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[LFB 2001 03 E_udg_gi Sufnmary::l_?:age 468, #1}

CURRENT LAW

'~ The DNR undertakes various activities related to monitoring, maintaining, and enhancing
‘aquatic ecosystems and sport and commercial fisheries. Assessment and habitat . protection
 surveys are conducted to_identify critical areas where fish habitat is deteriorating or fish
 populations are declining. Surveys yield data relating to fish population structure and harvests,
- which are used in preparing environmental impact statements, developing regulations for the
- commercial fishing industry, and assessing the impact of Native Americans exercising treaty

o 5r_i'gﬁts:;-.z_;';:_;ﬁ_aa;.;mn_;:;j;&rg.;i's.*_i«e‘s._pqi;js}l{;}e{.-f;gr--'G_r’éat{Ljakgs-'ﬁ‘sﬁi'z_'r_isf;ggemént_--'a‘cz-;vities.

" The Department also ‘undertakes fish propagation and stocking efforts throughout the
state. This function utilizes 10 cold-water (trout and salmon) facilities, three warm-water
 facilities (primarily for walleye, muskellunge, and bass), two dual-purpose hatcheries, and three
‘spawning facilities where eggs ‘from feral trout and salmon are collected. In addition, DNR
‘complements these facilities with additional ‘rearing ponds throughout the state. During 1999,
DNR estimates that it stocked inland streams and the Great Lakes with 6.8 million cold-water
fish. In addition, inland lakes were stocked with nearly six million warm-water fish, including
5.3 million walleye, 354,000 large-mouth bass, 122,000 northern  pike, and 150,000
muskellunge. Y& 20%,UMU large-mouth - A ROTRERL B

GOVERNOR -

P_rovidé_$431,7{§9 in 2001-02 and $459,000-in 2002-03 with 3.0 fisheries biologists and
technicians from the fish and wildlife account of the conservation fund.
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DISCUSSION POINTS

1. . In addition to supporting the fisheries management positions, DNR indicates that
funds would be used for hatcheries maintenance and lake monitoring costs. Potential maintenance
demands include. mof replacement at the Thunder River hatchery, repairing security fencing at the
Lake Mills' hatchery, installation of new rearing tanks at the Osceola hatchery, repairing the Kettle
. Morraine hatchery § Ozone unit, repairing a water supply main at the Nevin hatchery, and repairing

Woodruff hatchery’s hot/cold water control ‘system, upgrading computer hardware and software,
and mstalhng an ultravaoiet (’{}V) hght dzsmfectant system

e The fish and w;lcihfe accaunt of the censervatmn fund is estxmated to have a closing
baiance of appmx;mateiy $11.3 mﬂhon on June 30 2003. The main source of revenue to the fish
and wildlife account is fees pmd by hunters and ﬁshers for approvals and licenses authorizing them

to hunt or ﬁsh for varmus SpeCIES

e 3. In addmon glven the populamy of ﬁshmg in W1sconsm {over 1.3 million fishmg-_
_rf:}ated hcenses and stamps ‘were sold in fiscal year 2000), and the financial support that the fish. and

wildlife account ‘has” recclved from: individuals pu:chasmg ﬁshmo licenses and approvais, _some" o

have argued that addmonal field staff beyend the Governor's provision could be considered. In ‘its
budget request, DNR 1den£1ﬁed nine positions that would deliver fisheries management services 1o

B '-angiers Projects mclude momtonna of water quahty and. fish habztat fish management, hatchencs

' maintenance. and i 1mp:m'

ﬁmf:m :md ﬁshenes techmcal snpport to ongomg projects To the extent

- that: the ﬁsh and wildlifs ; _
: management field staff pasmons addmonal pnontles c:ould be addressed under thxs mmatwc 'I’he

-~ specific pcsmons DM{ has’ prxcmtxzed ﬁllmg are detaﬁed in the-Attachment.: The order of the

: _.-_.f.'posmons _ s"cansastem wzth the Departments hmng pnenﬁcs, _

undeztaken ‘before actual sta:ff would be ass1gned 10 a specific location. - An entry-level fisheries -
biologist. would cost approxzmately $24,200 in-2001-02- and $42.200.in 2002-03..An entry-level
fisheries techmczan would require appmxzmaiely $19, 600 in 2001-02 and $32,900in 2002-03.
' These costs. mclude saiary, fringe benefits,’ supphes and ‘one-time- fundmg Providing the' DNR's
 original request for nine staff (four fisheries biologists and five fisheries technicians) would cost an
'addltwnal $133 400 m 20@1~02 and 3225 3{){} in 2902«03 {ove,r the three staff prowded inthe bﬁi}

The Department has argued that reductzons in ﬁeld sta.ff have complzcated their
efforts to provxde a level of field support adequate to appmpnateiy manage the state’s fisheries

' habitats ‘and resources. However, few of the de:}cmnentable reductions in field staff i in recent years

have taken place because of legislative action. Between 1993 and 1999, lag1slat1s3n resulted in a
fisheries management net loss of 0.5 position. Between 1993 and ‘1998, however, approximately
40.42 field staff were transferred away from fisheries management field work ito'a ‘variety of
activities, including 13 positions within facilities and lands, 12 positions moved to water division
. field operations, reallocation of 5.67 :staff 1o customer ‘service: and licensing, and a position
transferred to administration and field services. Some of ‘these transfers retained fisheries
management duties: for example, seven positions were transferred to the Mississippi River Work
unit under departmental reorganization, to continue performing fisheries-related activities. In
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addition, eight of the fisheries technician positions transferred were to continue to address
responsibilities that had been relocated to facilities and land under DNR reorganization. The net
affect of these transfers, however, was to reduce the overall number of fisheries biologists and
technicians available to perform field work. It could be argued that the current difficulties being
experienced within the bureau of fisheries management and habitat protection were most directly
the result of changes in DNR departmentwide priorities rather than actual budget reductions. As
such, they could be addressed through a reallocation of staff from administrative or management
priorities back to positions emphasizing fisheries management field work.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

L Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $431,700 in 2001-02 and
$459,000 in 2002-03 for 3.0 fisheries biologists and technicians from the fish and wildlife account
of the conservation fund. S Sl

AHernative ‘t g SEG
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $890,700
[Change to Bill e
2002-03 POSITIONS (Change to Base) 3.00
[Change to Bill 0.00]
2. Adopt the Govemor’s recommendation. In addition, provide $131,400 in 2001-02

and $225,300 in 2002-03 for 3.0 fisheries biologists and 3.0 fisheries technicians to address DNR
fisheries managerent priorities statewide. (A total of 9.0 staff would be provided.)

Alterpative 2 SEG

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) 31 247400
[Change to Bil $356,700]

2002-03 POSITIONS (Change to Base) 8.00
[Change to Bil} 6.00

3. . Transfer $89,400 in 2001-02 and $108,000 in 2002-03 and 3.0 positions to provide
for a fisheries biologist and two fisheries technicians. Specify that 2.0 positions and $120,800
($35,000 in 2001-02 and $65,800 in 2002-03) be transferred from the Bureau of Facilities and
Lands, and 1.0 position and $76,600 (334,400 in 2001-02 and $42,200 in 2002-03) be transferred
from Customer Service and Licensing. (This could be in addition to, or in lieu of, Alternative #1.)
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Maintain current law.
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Representative Gard
Senator Weich

NATURAL RESOURCES -- FISH, WILDLIFE, & RECREATION
Fisheries Management Staffing

[LFB Paper #646]

Motion:

Move to transfer $131,400 in 2001-02 and $225,300 in 2002-03 and 6.0 positions from the
Bureau of Facilities and Lands to the Division of Water for 3.0 fisheries biologists and 3.0 fisheries
technicians__ to address DNR fisheries management priorities statewide.
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ATTACHMENT

Position 1: Fisheries technician (Green Bay)

_ This position would have primary responsibility for piloting and maintaining the fisheries
: reseaxch vessel (The PERCA). It would also support ongoing perch research in Green Bay and
Lake Michigan.

Position 2: Fisheries technician (Wxid Rose, Langlade, Fltchburg)

This posmon would be spizt to increase three part time LTE fisheries technicians to full
time. These positions include a coldwater production specialist at the Wild Rose fish hatchery, a
fisheries technician providing salmonid support at the Thunder River fish hatchery (who also
assists at the Langlade and Lakewood fish hatchenes) and a propagation technician at Nevin fish
hatchery in Fitchburg. :

Position 3: Fisheries biologist (Park Falls)

This position would have primary responsibility for resource monitoring within the
region, including data quality assurance and assisting regional biologists with sampling efforts.
The Department indicates that with 820 lakes larger than 100 acres and 44% of all trout streams
located in this region, demand for fish and water quality monitoring is high. This position would
also be involved in treaty work, monitoring walleye and muskellunge resources.

Position 4: Fisheries technician (Park Falls)

This position would provide support to the biologist position requested for the region.
Duties would be similar, including fish regulation evaluations and evaluations of stocking efforts
in the area as well.

Position 5: Fisheries technician (Sturtevant)

This position would be responsible for a variety of activities at the Root River Steelhead
facility, including propagation activities, fish health monitoring, management surveys, and trends
monitoring. The Root River facility supports a significant portion of the Lake Michigan
steethead and coho propagation program, and provides some backup support for the Chinook
salmon stocking program (including providing eggs to other states).

Position 6: Fisheries biologist (Northern Marathon County and Wisconsin Dells)

This position would be responsible for Wisconsin River fish management activities for
approximately 52,225 acres of flowages and 60 miles of river. Potential duties include
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management of exotic species invasion, contaminants, algae blooms, rough fish control
(including carp), sturgeon reintroduction, and fishing regulation assessments.

Position 7: Fisheries biologist (Lower St. Croix River)

_ Thls position would be responszble for water quality and fish management activities
along the lower St. Croix River.

