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

June 1, 2001

TO: Members
Joint Committee on Finance

FROM: Bob Lang, Director

SUBJECT: Budget Issue Papers

Attached are 2001-03 budget issue papers, prepared by this office, on the following agencies:

. Natural Resources -- Air, Waste and Contaminated Land (Recycling)
. Building Program

. State Fair Park

. Department of Health and Family Services -- Medical Assistance

These agencies have been scheduled for executive action by the Joint Comumittee on Finance
on Monday, June 4. The meeting will begin at 9:30 a.m. in Room 411 South, State Capitol.
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Senator Decker

NATURAL RESOURCES -- AIR, WASTE AND CONTAMINATED LAND

Recycling Programs [LFB Papers #697 and #698)

Motion:
Move to make the following changes related to recycling funding and expenditures:

1. Increase Existing State Recycling Tipping Fee. [LFB Paper #698] Increase the
existing state recycling tipping fee assessed on waste that is not high-volume industrial waste
from $0.30 per ton by $9.70 to $10.00 per ton, effective with waste landfilled on or after J anuary
1,2002. Efféctive January 1, 2003, direct DNR to annually adjust the recycling tipping fee to
reflect adjustments to the U.S. consumer price index for all urban consumers, U.S. city average,
as determined by the U.S. Department of Labor. Increase the state environmental fund tipping
fee on solid waste other than high-volume industrial waste by $0.10 per ton, effective with waste
landfilled on or after January 1, 2002. Estimate revenue at approximately $12,912 500 in 2001~
02 and $51,650,000 in 2002-03 to be deposited in the recyclmg fond. _

2. New State Recycling Tipping Fee. [LFB Paper #698] Create a state recycling
tipping fee of: $0.25 per ton of high-volume -industrial waste, effective with high-volume waste

' landfilled on or after January 1, 2002. Fstimate revenue at approximately $106,300 in 2001-02 - e

and $425 000 in 2002-03 to be deposited in the recycling fund.

3. DNR Mumczpal and County Recycling Grant Amount.  {LLFB Paper #697]
Provide funding for local grants of $28,900,000 SEG in 2001-02 and $56,000,000 SEG in 2002-
03. . This would increase base funding from $24,500,000 by $4,400,000 in 2001-02 and
$31 500 {300 in. 2002-03. It would be an increase to the bill of $14,900, ()()() in 2001-02 (from
$14, {}00 000) and of $42,500,000 in 2002-03 (from $13,500 ,000).

4. DNR Municipal and County Recycling Grant Formula and Provisions. [LFB
Paper #697] Change the local grant formula beginning with grant year 2002 (2001-02) and in
subsequent years according to the following:

~a. " Direct DNR to distribute the grants on a per capita basis to all responsible units of
local govcmmeni that operate effective recyclmg programs. Provide that the grant amount would
be $} 1.80 per capita.

b, Limit the grants in 2001-02 and subsequent years to the eligible costs incurred by the
responsible unit two vears earlier and reported to DNR in the prevmus year. (For example a grant

Motion #1075 Page 1



made in 2001-02 for calendar year 2002 could not exceed eligible costs incurred in calendar year
2000 and reported to DNR in 2001.) Define eligible costs the same as under current law (expenses,
including capital expenses, for planning, constructing or operating an effective recycling program
and complying with the 1993 and 1995 landfill bans.)

c. Darect that 1f the ap;:roprzated funds are msufﬁczent to fully ﬁ,md the grants under the
per capita allocation, DNR would be required to prorate the grants.

d.  Specify that for grant year 2002 only (2001-02), a responsible unit that received a grant
in 2001 would be eligible for an award equal to a minimum of 80% of the 2001 award. Specify that
the proration factor would not apply to these responsible units.

e. Provide that in 2001-02 and subsequent years, any county. that is the responsible unit
for at least 75% of the county’s population would receive a grant equal to the greater of $100,000 or
ihe per capita gra.nt amount, but po more than ﬁ:hgzbie costs. Specify that the proration factor would
not apply to these respensable umts - .

: = f Beginnmg Wlt"‘ gram year 2005 (2094435) reduce the per caplta grant awaxd by 533 O{)
times the. popu}anon of the tesponsible unit, if the responsible unit is not ehgible for an: efﬁmency
incentive. grant created undar thas metlcn e :

R A Recyclmg Eﬁ“ iciency Incemxve Grants Provide $7,600,000 SEG annually

beginning in 2002-03 to create a new recycling efficiency incentive grant program for responsible

units. Inciude the foiiawmg reqmrements

Direct I}N Rto pmmde a gra.nt amcﬁnt of. $2 OO times the populauon of the respfmszble T

. umt t@ re:sponsable units thatmeet ehglbihty criteria.

b.  Direct that if the appropriated funds are insufficient 1o fally fund the grants under the
per capita ailocaﬂon, DNR Wouid be reqmred to prorate the g:rants '

¢ The foﬂowmg responmble units weuld be eligible to apply’ f(};: an efficiency mcentlve _
grant: (1) a county that is a responszbie unit fm: at' least 75% of the popalatmn of the county 2)a
responsible unit that is not a county and that has a population of 50,000 or more; and (3) a
responsible unit that is fonnecl by the merger of three or more resp(msmie units in existence on
January 1, 2{301

d.  Specify that in order to receive a recycling efficiency incentive grant, the responsible
unit must engage in coordinated program delivery. Direct DNR to promulgate administrative rules
thai speczfy the minimum eiements of caordm&tmg program deiwery, mch}dmg (1) the joint
provision of or a single contract for the collection of materials from single-family reszdances that
are separated for recycling under the effective recycling program requirements; (2) the joint
provision of or a single contract for the processing and marketing of recyclable materials collected
under effectwe recycimg program requirements; and. (3) the joint or coardmated planning of solid
waste management services within the responsible unit.
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6. DNR Administration. [LFB Paper #697] Delete $43,600 SEG annually and 0.5
SEG auditor position in the Division of Administration and Technology to provide total funding
for DNR administration of $1,633,600 SEG in 2001-02 and $1,616,100 SEG in 2002-03 for 17.5
positions. (This would provide an increase to the bill of $887,700 SEG in 2001-02 and $883,800
SEG in 2002-03 with 10.5 SEG positions.)

7. DNR Regional Recycling Grants. [LFB ?.aper #697] Maintain current law, .(The'
Governors recommended $2,000,000 SEG in 2002-03 for a new regional recyclmg grant
program would not be included.)

8. DNR Responsible Unit Audits. Delete the reqmrement that DNR annually conduct
a fmanc:lal audzt of at least 5% of the responmble unit grant recipients.

Direct DNR to annually review, in cooperation with UW-Exiension, the effective recycling
programs of at least 5% of the responsible unit grant recipients. Direct that the review include all of
the following: (a) ensure compliance with the ‘1991, 1993 and 1995 bans on disposal of certain
materials in landfills or incinerators; (b) ensure comphance with the effective recycling program
criteria in statutes in DNR administrative rules; and (c) 1denufy activities, methods or procedures
for the respons:b}e unit to become efficient or effectlve

9. ""Other DNR Enforcement Requirements. Prohibit any solid waste facility from
acceptmg mummpal solid waste from a building contammg WO or more dwelling units, or a
commercial, retail, industrial or governmental facility that does not pmwde for the coiiection of
recyclable materials that are subject to the 1995 landfill and incineration dzsposal bans, that are
separated fr{)m solid waste by users or occupants of the bmidmg or facility. Authorize DNR to

--_promaigate Aan admmzstmtwe rule that would create ‘an exception to this prombmon where
" ‘necessaryto. protect ‘public health. (The prohibition” would be in addmen to ‘the current
requ;rement that no person may dispose of recyclable matenals that are subject to the 1995
landfill and incineration disposal bans, unless the materials are residuals remaining under an
effective recycling program after like materials have been separated for recycling.) Require that
persons who violate the prohibition pay a forfeiture of $50 for the first violation, $200 for the
second violation and $2,000 for the third or subsequent violation. Authorize DNR to issue a
citation to collect the forfeiture for the violation of the prohxbmon (This would be the same as
the penalties for violation of the current prohibition.)

