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May 29, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #830

Useof County Shared Revenue .
(Shared Revenue and Tax Rehef -- Direct Aid Payments)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 605, #3]

CURRENTLAW

The shared revenue program is compnsed of two separate distributions and fundmg
levels -~ one for counties and one for mummpahtzes The fundmg level for counties is set at
$168 981 ,800."An additional $20,763,800 is distributed to counties under the mandate relief
prowram From the two programs, fundmg totals $189,745,600, annually The aid under these

~ programs is charactenzed as unrestricted state aid, which means that counties can use the funds

for wha{sver purposes ‘they deem: necessary The Department of Revenue administers the shared
reveaue and mandate rehef pro grams.

GOVERNOR

 Require counties to use aid payments received under the shared revenue and mandate
relief programs to pay expenses related to certain programs that are not funded by other state or
federal aid or a designated revenue source before the aid is used for other county costs that
would otherwise be funded through the property tax, beginning with payments received after the
effective date of the bill. - Specify that this requirement would extend priority treatment to costs
for the following procrams probatmn and parole-holds in county }aﬂs circuit courts commumty
aids and youth aids.- -

DISCUSSIOE\ POINTS

1. ~Historically, counties have been recogmzed as an adrmmst;ratzve arm of the state. In
addmon to prov;dmg traditional local services such as law enforcement, transportation and parks,
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counties have performed state-mandated functions in the judicial and human services, areas. Over
time, counties have identified functions related to the court system, juvenile justice, correcnons and
human services as mandates that are particularly burdensome. Counties find these programs
burdensomie because their costs exceed the level of state support they receive for the services and
because they feel they have little discretion over the level of services they must provide.

- -2.... Probation and Parole Holds. The Department of Corrections reimburses counties up
to $40 per day for felons being held in county jails pending revocation of their probation or parole
for non-criminal rules violations. Payments are prorated if the number of reimbursable days
exceeds the appropriated amount In 2000-01, counties were reimbursed $4.0 million, at a rate of
$37.29 per day for 1999-00 COsts. At the $40 rate, relmbursements would have totaled $4.3 million.
Actual county costs for probanen and parole holds, both reimbursable and non-reimbursable, are
not known. Non-reimbursable holds are those for nusdemeaaam probauoners and felons held as a
result of a new criminal chargc ' ' :

3. Circuit Courts.’ The Wisconsm Constitution organizes the court system on the basis
of circuits where judges are elected within each circuit. In general, each county comprises a circuit,
except for three ‘two-county circuits. The state has assumed funding of costs related to
compensation for judges, reserve judges, court reporters, district attorneys and public defenders.
Counties fund costs associated with the clerks of court, court commissioners, probate registrars,
court security, support staff and law libraries. Also, counties fund the capital, maintenance and
utility costs related to circuit court facilities. The state defrays some of the counties’ costs through
the c1rcu1t “court support and guaxdxan ad litem grant programs.. Combmﬁd funding -for these
programs totals 323 5 million annuaily For 1999, counties reported costs of $90.8 million related
to their.court operauens exciudmg costs related to secunty, Ieni atzhtles, mmntenance remodelmg
'andconstmctmn : . R . Lo

4. Comm umgy; A1d Statc law directs counties to prcmde human services in two broad
functional areas. First, counties must provide social services for low-income persons and for
children in need of protection and services. Second, counties must provide services for persons with
needs related to mental illness, substance abuse or developmental disabilities. Community aids are
state and federal funds that are distributed by the Department of Health and Family Services to
counties for providing these services. State law requires counties to pmwde matching funds equal
to 9.89% of the state and federal aid amounts. Most counties provide county funds in excess of the
required match. These are called "overmatch” expenditures. County overmatch expenditures have
increased from $49.2 million in 1987 to $212.6 million in 1999.; Community aids funding totaled
$295.5 million in 1999. This implies a required.county.match of $29.2 million.. When combined
with the overmatch funds, counties expended $241.8 million in 1999, in addition to the $295.5
million in state community aids allocations.

5. Youth Aids. The state’s youth aids program is the major state funding source that
assists counties in paying for juvenile justice activities. Generally, a circuit court judge issues a
dispositional order for juveniles who are adjudicated delinquent that lists the services that must be
provided to the juvenile in terms ‘of supervision; care and treatment. The orders require either in-
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home or out-of-home placements. For in-home placements and non-secure, out-of-home
placements, the juvenile remains under the supervision of the county of residence, and county
officials make decisions about treatment, subject to the dispositional order. A range of alternatives
exists for out-of-home placements. The least costly alternative is placement in the home of a
relative. More costly -alternatives: include “placement in a licensed child caring institution and
placement in a state-operated, secured juvenile correctional facility. For juveniles with a disposition
to state secure care, the county is billed for the costs associated with these placements and for the
cost of state-provided aftercare services. “Through the youth aids program, state and federal dollars
are combined to provide each county with-an-annual allocation to help pay for these juvenile justice
costs. In"1999, counties reported out-of-home piacement costs totaling $105.8 million, which was
$19.2 million higher than‘the $86.6 million provided under the youth aids program. Because out-of-
home piacementst- are 'court-e'rdered c’ounties have little diséretion with regard to these expenditures

6 . The precedmg mformatmn indicates that counties are expending own-source
revenues Weﬂ in excess of the $189.7 million in shared revenue and mandate relief funding.
Requiring counties to earmark revenues for expenditure in the designated areas would cause
counties to implement addﬂmnal accounting ‘procedures, thereby imposing an additional mandate.
The: bill would neither impose ‘penalties on’ counties that do not track their aid payments in the
required fashion nor provide the Department of Revenue with resources to administer the provision.
DOR has indicated that it may rely on counties’ auditing firms to ensure that the requirement is met.
In recognition of these observations, it is not:clear what policy would be achieved by reqmrmg
counties to track their aid in the proposed manner.

: 7. The Executive Budget summary indicates that the provision is intended to "increase
:citizen understanding of the-state-local relationship.”  While acknowledgmﬂr that the previously
.described categorical aid programs do- not fully fund state-mandated services, DOA indicates that
the proposal would make taxpayers aware that other state assistance can be used to fund mandated
services. Crediting shared revenues against the designated expenditure items would demonstrate
the degree to which state versus local revenues are used as funding. This would distinguish where
the state’s role ends and the county’s role begins: DOA indicates that shared revenue payments
could be treated like the state accounts for program revenue. Therefore, counties could continue to
deposit their shared revenue payments in their general fund. '

8. The Executive Budget summary identifies this provision as one of nine items in the
budget that are based on a recommendation of the Govemor’s Commission on State-Local
Partnerships for the 21% Century. At meetings over a ten-month period, the Commission examined
the organization, functions and finances of local governments and how local governments relate to
state govemment The Comnnsszon made 139 recemmendanons Recomendat;on #63 reads,
"Both human services and the state justice services programs should be state reszyons;bzhues
Statewide functlons should not be funded by the property tax. Hence, as a general principle,
Wisconsin ought to move, as seon as possible, to state funding for these functions.”