Position 8: Fisheries !:echmman (Honcon)

This posmon would support the fisherles biologist who is assigned to the Upper Rock
River basm

| :i’-osition_._?; Fisheries biologist (Lower Wisconsin basin)

“ T}us .p'ct)siiion would be respohsible for fish management and water quality sampling
efforts throughout the region.
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, S_ai_ie 301 » Madison, W1 53703 « (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 15, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #647

Wildl-ife Management Staffing (DNR -- Fish, Wildlife and Recreati_bn)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 469, #2]

CURRENT LAW

A central responsibility of the DNR is to protect and manage the wildlife populations and
habitats of the state. Wildlife biologists and technicians manage and regulate various species,
- including deer; bear, elk, geese, turkey, and waterfowl. ‘Wildlife personnel also manage urban

and: captwe wﬂdhfe pragrams rﬁhabﬂltataon issues and educanonal efforts.

L DNR also operates the state game farm at Poynette, which raises approximately 32,000
o pheasant roosters and 8,000 hens :—mnuaiiy for stocking ‘on public hunting grounds and provides
almost 65,000 day-old rooster chicks annually to 83 conservation and sports clubs under
cooperative agreements. In addition, DNR also administers the wild pheasant restoration
program and is currently in the process of reintroducing elk herds in northern Wisconsin.

GOVERNOR
Provide $307,800 in 2001-02 and.$235,0{}0 in 2002-03 for 3.0 wildlife biologists and
technicians from the fish and wildlife account of the conservation fund.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. DNR indicates that $66 000 (m 2001-02 only) would be used for equipment
replacement (such as tractors and mowers). Approximately $87,500 in 2001-02 and $76.000 in
2002-03 would be used to replace radio equipment, and $50,000 annually would be for supplies and
services, as well as partnership efforts (such- as funding for shared positions with state and federal
partners for the Wetlands Reserve Program).
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2. " Thefish'and wildlife account of the conservation fund is estimated to have a closing
balance of approximately $11.3 million on June 30, 2003. The main source of revenue to the fish
and wildlife account is fees paid by hunters and fishermen for approvals and licenses authorizing
them to hunt, fish, o trap. :

3. It may be argued that given the prominence of wildlife management issues in
~.Wisconsin, and the financial support that the fish and wildlife account has received from individuals
purchasmﬂ huntmg and fishing licenses and approvals, additional field staff beyond the Governor’s
provision may be desirable. In its budget request, DNR identified 18,200 hours of highest-priority
work: that ‘was not bemg addressed statewide. These projects include management activities on the
Brﬁhon Klllsnake, and. Collins wildlife areas near Appleton, and urban wildlife work in the Fox
River Valley. In addition, staffing needs in the Florence/Crandon area were cited — wildlife
management staff was requested for Spread Eagle Barrens and the Pine-Popple Wild River areas, as
well as to assist ‘with deer -herd management activities. Staffing for grassland prairie habitat
restoranon in Lafayette County was cited, as were wildlife management projects in Wood and
Marathon County Forests. Finally, habltat maintenance and restoration in the Kettle Morraine State
Forest was identified as a priority. Nine of DNR's highest priority wildlife management sta.fﬁng"_. _
requests are descnbed in the Attachment. The order of the positions is. consistent. with the
Department's hn’mg priorities; however, further review may be undertaken before actual staff would
be- assigned te-a_specific location.. . To the extent that-the fish and wildlife account of the
ccmse:vauon fund is able 10 suppert addmonal wﬁdhfe management ﬁeld staff posmons, addmonal

approxzmately $19, 600 in 20{)14)2 and $32 9{)(} in 2002«03 These costs mciude saiary fnnge
_ _:benefits mit:ai snpphes and ongmng suppizes zmd servxces fundmg Provadmg the DNRS ongmal_-

_2(}01 02 and 3296 706 in 2()02-93 (m addmen 10 fundmg provuicd under the b1H)

4. 'I’he I)epartment has argued that reductions in field staff have ccmphcatf:d their
efforts to prov:de a level of field support adequate to appropriately manage the state's wildlife
resources. However, few of the documentable reductions in field staff in recent years have taken
place because of legislative action. Under 1995 Act 27, 7.8 FTE wildlife management field staff
positions were removed, including 1.8 positions associated with the Poynette game farm and 6.0
longitérm vacancies were deleted. Between 1993-94 and 1999-2000, DNR received 5.0 FTE
wildlife management field staff and 2.0 project positions for bureau central office activity related to
wildlife management through the budget process. Between 1993 and 1997, however, approximately
21.25 FTE field staff were transferred away from wildlife management field work to a variety of
activities, including 15 positions to lands division management, 2.25 staff to customer service and
licensing, and a position transfer to the burean of endangered resources. It could be argued that the
current difficulties being experienced within the bureau of wildlife management are more directly
the result of changes in DNR departmentwide priorities. As such, they could be addressed through a
reallocation of staff from administrative or management priorities back to positions emphasamng
wildlife management field work.
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ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

L Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $307,800 in 2001-02 and
$235,000 in 2002-03 with 3.0 wildlife biologists and techmclans from the fish and wildlife account
of the conservation fund. :

Alternative 1 SEG
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $542,800
{Change to Bill 0!
2002-03 POSITIONS (Change to Base) 3.00
[Change to Bill 0.0

_ 2. Approve the Governor’s recommendation. In addition, provide $122,200 in 2001-02
'and $206,700 in 2002-03 for 1.0 wzldhfe biologist - and 5.0 wildlife technicians to address DNR
wildlife management priorities statcwxde (A total of 9 staff would be provided.)

Aternative2 - - gEg
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $871,700
[Change to Bill $328,900]
2002-03 POSITIONS (Change 1o Base) 8.00
[Change to Bill 6.00}

3. Transfer $89,400 in 2001~02 and $108 GGO in 2002 03 and 3 G posztzcms to provzde
s for.a Wﬁdhfe biologist -and two Wﬂdhfe technicians. Spemfy that 2.0 positions ‘and- $120,800
* ($55,000 in 2001-02 and $65,800 in 2002-03) be transferred from Lands Division: management, and
1.0 position and $76,600 ($34,400 in 2001-02 and $42,200 in 2002-03) be transferred from
Customer Service and Licensing. (This alternative could be adopted in addmon to, or in lieu of,
Alternative #1.)

4. Maintain current law. ;
sz%g-

s,
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Representative Gard
Senator Welch

NATURAL RESOURCES -- FISH, WHLDLIFE, & RECREATION
Wildlife Management Staffing

[LFB Paper #647]

Motion:
Move to transfer $122,200 in 2001-02 and $206,700 in 2002-03 and 6.0 positions from
Lands Division Management to provide 1.0 wildlife biologist and 5.0 wildlife technicians to

address DNR wi%d_life management priorities statewide.
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ATTACHMENT

Position 1: Wildlife technician (Appleton)

This position would be active in Outagamie, Calumet, Brown and Manitowoc counties.
Responsibilities would include property management for 17,000 acres of public land (consisting
.. of the Brillion, Killsnake, and Collins wildlife areas, which require grassland and wetland

m_anaggn;en_t, land acquisition, and pheasant stocking); private land management in the region
~ involving wetland and  grassland - restoration, .as well as- pheasant, turkey, and waterfowl
._ménagemezzt;_ .and watershed . and ‘mon-point - source ‘pollution issues affecting area wildlife
m_ziga_gcmcn_t_. The Fox River Valley is also experiencing increased demands for services
associated with urban wildlife management issues.

Position 2: Wildlife technician (Peshtigo)
o This position would be active in Oconto and Marinette counties. The technician would

have job responsibilities in-11 units of the Green Bay West Shores Wildlife areas, the Peshtigo
Brook Wildlife Area, Seagull Bar Natural Area, and the Bloch Oxbow Natural Area. In total, the

- -position will have technical wildlife management respensibilities on approximately 60,000 acres

of public land. Responsibilities may also include maintaining and marking approximately 25
miles of property boundary between DNR and private land in Oconto County (to address
increasing = trespass problems), maintaining service roads, dikes, and other property
developments; wildlife management work in the Oconto County forest, as well as contacts and
management efforts associated with private land; and wetland restoration along the west shore of
~Green Bay. The Department indicates that since reorganization in 1995, there has been no

wildlife technician with a primary assignment in Oconto County.
Position 3: Wildlife technician (Kewaunee)

This position would be active in Door, Kewaunee, -Brown, and Manitowoc counties.
Responsibilities include property management on wildlife areas and natural areas in Door and
Kewaunee counties, as well as wetland and grassland restoration on private land. These areas are
also experiencing increasing requests for assistance in urban wildlife management planning.
Currently, Kewaunee, Algoma, and Sturgeon Bay do not have DNR staff coverage to provide
wildlife management assistance. The Buzz Besadny, Mud Lake, and Gardner natural areas as
well as the Potowatomi, Newport, Rock Island, and Peninsula State Parks have unmet requests
for wildlife management. :

Position 4: Wildlife biologist (Florence or Crandon)
This é}OSition would be active in Florence and Forest counties. The Department indicates

that a permanent wildlife management pesition has been lacking in Florence County for
approximately 20 years. Responsibilities would include quota setting, deer management and
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damage issues in five deer management units (DMUs); public lands management on the Spread
Eagle barrens, Pme«-Popp}e wild river, Nicolet National Forest, and county forest lands; wildlife
surveys with specml emphasis on ecoiog;caiiy sens;t:ve specxes and habitats, and educatzonaI
programs. . b e e :

Posxtmn 5 Wﬂd}lfe techmc;an (Ashland)

Thls posmon would be active in- Iron Ashland Bayﬁeld ‘and Douglas counties.