Revise the exception to the 1995 landfill and incineration bans to apply the exception to
waste that contains an incidental amount of the banned recyclables, as established by DNR rule,
instead of to any waste that is generated in a region that has an effectwe recycimg program under
cwrrent law. Direct DNR to promuigate. admmstratwe rulcs to zmplemeﬂt the provision. Retain the
current exemption to the exception for solid waste that is separated for recycling as part of an
effective recycimg program.

10. Rec;clmg Market Developmenz Board {LFB Paper #697] Maké i’he foilowing
changes in current Commerce RMDB requirements:
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a. Repeal the requirement that Commerce annually contract for the operation of a
statewide materials’ exchange program that received funding from the RMDB in the 1997-99
biennium. ~'(The RMDB: provided $100,000 in each of 1999-00 and 2000-01 to the Busmess
Mazerxais Exchange of WISCOH‘SH} ) :

b.  Direct the RMDB to give priority to grants, loans or manufacturing rebates for projects
that involve recovered materials that either: (1) constitute a relatively high volume of solid waste
cfenerated m the state, or (2) are hazardous 1o human health or the enwronment

c.  Direct the RMDB to allocate up to $200,000 annually for forgivable loans for projects
that have exceptional potential to meet one of the existing four criteria that the RMDB must
consider before awarding ﬁnancaal assmtance but that do not com;;ly wﬁh the standard criteria
established by the RMDB or Commerce to meet their fiduciary responsibilities in managing state
TESOUCes.

_ d Dlrect the RMDB in consuitauon wzth the Counml on Recycimg, o annuaily estabhsh
a hst of materlais recovered from solid waste for which it may award fmancml assistance.

11 ' Hzgh Volume Industrml Waste Recycimg Marker Developmem Fmanaal
Assistance Program. Provide $106,300 SEG in 2001-02 and $425,000 SEG in 2002-03 in a
biennial appropriatlon to, create a new financial assistance program (o .be administered by the
RMDB. Direct the RMDB to award grants or loans under the program to: (a) develop markets
for high-miume mdustrzai waste (defined as fly ash, bottom ash, paper mill sludge or foundry
process ‘waste); or (b) assmt generators of hlgh—voinme mdusmai waste in markeimg of high-
volume. industrial waste.. Before awardmg a grant or loan under the program, direct the RMDB
to’ ccms,ide,r wheiher the project does all of the following: (a) maximizes the. marketabihty of -

hlgh»volume mdusmal ‘waste on a statemée basis; (b) minimizes the ‘amount of hzgh»volume

industrial waste dzsposed of in 3andﬁlls, and (c) mamtams present markets or creates new or
expandﬁd markets for high«volume mdusmal waste. Create a program revenue appropriation to
receive all repayments of loans made under the program, and authorize the RMDB to use the
pr()gram revenue appropnatzon to award grants or loans under the program

12. Deparm:ent of' Carrectzons {LFB Paper #697] Approve Alternative F.1. 10
approve the Governor’s recommendation to prowde $145,800 SEG in 2001-02 and $145, 6()0
SEG in 2002-03 and 4.0 SEG positions annually for the computer recycling program. (No action
necessa.zy)

13, Umvers;ty of | Wzswnsm System. [LFB Paper #697] Appmve Alternative G.3. o
mamtam {:urrent law funding of $204,900 SEG annually with 0.5 SEG position for the Uw
Syst@m solad waste expenment centers and grams by the Solid Waste Research Counczi '

14.  University of Wisconsin - Extension. [LFB Paper #697] ‘Approve Alterative H.3.
to maintain current law funding of $336,900 SEG and 4.0 SEG posztlons for the UW-Extension
Solid and Hazardous Waste Education Centﬁr '

15. Toner Cartridges. Prohibit the Department of Administration, every other state
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agency to which DOA delegates purchasing authority, and legislative and judicial branch entities,
from purchasing tomer cartridges whose original manufacturer places restrictions on the
remanufacturing of the toner cartridges by any person other than the original manufacturer such
as a contract that forbids the remanufacturing or recycling of a toner cartridge. Define "toner
cartridge” as any cartridge containing a dry, powdered ink for application to paper by use of a
photocopier, laser printer or similar device,

Note:

As of January 1, 1991, no person may dispose of lead acid batteries, major appliances or
waste oil in a solid waste disposal facility or landfill. As of January I, 1993, no person may
dispose of yard waste in a landfill or in any other solid waste disposal facility, except a land
spreading facility approved in accordance with solid waste laws.

As of January 1, 1995, no person may landfill, burn with or without energy recovery, or

convert into fuel, ‘any of the following waste materials: (a) aluminum containers; (b) corrugated -

paper or other container board; (c) foam polystyrene packaging; (d) glass containers; (¢) magazines
or other material printed on similar paper; (f) newspapers or other material printed on newsprint; (g)
office paper; (h) plastic containers; (i) steel containers; and (j) containers for carbonated or malt
beverages that are primarily made from a combination of steel and aluminum ("bi-metal” cans).
Materials subject to the 1995 bans may generally only be landfilled or incinerated if they are the
“residuals” (materials remaining after other like materials have been separated for recycling) from
an effective recycling program.

The estimated recycling fund condition under the motion is shown in the following table.

The motion would provide appropriations from the recycling fund of $32,459,000 SEG in 2001-02
and $67.459,000 SEG in 2002-03 for 29.5 SEG positions.
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Recycling Fund Condition -~ Mﬂtio_n._ e

{3 Mlllmns)
- 200001 ""20{51 02 - 2002-03
Opening Balance -- July 1 $15 6 "58 6 - -8%12
Recycling Surcharge $22.8 $7.3 $14.4
Recycling Tipping Fee - Existing 2.0 2.1 2.1
Proposed Additional Recycling Tipping Fee 0.0 13.0 52.1
Interest Income and Other 1B W2 A2
Total Revenue $26.6 $22.6 $68.8
Total Revenue Available $42.2 $31.2 $67.6
Expenditures Under the Bill $26.6 $16.0 $17.5
Motion Additional Expenditures 0.0 164 50.0
Total Expenditures $266. §324 $67.5
Transfer to General Fund -$7.0 $0.0 $0.0

Closing Balance -- June 30 . $8.6 - -SL2 $0.1

e {Change to Base $65 093 SOO SEGvREV rf:cyclmg fand _$43__944 1(}0 recyclmg fund SEG
-0.5 recycling fund SEG position] o

" [Change to Bill: -$65,093,800 SEG»REV recycimg fund $66 386 400 recyclmg fund SEG
15.0. recycimg fund SEG p051t10ns} e G S : .

MO#

P -

J/BURKE Yy N A
/DECKER YON A
MOORE 0 N A
SHIBILSKI Y N A
PLACHE Y, N A
WIRCH N A
DARLING Y % A
WELCH Y NOA
GARD ¥ js A
KAUFERT Y iﬁf A
ALBERS Y (N A
DUFE Y /MNP A
WARD Y N A

Fi
HUEBSCH g& N A
HUBER X oON A
COGGS Y kA
g @
T NOIL___ ABS
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?APER'#SQ? - Recycling Program Expenditures

Alternative - (Decker Motion)

Summary: I assume Decker has a comprehensive motion that
will increase tipping fees and bump up reimbursement rates
for municipalities. I am not privy to the components of
this package, so listen carefully to the FB summary to make
sure there aren’t any surprises in it like the DOT package.

