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The following pages address individual items in the proposed state budget bill as of April 25, 2011. These issues are priority issues for our Association. While the prevailing wage rate law is not currently included in the Governor’s state budget, we ask that changes to this law either be made before the state budget is adopted or included in the state budget. We have listed each issue on a separate page so that this material could be separated out for you and your legislative staff’s use.

Issues on following pages:

1. Changes to Prevailing Wage Law

2. General Transportation Aids

3. Municipal Aid Cuts (formerly know as Shared Revenue)

4. Levy Limits for Municipalities and Counties

5. Recycling Grant Program

6. Changes to Working Lands Program

7. Elimination of Payment in Lieu of Taxes for Future State Land Purchases

The issues listed above are priority issues for our Association at this time. There are other issues that affect towns and villages but we wish to indicate these are the priorities.

Wisconsin Towns Association’s Position on AB 40 and SB 27 2011 State Budget
1. Prevailing Wage Rate Law Changes

a. WTA’s position:  

The current prevailing wage rate law change should be changed as soon as possible to increase the threshold for public construction contracts to no less than the $234,000 (the 2009 threshold) and should be indexed each year thereafter.
b. Current Law:

1. Sec. 66.0903 of Wisconsin Statutes was amended in the 2009-10 State Budget to lower the threshold to $25,000 and above for public construction projects subject to the prevailing wage rate law.

2. AB 40/SB 27 (Governor Walker’s proposed budget bill does not address this issue.)

c. Reasons for WTA’s position:

1. The current threshold of $25,000 and above has increased public construction projects from 15% to 33% or more on labor costs in the past year.

2. Many towns are not letting public construction bids until this issue is settled, because obtaining a prevailing wage determination at this time will raise the labor costs and lower the amount of construction that can be done with limited dollars.

3. The prevailing wage rate law has discouraged many smaller, non-union contractors in rural areas of the state from bidding on public construction projects over $25,000 because of the additional paper work required and the problems that arise with paying prevailing wage rates on some projects and not on other non-prevailing wage projects.

4. Failure of the state legislature to take action on this issue as soon as possible will result in less public construction projects in 2011, at a time when the state economy needs all the construction work possible.
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2. General Transportation Aids

a. WTA’s position: 

The General Transportation Aids should be increased in the state budget and the maximum reduction should not be changed.

i. Per mile minimum should be increased by $150 per mile, not cut by 3% or $64 per mile. 

ii. Share cost formula should be increased by at least 3%, not cut by 10%.

iii. The maximum reduction in General Transportation Aids should remain at 5% from the prior year, not increased to 15%.

b. Governor’s Budget Proposal in AB 40/SB27:

1. Cuts Per Mile Minimum from $2,117 per mile in 2011 to $2,053 per mile in 2012 and thereafter (which is a 3% cut)

2. Cuts Share of Costs for more about 30 towns, most villages, cities and counties a total of 10% 

3. The current maximum reduction of not more than 5% per year would be increased to not more than 15% per year (this hits the share of costs municipalities and counties that do not keep up with spending as much as other municipalities and counties in the share of cost formula)

c. Reasons for WTA’s position:

1. Highway Funding for State Highway Improvement (includes both SEG and FED for following programs: State Highway Rehabilitation; SE Wisconsin Freeway Rehabilitation which will become SE Wisconsin Freeway Megaprojects; and Major Highway Development) will increase 9.6% over two years of budget (see page 438 of Fiscal Bureau Analysis)

 2. Transfers from General Fund over two years of budget from:*

1. Sales Tax on Vehicles and Parts
$ 35,127,000

2. Mass Transit Appropriations

 106,478,300

3. State Highway Rehabilitation Bonds 115,351,500

Total Fund subtotal  $256,956,800

3. Transfers from Environmental Fund for two years $21,000,000*

4. Transfer from Petroleum Inspection Fund for two years $39,000,000*

(* See page 428 of Legislative Fiscal Analysis for these transfers)