_. Rcsponmblhﬁes would mclude wildlife surveys for pre:dater tracking, ruffed grouse drumiming,
.. sharptailed - dancmg gmund woodcock peeting; anuran, bear bait, furbearer carcass collection,
- deer. registration and deer aging; ‘wildlife ‘habitat and- deveiapment work on'six state wildlife and

fisheries management areas (covenng 9 600 acres) as'well as'on approxxmately 162,800 acres of
state owned land in the 4—c0umy regwn and would support ‘wildlife work done on 642,200 acres -
of county forest Iand anci pnvatc weﬂands and grassiand restorat;on pr03 ects :

Posmon 6 Wlldhfe bwleglst (Darhngton)

Thxs posmon wonld be ax:twe in Green Grant southern Jowa, and Lafayette ccmnnes

: 'Responszbzhnes would include: réstoration ‘of ‘grassland: praxna habitat, wildlife management
.. assistance to. private land owners, as well as land‘and wildiife management acuwt;es on 13,800

acres of pubhc }and and 14, 200 acres of 1eased pubhc huntmg grounds

“ .Pasm{m 7 Wﬂdl:fe techmcxan (W xscansm Raplds)

- ThlS posmon Would be aetzve in Wood, Portage, and Marathon counties. Responsibilities =~
_Wouki include land and

| wildlife management work at Dewey Marsh, Emmons Creek, Wood and "
Marathon county foresis, and ‘several ‘other sma.l.'ier ﬁshem:s and ‘remnant’ properties. Other
projects would include endangered and threatened resources surveys and ha‘mtat work as well as
mvaswe plant surveys and eradzcatlon effons T R

Pss;t:on 8 Wlidlzfe techmcaan (Baidwm)

Thls p@smcm weuld be active in St Crozx and smzthem Polk County. Responsibilities
would include habitat work in the: Western Prairie Habitat restoration area (which includes

- approximately 20,000 acres), land acquisition and management actavmes and cosrdmanon of
_pm}ects wn:h federal county, and pnvate panners e -

Pesman 9 Wildlee techmcaan (W aukesha)

This position would be active in Walworth 'Coghty.' Responsibilities would include
habitat and restoration work on approximately 4,000 acres of scattered wildlife areas, 5,500 acres
of the Turtle Valley wildlife area, and 7,000 acres in the Kettle Moraine; private wetland
restoration activities; and support and consu}tatmns regardmg wxidhfe inquiries through the

- Waukesha service center.

Page 6 - ‘Natural Resources ---Fish, Wildlife and Recreation (Paper #647)




AGENCY: DNR
'PAPER:'-#&AB

: JSSUE Monogmg Wildlife Dlseczses

:E’QECOMMENDATION Alfema’rivé 2

' SUMMARY ShouEd mcke DNR work in cooperation with other agencies
c:md bnng this bc:aok to JFC

\ (DNR worksng wi’(h other dg'e.ric'ies'here can be atest case for how well

- they will communlccz‘fe once spilf hope ;’r $ better than how DNR and
-_Commerce nfercac’f now )

BY: Barry




Coah _:_'_pote:ntzaﬁy mfeeted dee_
- hunters. Staff wildlife bi

e ;:educatmn staff mxdersakg .h'lS responszbzhty From ﬁns perspecnve 1{ may seem rﬁasena?:}l .'ti).. |

i NaturalReseurcg - F:sh,W:Idilfeaﬂd -Ré:crezi’;i;}ﬁ_-j’_(f"apérs-#a8.}.

__:ientmst the memtcnng 'of _ 'dhfe for chscase mczdence to, the ﬁNR




2. Michigan’s highly publicized stmggle with bowne ’I’B in its deer herd has raised
concern among farmers, wildlife watchers, hunters, and wildlife managers In addmon to mfcctmg
the Michigan deer herd, bovine TB has been documented in carnivores known to feed on deer
populations, and several Michigan cattle herds. Should this disease proliferate in ‘Wisconsin, the
£CONOINic 1mpact on both the dairy and tourism industries could be severe. In addition, as the most
'hke}y means of introducing bovine TB, chronic wasting disease, and some other animal diseases

“into Wisconsin’s resident deer or cattle herds is by importing infected livestock, developing a
cooperative approach to detection and management with the Department of Agriculture, Trade, and
Consumer Protection may be advisable. From this perspective, it could be argued the issue of wild
and ‘domestic- animal. disease management should be considered in a broader context. [If the
Govemors recommendanon is not adopted, DNR could seek funding after a comprehensive state
plan was developed "This would allow consideration of resources from other agencies in regard to
management and prevention initiatives.

ALTERNATWES TO BASE

: 1. _ Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $150,000 annually from the
-~ fish and Wﬂdhfe account for sampling and laboratory testing to manage emerging disease risks,
_including long-term disease monitoring of the deer herd for risk of chronic wasting disease and
bovine tuberculosis. Efforts would  also include . assessing the health of urban geese pr;or to
_ _reiocatzon and momtenng fur- bearmg animals for rabzes .

1 Altematwe‘l wp e ) Sl SEG |
290?-03 FBNDlhEG (Chaﬂge 1o Base) - $300,000
[Change to Bill Fo7
2. Do not adopt the Govemors recommendation. Rather, allow DNR to submit a

request: under's. 13: 10, without the finding of emergency, for up to $150,000 SEG annually for a
camprchenszve animal disease management plan in collaboration with DATCP and other affected
gevemmentai agencies. The Jomt Comrmttee on Fmaxzce could provide fundine 1man annraval af

the managﬁment plan.
MO#

i ive 2
Alternative SEG BURKE

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) %0 DECKER
[Change to Bill - $300,000 WMOORE
SHIBILSKI
PLACHE
_ C _ . s : WIRCH
3. Maintain current law. o _ DARLING
o ' WELCH

ol
ZZZZ 2Rz
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i
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Aﬁernatwea
200103 FUNDING (Change to Base) s | oD
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- May '1:53,'-2{)01 ' Joint Committee on Finance Paper #649

: Vf_::_nison Processing Donat_i-on'ngra_m (DNR - FiSh_, Wildl_iffe and Recreation)

_'{LFBQOOI_-O?; Budget Summary: Page 472, #8]

| CURRENTLAW

A surcharge is added to most resident and non-resident hunnng licenses to fund wildlife
damage program activities. A $1 surcharge is added to deer, bear, turkey, small game, and sports
licenses. In addition, a $2 surcharge is included in the cost of a conservation patron license. The
' 'wﬁdhfe damage’ ‘program also receives all DNR revenue generated from the sale-of bonus deer

' permzts ($12 for resxdants, $20 fer nameszdents) Tegether these sources generaied almost $6.4
' mﬂlzon for the wﬂdhfe damage program m I999-00

i’rcvmus to 1999 rcvenue from ths_---wxlélee damage surchaa'gf: was stamtonly directed to
be expcnded on three programs related to ‘wildlife damage: (a) the wildlife damage claims and
abatement program (b) control-of w1ld animals; and (c) the urban wildlife abatement and control
grant program. The 1999-01 bzennxai budget mciuded a provision that allowed DNR to use funds
from the wildlife damage program to pay partgc:lpatmg counties for the processing of venison that
was donated to food" pantries or chamtable organizations durmo a deer herd control season
established by the DNR' to abate deer- damage These cost are to be pzud after other wildlife
damage program expenditures, and the DNR is directed to prorate payments if available funding
1s not adequate to fully reunburse counues

.GOVERNOR
Allow a,ny apphcant for a deer, bear, turkey, or small game hunting license to elect to

make a voluntary contribution of at-least-$1 to-be used for the venison processing and donation
program, mcludmg pmmononal and educational activities.
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DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Under the bill, monies received would be used to reimburse counties for the cost of
processing donated venison (including processing, county administration costs, advertising, and
donating costs incurred) during a deer damage management season for use by food pantries and
charitable organizations. If donations were . not sufficient to reimburse counties for their
expenditures on the venison donation program, monies from the wildlife damage program could
continue to be used (after payments were made for county administrative costs, wildlife damage
abatement asszstance, and wildlife damage claim payments). DNR would prorate reimbursement to
counties if funds were insufficient for full payment. Donated funds would also be available for
promotional and educational activities and materials .to encourage voluntary contributions to the
venison processing program. Counties would be required to make reasonable efforts to donate the
venison (rather than requ}.red to donate it, currently) to be eligible for reimbursement.

20 Dumng the falI 2000 deer herd control hunts, a]most 7,800 deer were donated to be _
processed for food ‘pantries statewide. The program cost the state an estimated $489,000 and
resulted i in apprommately 350,000 pounds of meat being donated to food pantries. Approxunately
20% (ot $97,800) was used to fund county administrative efforts and advertising expenses to
. increase pubhc awareness ef the program; the remaining $391,200 compensated processing and

'donatxon costs . o

3. A similar donation program zmtxated in Maryiand received donations of at least $1
- from 30% of hunters If 30% of all hunters (res;dent and non—xesxdent) gurchasmg deer, bear, turkey,
* or small game licenses in Wisconsin donated $1, approximately 8423 000 would be raised. Based
on license sales totals from fiscal year: 2000, 35% of hunters parchasmg deer, bear, turkey, or small

_ game hcenses wouid necc% to donate Si each in. order 1o generaie sufﬂczent monies to fully fund the- e

venison donauon pmgm.m (assummg a smn}ar season and donation structure as in 2000). Wisconsin

- cun*enﬂy has a similar. chcckwoff optmn on apphcaﬂons for ﬁshmg licenses and boat registrations.

. End:vzdua}s have the ‘option of donating $1 or more for DNR lake research activities. The voluntary

- checkoff generated $69,500.in 1999-00; for comparison, over one million fishing licenses were sold
in 1999»00 and appmmmate}y 370,000 boat registrations or renewais took place. This represents a
less than 5% paruczpatmn rate. If similar results were applmd to the venison donation program, it
would be expected generate about $70 O{}{) annualiy

4, At this time, DNR estimates that Zone T hunts will be held in 82 of the states 125
deer management units (66%). This would represent a decrease from 2000, when Zone T hunts
were held in 97 of the 125 deer management units (78%). Funding required to support the venison
processing program is expected to rernain similar to 2000 levels ~ county administrative expenses
are predicted to decrease, as ‘many. of ‘the donation agreements were established in 2000, but
processing costs.may increase as public awareness of the program may grow over time.

5. It may be argued that the venison donauon program cncouragcs hunters who would
not otherwise harvest additional deer to do so, thereby decreasing the number of surplus deer and
(with the reduction of the deer herd) contributing to lower wildlife damage payments. From this
perspective, it would be considered appropriate to use wildlife damage revenues to fund the venison
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donation program.

6. Alternatively, the cost of the venison donation program may create a substantial
long-term demand on the wildlife damage program. Revenues to the wildlife damage program
exceeded expenditures by almost $3.7 million in fiscal year 2000. This was due to sales of deer
hunting licenses and bonus deer permits associated with a large deer herd. During fiscal year 1999-
00, the wildlife damage surcharge on licenses generated $996,500 in revenue, while sales of bonus
deer permits generated almost $5.4 million. For comparison, it is estimated that the wildlife darnage
surcharge will generate over $1.0 million in revenue for 2000-01, but revenues from sales of bonus
permits declined by 86% to approximately $740,000. Special Zone T hunts (and the associated free
permits) occurred over the vast majority of the state last year, contributing to the decline in bonus
permit sales. As Zone T hunts are again expected to be widespread for the 2001 deer hunt, bonus
permit revenues could continue to be substantially reduced. Therefore, the viability of long-term
funding of the venison donation program from wildlife damage revenues may be uncertain
(payments would be prorated if funds were insufficient). Further, agricultural interests and DNR’s
Deer: Management for 2000 and Beyond initiative have suggested a number of changes to the
wildlife damage program that could significantly increase the state costs of the program. A review
of the scope of the program may be appropriate, given that when funding for this program was
approved under 1999 Act 9, its current magnitude may not have been anticipated.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Govemor’s recommendation to allow any applicant for a deer, bear,
. turkey, or small game hunting license to elect to make a voluntary contribution of at least $1 to be
- used for the venison processing and donation program, including promotional and educational
activities. (Payments for the program would also continue to come from the wildlife damage
program, if available, and be prorated if donations and damage funds are insufficient.)

2. Approve the Governor’s recommendation, but prohibit the use of funds from the
wildlife damage program for the venison donation program. (This would have the effect of funding
the venison processing donation program solely through voluntary contributions.)

3. Maintain current law. (The donation program would be funded entirely from wildlife
damage revenues, if available.)
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AGENCY: DNR
PAPER: #650

ISSUE: Automated License Issuance System
RECOMMENDATION: Alfernative 2

SUMMARY: Anything automated seems to cost twice as much as
origin«:xily thought. A little JFC oversight of this project won't hurt.
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, W1 53703 « (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 15, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #650

:' ___Aﬂtg_)ji_nated License Issuance System (DNR -- Fish, Wildlife and Recreation)

[LEB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 473, #10]

CCURRENT LAW
The Department of Natural Resources currently administers an automated hunting and
fishing license sales system. There are a wide variety of licenses authorizing residents and
~nonresidents to-hunt, fish, and trap. Hunting and fishing licenses vary according to the type of
- species that may be pursued, the method of pursuit; the number of people for whom the license is
- valid and the time period for which the license is valid. To hunt or fish certain species, a stamp

_._..musz.be__purg:hased in addition tothe license.

“ " Most licenses may be purchased directly from DNR or from sales agents appointed by the
Department (such as county clerks, ‘sporting goods stores, discount stores and bait shops), although
certain-licenses are only available through the Department. A sales agent may retain 50¢ per license
and  15¢ per stamp from the purchase price. Currently, 236 different licenses and approvals are
issued through the automated system.

GOVERNOR

.-+ Provide $983,000 SEG annually from the fish and wildlife account of the conservation
fund for the operation of the Automated License Issuance System (ALIS). This would ‘include
$30,000 annually to contract for a professional evaluation of the system and planning associated
with the rebidding of the ALIS contract in 2002. The remainder would go towards meeting the
ALIS transaction charges, including kit supplies for the printing of licenses at ALIS terminals
and consultant time for change orders to the ALIS system. R '
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DISCUSSION POINTS

i Under the prior license sales system, DNR distributed paper lzcenses to county
clerks, who in turn distributed them to sales agents. DNR indicates that the prior system was
grob}@matzs in tenns of license distribution and revenue csllecﬁon The Department also indicates
* that the system was t00. paper-intensive and inconsistent across counties. The number and variation
of licenses sold created problems for sales agents, and the pnor delivery system did not allow agents
to readﬁy respond to vanatmn in license demand.

-2.' Under ALIS a data terminal -and printer are placed at license sales locations.
: Hun{mg and ﬁshmg hcenses are pnnted by agents on demand.” In addition, license sales information
is capmmd electmmcaﬂy and license revenue is collected via electronic funds transfer. All DNR
licenses ‘are programmed into the system ‘and thus, all agents are able to sell all DNR licenses and
stamps. ch&nsas are prmted on durable stock and multiple licenses can be printed on one form.
_ Agems can also be. updated on new mfonnaﬂon through ‘notices ‘o an electronic bulletin board
system The: dclays ofa paper system are rmnmuzed and Imense inventory control is improved.

o 3 The Department 31gned a contract for ALIS. thh Central Trust Bank of Missouri in
I)ecember 1997 I)esxgn negotiations for the system were compieted in April, 1998. The system
was piloted at 150 locatzons throughout the state in November and Decembcr of 1998, and was
1mp}emented siatewzdc in March 1999 o

4. . chense sa%es agents dc mt pumhase the sales temunals under the new system.

| Agents who parumpated in: the pmmous license system are. rcqmred to:pay. a-one-time, refundable

security deposﬂ of. $25€} te receive the: eqmpment ‘while new agents under ALIS must’ pay a depos;t
0f$5{}(} : e R I _ _ : _

£ 5 'I‘he Department mdmates thcre are appromnately 1 6&(} agmts zmcier ALIS Under k
_the prlor system there were 2.400.  Among those agents who:left the system, DNR licensing staff
" do not believe that there are any trends with respect to region of the state or type of agents. The
lDepartment indicates that th:s loss of agents is mitigated by the fact that all licenses are available at
all agent locations (rather than only certain hcanses being available at various: Jocations depend:mg_ _
on the preférence of the agent) and that licenses can also be purchased by telephone through a zoll~
free number under the new system.

6. In 1995-96, $100,000 SEG from the conservation fund was provided to contract for
the development of design specifications for an automated license system. In the 1997-99 biennial
budget, over $1.9 million-SEG from th¢ fish and ‘wildlife- account ($657,000 in 1997-98 and
$1,288,000 in -1998-99). was provided for the development, marketing, proof of performance
prototype and operahenaj charges of ALIS. The 1999:01 biennial budget provided an additional
- $916,100- in .1999-00 and $897,700 in. 2(30&01 from the fish and wildlife ‘account for ‘ALIS
expenses including transaction charges, systems maintenance, master lease costs for license
terminals, and training and support costs. In total, base funding for the ALIS systemn is almost $3.3
million annually.
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owwov 1.0 Despite these funding increases, ALIS was in deficit for 1999-00, and required an
additional $1.7 million to cover costs. The majority of this was paid for out of the Division of
. Administration .and ‘Technology ‘with. federal funds and with fish and wildlife SEG. This cost
overrun was part of a larger $2.4 million shortfall experienced by the Customer Assistance and
-External Relations (CAER) Division. The:Department’s spending adjustments to cover this shortfal]
are detailed in Table 1. The licensing system cost overrun was attributed to the fact that the budget
request for ALIS operations in 1999-01 was not based ‘on prior experience with the system; DNR
underestimated the number of transactions that would take place through ALIS during license year

21999, -and consequently budgeted too little for license: kit supplies, contract changes for system

B :modifications, and the associated consultant fees. In total, for fiscal year 2000, ALIS costsexceeded
85 million. . R ot » ALIS costsexc

. TABLE1

Funds Used to Pay for CAER Shortfall, 1999-00

S ERE s ) o o . Funds Used
©oFund ~ Deseription " 10 Cover Shorifall
CGPRUC Administrative Division Operations $25,000
Conservation SEG ~~ Law Enforcement Operations 40,000
“Conservation SEG Fisheries Management & Habitat Operations ~ 500,000%
ConservationSEG ~ Wildlife Management Operations 250,000
© Various . Workers Compensation Surplus . /189,500
C Vareus Departmentwide Excess Charge Balances 91,100
o FED Federal Indirect Administrative Surplus. . 1,260,700
. “Conservation SEG © ~  Finance Tnsurance & WISMART Billing Surplus 116,500 "
' “GPR& Conservation SEG  Payplan surplus from Division of Water | 123,200
 Conservation SEG Equipment Pool Operations . : 43,000
~ Conservation SEG~ CAER Division Lapse : (59.900y**
. Total: L . $2,484,100

' *Uncomrmaed fedcral 'Di:ng'e:il—JaﬁﬁsQn (sport fish restoration) and Pittman-Robertson (wildlife restoration) funds were available.
Because of restrictions on which expenditures are eligible for federal funding, other planned fish and wildlife expenditures were
- transferred to federal funding, and the equivalent amount deducted from the fish and wildlife programs to support CAER.

;’;*'i_”hi_s fepfeé_ents_ thé_z_x_n_n.ém_ztzlapsed from C.A_ER at the end of the fiscal year.

8. During license year 1999 (April, 1999, through March, 2000), approximately
4,237,000 transactions were completed through ALIS by 1,628,700 customers. Approximately
$61.1 million in revenue was collected in license year 1999. For license year 2000 (April, 2000,
through March, 2001), sales increased to 4,769,700 approvals generating over $60.7 million in
revenue. License year 1999 showed higher revenues than license year 2000 despite lower
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transaction numbers due to -a one-time bookkeeping. gain from collections efficiencies. Before the

implementation of ALIS, approximately eight weeks passed between the sale of a license and the
~ transfer of revenue to.DNR. Agents:selling licenses through ALIS now make weekly electronic
transfers. Consequently, in the first- year of ALIS operations, DNR reported all revenues received
for Sa}as within:the 52-week period and, in addition; received approximately eight weeks worth of
_revenues for sales that had actually occurred during the previous' license year. This resulted in
- TEVEnues to. DNR for license sa}es n: 11(:&:133 year 1999 appeanng hxgher than expected.

S 9.' In addmon te pmv;dmg more accurate mfonnatxon rcgardmg hcense sales, DNR
_ mdxcates that it expenenced increased revenues through the ALIS system. As previously mentioned,
'the 1mp}ementatzon of ALIS decreased the amount of time between the sale of a license and the
collection of revenue by DNR by approximately seven weeks. The fish and wildlife account gains
interest on these funds accrued because of decreased transit time. Also, DNR now receives the
port;on of the i 1ssumg fee formerly retamed by county clerks (approxzmaery $580,000).