Just about any combination of alternatives that maintains
the state’s commitment to recycling is fine. The most
important issue to watch out for is maintaining the SHWEC
staff at the UW Extension. Jennifer Grondin and Steve
Brachman have been pushing to save these jobs - and many
businesses appreciate their technical help as well.

By{;éagry







Legislative Fiscal Bureau
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June 4, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #697

Recycling Program Expenditures
(DNR; Commerce; DOC; DOR; UW-System)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Pages 494-497, #1 thru 3 & 5; Page 220, #31; and Page 689, #26]

CURRENT LAW

The Legislature enacted 1989 Wisconsin Act 335 to provide a statewide regulatory and
financial assistance program aimed at encouraging, and in some instances requiring, solid waste
recycling and reduction. Most of the solid waste management, recycling regulation, financial
assistance and technical assistance programs are administered by the Department of Natural
Resonrces (DNR). DNR adm:msters the municipal and county recycling grant program that

provides financial assistance {0 responsible units of local government for eligible- recyclmg
‘expenses. The grant program is appropriated $24 5 million in 2000-01. DNR also administers a .

waste reduction and recycling demonstration grant program that is appropriated base fundmg of
$0.5 million annually. The Recycling Market Development Board in the Department of
Commerce administers recycling market development financial assistance programs. Other
programs are administered by the University of Wisconsin Systern, UW-Extension, the
Department of Corrections and the Department of Revenue ' '

GOVERNOR

In general, SB 55 would reduce program expenditures to reflect current law recycling
fund revenues. No additional revenue would be provided for the recycling fund. Appropriations
from the recycling fund would be provided to DNR, Commerce, the UW System, UW-
Extension, Corrections and Revenue with total funding of $16.0 million in 2001-02 and $17.5
million in 2002-03.
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~ Recycling fund appropriations for all agencies are shown in Table 1. The table shows
2000-01 adjusted base funding, and the Governor’s recommended funding levels for 2001-02 and
2002-03. The Governor’s specific recommendations are discussed in the sections of this paper
that relaté to each agency. In general, the Govemnor’s recommendauons for recyching fund
cxpendzture changes mciuda the followmg : - : :

R “Reduce fundmg for DNR recychng aditmmstratmn by $931,300 and 11.0 positions
in 2001»02 and $927,400 and 11.0 positions in 2002-03 to decrease the number of positions
funded from the recyc:hng fund from: 19 to seven:in-each of 2001-02 and 2002-03. In addition,
one project posztlon exp1res on- October 14,2001 and 18 deleted under standard budget
ad}ustments :

..'.b:'," Reduce base fundmg for I}NR mummpai and county racychng grants frorn

- $24,500,000 by $10,500,000. in 2001-02 and. $11,000,000 in 2002-03 to. provide local grant -

L fundmg of $14,000, @00 in: 2@01»@2 (caf{endar year 2002) and $13 500,000 in 2002- 03 (calendar

: c Provzde }DNR wﬁth $2 GOO {}00 annualiy begmnmg m 2(}02 03 for a new reglonal_"' o
recyclmg grant program.

. d vazde Correctzons wzth $145 800 and 4 0 posztzons annually to contmue a
computer xecyclmg pmgram and ce:wert ihe 4, 0 two—year pro;cct positions to permanem

In UW System and UW*Extensm delete $54I 800 and 45 posztwns for sohd'

o o _waste expenmﬂnt centers grants made by the Sohd Wastf: Research Councﬂ in the. UW System_ L
i Educatzanzf-",:‘ g

i ng-related activities in the _U‘W_-Extens;on Solid = "'dﬁ-__Hazardous'-W'* te
' "-Centﬁr fo ehzmnate use of the r&cychng fu:ﬂd for these actavmes ' T S

- TABLE 1

Recyc}.mg Fu,nd Appropnatmns, Ail Agencms

SB 55

2(39(}4}} Aémsted Bagg o 2001-02 Governor -2002-03 Governor.

Funding Posuions Fupding  Posiions Funding Positions

Commerce - ool oowie miiaony et STALB00 . R0 S B SI3GA00 - 20 T ST30,100 2.0
Corrections - . - e .. 500000 . 40... . . 386300 . 40 . .. 387200 40
Natural Resources o me e e o o _ o :
Municipal & County Recycling Grants 124,500,000 QLT 14000,000 0.0 13360000 0.0
Regional Recycling Grants B T T | N 1+ e § 0.0 . 00,000 0.8
Wasle Reduction and Recycling 500,000 0.0 500,000 0.0 L 500000 00
Demonstration Grants S e T
Administration 1,926,600 90 745,900 7.0 732,300 1.0
Revenue 245,900 1.5 258,800 1.5 258,800 L5
University of Wisconsin Systemn 527.400 _43 0 0.0 g 00
Tota} $78.341,700 310 $16,021,100 14.3 $17,508,400 14.5
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DISCUSSION POINTS

- 1. Table 2 shows the estimated balance of the recycling fund. Under the bill, the
recycling fund will have an estimated June 30, 2003, unencumbered balance of $1.4 million.
(Budget-Paper #698 on recycling revenues explains the variation between fiscal year collections and
estimated surcharge revenues.) Current law revenues from the recycling surcharge, recycling
tipping: fee ‘and interest income will provide revenues of approximately $16.7 million annually.-
Expenditures would total approximately $16.0 million in 2001-02 and $I7 5 mﬁhon in 20(}2-{}3
under the bill. o . S

TABL-E 2

Recychng thd Condxtmn_ -~ SB35

($ Mllhons)
1999200 200001 200102 2002-03
T . . .. ..  Acwal  Bstimated  Estmated = Estimated
Opening Balance ~July1 . . $23 . $I156 . 586 .  $22
Recycling Surcharge © '~ oo Q6 e 228 0 73 L 144 s
Recycling Tipping Fee R 2 05 20 0 20 S2.1
Interest Income and Other 32 1.8 0.2 _0.2
Total Revenue .. ... .. .. .. 133 . 266.. - . 96 . 16.7
Total Reveriue Avaﬂab]e S @786 e $4220 Y $182° v $18.9
Expendaures s T ety _ e 3’4,9'__ g3 160 175 :
ReservesandLapses -« . UL g0 0 Tl 00 00 e
Enctimbrances and Contmumg Baiances SO0 T 00 e 00 e 00
Total_ Exp_endltures and Re_seg‘v_es a _ $450 o | $266 _'Slé..() $17.5 _ __
Traﬁs‘fer'{_o GeneralFund - v v T8I0 0700 T 000 0.0
Closing Balance -June30 ~~  §156 886 = §22 o s1a
2. X the current level of authorized expenditures would be continued for financial

assistance and staff, expenditures would total $28.0 million annually in the 2001-03 biennium.

