
'fumd (as compar@d to’” the gov 3 proposal) for use on something

more 1mportant.

Gf course, you could st;ck 1t to DMV once agaln and approve

"~ e1th@r alt@rnatlve 4 or . 5

”“~upnlatax (Qapax #958), aﬁd you want to sea what happens there)}

Burka.ﬂbtzon- At z xequest, FB has drafted a mﬂt$on to
-dﬁuble the DOT counter ‘fee — from $5- to 810, While this would:
'prov1de ‘an falr amount oﬁ revenue, DOT- says they only need to

.' chaxge $5 to cover: thelr costs of d@aling w1th p@ople in g@rson

{d. e . tltles, registratlcns and xenewals) . So, you. would: be
dozng it ‘solely to encourage mail and email contacts with DOT.
However, DOT estkmates that the increased fee wouldn’t cause
that big of a decrease in the number of people who take care of
business in person - mostly older people who vote. But, I can
pretty much guaxaatee that DMV employees would go out of th@lr
way to give you credit fox the $10 counter fee when people
complained about it. ?lus, I doubt you’d have the votes to do
 this as & stand-alone motion. In other words,_unl@ss you really
feel strongly about this, I would either drop it entlrely or try
‘to wrap it into the bigger traﬁsportatlcn package

Qxegated-by:_Bafry
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f)rwer s License Withdrawal for Fallure to Pay a Forfelture =
. Fundmg Level (I)OT -- Motor Vehlcles) '

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 596, #3]

The Division of Motor Vekicles (DMV) is responsible for matters related to vehicle
registration and titling and driver licensing. The Division’s base SEG budget is $65,406,200.

"GOVERNOR

Prov;de 5868 300 SEG an{i 2 Q SEG pesnmns in 1999-00 and 359{)2 QG@ SEG: and 3 0

' -SEG positions in. 2000-01- for processing requests to suspenid-and revoke driver’s licenses for
failure to pay fines and forfeitures. According to the Executive Budget Book, part of the:
fundmg and positions provided in this item reflects a reallocation of resources from other DOT
programs, as follows: (a) $118, 300 and 2.0 posmens annuaiiy from the Office 0f Organizational
'Devefopment Serwces, refieatmg the ehmmat}on of two vacant pesﬂmns in that Office; -and (b)
$34,600 and 1. O position in 2000-01 from DMV’s Burean of Field: Servu:es, reflecting the =

* expected savings from 1mpiementmg thzrd*party skﬂls testmg for "Class D" license
(noncommercial vehicles) skills tests.” The femaining $750,000 annuaiiy is not-associated with
any other budget recommendation.

DISCUSSXON PGINT S

3 PR DOT s budge{ rt:quast xm:lu{ied zhe pmv;swn of funémg fer pmcessmg hcense
withdrawal orders. In requesting the funding, DOT argued-that an increase in the number of license
withdrawal orders (suspensions and. revocations) during-the past-several years, particularly-those
related to the failure to pay forfeitures, has placed a burden on the Department. The total number of
license withdrawals has increased by about 12% in four years, while the number of suspensions for
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the failure to pay a nontraffic-related forfeiture has incréased by about 51% during the same: period
There is currently a 50-day delay between the time a court issues a suspension orcier and the time
the suspension is processed.

2. The amount that DOT requested was $603,800 in 1999-00 and $1,207,600 in 2000-
01.This amount was based on an estimate of the-cost to process all suspension orders related to the.
failure to pay forfeitures. The requested funding was included in conjunction with a proposal that a
fee be charged to courts that order the suspension of a person’s driver’s license for the failure to pay
a forfeiture for a nontraffic offense. DOT.proposed. that the fee become effective on January 1,
2000, hatfway through the ﬁrst ﬁsca} year. In requestlng the fundmg ‘for processing suspensions,
DOT requested half of the annualized amount of the cost to coincide with the initial applicability of
the court fee.

3. DOT indicates that the increase in:suspension orders has required the Department to
reallocate résources within DMV to processing. these orders. 'This has mearit that fewer resources.
are available for perfemung DMV’ other activities, such as driver’s license: issuance and renewal
and vehicle title and registration processing. Partly because of this reallocation, DMV indicates that
there are currently significant delays in the time it takes to process other servzces for the public, For~
instance, in the eight largest DMV service centers, where a computerized quening system allows
_ data to be collected on wait tlmcs about 20% of people wait more than 40 mmutes for their case to
be handied

4. Although the requested funding was associated with processing license withdrawals,

DOT indicates that resources are frequently shifted, as the needs arise, between the various activities
performed by DMV. DMV indicates that processing Hcense withdrawals is actually a lower priority

than many. of thf: Dmswn S other ax;tlvmes, and so the additwnal funding may. be used elsewhere.

_Censequent}y, it ‘may be appropnate to'view the increase in funding as’ bemg for DMV’s general

operatmg budget. -

T '.-5'.; The amounts prowded by the bzll weuid be $264 5{}9 hlgher 1han the amount
requested by DQ’T for. 1999~00 and $304,700 iewer than the amount requested in 2000-01. DOA
indicates that these amounts. were pwwded in the context of overall limits that ibe Governor pia‘ced
on the increases. provided for DOT’s:operating dmsmns DMV was not pmvlded as much as had
been requested over the biennium in order to stay under these limits. '

6. The bill would provide $780,800 annually for supplies and services and $87,500 in
1999-00 and $122,100 in 2000-01 for salary and fringe benefit costs associated with 2.0 positions in
1999-00 and 3.0 positions in 2000-01. DOT indicates that the supplies and services funding would
be used to pay the salary and fringe benefits of new employes while they are in training, whereas
- normally‘base salary and fringe benefit funding is used for this purpose. This would allow the base

salary and fringe beriefit funding that'would have been spent on trainees to be used on line workers,
“which would-increase the number-of worker-hours spent on providing services for the public. -~
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7.7 The DMV budget has been held relatively constant, or been reduced, in recent years.
~In the "1995-97 biidget, DMV ’s: base budget was decreased by $4.793,400 annually as part of an
* initiative to reduce the'base budget of'many state agencies. -In addition, the budget did not provide
additional funding to account for postage inflation, which had been estimated to cost $1,012,900
over the biennium. In the 1997-99 budget, an increase of $1,370,100 was provided to account for
license plate inflation and an increase in the estimated volume of hcense plates issued, but no other
Increase was prowded for base DMV functions.

8. Somf.’: act;vztles that account ‘for }arge increases in the D;v;s;ons workioad also
produce revenue. For instance, there is a $40 fee for an occupatxona} license and a $50 fee for
license reinstatement following suspension or revocation. Between 1994 and 1998, revenue from
these two sources grew by about $0.8 million, from $3.5 million to $4.3 million. In part, the
purpose of these fees is to compensate DOT for doing the work needed to provide these services.
However, the revenue is deposited in the transportation fund ‘and is not automatically appropriated
to DMV: Providing additional resources to DMV would ailow the Division a share of the revenue
generated by the mcreasad wcridoad A

A Since increases in the number of license withdrawals and the associated license
reinstatements -have been the most significant factors in: the Division’s increasing. workload, one
-alternative to:the bill - may be to base the additional DMV funding on the cost to process, these
increases. The number of license suspensions-and revocations was about 335,000 in 1998, which
was- about: 35,500 higher than the number in 1994. The direct, additional .cost to process this
= number of hcense wz:;hdrawa}s and: ihﬁ assoczated reinstatements.is $539 600, or $15.20 per case.

10 - In addmon to the $750 OGG annuai}y in supphes and servzces fundmg, the blll would

: 3'-=.also aliocate to DMV's. oparatmg budget the. savmgs, mcludmg ptz}smons and fur;dlng, associated

‘with other initiatives in the DOT s budget. The elimination of fwo vacant: posﬁmns, and the
associated supplies and services funding, in the Office of Organizational Development Services
would allow $118,300 and 2.0 positions annually to be provided to DMV. Similarly, the
implementation of tiurd—party skills testing’ for "Class D" license skills tests would allow $34,600
and 1.0 position in 2000-01 to be reaﬂocated w1thm DMV. If the Legislature does not adopt these
initiatives, the associated funding and pcasmons could still be provided for DMV’s operating budget,
but in this case a real increase in resources; rather than simply a reallocation, would be required.
These savings, however, could also be reallocated for other purposes within DOT'’s budget.

L The buciget decas;ons affectmg DMY in the. past two blenma were made in the
context of trymg to minimize the revenue increases needed to ﬁmd other DOT programs Due to
budget reductmns in DMV and cher areas, revenue increases and additwnal federal highway aid,
fundmg mcreases have been posszbif: for many DOT programs Smce the current budget does not
propose any ‘substantial revenue increases, budgetary decisions w111 mvelve pﬁentizmg the current
revenue among DOT programs. This includes deciding whether it is more important to "buy back"
the impact of prior budget reductions or to provide further increases for programs that received
increases in the last two budgets.
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v oo 12, - DOT - indicates that the-impact ‘of retaining base funding. for DMV’ general
Gperations budget would be that the current delays in processing license suspensions and the wait
times at DMV, service icenters would not 1mpr0ve and may grow worse,. dependmg upon future
changes n the Division’s. warkioad F R -

' ALTERNATI‘VES TO BASE

- % I . ..Approve the Governor's, recommendation to provide $868.300 SEG and 2.0 SEG
posxtions in 1999 00 and 5962 900 SEG a.nd 3. I.) SEG posmons in 2000—Gi for the Dzvzs;on of
. Motor V@hxcles Qperatmg budget ' . _

o 'Aitemative1 o P ' SEG

1999-9& :—'unnma {Changa}m Base) . - S1771200 | .
. ey TR

) f-.z_uae_-m.s»osmons (ChangetoBase) . 30| o
_ . fChange 1o Bill OegE T T

\aljromde the followmg amounts for the Division of Metor Vehides operating
: budge s {a} @539 600 SEG anriually, which s the eshmated,pm%cost of ;processing 35,500

withdrawals and” associated license reinstatements;’ "i(b) $f18 300 SEG: and 2.0 SEG
posmons amualiy, whach is:the" savmgs resultmg from ehnuﬂatﬂ‘xg two vacant posﬂcmns and
associated  salary, frmge____benefxt and suppl%g,s ‘and’ services funding; in- DOT’s ‘Office of
Orgamzanonai Development Servzces and%@)ﬁ%é ,600 SEG and 1.0 SEG posu“lon in 2000-01,

' Aitematwe2 ' o ' ' SEG ..