9. The Commission realized that the conversion to full state funding could not occur
immediately and recommended a phase-in over several years. One reason the Commission
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recommended delaying the conversion is that reliable and consistent cost data pertaining to the four
areas is not available. The Commission recommended audits to- 1dent1fy the county ccasts that the
state would assume.: - : : i SR -

_ 10, Concerns have becn raised prev;ously regardmfr the qualxty and consmtancy of
expendxmre data in.the xdenuﬁed areas... A provision in 1995 Act 27 requires. counties 10 report
annual couri expenciitures on.ail court. funcmens except costs. related to courtroom security, rent,
_umhucs mamtenance, remodelmg and construction. However the DH'SCIOI' of State Courts Office,
which reviews and compiles.the data, has identified a. number.of inconsistencies in reporting among
the counties. The Cemmzsswn on:State-Local Partnershlps for the 21% Century cited the "lack of
txmely and’ detaaied data” and the. "patent:al lack of umforrmty of data”.with regard to county health
and human serv1ces funcnons Through the "human services: reporting . system,'" counties report
expendltures and related information to the Department of Health and Family Services regarding
services: prowded under the comnmnxty mds and youth azds programs -as well as under other state

11 Annuaiiy, countzes ;repon revenne and expend},ture mformation to DOR but that
data lacks detaﬂ n the Judxcml and human services areas and may be inconsistent between counties.
The Governmental Accountmg Standards. Board has adopted new.procedures-with regard 1o how
government revenues.and expenditures should be reported.. The Board s.rule is referred to as GASB
34. .In response to GASB 34, DOR anticipates: modzfymg its financial report form effective for
2002 (reports filed in 2003).

. -EE. - if the Legzslamre is mterested in pursumg fuil siate fundmg of .county judicial and
human services functions, 1mproved 1nformatzon on-counties’ expeﬁdltures appears to be needed.
The I,Jecuslature ceuld direct the Depan:ment of Adnumstrauen to assemble a committee. consisting -

of Tepresentatives from the Department of Health and Family Services, the Department of - £

Correctzons, the Depaﬁment of Revenue and the D;recter .of State Courts to develop a financial
repemng system The system. should achmve consistent cost definitions and treatment between
counties, conform to generally-accepted: accounting - pzmczples prewde mformaﬂon on-a timely
basis and include sufﬁcxent detail to aliow the development of future state funding alternatives. The
committee could also include reprcsentatzves of county government and members of the accounting
profession. The committee’s report could be submitted to the Legxsl_ature for its review.

ALTE_RNAT:{VES_TO'BASE: .

1. Approve the Govemors recemmendauon to requzre countles to use aid payments
recewed under the shared revenue and mandate relief procrams to pay. expﬁnses reiated to certain
' programs that are not mnded by other state or federal a.id ora des;gnated revenue source before the
aid 'is used for other county costs that wouid otherw;se ‘be funded throuﬂh the property tax,
beginning with payments received after the effective date of the bill. Specify that this requirement
would extend priority treatment to costs for the following programs: probation and parole holds in
county Jaﬂs, circuit courts, commumty aids and youth a:ds
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2. Direct the Department of Administration to assemble a committee consisting of
representatives from the Department of Health and Family Services, the Department of Corrections,
the Department of Revenue, the Director of State Courts, a representative of county government and
a member of the accounting profession to develop a financial reporting system for counties. Specify
that the system should achieve consistent treatment between counties, conform to generally

accepted accounting principles, provide information on a timely basis and include sufficient detail to
allow the development of future state funding alternatives. Require the committee to report on the

systemn to the Legislature by March 1, 2002.

3. Take no action.

Prepared by: Rick Olin
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
~ One East Main, Suite 301 + Madison, WI 53703 « (608) 2663847 + Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 2_9, 2001 .Joini Cofhmittee on Finance . o Paper#SBI

R State Ald far Exempt Computers '
(Shared Revenue and ’l‘ax Relief -- Direct Aid Paymants)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 606, #5]

CURRENT LAW

The state aid payment for computers was created in the 1998 budget adjustment bill
(1997 Act 237) to compensate local governments for tax base lost due to the property tax
exemption for computers, software and related equipment. Aid payments are calculated using a
procedure that results in an aid amount equal to the amount of taxes that would be paid if the

_-_;property was taxable Under the procedure, computer owners report the value of exempt-____-_. -

" computers to 2S$€SSOrs, and local governments calculate their tax rates as if the exempt value was
taxable. Aid payments are calculated by multiplying the two amounts. Base funding for
payments is $71,000,000.

GOVERNOR

Increase fuz_iding by $6,016,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $10,171,000 GPR in 2002-03 to
reflect growth in the value of exempt computers. Total aid payments under the sum sufficient
appropriation are estimated at $77,016,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $81,171,000 GPR in 2002-03.

Payments are made from the sum sufficient appropriation to compensate local governments for
the tax base lost due to the property tax exemption for computers and related equipment.

MODIFICATION TO BASE

Increase funding by $5,600,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $7,400,000 GPR in 2002-03 to
reflect reestimates of the sum sufficient aid payments at $76,600,000 GPR in 2002 and
$78,400,000 GPR in 2003.
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Explanation:  State aid payments will equal the value of exempt computers in
each municipality multiplied by the municipality’s tax rate for all purposes, except for the 0.2
mil state forestry tax rate. The reestimate of computer aid reflects an analysis of preliminary
reports for 2001 on exempt computer values filed by manufacturing taxpayers and local
officials with DOR. To receive the exemption, taxpayers are required to file requests for the
exemption with DOR, if a manufacturer, or with local assessors, if a business other than a
manufacturer. The requests include information on the exempt property’s original cost and
its year of acquisition, which assessors use to estimate its value. Based on the reports for
2001, which will be used to calculate payments in 2002, the value of exempt computers is
estimated at $3.07 billion for 2001 and $3.20 billion for 2002. The tax rates used in the
caicuiatio_n are based on actual tax rates for 2000(01), adjusted to reflect estimated changes
in tax levies and values over the next two. vears. The reestimated amounts represent

reductions of $416,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $2,771,000 GPR in 2002-03, compared to
amounts in the bill.

Modification GFR
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $13,000,000
[Change to Bill - $3,187,0000
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Representative Duff

SHARED REVENUE AND TAX RELIEF -- DIRECT AID PAYMENTS

Exclude Certain Property from Computer Aid Payments

Motion:

Move to specify that computer aid is not paid on property that is exempt both under the
property tax exemption for computers and under any other provision in Chapter 70 of the statutes
that exempts property from general property taxes. Modify the property tax exemption for
computers by deleting the reference to custom software. Specify that these provisions would first
apply to property assessed as of January 1, 2002.