Expenchtures would total $56.0 million over the blenmum instead of $33.5 million under the bill, or
$22.5 more over the biennium. Under current law expendltures and revenue, the recycimg fund'
would be in deficit by $21.1 mdhon on June 30, 2003. Under current law, the Depanmeni of
Administration and state agencies would have to manage expendlmres 50 that they would be $21 1

million less than authorized base levels during the biennium. '
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A. DNR Municipal and County Recycling Grants

3. . - During the last 12 years, the largest recycling program expenditure has been for the
DNR:municipal and county recycling grant program, which provides financial assistance to
responsible units of local governments for a portion-of eligible recycling expenses. Approximately
two-thirds of cumulative recycling fund expenditures have been for the municipal and county
recycling grant program. ~A responsible unit is the local unit of ‘government responsible for
implementing state-mandated recycling programs and can be the town, village, city, county, Indian
Tribe or multiple-jurisdiction unit. SR

4. When the program was created in 1990, the grant program was designated to end
with calendar year 1999 grants. 1997 Act 27 increased the amount of grant funding for 1999 from
the $17,000,000 originally specified to $24,000,000 (the same as for 1998) and extended the grant
.program through the year 2000 with $24, 0(}0 000 in grant funding. 1999 Act 9 increased the annual

~ amount of grant funding to $24,500,000 beginning in 2000 and established that amount as an annual

appmpnataon with no statutory end date for grant fundmg

s SB''55 would reduce base fundmg for mnmmpal and county recycling grants by
$10,500,000 SEG in 2001-02 and $11,0000,000 SEG in 2002-03 from the recycling fund to reduce
grant funding from $24,500,000 in 2000-01 (calendar year 2001) to $14,000,000 m 2001-02
(calcndar year 2(}02) and $13,500,000 in 2002-03 (ca}endar year 2003). - :

B 65. Mumclpal and county recycling grants averaged 30.4% of the estimated net ehgfole
'recyclmg costs of responsible units of local government in 2000 and 29.0% in 2001..:Local
governments use the grants to implement “"effective recycling programs” that include. speciﬁc

g - components, - and to comply with the: landfilling -and incineration bans that pmkubn certain B
- recyclable: materials: from being landfilled (for- exa.mpie Newspapers, aiurmnum ‘cans and glass R

containers). The remamdﬂr of local recycling programs costs are paid by the local government.
Local governments indicate that the main local revenue sources for recycling programs are: (a) the
state grant program; (b) local property tax revenues; and (c) in some communities, volume-based.or

 other user fees. The average municipal and county recycling grant as a percent of net eligible costs

" has decreased from almost 52% in 1992 to 29% in 2001. Table 3 shows the grantas a pement of net
eligible costs from 1992 through 2001.

7. At the time the program was creat,ed the state promised to provade municipal grants
through }999 That obhgatlon has been met. 1999 Act 9 provided additional funding for financial
a.sszstance: to local govf:rnments of $49 rmlhon for the 1999-01 blenmum (2000 and 2001). The biH
would prov;de $27.5 million for two addaﬂonal years of local recyclmg grants (through 2003).
Some would argue that the state has met 1ts obligation to fund }ocal rccyclmc programs anci that;
state support of local recycling programs should be mscontmued

8. The markets for recyclable materials and goods made from recycled materials have
not developed as envisioned in 1989. Therefore, revenues received by municipalities for the sale of
recyclable materials have been disappointing and net costs of operating local recycling programs
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have remained high.

TABLE 3

Municipal and County Recyc}in-g Grants: Eligible Cost,
Grant Award and Award as Percent of Costs

($ Millions)
Net Eligibie Grant Award as Percent
Year _ Racychng Costs Grant Awaxd of Net Eligible Costs
1992 - %356 ; $185 52.0%
1993 485 So237 489
1994 36.5 29.8 : 527
1995 61.0 291 477
1996 66.3 92 44,0
1697 o 68.8 ' ©o292 424
1998 - 714 ST 23.9 335
1999 73.3 24.1 319
W000% 80.3 o 24.4 304
2001% §4.2 . 244 20.0
*esgtimate
5. Local governments argue that the state imposes a mandate for them to administer

effective recycling programs and that the state should either help fund the mandate or eliminate the
requirements for local governments to administer recycling programs. Some argue that the total
amount of state funding for local recycling grants should not decrease below the current level of
$24,500,000, which would continue to provide roughly 30% of local recycling program expenses on
average. Others argue that the state should pay a higher percentage of local recycling program
expenses, and that doing so would allow iocal govemments to reduce the i mcrease in local property
taxes OF use the revenues on other locai programs.

10. Under the bill, the average municipal and county recycling grant would be
approximately 16% of the net eligible recycling expenses, assuming approximately a 3% annual
growth in local government recycling program costs. Some would suggest that the amount of state
funding for local recycling grants should remain at the current levels ($24.5 million) or increased to
funding levels provided in some previous years ($29.2 million), in order to fund a greater portion of
local recycling program expenses. For example, if $20,000,000 would be provided in each year,
state grants would fund an average of approximately 23% of local recycling program expenses in
2002 and 2003. If the current level of $24,500,000 in annual grants would be provided in each
year, as was provided for calendar years 2000 and 2001, state grants would fund an average of
approximately 28% of local recycling program expenses in 2002 and 2003. I $29,200, 000 would
be provided in each year (as was provided for calendar vears 1995 through 1997), state grants
wouid fund an a\ferage of apprommateiy 33% of local recycling program expenses

11. There is wide variation among responsible units in the grant award as a percent of
net eligible recycling costs. While the average 2000 grant was 30.4% of net eligible recycling costs,
10.4% of responsible units received grant awards equaling 60% or more of net eligible costs. This
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is shown in Table 4. The variation in 2000 grant awards reflects the complex formula that-existed
prior to 2000, that considered both eligible costs, minimum per capita funding levels and a
supplemental grant for responsible units that implemented a system of volume-based fees (user fees
charged to residents for some portion of their solid waste, based on volume.) For grant years 2000
and after, the grant formula provides each responsible unit with the same percentage of total grant
funds as the resp0n31ble umi recewed in 1999 and caps the grant at the current year’s net eligible
recycling costs. SRR SRR

TABLE 4

2000 Mimicipal and County Recycling Grant Award
asa Per_cent of Net Eligible Recycling Costs

Award as % o Percentage of Regponsible Percentage of

Of Net Eligible Units with Portion of . Population in
Recycling Costs Costs Covered - Responsible Units
0.1%10 1999% O 132% 10.6% °
20 10 39.99 61.0 ' 704
40 to 59.99 154 10.6
C601079.99 63 . 48
. 8010.100 b SEETETIEC I A Coo o 36
el R T e

'-'.112 A }anuary, 2@01 hgasiatwe Audat Bureau (LAB) evaluauon of s!:ate recycimg'f-z-_g. g

' pr{)grams examinied questions related to the cost-effectiveness of iocal recycling programs. Among o

the L.AB findings were: (a) in most cases, as municipalities spend more per capita, they collect more
recyclable materials per capita; (b) the relationship between the size of a responsible unit’s recycling

grant and. the amount of recyciables collected is rciauve}y weak; (c) responsible units with average . " =
grant sizes recycie:d w1dely vaxymv amounts of recyclable materials, with municipalities with grants "
near_the statewide . average of $4.64 per capita collecting between 43.8 and 695.0 pounds of -

recyclable matenais per capita;. and (d) responsible units that collected similar pounds of recyclables
per capita to the statewide average of 292 pounds per capita received dissimilar per capita grant
amounts, ranging from $1.75 to $7.25 per capita in 1999. o :

' 13._' Scme suggest that the: C’I‘aﬂt formu}a shouid be chanved so that it is not mdeﬁmtely_
hnked to the percentage of total grant funds that each rcsponsxble unit received in 1999. Some
would argue that available grant funds shouid be distributed on a per capita basis, capped at the
responsible unit’s net ehgﬁale costs. Under this approach, the $14. 0 million provided in the bill for
2001-02 would equal roughly $2.64 per capita (based on a population of 5.3 million) and the $13.5
million provided for 2002-03 would equal roughly $2.55 per capita.