. 1999-01 ;-'uunma {Changeto Base) . . 8t 350490_'._..-_ it
i [ﬁhange to Bill s $420 aua}__..-_' B
2005-31 POSiﬂOMS{Changemﬁase} a0

__ g [Change?oﬁfﬂ St T gy e

SRR A A _Provide the following amounts for the Division of Motor Vehicles operating
_ budget: (a). Sl i 8,300 SEG and 2.0 SEG pos;tmns annuaﬁy, which is the savmgs resulting from
_elimipating two vacant pomtmns, and associated salary, frmge beneﬁt and supphes and services
_ fundmg, in DOT s Office of Grgamzaﬂonai Development Servzces and (b) $34, 600 SEG and 1.0
SE{} pos;twn in 2000 01, whwh is the savxngs resultmg from zmplemeratmg third»party testmg
for. "Class D" dr;vers hcensc skliis tests. .
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Alternative 3 SEG
1989-01 FUNDING (Change to Base) 3271 200
[Change to Bill - §1,500,000)
2&_90*01 POSITIONS (Change to Base) 3.00
{Change to Bilf’ . 0:00]

O\!,/at. Maintain current law.

Alternative 4 SEQ
1899-01 FUNDING (Change to Base) ' $0
. {G!?anga to Bilf -§1,771,2001
2000-0_1 POSITIONS (Change to Bass) 0.00
: [Change to Bil} ~300)

Rre?agad By: Jon Dyck
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?mﬂ N A
GARD' A
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison. W1 53703 « (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

- May 11,1999 . : Joint Committee on Finance . - Paper #957

Drzver S License Withdrawal for Fallure to Pay a Forfeltura -~ Court Fee
: (BOT e Motor Vehlclas) o

[LFB 1999 01 Budget Summary Page 597, #4]

CURRENT LAW

Courts' may issue an order suspending: the:driver’s license of -a person-who fails to pay a
forfeiture, or any associated  assessments, imposed upon a conviction for certaintraffic or
nontraffic offenses. Generally, the license may be suspended until the forfeiture and assessments
are paid, but may not be suspended for more than five years. [DOT anticipates that a provision
‘of 1997 Act'84 that reduces the maximum period of suspension from five yéars to two years will

be implemented by January 1, 2000. A provision of Act 84 gives the Department the authority to- -
: im;ﬁement portions of the Act praor to ‘the’ general effectwe date, when the necessary computer

system modifications are made.]

In cases involving adults, in addition .to (or instead of) suspenémg a person’s driver’s
license for the failure to pay a fﬂrfczture, courts may (a) Order the- gerson to pay the amount that
18 owed m mstailmﬁnts, (b}, Qrder the person © perform cemmumty service;, (c) order that the
payment of the amount owed be. suspeaded or: pennanentiy Stayed if the court ﬁﬂdS that the
person’s failure to pay is for good cause; or (d) imprison the person 'fer upto 90 days 1In cases
involving juveniles, in addition to (or instead of) suspending a person’s driver's license, courts
may suspend the person’s:-hunting or fishing licenses. Courts may order dispensations other than
the payment. of forfeitures, including community. service or. alcohol abuse educatzon An, cases
mvolvmg juveniles who. v;to}ate ordinances.or criminal statutes.

bpon recewmg m}uca of 2 an order 1o suspend a perscm s cir;ver $ I;cense DOT suspcnds
the 1zcense If the person ‘does not current}y hold a valzd hcense ‘the' persen s oper&tmg pmfﬂcge
is suspended, which -preciudes the person from receiving a license. When the person pays all
outstanding forfeitures and assessments, or the period of suspension expires, the person’s license
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can be reinstated. There is a $50 fee for reinstatement, in additmn to any fee for i;cense
or issuance. T

GOVERNOR

““Require DOT to promulgate an administrative rile to develop and administer a system
for charging a fee to circuit courts and municipal courts for each order of the court that suspends
or revokes a person’s driver’s license solely for the failure to pay a forfeiture imposed for
vaeiatmg 4 loeal ordinance that is unrélated to'the violator’s operation of a vehicle. “Specify that
the amount of the fee estabi;shed by the rule may not ‘exceed the cost of processing a license
suspension or revocation order. Prohibit DOT from processmg such an order unless the court
has paid any fee requu*ed by the rule. T

* Provide.that, where courts currently have the autbonty to suspend or revoke a person’ S

driver’s license for'the failure to pay a forfeiture imposed for the violation of an ordinance not

"_reiated to driving, this authorzty is subject to payment of aﬁy apphcabie fee required by DOT's.

- adnnmstmtwe ruie

Permit circuit courts and municipal courts to require a person to pay a fee when his or her

. license is ordered suspended-or revoked -under these circumstances, Specify that:such a fee may

© not: exceﬂd the amount of the fee:that the court is required to- pay 1o DOT for ordcrmg the
suspensmn or revecat;on e : o S SIS

Specxfy that these prows;ons would firsi apply tc) sus;:enswns and revocaiaons ordered on'

DISCUSSI{)N POINTS

1 The rulcs the bill wc}a}d require DOT to'develop would charge courts a fee for every

5 :Qrder 1ssued by the court to suspend a person’s license for the fmlure topay a forfeiture n‘nposed for.

.an cffense umelatad 10 the operation ofa vehmle Courts may carrently suspend a person’s license
" for offcnses that are unrelated to dnvmg, such as underage drmkmg or truancy, but no fee couid be
- 1mposed fer these orders smce they are n()t related to the faﬁure to pay a fﬁrfeiﬁure ' :

©2.° DOT indicates that the total cost 'of suspending licenses, when overhead costs are
included, is about $9.50 per suspension, aithough the Depamnent has not yet calcutated how much
the fee would be. DOT also indicates ‘that, sometime in the next several years, ‘computer
improvements will make it possible for courts to file suspension orders with the Department
“electronically. “This is Expected to reduce costs, which would also reduce the amount. of the fee
. althaugh the ameunt of the reducnon has noz been detemaed o

737" “The riumber of suspensions of the type that would be’ subject to'the court fee tmder
the bill has increased substantially over the last several years. The number of such suspensions
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increased by 78% between 1993 and 1998, from 32.564t0 57,932, The rate of growth in this type
of suspension has also been greater than the overall growth'in license suspensions. In 1993, these
suspensions accounted for 11 7% of all suspcnsmns and revocatxons whﬁe in 1998, they accounted
'fcr 1'7 3% ' '

4. "DOT indicates that the rapid- increase in the number of suspension‘orders has forced
the Department-to divert resources away from DMV services that -are delivered-to the general
population, such -as service centers and vehiele title issuance, toward the processing of license
suspensions. The Department argues that this diversion of resources has caused a decline in the
satlsfacuon w1th DMV semce

:'S - Onily “about 40% of people Whose license is susp&nded for the failure to pay a
-forfeitum reinstate their license within-four years, which'likely means that a significant proportion
“of those people do'not pay. These peopic may be likely to continue driving’ after their license is

-'rsuspeaded The number of citations issued’ for- driving witha suspended or tevoked license
~increased by 42% between 1993 and: 1998 which may be a reflection of zhe increase in'the number
: '-mf hcenses suspended fer the faﬂure to: pay a forfezture : s :

. :6.-: s The proposed fee wauld address some ef DGT S concerms. wzth the current system of
.license suspension.. .First, ‘it would compensate the Department for the cost.of processing the
suspension orders. Although the revenue would not be automatically appropriated for this purpose,
it would be deposited in the transportation fund and could be appropriated by the Legislature.
~+8econd, the fee may reduce the number of suspension orders, since courts-may be reluctant to pay
" the fee in cases where it seems unlikely'that the defendant will pay the forfeiture. A reduction in the

*‘number-of suspension orders may make-if-ess necessary to dxvert resources away from other DMV

g __'=servzces 1:0 pay the cast of processmg the orders

o e Although pmcessmg suspenswn oréers thai: result from. the fai}um to: pay for;fe;tures
places a burden on DOT, it may have been the.intent of the Legislature, when it -authorized such
suspensions, o use state resources to assist local governments in collecting unpaid forfeitures. If it
'centmues to be the intent of the Legislature to offer this service at no costto local governments, then
““'the c_eurt fee would be inconsistent with this intent. Instead, the Legislature could provide funding
“to-pay the cost of the incréase in the number of suspension orders. - The bill would provide $868,300
and 2.0 positions in 1999-00 and $902,900 -and: 3.0 positions in. 2000-01 for DMV general
operatmg budget in parz o cover the mcreased cost of processmg license suspensmn orders.