. Note: -

This motion would clarify DOR’s current treatment of exempt computer property. Custom
software is one type of property where DOR has disallowed an aid payment. When the exemption
was enacted in 1997 Act 237, LFB Paper #1043 reported that custom software was already exempt
as an intangible, under s. 70.112(1) of the statutes. However, because custom software was
specified in the Act 237 provision creating the computer exemption, some owners of custom
software have included it on the reporting form that identifies property subject to an aid payment.
In one instance, DOR disallowed over $3 million in exempt value that would have resulted in about
$70,000 in aid payments. This motion is identical to LRB 2812/P2.

[Change to Base: None]

Motion #1020
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One Easl Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 53703 » (668} 2_{_56-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

May29,2001 ~~  Joint Committee on Finance = Paper #835

iioiﬁééiéad 'and Farmiand Prése;*'if_atioxi_":’i‘_ax-'Credit Reestimates
- (Shared Revenue and Tax Relief -- Property Tax Credits)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 606, #1 and #2]

CURRENT LAW

The adjusted base level fun__ding is $96,800,000 GPR for the homestead tax credit and
$16,000,000 GPR for the farmland preservation tax credit.

GOVERNOR

 Decrease funding by $5,800,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $8,800,000 GPR in 2002-03 for the

homestead tax credit sum sufficient appropriation to reflect anticipated costs of the credit in the
biennium. With these adjustments, estimated total funding would be decreased to $91,000,000
GPR in 2001-02 and $88,000,000 GPR in 2002-03.

Decrease funding by $1,400,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $1,500,000 GPR in 2002-03 for the
farmland preservation tax credit sum sufficient appropriation to reflect anticipated costs of the
credit in the biennium. With these adjustments, estimated total funding would be decreased to
$14,600,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $14,500,000 GPR in 2002-03.

MODIFICATION TO BASE

Reestimate the sum sufficient appropriations at $91,900,000 GPR in 2001-02 and
$90,000,000 GPR in 2002-03 for the homestead tax credit and at $17,200,000 GPR in 2001-02
and $17,800,000 GPR in 2002-03 for the farmland preservation tax credit.

Explanation: The reestimate of the homestead tax credit reflects an analysis of
the number of claimants that would claim the credit as a result of the tax year 2000 formula
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changes enacted under 1999 Act 9 and projected changes in cimmant income and property S
taxes in the biennium. The reestimate reflects a decrease of $4,900,000 GPR in 2001-02
and $6,800,000 GPR in 2002-03, compared to the base, and an increase of $900,000 GPR 1 in
2001-02 and $2,000,000 GPR in 2002-03, compared to the bill.

" The reestimate of the farmland preservation tax credit reflects the following: (a) an

~error in calculating the base level funding of the credit, as indicated in a budget errata
subrmitted by DOA, that results in an increase in the credit, compared to the bill, of $900,000
GPR annually; and (b) estimated increases in property taxes subsequent to the complete
phase in of use value assessment and the shifting of property taxes back to farmland and
improvements -under use: value assessment. The reestimate reflects an increase of
$1,200,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $1,800.000 GPR in.2002-03, compared 1o the base, and an
increase of $2,600,000 GPR in 2001-02 and $3,300,000 GPR in 2002-03, compared to the

il

Mod;ftcaﬁon . _ GPR
2001-03 FUNDING {Changs to Base) ~ §8,700,000
[Change to Bilf $8,800,000]

. Prepared by: Al Runde
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SHARED REVENUE AND TAX RELIEF
Property Tax Credits

Base Agency
LFB Summary Item for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared
Tid
Municipal Lottery and Gaming Credit Payment Corrections

LFB Summary Item for Introduction as Separate Legislation

Title

Farmland Preservation Liens and Conversion Fees
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Representative Gard
Senator Decker

TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Package

Motion:

Move to modify the Governor’s recommendations as follows:

I. Revenue Bonding Increases -- Bonding Policy (Paper #897, Alt. 2) -- Modify the
Governor’s recommendation to Jimnit the use of bonding in the major highway development program
by setting the limit at 55% and specifying: that the limit would apply to encumbrances over any .
consecutive three years, beginning with the three-year period between 2002-03 and 2004-05.

_ 2. . Driver’s License and Vehicle Registration Abstract Fees (Paper #898, Mod.) --
Specify that the fee increases for driver abstract fees are effective on the first day of the sixth month
beginning after the effective date of the bill, instead of the first day of the seventh month beginning
after the effective date of the bill. - . .

~3. Tax Exemption for Air Carriers with Huh ’I‘ermmai Facﬂmes e Aeronautlcs
Funding . (Paper #900, Alt. 3) -- Delete the Governor’s recommendation with respect to the
funding: mechamsm for aeronautics asmstance Instead, reqmre a transfer from the gencral fund to .-
the transportation fund, beginning on July 1, 2004, and annually thereafter, of the amount that the
airlines that qualify for the exemption paid in ad valorem taxes in the last yéar in which they paid
those taxes, which would require the general fund to absorb the approximate amount of the revenue
loss associated with the exemption, beginning in 2004-05, but not more than that amount. Modify
the Governor’s recommendation with respect to the Airport Financing Study Committee to reflect
the decision on the aeronautics assistance funding mechanism. : :

4, Local Roads for Job Preservation Debt Service (Paper #901, Alt. 3) -- Modify the
Governor’s recommendation by reducing funding by $329,800 GPR in 2001-02 and $702,900 GPR
in 2002-03 to reflect a reestimate of debt service payments and delete, $8,000,000 in bonding
authorization for the program.

5. - Terminal Tax Transfer (Paper # 902, Mod.) -- Increase funding by $72,600 SEG in
2001-02 and $125,900 SEG in 2002-03 to reflect a reestimate of terminal tax payments at
$1.130,000 SEG in 2001-02 and §$1,183,300 SEG in 2002-03.

6.  General Transportation Aid -- Funding Level (Paper #905) -- Modify the
Governor’s recommendation by providing annual general transportation aid increases (SEG) for
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2002 and 2003 at 3% and 2%, respectively. Set the county and municipal distributions, establish the
mileage aid rate and change the general transportation aid appropriations as shown below:

Cailendar Year
County Distribution _ SEG Change to Bill
2002 2003 2001-02 200203

$86,581,300 $88,312,900 S -§1,008,700 -51,471,900
Calendar Year Calendar Year

Municipal Distribution Rate Per Mile SEG Chanee to Bill

2002 2003 2002 _ 2003 _ 200102 2002-03
$272,395,300 $277,843,200 $1,735 31,790 -$2,644 600G -$2,676,600

-7.7 **-Grants to Local Professional Football Stadium Districts (Paper #906, Alt. A3 plus
changes) --Modify the Governor’s recommendation by specifying that the grants to a local
professional “football' stadium district could only be used for the development, construction,
reconstruction or improvement of pafkmg lots, garages, transportation facilities or other
functicnally-related ‘or auxiliary facﬁmes or structures on the ex1st1ng parkmg lot facility of a
professmnai fooﬁbali stadaum

Reqmre that -the Department of Transportataon provide the $9 1 million grant to the local
professwn_al football s_tadmm district in J_am;ary, 2002.

. _Require the Jocal 9rofessxonai football stadium district to provide the entire $9.1 million'in .

'grant proceads toa professional football team to be used for the purposes specified within 30 days:
of receiving the grant funds. Increase estimated transportation fund revenue by $205,000 in 2001--
02 to reﬂect addltxonal mvestment eammgs due to the delayed payment

©“8. “"Mass Transit ()peratmg Assistance -- Funding Level (Paper #907) -- Modify the
Governor’s recommendation by providing annual mass transit aid increases (SEG) for 2002 and
2003 at 4% and 2%, respectively. Set the distributions for each tier and ch&nge the mass transit aid
appropnatmns as shown below

-+ Calendar Year

Distribution Amounts Change 1o Bill |
2002 2003 2001-02 200203
Tier A-1 ~ $55,697,800 . $56,811,800 -$803,300 $1,081,800
Tier A-2 . 14,869,500 . 15,166,900 ~214 400 288,500
Tier B 20,556,400 21,008,300 -297,000 400,100
Tier C 5,563,100 5,674,400 -80,200 100,800

$96,726 800 398,661 400 -$1,394,900 $1.878,900
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© ‘Modify the Governors recommendations to specify- that for the purposes of determining -
which systems are in Tier B and Tier C, the 1990 census shall be used for calendar year 2001 aid
payments w;th the 2000 census used for ca}.endar year 2002 payments and thereafter RN S

Leigs Suppiememal Mass Transrt A;ds (Paper #908 Alt. 3) - antam current an
Delete $3 237 500 SEG m ’3002~03 to- Ieﬁect thxs change : o :

10. Llft Bridge Aid (Paper #989 Ait. 2) - PrOVIde $’77 500 SEG n 2OOI~02 and $90 00() 8
SEG in 2002~03 to mcrease fundmg for lift brzdge aid.

11 Transportation Economlc Ass:stance Program - Fundmg Levei (Paper #910 :
Alts. A4 and B2) -- Delete $1,750,000 SEG and $1,750,000 SEG-L in 2001-02 and $3,500,000
SEG and $3,500,000 SEG-L in 2002-03 for the transportation economic assistance program.

Specify that DOT may. not provide more than 80% of the state funds or loan repayments
appropriated for the TEA program in the form of grants, effective with funds appropriated in 2002-
03. Require DOT to give priority to funding projects for which the apphcant has indicated a
willingness to accept a TEA loan for all or a part of the state share.

i2.  Local Roads Improvement Program .-- Town Road and Municipal Street
Discretlonary Program (Paper #911) -- Delete the Govemars recommendatlon and mstead
provide $750, 000 SEG and $750,000 SEG- L annualiy '

... Require DOT fo allocate the following amounts for discretionary programs: (a) $1,000,000
annually for the mmuc;pal street xmpmvement pmgram (b) $750,000 annuaily for the town road. .

e d;scretlonary 1m§rovement program and (g) $5 50000 annu aily for the Coumy hlghway_; S

d;scretmnary 1mprovement program. e

13 Mcai Roads Improvement Program - Basu: Allocataen {Paper #912 Alt. Zg) e
Mod1fy the Governor’s recommended funding level pmwded for the program as shown in the table
below to provide the percentage increases shown (both SEG and SEG—L wouid be adjusted by these
amounts) for the baszc aliocatxon component

Annual
Percentage Change 10 Bill
Increase 2001-02 _ 2002-03 Biennial Change
6% o $329,000 O $631,000 $960,000

14, Freighi Rail Infrastructure Imprévémént Program (Paper #913, Alt. 2) -- Modify
the Governor’s recommendation by decreasing funding by $500,000 SEG in 2001-02 and
$1,000,000 SEG in 2002-03 to maintain the program at its current size of $5,579,800 annually.

15. Kenosha Transit Parking Facility (Paper #914, Alt. 1) -- Approve the Govemnor’s
recommendation to provide $420,700 SEG in 2001-02 in the demand management and ride-sharing
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grant program and require DOT to make a grant of that amount in 2001-02to Kenosha County
(instead of the City of Kenosha) to provide 50%. of the local share required for a CMAQ program
grant for a parking facility in the .City-of Kenosha. - Specify that this grant may not be awarded
unless Kenosha County (instead of the City of Kenosha) contributes an amount equal to the DOT
grant toward the project. Reduce funding:by $420,700 SEG-L in 2001-02 in the local match
appropriation for the CMAQ program to reflect a reduction-in the local match that would be
required if DOT provides the grant. [The SEG-L reduction is not reﬂected in the bill, so this
reduction represents a technical modification to the bill’s f\mdmg } 4

16. State Highway Rehabilitation -- Fundmg Levei (Paper #922) - Mod1fy the '
Governor’s recommended funding level pmv;ded for the. program as shown in the folowing table to
provide the percentage increases shown. BT :

Apual - '
Percentage e e e SEG Cha_geteBﬂ]
Increase Do e N 200109 FCRE R 200203
5% . 54260400 . . . $7,086400

17 Park East Freeway (Paper #923 Mod. ) - Speczfy that of the $17 OGG OOO minimum
local share for the Park East Freeway project, $I4 450, 00{) mstcad of $14 500 OOO under the bﬂi
shall be ICE funds received by the City or County. =~ E

i8 Majnr Ihghway Development - Fundmg Level (Pa;)er #924) - Modzﬁr the

S Govemers rccommenﬁatmn by pmvidmg $5, 50@000 SEG in 29{314)2 and $5, 900000 SEG in G
" 2002-03 and by deleting $4,529,100 SEG-S in 2002-03 to provide fotal fundmg increases for the -

major highway development program of $9,496,200 SEG and $2, 363,600 SEG-S in 2001-02 and”
$16,049,400 SEG and $5.499,600 SEG-S in 2002-03. Increase estimated transportation fund
revenue hy $SO 8{}0 zn 2(}02 03 t{) reﬂect a re:ductm m the amoum of revenue bond debt servzce -

19 State nghway Maintenance and Traffic Operatlons {Paper #925 Alts. 3h, and 4)
— Modify the Governor’s recommended funding level provided for the program as shown in the
following table to provide the percentage increases shown.

Anpual ... GRS
Percentage - _ SEG Change to Bill
Increase . .. : o 2001-02 Co. 2002-93

27/18%. 83739500 . -$9,399.000

Provide $3,500,000 SEG in 2001-02 for the purchase of a salt reserve.
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i : 'prOVid@S 50% of the cost of the pro;ect' o

020, Gfenerai Obhgatmn I)ebt Service. Reestxmate - Decrease debt service on general
o‘z}hgaﬁon bonds for transportation facilities funded from the transportation fund by $506,000 SEG
in 2001-02 and $730,600 in 2002-03 1o reflect a reestimate of debt service. General obligation debt
service for transportaaon fac:lhties would total SS 024, 6(}0 in 2@01~02 and: $4 9’79 8{30 in 2{)@2 03

Expressway Pohf:mg AldS e Pmmde 531 200 SEG in 2001 02 and $63 400 SEG in
2002~G3 to prowde a 3% annual increase in expressway policing aid to Milwaukee County. Base
level funding for ﬁxpressway pohcmg aid to Mﬁwaukee County 18 $1 040,800 SEG from the
transpariaﬂon ﬁmd 4o i i e SR TR A T

. 2 Interchange on. USH }41 and CTH B in Marmette Countv - Require SOT to
construct a grade-separated interchange at the intersection of USH 141 and CTH B near the Village
Of Coleman in Marmette Coanty when the Departm&nt reconstructs USH 141 to four lanes.

; 23 Interchange on STH 57 and CTH ? in Brown Ceunty - Reqmre DOT to constmct
a grade»separated interchange at the interséction of STH 57 and CTH Pin Brown County whcn the_
Department reconstmcts STH 5’! 1o, f{mr lanes. ST L R i

24, Wausau City Square Park Pedesirlan Pathway - Reqmre DOT 10 approve a graut
under the transportation enhancements program during the 2001-03 biennium to the City of Wausau
for a project known as the City Square Park Pedestrian Pathway if:the City prewd&s funds toward
the cost of the. pmjeci equai to at least ZO% of the cost Gf the prcgect T

25 Pedestrlan Crossmg Gf USH 4:3 in Wmnebago County - Requlre DOT to constmc:t
- a pedestrian facility crossing USH 45 in the Tcwn of Ciayton in Wmnabago County 1f the town

26. Lea F rigo Memarial Bridge in the Crty of Greeri Bay - Require DOT to des;gnate
and ‘mark- the-bridge on-1-43 over the Fex Rwer in the City of Green Ba}/ as the "Leo ana
Memorial Bradge : S e o e

B 27. Electranic Alcehei Sensmg Devxces - Proinbat law enforcement agcnmes from usmg
any device designed to cherically or electronically detect the presence of alcohol in the breath ofa
person without the knowiadge or conseat of the ;}erson S SAERERE

28. Fundmg for Por‘t Arthur Raad Extensmn in the Czty of Ladysm;th -- Requzre DOT
to allocate funds to-the City of Ladysmith:doring the 2001-03 biennium from-the SEG: appropriation
for-local transportation-facility improvement assistance to-close a section of College Avenue and
exterid Port Arthur Road east to.STH 27, if the City provides funds toward the cost of the project
equal to 20%- or more of the total costof the project.” Specify that the amount-allocated.by DOT
shall be equai to 80% of the cost of the prc;}ec‘i or $200, GOO whichevcr is 1ess

-29 Harbor Asszstance Pregram Eliglbihty - Requzre DOT to amend its administrative
rules for the harbor assistance program during the 2001-03 biennium to recognize ferries and cruise
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ships as commercial transportation for the purposes of detemunmg the ehcribﬂzty of harbor facﬂmes
for assistance under the program o : _

30. Amation Career Education Program == vaxde $25 000 SEG in 2001«02 and
$25,000 SEG in 2002-03 for the aviation career education program and require DOT to offer the
program to’ pamczpants n Green Bay 1f there are interested and- ehg;ble pammpants in Green Bay

::'31-. Payment of I}amages to a Locai Gravel Road Caused by Unofficxal Detours -
Require DOT to pay, in part or in whole, a claim submitted by a local unit of government for
damages to a gravel road that is not part of an officially designated detour route if the Department
determines, after reasonable consideration, that some or-all of the damages that are the subject of the
claim were caused by traffic detoured off of a state trunk highway as-the result of an improvement
project on-that highway.- Specify that -DOT shall-consider the following factors in making this
determination: (a) the proximity and convenience of the local road to the detour route or the state
trunk highway; (b) the condition of the road at'the time that'the claim is made and the condition of
the road prior to‘the commencement of the state trunk highway improvement project, if known; (c)
the prevalence of heavy truck traffic in the vicinity of the local road or the state trunk highway
improvement project; and (d) any other factors or ev;deﬁce that the local unit of government
subn:nts w1th the claim e : SRR S DA I T

SR 32 Reconstructmn of USH 12 in the Village of Cambridge - Prohxbxt DOT from
w1demng USH 12 between the intersection of USH 12 and USH 18 and the Koshkonong Creek
bridge in the Village of Cambndge when the Department reconstructs or otherwme repairs that
h1ghway pnor to Ianuaryl 2012 T R

: 3'3'."'_ Hrghway Slgns Identifymg Wayland Academy - Reqmre DOT to mstail hlghwayr S

h szgns on USH 151 in the vicinity of STH 33 dxrectmg motorlsts to Wayland Academy

: 34, "Gateway to the North” Brldge in-the V:llage of Tigerton - Reqmre DOT to
designate and mark the bridge on USH 45 across the South Branch of the Embarrass River in the
Village of T;,gerton in Shawano County as the ’G&teway to the North !

35. USH 12 Impmvements -« Require DOT to construct USH 12 between Fern Dell Road
and Old Highway 33 in Sauk County to five lanes and prohibit DOT from requiring a local match to
be p&ld for this 1mpr0vement from any County, C1ty, Vﬁlage or Town govemment

136 Agnculturai Tourism Signs - Re:qmre B{}T to develop and 1mpiement a:plan to
promote and maximize the erection of agricultural tourism signs on state highways and county roads
to identify and provide directional information to agricultural tourism facilities. Require DOT to
consult with the I}epartment of Agncuitum Trade and C(msumer Protectzog in developmg the p}an

37. Speed lelt on STH 58 in Juneau County - Reqmre DOT to reduce the postcd
speed limit'on STH 58 in Juneau County from 55 ‘miles per hour to 35 miles per hour between the

Motion #1030 Page 6



north corporate limits of Mauston and Fairway Lane and from 55 miles per hour to 45 miles per -
hour between Fazrwav Lane and Welsh Prairie Road. :

38 S:dewalk Reconstmctmn in Wisconsm Raplds - Provzde $2, 000 SEG in 2001 -02
for reconstruction-of a sidewalk mm Wisconsin Rapids on the south side of Plover Road between the
railroad tracks and 36th Street to fund the cost of constructing the sidewalk for wider and thicker
than the standard for this area. Spemfy that the sidewalk to be constructed would be 7 feet wide and
61nchesthlck ; .. o R . S : o

39. Haifway Creek Btke TralE in the Viliage of Holmen ~- Reqmre DOT to: approve a
grant under the transportation enhancements program during the 2001-03 biennium to the Village of
Holmen for a project known as the Halfway Creek Bike Trail if a local sponsor proudes funds
toward the:cost of the project equal 1o at least 209% of the cost of the projeet. - S

40. Vehicle Sanction and Occupational License Provisions for Repeat OWI Offenses
-- Increase to one year the period of time that" a person must wait, after a ‘period of license
revocation begins, before becoming eligible to receive an occupational license, for persons
whose operating privilege is revoked for a second or subsequent operating while intoxicated
(OWD) offense. The period increases for specific offenses would be as follows: (a) from 60 days
to one year for persons convicted of an offense of operating a motor vehicle while intoxicated
and who have one prior OWI offense; (b) from 90 days to one year for persons convicted of an
offense of operating a motor vehicle while intoxicated and who have two or more prior OWI]
offenses; (c) from 90 days to one year for persons whose operating privilege is revoked for an
improper refusal to provide a sample of blood, breath or urine for chemical testing upon request
of a law enforcement officer and who have one prior OWI offense; (d) from 120 days to one year
- for persons. whose operating pmvzlege is revoked for an 1mproper refusal and who have two or
" more prior OWI offenses; (e) from 60 days to one year for persons who are convicted of causing
injury by the intoxicated use of a vehicle and who have one or more prior OWI offenses; and (f)
from 120 days to one year for persons who are convicted of causing great bodily harm or death
by the intoxicated use of a vehicle and who have one or more prior OWI offenses. Specify that
these provisions would first apply to offenses committed on September 30, 2001, but that this
would not preclude the counting of other convictions, suspensions or revocations as prior
convictions, suspensions or revocations for the purposes of administrative action by DOT,
sentencing by a court or revocation or suspension of motor vehicle operating privileges.

Require courts, instead of, under current law provisions that take effect on January 1,
2002, permitting them, to order either one of the following vehicle sanctions for persons
convicted of a second or subsequent OWT offense, including the offense of improperly refusing
to provide a sample of blood, breath or urine for chemical testing: (a) an operating privilege
restriction that permits the person to drive only "Class D" vehicles equipped with an ignition
interlock device; or (b) the immobilization of each motor vehicle owned by the person. Provide
an exception to this requirement if the court orders the seizure of the motor vehicle used in
committing the offense, as is allowed under current law for a third or subsequent OWI offense.
Prohibit courts from ordering both an ignition interlock device operating privilege restriction and
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e im{}bliizangn and spgclfy that c:ouﬁs cazmot ﬁrder a vehlcie seizureiit the c,:ourt 1mpﬂses mt’h&r-ﬁ e
o ':of:‘_}t__hegﬁg-;san_ct;i_é}:;s;__ .__Sp_écify that, xf cmrt orders an 1gmuon interlock devace eperatmg prwﬁege_ig_.j_'-'-.

1 mmum of 3(} days of cozmnumty servzc:e 3f. commumty s 5_ s
i econd OWI affens@ first appiymg 1o effenses eo;mmtted

SEG, ;:@;529;1@5_-:_836%8 -' ..-eSﬁsés"?»ﬁ@ .
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Senator Wirch

TRANSPORTATION -- LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Carthage College Pedestrian Bridge Over STH 32

Motion:

Move 1o require DOT to approve funding for a project known as the Carthage College
pedestrian bridge over STH 32 in the City of Kenosha before approving any other project for
funding in the congestion mitigation and air quality (CMAQ} improvement program, provided that
the project is eligible for funding under the program and a local sponsor agrees to provide funds
toward the project equal to at least 20% of the cost of the project.

NOte:' T R S

This motion would require DOT to approve the Carthage College pedestrian bridge for a
CMAQ grant as long as the project is eligible under the program and a local sponsor agrees to pay
the required 20% match for the federal CMAQ funds. The estimated cost of this project is $1.0
million, so the CMAQ grant would be $0.8 million. DOT expects to award CMAQ grants in the
fall. Funding under the bill for the CMAQ program is $12,498,500 FED annually.
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Senator Wirch

TRANSPORTATION -- LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Local Roads Improvement Project Allocation for 85" Street in the Village of Pleasant Prairie

Motion:

Move to require DOT to allocate $609,000 during the 2001-03 biennium to the Village of
Pleasant Prairie from the funds appropriated for the local roads improvement program for
improvements to 85" Street. Specify that this allocation shall be made before allocating funds
under the basic allocation component of the program.

Note:

The locai roads 3mprovement “program prowdes p 1o 500% (zf the cost of capital ©

xmprovements on local roads and streets. This motion would require DOT to allocate, as a first
draw on funds appropr;ated for the program, funds for the Viliage of Pleasant Prairie for the
improvement of gs™ Street. The funds allocated would equal 50% of the estimated cost of these
projects.

Under the bill, funding for the local roads improvement program would be set at $22,436,100
SEG in 2001-02 and $24,518,500 SEG in 2002-03. Of these amounts, DOT would be required to
allocate $6,779,000 in 2001-02 and $8,204,200 in 2002-03 for discretionary projects for counties,
municipalities and towns and would allocate the remaining $15,657,100 in 200i-02 and
$16,314,300 in 2002-03 for the basic allocation component of the program. This motion would
require the allocation to the projects in Pleasant Prairie to be made before allocating funds to the
basic allocation program, reducing the amounts in this component by $609,000.
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Representative Huber

TRANSPORTATION -- STATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Stoplight in the City of Spooner

Motion:

Move to require DOT to install a traffic signal at the intersection on STH 63 in the City of
Spooner.

MO#

7. BURKE @ N A
DECKER Mé N A
MOORE YioN A
SHIBILSKI  [Yy N A
PLACHE Y. N A
WIRCH éﬁ N A
DARLING vy. N A
WELCH Mh NA
GARD é? N A
KAUFERT Wf N A
ALBERS [ N A
DUFF Y N A
WARD NEONA
HUEBSCH Y7 N A

i HUBER § N A
" COGGS W N A
AYE_. 2 NO E ABS
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Representative Huber

TRANSPORTATION -- STATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Signs for the Mountain Bay State Trail

Motion:

Move to require DOT to install traffic signs on STH 29 in the vicinity of CTH X in Marathon
County directing motorists to the Mountain Bay State Trail.

MO#

/. BURKE . N A
DECKER ! N A
MOORE Y/ N A
SHIBILSKI 1Y N A
PLACHE (Y, N A
WIRCH AN A
DARLING : % A
WELCH N A
GARD Y % i
KAUFERT Y N
ALBERS Y A
DUFF Y A
WARD Yoo A
HUEBSCH Y iNF A

} HUBER Yy N A
COGGS § N oA
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AYE% NO .3 ABS
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Representative Coggs

TRANSPORTATION -- LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Local Roads Improvement Program Funds for Town Roads Damaged by Heavy Truck Loads

Motion:

Move to require DOT to give priority in the town road improvement and discretionary town
road improvement components of the local roads improvement program to awarding grants to
projects on town roads that have suffered damage caused by heavy truck loads.

Note:

This motion would require DOT to give priority in the town road improvement and

 discretionary town road improvement ¢components of the local roads improvement program to town .

roads that have been damaged by heavy truck loads.