_14) | Another per caplta d1$tt1b11t1on grant method wotild be szmﬂar to that adopted by thc'
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Legislature in the 1999-01 biennial budget, but item vetoed by the Govermnor. In 1999 Act 9, -
Governor Thompson vetoed a per capita grant distribution enacted by the Legislature that would:
have provided that-a responsible unit-would receive a grant amount of $7.90 per capita for the entire
responsible. unit population if. 50% or more of the population is served by a curbside collection’
program that collects the recyclable materials banned from landfills at least once per month or a:
grant amount .of $4.40 per capita for the entire responsible unit population if more than 50% of the
population is served by drop-off collection. The Legislature would have provided $37,800,000
annually-for municipal and county recycling grants.~ The grants would have been limited to the-
eligible costs-incurred by the responsible unit two years earlier-and reported to DNR in the previous
year.: In his-veto message, Governor Thompson indicated that he objected to creating a per capita
distribution formula without: a full .discussion of the impact on local governments and- that the veto
wouid reduce the admlmstratwe burden on local govemments and DT\ER -

_ 15 Whﬂe a per caplta grant dxstnbutmn may . Simphfy grant adnun:stratmn some-: :
suggest that it ‘may not reward local recycling programs that reduce costs. Others suggest that a.per -
capita grant distribution would encourage responsible units with per capita costs that are higher than.
the per capita grant amount to reduce costs.in order to minimize the local share of recycling.
expenditures. The L.LAB evaluation suggests that if the grant formula is shifted from the former cost-
based model to a standard per capita grant that is adjusted for whether or not curbside service is
mandated by law for the community, it might remove any incentive responsible units may have to
shift costs such as eqmpment or. administrative expenses from sohd waste services to the recycimg.

. 16 Lﬂcal govcmments that currently receive grants exceedmg the per capﬂ;a grant'
wnuid experience a decreasein their. grant under a shift to a per capita grant. Local governments

o whose: current grant is less than the. per capita gram would: ‘experience an increase in their grant© o .

under a ;aer capita d1stnbunon In' comparison; the former grant formula, upon which 2000 and -
subsequent year grants are based, arguably rewarded cost increases, because the grant increases as
local recychng program COSts increase.

oar DNR staff mdicaic that a per capxta grant dxstnbutmn with costs caPPed atnet

elzgzbie cosis wouid take only slightly less time to administer than the current grant formula..
Responsible units would still need to apply for grants, DNR would still need to review net eligible.
costs and effective program status, and responsible units would still need to submit a final report
after the calendar year that describes actual expenses.

_ 18 ' A pe,r capzta grant chsmbutzon fa;muia that would not be capped at net ehgzbie costs_
would be cons1derably szmpler 10 administer than the current formuia or than a per capita formula
that is capped at net eligible costs. However, it would prov;de grants in excess of 100% of net
eligible costs to respenszbie units that have costs less than the per capita grant distribution amount,
It could be a.rgued ihat the state should not prowde recychng financial assistance that cxceeds 100%.
of a responsible unit’s recycling program costs,

19. . One of the several effective recycling program criteria that responsible units must
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: _'-example DNR couId be dn‘ect :

meet is a standard for the pounds of material collected per capita per year; set'in administrative rule
at:82:4 pounds per capita for rural municipalities (those municipalities with-a permanent population
of 70 persons per square-mile or fewer) or.106.55 pounds: per capita in other municipalities. The
LAB evaluation indicates that in 1999, 281 responsible units, or more than-one-fourth of the 1,010
responsible units: receiving grants that year, did not-meet the total per capita- ‘collection standard; and
that those responsible units received $5.1: million in grants ‘or21.2% of grants awarded in 1999,
The LAB evalnation: states that DNR takes no-action against mummpalmes that fail 1o meet
collection standards. Prior t0.2000, responsible units that did not:meet the collection standard were
required to request-an exemption from DNR-and were notified-of DNR's determination.: ‘Beginning -
in 2000; municipalities requesting: exemptions were: mstmcted by DNR: that they: would: receive

them unless informed -otherwise: - DNR has:never denied a2 municipality’s request for an-exemiption - .- |

from the collection standard. - If DNR :were to-deny-a: mummpahty s Tequest;: the responsible unit
~would lose its effective recycling program stats. Thus, a mumcapahty would not be allowed to

. dispose: of residual amounts of recyckables i sohd waste; and would not be able to chspose of waste - j;_' .
within Wisconsin. “DNR staff indicated that they believe that'if a mummpahty does ot mieet the - per Lo

' capita: collection standards it would not be enough ofa mnmmphance 1$8U€ to prompt revocation -

. of effective program status; ‘and they believe it wolild be detrimental to* the envzronmeni and pubhcf 3____3 3 o

heaith i:o deny a respon51ble umt perm;ssmn Eo dxspose c)f waste m Wascensm 53'_ L

& _12(),-'-- The LAB evaiuatmn mdlcatﬁs that I}NR currently has no practlcai means. of
- enforcing per capita collection standards. -DNR has no means:of sanctioning responsible units for .

failure to meet effective program criteria other than revoking effective program status -and thus. -

' prohlbltmg responsible units from disposing of solid waste in Wisconsin. DNR has never revoked a S
responsible unit’s ‘effective ‘program status.  The Comittee could consider amendmg the grant L
_eligibility provisions to’establish’ penalties for ‘noncompliance with effective program cntema_ For

tobe: noncompliant with effective program ‘criteria by at least 10% in the following grant year &
_ DNR couid be dxrecﬁed 10 promui gate’ adnumstratlve rules to 1mp}ement penaIty provasmns i

i 2L -. 'I'he bill would’ reqmre that responsable umts of locaI govemment seekmg ﬁnanczal

1 to reduce the grant amount of 4 responsible unit that s determined &

assastance under the mumczpal and coa.mty rec:ychng grant program submit an apphcation on forms . - B
prov;cied by DNR ‘and delete the requmzment that an’ apphcatmn prov:de the following mformaimn GIEEY
{a) ' documentation that the financial “assistance will’ result”in the respons;b}e unit’ mamtammg an

efféctive recycling program that meets statutory criteria (the bill would maintain ‘the requirement'
that the responsible unit operate an effective recycling -program); (b) & financial ‘report on"the
activities that have been or are likely to be funded by the grant in. the preceding grant period,

mcludmg a statement of whether any pomon of that prece(img granz Was o is hke}y to be spent on
activities not related to the" requzrements of the mumczpal and county recychng arant ;}mgram, (c)
information on financial incentives that the respons;ble unit is using or plans 1o use to encourage ..
reduction of the amount of solid waste generated or dxsposed of in the region; a:nd (d) information
concerning user fees used or proposed to be used to finanice cests of th& recychn progrm and 1f
no user fees are used, an explanation of why they are not used.