B DOT aiready receives some revenue. assocm{ed WIth suspenémg drwers licenses.
The $50.hcensa reinstatement fee. provides a source of transportation fund revenue that would not
be available if licenses were not suspended. However, the $50 fee does.not completely compensate
DOT for processing license suspensions and reinstatements, This is because not all license
" suspensions result in reinstatement. - Further, it is:not-unusual for a:license t0 be suspended several
‘times before- it is-reinstated. When the-license is reinstated, each of :these suspensions must: be
¢leared. Since each suspension takes time to process and then clear, and only one $50 reinstatement
fee is charged, the fee is often not sufficient to pay the entire cost of the suspension -and
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- reinstatement. -However, atleast some.of the cost of pmcessmg the suspensmn and reinstatement 18
. recovered from 1,%13 persen whose license ‘was suspended S e e

9. DOT estimates Ehat the tatai ammal cost of prﬁcessmg suspensmns rf:vocatmns
license reinstatements and occupational licenses is over $15 million. This includes the cost of staff
timie taken to answer inquiries. regarding license withdrawal - and reinstatement over the phone and at
- DMV service centers, as. well as:departmental’ overhe.ad costs-associated with these functions.. The
totai ‘amount- ‘of revenue: fmm license remstatement ~andoccupational - hcense fees is about $4.3

10.  While the person whose license is-suspended may pay a poftidﬁ of the cost of
- processing ‘the suspension if the license is reinstated, ‘the.courts: who order the: suspension do not
- pay: It may be desirable to offer this service to local gevemments but.a service that is offered at.no
cha.rge may be. Gverused Although they would rather not pay, it seems - likely that focal .
.governments: cmld pay: for a service that: he}ps coilc t unpaid. forfeztures Cumnﬂy, DOT. suspends- o
~ivehicle egxséra&ons of people who do not pay. pa.rkmg tickets.: Desplte the fact that miunicipalities
-~ must pay a SS fee for this service, !;he number of regastranon saspensmns has_. generaﬁy increased

“over the past five years. . If ‘the Committee” believes that some fee: would ‘be appropriate to

. discourage “courts’ from-ordering suspensions ‘in-cases where:: payment of thc forfeiture seems
‘unlikely, but that afee covex‘mg the full cost would be: ioo h:gh the fee couid be hrmtcd to the cost
'- :of processmg the suspensmn or $5 whxchevar is, 10wcr RN T LA

. h(:ense, is bemg snspended t@ reccvcr aii ar a part ef the cast of paymg the ff:ﬂ to: }EBOT Seme_’
--',srepresentauves of the courts: havc argacd that “pe ple wha do no{ pay forfeimrss weuld be unhkely

1s:unhkeiy“ that the person wo_uld pay the ee R e
: would gay the forfelmre anci-the hcensa remsiatement fee In these cases l;cense suspensxon may

. ithe costof the suspenszcms and: reznstatemems, :.:;Smce {}OT md;catﬁss that the; 35{} fefs: (pius revente.
from oecupational license fees) does not cover the full cost of processing: suspensions, revocations,

reinstatements and occupational licenses, raising the reinstatement fee would aiiow some of the
' -addmonai cost to be covered. If the: number of people filing apphcawms for reinstatement stays at
the ‘same level as in 1998 (about70; m) then raxsmg the reinstatement fee by 31{3 Wouid produce '
'-abauiz S’;’O{) OUG on‘an annual bas;s - = :

. s _-:13 Whﬁe mcreasmg the remstatemem fee wouid increase. the Tevenue: a&seciated wﬁh
- processing. hc&:nse suspensions.and reinstaternents; it would Jikely not-reduce the number of license
suspensions ordered in cases where payment of the underlying forfeiture is: unlikely. It would also
require persons who comply with the court’s-judgement to pay.for more of the costs of processing
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the license suspensions for those who do not comply with the court’s judgement.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

.

%“ Approve the Governors recommendation to require DOT to promulgate an
administrative rule to develop and administer a system for charging a fee to circuit courts and
municipal courts for each order of the court that suspends or revokes a person’s driver’s license
solely for the fatlure to pay a forfeiture imposed for violating a local ordinance that is unrelated to
the violator’s operation of a vehicle. Specify that the amount of the fee established by the rule may
not exceed the cost of processing a license suspension or revocation order. Prohibit DOT from
processing such an order unless the court has paid any fee required by the rule. Permit circuit courts

and municipal courts to require a person o pay a fee when his or her license is ordered suspended or
rﬁ:voked under these circumstances., -

Approvc the (}overnors reccmmendanon to require DOT 10 pmmuigate an
adimmstraizve rule to develop a fee. charged to circuit courts or municipal courts for each order of
the court that suspends or revokes a person’s. driver’s license solely for the fmlure to pay a forfeiture
imposed for violating a local ordinance that is unrelated to the violator’s operation of a vehicle, but
limit the amount of the fee to the cost of processing the suspension or $5, whichever is less

Raise the license reinstatement fee by $10, first applying to applications for
remstat@n‘ient on the first day of the third month beginning after the effective date of the bill.

Increase estimated transportation fund revenue by $466,700 in 1999-00 and $700;000 in 2000-01 to
¢ reflect this change.

4 Alternatives. SEG

1999-01 REVENUE (Change 1o Base) $1,166,700 |
[Change lo Bill $1,166,70G] .

Maintain current law.

A
KE A BURKE ¥ A
BUR;(ER A DECKER Y A
ﬂECCH A JAUCH Y A
or RE A MOORE ¥ A
MOOILSKI A SHIBILSKI ¥ A
oy HE A PLACHE Y A
zg:viﬁs A COWLES :{( A

PANZER A PANZER _
A
GARD A | GARD A

ER
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:i:.iY A RILEY
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Senator Moore

TRANSPORTATION -- MOTOR VEHICLES

License Suspension for Failure to Pay a Forfeiture
[Papers #956 and #957]

Motion:

Move to eliminate the authority of courts to suspend driver’s licenses solely for the failure to
pay a forfeiture nnposed for vu}}atmg alocal ordmance: that is unrelated to the violator’s operation
of a vehicle, ‘effective wzth cases. adjudzcated on the first day of the second month following the
effective date. of the bxli Decrease ﬁstimated irzmsportaﬂon fund revenue by $289,700 in 1999-00
~and $1; 158, 600 in 2000- 01 to reflect a decrease in the number of license reinstatement fees
collected.

Note:

.. This motion would eliminate the court’s authority to order license suspension for the failure
- topaya forfezture 1mposed for wclatmg a nontraffic-related ordinance." A decrease in the number
of license sasyenswns would result in a decrease in the number of licenses subsequently reinstated,

wh_mh would teduce ‘transportation fund tevenues by an estimated'$289,700 in 1999-00 and

$1,158,600 in 2000-01.

[Change to Bill: -$1,448,300 SEG-REV]
[Change 1o Base: -$1,448 300 SEG-REV]

Motion #706
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(Base) Agency DQT ~ Motor Vehlcles
- ~Third-Party Skills Testing for Class D
Drzver s Licenses

'Racommandatmons
'Paper No. 958: Aitarnétiva 4 {no action needed)

: Comments,_ Thls lS Sen. Plaahefs issue, and.-she should
zeally tak@ the lead PR '

I thlnk she wants to. malntaln current law {i.e. alternative
4) and FB f@els that sentlm@nt w111 carry the day.-_-[;

: The bzggest cancern abaut 1ett1ng prlvate ccmpanles glve.'
';klds dx;ver 8 tests and award their llcenses 15 that it seems

*ﬁjllk@ly that . an appllcant would ‘pass on the 27 oy 3% try because :  e

'chey paid some exorbitant repeat f@@ ‘rather than b@cause their

;Skllls 1mproved., But, on; the other hand, it wouldn’t be fair to
prohibit @rlvate dr1v1ng tralnzng companies from admlnlsterlng
the drivers’ test when other 3¢ party entities could do it (see
_paragraph ?) S0, lt’s b@st to 3ust leave well enough alone and
: malntaln curxent iaw : S

Plus, alternatlve 4 saves $34 600 (comyared the:gov} for

ﬂqﬁ_moxeth@oxtant uses latex

prepared by: Barry .




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

May 11, 199'9 - :}'oint'(:ijmﬁii_tiée onFinance =~ Paper #958

Thlrd-Party Skxl!s Testing for Ciass D Drwer s Licenses
(I)OT -- Motor Vehlcles) '

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 599, #5]

 CURRENT LAW .

Every applicant for an original "Class D" driver’s license (for the operation of a
noncommercial vehicle) must pass a driving skills test before being issued a license. These tests
are conducted by the Department of Transportation. Every applicant for.an original commercial
driver’s license (CDL) is also required to pass a driving skills test. DOT administers these tests,
but DOT is also authorized to contract with a third party to administer these tests. The third-
--party tester may be a public agency or an ‘employer of commercial motor. vehu:ie dr;vers, but;._ _

: may not be a prlvate drwer Erammg schooi or other pnvam institution. S B

Any contract. wﬁh a th1rd~pany tester must mciude the followmg provzswns (a) all tests
conducted. by the third-party tester must-be the .same as those given by DOT; (b) DOT or the
Federal Highway Administration may conduct random examiinations, inspections and audits of
the third-party tester without any prior notice; (c) at least annually, DOT must conduct an on-site
inspection .of ‘the third-party tester to determine compliance with the contract and with the
“Department’s standards for skills testing; (d) at least annually, DOT must evaluate testing given

by ‘the third-party tester by either having Department employes take tests:administered by the
" third-partytester ‘or by retesting a sample of drivers who were tested by the third-party tester to
“compare ‘pass ‘and fail results; (e) third-party -examiners-must meet the same qualifications and
training standards as " DOT’s license -examiners; and () DOT must:take prompt-and appropriate
- rémedial action against a third-party tester that fails to- comply with the Department’s standards.

GOVERNGR

_ Permlt DOT te contract w1th ihud—party testers 1o adm;mster "Class D drivmg skills
tests to applicants who are 18 years of age or older. Specify that current law restrictions that
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prohibit DOT from contractmg with private driver training schools or other prwate msumimns to
administer commercial motor vehicle skills tests do not apply to "Class D" thud»par{y festers.
Extend current law requirements applying to contracts with commercial driver’s license third-
_party testers to contracts with "Class D" third-party testers.

. Permit DOT, after consultation with the Department of Public Instrucuon (DPI) and the
Technical College System Board, to provxde for the administration of the "Class D" driving skills
test to persons under the age of 18 by a driver education instructor in conjunction with a driver
education course, as long as the person taking the test is enrolled in the course. Specify that
instructors for the following driver educatmn courses may admmlster these tests: (a) a course ina
public school approved by DPI; (b)Y a course in a technical college approved by the Technical
College System Board; (c) a course in driver educatwn in a nonpublic or private school that,
meets the minimum standards set by DPI; or (d) a course in a driver school licensed by DOT.
The ability: to adm:mstcr driving knowledge tests, whach currently applies to public schools,

technical- colieges and. nnnpubhc or- private schoo}s, would be extended to mstmctors at driver . el

schools licensed by DOT

Delete 334 6()() and 1 .0 position in 2000- ()1 to reflect a decreased drzvmg skills testing - - i

workload for DOT. " Decrease estimated transportation fund revenue by $60,000 in"2000-01 to
?eﬂ“.’.?.‘_?F?‘_ﬁ?C‘.l.Q?l in DO.T.%@M.S‘M tests. e
: DISCUSSIQN POINTS

IS 51. The bﬁi wsald aliow third—party testmg for any “Class D“ hcense apphcant bui the
- type-of tester that would be eizgablc to administer the test would depend upon.the applicant’s age.