MO#

# BURKE

L DECKER
MOORE
SHIBILSKI
PLACHE
WIRCH
DARLING
WELCH
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Senator Burke
TRANSPORTATION - STATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Study of STH 11/USH 14 between Janesville and 1-43

Motion:

Move to require DOT to conduct a study of the transportation corridor between Janesville
and I-43 along STH 11 and USH 14. Specify that the stady shall develop and evaluate various
alternatives for improving the capacity and safety of transportation in the corridor. Specify that
DOT shall consult with local units of governments on the study design and methodology and shall
cooperate with the City of Janesville, Rock County and Walworth County in the completion of the
study. Specify that if the study's recommended solution for improvements in the corridor involve
construction of a major highway development project on STH 11/USH 14, the Department shall
present this project for consideration by the Transportation Projects Commission (TPC) when the
Commission meets to consider potential projects for enumeration as a major highway development
project in 2002. Specify that current law provisions that prohibit DOT from performing an
environmental impact statement or an environmental assessment for a potential major highway
development project before receiving an approval of the TPC do not apply to the preparation of an
environmental impact statement or environmental assessment for STH 11/USH 14 between
Janesville and 1-43.

Note:

This motion would require DOT to conduct a study of the transportation corridor along STH
11/USH 14 between Janesville and 1-43, in consultation with the City of Janesville, Rock County
and Walworth County. If the study recommends that the highway be constructed as a major
highway development project, DOT would be required to present the project to the TPC for
consideration in 2002.

Under current law, DOT is prohibited from preparing an environmental impact statement or
environmental assessment on a potential major highway development project unless the
Transportation Projects Commission approves such an impact statement or assessment. The motion
would provide an exception for this provision, which would allow DOT to prepare an
environmental impact statement or environmental assessment for the project without the approval
of the TPC.
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HUEBSCH X, N A
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Representative Gard
Senator Decker

TRANSPORTATION -- STATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Highway Reports

Motion:

Move to require DOT to produce the following: (a) a report, produced on an annual basis,
that shows the schedule for enumerated major highway development projects, including the
projected expenditures in each year for each project; (b) a report, produced on a biennial basis, that
provides statistics on the condition and performance of state trunk highways, including pavement
smoothness and distress, geometric deficiencies, safety problems, structural and functional bridge
deficiencies and traffic congestion; and (c) a report, produced on a biennial basis, showing the
funding provided for transportation programs and transportation revenues for at least the previous
15 years, including changes to funding levels following the enactment of biennial budget bills and
an explanation of any major changes made to base funding levels in the most recent biennial

budget.

Note:
This motion would establish three reporting requirements for the Department of
Transportation.
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Senator Decker

TRANSPORTATION -- LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Enhancements Grant to the City of Ashland

Motion:

Move to require DOT to approve a grant during the 2001-03 biennium to the City of Ashland
for the restoration of a railroad depot, if a local sponsor provides funds toward the cost of the

project equal to 20% of the cost of the project. Specify that the amount of the grant shall be
$1,000,000 or 80% of the cost of the project, whichever is less.

MO#__ e
A

| BURKE A
4 DECKER A
# MOORE N A
SHIBILSKI N A
PLAC:E N A
WIRC A0 A
DARLING f( €% A
WwELCH
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o T8
KAUFERT v M OA
ALBERS v %% A
DUFF M A
WARD 1{, 3@ A
HUEBSCH . N A

fﬁ‘«
HUBER a% N A
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Senator Plache
Senator Moore
Senator Shibilski
Representative Duff

TRANSPORTATION -- TRANSPORTATION FINANCE
Retroactive Ad Valorem Tax Exemption for Airlines

{LFB Paper #899]

Motion:

Move to modify the Governor’s recommendation to -pr_cw_idé an ad valorem tax exemption
by changing the effective date from property assessed as of January 1, 2002, to property assessed as
of January 1, 2001. Reduce estimated transportation fund revenue by an additional $2,500,000 in

2001-02.

MO#

BURKE
DECKER
7 MOORE
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Representative Coggs
TRANSPORTATION -- STATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Small Business Enterprise Contract Set Aside Program

Motion:

Move to modify a current law provision that requires DOT to allocate $4,000,000 annualty
from the appropriations for the major highway development, state highway rehabilitation and state
highway maintenance and traffic operations programs for the awarding of contracts under those
programs to disadvantaged businesses, as follows: (a) require DOT to allocate funds for contracts
for small businesses, instead of disadvantaged businesses; (b) increase the annual amount that DOT
must allocate from $4,000,000 to $25,000,000; and (c) include the appropriations for local bridge
and local transportation facility improvement assistance and aeronautics assistance in the list of
appropriations from which the allocation may be made. Define a "small business” as a business
whose average gross receipts over the previous three years is not greater than $4.5 million and
whose owner or owners have a net worth not greater than $750,000. Reguire DOT to consult with
representatives of the transportation contracting industry, including minority- and women-owned
businesses, in deciding which contracts are included in the allocation under this program. Specify
that the estimated cost of contracts under the small business allocation shall be between $50,000
and $750,000 and specify that joint ventures that include a small business are eligible to bid on or
negotiate for contracts allocated under the program.

Nate:

Under current law, DOT is required to set aside $4,000,000 annually from the appropriations
for the state highway program for contracts exclusively for disadvantaged businesses, which are
defined as businesses that are at least 51% owned by minority group members, women or other
individuals found to be socially or economically disadvantaged. However, the courts have ruled
that set-asides based on race or sex are unconstitutional unless the federal government specifically
requires such set-asides. In 1999, the Federal Highway Administration promuigated rules in
conformity with new federal law that prohibits the discrimination in contracting on the basis of
race, color, sex or national origin. Consequently, the $4,000,000 set-aside provision is inactive.
This motion would modify the set-aside program to apply to small businesses, instead of
disadvantaged businesses, and would raise the amount of the annual set-aside to $25,000,000.

Moation #0977



MO#

7 g

 BURKE ;&E N A
DECKER %g N A
MOORE %g N A
SHIBILSKI ¥ N A
PLACHE % N A
WIRCH %ﬁ N A
DARLING Y %@ A
WELCH voNp oA
GARD Y A
KAUFERT Y A
ALBERS Y /N A
DUFF Y % A
WARD Yy /N A
HUEBSCH X ﬁ A
HUBER % N A
;COGGS XN A
AYE 4 No{%. ABS




Senator Burke
Representative Huebsch

TRANSPORTATION - STATE HIGHWAY: PROGRAM

Emergency Preemption Devices on Traffic Signdig
-Installed on the State Trunk Highway System

Motion:

Move to require DOT toinstall an emergency preemption.device and a confirmation signal
on any traffic control signal installed by the Department on the state trunk highway system if the
following apply: (a) the political 'subdivision (defined as a county, city, village or town) in which
the signal is located requests the installation of such a device; and (b) one or more political
subdivisions contributes 50% -of the additional cost: of the emergency preemption device and
confirmation signal. Require DOT to do all of the following before installing a new traffic control
signal on a state trunk highway: (a) notify the political subdivision of the planned installation and
the additional cost of equipping the traffic control signal with an emergency preemption device and
confirmation signal; and (b) allow the political subdivision the opportunity to request that the traffic
control signal be equipped with an emergency preemption device and confirmation signal. Specify
that these provisions do not prohibit DOT from installing any traffic control signal equipped with
an emergency preemption device and confirmation signal on a state trunk highway at the

-Department’s expense and specify that the. Department may do so without notifying the political . ... .
subdivision or allowing the political subdivision to request the installation of such a device.

Require DOT, when installing a new emergency preemption device under these circumstances, to
also 1n9tall a conﬁrmat:on signal.

Spec;fy that any traffic control signal installed by the Department on a state trunk hjghway
after the first day of the seventh month beginning after the effective date of the bill shall include all
electrical wiring necessary to equip the signal with an emergency preemption device and
confirmation signal if the traffic control signal is not equipped with an emergency preemption
device.

Require DOT to promulgate rules to implement and administer these provisions, including
pmcedures and deadlines for the Department’s notification of pohtzcai subdivisions and the
subsequent requests and contributions to the Department

Specify that any traffic control signal that is equipped with an emergency preemption device

and that is installed by local authorities after the first day of the seventh month beginning after the
effective date of the bill must be installed with a confirmation signal.
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- Define the following terms: (a) "emergency preemption device" as an electrical device
located on or within a traffic control signal that is designed to receive an electronic, radio, or sonic
transmission from an approaching authorized emergency vehicle that alters the normal sequence of
the traffic control signal to provide or maintain a green signal for the authorized emergency vehicle
to proceed through the intersection; (b) "confirmation signal” as a white signal located on or near a
traffic control signal equipped with-an emergency preemption device that is designed to be visible
to the operator of an approaching authorized emergency -vehicle and that confirms to the operator
that the emergency preemption device has received a transmission from the operator; (¢} "traffic
control signal” as any electrical device by which traffic is alternately directed to stop and permitted
to proceed by means of exhibiting different colored lights successively; (d) "authorized emergency
vehicle" as police vehicles, vehicles of a fire department or fire patrol and publicly or privately
owned ambulances that are authorized as emergency vehicles; and (e) "additional cost" as the
difference in cost between installation of a traffic control signal that is equipped with an emergency
preemption device and confirmation signal and.installation of -a:traffic control signal that is not so
equzpped mcludmg the difference in incidental costs such as electrical wiring.

Spemfy that these prov;smns ﬁrst apply to traffic control slgnais that are mstalled on the first
day- of the seventh month beginning after the effective date of the bill.

- Note: - '

This motion requires DOT to install an emergency preemption device and confirmation
signal with each signal installed on the state trunk highway system if a local government requests
such an installation and pays 50% of the additional cost of the installation. It also requires DOT to
equip any s:lgnai mstaiied on the state trunk highway system with the wiring necessary to
accommodate an emergency preemption device and confirmation signal if no such device is
requested by a local government at the time of the installation. The motion would require local
governments to equip each signal that they install with a confirmation signal if they install the
signal with an emergency preemption device.

DOT_.gsr;er_aﬁy installs between 23 0 35 tfaffic signals on the state trunk highway system
each year. The additional cost of installing an emergency preemption device and confirmation
signal is estimated at $5,500 per signal.
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Representative Huebsch

TRANSPORTATION -- STATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Traffic Signal in the Village of Grantsburg

- Motion:

Move to require DOT to install a traffic signal at the intersection of STH 48 and STH 70 in
the Village of Grantsburg,

Note:

This motion would require DOT to install traffic signals at the intersection of two state trunk
highways in the Village of Grantsburg in Burnett County. DOT indicates that the installation of
signals at this location would cost $100,000.
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L : Senator Burke

TRANSPORTATION -- LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Railroad Crossing Funds for the Village of Shorewood Hills

Motion:

Move to require the Office of the Commissioner of Railroads to allocate $971,000 from
funds appropriated for railroad crossing improvements for safety measures at five railroad crossings
in the Village of Shorewood Hills to bring those crossings into compliance with provisions in a
Federal Railroad Administration proposed rule for the establishment of locomotive quiet zones.

Note:

Current federal law requires the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) to promulgate
administrative rules requiring trains to sound their horns before crossing every public, at-grade
railroad crossing. The FRA is given authority, however, to specify certain supplemental safety
measures (in addition to standard gates and flashing lights) that may be implemented at crossings so
that communities may establish quiet zones, also known as "whistle bans." The supplemental
safety measures identified in the proposed rule, which was submitted in January, 2000, include the
installation of a raised median to prevent vehicles from driving around crossing gates, gates that
cross completely across all lanes of traffic, or the temporary closing of the crossing during periods
of the horn ban. The requirements in the final rule, which has not been published yet, may be
different than the requirements in the proposed rule. The rules would become effective one year
after the final rules are published.

This motion would require OCR to allocate funds for the implementation of safety measures
at five crossings in the Village of Shorewood Hills to comply with the quiet zone provisions in
FRA’s proposed rule. Total funding in the bill for railroad crossing improvements would be set at
$4,749,400 in 2001-02 and $5,249,300 in 2002-03.
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Senator Burke

TRANSPORTATION -- LOCAL TRANSPORTATION AID

Mass Transit Operating Assistance

Motion:

Move to direct the Department of Transportation to forgive any amounts owed by the City of
Rhinelander for repayment of state mass transit operating aid associated with the City’s calendar
year 1997 through 1999 mass transit comracts Reduce estimated transportation fund revenue by
362 400 in 2001-02 to reflect this provision. :

Note:

yeaxs 1997, 1998 ‘and 1999, the Department of Transportation discovered that a portion of the
calendar year costs submitted by the private transit operator, who is contracted with by the City,
were not eligible transit aid costs. As a result, the Department has determined: that the City of
R}ﬂne}ander is reqmred to repay the state $62,400 due to the overpayment of state aid associated
with the over-reported annual costs. Repayments of mass transit contract amounts due to audits are
depnmted to the segregated transportation fund.

{Change to Bill: -$62.400 SEG-REV]
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Senator Moore
Senator Plache
Representative Duff

TRANSPORTATION -- STATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Major Highway Program Funding

Motion;

Move to delete $2,500,000 SEG and provide $2,500,000 SEG-S in 2001-02 in the major
. highway development program. Increase the level of authorized revenue bonds by $2,500,000.

Reduce estimated transportation fund revenue by $27,500 in 2001-02 and $151,000 in 2002-03 to
reflect the additional bonding.

[Change to Bill: -$2,500,000 SEG, $2,500,000 SEG-S and -$178,500 SEG-REV]
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