22, The proposed changes in’ information to be included in grant applications are
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intended -to simplify application procedures.. DNR indicates that the changes would reflect that
current requirements are sometimes redundant with materials reqmred to be submitted as part of the
cffective pro gram certification process : 2 - SRR :

g ..DNR_Adm:'a:iQtratiuh:f}" "

23, SB 55 would reduce funding for DNR recycling administration by $931,300 SEG
and 11.0 SEG positions in 2001-02 and $927,400 SEG and 11.0 SEG positions in 2002-03 from the
recycling fund. This would decrease DNR recycling staff from 19 positions in 2000-01 to 7.0
beginning in 2001-02. The bill also deletes 1. 0 pro;ect posmcm undf:r standard budget ad;ustments
1999 Act 9 reduced DNR recychng staff from 28.5 in 1998 99. '

24, The administration indicates that the rationale for deleting DNR positions was to
reduce administrative costs by an amount that was needed to prowdc the amounts recommended for
appropnatmn t{) rec:ycimg grant programs “DOA further indicated that it expects DNR to reallocate
existing resoumes, reprioritize, ‘find creative ways to do more ws,th less, and be more mnm anve and
cast-effecnve in adnnmstennv the sta{e recycimg pmgrams ' R o

0250 In the DNR waste management program, the bill would' dslete $480 300 in 2001-02
and $47_6,400 in 2002-03 with 7.0 positions annually from the recycling fund for recycling
administration. These positions ‘include Air and Waste Division staffin-the central office who
perform policy development, administrative, planning, evaluation, 'markets directory and data
managf:ment functions and regional staff'in five regional offices who provide technical assistance
and outreach to-local governments and also process applications for the municipal and county grant

program.- Under the bill, '$414,500 with 5.0 ‘positions wauld remain in 2001 02 and $400 90{) wzth Co

5. () posmons m 2002~03 would perform thesc functzons

26. DNR waste management program staff mdlcate that undf:r the staff rcductlons in the
bill, the program would develop a plan for decreasing the amount of time spent on recycling
activities to reflect staff levels of five instead of 12 positions. DNR staff indicate that in 199901,
under the 1999 Act 9 reductions of waste management staff levels from 15.75 (excluding the project
pcsmon ‘which the waste management program has loaned to ‘the communication ‘and education
program and which will expire in October, 2001) to 12 positions, the 'waste management program
has spent less time visiting responsible units for review of effective program status, providing
technical assistance to responsible units, haulers and others, working with local governments on
enforcement issues, and working with recycling markets issues related to various commuodities.

27. The LAB program evaluation reviewed the functions performed by waste
management recycling staff and time reported by them on recycling activities in 1999-00. The LAB
evaluation indicates that work activities coded directly to recycling activities represented ‘a total of
approximately 7.5 FTE positions, and that hours totaling an additional 0.9 FTE were apportioned
from "integrated" work effort involving solid waste, hazardous waste, mining and recycling, for a
total of 8.4 FTE positions compared to the authorized 12.0 positions. The LAB evaluation indicates
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that DNR staff believe as much as 10% of work hours recorded for solid waste activities was
miscoded by staff and actually represented recycling work effort. The LAB evaluation indicated -
that because of DNR’s belief that staff under-report recycling work, a fully accurate and documented
determination of the amount of recycling work performed by Burean of Waste Management staff
may not be possible. The LAB evaluation suggested that because municipal recycling programs are
mature and the number of DNR staff identified as actually working on recycling is lower than
DNR’s authorized position level, the Legislature may wish to require DNR to justify its need for the
cun’em number of authorizeci recycling-funded positions. :

28 T response to the LAB program evaluauon, 'DNR submitted a rec:ychng ‘staff
utilization Teport to the Co-Chairs of the Joint Committee on Finance on March 30, 2001. ‘The
report indicates that DNR believes that a problem existed with the precision of staff time rcportmg
The DNR report provides a description of an estimated 11.95 FTE of staff time that was or will be
spent on recycling-related activities during 2000-01. An additional 2.3 recycling fund positions are
vacant. The DNR rep(m states. that recychng-related work includes the foilowmg activities: (a)
waste: reductmn and recychng activities such as recychng annuai report reviews, respons1ble unit
program audits, development and distribution of r&cychng publications, developing and
participating in workshops and conferences related to recycling, technical assistance to
communities, haulers and others on recycling issues, compliance -assistance and enforcement; (b)
activities. related to encouraging recycling of and developing recycling infrastructure for -non-
traditional items such as computers, electronics, carpets, construction and demolition debris and
food waste; (¢) recycling-related solid waste work such as siting, licensing and compliance activities
at yard waste and composting sites, verification of compliance with the recycling law during solid
waste landfill inspections, tire management activities, complaint response .related to haulers
_chsposmg of recyclables in landfills, medical waste reduction activities and waste reduction annual

. Teports; and (d) waste reduction and reuse work related to beneficial reuse of high-volume industrial
- wastes, innovative cooperative environmental agreements, mercury reduction and management, and
haza:doas waste poiiutxon preventmn SR -

e -29 Some wouid argue that the staff reductmns under the blH in the wastc managcment
program couid significantly affect the program’s ability to administer recycling provisions. . Others
would, argue that DNR has not provided adequate documentation that it is utilizing currently
authorized recycling funded staff for recycling activities. A possible alternative to the bill’s deletion
of 7.0 positions in the waste management program would be to delete 3.6 positions for which the
LAB found no documentation of recycling-related work hours. Under this alternative, the waste
management program would retain 8.4 of 12.0 currently authorized positions instead of 5.0 under
the bill.

- 30 In the Adxmmstratlon and Technology Division, the bill would delete $87,300 and
1.0 .position- annually from the recycling fund related to accounting, audit of recycling grants,
purchasing and other financial management recycling-related responsibilities (0.5 auditor and 0.5
accountant). Under the bill, no.staff funded from the recycling fund would be provided to perform
these functions. The Division would retain funding of $117,800 annually for departmental rent and
facilities costs and $24,800 annually for operations in DNR service centers and administrative
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facilities throughout the state, including utilities, janitorial services, building and ground
maintenance, telephone costs and other operations costs. Under the bill, the Administration and
Technology Division would have to reallocate funding from- non—recyclmg fundmg sources to pay
for recychnc«related accountmg, purchasmg and audzt funcuons ' SRS S

o Bl The bﬂl woujd maintain the requarement that DNR annually audlt a least 5% of the.
rempzents of mumczpal and county recycling grants. The LAB program evaluation found that DNR
has not met the statutory audit requirement, and had audited a high of 1.6% of responsible unit
grants for 1996. The LAB evaluation found that DNR-disallowed-almost $1.5 million in claimed
costs from 1995 to 1999, leading to a decrease in $114,000 in grants to audited responsible units, or
1.6% of grants to those responsible units: “DNR ‘staff “indicated that the agency does not have
sufficient recycling-funded audit staff to complete the required number of audits, and the 0.5 auditor
position is-also responsible for audits of the waste reduction and recycling demonstration- grant
program. The LAB evaluation recommended that DNR apply the 0.5 auditor position entirely to:
audits of rmmicipal recycling grants. In the DNR response to the LAB evaluation, the Department
mdxcated that the current 0.5 auditor staff allocation'is insufficient to audit at least 5% of grant
recipients ‘annually, ‘and that DNR would coritinue to conduct audits using risk assessment and "
statistical sampling practices, which has been used to audlt $6 6 million (4 9%) of ‘5135 6 mﬂhon of
grant funds between 1995 and 1999 S ' '

32 Tha DNR response to the LAB evaiuauon indicated that the Department would
request that the Legislature delete the 5% audit requirement because it is not necessary to maintain
the' recycimg program’s financial integrity. - If the “audit position is deleted under the’ bﬂl the
Committee could consider deleting the audit’ requzmment as ' well. However, as noted in the LAB
evaluatmn, auditing of - ‘municipal and county rccychng grants is important to ensure ‘all reported
-COSts were actually incurred and to-ensure that communities do not include some of their solid waste

"dxspesal costs with grant-eligible recycling costs. “Another alternative would be to retain the audit |

requirement but requzre DNR to aucht grants equaimg 5% of total grant ﬁmds rather than to audit
5% of grams . :

g3l g the cooperative cnwronmentai assistance program in the Customer Assistance and
External Reiatwns (CAER) Division, the bill would delete $96,600 and 1.0 position annually from
the recycling fund related to business sector assistance. Business sector specialists help businesses -
obtain information, approvals and technical assistatice from the Department. The bill would fund
eight business sector specialists from other funding sources. This would be no change from the
current number of authorized business sector specialists because the bill moves a position from the
air ‘management program funded from air emissions fees to the cooperative environmental
assistance program to provide three of eight business sector specialists funded from air emissions
34 DNR staff indicate that business sector specialists have a primary goal of facilitating
effective working relationships between businesses and DNR. They help business and industry

comply with environmental regulations or to go beyond compliance by using recycling and waste
reduction practices.  DNR indicates that'an:dér the bill, the Department would shift some business
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- administer the three grant programs.

sector ass:stance fmm recycimg and waste reduction to ¢ an air ermssmns focus.