' 10. In 2006«—01 $3 248 900 is appropnated for ALIS operations. DNR expects to

o _expenence ALisureiated cost overruns of approximately $1.5 million, for the same reasons as cited

“earlier. ‘Expenditures to date support this estimate. Again, the ALIS deficit is part of a larger CAER™
shortfall (estimated at $1.9 million in 2000-01). DNR anticipated the ALIS cost overrun, and made
fandmg adjustments early in 2000-01. The wﬂdhfe management, fisheries habitat, and law
enforcement subprograms each . supplied’ $250 000 from their base budgets towards the shortfall,
'and approxxmately $750,000 from the federal indirect cash balance supplied the remainder. (Federal
mdzrect funds are supplied as part of the grants adnnmstratxon process. For all federally supported
ﬁsh and wﬂdhfe project grants that pmv;de staff, bctwean 20 and 23% of funding may be directed
by }I)NR for adnnnisﬂ'anve ce:)sts) The remammg $47O 400 shortfall attributable -to- CA}ER
_opera ions ‘would most hkeiy be covered from any savings reahzed at the end of the fiscal. year._....
. pmxmiy from Jower than expeczed MSMART accounting Costs. o : '

“11. A variety of cost-reduction mmanves have been enacted by customer service and
hcensmg staff. Licenses are printed on paper receipts whenever possible, reducing the use of the
more costly Valeron durable-stock printable material. Procurement, packaging, and distribution of
supply kits are now managed by DNR, and change orders are processed in batches when feasible to
reduce consultmg costs. Based on monthly assessments of expenditures, transaction costs for 2000-
01 are estimated to decline by 11% from 1999-00 levels; help desk and monthly terminal
maintenance costs are estimated to decline by 8%, and the cost of supply orders (paper, Valeron,
printing kits) are estimated to decrease by 19%. Together, this would represent a cost savings of
$362,000 in 2000-01 in these areas. In addition, DNR will begin selling all licenses currently
available through ALIS over the internet by May, 2001. Individuals purchasing licenses online
would print their own receipts, generating further savings.

12. Table 2 showé._.t_he:éctual .c_:osts of ALIS for the previous two years and estimated
expenditures for 2000-01 and 2001-02.
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TABLE 2

Automated License Issuance System Costs
($ in thousands)

Actual Estimated

1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02
“Terminal Master Lease and Installatlon $182.0 $696.7 $668.6 $668.6
- Transaction Charges 3755 1,026.5 912.5 912.5
License Printing Supplies 565.0 1,148.6 925.0 925.0
‘Maintenance, Training & Support 149.2 3983 398.3 398.3
Postage - : 3634 363.4 363.4 3634
Monthly. PC Maintenance Fee 556 1714 157.2 157.2
Data Processing 188.9 2127 209.2 2092
- BEITA Chargebacks 156.4 146.6 142.6 142.6
Record Updates - 0.0 - 00 234 234
 Help Desk R .26.1 80:3 737 73.7
Planned Change Orders _ . o 87.6 171.4 50.0
Other Materials, Marketing and Supplies 2272 98.5 98.5 98.5
LTE Salaries 79.8 79.8 79.8 79.8
Forms 170.6 2465 170.6 170.6
Banking Fees 4.5 53 53 53
- Systems Development T4 242.0 3724 92.4
.. Bonding for County Clerks 2.9 0.0 0.0 _00
© Total ., . 833145 $5,004.2 $4,7719  $4370:5

Expenditure Authority 24332 32923 3.248.9 3,248.9*
SB 55 983.0
Difference -$891.3 -$1,711.9 -$1,523.0 -$138.6

*Base expenditure authority.

.. 13, The major increases in costs that would be funded under the bill include transaction
chargss, systems maintenance, master lease costs for license terminals and training and support
costs. Under the bill, $4,231,900 would: be available annually. “As shown in Table 2, while the
estimated expenditures in 2001-02 would result in a cost overrun of $138,600 for ALIS, the
Department indicates that it expects cost-saving measures bemg zmplemented to offset this shortfall.

4.  The Department indicates that there is some uncertzunty regarding ALIS costs over
the 2001-03 biennium due to the rebidding of the system’s contract. The Department’s current
contract with Central Trust Bank is scheduled to expire in the fall of 2002. The master lease on
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ALIS terminals is also scheduled to expire in September 2002, meaning DNR would own the
equipment and no further payments on licensing units would be required. The Department has
indicated that it intends.to negotiate for-a new .ALIS terminal master lease as part of its contract
bidding process, as DNR believes that the current equipment would not last through another three-
year service contract, and antzc:lpates adding additional terminal upgrades to increase efficiency. The
terminals that DNR currently uses are not compatible with internet technology. This requires change
orders to be executed by downloading ‘software onto each unit. Use of a system with web-
compatible terminals would reduce change order costs by eliminating this process. One alternative,
given the ancertamty of costs associated with the contract rebidding process, would be to prowde
adchnona] funds under the bﬁl for ALIS operations in 2001-02 but not for 2002-03. This would

“require DNR to: submit a request to the Joint Committee on Finance under s.13.10 detailing costs

associated with operations under the new contract in time to receive funding for 2002-03. The

| -C_anutt_ee couid then conszder the request far funding in 2002-03 based on the new contract.

15. Licensmg staff indicate that wzthout additional funding, the continued operation of
the ALIS system ‘would be:-compromised. Funding would most likely continue to be reallocated
from a variety of administrative and fish and wildlife programs. Funding may also be directed away
from field service operanons, such as ﬁshenes management, wildlife management, and law
enforcement acuvmes

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Appmve th&‘: Gevemors recommendation to provide $983,000 SEG annually from

the fish and wxidhfe account of the conservation fund to continue funding for the operation of the
‘Automated . License. Issuance. S‘ystem (ALIS),  including - $30,000. annually to. contract for a

pmfessmnai evaluation of the system and planmng associated with the rebidding of the ALIS
contract in 2002 :

Allernative 1 SEG
2001+03 FUNDING (Change 10 Base) $1,965,000
{Change to Bilf $o]

2. Approve $983,000, including $30,000 to contract for a professional evaluation of the
systemn and planning asseciated with the rebidding of the ALIS contract in 2001-02. (DNR would

submit a request to the Joint Committee on Finance under s.13.10 for a 2002-03 funding adjustment

after the rebidding process has been completed and contract costs for the ALIS systemn are known. )

-Alernative 2 Lo SEG -
2001-{33 FﬁNmNG {Change to Base) $883,000
: [Change ‘to Biyi ~ §983,000]
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3. Maintain current law.

Alternative 3

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base)
[Change to Bili

SEG

$0
- $1,966,000]
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Representative Albers

NATURAL RESOURCES -- FISH, WILDLIFE, & RECREATION
Automated License Issuance System

[LEB Paper #650]

Motion:

Move to delete $30,000 SEG annually to contract for a professional evaluation of the ALIS
system. In addition, direct DNR to work cooperatively with DOA in order to solicit online reverse
bids for the re-bidding of the ALIS contract.

Note:

... The reverse bid process. would require DNR to post specifications for an automated license
" issuance system online through DOA. Contractors: mierested in" providing the serv;ce to DNR
would be able to post or view other bids through this service.

[Change to Base: -$60,000 SEG]
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Senator Decker
Representative Gard
Representative Albers

NATURAL RESOURCES -- FISH, WILDLIFE AND RECREATION

ALIS Agent Transaction Fee

Motion:

Move to create a new $1.50 transaction fee for any sales provided through DNR's Automated
License Issuance System (ALIS), including fish and wildlife approvals and permits and parks
admissions fees effective March 1, 2002, Agents would retain the entire fee that they collect.
Transaction fees collected by the DNR would be deposited to the conservation fund. The

transaction fee would be deducted from the amount of license revenues retained by DNR (the
purchaser would not pay the fee).

Note:

Based on the number of ALIS transactions for the license year ending March, 200, under the
$1.50 transaction fee, license agents would receive an estimated $3.3 million annually upon
implementation, Therefore the fish and wildlife account would realize reduced revenues of up to
$3.3 million annually upon implementation with the new license year beginning in 2002. License

agents received approximately $1.2 million in sales commissions for the license year ending March,
2000.

[Change to Base: -$4,400,000 SEG-REV]
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AGENCY: DNR

PAPER: #651

-ESS-UE: FQresfry & Law Enforcement Radio Equipment
'RECOMMENDATION: Alternative 1(a) o 1¢b)

SUMMARY: Note term "Law Enforcement” in title. They need these
resources 1o effectively enforce state laws. Let’s not cuf comers here,
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau .
'_ Onc East Main, Suite 301 » Mad:son WI 53703 « {6{)8) 266~3847 Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 15, 2001 - Joint Committee on Finance - Paper #651

Forestry and Law Enforcement Radio Equipment
(DNR -- Fish, Wildlife and Recreation and Forestry and Parks)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 474, #15; Page 479, #3]

CURRENT LAW

‘The Department of Natural Resources is provided an account within the conservation
fund: for intradepartmental moneys received from the car, truck, airplane, heavy equipment,
mformatmn technology, and radio pools for the operation, replacement, maintenance and
purchase ef veh;clcs equipment radio services, and information technols:)gy

GOVERNOR.

" Provide $108,000 in 2(3014)2 ($12,100 FED $4, 000 PR and $91,900 SEG from the
conservation fund) and $215, 800 i in 2002-03 ($24 100 FED, $8,000 PR, and $183,700 SEG from
the conservation fund) to pay for a master icase program to replace 209 mobile radios and 209
portable radms for the conservation warden force. Segregated funds would be provided 89.8%

from ‘the fish and wzldhfe account, 9.5% from the boating account, and 0.7% from the ATV
account

In addltzon, pr@v;de $46’7 500 in 2001-02 and $393, 500 in 2002—(}3 fmm the forestry
account of the conservation fund o) upéate ferest fire communications and to purchase fire
suppressmn capztal eqmpment '

DISCUSSION POINTS

I The main revenues to DNR’s radio pool account are a $160 per year, per radio fee
assessed to bureaus within the Department. Current fees ‘are set by DNR to cover maintenance costs
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only; bureaus are required to fund purchases of new equzpment w1th biennial budget xequests Prior
1o 1999, the fee varied from $260 to $530 per radio, depending on the type of ‘equipment used.
Decreasing the cost per radio reduced revenues by one-half and generated savings of approximately
$229,100 to the various bureaus beginning in 1999, when the change was made. Savings by
program due to this change are detailed in the following table.

1998-99 Fee Decrease: Savings by Bureau

L 1997-98 Number 1998-99
Bureay e e g L ..:Ché_r-gas_ . of Radios Savings
- Administrative & Field Services ~ -~ $14677 59 $5,237
Endangered Resources 860 2 540
Fishenes. Managemeni & }:Iabxtat Protection - 3,140 ' 16 580
:Forestxy S 146,428 . 506 65,468
Law Enforcement _ . - 143,830 . 380 83,030
Famhties &: Lands ' 3,220 i2 1,300
Lands Program Management 260 1 100
Parks & Recreation 85.830 266 43270
Remediation & Redevelopment 2,360 9 920,
Southern Forests 21,810 74 8,970
- Wildlife Management _ _ 42 280 - 150, 18,280
'Watershad M&nagemcmt o 430 . 430
. *Liuidated radios. .
2. The bill would allow for the replacement of all law enforcement radio equipment

- overa twouyear penod Total Costs to replace. both mobile and, portable radio units for 209 wardens
*are estimated at approximately $558 300, based on ﬁgures available in May of 2000. These costs,
plus mtercst would be spread acress a three«-ycar master lease from 2{)02 thraugh 2()04

‘3. In addition, $393 SOG annualiy fr:}m the forestry account would be used for the
purchase of radio system components, including replacement radios with expanded channel
capacity, portable and fixed location repeaters, and unicom radios. for work associated with forest
- fire suppression. {One~t1me fundmg of $74, 000 is also prowded f::ar a portable automated weather
station, five enclosed trailers to ‘store and transport electronic communications eqmpmem to
command posts during fires, funds to equip fire control tractors with strobe hghts and to replace the
milling machine at the LeMay Forestry Center in Tomahawk.)

4. While the pool accounts are all contained within a single appropriation, DNR tracks
three pools separately: (a) a vehicle and heavy equipment pool; (b} an airplane pool; and (c) a radio
pool. Under 1997 Act 27, DNR received the authority to use funds: from the pool account for
information technology expenditures, The Department used $1.4 million of vehicle pool funds for
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this purpose. At the same time, DNR determined that because changmc technology made it difficult
to estimate radio replacement costs (and therefore, assess a suitable chargeback rate), that the radio
pool would only provide maintenance and support Subsequent purchases of radio equipment would
need to be made through a biennial budget request. As a result of this change in DNR policy, rates
charged per radio to support the pool were reduced. The Department directed bureaus to use these
"radio charge savings" to assist in funding the information technology purchases. In total, $229,100
that: would have otherwise been paid into the radio pool was used for information technology
purchases in 1998-99. Beginning in-1999-00, savings from the radio pool charges were available for
general exgendlture by the bureaus e

5. In 1998 DNR and DOT jointly entered into a seven-year master lease to purchase
hlgh speed frequency (VHF) sorting technology for a pilot site. This pilot project. will test a
proposed new public safety radio system in a corridor running between Janesville and Black River
Falls. The cost of this radic trunking program was split evenly between the two departments Both
contributed ‘an’ initial payment. of $267.900, and paid $177,860 in fiscal year. 2000. Master lease
payments in subsequent years (including 2000-01) are $167,100 annually, with total expendltures of
$1:448,500 each over the seven years. To date, DNR has paid’ the cost of the master lease out of the
radio pool account. The radio pool had an account balance of $1.5 zmlimn as of Juiy I 1998 and is
es‘umate:d at $0 4 mxihon on Juiy 1, 2()01 :

6. The Department estimates that the radio pool balance wﬂi be sufﬁcxcnt to support
the continued payment of the VHF radio trunking master lease through June 30, 2003. At current
pool rates, continued funding of this project may requzre an appropriation as part of the 2003-05
biennial budget. e _

7. Previous to DNR’s decision to reduce chargeback rates to bureaus, radio equipment
replacement was funded fmm the pool. The deczszon 1o. discontinue this practice, and to use funds
paid-for radio replacement for information technology purchases or to effectively increase available
bureau budgets could be viewed as counter to the legislative intent that-established the pool program
to include radio replacement. If the funding in the bill is not provided, the Department could again
charga suztable chargeback rates to support the purchase of radio equipment from the pool account.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide:

(2) $108,000 in 2001-02 ($12,100 FED, $4,000 PR, and $91,900 SEG from the conservation
fund) and $215,800 in 2002-03 (524,100 FED, $8,000 PR, and $183,700 SEG from the
conservation fund) to pay for a master lease program to replace 209 mobile radios and 209 portable
radios for the conservation warden force.

(b) $467,500 in 2001-02 and $393,500 in 2002-03 from the forestry account of the
conservation fund to update forest fire communications equipment. Of this funding, $393,500
annually would be used for the purchase of radio eqmpment
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Alternative 1 FED PR SEG TOTAL
-2001:03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $36,200 $12,000 $1,136,600 $1,184,800
_ [Change to Bill S0 30 &0 $07

2. Provide $74,000 in forestry SEG in 2001-02 for a portable weather station, trazlcrs

ﬁre control tractor lights, and a milling machine. (DNR could again charge suitable radio rates to
supporﬁ the purchase of radio equipment from the pool account.)

Alternative 2 FED PR SEG TOTAL
2001-03 FUNDING {Change to Base) $0 $0 $74,000 $74.000
. [Change to Bill - $36,200 - $12,000 - $1.062600 - $1,110,800]

_ 3 Maintain current law. (DNR could charge suitable rates to support the purchase of
_ equzpment from the pool accounts.)

Altel_'nat_ive 8 FED PR SEG TOTAL
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $0 $0 30 $0
[Change to Bil - $36,200 -$12,000  -$1,136600 - §71,184,800]
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AGENC\/: DNR
_ _?APE?:#@Q |
ISSUE: Car-Kiled Deer
RECQMMENDAT;ON Alternative 3(b)
S.UM.MARY: No strong feeling heré, but just saw a newspaper article that

- said roadside animal pickup business was way down this spring - maybe
_-some of those savings could be used next year.
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, W 53703 + (608) 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 15,2001 -7 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #652

* Car-Killed Deer (DNR -- Fish, Wildlife and Recreation)

 [LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 475, #15]

| CURRENT LAW

The }i)epartment of Natura.i Resources is responsible for contracting for the removal of
car-killed ‘deer from the roadside. Under statute, ‘this appropriation is split funded by GPR and
SEG from the’ fish and wildlife accmmt of the’ ‘conservation fund. The GPR appropriation was
‘created in 1997 ‘prior to-that, transpartatmn funci SEG had ymvxded 50% of the funding. Base -

fundmg of $629 200 annually is avaﬂabie for thlS purpose ’

'-GOVERNOR-- R

Provide $32,500 SEG in 2001-02 and $65,000 SEG in 2002-03 from the fish and wildlife
account of the conservation fund for the costs of contracting for the removal of car-killed deer.

BISCUSSION POINTS

1.+ Contracts for removal of car-killed deer are managed at the county level. Some
contracts provide a flat fee per year for deer-removal services, others reimburse on a per-carcass
basis. Contracimg for removal at a ﬂat fee carries the benefit of predzctabie annual costs; however, it
provides little leverage against contractors who may not perform as efficiently as desired.
Reimbursing contractors on a per-deer basis ensures that deer will be disposed of, but it is more
difficult to bndget the annual contract costs. Motorists involved in collisions with deer may also
request a free pf:nmt from law enforcement ofﬁcm}s enabhng them to keep the deer. Since 1995,
the percentage of car-kﬂled deer removed ’by matonsts With free permits has declined from 42% to
28%.
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2.-"  Under the bill car-killed deer removal is funded at $314,600 GPR and $347,100
SEG in 2001-02 and $314,600 GPR and $379,600 SEG in 2002-03. However, the statutes specify
that each appropriation is to "pay 50% of the costs of the removal and disposal of car-killed deer
from the highways". Therefore, any SEG appropriations not matched by GPR would lapse to the
conservation fund at the end of each fiscal year.

3. Prior to 1997, funding for the removal of car-killed deer from the roadsxde was split
eveniy between transportation fund SEG and fish and wildlife account SEG. This 50/50 split was
instituted in part to recognize that car-killed deer removal from Wisconsin highways has both a
highway maintenance and a wildlife management component The state’s large deer berd combined
with increasing use of ‘state roads has resulted in increased insurance costs, significant property
damage and safety concerns from car-deer collisions. In order to address funding concerns in the
Wisconsin Department of Transpertatien, the 1997-99 biennial budget act converted to GPR most
appropriations from the segregated transportation fund (revenues derived primarily from the state
motor fuel tax and motor vehicle regzstratlons) that were made to agencies other than DOT
(mcludmg the DNR car-killed deer ‘appropriation, nonpoint account automobile title transfer fee
revenues and the maintenance of state park and forest roads).

4. The funding provided in the bill would provide for an approximately 5% annual
increase in deer removal costs. However, as shown in the following table, over the past three years
contract COSsts have increased by an average of 10% annually. The "other" category refers to
removal efforts by DNR staff statewide; current}y, these ‘efforts are not being tracked by law
* enforcement staff. Centract costs exceeded DNR expendxture authonty in 1996 (by $6,400), 1997
(by $17.900), and in 2000 (by $5 ,300). In these cases, DNR used additional funds from the warden’s
supphes ailacation of the ﬁsh and wzldhfe account to cover the costof contractmg for deer removal _

Car-Killed Deer Removal

;Fiécal _ ' Total Car- Free . Contractor

Year Killed Deer  Permits Pickup Other Costs % Increase

1995 46,443 19,730 26,488 225 $343,910

1996 46,395 17,095 29,075 225 391,439 13.8%

1997 44,210 16,001 28,018 191 437,938 1.9
1998 41,829 13,923 27,906 0 462,867 57

1999 44,897 13,419 31478 0 510,875 104

2000 47,555 13,130 34425 . 0 577,322 13.0

5. The Committee could consider several alternatives. The 50% statutory limit on state

conservation fund expendmzres could be removed allowing the expenditure of the amount
appropriated in the bill. If no additional funds were provided, DNR would likely have to pay cost-
overruns from warden supplies funding.  Alternatively, DNR wardens, municipal highway
maintenance or local law enforcement officials could be called upon to remove the deer, or the deer
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could potentially be left uncollected. To fully fund deer removal contracts (assuming a cost increase
of 10% annually), an additional $32,500 would be required in 2001-02 and $65,000 in 2002-03 over
what is provided under the bill. The 50% fish and wildlife limit could be retained and matching
funds of $32,500 in 2001-02 and $65,000 in 2002-03 could be provided either from GPR (as under
current law) or fromi transportation fund SEG. In addition other funding sources could be
considered. Forest acreage and forest habitat in the state have been increasing and may have some
effect on both deer populations and the likelihood of collisions with vehicles. Therefore, the
forestry account of the conservation fund may be an appropriate source of funding for a portion of
car-killed deer costs. Further, areas of production ‘agriculture may also attract deer and other

- wildlife and increase the carrying capacity of the surrounding habitat. Therefore, the agricultural
chemical management fund (pesticide and fertilizer product and licensing fees) may be viewed by
some as an appropriate source of revenue to pay a portion of car-killed deer costs.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

- ='1. Approve the Govemor’s recommendation to provide an additional $32,500 SEG in
2001-02 and $65,000 SEG in 2002-03 from the fish and wildlife account of the conservation fund
for the costs of contracting for the removal of car-killed deer. In addition, delete the requirement
that funding be split evenly between the SEG and (GPR approprations. This would fund an increase
in costs of 5% annually.

Alternative 1 SEG
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $87,000
[Change 1o Bill $07
2. Approve the Govemnor’s recommendation to provide an additional $32.500 SEG in

2001-02 and $65,000 SEG in 2002-03 from the fish and wildlife account. Further, provide $32,500
GFR in 2001-02 and $65,000 GPR in 2002-03 to satisfy the statutorily required 50% match. This
would fund an increase in costs of 10% annually.

Alternative 2 GPR SEG TOTAL
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $97,500 $97,500 $195,000
{Change fo Bill $97,500 $o $97,500]

3. Approve the Governor's recommendation. In addition, modify the statutory

requirement that the car killed deer appropriation be split funded evenly from fish and wildlife SEG
and GPR to instead require that the appropriation be funded 50% from fish and wildlife account
SEG, and 50% from some combination of GPR and one of the following and provide $32,500 in
2001-02 and $65,000 from one of the following sources:

a. Transportation fund SEG
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b _ Forestry account SEG
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Senator Shibilski

NATURAL RESOURCES - FISH, WILDLIFE, & RECREATION

Car Killed Deer

Motion:

Move to allow passers-by to request and receive a free permit to remove car-killed deer from
the roadside if the operator of the vehicle that struck the deer refuses to take possession or has left

the scene.

HMO#

BURKE @
DECKER 52
MOORE 5
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Senator Moore

NATURAL RESOURCES -- FISH, WILDLIFE, & RECREATION

Car Killed Deer

[LEFB Paper #652]

Motion:

Move to provide $32,500 SEG in 2001-02 and $65,000 SEG in 2002-03 from the fish and
wildlife account for removal of car killed deer. In addition, delete the requirement that funding be
split evenly between the SEG and GPR appropriations. Further, delete $314,600 GPR annually
from the car-killed deer appropriation. Instead, provide $104,900 annually from ecach of the

following sources: transportation fund SEG, forestry account SEG, and agrichemical management
fund SEG.

Note:

This change would fund the car-killed deer program -_at-_ihé-.'}_ével recommended by the
Govemor under the bill. '

[Change to Base: $726,900 SEG and -$629,200 GPR]
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 537073 « (608) 2663847 + Fax: (60_3_) :267-6873

May 15, 2001 " Joint Committee on Finance . Paper #653
Fuel Tax Transfer Reestimates .
(DNR -- Fish, Wildlife and Recreation)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 458, #6 and 477, #23]

CURRENT LAW

- Annually, motor fuel tax revenue is transferred to the water resources, spowmobile, and
all-terrain vehicle (ATV) accounts. The amounts transferred are based on the number of boats,
snowmobiles, and ATVs registered and the motor fuel tax assessed on statutorily-specified dates.

MODIFICATION

Provide for the following changes to the fuel] tax transfers to reflect reestimates based on
recent data. In addition, increase the level of ATV trail aids provided in the bill by $166,000
SEG in 2001-02 and $281,500 SEG in 2002-03 to reflect the'reestimazed_ revenues.

2001-02 2002-03

Water Resources
Bill $10,756,200 $11,285,200
Snowmobile
Bilt $4,228 400 $4.436,900
Change to Bill 269.300 444.800

Total Reestimate $4,497,700 34,881,700
ATV
Bill $788.300 $827,200
Change to Biil 166,000 281.500
Total Reestimate $954,300 $1,108,700
Total Change to Bill $435,300 $726,300
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Metnrhaat. No change to thc Govemors recommendatlon is necessary

.'snowmobxie acceunt is reestamated tobe $4 497 70%) in 2001’02 and $4,881.700'in 2002-03 S

:Ihs_mest;maies are: basad -_i'(a} the-acmal m{)tor-faei tax ‘ate of 26. 4;2: _per gallon on L
February 28, 2001 and an estimated rate of 27. 3¢ per'g'aﬁen on February 28, 2002; and ®
e -actilai 324_31,;382-snamn@bi}es“mg:s&rgé on February 28; 2__0{3}, and.an -estima_tcd_ESS,-z}’S_éi Pt

aﬁ'estimated 162 441 ATVs regxstared :': :'f
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  M@t¢rboat.Gas Tax Trahéfer Formula Change - Motion

v;{?@rzwis ASSOC.Gf,Lakés:& River Allianca)

'gEvexy yeax money is. transferred accordlng to a

-“astatutorlly prescrzbed formula from the

-fTransportatlon Fund to the Water Resources Account.

o The money . txansfexred represents an estimate of the

annual motor fuel tax revenues attributable to fuel
1fused by motorboats.; '

”?fYour motlon woald increase the number of gallons

"fjased in the . formula from 50 'to 60. The additional
_igr@v@nue wcuid go - to increase. fuﬁdzng fer_. _
‘restoration of. shorellﬁe habltat and augment DNR' s

' fappropx;at1on for wetland mltlgatloa.

3The curxent foxmula takes the number of registered

:ﬂmotozbeats ‘times the. gas ‘tax times 50 ‘gallons times .o

*i;a 4G°_muit1pller to account for out-of- state boats.

”fﬂThe formula hasn Sk been lncreased in many years,
[larg@r boats are moz@ prevaient now, and boat

‘fmotors have been 1ncrea31ng in size. Clearly the

f_lakes and rivers are getting more use today than
'-gthey were 10 or 20 years ago. It’s time to tweak
ft&@ foxmula a llttl@ blt to accsunt for these

7. changes,
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| 'PAP'ER; #654

- !SSUE Sf}ewmobiie Registration Fees & Trail Aids
'-'RECOM:MEN DATION: (see summary)

SUMMARY: No opinion. See what Shibilski & Decker want,
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 « Madison, WI 53703 « (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

- May 15, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #654

Snowmobile Registration Fees and Trail Aids
(DNR -- Fish, Wildlife and Recreation)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 475, #19 & #20]

CURRENT LAW

. The Department of Natural Resources distributes aids to participating counties for the
- maintenance, development and acquisition .of land to support 16,300 miles of interconnecting
snowmobile trails throughout the state.- Generally, these aids are provided to counties at 100% of
eligible costs. The counties ejther develop and maintain local trails, or, more typically,

redistribute aid to local snowmobile clubs that do the maintenance and development projects.

~ DNR also funds maintenance and development of snowmobile trails in state parks and forests.

County expenditures eligible for state aid (listed in priority order) are as follows: (a)
maintenance of existing approved trails, up to a maximum of $250 per mile per year; (b) club
signing programs; (c) bridge rehabilitation; (d) municipal route signing; (e) trail rehabilitation:
and (f) development of new trails.

In addition, a county or DNR is eligible for supplemental trail aid payments if actual
eligible costs exceed the maximum of $250 and, of the costs incurred, actual trail grooming costs
exceed $130 per mile per year. Since fiscal year 1991-92, supplemental trail aids have been
funded from the 40% multiplier to the snowmobile fuel tax transfer formula (almost $1.2 million
for 2000-01). If the supplemental aid payable to counties exceeds funding available from the
multiplier, the Department may either prorate payments or request that the Joint Committee on
Finance take action to provide additional funding from the snowmobile account for supplemental

payments.

The major source of funding for the snowmobile account is the snowmobile fuel tax
revenue transferred to the account. An appropriation is made annually, which equals the amount
of motor fuel tax assessed on 50 gallons of gasoline as of the last day of February of the previous
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fiscal year multiplied by the number of registered snowmobiles as of the saf_h_é date W;Eh this
result multiplied by 1.4. For 2000-01, $4,039,400 is available for trail aids under the formula.

The next largest revenue source for the account is registration fees. A fee of $20 is
assessed for each snowmobile registered for public use in the state. Local governments pay $5
and commercial users pay $60 for up to three snowmobiles and $20 for each machine over three.
The registration is valid for two years. Snowmobiles registered in other states or countries need
not be registered in Wisconsin if they are in the state for a period of less than 15 consecutive
days. These registration fees bought in almost $2.3 million to the snowmobile account in 1999-
00. :

A nonresident snowmobile trail use sticker requirement was created in 1997 Act 27 as a
new source of revenue to the snowmobile account. Snowmobiles not registered in Wisconsin are
required to display an annual trail use sticker to use ‘public snowmobile corridors. The fee for the
annual sticker, omgmally set at $10, was increased to $13 in 1997 Act 237. Approximately
47,500 stlckers were soid in 1999-00, generating alrhost $600,000.

GOVERNOR
Increase the cost of a two-year snowmobile registration by the amount shown in the
following table. In addition, increase the annual nonresident trail sticker by $5 and require that

- $15 of each fee collected be credited to an appropriation to provide supplemental fundmg for the
. -mmntenance of snowmobile trails (cstzmated at-$459,000 annually). RN

o Qurrent Fee - Bill
" Snowmobile Registration B o $20 $30
(valid for 2 years)
‘Annual Non-resident Trail Use Stlcker 13 18
Commercial _Snowmcabﬂe Registration 60 90
Additional Reflector Plate for Commercially
Registered Snowrmobiles 20 30

Further, provide $1,740,600 SEG in 2001-02 and $2,049,100 SEG in 2002-03 from the
snowmobile account for increased 1‘0(_":_31 snowmobile trail aids.