Note there are no changes in the Local Road Improvement Program (which is the TRIP program for towns)
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3. Municipal Aid Cuts (formerly known as Shared Revenue)

a.  WTA’s position: 

i. Maximum cap of 50% of 2011 payments should be lowered to maximum cut of 30% of 2011 payments

      ii. Funding to reduce these maximum cuts should be restored)
b. Governor’s Budget proposal would 

i. Cut a total of $59.5 million (about 8.8% of the 2011 payments) in 2012 

ii. Note no cuts in 2011 payments and no cuts in utility aid payments

iii. Formula for cuts based on taking a per capita cut of $9.58 per person times a formula (with five tiers) depending upon the municipal population

iv. Caps for cuts of not more than 50% of 2011 payment

v. Cuts for communities under 2,500 in population would be least as a percentage of 2011 payment; while towns many towns and villages over 2,500 in population will face 30% to 50% cuts of 2011 payments

vi. See tables from Legislative Fiscal Bureau on next page of this outline

{For additional information in regard to towns in relation to the following table

Number of Towns with following population 

1. 1- 2,500 population equals 1122 towns

2.  2,500 to 10,000 equals 131 towns

3. 
10,000 to 50,000 equals 4 towns

4.  Towns under 2,500 in population will only lose 5.9% of 2011 payments

5.  All towns will lose in total $9,587,494 or 19.0% of 2011 payments


c. Reasons for WTA’s position:
1.  Cuts of 50% of the 2011 municipal aid payments for many local communities are disproportionate to cuts in other municipalities. {Note that the City of Milwaukee receives only a 4.5% cut in their 2011 payment.}

2.  Many towns, villages, and cities in the population range of 2,500 to 50,000 have cuts far in excess of 30% of the 2011 payment up to the maximum 50% cuts. {Cuts in 2009 shared revenue payments did not exceed 15% of the prior year payments.)
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4. Levy Limits for Municipalities and Counties

a.
WTA’s position: 

i.
Budget bill should be amended to allow the levy limit to include the maximum allowable levy. 

ii.
Budget bill should be amended to allow all towns (over 2,000 in population) to exceed levy limit at properly noticed special town meeting and not to be required to have both town meeting vote and referendum vote to exceed limits.

b.  Governor’s Budget proposal for levy limits:


1. Would reduce the current levy limit from greater of 3.0% or percentage of new construction to zero % or percentage of new construction 

   2. Would be based upon last year’s actual levy and would not allow the levy limit to apply to maximum allowable levy (which was created in state budget two years ago

   3. Towns under 2,000 in population would be able to exceed levy limit by special town meeting vote upon proper notice to the electors

   4. Towns over 2,000 in population would be required to have both a town meeting vote to set levy and a referendum to exceed the levy limit

d. Reasons for WTA’s position:

1. The elimination of the maximum allowable carryover for municipalities that did not go to the allowable limit in the last two years, penalizes the municipalities that have been most responsible by not using the maximum levy limit.

2. The elimination of the maximum allowable carryover provision will encourage local governments in future years to go to the maximum limit or lose the flexibility that the carryover provides.

3. Towns over 2,000 in population under current law are required to have two votes (one at a special town meeting and one at a day-long referendum) to exceed the levy limits, while all other units of government are only required to have one vote to exceed the levy limits.
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5. Recycling Grant Program

a.
WTA’s position:

Recycling grant program should be retained with modifications to encourage efficiency and consolidation of services as determined by local communities.

b. Governor’s Budget proposal:

1.  Repeals the requirement that local governments implement a recycling program and       repeals the recycling grant program.

2.  Budget bill would still prohibit any “individuals” from depositing any products  (currently about ten) in any trash container that is intended to be disposed of in a landfill.

3.  Budget will eliminate the municipal and county grants of $32.098 million per year 

4. 1,025 local governments received grants averaging $5.16 per capita {Note the 2011 grants were prorated down 40% to lapse necessary DNR funds.}

5. 2009-10 Recycling grants equaled 26.6% of estimated eligible recycling costs (from page 328 of Legislative Fiscal Bureau)

6. Budget Bill also proposes eliminate of Recycling Efficiency Grants and Recycling Demonstration Grant programs

7. Budget bill does not change the tipping fee of $13.10 per ton paid to state on every ton of solid waste deposited in a landfill in state

8. