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ACCP/ACM Fee Advisory Committee
Meeting Agenda

December 12, 2001

Cesoam D070

8:30 Review 11/2/01 meeting notes
8:40 Presentation of funding proposal

9:00 Discussion of proposal and alternatives

'12:00 Adjourn

'M’r :



ACCP/ACM Fee Advisory Committee Meeting
November 2, 2001

Committee Members Present: Ahner (Wiscongin Fertilizer and Chemical
Association), @: arganz (Jefferson Co. Coop);\David Flakne (Syngenta

Corporation),Uanske (Wisconsin Federation of Cooperatives), Representative -
Alvin Ott (Wisconsin Assembly),John Retty (Wisconsin Agriservice Associati David
Schug (Legislative Fiscal Bureau_), immerman (Wisconsin Farm Bm@f@
Winters (Wisconsin Agribusiness Council), and Aide to Senator Hansen

DATCP Staff Present: Don Akamatsu, Lori Bowman, Duane Klein, Paul Morrison, Nick
Neher (Administrator), Ned Zuelsdorff, Debra McCusky

Meeting began at 8:45. Ned reviewed the proposed agenda, which included:

Discussion of handouts
-10/10/01 Meeting Notes
-ACCP Cost Breakout
-Agrichemical Management Program Efficiencies
-Comparisons to Minnesota’s Program
-Lead Arsenate Contamination
Explanation of DNR use of funds — DNR Staff _
Discuss proposal to address retroactive fees (handed out at last meeting)
Finalize funding options and legislative needs

No agenda changes were suggested.
DISCUSSION OF HANDOUTS:
There were no suggested changes to the October 10,2001 meeting notes.

Breakout of ACCP costs. Morrison reviewed the ACCP cost breakdown and responded
to questions. Based in part on our laboratory funding structure we conduct most of the
sample analysis related to spill cleanups using ACM staff and laboratory, instead of
leaving this to private labs and consultants and having it charged, at a higher rate, against
the ACCP fund. We average about 60 spill responses per year. The case management
and field oversight are all technical matters vs. financial, and include the Pollution
Prevention Project, which was initiated using one-time federal funds, but is now entirely
an ACM cost. ACM costs related to reimbursement include our claim review time, and
time spent preparing for and reviewing work with the ACCP council. Nick mentioned
his belief that the council review effectively reduces the number of contested cases.

Related to lab costs and increased ACM costs at certain points, Nick and Ned explained

that the internal structure for laboratory funding and other services such as building rent

. and computer services are beyond Division control. Currently, as the primary users of
~analytical services, the Food and ARM Divisions fully fund the lab. One reason for the -




greater decease in the ACM fund balance during this biennium was the purchase of
laboratory equipment needed for new pesticide chemistry. The ACM fund is paying
$250,000, over the biennium, for this equipment. Other larger parts of the increased
ACM costs also are beyond the Division’s control, such as expenditures for the
Agriculture in the Classroom program.

“Supplies and services” costs include everything except staff salaries and fringe, e. g
office rent, office supplies, and computer costs. Field costs includes travel.

Comparison with other states. The committee asked what comparison can be done
with other states who have similar programs? What are we doing differently than other
states that make our program costs higher? Morrison explained the handout showing our
review of the Minnesota programs, which we have found to be the closest overall
comparison on scope of programs. Their ACRA program has more staff for a program
paying out less in dollars (almost twice as many staff), plus many of their cleanups are
under a voluntary program where the firm pays for the state staff to review the work. ¥

Minnesota fees on household products (sales percentage basis) are part of the ACRA

program. Overall the fee percentage is lower but the high pesticide sales volume
represented by this broader scope of percentage paying products means the industry is
paying in more total dollars in MN. Another member suggested that both MN and MI are
comparable in program costs and net fees paid. MN is entirely industry funded, whereas
pesticide programs in most states are GPR subsidized.

The committee questioned whether we have looked at expanding the base of where the
fees are coming from? No viable suggestions were provided. '

DNR use of agrichemical related funds presented by: Jay Hochmuth (Division
Administrator of DNR Air and Waste Division), Bob Strous (Chief, Fiscal and Program
Evaluation Section R&R Program), Jill Jonas (Director of Bureau of Drinking Water an
Groundwater), Eric Ebersberger (Management/Budget), Lance Potter
(Management/Budget).

Eric Ebersberger distributed a handout detailing the Agrichemical revenues and
expenditures. Bob Strous explained the remedial response items. The committee and
department asked numerous follow-up questions. Following are a listing of responses:

- DNR can provide the entire list @. Most of those not already
listed are the individual Door County lead arsenate sites. Most are privately held sites.
Some cost recovery has occurred, but in most of these cases the responsible entities do
not have substantial additional assets from which to recover costs. Amounts recovered
on these cases was not determined. The Kewaunee marsh is DNR owned, but the
current railroad assisted with a large portion of disposal costs without admitting
liability. DNR agreed to identify public ownership on the other sites.




- The $5.8 million represents 16.5% of the programs total historical expenditures for all
contamination incidents. The $495,000 is 16.5% of current spending authority.
Expenditures under this program go back to 1985.

- All spills should initially be reported to DNR, although sometimes the calls first come
to DATCP. DATCP staff questioned the number of spills indicated as not having been
transferred to DATCP. To our knowledge, all spills were forwarded to DATCP and
were closed by DATCP. DNR agreed to provide a listing of the 31 cases that were
apparently not transferred to DATCP. DNR also confirmed that the spill response costs
listed are based on a formula derived from the percentage of total cleanup costs and not
from actual cleanup funds expended on agrichemical spills. They agreed to determine
whether actual agrichemical cleanup costs for spills could be determined. Cost
recovery is also pursued on spill costs, but was not reported here.

- DNR explained that item 3 is for costs related to spill response and disposal, whereas
item 4 is staff for spill response. The 4% was derived from the percent of spills
handled in item 3 and used for both the percentage allocation for the cleanup costs and
the 20 FTE spills (15 FTE warden time plus 5 regional spill coordinators)

- DATCP asked for additional explanation of the basis for the co-contaminated site costs,
explaining that when DATCP is involved, DATCP provides the technical oversight on
the agrichemical issues and DNR merely incorporates DATCP’s comments. DNR
explained that the figure was estimated by staff since specific records were not
available to break out time based on contaminants on either this item or the landfill
contamination cases, some of which involve pesticide contaminants.

- DNR explained that the Depaftment of Commerce has spending authority for
Brownfields that is initially derived from the Environmental Fund. DNR was aware of
the Doberstein site obtaining a COM. grant of $150,000.

Jill Jonas explained the groundwater-expenditures in items 8-11, noting that item 11 is
only partially related to pesticides and is not included in DNR’s total. DNR responded to
questions with the following information:

- Item #11 is an ongoing funding source and DHFS has mentioned a need to increase this.

appropriation derived from DNR funds. The appropriation is for standard development
overall, not just for pesticides.

- Most of the public water systems described in item 8’s first bullet are privately owned
systems. About 600 are public water systems and balance of about 11,000 are things
like trailer courts, rural restaurants, etc. (places that provide water to others).

- The estimate of 1/3 time is supposed to be a representation of how much time is spent

on pesticide issues related to water supplies. This is based on a superv1sory review of
position descriptions.



- DATCP explained that the estimate of 20 well compensation grants per year related to
pesticides did not match DATCP’s record of groundwater exceedances per year. DNR
confirmed that these would not be nitrate cases and agreed to provide more complete
records on those wells receiving grants for pesticide contamination.

- DNR explained the 800 atrazine number was an annual award of $5,000 to $10,000 to
maintain a 800 phone number at the state lab of hygiene to respond to questions about
atrazine. (Neither DATCP or Syngenta were familiar with this number.)

- DNR was unable to identify responsible industry sectors (spillers, etc.) that should be
contributing to the services being provided. Funding sources to the Environmental
Fund are broad, including such things as landfill tipping fees, vehicle registration fees,
hazardous waste generator fees, etc. They believed their analysis suggested the
fertilizer and pesticide industry was currently paying its fair share, but they were
uncertain whether the future trend would be toward this industry paying more than its
share or less than its share. ‘ ‘

ACM program efficiencies: Morrison briefly reviewed the program efficiencies -
handout. He explained that most of the efficiencies are through absorption of added
program responsibilities with inadequate or no additional resources.

The committee questioned how purchasing decisions are made for major laboratory
equipment. Specifically, had the department considered cooperation with other states.
Neher and Zuelsdorff explained that the multi-state options have been considered, but
were determined to not meet program needs. This system has worked for seed analysis,
but this scenario is not as complex or time critical as chemical analysis.

The committee questioned whether the department could reduce remedial costs by
considering the “how clean is clean” issue. Klein and Morrison explained that this issue
has been strongly considered since inception of the program. The department does not
believe it can back off on what needs to be cleaned up, but has begun doing more on

voluntary pollution prevention practices and believes this may provide better long-term
savings.

Klein reviewed the lead arsenate guidance. He referenced the early 1990s work by DNR
and their more recent decision to leave responsibility with DATCP. Under the DATCP
guidance Klein explained the added program costs should be minimal, but achieve
equivalent protection to the process that DNR would use. Committee members
questioned why DNR should continue receiving the same revenues if responsibilities
such as this are being transferred to DATCP.

General Discussion:



The committee asked whether any cleanups involve chemicals for which no fees are
being collected. Klein explained that there have been a handful of unusual cases such as
a cranberry pesticide site and the Hillshire Farms case, but the statutes have been
modified to exclude some cases and they never represented a big chunk of the money.

Lead arsenate could be placed in a similar category, but it was an agricultural pesticide
use. '

In response to questions, the committee concurred they were not prepared to endorse any
fee increase package at that time. They suggested the department consider broadening
the fee base to the extent possible, rather than simply raising existing fees, but could not
.identify other funding sources. They strongly suggested reducing the DNR share, based
“on weaknesses in DNR’s justification. They also recognized that any savings or
increased revenues the department could identify might be lost to balance GPR deficits.

DATCP will develop a proposal to increase revenues to the ACM and ACCP funds and
present them to the committee on December 12.

Meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m.
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Potent1a1 Actlons to

Balance the Agrichemical Management Fund and the
Agricultural Chemical Cleanup Fund

Within the

Department of Agriculture, Trade & Consumer Protection

Summary

The department believes a combination of programmatic adjustments, existing fee
transfers, and increased fees are needed to balance these funds, as outlined in the
following table. Accomplishing these changes requires passage of legislation and a
modified rule, but the department can pursue the non-leglslatlve components concurrent

with the legislative process.

ACTION FISCAL IMPACTS WHAT IS REQUIRED
A. Restructure ACCP by shifting 1 | 15% reduction in ACCP Administrative

FTE from case management to expenditures ($510,000 ACCP | discretion with

pollution prevention and lead Fund savings)

arsenate

constituent concurrence

B. Decrease ACCP relmbursement
percentage from 80% to 75%,
consistent with original statute

$180,000 per year (based on

Reduce ACCP expenditures b<
reduction above).

Staﬁ‘l;ory change

C. Provide increased ACCP
surcharge authority to better reflect
fertilizer related ACCP
reimbursements and provide a
margin needed fo assure a positive
ACCP fund balance is maintained
without Turther legislation.

No fiscal impact is expected.
Increasing the ACCP
surcharge authority by
$0.50/ton is suggested, but no
portion of this is expected to
be implemented if the above
changes are made.

[ Statutory chang%

Su ing
would also be require
before any increased

surcharge would be
implemented

D. Reduce Environmental Fund
transfers to reflect ongoing and
anticipated agrichemical related

| work at DNR, COM and DHFS

by $775,000, while reducing
the Environmental fund by a
like amount

Increases ACM fund revenue(f

S?afutory changeand
increase
alternate funding or

pesticide work

reduce spending for non-

E. Increase feed tonnage and resume
minimum tonnage fee to better
reflect associated program costs and
likely increases to address food
safety concerns.

Feed tonnage increase of $0.05
will provide $140,000 in ACM
fund revenue. A minimum fee
of $30 for 100 tons or less will
restore $15,000 in prior fees
for small volume
manufacturers (pet foods and
specialty ingredients)

@Efoﬁ v €
\ .

T~ -

F. Increase fertilizer permit and
delayed tonnage fee increase as
needed to better reflect associated
ACM fertilizer program costs

Increase of $0.15 for ACM.
provi 195,000, but is

delayed until the Producer
]Sgll,rimw repaid.
[ Tncreasing permit review cost

to $100 provides $7,500

—
Statutory change with
cti or sales
after July 2005.
Proposed now to show
complete package and to
avoid retroactive

announcement.




G. Modify pesticide fee payment No impact on state funds

Statyory Change

structure to resolve potential Resolves potential industry q
“retroactive” fee changes windfalls and shortfalls -
H. Reduce ACCP Fund balance Reduces potential legislative

provisions from $2 to $5 million to | “raids” on larger fund reserves S/thmtify €
Jjust a maximum of $3 million ‘ . 7

1. Improve timeliness of fee change | Reduces ACCP fund balance
notices by announcing fee changes fluctuation by allowing more
through an administrative notice and | timely adjustment in funding | Rulemaking
hearing vs. full rulemaking for each | levels - '

change
J. Accelerated repayment of - | $800k in 02/03 and $700k in | Administrative
Producer Security loan 03/04, dropping to less than discretion, with limited
: $350k for next 2 years, then to | defaults in producer
zero securities

A more detailed explanation of each action item follows in the attached analysis.
Background

The Agricultural Chemical Cleanup Program (ACCP) Fund is used exclusively for partial
reimbursement of cleanup costs incurred by agricultural coops, farm centers and farmers
(plus other distributors and consumers of fertilizers and pesticides). Initially these
reimbursements were subsidized with a near 50/50 match of general purpose revenues
(GPR). During this period the surcharge fees collected not only met but exceeded
reimbursement demand. Following this multi-year start-up phase, GPR was reduced and

removed, and surcharge collections were temporarily discontinued with a portion
transferred to GPR.

Maximum ACCP surcharge fees are established by statute but can be adjusted to any
lower level by rule. Statutes direct the agency to adjust fees as needed to maintain a fund
balance of between $2 and $5 million. Surcharge fees recently resumed at the maximum
level allowed by statute. Even at this maximum level, the ACCP fund is under a
spending deficit. It will drop below $2 million during the current fiscal year and is
expected to reach a zero balance both early and late in FY 03/04, unless the proposed
action described above are implemented.

The Agrichemical Management (ACM) Fund is used to fund DATCP operations in more -

than a dozen agrichemical program areas, including such broad areas as feed and
fertilizer regulations, pesticide enforcement, groundwater protection, agricultural clean
sweeps, ACCP program management, school IPM and the lawncare registry. For the
ACCP the staff and laboratory expenses are from the ACM Fund and reimbursements are

from the ACCP Fund. For agricultural clean sweeps both staff and grants are from the
ACM Fund.

Transfers to DNR extend back to the mid 1980s groundwater law, before establishing the
ACM Fund, ACCP Fund or Environmental Fund. Initially deposits were made to a
Groundwater Account and the Environmental Repair Fund, with the amounts based on

V4



projected pesticide-related cleanup work, plans to monitor groundwater by DNR and
associated standards development. All such activities were combined with funding from
other potential contaminants, based on the program authorities and staff assumptions of
that time. ‘Over time the funds into which these fees were deposited were re-named and

-reorganized and the transferred amounts were increased when the Environmental Fund

projected a deficit. Despite its size, (or because of it) there has not been a comprehensive
review that compares current responsibilities and expenditures of DNR with the revenue
sources from which the Environmental fund operates. The attached information provides
the results of an analysis for the agrichemical component of the Environmental Fund.

Analysis

A. Restructuring ACCP

Spending under the ACCP fund can result from work initiated by DATCP and work
initiated by responsible persons. Typically responsible persons initiate cases during
property transfers and facility mergers. Once initiated, continuing costs at these sites are
controlled at least in part by the level of management (i.e. the volume of workplans
reviewed and cost estimates approved). A parallel program in Minnesota manages
voluntary cleanups separate from mandated cleanups and has found that with a reduced
level of mandated cases, their voluntary case load now exceeds the mandated cases. The
department believes that reducing staff management could reduce industry expenditures
to some degree. Alternatively, a more dramatic decrease in case management is expected
to have detrimental affects, as has occurred with the limited project management that is
available under the PECFA program (because of its size). Essentially, DATCP believes a
mild reduction in case management will mean slower but acceptable case progress,

whereas a more dramatic cut in case management would result in un-monitored and
excessive expenditures on some cases.

DATCP has also conducted a pilot voluntary pollution prevention program that has
DATCEP staff and facility managers conduct a joint review of facilities and practices to
identify and prioritize non-regulatory improvements that may reduce contamination
potential. Initial response has been positive and those involved believe this program may
reduce contamination problems in the long term. DATCP proposes that a portion of the

reduction in case management effort be utilized to continue and expand this pollution
prevention effort.

From the early 1900s through the 1950s lead arsenate was used as a pesticide on apple
and cherry orchards, plus some other crops. The many years of applications made several
times per year on orchards have resulted in accumulations at a level where some health
risks exist in situations where frequent soil contact may occur. Current development
pressure in Door County and other traditional apple growing areas of the state has and is

continuing to result in conversions of former orchards to residential propertles parks and
school grounds.

When the ACCP was started, DNR was concluding work on lead arsenate mixing sites in
Door County. The agencies agreed, at that time, that DNR would continue as the lead



agency on lead arsenate issues. Recently DNR has informed DATCP that it intended to
step back from this lead role for most known and future lead arsenate sites.

Prior work to assess the degree of contamination and an assessment by the Wisconsin
Division of Environmental Health have been used by DATCP to develop guidance that
would simplify the normal site-specific investigation and remedial design process.
Identification and tracking of former orchard sites, along with responding to questions by
developers, homeowners and potential property buyers is expected to be a significant
time commitment. DATCP proposes that a portion of the current case management time
be used to track lead arsenate contaminated sites and respond to questions.

Both pollution prevention and lead arsenate are ACCP related work projects, but neither
is expected to generate significant ACCP reimbursement expenses. DATCP believes
reassigning 1 FTE to manage these issues will decrease current ACCP expenditures by
industry by about 15%, with a resultant decrease in ACCP reimbursement claims of _
$510,000, beginning two years after the change is implemented. This adjustment would

allow performance of added program efforts under the ACM program with no added
ACM costs. '

B. Decreasing ACCP Reimbursement Rate

When the ACCP was initially developed the program required a responsible person to
pay the first $3,000 to $7,500 (depending upon specified conditions), and then
reimbursed 75% of all additional costs, up to a fund cap of $300,000. Shortly after the
program was initiated, the reimbursement rate was increased from 75% to 80%,
retroactive to all prior claims. Expenses to the ACCP Fund could be reduced by
returning to the 75% reimbursement rate. In combination with the 15% decrease
described in item A., the department estimates this 5% reduction in reimbursement rate
would reduce ACCP expenditures by $180,000. This reduction would be implemented

for all expenditures incurred (paid) after a pre-determined date, preferably the first day of
the year following passage of the bill (January 1, 2003).

C. Increased ACCP Surcharge Authority for Fertilizer Tonnage

The combined impacts of items A. and B. would reduce ACCP expendlturcs to the same
level as projected ACCP revenues. Both these proposals would have a delayed effect,
leaving the fund balance near zero. Under existing rules fees are already set at the
maximum levels for fertilizer and pesticides. While the department believes the fund
could be managed in the future through these modifications, the delay may cause a short-

term deficit and the existing structure provides no margin for missed estimates or
inflationary impacts.

Within ACCP, staff report pesticide related issues continue to dominate the groundwater
and analytical costs of the program. Since many of the most heavily pesticide
contaminated sites have been addressed, fertilizers have become the controlling factor for
more than half of today’s excavated soil mass. Soil excavation and landspreading’
account for half the ACCP reimbursed expenses. ACCP Fund related fertilizer costs

- substantially exceed the $494,000 in ACCP tonnage surcharges.



Based on our analysis, increases needed to balance the ACCP fund in a manner that more
equally represents the cleanup costs being reimbursed would require the maximum
ACCEP fertilizer tonnage surcharge be increased in the statutes by $0.5‘S\$ger ton. If
combined with items A. and B. above, plus additional changes described in items G.
through I. below, the department believes that increasing the authority by only $0.50
would be sufficient to handle any unanticipated variations in reimbursement requests.
This $0.50 increase in surcharge authority (or any portion of it) would not be’
implemented without additional rulemaking, combined with a justification demonstrating
that without a change the ACCP Fund would suffer an insufficient balance to pay
projected reimbursements. The attached projections suggest only a small portion of the
increased fee authority may be needed to restore the fund balance, and that even this
limited increase would only be needed for a few years. (Our projections assume a $0.15
increase in the surcharge paid beginning FY 03/04 and ending FY 05/06. Subsequent

years should resume at the current level. This would coincide with the start of the base
fee increased described under item F.)

D. Reducing Environmental Fund Transfers
DATCP strongly believes the current balance of responsibilities and increases in funding
‘to meet past Environmental Fund deficits have contributed to a substantial imbalance in

agrichemical revenues transferred to the Environmental Fund compared to the
agrichemical work performed under that fund.

When agrichemical funding of DNR programs began in the mid 1980s, DNR was
expected and did play a substantial role in agrichemical work, including groundwater
protection, spill response and cleanup of contaminated sites. In the years since, those
roles have decreased dramatically. While DNR once coordinated and conducted most
pesticide related groundwater monitoring and was very involved in the regulatory
oversight for protection of groundwater from pesticides, these functions are now almost
_exclusively DATCP duties. While DNR once managed all pesticide and fertilizer spills,
DNR now forwards essentially all spill calls to DATCP for management and closure. (In
many cases, DATCP is the first called and we notify DNR so they can maintain a log of
all reported spills.) While DNR was once responsible for all agrichemical contaminated
site investigations, all but a handful of historical cases have been transferred to DATCP’s
ACCP. This trend toward work responsibilities being transferred to DATCP continues,

with the most recent example being the transfer of responsibility for lead arsenate
contamination.

DNR acknowledges they do not track time and expenses in relation to revenue sources.
Agrichemical revenues in particular are such a minor component of DNR’s
Environmental Fund that their time codes do not attempt to distinguish agrichemical
work. This lack of specific records limits their ability to provide reliable estimates. Yet
DNR also emphasizes their efforts to communicate with DATCP on any agrichemical
activities they conduct. While DATCP occasionally does not find out about DNR
activities until considerably later, the department believes it has a reasonably complete
knowledge of DNR’s pesticide related activities. While not duplicative, most of DNR



activities have associated components at DATCP that are tracked by time and expense.

DATCP believes that its data can be used to reliably estimate DNR’s agrichemical related
program time and cost. Such an analysis suggests a substantial imbalance between
agrichemical revenues deposited to the Environmental Fund and agrichemical outputs
from the DNR and external Environmental Fund appropriations. Our analysis suggests
that continuing funding to the Environmental Fund should be approximately $512,000
(compared to an estimated annual transfer of $1,288,000). This analysis suggests that
pesticide fees are substantially subsidizing non-agrichemical related work at DNR.

Most of the agrichemical revenues transferred to the Environmental Fund are derived
from pesticide registrations. Of these, the agrichemical industry recognizes that the
household and industrial products more closely parallel the “general public” benefactors
of the Environmental Fund expenditures. Elimination of the Environmental Fund
transfers for nonhousehold products and reducing transfers on household and industrial
products to $60 per product, plus the wood preserving surcharge, well compensation fee
and fertilizer tonnage fees would closely match the continuing and anticipated
agrichemical expenditures from the Environmental Fund.

E. Increasing Feed Tonnage Fees

DATCP’s analysis of ACM program costs versus revenue sources point to two industry
segments that are not paying fees proportionate to program expenses. The smaller of
these imbalances is for feed related activities. Current expenditures are approximately
$743,000, whereas current (post-holiday) revenues from feed licenses and tonnage fees
are only $675,000. Given the increasing public emphasis on food safety and biosecurity, -
DATCP expects its animal feed-related activities to increase. Given current fiscal
projections, increases in feed program efforts are expected to occur through reduction in
time spent on related agrichemical programs (versus increased ACM appropriations).

A $0.05 increase in feed tonnage fees would generate an estimated $140,000 and
reinstating a minimum fee for small tonnage firms would add about $10,000.

Small tonnage feed producers are primarily pet food producers and manufacturers of
specialty ingredients or feed additives. Most such firms are believed to be out-of-state
manufacturers. Labels on these products require a disproportionately higher degree of
label review time. These revenues are expected to adequately cover the current share of
feed related expenses to the ACM fund, plus marginal increases in the program. Should
food safety or biosecurity issues require substantial changes to the program, this would
require an overall review of program authorities, staffing and funding. Changes to feed

tonnage would begin the calendar year after bill passage (January 2003) and be collected
in FY 2003/2004.

F. Increasing Fertilizer Tonnage Base Fees and Permit Fees

A larger imbalance in ACM fees versus program costs exists for nutrients. Program
expenses include the fertilizer regulatory program itself, plus nutrient management (part
of the water quality program), bulk containment and ACCP staff, lab and supply
expenses. Combined, these ACM fund expenditures for fertilizer related issues are
estimated at $1,400,000, whereas the current fertilizer license, permit and tonnage




revenues deposrted to ACM are $436, 000 Thrs fundmg shortfall represents most of the

annual deficit between program revenues and annual operation costs for the Agrichemical
Management bureau.

Reducing the Environmental Fund transfer would off-set a major portion of this deficit.
This would leave the pesticide industry subsidizing fertilizer related issues, but both
programs are within the agrichemical management arena; a much a closer match than the
current transfer that subsidizes the waste management and groundwater programs far
beyond those issues associated with agrichemicals. This proposal also recognizes that
given the GPR shortfalls, a pesticide fee decrease is unlikely and it provides a practical
and appropriate alternative to another dramatic fee increase on fertilizer.

Making up the difference between the Environmental Fund transfer reduction and the
ACM shortfall associated with fertilizers could be accomplished with a tonnage fee
increase of $0.15 per ton, plus a low analysis fertilizer permit review fee of $100.
Combined these changes would generate about $202,000. With an accelerated producer
security repayment and the decreased Environmental Fund transfer, the tonnage increase
could be forestalled until the producer security loan is repaid (beginning with products
sold after July 1, 2006. Without the Environmental Fund transfer reduction the fertilizer
tonnage fee would need to increase by $0.60 per ton for product sold after July 1, 2002

and still increase another $0.15 after July 1, 2006, or sooner if a large producer security
default occurred.

G. Modifications to Resolve Retroactive Fee Payments

Under current law, manufacturers pay their license (registration) fees based on sale
volume in a preceding 12 month period. When fee changes have occurred in the past,
these changes have either affected sales that have already occurred or the fee changes
have been postponed to avoid affecting past sales. Both the department and industry

anticipate that such an issue le may occur again if the existing fee payment structure is
maintained.

In comparison, feed and fertilizer tonnage payments are based on actual sales, with
payments made after the end of each year. The department believes a slight variation on
the model used for feed and fertilizer could be applied to pesticides. While a simple
switch to end-of-year payments would leave the department without revenue in the initial
year, the department could use an estimated payment system based off projected forward
sales. Manufacturers could report actual past year sales and estimate future sales based
on the past amount. At the end of that year, they would report actual sales, make
payment adjustments, and again estimate and pay for the subsequent year sales. To
assure reasonable estimates on future sales (and avoid a first year revenue shortfall), the
department would allow each manufacturer the choice of basing their estimate on 90% of

prior year sales or making a smaller payment at risk of a substantial penalty if they
substantially under-estimate their sales.

Under the system described above, the department assumes manufacturets in the upper
fee tier may take advantage of the 90% payment option at the upper fee tier for those




nonhousehold products makmg percent-of-sales payments Implementmg thls provision
could delay the remaining 10% to the end of each calendar year, which is the subsequent
fiscal year. This is estimated to have a first year fiscal impact of -$35,000 for the ACM
Fund and -$192,000 for the ACCP Fund. Subsequent years would each include full
payments comprised of 10% from the ending year and 90% for the following year. The
first year losses would be gradually recovered in subsequent years as individual products
are discontinued and replaced by new products. This provision would be first
implemented for the 2004 licenses, in order to allow other provisions of this proposal to
recover fund balances from their near-zero levels at the end of FY 02/03.

H. Reduce ACCP Fund Balance Requirements ‘

The ACCP statute provides DATCP rulemaking authority to manage the balance in the
ACCP Fund, while also requiring the agency to maintain a balance in the fund of not less
than $2 million and not more than $5 million. This statute also establishes maximum fee
levels that can be imposed by the agency’s rule. Based on fund projections, DATCP
expects the fund to drop below the $2 million balance by the end of the current fiscal

year, and that even with the maximum fee level allowed by statute, the fund will not only
remain below $2 million, but will continue dropping.

In addition to the inability to maintain the statutory minimum, both DATCP and the
paying agrichemical industry are concerned that a balance that climbs as high as $5
million might again become a target for another fund “raid”. This concern is based on
past transfers of funds from both the ACM and ACCP to GPR, despite the now realized
predictions that these funds would reach a deficit if the transfers occurred.

The combined effects of statutory changes, rule changes and a larger history on program
costs, plus other recommendations in this proposal, DATCP believes it can manage the
fund with a lower balance. DATCP recommends the upper balance be decreased to $3
million and the lower balance be eliminated. This provision must be combined with
increased fee authority or elimination of the maximum fee being specified by statute,
since it eliminated the $2 million “margin” that allows time for statutory revisions. Rule

revisions that allow the agency to adjust fees more rapidly through a notice and public
hearing will further aid close management of the fund.

I. Improve Timeliness of ACCP Surcharge Adjustments

Currently DATCP establishes ACCP surcharge amounts through rules that numerically
specify the fee amounts. To adjust these fees requires the full rulemaking process, which
takes a minimum of one year to complete, plus a second year during which the industry
collects the modified fees. Hence any rule change requires projecting the fee balance at
least two years in advance. While emergency rules can be implemented more rapidly,

they are limited to a 150 day period and can only be written upon demonstrating
emergency condltlons exist.

The department believes the existing rules that numerically specify the fee amount could
be replaced with a rule that identifies a formula that will be used to adjust fees through an
administrative notice and public hearing process. This notice and hearing process is



already successfully used by Minnesota’s parallel to Wisconsin’s ACCP, and would
substantially eliminate the time lag between recognizing the need for a fee change and
collection of those fees, without impacting industry’s ability to collect those fees.

Under such an approach, the rule would evaluate the revenues, expenditures and fund
status at the end of each fiscal year. By approximately August 1 of each year, the
department would use a formula prescribed by the rule that considers each of these

~ factors, to calculate and announce the intended surcharge for the subsequent year.- The

alternate surcharge would take effect almost immediately, with any changes to pesticide
registration fees affecting products sold after October 1 and paid that December, and any
changes in fertilizer tonnage being effective immediately and paid the subsequent
August. Under such a rule, DATCP believes it could manage the fund balance between
$1 million and $3 million. Without this type of rule, the delays caused by the current rule
process may require a higher balance.

J. Accelerated Repayment of Producer Security Loan

2001 Wisconsin Act 16 provided a $2,000,000 loan from the Agrichemical Management
Fund to re-create the Agricultural Producer Security Program. Act 16 specified a
minimum repayment schedule of $250,000 on July 1 of each year, beginning July 1,
2003, with full payment (with 5% interest) by July 1, 2006

Alternatives to Be Considered

The committee that assisted the Division with reviewing funding options recognized the
importance of the Agrichemical Bureau’s programs and services, but also asked the
department to consider program savings as part of the solution to the funding shortfall.
While some program savings and restructuring have been included in the package above,
the Division has identified additional options. These options have not been included
because the Division believes these cuts to be counter producti the long-te

purposes of these programs. At the same time, these represent the changes that the
Division would pursue first, if some of the fee increases, restructuring or transfers
proposed above were not feasible.

Q:wer or smaller clean s ATCP is authorized to spend $560,000 per

ar for clean sweep grants. Grants are made to counties based on each county s
estimate of the waste volume they may collect. History has shown that it is difficult
to predict waste volumes. So while the department has been committing the full LO I‘/Ma/ J/
appropriation, some counties spend less than their grant and other counties spend ‘P‘
greater than their grant. Overall, spending has varied from $55,000 to $250,000

below the appropriation. The Department could reduce either the number or size of W \ro
clean sweep grants. Further limiting the size of grants would likely result in v'flw
increased costs for counties that hold successful collection events. Limiting the w/vf
number of grants would reduce the waste volumes collected. W
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e Reduced DATCP role in spills sampling. For most immediate spill responses post
excavation sampling is required to assure the fertilizer or pesticide spill was fully
recovered. Currently DATCP collects and analyzes these. samples. Alternatively,
those responsible for a spill could hire a consultant and private lab to collect and
analyze the samples, then seek partial reimbursement for these costs from the ACCP
Fund."DATCP believes the dlsproportionately high costs to retain a consultant on a
simple spill and then reimburse that cost anyway is inappropriate. Yet the use of a
private lab for sample analysis would reduce ACM expenses, while having a more
limited impact on the ACCP fund. By substantially eliminating spills samples, the /
department believes it could reduce the laboratory services budget by an estimated ANV
$46,000, essentially leaving this cost to private labs and partial reimbursement under

the ACCP. The net impact of this transition would be increased private sector costs.— W/ >

for spill response and decreased laboratory funding by 1 FTE.

o Fertilizer sampling reductions. The ACM Bureau currently runs a fertilizer samplin
program to assure consumers are receiving the properly blended products that they
purchase. Under a sampling system that is intentionally biased to collect more
samples from firms with a poor compliance record, we have found a non-compliance
rate between 15% and 20%. Efforts with individual sites with poor compliance
generally increase compliance by those firms, but as equipment ages and personnel
change, additional firms constant! ) Qyer the past 15 years, we

ave su tially reduced the number of samples collected without Si
changing the rate of noncompliance. Our records clearly demonstrate a continuing’
need to monitor compliance, and with the increased efforts on nutrient management
the importance of high quality fertilizers will become a growing concern. The
department believes it could further reduce laboratory costs if it substantially A
decreased its sampling efforts. Cuts would need to be significant and long-standing
enough to allow the laboratory to reduce staffing. A 50% reduction in fertilizer
sampling may allow a laboratory reduction of 1 FTE, totaling $37,000, but may
require increased monitoring of product quality by industries, particularly when
department sampling has already demonstrated a problem. Field staff time that was
previously used for sampling may instead be more productively used for early season
field screening of particle sizes, a primary indicator of blending problems.

Nl A Q’ﬂ-ﬁ



_Actuon o | ek

o
'Restructure ACCP by shlftlng 1 FTE from case % wa »
management to Gollution prevmm/ o
arsenate. This will reduce the speed of progress on 5 &4;; |
'ACCP cases by an estimate 15%, while providing for g <
i '{/»._"»

~ new program needs expected from the agency

F|scaI—ACCP | :

Because of the time lag between work belng done
~and clalms paid, the reduced casework will gradually

reduce ACCP reimbursement claims. In two to three

“years ACCP Fund. relmbursements should drop an
estir ated $510 000.™

| FlscaI—ACM

‘Byusing exustlng staff the ACM Fund will experlence
no.added costs to implement Iead arsenate and
pollutlon preventlon |

‘Authorlty

DATCP can use its adm|n|strat|ve dlscretnon to make
this program adjustment |
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mj’j L ” ﬁ

DL oku‘f' 99 /*é
R




Action Item B.

Action: | -

Decrease the ACCP relmbursement rate from 80%

15% of costs between the deductible and cap. =
| Facilit"ies would be responsible for an additional 5% of
| cleanup costs, conS|stent WIth the o nglna program

statutes. - W
o &
Fiscal—ACCP: ',\,r»"‘”w |

- The change would affect all costs‘mcur[ed after a
specified date, such as January 1, 2003. Cost

. savings would be recognized in the following couple
years as those claims paid at the higher rate are
- completed. Fund-reimbursements should drop an

estimated $180,000'(assuming action.item Awas also
|mplemen¥ed) | o e

-~

Authority:
Section 94.73(6)(b) and (¢}, @ would be

rewsed from 80% down to 75%.




Acticn Item C

Action:

{nerease the—authonty—to cellect—ACCP fertilizer
tonnage surcharge fees by an additional $0.50 per
“ton. - This change would better reflect the fertlhzer- -

L related ACCP cleanup costs...

----FlscaI—ACCP

The-full $0.50 statutory authorlty would not

" ~ automatically be collected. Rulemakmg would I|m|t

actual fees to a Ievel necessary to marntaln

o balance Current prOJectlons suggest a 3-year
~surcharge increase of $0.15 to generate $195,000 per

year; then resume the current surcharge level."
Assumlng statutory changes in the spring of 2002,
subsequent rulemaklng would first collect fees on
products sold in July 2003 and pald in: August 2004

Authorlty

Section 94. 64(4)(a)5u&s>§tatsﬁ would be amended
from a maximum surcharge of $0.38 to a maximum
surcharae of $0.88. Subsequent rulemaking would be
necessary before the surcharge would actually

change, since current rules set the surcharge at |
$0.38. : *
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Action Item D.

—=Action: |
Reduce EnV|r0nmentaI Fund transLLs to better reflect |
ongoing and antlcupated agrichemical-related work at
DNR, COM and DHFS. Reducing the transfer of
funds would increase ACM revenues WIthout |
-changlng the total fee amount \

T
Fisca—ACM: ... £ Wﬁ\’/ il
DATCP. recommends the fees be reduced to $60 on
household and industrial pestlmde categories to better
reflect the prOJected work, ‘and eliminate the fee on "
nonhousehold.pesticides (agncultural and commercial
uses) where DATCP conducts essentlally alI the -
ongoing work. Other special fees for well
compensation wood preserving pestlcrdes and
fertilizers would be unchanged. The net impact would
be a %ductlon in Environmental Fund
revenues and a $775,000 increase in ACM Fund
\

revenues, both beglnnlng in FY 03/04

Authonty | |

Section 94. 681(7)(a)1 and 2. \Wg§t’/at§ would be
amended such that the department would transfer
$60 for each household and each industrial pesticide

product to the enwronmental fund for envnronmental
management , » :

g 'v”/




Action temE.

Actlon
Increase-feed tonnage fees and resume the: mrmmum

tonnage fee. This change: would better reflect the
increased costs of ACM programs designed to assure

adequate labeling, quality and purity of animal feeds,
as needed to address increased food safety

concerns.
FrscaI—ACM - o
~ Increasing the feed tonnage fee by $O 05 pernll Ww‘ e
provide $140,000. A minimum fee of $30 wouid %‘y (//”y -~
generate another $10,000. Assuming spring 2002 W
legislation, the fee would first apply to feed sold on . ,},' ¥
January 1, 2003 and would be collected in March S Pe -~
2004 , o /"uf
Authorlty I : ' | %\r
Section 94. 72(6)(a Wis. Stats would be amended _ Qy 0
to collect a fee of$0.23\through December 2002 and Tylin
$0.28 starting Janu ry 2003. This paragraph would o
also establish a minimum fee of $30 for sales of 100 ,tpwy "
“tons or less. | — W "
% 2 @&
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Action ltem _F.

- =Action: ' |
Increase fertilizer permlt fees and increase fertlllzer |
tonnage fees effective for products sold as of July

~2008.-This-would partially-replace the producer -
security Ioan repayment revenue and is expected to
provide a “no change” transition once ACCP ) B
surcharges are able to resume at their current rate ¢

(seeitem C). . o
| | e
| ; o PN
Fisca—ACM: = o g‘“” |
Increasing fertilizer tonnage by:$0.15/ton will provide
$195,000 ang'increasing low an"lyS|s fertlllzer permit
$100 will add $7 000. jfr commence |
revenue rproducts sold after July 2006, to -
coincide with the end of the Producer Security loan |
repayment and the end of a projected 3-year fertilizer
tonnage surcharge for ACCP (as a future diversion
from ‘redirecting’ the anticipated fee reduction).

I

@fﬂ«*’“

Authonty Q”W? M ‘
Section 94.64(3m)(b)intro., m would be %MM{K
WMMMmstead of the RN / ﬁ
current $25 | A, D
- | Qe “Gé“,{’
Section 94.64(4)(a)1. @ would be amended  \ o
to collect a fee OM_th June 2006 and $0 45 - W(,,K‘
startlng July 2006. T ()r";\
| | . o
:




':'Actnon

~ Action Item G. Y g

Modlfy the pestlmde fee payment structure to collect -

a _that 20% below actual sales. . | *

- sales of__at least
o exem ot froma. penalthor under-e

start-of-year fees based on projected sales with end-
of-year. reconcnllatlon Manufacturer’s that estimate
of the. pnor—vear sales would be

ould be penalized 20% for estlmatmg more \‘MM -

‘;/
- W;;f
Fiscal—ACCP: - | g
DATCP expects the high-volume pest|C|de . | »%
manufacturers (about 250 products) would pay based o’ o
on a 90% estimate. Others would not substantially - O
benefit by estlmatmg less than 100% of prior year |

sales. The 90% estimate for the 250 products would
be reconcnled in the next year’s application. A

perpetual one-ve_ar delav of $192,000 is expected for
the ACCP fund.

FiScaI—ACM
Using the same conclusions as ACCP, the ACM fund
can expect a perpetual one-year delay of $35,000.

Authorlty
Section 94.681
convert from psz

TN

Wis. St ., would be amended to
1ents based on ‘preceding year’

~sales to estimates of ‘new year’ sales, and to provide -

penalties for under#esti_matesf‘based"m_piiop_sales. -
Changes would be effective for 2004 licenses.




Actlon ltem H. D™

—

-

g2-5™ VW
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Action: - " P M’“ﬁmﬂ" st

Reduice the ACCP Fund maximum balance to $3
million and erlnate the minimum fund’ balance ~ -4

- DATCP would be respon3|ble for malntalnlng the fund

with a lower balance, consistent with projections and

with a lower potential for future dlversmns of
~ uncommitted funds.

Fuscal——ACCP .
This action item will not directly change revenues or

- expenditures, but would allow the other action items
described by this proposal to comply with law.

DATCP will fall below the ‘existing $2 million minimum
balance in March 2002. Without this provision,
DATCP anticipates the action items will not generate.
sufficient revenues to comply with eXIstmg law.

Authonty

Section 94. 73(15)%/8@5 would be amended to
eliminate the' minimum balance and decrease the\
maximum balance from $5 million t to $3 m|II|on

or

g™
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-Actlon

|mplementat|on of ACCP surcharge fee changes The

~__formula would consider the fund balance at the end of

each fiscal year, and the difference between prior

year revenues and prior year expendltures to
determine whether the existing surcharge levels
should be maintained, increased or decreased. A

~ public notice and hearlng would then announce the 7"’\
| surcharges that should be collected the comlng year W
Fisca—ACCP: o f,r"’
This action item will not drrectly change revenues or
expenditures, but would allow the other action items 1/6;:/
to be |mplemented ina more trmely and efflcrent | -

manner. . - | »' f}:{

Authority:

~ DATCP has statutory authonty to amend current rules

as needed to maintain the fund balance, wr_t_h_c_c—:@un
limits on the fund balance and maximum fee levels. ™

Combined with other provisions of this proposal S
(particularly items C, G and H), DATCP could redraft %f"
the rule in a manner that uses a public notice process

instead of future rulemaking to provide a time notice

of fee changesthat can be: |mplemented rapldlybw oot ,




ActiOn Item J

Actlon

_.Accelerate repayment of the loan from the ACM Fund
used to.initiate the Wlsconsm S Producer Security

- Fund.

July 2006. This rapid:-repa

| FlscaI—ACM ~

Under statute the loan must be paid beglnnlng no

later than July 2003 and be fully repaid no later than
July 2006, W|th m|n|mum annual payments of at Ieast
$250,000.
July 2002, 700 OOO in July 2003 and $250,000 in
the remaining years; with a flnal payment of interest in
t.schedule is subject

to. I|m|ted defaults in the earIv vears of the Producer
- Security program. - |

Authorlty - |

DATCP can use its administrative dlscret|on to make |
this program adjustment, provided no major producer
security claims are filed in the early years of that
program.




__Legislative Fiscal Bureau | u

One East Main, Suite 301 * Madison, WI 53703 (608) 266-3847 Fax (608) 267-6873

October 30, 2001

- TO: Repfesentative Alvin Ott
: Room 318 North, State Capitol -

FROM:  Kendra Bonderud, Fiscal Analyst

SUBJECT: Pesticide and Fertilizer Fees Deposited in the Environmental Fund.

—

~ At your request, this memorandum describes pesticide and fertilizer fees collect'ed by the
Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) that are deposited in the

- environmental management account of the segregated environmental fund and the uses of
" environmental management account révenues for activities related to pesticides and fertilizer. It -

also describes the estimated balance of the environmental management account, all other revenues

deposited in the environmental management account and the uses for which funds from the account
are appropnated 4

Backgroupd :

The segregated environmental fund is comprised of the environmental managefricnt_ account
and the noni)oint account. The environmental management account described in this memorandum
mainly funds DNR activities related to groundwater management and environmental response and
repair and Department of Commerce brownfields grants. The environmental management account
includes appropriations for DNR administrative, enforcement, preventative, cleanup and
“groundwater management activities. The account also fuiids environmental programs administered
by other state agencies, including Commerce, the Department of Health and Family Services, the
Department of Military Affairs and the University of Wisconsin System. The nonpoint account

funds Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and DATCP nonpoint source water pollution
abatement programs

, The estimated condition of the environmental management account of the. envuonmental
fund is shown in Table 1. Appropnatlons from the account are shown in the attachment.




" TABLE 1

E’nvirbnniental Management Account of the Environinental Fund,
Conditi’on 1999500 Through 2002-03 ($ in Millions)

1999-00 © . 2000-01 2001-02 . 200203

Actual Preliminary =~ Estimated  Estimated
Opening Balance, July 1 %121 $226  $19  $02
"Revenue 269 19.5 254 . 26.2
'Total Revenue Available " 390 42.1 213 ‘ 264
. Expenditures | 164 230 213 261
Encumbrances, Continuing : _ . :
) Balances, Reserves and Lapses - 0.0 - 17.2 02 _0.0 -
- Tota] Expendltures -' e _ 16.4 40.2 , 27.1 © 261
" Closing Balance, June30 . $226 $1.9 $0.2 $0.3

. Enviromnéntal Management Account Revenues

’ Revenues to the environmental management account of the envuonmental fund are generated
from several fees that totaled approximately $26.9 million in 1999-00 and $19.5 million in 2000-
01, and are estimated to total $25.4 millionin 2001-02 and $26.2 million in 2002-03. The revenues
- .are shown in Table 2 and are described in the following section in the order in which they are listed
inTable2. All revenues to the environmental management account of the environmental fund are
available for expendmne from any of the appropriations from the account, with the exceptions of

‘revenues from cooperative remed1a1 action, envuonmental assessments and site spec1ﬁc
remediation.

Page 2
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TABLE 2

Environmental Fund Revenues for the Envu'onmental Management Account,

Revenue Source

Vehicle Enifi'fonmental Impact Fee
Environmental Repair Tipping Fee = -

Transfer from WHEDA

Petroleum Inspection Fund
) Groundwater Waste Generator Fee :

Pesticide and Fertilizer Fees

Hazardous Spill Reimbursement
-‘Cooperative Remedial Action
‘Hazardous Waste Generator Fee

Sanitary Permit Surcharge
Well CompenSauon Fee’
Envu'onmental Assessment
Land D1sposal Permit -

" Bulk Ta:gk Surcharge .
" Environmental Repair Surcharge

Envxronmental Repair Base Fee

' C1v11 Actxon Damages
._!..Septlc System Servicing Fee

Nonmetallic Mining Fee
Transfer from Tribal Gaming
Well Compensation Lapse
Investment Tncome
Miscellaneous Revenue

Total

Vehicle Environmental Impact Fee. A $6 per vehicle fee is assessed at the time of titling
new and used vehicles, including manufactured homes formerly titled by the Department ‘of
Transportatlon and currently titled by the Department of Commerce. Between December 1, 1997,

" the effective date of the fee, and Novernber 30; 1999, the fee was $5 per vehicle. The Department of
-Transportation and Department of -Commerce collect the fees and deposit them in the
environmental management account. Under 1999 Act 9, the fee would have been repealed on June
30, 2001. Under 2001 Act 16, the $6 per vehicle fee was recreated on July 1, 2001, and was

Page 3

1999-00 Through 2002-03
1999-_00 '2000.‘01 2001-02 -~ 2002-03
Revenue Revenue Revenue Re'venue»'
Actual Preliminary -Estimated  Estimated’
$8,650,100 - $8,772,000  $12,185,900 - $13,549,100
5,416,400 3,757,800 3,930,000 4,009,000
4000000 - 0 | 0 0
1,916,300 - - 1,816,300 1,816,300 - 1,816,300
1,289,600 862,900 . - 873,300 . -890,900
1,289,300 . 1;282,200 1,288,000 1,288,000
814,500 270,600 820,000 . - 820,000
807,700 - 11,900 0 .0
691,900 576,400 . 595,000 595,000
595,100 509,700 550,000 550,000
431,200 364,000 * 349,300 356,400
129,500 104,100 © 130,000 130,000
99,800 ' 104,300 90,0000 .~ 90,000
41,600 39,300 65,700 ... 65,700
10,800 16,300 6,200 6,200
7,200 6,100 8,400 8,400
7,000 26,400 - 0 0
6,000 39,400 25000 . - 25,000
0. 0 505,100 . 505,100
0 0. 500,000 1,000,000
0 0 - 1,000,000 0
673,900 983,200 600,000 - 500,000
9,100 8,300 18,000 18,000
$26,887,000 ~ $19,541,200  $25,356,200  $26,223,100



mcreased to $9 effective October 1 2001 The fee is expected to.generate over one-half of
revenues to the account in 2002-03, but is repealed on December 31, 2003.

Envrronmental Repair Tipping: Fee. DNR assesses solid waste tipping fees to solid waste

facilities and deposrts the fees into the environmental management account. The tipping fees are

- based on: (a) annual tonnage; (b) whether the facility dtsposes of high-volume industrial waste or

other waste; and (c) whether the facility is an "approv " or "nonapproved" facility. DNR collects
the trppmg fees. o ‘

Sohd and. hazardous waste facilities (landfills) pay an envrronmental repair tipping fee for

each ton of waste disposed of at the facility, except materials used for ]mmg, daily.cover, capping or
constructing berms, dikes or roads within the facility. Facilities that dlspose of municipal,
hazardous or non-high volume industrial waste pay 50¢ per ton and facilities that dispose of high-

volume industrial waste pay 20¢ per ton (high-volume industrial waste mcludes paper mill sludge
bottom ash, foundry process waste and ﬂy ash).

- In addition, nonapproved facilities pay 1.5¢ per ton of solid non-hazardous waste disposed

-and 15¢ per ton of hazardous waste. (There are no hazardous wastes drsposed of in Wisconsin at
this time and thus, no revenue is generated from hazardous waste tonnage fees.) Nonapproved
facilities: also Pay an environmental repair surcharge equal to 25% of the tonnage fee if the.facility

has a closure agreement or 50% of the tonnage fee if the facrhty does not have a closure agreement. '

Transfer from WI-IEDA 1999 Act 9 directed the Wisconsin Housmg and Economlc
‘Development Authority to ‘transfer $4,000,000 from the Wisconsin development reserve fund
(WDREF) to the environmental management account on a one-time-basis in 1999-00 and elifninated

~ the brownfields loan guarantee program. When the brownfields loan guarantee program was created

in the 1997-99 budget, $4,000,000 was transferred from the recycling fund to the WDRF for the

program. No loans were ever guaranteed under the program.

Petroleum Inspectlon Fund. An annual appropriation of $1,816,300 in 2001-02 and.

$1,816,300 in 2002-03 is made from the petroleum inspection- fund to the environmental
management account.  The appropriation includes $766,900 in each year for groundwater
management and $1,049,400 (including $80,000 for well compensation) for environmental repair.

*A petroleum inspection fee of 3¢ per gallon is assessed on all petroleum products brought into the.

state. The fee generates approximately $111 million annually Fee revenues are deposited in the

segregated petroleum inspection fund and are used primarily to fund cleanup' of . petroleum- "

contaminated sites under the PECFA program

Groundwater Waste Generator Fee. To support groundwater programs, DNR collects, and
deposrts in the environmental management account, a groundwater waste generator fee of 10¢ per
ton from solid and hazardous waste disposal facrhtlcs for waste disposed of at the facility, except
materials used for lining, daily cover, cappmg or constructmg berms, dikes or roads w1thm the
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~ 1.1% of 8ross revenues 1f sales of the product exceed $75,000 in the state

facility. The fee is 1¢ per ton for prospectmg or mining waste mcludrng tailing - sohds sludge or

waste rock.

Pestlclde and Fertlllzer Fem DATCP. collects a number of pesticide and fertllmer fees that -

are deposited in the. envrronmental management account, the segregated agrichemical management
fund and the segregated agricultural chemical cleanup fund. The fees that are deposited in the

envuonmental management account are described as follows. Table 3 shows the estimated revenue -

to the environmental management account from the types of pestxcrde and femhzer fees in each of
2001-02 and 2002-03. ‘

_ 1'._- i Regrstranon fees are assessed annually on manufacturers and labelers of pest1c1des and
_collected by DATCP. Currently, the flat fee; ranges from $215 to $2,760 based on the annual sales.
These fees will statutorily increase to .a range from $265 to $3,060 in 2002:03. Of the total fee,

- $124 for each household pesticide product licensed and $94 for each mdustnal and nonhousehold _

pesticide product licensed is deposited in the environmental management account. 'The remaining
.fees are deposrted in the agnchemlcal management or agncultural chemlcal cleanup ftmds

2 Regrstratlon apphcants pay a cleanup surcharge, which is dep051ted in the

' envuonmental management. account, for nonhousehold pesticide products that -are- wood

. preservatrves solely ‘labeled for use on wood and that contain pentachlorophenol or coal tar
creosote. The surcharge ranges from $5 if sales of the product in the state are. less than $25, 000 to

3. Persons who sell or distribute feruhzer or who dlstnbute a sorl or. plant addmve in
Wisconsin are required to pay a groundwater fee of 10¢ per ton of fertxhzer ‘with a minimum fee of

“$1 for aggregate sales of 10 tons or less, for deposit in the envrronmental management account. -
' Additional - fertilizer tonnage .fees are collected by DATCP for deposrt in the agnchemlcal'

management fund, agncultural chermcal cleanup fund and Umversrty of Wlsoonsm Systern
appropnatrons

4. Producers of pesticides must pay a well compensation fee of $150 annually.
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TABLE 3

Pestlclde and Fertilizer Fees Deposrted in the Envnronmental Management Account
' Estlmated Annual Fees, 2001-02 and 2002-03

. FeeType =~ o Annual Amount
Household pesticide registration =~ - . $662,000
Industrial pesticide registration* 100,000
Nonhousehold pesticide registration o 378,000
Fertilizer groundwater tonnage fee = - - 131,000
Pesticide producer fee 17,000
Total . $1288,000

* Inc]udes_regisn'atien fee and wood preservative surcharge. -

Hazardous Spill Relmbursement. When DNR cleans up hazardous substances spills with
state funds, it seeks compensation from résponsible partles The compensation is deposited in the
environmental _management account. DNR may also recover its costs of remedying adverse effects

upon the. waters of the state resu]tmg from the unlawful d1scha.rge or deposit of po]lutants in ‘the

waters

DNR is* authonzed to seek and receive voluntary
contnbuhons of funds from a mummpahty or any other pubhc or private source for all or part of the
costs of remedymg envuonmental contamination if the activities bemg funded are part of a
cooperative effort by DNR and the person prov1dmg the funds to remedy the contamination.’ Any
funds received are deposited mto the environmental management account. .Any cooperative
remedial action revenues, and any interest income on such revenues, may only be used for the
activities agreed on by DNR and the person providing the funds.

- Hazardous Waste Generator Fee. DNR assesses a $210 base fee plus $20 per ton to all
generators of hazardous waste that are required to report annually to DNR under the state’s
hazardous waste law. Producers of at least 220 pounds of hazardous waste in any month report
annually and pay the fee unless the waste is: (a) recovered for recycling or reuse; (b) leachate being
transported to a -wastewater treatment plant; or (c) removed from the site as part of an

environmental cleanup project. The minimum fee for a single generator is $125 and the maximum

is $17 ,000. DNR depos1ts the fees it collects in the environmental management account.
Sanitary Permit Surcharge. Local govemments are required to issue a sanitary perm1t

before a person may install any septic tank or private sewage system. The fee for the sanitary permit
must be at least $61, of which $20 is sent to the Department of Commerce In addition to the
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sanitary permit fee, the local government that issues the permit is required to collect a $25
i groundwater surcharge and pay it to Commerce, which then deposits the surcharge in the
envuonmental management account. .

Well Compensatlon Fee DNR collects a well’ compensatlon fee from an owner or operator
of a licensed solid or hazardous waste disposal facility equal to 4¢ per ton of non-mining waste
dlsposed of at the fac1hty for payment to the environmental management account.

Environmental Assessment. When a court imposés a fine or forfeiture for violation of
administrative rules or DNR orders related to pollution discharge, drinking water or septic tank
statutes, it-also imposes an environmental assessment. The courts transfer the assessments to DNR -
and DNR deposits them in the environmental management account, The assessment is equal to 10 -
percent of the fine or forfeiture. Fifty percent of the assessments are credited to a University of
Wlsconsm System environmental education appropnatlon to fund environmental education grants.

Land Disposal Permit. Persons who discharge certain pollutants into the waters of the state -
are required to obtain a water pollutant discharge elimination system permit from DNR. The permit
 holder is also required to pay a $100 annual groundwater fee if the permittee discharges effluent on
land or produces sludge from a treatment work that is disposed of on land: The permittee is required
to pay a $200 annual groundwater fee if the permittee discharges effluent on land and disposes of
sludge from a treatment’ work on land. DNR collects .the perrmt fee for deposn in the

envuonmental management account.

Bulk Tank Surcharge. Persons must receive approval from Commerce of plans- for
installation of or change in the operation of a previously approved installation for the storage,
handling or use of flammable or combustible liquids. In addition to any plan review fees,

Commerce collects a groundwater fee of $100 per plan review submittal for tanks thh a capacity of '
1,000 gallons or more and deposits.it in the environmental management account. -

Environmental Repair Base Fee and Surcharge. Owners of approved solid waste facilities
do not pay a base fee into the environmental management account. There are two different annual
base fees for nonapproved facilities. If the owner of a nonapproved facility has signed an agreement
with DNR to close the landfill on or before July 1, 1999, the annual base fee is $100. If no closure

agreement has been signed, the annual base fee is $1,000. The amount of the base fee is deducted

from the tipping fees for nonapproved facilities described previously. Nonapproved facilities witha |

closure agreement pay a fee of 1.875¢ per ton of solid non-hazardous waste or 2. 25¢ per ton
without a closure agreement

Civil Action Damages. The environmental management account receives compensatlon
resultmg from court ordered payments by respon51ble parties for specific cleanup acuvmes

Septic System Servicing Fee. Persons who remove and dispose of-septage from septic tanks,
soil absorption fields, holding tanks, grease traps or privies must pay DNR a septic servicing license
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fee of $50 per servicing vehicle for two years. In addition, the licensee is required to pay DNR a

- groundwater fee of $50 that is deposited in the environmental management account.

Nonmetalhc Mmmg Fee. DNR administers nonmetallic mmmg reclamatlon rules that

became effective December 1, 2000. Counties were required to enact and: administer a nonmetallic '

mining reclamation ordinance that complies with the administrative rules by June 1, 2001. A city;

village or town may also adopt an ordinance and administer a program. - DNR administers

nonmetallic mining reclamation in counties that do not adopt nonmetallic mining reclamation

ordinances. A county, city, village or town with a nonmetallic mining ordinance is required to

collect fees that equal the cost of the examination and approval of nonmetallic mining reclamatlon
plans and the inspection of nonmetallic mining reclamation. The mumc1pahty is.also required to
collect DNR’s annual share of fees equal to the Departinent’s statewide cost to inspect, enforce,
consult with and audit the regulatory.authority under the statute and rule. DNR's share of the fees,
established in administrative rule, is $30 if the mine size in unreclaimed acres is one to five acres,
$60 for six to 10 acres, $90 for 11 to 15 acres, $120 for 16 to 25 acres, $140 for 26 to 50 acres and.
- $150 for 51 acres or larger. Municipalities will collect DNR’s share of the fees and transmit the
fees to DNR for deposit in the environmental management account. If the county or municipality
does not adopt a nonmetallic mining reclamation ordinance, DNR is the regulatory authority and

charges annual fees that, equal, for fees due on or before December 31, 2003 $450 to $1 250,
depending on the mine size in unreclaimed.acres.

Transfer From Tribal Gaming Revenue.’ Eight tnbal gaming agreements with the state -
contain provisions for payments of certain monies by tribes to the state. Tribal gaming revenues are -

appropriated for-a variety of purposes. Under 2001 Act 16, $500,000 is transferred from tribal

gaming revenues ‘to the environmental management account in 2001-02 and $1,000,000 is
"~ transferred i in 2002-03.

Well Compensation Lapse. Under 2001 Act 16, $1,000,000 is lapsed from the
unencumbered balance of the well compensation grant program continuing appropriation to the
environmental management account. The DNR well compensation grant program provides grants
to homeowners for the replacement of contaminated wells and is appropriated $400,000 annually.
Almost $1.1 million had accumulated in the appropriation balance by the end of 2000-01. Lapse of

the $1,000,000 makes the funds available for any of the appropriations from the environmental
management account. .

Investment Income. Interest earned on state investments is distributed to various funds,
including the environmental management account, based on its monthly cash balance. Any interest
is credited to the account for use in cleanup and administrative activities of the program.

Site Specific Remediation. Under 2001 Act 16, the following moneys will be deposited in
the environmental management account: (a) any moneys received in settlement of actions initiated
under federal Comprehens1ve Environmental Response, Compensation-and Llablhty Act; and (b)
all moneys received under settlement agreements or orders, in settlement of actions or proposed
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actions for violations of envuonmental statutes, that are designated to be used to restore or develop
environmental resources, to provide restitution or to make expenditures required under the order or

agreement. Any revenues received under this provision will be used only for the purposes for
which recelved : -

"'ndil o

. The envnonmental management account has authonzed expenthure levels of $27 3 nnlhon .

in 2001-02 and $26.1 million in 2002-03, with 107.2 positions. = The* Attachment lists all
appropriations from.the account in 2001-03, the expendlture authority and authorized positions.

- The largest use of funds from the account is for DNR admlmstratwe functions, with"appropriations
~of $10.3: million in 2001-02 and $10.4 million in 2002-03, with 103.7 positions. The second largest

use of funds is for Commerce brownfields grants, with an appropriation’ of $7.0.million annually.

A description of the uses of the: appropriations from the account follows. The description includes
mformatmn about the general uses of funds and any use related to pest1c1des and fertilizer.

DNR All' and Waste D1v1s10n General Operatlons In 2001-03 DNR is appropnated'
5$4 204, 700 SEG and 59 SEG posmons annually from the environmental management account for

adm1mstrat1ve functions in the remediation and redevelopment program, waste management

program and Air and ‘Waste Division management. The remediation and redevelopment program is

authorized 42.5 of the 59 posmons to regulate the cleanup of contaminated | properties, ‘promote the
return of contaminated properties to beneficial reuse;- -provide techmcal assistance to -people

: conductmg cleanups, prov1de redevelopment assistance. to promote: cleanup and reuse of properties,

approve site closure when groundwater and soil. cleanup standards are met, administer cleanup at

closed solid waste landfills and facilities, respond to hazardous substances spills’ ‘and abandoned-

containers, ‘administer brownfields financial assistance under various programs and -administer

cleanups at sites where the responsible party is unable or unw111mg to complete the cleanup.

Brownfields are abandoned, idle or underused industrial or commerc1a.l facilities . or - sites, the

expansion or redevelopment of which is adversely affected by actual or perce_1ved environmental
contamination.-

" DNR remediation and redevelopment staff perform the following types of activities at sites
with pesticide-related contamination: (a) lead in administering cleanup of a-pesticide-contaminated
site where no responsible party has been identified or is able to. undertake the cleanup (the

* Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection generally takes the lead at pesticide

sites where a responsible party is identified and able to undertake the cleanup); (b) generally lead in
administering the cleanup of co-contaminated sites where there is. -contamination from agncultural
chemicals and other hazardous substances such -as petroleum.or industrial chemicals’ (DATCP
generally takes the lead where the: ‘contamination is solely from agricultural chemicals); (c)
administer cleanup and assoc1ated contracts at state-funded agrichemical contaminated sites; and
(d) provide a first response at agneultural chemical spills when DNR receives the first notification

of the spill. DNR estimates that approximately one-half to one full-time equivalent of the 42.5
positions  funded from the environmental management account perform these activities, for

"Page 9

Il
Y3



approximate -annual staff costs of $38 000 to $75,000. These activities are performed by many
remediation and redevelopment staff located. throughout the state

The waste management program is authonzed 16 of the 59 positions to ‘regh_late the -

transportation, treatment, storage and disposal of solid and hazardous waste, review and approve
plans for solid and hazardous waste facilities, license solid and hazardous waste facilities and

. transporters, inspect facilities, administer nonmetallic mining reclamation and metallic mining
' regulations, manage special wastes and provide technical assistance and outreach. The Division

management is authorized the remaining 0.5 position for central management of the Air and Waste
Division. '

'DNR Enforcement and Séience. Division General Operations. In 2001-03, DNR is

appropriated $1,170,800 SEG and 11 SEG positions annually from the environmental management |

account for environmental enforcement activities related to investigation -and resolution of
violations of environmental laws administered by the Air and Waste and Water programs. DNR
officials ‘estimate that environmental enforcement staff use approximately 4% of their time to

. provide a first.response at agricultural chemical spllls, Wthh would equal approxnnately 0.4
‘ posmon with an annual cost of $30, 000 :

DNR Water Division General Operatlons In 2001-03, DNR is’ appropnated $2,333, 400

- SEG and 22 SEG posmons annually from the environmental management account for

adtmmstratwe fllIlCthDS in- the Water Division. This ‘includes: (a) 12 positions in the drinking
water and groundwater | program for - activities - related - to groundwater quality standards

development groundwater monitoring, management of drinking water systems, management -of
* private water systems, and plan review of high capacity wells; (b) eight positions in the watershed

management program - for activities related to policy development, watershed - planning and
regulation, and water quality assessment; (c) one position in the water integration team to provide
cross-program support for .the programs of the Division; and (d) one posmon for central

management of the Water Division.

DNR officials indicate that approximately one-third of the time of the 12 environmental
management account positions in the drinking water and groundwater program is spent on activities
related to pesticides and fertilizer, equaling approximately four full-time equivalent staff with
annual staff costs of approximately $260,000. Examples of these activities are: (a) maintain the
Department’s groundwater retrieval network database: (b) establish protocols for delivery of
analysis of agricultural chemicals such as nitrates and- pestmdes from laboratories; (c) manage data

on nitrates and pesticides in groundwater; (d) sample private wells for pesticides and nitrates; (¢) -

provide assistance and advice to private well owners with wells conta:mnated with pesticides or
nitrates; '(f) work with public water systems to assute that pesticide and ‘nitrate monitoring is
conducted when required, assist with interpretation of pesticide and nitrate sampling results and
conduct source water assessments at all wells used by municipal water systems; (g) establish
minimum standards and procedures for the protection of public health, safety and welfare in

,obta1mng safe drinking water from public drinking water wells; (h) ‘monitor water quality in
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approxrmately 2,100 pubhc ‘wells, mcludmg testmg water for approxrmately 35 agricultural
chemicals on a three-year sampling schedule; (i) establish groundwater quality standards for
 substances used in agriculture that have been detected or have a probability of entering the
: groundwater and establish ranges of responses DNR may require for exceedences of the standards;
(§) implement a process to enable private well owners with contaminated wells to access funds for

_ well replacement (described under "well compensation"); and (k) mvesngate complaints related to
the i 1mpacts of agncultura.l activities on pnvate wells.

DNR ofﬁcrals indicate that a mrmmal undetermmed portron of the time of the erght
envrronmental management account positions in the watershed management program is spent on
activities related to pesticides and fertilizer. The program is also funded from the nonpoint account
and other funding sources. - Examples of activities related to pestrcxdes include: (a) staff assistance
related to household and agricultural hazardous waste clean sweep programs; (b) monitoring studies
of. pestxcrdes in fish tissue; (c) monitoring of cranberry operations to detect impacts related to
pesticide use; (d) development of guidance related to bioaccumulative toxic impacts of pesticides;
(e development of an agreement with Canada to address a list of pollutants to be eliminated from
Lake Supenor including several pesticides; (f) review of ‘pesticide issues in water pollutant

drscharge elimination system permits; and. (g) delineation of sens1t1ve areas related to aquatic plant
management

DNR Administration and Technology Division General Op'eratlons. In 2001-03, DNR is

appropriated $1,810,700 SEG in 2001-02 and $1,817,600 SEG in 2002-03 and four SEG positions

annually from the environmental management account for central departmental functions such- as

legal services, finance, administrative and field services, data processing, information technology,
~ human resources and facrhty rent costs.

DNR Customer Assrstance and. External Relations Division General Operatlons. In
2001-03, DNR- is appropriated $585,500 SEG and 7.7 SEG positions annually from the
environmental management account for activities including: (a) 2.5 positions for customer service
related to environmental permits; (b) 2.5 positions for communication and education; (c) one
position in the community financial assistance program for adrmmstrauon of environmental grants;
and (d) one position in the cooperative environmental assistance program to provide a point of
contact for businesses on pollution prevention, waste minimization, technical - assistance and
negotiation of agreements with facilities related to environmental flexibility.

Commerce Brownfields Grants. In 2001-03, Commerce is appropriated $7,000,000 SEG
~ annually for grants to provide financial assistance to businesses and governmental entities to fund
the costs of - brownfields redevelopment projects and associated environmental remediation
activities. Brownfields redevelopment includes work undertaken to acquire a brownfields facility
or site, or to raze, demolish, remove, reconstruct, renovate or rehabilitate the facility or existing
buildings; structures or other improvements at the site. The redevelopment project must be for

promoting the facility or site for commercial, industrial or:similar economic development purposes. N

Environmental remediation activities mclude envrronmental assessment of the contamihation, site

l”agell
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investigation, abatement or removal of the polluhon at the 51te and restoration of soil “or
groundwater at the site.

“While most Commerce brownfields grants include activities to investigaté or remediate

 industrial or petroleum hazardous substances, a few grants have related to pesticides or agncultural :

chemicals. Past grant awards have included: (a) $150,000 for cleanup at a wood preservative

~ treatment facility in Taylor County; and (b) $390,000 to remove PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls),
pesticides and other hazardous substances from a former industrial facility in West Mﬂwaukee

DNR State-Funded Response Actions. DNR is appropnated $3,321,300 SEG annua]ly for

expendlmres related to: (a) DNR-lead cleanups of contaminated sites where the responsible party is
unknown or can not or will not clean up the site; (b) the state share at certain Superfund.site
cleanups; (c) the state match to federal Leakmg Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund (LUST)
expenditures; (d) emergency spill response and cleanups; (e) response-and cleanup of abandoned

containers of hazardous substances where the responsible party can not be identified; (f) $3 per |

capita payments to ¢ertain municipalities for groundwater momtonng and equipment purchases; (g)
provision of temporary emergency water supplles, (h) DNR-lead remedial actions at abandoned
privately-owned landfills; and (i) DNR-lead cleanups resulting from responsible party payment of
court settlements. Expenditures from the appropriation averaged $3.6 million annually for the five
years from 1996-97 through 2000-01. Examples of sites where state funds have been used are old

landfills, industrial sites, contaminated municipal water supphes pipeline spills, train spills and
spills of hazardous substances at mdustnal sites. ‘

" One use of the appropriation has been to cleanup contamination at pesticide-related sites
where there is no responsible party willing or able to complete the cleanup. DNR estimates that
over $5.8 million in expenditures from the appropriation in the past 15 years (averaging almost
$400,000 annually) have been for cleanup at 28 sites contaminated primarily with agricultural
chemicals. This represents roughly 16% of state-funded cleanup dollars spent from the
appropriation during those years. Examples of use of the appropriation for pesticide sites include
the following cleanups and approximate expenditures: (a) $775,000 for a Burnett County wood

preservative treatment facility; (b) $500,000 for Door County lead arsenic pesticide mixing sites; |
~ (c) $2'million for a Marathon County wood preservative treatment facility; (d) $1.7 million fora

Rock County fire at a pesticide distributor; (e) $100,000 for a Kewaunee County train spill of
pesticides; and (f) $500,000 for an Adams County spill ‘of an agricultural chemical hazardous

waste. Additional funds were spent on a Taylor County wood preservative treatment facility and a
statewide pestlc1de study

The state—funded response appropriation has also been used to respond to hazardous
substances spills. - In 2000, 835 spllls were. reported to DNR, of which 51 involved agricultural
chemicals. Of the 51, 20 were transfeired to DATCP for a response, and the remaining 31 (4%)

- remained under DNR’s authonty DNR estimates that it spends approximately $750,000 annually
- for - sp111 response and related waste * disposal, and- thus 4% of that total would represent

apprommately $30,000 annual expendxture for DNR response to agricultural chemical spills.
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_ DNR Pnnclpal Repayment and Interest for Remedlal Action. DNR is authorized $41
million in general obligation bonding authority to conduct remedial action at contaminated: sites.
‘Of thé total, $3 million was authorized in 2001 Act 16, and $38 million was authorizéd in prev10us
legislation. ' In addition, DNR is ‘authorized $7 million in general obligation bonding authority to
conduct remedial action at Great Lakes areas of concern such as contaminated sediments in harbors
and rivers on the Great Lakes. Prior to 2001-02, all debt service payments were made with GPR,
mcludmg expenditures of $1,873,000 GPR in 2000-01. Under 2001 Act 16, a SEG annual debt
service appropriation is created in the envrronmenta.l management account to pay up to $2,400,000-

'SEG in 2001-02 and $2,700,000 SEG in 2002-03 for debt service on the general obhgatlon bonds.
A correspondmg decrease in use of GPR for debt service was prov1ded The GPR sum sufficient

~ appropriation will pay any debt service'costs in excess of the SEG appropnatxon, and itis expected ‘
that no GPR will be needed durmg the 2001-03 blenmum

Bondmg to conduct remedial action at contaminated sites can be used to fund: (a) the state’s .
cost-share for cleanup of federal Superfund or LUST sites; or (b) state-funded cleanup under the
environmental repair statute or hazardous substances spills statute.” Bonding authority can be used
for public purpose projects such as cleanup of contaminated groundwater, soils and sediments, and

activities such as investigation, remedial design and cleanup of a specific site when the responsible :
party is unknown, unable or unwﬂlmg to fund the cleanup.

DNR Brownfield Site Assessment Grants. - In 2001-03, DNR is appropnated $1,700, 000
SEG annually for grants to “provide financial assistance to local governments for eligible

brownﬁelds propertles for: (a) envn'onmental assessment of a contaminated property, ) site -

improvements; (d) asbestos abatement, if it isa necessary part of the demolition actlvxty, and-(e)
' removal and proper disposal of abandoned containers, underground petroleum product storage tank
systems or underground hazardous substance storage tank systems. In the first grant cycle in 1999-

01, grants were provided for industrial or commercial sites with contamination from gasoline and -
other 1ndustr1a1 waste.

DNR Brownfields Green Space Grants. In 2001 Act 16, $1,000,000 SEG was provided in
2001-02 for grants to local governments for brownfields remediation projects that will have a long-
term public purpose benefit, including the preservation of green space, the development of -
-Tecreational areas or the use of a propeny by the local govemment

DNR Sustamable Urban Development Zones. In 2001-02, $525,000 SEG is prov1ded for
. grants to local governments to investigate environmental contamination and for environmental
remediation of brownfields properties. Of the amount, DNR is requrred to provide $150,000 to the

City of Platteville and $250,000 to the City of Fond. du Lac. The remaining $125 ,000 will be
awarded to municipalities through a competmve process.
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DNR Well Compensatlon Grants. DNR is appropnated $400,000 SEG annually for grants
to homeowners for the replacement of contaminated wells.. A well compensation grant paysupto -

75% of the cost of a replacement water system if the well is contaminated with a substance,
mcludmg pesticides, with' a concentration exceeding groundwater standards established - in
administrative rules. The maximum grant is $9,000. DNR estimates that in recent years, it has

processed approx1mate1y 10-20 claims per year for replacement of wells contaminated with
pest1c1des . , .

DHFS Programs The Department of Health and Famrly Services is appropnated $386, 600 '
'SEG in 2001-02. and $386,700 SEG in 2002-03 and 3. 5 SEG positions annually to. research the

health i 1mpacts of groundwater standards and develop air. quallty standards

DNR Adlmmstratlve Faclhtles DNR is appropnated $69,800 SEG in 2001-02 and

$157,500 SEG in 2002-03 for repayment of principal and interest on general obligation bonds
1ssued for constructron of departmental administrative facilities.

DNR Household ‘Hazardous Waste Grants. DNR is appropnated $150,000 SEG annually

for grants to mumcrpalmes for household hazardous waste collecnon and management programs.
" (Clean. Sweep)

- DNR Groundwater Momtormg and Research DNR is appropnated $125 000 SEG

' annually for -contracts for. groundwater monitoring projects or-studies of the impacts of various

substances-on groundwater quality. Studies with-total costs of $245,500 over the past six years

have related to the impact of pesticides and agricultural chemicals on groundwater quality. - This

equals an_average expense of approximately $40,900 annually Examples of the study topics

mclude (a) a groundwater -model for the central. sands region that assesses the env1ronmenta1 and -
~ economic 1mpacts of irrigated agriculture; (b) nitrate loading and monitoring frequency, (c) nitrate- -

contaminated drinking water study; (d) relationship between water quality, private wells and land

use in a watershed (e) acute and chronic toxicity of nitrates to brook trout and (f) agricultural .

chemicals in municipal and private water supphes

UW System Environmental Education. The University of Wisconsin System receives
50% of environmental assessment revenue that is used by the Wisconsin Environmental Education
Board to fund environmental education grants.- The UW System received $51,515 in environmental
assessment revenue in 2000-01. The revenue is deposited in the environmental management
account -and is available only for expenditure from the environmental education appropriation. The

‘appropnatron wrll receive an estimated $65,000 in revenue in each of 2001-02 and 2002-03

DMA Emergency Response “The Department of Mrhtary Affarrs is appropnated $10 500

SEG annually for. emergency response training.
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DNR Cooperative Remedial Action. Any cooperative remedial action revenues, and any
interest income on such revenues, may only be used for the activities agreed on by DNR and the
person providing the funds.

DNR Indemnification Agreements. A sum sufficient appropriation was created in the
environmental management account in 1999 Act 9, that will be used if DNR makes any payments
under an agreement that indemnifies the municipality against liability damages to persons, property
or the environment attributable to PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) resulting from the
municipality’s: (a) acceptance and disposal of sediments contaminated with PCBs from remediation
projects in streambeds or lakebeds in the Great Lakes basin; or (b) conveyance or treatment of
leachate that is contaminated with PCBs and is from a landfill that accepts sediments contaminated
with PCBs from sediment remediation projects in streambeds or lakebeds in the Great Lakes basin.

DNR Site Specific Remediation. - Any revenues received for site specific remediation, as

established in 2001 Act 16, will be used only for the purposes for which received. This includes

moneys received - under settlement of actions under certain federal regulations and state
environmental statutes. '

I hope this information is helpful. Please contact me if you have further questions.

KB/sas
Attac;hment
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