BISCUSSION POINTS

_ 3‘ _ ’I‘he $20 two—yeax regxstratmn fee :fe;r snowmobﬂes was last increased in 1986. It is
uni:tkcly that a 50% registration fee increase would reduce snowmobile users’ participation, given
their investment in snowmobile equipment. In addition, some have expressed support for an
increase in registration fees of up to:double the current amount in order to increase funding for trail
aids. Snowmobile registrations are valid for two years beginning on July 1 prior to the date of the
application if the registration is made prior to April 1, and beginning the July 1 after the registration
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if done between April 1 and June 30. The bill would implement the registration fee increase on the
effective date of the budget. However, as snowmobile registration renewal notices are not mailed
until September, DNR has stated that implementing the fee increase on the effective date of the
budget would be manageable (based on the Governor signing the budget Act before the end of
August). Tf the passage of the budget were delayed until September, DNR may be required to
undertake a second mailing f0r some renewals to coliect the increased fee.

| 2 Due to an error that double-counted certain registration revenue during the
development of the executive budget, spending for basic trail aids was appropriated at a higher level
than the current balance of the snowmobile account is capable of supporting. Therefore, DNR
would have to reduce expenditures by approxzmately $750,000 to maintain a positive balance in the
account. Alternatively, decreasmg the appropriation for county snowmobile trail aids from
snowmobile registrations by $250,000 in 2001-02 and $500,000 in 2002-03 from the amount
allocated in the Governor’s budget would still provide a net increase in snowmobile trail aids, as
shown in the table below, and would allow the snowmobile account to remain in balance. The
administration had provided a 29% increase over the biennium for local snowmobile trail aids,
while the alternatzve based on the reestimate would provide another $650,000 for snowmobile trail
aids, representing a 34% increase (primarily due to increased snowmobile gas tax revenues under
the reestimate). Revenue from the gas tax transfer to the snowmobile account is estimated to be
$4,497,700 in 2001~(}’7 and $~¢ 881 7{){} in 2002-03, an increase to the bill of $714,100 over the
bzenmum

cowActual - - Governor  Alternative Governor Alternative
.. 2000-01 - 200102 - 2001-02--. .- 2002-03 2002-03

' Basic Trail Aids $5319,100  $6546700  $6489.000  $6795.600  $6.613.300

Supplemental Aids _L154,100  1.667.100  2.072.700 1,726.700. _2.213.900
 Total Trail Aids. :55__5,47;_3,290 $8,213,800. $8,561,700  $8,522,300  $8,827.200
3. ' The following table provides information on the total amount requested for

supplemental snowmobile aids, the amount paid by the Department and the proration level of
payments. “Supplemental aids for a given snowmobile season are paid in the following fiscal year.
Currently supplemental aids are primarily funded through a 40% multiplier factor in the
snowmobile gas tax revenue formula. The 40% multiplier is expected to generate $1,285,100 in
2(){)1~02 and $1, 394 800 in 2002-—()3 for supplemental trail aids.
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Supplemental Snowmobile Trail Maintenance Payments

: SnoW’ﬁiobiie it T o]t “Total Percent of

‘Season. - - - Re gues‘{ P ' ‘Payment Reguest Paid
1990-91 . $351890 oo - $351,800 100.0%
1991-92 923,000 701,500 76.0
1992-93 . . . 983900 - . 724,600 73.6
199394 . 889,800 .. . . -838400 942
199495 L ATTI00 477,700 100.0
199596 ..1925500 . .. 1,116.200. 58.0%
189697 2,130,000, 1,642,300 _ 771
" 1997-98 731,000 731,000 . 100.0
'-'1998«99.' R 1,202,80{). 1;202_,3_0{) 100.0% .

¥ Paymems for z.hese years were. suppiemenmd by the 3 oint Comnut!:ct: on Fmance

' "4. R DNR has requested and the } omt Connmttm on Finance has gramed an increase to
averaged $175: per mile (m addition to the $25€) per. mﬂc basm maintenance payment), and vaned
between $1”i per mlle i Eau Claire County to’ $373 per mile’in Vilas County. The total request for
supplemental fundmg from ‘counties. .and state’ prepemes was $1,514,100 for the 1999-00
_snowmobile season (state fiscal year 20@0~GI) The 40%: mlﬁupher from the snowmobile gas tax

i _._-'-transfer allocated for supplementai trail aids. generated $1 154,100, which would have resulted in-a.

78% proration. However, the- Joint Committee ‘on Finance approved DNR’s request to transfer =
$360 000 from baszc traﬁ azds to ﬁmd supplememal traai azds requests in full. .

5. : Under the bli] $IS of each nonremdent trail sticker would be designated for -
supplementa} trail aids (&snmatcd by the administration at $459 000 annually). If the designated
funds were not required for supplementa;l aid, I)NR could use the balance for additional basic trail
aids payments. Based on a reestimate of revenue from non-resident trail passes $787,600 in 2001-
02 and $819,100 in 2002-03 would be expectcd to be available for supplemantal trail aids under the
bill (in addition to the 40% mu}txpher revenues) 1In total, $2,072,700 in 2{){}1-{)2 and $2 213,900 in
'2002~03 wouid be promded for suppiemental t;raz,i aids undcr the bill.

6. "It may be’ argued that it is reasenable for counues to potenually assume a pomon of
the cost of trail maintenance, in reécognition of the increased commerce that hosting snowmobilers
may bring to the local economy. Automatically increasing funding for supplemental trail aids
decreases the likelihood of this occurring. Under the current system, DNR and the Joint Committee
on Finance have some discretion over the rate of reimbursement for supplemental trail aids if total
requests exceed funds available from the 40% multiplier. From this perspective, earmarking $15 of
every $18 generated by the sale of non-resident trail pass stickers may not be desirable. If, instead,
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- the money: were allocated to generai trail aids; funds would be available for a variety of priorities,

and could still be used for supplemental trail aids at the discretion of DNR and the Joint Committee
on Finance. - Therefore an alternative would be to maintain the current system, and instead of
earmarkmg $15 of each non-resident trail sticker for supplementai funding, allow DNR to continue
to request that Joint. Finance take action to. provide - additional funding from the trail aids
appmpnation for extraorcimary supplementai payments as necessary

7. However -one-of the pncrmes ef the Snowmobﬂc Council has been to maximize
funding available for suppiementa} trail aids. They cite the high costs of maintaining snowmobile
trails in winters with heavy snowfall, the statewide benefits of increased snowmobile related
tourism and the time donated by members of local snowmobile clubs to repair and maintain trails.
Under the bill, the ma_}onty of the revenue from the non—res;dent trail pass would automatically be

- provided for suppiemental aids, with’ provisions to allow that funding be used for other trail aid
"'purposes if the fundmg isnot needed for sapplementa;i aids in any given year Momes remaining in
‘the " snppiemantal snewmobﬂe trail’ aids approprzation after suppiemen{al trail aid payments were
‘made to counties could be used for bas1c trail aids and related costs, mciudmv (a) trail maintenance,
rehabﬂitatmn, or devslopment (b) reconstruction or rehabﬁ:tatlon to improve bridges on existing
approved traﬂs, © sxgmng of snowmobile routes; and (d) state snowmobile trails and areas.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE
i A Reglstratmn Fees and Z{‘raﬂ Alds

1. Approve the Govemors reconnnendann to increase the cost of a two-year
_ snowmobile Tegistration to $30 {or.$90 for a. commercial registration, with additional plates also
'_mcreasmg to $30). In addition, increase the annual’ nomemdent trail sm:kcr by $5 (to $18). Further,
approve the Governor’s recommendation to increase trail aids by $1,740,600 in 2001-02 and by
$2 049 100 in 2{}(}2»03 for local snowmobile traxl aids.

AlternativeAr SEG |
2001-03 FUND!NG {Change to Base} $3 789,700
[Chaﬁge to Bill 807
2001-03 REVENUE (Changeto Base) ~ ~ $2,818,000
[Change to Bill $0]
2 Appreve the Governor’s reconmandatton, as reest;mated and provide $2,088,500 in

2001-02 and $2,354.,000 in 2002-03 for local snowmobile trail aids.

Alternative A2 SEG
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $4,442,500
[Change to Bill $652,800}
2001-03 REVENUE (Change fo Base) $2,745,800
[Change to Bill -872.100]
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3.

Take no action. (Registration fees would remain at current law levels and DNR
would be required to reduce snowmobile account expenditui++ accordingly.)

Aiternative A3 SEG
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Base) $1,885,800
[Change to Bill - $2,103,900]
2001-03 REVENUE (Change to Base) $0
_ [Change to Bil! - $2,818,000]
B.  Supplemental Allocation
1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to require that $15 of each fee collected

for the sale of non-resident trail passes be credited to an appropriation to first provide supplemental
funding for the maintenance of snowmobile trails that exceeds $250 per mile (estimated at $787,600
in 2001-02 and $819,100 in 2002-03). If funding remained after supplemental payments were made
it would be available for basic trail aids.

2. Specify that $15 of each fee collected from sales of non-resident trail pass stickers be
allocated first to general trail aids. (Additional funding of supplemental trail aids could continue to
be addressed by DNR through requests to the Joint Committee on Finance, as necessary.)

3. Provide $787,600 in 2001-02 and $819,100.in 2002-03 from estimated non-resident
snowmobile trail stickers to be used for one of the following purposes.

(a)
(b)

Basic trail aids.
Stipplememal trail aids.

(This alternative would not earmark a specific portion of sticker revenue for trail aids, but rather
would appropriate the amount estimated to be available from the $15 earmark under the bill.)

4, Maintain current law. (Revenue from the non-resident trail sticker would be
deposited to the snowmobile account and would be available for appropriation by the Legislature.}

Alternative B4 SEG
2001-03 FUNDING {Change to Base) %0
‘fChange to Bil - $918,000]
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