- -""Apphcants who are at least 18 years old could be tested by anyone who enters into a contract with- T

DOT to prov;de tests and meets the same quahﬁcatlons and training standards as DOT examiners,

~including private driver training schools. “Applicants under the ageof 18 could only-be tested by a
~driver’s ‘education instructor and- the test could only. ‘be administered in, conjunction with a driver’s
=educa{10n course Aboui 6{)% of th& 113 834 tests admxmstered in’ 1997 were 1o apphcanﬁs under’

: : 2 0ne of the benf:ﬁts 10 ailowmg tInrd~party "Class D" ‘skills testmg wou}d be that

- apphcants wouid have another option for taking the test; which may reduce the amount of time that
- they ‘must wait before getting their licenses. Curremiy, DOT indicates that applicants may.be
tequired to wait five tosix weeks between the time they call to schedule a test and when they take
-the test:. Third-party testers: may be able to.administer tests on. a shorter notice and any. tests they
administer may decrease the wait time for DOT-administered tests. - Applicants under the age-of 18
would be able to avoid scheduling a test if they take a driver’s education course that offers the test.

3. Under current commercial driver’s license third-party rules and policy, third-party
testers are allowed to charge a fee in excess of the fee charged by DOT for conducting driving skills
_ tests but the maxzmum ameunt is hmﬁed by DOT under the terms of the contract. DOT indicates

Page 2 Transportation -- Motor: Vehicles. (Paper #958)




“-that this would also be true under the "Class D" third-party testing program. Although applicants
would likely pay morefor taking a test from a:third-party tester; some may choose o pay the
additional amount in order to avoid waiting to take a test administered by DOT. -

4, -~ Third-party testing would allow a' reduction in- the number of staff devoted to
administering the skills tests. The bili would delete $34,600 and '1.0:position 'in-2000-01; based on
‘an estimate ‘that 6,000tests will be administered by third parties; which-would represent about 5%
of the ‘total volurne of tests currently administered by DOT. If the use of third parties increases in
the future, further reductions, or a reallocation of resources within DMV, may be‘possibie.

5. A reduction in the number of tests conducted by DOT would result in a reduction in
transportation fund revenue derived from the fees collected for these tests: The bill estimates that
this reduction would be $60,000 in 2000-01. The bill would also increase the fee for "Class D"
_ :skﬂis tests from $1G to $15, effecnve October 1, 1999, and esumates that this would produce
" additional revenue of $426, 8@0 i'1999-00 and $569, 000 in 2000- 01. _This estimate, however, does
not assume’ any reductzon in'the volume of tests, If the th;rd—party prowsmns af the bill are adopted,
an acidmona} revenue reducnon from the bzil of $3G 0{)0 in 20@0&01 would occur due toa reductzen
in the volume of tests

6. " One of the concerns that has been expreéssed with allowing third-party testing is that
the standards used by third parties for evaluating the driving skills of license applicants would not
be as stringent as those used by DOT or may be inconsistent across the state. The bill would apply
several safeguards, which are cutrently used in the commercial driver’s license third-party testing
program, to ensure that the testing offered by third-parties is consistent with the testing currently
~ provided by DOT. For instance, the tests- would have to be the same as the tests administered by

- DOT; meaning that the same scoring syste:m weuld be used. In addition, DOT would be required to .- -
‘conduct inspections and audits of thlrd—party testers and compare pass-faﬂ rates with the pass-fail

rates of applicants tested by DOT. DOT indicates that the failure rate for applicants taking a
commercial driving skills test from a third party is about the same ‘as for applicants taking the test
from DOT.

7. Unlike the current laws governing third-party testing for commercial driver licenses,
the bill would allow pnvate driver training schools to conduct third-party. tests. This may presenta
‘conflict of i mterest 3f the private driver schools seek to maintain a favorable pass»fa,ﬁ ratio in order to
attract customers. DOT does not beheve that this would present a pmbfem because of the
mspecuon and audztmg pmcedures ‘One aitematzve that may reduce the hkehhood of a conflict of
_interest may be to prohlbxt pnva{e dnver trammg schools fmm offenng the test.. This may,
however pla,ce private driver :rammg scheols at a competxtwe dzsaévantage wﬁh pubhc schools,
_ przvaze ‘schools or technical cz}ilegﬁs since these educational institutions wouid be aliowed to
~ administer the test. If private driver trmmng scheois are not allowed to adnnmster ihe test, then the
" number of tests conducted by third party testers would not be as high as the number estimated in the
bill.
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_ 8.0 The Committee . could include a-sunset on the "Class: D" third-party testing
~provisions: Thzs would allow ‘the: Legisiatum to review the suceess of the- program during a future
biennial budget session.. ‘v - g o : : B

b9 e The bill weuld reallocate: $34,600 and 1.0 position, which.are the projected savings

: '-resuiung fr@m thirdnpar:y testing, within DMV _to supplement-the Division’s: operating budget. for

_processing -driver’s license: withdrawals:- If the Committee does not adopt third-party -testing, but
-approves the amounts provided for DMV’s operaﬂng budget a real increase in resources, rather than
simply a reallocation, - would occur.. : : o o

_:___ALTERNATIVES 'm BASE

o Approve the Govemors recommeadatwn to pemm DO’I‘ to (a) conﬁract wzth third-
_'_.3pari:y testers to administer the "Class D" dnvmg skills tests 1o license apphcanis who are 18 years of -
- "_age or older'-:-aﬂd_-(b) pmwde ‘f(}r the adnnmstratmn of i;hc' ”Class D 'iinvmg skii,is !:est to apphcants

~ who are under the age ¢ of 18by a , driver education instructor in conjunction with a driver education
" course. Delete $34, 600 SEG and 1.0 SEG position in 2000-01 "and decrease ‘estimated
transportation fund revenue by $60;000 in 2000-01 to reflect a reduction in the ‘number of tests
.administered by DOT by. 6,000.. [Esumated transportation fund revenue would decrease by an
. additional $30,000 in. 2000-01::due to. this’ provision if the Camnuttee approves the pmposed
" increase.in the "Ciass D sk:ziis test fee fmm SlD to SIS }

| A_iimgi . .SEG ..

| 199901 ﬂﬁvama (Ghange 0. Basa} - = 860,000
s : _ _B T 0’]
i _’1999411 Fuuﬁma (Ghange 1 Base} ' $34 600°|
o [Change to Btfl S $0} '
o fzmm—m Posmons (Chaﬂge o Bas@) - . -1.00
i _ {Ehange m Br!{ S ) 00}
1 *This would be 330 t}{){) ifthel mcrease in tha driving skﬂis

.test fe& s approved

. % 2. Aiiow thz ' art_y testmg, but prohzbit }DGT from centractmg w1th private dnver
trammg sch@ais 1o admimster the "Class D" driver’s skills test to lcense. applicants who are 18 or
more years olci or aiiowmg pnvate drwer trammg schoois 10 a:irmmster the test to hcense apphcams
under: the age of 18 in conjunction thh a course in dnver ed&caﬂon Deiete Sl? 3{3(} SEG and 0.50

_ SEG position in 2000-()1 and decrease estimated iranspﬁrtauon fund revenue by $30,000 in 2000-01

" to reflect a mduct;on in, the number of tests administered by DOT by 3, 000 {Esmmated

_ Eransportation fund reyenue. weuid decrease by aﬁ additlonai $15, GOO in 2000- 01 due to this

provision 1f the Comrmttee appmves the prop@sed mcrease m the Ciass I}" 'skxils test fee from 310
to $15.1
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Iternativ
1999-01 REVENUE (Change fo Base)
[Change fo BJ#

1999_03 FUNDING {Change to Base}
N [Change !o B;ii

| 200001 pasmous (Change to Base)

[Change to Bil

tast fee is approved,

SEG

- $30,000
$30,000°}

~$17,300
$17,300)

-0.50
0.50]

*This would be $15,000 if the increase in tha driving skilis

Establish a December 31, 2003, sunset date for these provisions.

Maintain current law.
Alternatiy SEG
199901 n&vauue (Ohange to Basa) $0
{Change to Bill $60,000]
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Base) $0
[Change to Bill $34,600]
2000-01 POSITIONS (Change 1o Base) 0.00
[Change 1o Bil} 1.00}
MOH__ el
" BURKE - ¥ N A
| - DECKER ‘; *:l :_
Prepared by: Jon Dyck JAUCH. - AT :
pated Dy y MooRE Y. N A
SHIBILSKI Y. N A
| PLACHE' Y. N A
COWLES Y N oA
PANZER Yy N A
GARD Y N A
PORTER Y N A
KAUFERT Y N A
ALBERS Y N A
DUFF Yy N A
WARD Y N A
HUBER Yy N A"
RILEY Yy N A
> AYE___ NO___ _ABS
-
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Senator Decker .

TRANSPORTATI{)N' - MOTOR VEHICLES

Third-Party Testing for Cormnermal Driver’s Licenses
[Paper #958] '

Motion:

Move to allow DOT to contract with private driver training schools, subject to the conditions
that currently apply to other commercial motor vehicle third-party testers, to administer driving
skills tests for commercial motor vchxcic driver’s licenses if the schools do not offer commercial

motor vehicle training courses.