35, In the commumcanon and educatmn program in the CAER Dmswn the bzil wouid
delete $190,10() and 1.0 position annually to delete -the use of the.recycling fund for recycling
informational and education functions. The $190,100 in deleted funds also includes $50,000 in
limited-term employee salanes and’ Sé{} 30() for supplaes for staff and ci;strxbanon of pubhc&uons
and educatmnal matenals SR o e T R

P ::_36_- DNR staff mdxcate that under the bﬂi tha Depaﬂment would disconUnue actwmes
such as__.;ieyelapmg_ and distributing waste reduction: and recycling publications, providing outreach
to youth and students, preparing new releases, preparing -and distributing materials to-inform
audiences of changes in recycling law and rules, providing outreach to businesses, promoting grant
programs, researching and. repomng on the progrcss of the recychng prog:ram and mamtammg a
_recychng markets dircctory : : . ar S :

SR _37 ’I‘he b111 mamtams the current requxrement tha!: DNR coilect prepare and

) dzssermnate mfmmatzon and conduct educanonal and training programs designed to. assist in the"_'. '
1mp1emcntau0n of recychng programs and that are tarve’{ed to a statewide audience.. It ceuid be
argued that if no recycling fund monies are appropriated for information and educatlonai activities
related to recycling, the statutory reqmrement that DNR perform such activities should be
clmnnated : o R ST S . TR : :

: 38 ln the commumty ﬁnancxal asszsta.nce program m thc CAER Dmsmn, the bﬂi wouid
deiete $7? 00() and 1.0 position annually for adnumstratmn of the mummpai and county mcyclmg
grant program, . _waste reduction and. recycling. demonstration grant program and the. proposed . -
- regional. recycimg grant’ program bnder the bﬂ} S’?? 100 w1th IO posztmn wouid remain. to }

"39'.': ' The Bureau of Comrnumty "Fmanczal Assmtance mdmates that it would not be able
to administer the local recycling grant program and demonstration grant program with the 1.0

~ position, that would remain under the bill for these activities.. The Bureau indicates that currently, _._i: |
" the two authorized positions spend approxxmaieiy 1.75 FTE on the municipal and county recycling -

grant program and the remaining 0.25 FTE on the waste. rexiuctmn and recyclmg demonstration -
grant program, . The Bureau indicates that the 1.0 remaining position. would not have time.to
develop and implement the proposed regional recychng grant program, The Bureau suggesis that
under the bill, it.could prov1de one grant cycle during the biennium msteax:l of two annual grant
cycles. under. the municipal and county recycling .grant program, _couid not administer the waste
reduction. and recycling. demonstration. grant program and. could not develop the new regional
recycling grant program created under the bill.

~....40. - .In 1997-99, DNR. administered .the municipal and county recycling grant program
and the waste reduction .and recycimg demonstraﬂon grant program. with a total of approximately
6.0 to 6.5 full-time equxvalam staff effort, including 3.5 SEG recycling fund positions and six
In:mted_-iezm_ _e_mplcyees In 1999 Act 9, thxs was reduced to 2.0 positions: and no limited-term
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employees. Restoring the position and - funding: deleted  under the bill. could be considered.
Alternatively, some have suggested changing the grant formula to a more simplified formula to
reduce the need for -administrative staff. However, DNR staff belisve that if the grant formnula
would be modified to a per capita method; capped at net eligible costs, as suggested by some, 11
Would resu}t n 0n}y a shght reductzen in staff tmle to adzmnister the grant programs o

41 . The blﬂ would maintain base fundmg of 3111 7{}{3 anci 1.0 posmon annuaily for
recycling enforcement that is prowded by aliocatmﬂ a pomon of the time of enwmnmcntal wardens
throughout the state. LRI S bl i BRI

L L C DNR Regxanai Recychng Grant Program

42. The bill Would provxde SZ OOO 0{)0 SEG annually begmnmg in 2002-03 from the
recycling fund for a new regional recycling grant program. DNR would provide grants to groups of
local governments, on-a competitive. basis, .to- assist-the. groups. to establish regional recycling
programs... The program would include the foﬂowmg requirements:-(a) DNR 'would be required to
select. grant recipients- based on the potential: for reducing the costs of operating local recycling
programs;:(b) thegrant amount:could not exceed twice the amount contributed by the. grant
recipient, meaning that for every $2 grant, the recipient would be required to contribute at least-$1;
(c) no group of local governments could receive more than one grant under the program; (d) a grant
could be used for (1) planning, (2} acquiring a regional recycling processing facility and equipment
for such-a facility, and (3) developing a regional collection system; (e) DNR would be required to
promulgate -administrative rules for administration of the grant program; and’(f) DNR would be

authorized to promulgate adrmmstratzve rules W1thout the finding of an emergency, for

adrmmstramon of the pmgram

43. ' DOA mchcates that the new regmnai grant program is mtencied to help the state shift
the focus of recycling from funding to cost reduction and program -efficiency and encourage
cooperatzon between local govemments DOA further mdacates that’ muitgurzsd;cﬁonai efforts
shouid s;gmﬁcantiy reduce recyclmg program costs and the reliance of local govemmcnts on state -
assistance. Fmaﬁy, DOA indicates that if reglona] recycimg efforts pay - off the administration may:
consider recommendmg phasmg out of the current mumcxpal and county recychng grant program
and havmg oniy the reg:onal recychng Brant program a '

44." "While DOA anticipates that the ‘regional recycling grant program could someday
replace the existing mummpai and county recycling grant program, the bill would provide that no’
group of local governments could receive moré than one ‘grant under the program: Therefore, it
appears that the proposed grant program is intended to' assist in the startup of regxonai recychng'
efforts rather than to ﬁmd ongemﬂ operatmnai costs of iocal recychng prcgrams ' -

S -45.- Exampies of potentza} appi:cants for the reg;onal grant program would be: two or
more towns that want to develop a plan for a shared collection system for recyclables or a group of.
municipalities or counties that want to purchase or construct a recyclable materials recovery facility.
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DNR would have o promulgate rules to deﬁne a regmnai recyclmg program

.-46. - The Kettl Comﬁussmn I_.AB evaluation of state recycling programs and others

advocate providing incentives for local governments to join together to provide services and collect,

process and market recyclable materials. Advocates of regional approaches to recycling suggest
that it may be more cost-effective for the affected communities and for the state if the state Wouid
provade ﬁnancaal assistance to less than the current 1, OOG responszbie units.

47, Locai govemments and waste haulers have varymg opimons about the advaniages |

and disadvantages of consolidating the provision of recycling services. When the recycling law was
created, local control and decision-making was an important part of the structure of local recycling
programs. While some would argue that consolidation would" reduce ‘local ‘and state recycling
program costs, others would argue that consohdauon would dlmzmsh locai com:roi over recycling
program adnmmstratmn and servmes o - - -

| -' 48 It could be argued that a new rec:yclmg grant prowram shouid not be created ina -

b;enmum when state financial assistance to'be provided through the municipal and county recycling

grant program may decline by 44% during the biennium. ' Under this argument; theé proposed N

program could be deleted and the $2,000, ()60 in: 2(}()2 03 could’ be transferred to the mummpai and :

county recychng grant provram

: 49, Aitematlvely, 1: ccruid be a:gucd that the proposed recmnai recychng grant pmgram .
would prowde the state and local governments an opportunity to explore ways.of consolidating the .
provision of local recycling services, ; The program could: be rewewed durmg 2003-05 bzenmalf’_- SRR

budget dehberaﬁons

D D’\IR Waste Reduction and Recycling Demonstration Grants

50 ' I)’\IR admmasters the waste reducuon and recyclmg demonstrauon grant program to' ' L

provuie cost share. grants to, mummpa}itzes pubhc entities, businesses and nonproﬁt organ;zanons_
for projects that xmpiement innovative waste reduction and recyclmg activities. The bill continues
base funchng of $500,000 SEG for the demonstration grant program. A grant may not exceed SO%:

of the projects actial costs, or 75% of the actual ehgzble costs of a community-wide waste reduction
project, or $150,000, whichever is less. DNR may not award grants to any applicant that
cumulatively totals more than $250,000. The program has focused funding efforts in recent years

on increasing recycling of constmcnon and demolition debris, expanding recycling of special .
wastes, establishing local partnerships and developing and melementmv community-wide waste.

reduction programs. In 1999 Act 9, DNR was also directed to provide grants to the Wheelchair
Recycling Project, a private. non—pmﬁt organization, totaling $175,000 in 1999-00 and $150,000 in
2000-01 for refurbishing used wheelchairs and other mobility devices and returning them to use by
persons who otherwise would not have access to needed or approprzatc eqmpment No ongomg
grants are prowded for the Wheelchair Recychng Pro;;ect S

51 Some argue that the demonstranon grant program should continue because it has
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provxded a useful tool for xdenmfymo innovative technology, encouraging waste reduction efforts.
Davelopment Board for larger projects.. Under this perspectwe the program should continue-to
encourage the development of markets for recyciable materials: R

52, Others beheve that markets have znatured to the pomt where the state shouid no
longer be involved in, or as involved as in the past, in seeking projects to be funded through a
demonstration grant program. Further, DNR argues it would have insufficient staff resources under
the bill to administer.the program. If state funding of recycling activities is going to be reduced,
grants under the demonstration grant program could also bc reduced or eliminated. - :

- 53, Tbe demonstratlon grant program wﬂl have an unencumbered carry- forward balance
of apprommateiy $200 000 to $400,000 at the end of 2000-01. . This balance will be available for
grants in the 2001-03 biennium. If the appropriation is reduced, for example by $250 000 or half of
the current $500,000 base fundmg, the program would still have $7GO 000 to $900 000 for grants in
the 2001-03 biennium. - - - .

o j‘_: E _Recjciihg' Market Development Board

54, The bill provides the Recycling Market Development Board within the Department
of Commerce with continued base funding of $130,100 SEG from the fec:ycimg fund with 2.0
positions and $2.300,000 PR annually from loan repayments for ﬁnanczal ass1stance Commerce is
authorized to spend all monies received from loan repaymerits. © : S

_ 557 'In 1999 ‘Act 9, the RMDB ‘was’ restructured to operate directly wzthzn the

_ Department of Commerce, reducmg its quasz»mdependent status.” Act 9 also eliminated 1 use of the
recycling fund “for’ financial * assistance. - The RMDB administers several recycling market
development programs, primarily loans to encourage the use of materials recovered from solid
waste as a raw material in production, loans to encourage businesses to research and develop
innovative ways.to utilize recovered materials, and recycling early planning grants to small
businesses and entrepreneurs to evaluate the feasibility of a proposed business start up or expansmn

56, "The RMDB will award $433 O{)O in grants requ;red by 1999 Act. 9 and
apprommateiy $1.4 million in other financial assistance (mostly loans) during the 1999-01
biennium. The Act 9 awards include: (a) $50, {)OO annual grant on an ongoing basis to WasteCap
W;sc:onsm Inc., a private, nonprofit orgamzatlon that provides waste reducmon -and recycling
assistance through business- to»bﬁsmess peer exchange; (b) an annual contract on an ongoing basis
to the statewide materials exchange program that received funding from the RMDB in the 1997-99
biennium (the statutes do not specify the grant amount but Commerce provided $100,000 in each of
1999-00 and 2000-01 to the Business Materials Exchange of Wisconsin); and (c) a one-time
$133,006 grant in the.1999-01 biennium to the West Central Wisconsin Biosolids Facility
Commission for a feasibility study related to sludgc~basec§ products and biosolid materials.

| 57 The RMDB has stated that in light of thc fact that the ﬁnanmai assmtance
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appropriation is entirely dependent on loan repayments, it is not inclined to provide grants other
than small recycling early planning grants. The bill retains the current requ;rement that the RMDB
continue to provide grants of $50,000 annually to WasteCap Wisconsin, Inc. and an annual grant to
the Business Materials Exchange of Wisconsin. The bill could be'amended to delete these statutory
designations in order to maximize the use of available loan repayments for future loans. However,
some would argue that the statutory deswnatwns should contmue in order to provide state Suppor{ to
these orgamzaﬁons SR '

58 Commerce W1H have apprommately $3 6 million to $4 0 rmlhon in loan repayments
avaalable during the 2001-03 biennium (including approximately $2. 4 million to $2.8 million of
loan repayments received before July 1, 2001 and approximately $1.2 million that will be received
during the 2001-03 bmnmum) “ Additional loans will generate additional loan repayments. The
financial assistance appropnat;on could be reestimated from $2 300, O{)O to $2,000, OOO PR annual}y
to reflect anuczpated revenues. £ _ _

59. Whﬂe the RMDB is authonzed two pos1t10ns one posmon has been vacant for
almost a year. It could be argued that one position is sufficient to administer the $1.8 million of
financial assistance that was provided in 1999-01 and the anticipated level of perhaps $2.0 million
annually during 2001-03. The bill could be amended to delete the vacant position and $64,300 SEG
annually from.the recycling fund. It should be noted that while the bill retains two positions for
administration of approx;mately $2.0 million in RMDB financial assistance activities annually, the
bill decreases DNR staff for grant administration from two to one to adrmmster current mcyclmg
grant programs and develop a new regional recyclmc grant program.

- 60.  Over the past ten years, recycling market development programs have been changed
w everal times in‘an attempt to focus state funds on activities that would increase the markets for

" recycled materials. However, global conditions have impacted markets for recycled materials in L

ways that state ﬁnancxai assistance has not been able 10 counteract.

| F 'Depa'x"miént 6f' Co'rr'e(':tiéns. '

61.  The Department of Correct:ons administers a computer recycling program under
which inmates at the Taycheedah Correctional Institution (TCI), the Racine Youthful Offender
Correctional Famllty (RYOCF) and the Jackson Correctlonal Institution (JCI) dismantle and salvage
donated computers. The goals ‘of the program ‘are to: (a) reduce the amount of information
technalogy eqmpment daposated in landfills; and*(b) provide pcrsonal computers for educational
and training purposes to state agencies and non«proﬁt organizations at a low cost. As of May, 2001,
43 male inmates at RYCOF and 15 male inmates at JCI dismantled donated computers, while 13
female offenders at TCI were employed testing, cleanmg and assembhng cornputers forsale,

- "-62. © o In 1997 Act 237, the Depaﬁment of Corfections was provzded a one-time $409,80{}
grant in 1998-99 from the DNR waste reductioni and recycling grant program from the recycling
fund with 4.0 PR_ one-year project positions for the computer recycling program. In 1999 Act 9,
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