Note:

Under current law, DOT may contract thh thxrdmgarty testers to admimster the skllis tests for 3
commercial motor vehicle driver's licenses, but DOT is prohibited from contracting with private
driver training schools. This motion would allow DOT to contract with private driver training
schools if those schools do ne* "!:‘6; nneemanaial vaatas "ehxcle training courses.
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
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May '1'1,'--.%999 o e Joint Committee onFinance ' © Paper #959

Overweight/Oversize Vehicle Permitting System (DOT -- Motor Vehicles)

" [LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 600, #9]

Vehicles traveling on the highways of the state are generally required to obtain a permit if
they exceed weight, height or length limitations. The fees for these permits are established by
statute.

GOVERNOR

B mede $447,800.SEG in 1999-00 and $193,800 SEG in 20@0«01 0 purchase and, install .
an automated permit routing system. for overweight and oversize permits. The system would use  ~

data on construction projects and bridge and pavement condition {o automatically select a route
for ove-rweight or oversize trucks ne-e’ding a permit to operate on highways in the state.

Modify a provision that requires DOT to develop and lmplement a teiephone call-in
procedure for the issuance of single-trip permits, to: (a) ‘require DOT to develop and’ implement
such a system to issue and renew single-trip permits, as well as multiple-trip, consecutive month
and annual permits; and (b) specxfy that the system shall be a computerized system that
determines and designates the route to b_e_used by the permit holder. Specify that permits issued

- through the telephone call-in procedure must be carried on the vehicle during the operations for
which the permit was issued. Require DOT to promulgate rules to 1mpiement the teiephone
authorization procedure. - : :

Require applicants for permits using the telephone call-in procedure to pay the following
fees, in addition to the fees for the permit: (a) $10 or the actual cost of the telephone
authorization, as determined by DOT, whichever is less; and (b) a late fee of $10 for each vehicle
for which a permit is issued, if DOT receives the required fees after a perlod of time specified by
DOT.

Transportation -- Motor Vehicles (Paper#959) Page 1



Specify that a person ‘may cancel a permit obtained through the teiephone cali -in
procedure before the first day of operation authorized by the permit without having topay. the fee
for the permit, but require the person to pay the telephone authorization fee and spemfy that DOT
may also charge a cancellation fee. Specify that a permit obtained through the telephone call-in
procedure may not be cancelled on or after the first day of operation authorized by the permit
and prohibit DOT from refunding any permit.fees on or after that day. Specify that DOT may
require any cancellation of a permit obtained through the telephone call-in procedure to be done
by telephone

Aliew DO’I‘ to refuse te issue a penmt thmugh the telephﬂne call -in procedure to any
applicant who does not compiy with the reqmrernents established for using the procedure, or
who has had an overweight or oversize permit suspended or revoked. Allow DOT to suspend
any or all permits of a person who does not pay the required fees for a permit obtained through
the telephone call-in proccdure w1thm the time panod established by DOT. Spec;fy that a permit
suspended for nonpaymem of the fees remaans suspendad until the requxred fees are paid.

Increase the fees for overweaght and oversize. permits that are apphed for after December -
31, 1999, and before July 1, 2003, by 10%, rounded to the nearest whole doliar as shown in the
. following table:

Permit Current Fee Proposed Fee
Single-Trip Permits U
Overlength $15 17
_ Overwidth or Overheight .~ 1 | B e 22
Ovemléih and 0verhelght e R R~ I Tl 28
Annua} and Mulhpie»’r np Perrmts - SRR EEIT L e ;
Overlength: - : S e e o 360 : : : 566
Overwidth and/or Overlangth 90 : 99
o Overweight--90,000 Ibs. or less® . weoco0200 Sl e 220
: :_Overwe;ghtw()ver QDOOGIbS 10 100, 000 ihs* e o 3300 L 385
“Overweight--Over 100000 Ibs* o ssso T eses
" plus $100 foreach 7 plus$110 foreach
10:000 lbs. or fraction” ~ © 1000 Ibs. or fraction
- thereof above 100,000 lbs. thereof above 100,000 tbs.
Consecutive Month Permits o
Fee in Addition to Prorated
Annual Fee for Same Type of Permit** e : 515 . $16.50

. ¥ Ba:ed o gress vehxcle wexghi
** To{al permit fee wou}d be munded tc} the nearest w?wie deliar
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Specify that the fees for single-trip permits for vehicles.that exceed weight limitations,
which are 10% of the fee for an annual permit for the same weight of vehicle, shall be rounded to
the nearest whole dollar.” Since the fee forsingle-trip overweight permits and the base fee for
consecutive month overweight and oversize permits: are -based on- the corresponding annual
permits, the bill would also increase the fees for these permits for applications after December
31, 1999, and betore July 1, 2003.

_ Increase esumated transportauon fund revenue by 3195 200 m 1999 00 and $393 000 in
_ 2000 01 to reficci the mcrcased permxt fees

DISCUSSI()N POINTS

1. The fundmg provzded by the bzil wouid allow DOT to create a computenzed system
that would link the oversme/overwelght pemnttmg system with databases contammg information on’
highway construction’ and ‘highway and bridge- ‘conditions. - The ‘system would allow perrnit
applicants to file for and receive a permit eiectromcaﬁly, and would-automatically select a route, if
one is required, that is appropriate for the type of load being carried. It is-expected that this would
significantly reduce the armount of time that it takes to issue a permit, which currently can be as long
as three days. Expediting this process is expected to benefit the motor carrier industry, so the bill
would establish a surcharge, applied on permits applied for between December 31 1999, and July 1,
2003, to pay for the costs of creating the system.

2. The biil would require DOT to create a telephone call-in procedure for the issuance
of oversize and overwezght permits and create fees for the use of that system, although no revenue is
assumed from these usage fees. DOT. 1ndzca£as howgver, that the proposed system would. not
involve a‘telephonie call-in 'pmcedure, but instes :
on-line system. Consequently, the provaswns Of the bill reiatmg to the call-in procedure would not
be relevant to the automated permit system and could be eliminated. Instead, DOT could be
required to create an automated permit routing system.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

Sl Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $447,800 SEG in 1999-00 and
$193 800 SEG in 2000-01 to purchase and install an automated permit routing system for oversize
and overweight permits. Require DOT to develop and implement a telephone call-in procedure for
the issuance of oversize and overweight permits and establish fees for the use of that system.
Increase the fees for overweight and oversize permits that are applied for after December 31, 1999,
and before July 1, 2003, by 10%, rounded to the nearest whole dollar. Increase estimated
transportation fund revenue by $195,200 in 1999-00 and $393,000 in 2000-01 to reflect the
increased permit fees.
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'Alternaﬁye“ T B T SBEG 1
1999-01 RE\ZENUE {Change 1o Base) gsesipoo |
Do 1 g fChange ol s s s BOF
oy 199901 FUNDlNG {ChangetoBase) "~ % TSB41600 |
: g (Changeto.Bil. .. .. .. 50}

: o
%?wmwﬂ* i

Provide $447,800 SEG in 1999-00 and $193,800 SEG in 2000-01 to purch&se and
*install & automated permit Totiting system for oversize and overwe1ght perrmts Reqmre DOT 1o
develop an automated permit routing system for oversize and overweight permits. Increase the fees
for overweight and oversize permits that are applied for after December 31, 1999, and before July I,
2003, by 10%, rounded to the nearest whole dollar. Increase estimated transportation fund revenue
by $195 00 in 1999-00 and $393 O{}O in 2{}0() 01 to reflect the increased perrmt fees

Atternative2 . _sg:-’;.

1999431 REVEMJE (Ghange to: Base}-:
. {Cbang toBi

1999-91 FUMEING (Change to Base).:-

[Change o Bill
Maintain current law.
: Aiterna!wes R sﬁ«G
1999-01 REVENUE (ChrangetoBase) 50|

[Change to'Bill - A §58B,2000 |

fChangs to 8l - =$641,600]
Mos____j *’
#. BURKE N A
” DECKER NoOA
JALCH N A
MOORE N A
SHIBILSK! N A
PLACHE N A
© Prepared by: Jon Dyck  cowies N A
Coidgma oiled - PANZER N A
_ {GARD N A
‘PORTER N A
KAUFERT N A
ALBERS N A
DUFF N A
WARD NoA
HUBER N A
RILEY NoA
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(Base) Agency: DOT — Motor Vehicles
' Repeal Financial Institutions
-Registration & Title Transaction Fee

 Recommendations:
Paper Nb._QSG; Alternative 2 (no action needed)

Camments- Alternative 2 maintains current law and screws
the banks (i. e, retains the $5 transactlon fee for financial
1nst1tutions) .DOT says the $5 fee discourages banks from
filing electronlcally, but the real problem seems to be the
'-_delay by DOT: in developlng the software needed to run the system
"(see paraqraph 6} ' . . - :

: There may b@ some merit to eilmlnatlng the $5 fee, 51nce
”banks just pass: 1t on to Customﬁxs anyway, but 1t’s really a-
5pretty small amount camgared to the ccsts of a new or used car
these days.

?lus, if th@ fee is retained, you save $5459,000 (compared
to the gov) for_more important use ‘later on.




s Legislative Fiscal Bureau
- ... One East Main, Suite 301 = Madison, W1 53703 » (608) 266-3847 » Fax:..(608) 267-6873

May 11,1999 Jothommitteeon Finance =~ Paper #960

 Repeal Financial Institutions Registration and
Title Transaction Fee (DOT -- Motor Vehicles)

- [LFB 1999-01 Budget:Summary: Page 602, #10] -

'CURREVT LAW
DOT is authorized to enter into agreements Wlth ﬁnanc;al institutions. aliowmg them to
electronically file original vehicle title and registration applications on behalf of their customers.
- There is a '$5 fee charged to the financial institution:for each application, which is deposited in
“the transportation fund.  DOT is‘authorized to enter into: szmziar agreements with-vehicle dealers,
but there i is no fee charged by DOT for this service. - e : : :

GOVERN{)R

Repeai the $5 transactxon fae charged to ﬁnanc;ai 1nst1tut10ns that file. eiectmmc
applications for an original vehicle title and. mgastraimn Decrease estlmated transportation fund
revenue by $170,000 in 1999-00 and $289,000 in 2000-01 to reflect this changc

' DISCUSSION POINTS .

L Thc Governor’s 1997-99 buduet bﬂi mclucled a reductwn of $444,700 SEG and 13.6
SEG posmons in 1998-99 ‘associated with an initiative to allow’ financial institutions to
electronically process original applications for vehicle registrations and titles. The savings were
premised on an assumption that the number of people filing these applications at DMV customer
service centers would decline. In addition, there was an estimated decrease in transportation fund
revenue of $482,000 because fewer people would pay the 85 counter service charge, which is
required when such applications are filed at DMV customer service centers.

2. The Legislature modified this provision by requiring a $5 transaction fee, to be
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deposited in " the - transportation " fund, ‘for " each -application -filed - electronically by fina
institutions. DOT indicates that the number of financial institutions that have pa.rtir.:ipat d-in
electronic filing program has been much lower than originally anticipated (less than 50+ transacnons
compared to earher estimates of abom 96,000 transactloﬁs)

3. Under the terms of the contract wath DOT financial institutions and vehicle dealers
that file eiectwmc applications are “allowed to chargg, and’ keep, a service fee of $17.50 to the
customer. Part of this fee pays the firm that establishes the electronic link between the financial
institutions or dealers and the DOT vehicle database. “Bankb that participate in the program add the

$5 transaction fee (mto thlS semce fee for a total of $22 5{3 Whﬂe the dealers charge only the
$17.50 service fee, - : R N T _

4. The $5 fee that was.created by the 1997-99 budget'may have discouraged financial
institutions from participating in the program. - The associations representing financial institutions
Ihave mdzcatad ihat morc msutuuons weuid pammpate zf there were 1o $S transactxen fee. '

5. DOT asnmates that 1f the 85 transactlon fes were elzmmated the ‘number - of N

- apphcau{ms precessed by ﬁnanczai institutions would increase to 34, 000 in 1999-00 and 57,800 in .

2000-01. Because these transactions would replace visits to DMV customer service centers and the
associated counter service chaxges there would be a revenue Ioss of S170 000 in 1999 00 and
8289”01112000~GI : SR S o e

e 6,-- The low number of transacta{ms to date may be duc in part toa delay in- deveiopmg

-the: software necessary. to: progess electronic. apphcatmns Now. that the software is available, the..
number of transactions may increase, even if the $5- fee is retained. : If the fee is.retained, there
: --_-would be no transpertatmn fund revenue Eoss :

7.' “Financial ‘instirations’ that partxclpate in’ thxs program process vehwie tlee and

registration applications, which ccmtﬁbutes to a reduction in the workload at DMV service centers.
) ‘Even though this benefits the state, the institutions still-have to'pay the- fee t{) the state If this :
o snuatxon is v:ewed as unfmr it may be appropnate to ehrmnate the fee AR

8. If the fee does mhiblt the pammpatzon of ﬁnanczal mstztutions and the fee is retamed
‘the number of ‘transactions that take place at DMV centers would not decrease as much as
anticipated. DMV’s budget was already reduced by the 1997-99 budget in anticipation of a
workload reducuan that dzd not occur in. 1998 99 If the workload also does ot decline in the

_ bilﬁ‘,
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(" ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

3 o . o .
oL Approve the Governor's recommendation to eliminate the $5 transaction fee charged
to financial institutions that file electronic applications for an original vehicle title and registration.

Decrease estimated transportation fund revenue by $170,000 in 1999-00 and $289,000 in 2000-01
to reflect this change. S

Alternative 1 SEG
1999.01 REVENUE (Change 10 Basa) - $459,000
[Change to Bilt $0]

il
@ Maintain current law,
%

Alternative 2 SEG
1999-01 REVENUE (Change to Base) %0
[Change to Bill 458,000

mos___A L 4w

~ Prepared by: Jon Dyck BURKE

¥ N A

Qk DECKER Y N A
JAUCH Y N A
MOORE Y N A
SHIBILSKI Y N A
PLACHE Y N A
COWLES Y N A
PANZER Y N A
GARD Y N A
PORTER Y N A
KAUFERT Y N A
ALBERS Y N A
DUFF Y N A
WARD Y N A
HUBER Y N A
RHEY Y N A
AYE KO ABS
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(Base) Agency: DOT - Motor Vehicles
Camping Trailer Registration Fee

'Recommendations:
P&#&x’ﬂ¢;'9€1?lﬁpptb§e Modification to Base
Commenta: This modification simply corrects a drafting

error and aligns the effective date of the provision with the
revenue estimates. : e : :

prepared by: Bafﬁy'



Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One_ _E_ast \'Iam S}sitc; 304 f_Ma_ciisag,__ W_E _5_37{33 * (608) 26{;—3847_- Fax: {{_3{)8_} 267-6873

May 11, 1999 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #961

Camping Trailer Registration Fee (DOT -- Motor Vehicles)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 603, #14]

CURRENT LAW

Registration of camping trailers weighing 3,000 pounds or less is required if they are
used for hire or for rental, but is optional if used exclusively for private purposes. The

- registration fee for these trailers is $24.25. The fee for registering camping trailers weighing
over 3,000 pounds is $15.00.

GOVERNOR

Reduce the .rééi.ét.r.at'ioﬁi”fe'e".- fé’r cafﬁping trailers weighing 3,000 pounds or less from

$24.25 to $15.00, first applying to registration applications submitted on the effective date of the
bill. Decrease estimated transportation fund revenue by $2,800 in 1999-00 and $5,600 in 2000-
01. £

X

'

MODIFICATION TO BASE 7%

Reduce the registration fee for camping trailers weighing 3,000 pounds or less from
$24.25 to $15.00, first applying to registration applications submitted on January [, 2000.
Decrease estimated transportation fund revenue by $2,800 in 1999-00 and $5,600 in 2000-01.

Modification SEG
1999-01 REVENUE (Change 1o Base} - $8,400
[Change to Bill 50}

Transportation - Motor: Vehicles {Paper #961) Page 1



) Eﬁﬂanaﬁon: The revenue estimates for this provision under the biil 5551_1:115:--:1” :
January 1, 2000, effective date, but the bill would make this provision effective on the
general effective date of the bill. This modification would align the effective date with the

revenue estimates. The January 1, 2000, effective date reflects the treatment of this
provision in DOT’s budget request. o

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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Representative Albers

TRANSPORTATION -- MOTOR VEHICLES

Vehicle Titles for Salvage Vehicles

Motion:

- Move to allow salvage dealers to transfer the ownership of a salvage vehicle by submitting a
properly assigned certificate of title to DOT instead of, under current law, requiring the salvage
vehicle dealer to apply for a new certificate of title upon acquiring the vehicle for sale and then
executing a title transfer upon the resale of the vehicle. Specify that a salvage dealer would
continue to be required to apply for a new title for a vehicle if the vehicle does not have a salvage
vehicle title at the time the vehicle is acquired. Specify that these provisions would first apply to
vehicles acquired on the first day of the first month beginning after publication of the bill. Decrease
estimated transportation fund revenue by $45,000 in 1999-00 and $60,000 in 2000-01 to reflect a
reduction in the number of tiles issued.

Note:

Under current law, a salvage vehicle dealer is required to apply for a new salvage vehicle title
upon acquiring a salvage vehicle for resale. When the salvage vehicle is sold, the dealer must
execute a title transfer to the buyer of the salvage vehicle. Vehicle dealers are not required to apply
for a new title for a vehicle that is not a salvage vehicle, but instead may assign the existing title to a
new owner upon the resale of the vehicle. This motion would eliminate the requirement that a
salvage vehicle dealer apply for a new title for a vehicle upon acquiring the vehicle for resale, if the
vehicle already has a salvage vehicle title. In these cases, similar to the sale of vehicles that are not
salvage vehicles, the salvage dealer would be allowed to assign the existing title to a new owner
upon resale of the vehicle.

[Change to Base: -$105,000 SEG-REV]
[Change 1o Bill: -$103,000 SEG-REV]

Motion #323
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Representative Albers

DOT -- MOTOR VEHICLES

Specialty Vehicles Titled in Another State and Moved to Wisconsin

Motion:

Move to require DOT, when issuing a new ftitle for a vehicle that is moved to Wisconsin
from another state, to use the make or model of the vehicle as it is titled in the other state.

MO#

BURKE
DECKER
JAUCH
MOORE
SHIBILSKI
PLACHE

'COWLES
PANZER

ZEr22Z2ZZ
PP >PP D>

4 ,GARD

” PORTER
KAUFERT

i ALBERS
DUFE
WARD
HUBER
RILEY

zzzz2Z2ZZ2
PP PPEP P

AYE%

Motion #322



Senator Panzer

TRANSPORTATION -- MOTOR VEHICLES

Definition of a Moped

Motion:

Move to modify the definition of a moped to include a bicycle-type vehicle with fully
operative pedals for propulsion by human power and an engine certified by the manufacturer at
between 50 cubic centimeters and 130 cubic centimeters or an equivalent power unit, provided that
the top speed of the vehicle is not more than 30 miles per hour.

Note:

Under current law, a moped is defined, for the purposes of vehicle registration and traffic
laws, as-a vehicle with a top. speed of 30 miles per hour that is either: (a) a motorcycie with an -
automatic transmission and an engine certified by the manufacturer -at not more than 50 -cubic
centimeters or an equivalent power unit; or (b) a bicycle-type vehicle with fully operative pedals for
propulsion by human power and an engine certified by the manufacturer at not more than 50 cubic
centimeters or an equivalent power unit.

This motion would increase the size of the engine that a bicycle-type moped may have to 130
cubic centimeters, as long as the top speed is still under 30 miles per hour. This would reclassify a
vehicle that fits this description from a motor bicycle, for which registration is not required, to a
moped, for which registration is required.

Motion #254



MoO#®
% BURKE ; N A
“ DECKER NOA
JAUCH N A
MOORE N A
SHIBILSK! N A
PLACHE N A
_ COWLES N A
. PANZER N A
GARD N A
PORTER N A
KAUFERT TN A
ALBERS N A
DUFF N A
WARD N A
'HUBER N A
“ RILEY \ NA
ool

AYE TiNO_L ABS____




Representative Gard

DOT -- MOTOR VEHICLES
Green Bay Packers License Plates

Motion:

Move to require DOT to establish a Green Bay Packers license plate. Specify that the fees
for the license plate, in addition to the vehicle registration fee, are as follows; (a) $15 upon issuance
or reissuance of the plate; and (b) $25 annually upon initial issuance and upon registration renewal
($50 upon biennial registration or renewal of a motorcycle). Specify that revenue from the $15
issuance fee would be deposited in the transportation fund. Specify that revenue from the $25 fee,
after subtracting $35,000 for DOT's administrative costs and an amount necessary to pay licensing
fees to the National Football League, would be deposited in newly-created program revenue

appropriation for the Boys and Girls Clubs of Wisconsin. Specify that the $25 fee is a tax"

deductible contribution,

Specify that these provisions would first apply five months following the effective date of the
bill.

MO#
BURKE v () A
Note: DECKER N A
JAUCH Y IN! A
e,
There would be undetermined SEG and PR revenue increases. MOORE: Y. _%) A
SHIBILSKI Y A
PLACHE Y /Ny A
COWLES LY, N a
PANZER (Y, N A
[Change to Bill: Undetermined SEG and PR Revenue Increase] | GARD 9 N a
7. PORTER ‘Y N A
KAUFERT N A
ALBERS N A
DUFF N A
WARD N A
HUBER N oA
RILEY N A

AYE \‘7 Noui ABS

Motion #3124



(Base ) Agency: DOT - Motor Vehicles

Recommendations:
Paper No. LFB Summary Items for Which no issue paper has been prepared:

Comments: These all seem fine, Action is needed, since this is a base
agency. :

Prepared by: Barry



ltem #

11
12
13
15
16

Item #

17
18
19
20
21

TRANSPORTATION

Motor Vehicles

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

Title

Implementation of Operziﬁﬁg While Suspended/Operating After Revocation Law

Changes (1997 Act 84)
Enhanced Vehicle Emission Inspectzon and Mamtenance Program
Driving Skills Test Fee Increase
Postage Inflation
Hazardous Materials Transportation Registration Program
Commercial Vehicle Telephone Registration Late Fee

Service of Process Fee for Traffic Accident Claims Against Nonresidents

Aircraft Registration

LFB Summary Items for Introduction as Separate Legislation

Tide

[
Distinctive Driver’s Licenses for Drivers Under the Age of 18; puake
School Bus Endorsement Qualifications DECKER

. . . . JAUCH
Discovery in Implied Consent Hearings MOORE

Milk Truck Weight Limits SHIBILSK!

Review of Adnnmstrauve Rule Regarding Motor Vehicle Deal PLACHE
COWLES
PANZER

: GARD
PORTER
KAUFERT
ALBERS
DUFF
WARD
HUBER
RILEY

LZXEZZZ22

TRz 2=

PR PRDPpDED

PrRrprrpr>

AYE %%z&o



Transportation

State Patrol

(LFB Budget Summary Document: Page 606)

LFB Summary Items for Which Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

1 Additional Traffic Officers (Paper #965)
15 Statewide Trauma Care System (see Paper #506 -- DHFS -~ Public Health)
17 State Patrol Division Administrator (see Paper #406 -- Employe Trust Funds)



(Gov) Agency: DOT ~ State Patrol
Additional Traffic Officers

Recommendations:
Paper No. 965: Alternative 2

Comments: Alternative 2 approves the governor (i.e. 14 new
state patrol officers) and makes a technical correction based on
a revenue reestimate of costs.

The increase in state troopers is justified and well
documented. Paragraph 7 notes that no new troopers have been
added since 1985. Paragraph 10 says the size of Wisconsin’s
traffic patrol is small relative to the state’s population.
Paragraph 11 notes that Wisconsin ranks lowest in the number or
sworn officers per 10,000 residents of the states that have
exclusive traffic patrols.

In fact, there are good arguments for adding even more
troopers than the governor proposed (see paragraphs 13, 14 and
15}, but there are financial pressures on the transportation
fund that make that impossible right now. Plus, there is a
great deal of opposition to adding more than 14 troopers from
the Sheriffs and the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association. Lastly, the
Senate Committee on Tourism and Transportation formally approved
the gov’'s proposal (see paragraph 18) . :

({note: this is a sticky wicket here. You need to get
agreement from everyone that only one motion will come up under
this paper. People can bemocan the fact that we aren’t adding
more troopers, but they shouldn’t make a motion that puts people
- like yourself -~ in the bad position of maybe having to vote
against it. Similar to the DA’s last week.))

prepared by: Barry



Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 « Madison, W1 33703 = (608) 266-3847 » Fax: {608) 267-6873 .. .

‘May11,1999 " Joint Committee on Finance - Paper #965

Additmnal Traffic Off’ cers (DOT -- State Patroi)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Sunnnary Page 606 #1}

. 'CURRENT LAW

The Department of Transportatmn is authﬂr}zed to. hire 385 trafﬁc ofﬂcerx plus a person
in the classified service who is desxgnated to head the traffic officers (the State Patrol Colonel).
Of this number. 322 are classified as troopers. The remainder are sergeants, lieutenants, captains
- o1 other. managenal positions. Of the 322 troopers, 320 are assigned to regular traffic patrol,
--while one provides security for the Governor and one is raspoaswie for statewide. cai:bratmn of
-speed-detection equipment. i}QT also has 112 authorized positions for swormn ofﬁcers whe are

'.ciasszﬁed as motor_veh;cle mspectors whose pnmary respa:mmbxhty is: cammerczai motor v&hlcie SR

Although the statu{es s,tate that the primary duty of trafﬁc officers is the enforcement of
traffic laws, the officers have the authomy to make arrests for any offense. The traffic officers
S are: pmhzb;ﬁe{i hewever, from cenductmg mvesngatwns of any crime covered under the state’s
criminal code. - - : e

N GOVERN{)R

Provide $321,900 SEG, $189,000 SEG-S and 9.0 SEG - positions- in 1999-:00 "and
$808,600 SEG, $143,600 SEG-S and 14.0 SEG positions in 2000-01 to increase the size of the
 state traffic patmi Increase the statutory number of traffic officers that DOT may employ by 15,

‘from 385 1o 400. The SEG a.maunts pmwded wouid be f@r salary and frmge beneﬁts, fleet costs,
_ materials aﬁd supplms and’ tmmmg COStS assmiated wath ‘hiring additional ‘state’ trcopers The
SEG-S amounts would prawde additional expenditure a&thorﬁy for DOT’s fleet service ‘center,
which would be used for the purchase of 14 vehicles and related insurance, fuel and repair costs.

Transportation -- State Patrol (Paper #965) Page |



DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Of the SEG amounts; provided by the bill, $194,300 in 1999-00 and $113,500 in
2000-01 would be one-time funding for the training and equipment costs for the 14 additional
troopers. Of the remainder, $127,600 in 1999-00 and $573,800 in 2000-01 would be for salary and
fringe benefit costs and $121,300.in 2000-01 would be for on-going fleet and in-state travel costs
(meal per diem). - B

2. A reestimate of the costs of providing 14 additional troopers produces slightly
smaller total costs of $321,400 SEG in 1999:00 and $790,500'SEG in 2000-01. Of these amounts,
$194,300 in 1999-00 and $126,600 in 2000-01 would be one-time funding, while $127,100 in 1999-
00 and $569,600 in 2000-01 would be for salary and fringe benefit costs and $94,300 in 2000-01
would be for on- gomg ﬂeet and m—siate travei cOsts.

3. .. The cost per. tmeper added in the first year would be $35,700 in 1999-00 and:
$53,500 in 2000 01, Whﬂe the cost per Erooper added in the second year would be $61,800 in 2000-
01. In addltmn the increase in expend:ture authority in the Departments fleet service center
appropriation associated with each trooper added in the first year is $21,000 SEG-S in 1999-00 and
$3,100 SEG-S in 2000-01. For each trooper added in the second year, an mcrease of $23, IGO SEG-
Si in 2000 Ul 1n the ﬂeet Servu:e Center would be: requlred '

4. ‘Nine of the additional 14 troopers would: begin zrammg in"March, 2000, and would
'graduate in August 2000. The rema:mng five troopers would begin training in September, 2000,
~ and would’ ‘graduate in February, 2001, This'schedule is based on the-maximum number of troopers
that ‘can be trained beginning in ‘March, 2000, given space limitations in training academy Tecruit

“classes. An’ earher class is scheduied tostartin uly, 1999, but recruits in- ‘that class, which would be - -

'ﬁi}ed to_the maximum capacxty of 40 recruits, would fill vacancies in current posmcms Current
_ plans call for a September, 2000, class of 25 recruits, so it would be possible to increase the number
of additmnal troopers in this b1enmum by up o 15 above {he Govemor S recommendauon

5, Since ‘the ﬁrst group of nine- additu)nai troopers would not be- h1red untit March
2000, and the second group of five troopers would not be hired until September, 2000, the fiscal
year funding amounts do not represent the annualized costs of the additional troopers. The full,
annualized cost of 14 additional troopers, not including the one-time costs for training and
equipment, would be $751,800, or $53,700 per trooper. This includes, per trooper: (a) $30,300 for
salary; (b) $13,400 for fringe benefits; (¢) $7,600 for fleet costs; (d) $1,900 for per diem costs; and
(e) $500-for ongoing equipment replacement.

6. The a;:idmonal im{)pers weuid be used to increase the patrols on certain high- traffic
hzghways Exampies of such highways cited by t the adnumstranon include: (a) USH 151, southwest
~and northeast of Madison; (b) STH 29, between Grf:e:n Bay and Chxppewa Falls; (¢ USH 53, north
of Cthpﬁwa Falls; ({i} USH 14, between Madison and La Cmsss, and {e) USH 41 and STH 57, in
Brown County.
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S 7.7 The last increase in the number of authorized trooper-positions was in the 1983-85
‘hiefnium (fmm 375 to 385} Pn{}r t0 1983 85 the last jncrease was in 1968 (from 30{} to 3’?5)

8. The 1983 85 budgei mcreased the siatutory hrmt on the number of irafﬁc officers
that DOT could hire to 400, but -only authorized enough’ additional positions to hire 385. In the
following biennial budget, the Governor proposed providing an additional 15 positions so that DOT
could hire 400 traffic ‘officers, buit the Legislature deleted this recomimendation and reduced the
statutory limit t0*385. The current pmpesaj wnuld restere the Statutory }mut of 4{}0 but would
au{honze (mly 14 posmom - [ o

9. ~Under- current iaw DOT is authorzzed tt} h;rc 385 trafﬁc ofﬁcers pius the person in
the classified service designated to head them (the State Patrol Colonel), for a total of 386. Under
the bill, the treatment of the person designated to head the traffic patrol would not change, so the
total number of persons in the traffic patrol would increase by 15, from 386to 401: In order to limit
the statutory increase in the number of officers that DC‘!T could hu‘e to 14 the statutory number of
'traffic cfﬁcers should be estabhshed at 399 I : o S

10. {Dne a:gumen{ gwen fm‘ mcreasmg the number of state troopers is ihat the $ize of
Wisconsin’s traffic patrol is small, relativeto the state’s po;aulaiion compared to the traffic patrols-in
other states. According to a 1996 census of law enforcement officers conducted by the U.S.

“Department of Justice (DOJ), Wisconsin had 1.0 sworn State Patrol officer (including motor vehicle
“inspectors) ‘per 10,000 residents, while ‘nationwide there were 2.1 officers per 10,000 residents.
'Othér ‘than Hawaii, which has no'state traffic’ patrol, no- other state ranked lowet ot this ‘measure
* than Wisconsin. - anesota ranked the nextwiewest -also’ w1th R ofﬁcers pcr 10, GOO reszdents but
7{1' *has added 27 officers smce these data were ceiiacted s o

11 : Urahke ’Wascansm about hajf ef the states ha% state pﬂhce forces that in addmon G

to prowchng traffic patrol, have the aui;homy to conduct criminal investigations unrelated to traffic
laws. In these states, the total number of sworn officers:is likely to be relatively higher than.in states
that have only state traffic patrois Consequently, the DOJ census may not provide a true
comparison of the relative Size of traffic patrols. Nevertheless, ‘Wisconsin still ranks lowest in the
'number of swom ofﬁcers per 10 00() reszdents of the states that have exclusweiy traffic patrois

12. States that have smaiier trafﬁc patrois may Eend to: rely more on local }aw
enforcement agencies, such as sheriffs’ departments, to perform highway patrol activities.
According to' the DOJ study, Wisconsin had 7.5 sworn officers in sheriffs’ departments, which
ranked ninth-highest among the 50 states on this measure. The national average was 5.8 officers per

10,000 residents.

13, DOT indicates ‘that, despite tesistance ‘to ‘the “idea of ‘adding a large number of
troopers by some sheriffs, the Department has already received numerous requests from: other
sheriffs requesting the deployment of additional troopers in their counties, if the Governor’s
proposal is approved. DOT indicates that it will likely not be able to honor all of these requests.
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14, - Another argument made in support of additional troopers is that traffic has increased
steadliy during:the last several years, without an accompanying increase in state troopers. Over the
past decade the number of annual vehicle miles traveled has increased by about 35%.

_ -25. Severai siate hxghways have been upgraded from two—lanes to four-lanes during the
last several years, such as.portions.of STH 29, USH 53 and USH 151.  As thesa hlghways hzwe
been improved, the amount.of traffic on them has mcreased While the State Patroi maintaing 24-
hour patrols on-1-90-and 1-94, there are not enough troopers to have similar patrols on these
highways, even though they have begun to function like the interstates. Similarly, there: are not
enough troopers to maintain the current patrols in most counties and also provxde 24-hour coverage
on1-39 and 1-43. The State Patrol 1ndlcates that-about 43 additional troopers wouid be required to
provzde 24- hour patrols on 1—39 and 143 FREETEE

_ 3 _16_, . Orae objectlve of addmg state troo;:xcrs may be {0 increase h;ghway safety ihrough
'-_-greater enforcement. Natmnai data: on traffic fatalities collected by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NH’FSA) however indicate: that Wisconsin is already a relatively safe state
for h1ghway travel. The number of traffic fatalities per 100 ‘million vehicle-miles traveled was 1.3
in Wisconsin in 1997, which-was below the national average of 1.6. Furthermore, the fatalzty rate
+has-fallen fasterin Wzscensm dunng the last two decades than it has in the nation as-a whole.

o 17. Anothar ncm in thc bﬂI would pmvzde fundmg to conduct an: addmanai state patroi
cadet class: (in addition to;the two -normally conducted per: biennium), in order to reduce vacancies:

- Duie:to a high rate of retirements and other turnover,:the.number of vacancies among sworn. staff

: (tmopers inspectors and management) was .as Ingh as 42 in November, 1998, which is-a vacancy -
rate of 8.4%. By conductmg an additional recruit class, DOT hopes.that the number of vacancies

. .will be'substantially 1 reduced. Thas mitzatlve should restore highway patrols to the level exper;enceci o

. % in previous biermia, without i increasing ! the number of authorlzed positions; “One alternative may be .

to-not. increase the number of troopers this biennium, but to. instead reevaluate the need to add
treopers next blenmum when ihe 1mpact of alower vacancy rate can be cemsadered

8 Zf an- addztmaai 14 iroopers 18 c0n31dered too_many, but an mcrease is desued one"
altemative would be to. increase the number of troopers by half that amount... The cost of. addmg -
seven troopers would be $249,900 SEG and SM’]‘ 000 SEG-S in 1999-00 and $374,500 SEG and
$21,700 SEG-S in 2000-01. ' ; _

19, The Senate Committee on Irxsurance Tounsm, Transportatlon and Correctlons
adopted a motion, on.a vote of five to two, to support the Governor’s recommendation.

20.  During hearings on the budget, the Committee received testimony supporting both
the Governor’s recommendation and proposals to hire.even more additional troopers. The cost of an
-additional 15 troopers (for a total increase of 29 troopers, the most that could be trained in the
biennium), would be $927,000.SEG and $345,000 SEG-S in 2000-01. .
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ALTE;{NATIVES

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $321,900 SEG, $189,000 SEG-
S and 9.0 SEG positions in 1999-00 and $808,600 SEG, $143,600 SEG-S and 14.0 SEG positions
in 2000-01 to increase the size of the state traffic patrol. Increase the statutory number of traffic
officers that DOT may employ by 15, from 385 to 400.

: y Modify the Governor’s recommendation based on a reestimate of the costs to
prowdé’*’lél additional troopers by reducing the amount provided by $500 SEG in 1999-00 and
$18,100 SEG in 2000-01. In addition, reduce the statutory number of traffic officers that DOT may
hire to 399 to reflect the intent to limit the increase in the number of troopers that may be hired to
14,

Aliernative 2 SEG
i 1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - $18,600

Y
g%f Reduce the amount provided by $72,000 SEG, $42,000 SEG-S and 2.0 SEG
posxtmns in 1999-00 and $434,100 SEG, $121,900 SEG-S and 7.0 SEG positions in 2000-01 to

reduce the number of additional troopers to seven. Establish the statutory number of traffic officers
that DOT may hire at 392.

Alternative 3 SEG SEG-S TOTAL
199901 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - $508,100 - $163,900 - 670,000
| 2000-01 POSITIONS (Change fo Bl . -7.00 0.00 ) “700.1 .

Y4 Increase the amount provided by $927,000 SEG, $345,000 SEG-S and 15.0 SEG
positions in 2000-01 to increase the number of additional troopers to 29. Estabhsh the statutory
number of traffic officers that DOT may hire at 414.

Aitam-ativ_a 4 SEG SEG-S TOTAL
1969-01 FUNDING (Change to Bilt) $927.000 $345,000 $1,272,000
2000-01 POSITIONS (Change to Bill) 15.00 Q.00 15.00

Delete provision.
Alternative 5 SEG SEG-S TOTAL
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bill} - $1,130,500 -$332,600 - $1,463,100
2000-01 POSITIONS (Change to Bilf) - 14.00 0.00 -14.00

Prepared by: Jon Dyck
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(Gov ) Agency: DOT - State Patrol

Recommendations:
Paper No. LFB Summary ltems for Which no issue paper has been prepared:

Comments: These all seem fine, No action needed, since this is &
gov/bill agency.

But, just for fun 1 added up the revenue being approved here, H'S. |
about $4.7 million from the transportation fund. That's more than 3-fimes
higher than the amount It costs fo fund the new 14 state froopers,

“ The'moral of that story, Is get the Issues you want approved included in

the last paper of each section. Once again, the power of FBis evident.
Maybe Fred or John are working their way out of a recent fraffic citation.

Prepared by: Barry



TRANSPORTATION

State Patrol

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

ftem # Title
2 Addmcmai Ofﬁcer Traxmng CIass
3 _ngxtal Mmmwave Commumcauons Eqmpme:nt
4 Computer~Axded stpatch System’ .
3 Computer Software Maintenance C{mtracts for Communications Equipment
6 N DN R/DOT Radlo Shop Mergf:r ' : :
7 ~ Public Safety Radio Program -- Fundmg Incrcase .
8 Public Safety Radio Program -- Transfers from DOT and DNR
9 Public Safety Radio Program -- Services for Local Governments
10 Preliminary Breath Testing Instruments
11 Chemical Testing Section -- Operations
12 Chemical Testing Section -- Overtime Adjustment
13 Chemical Testing Section -- Funding Mechanism
14 Trammg Academy Operations . -
6 "Metor Camer Enforcement Computer System '
MO#
BURKE Y N A
DECKER Y N A
LFB Summary Item for Introduction as Separate Legislati jaucn Y N A
MOORE Y N A
SHIBILSKI Y N A
ltem # Title cowes v N A
PANZER Y N A
8 Portable Scale Certification
GARD Y N A
PORTER Y N A
KAUFERT Y N A
ALBERS Y N A
DUFF Y N A
WARD Y N A
HUBER Y N A
RILEY Y N A

AYE NO ABS






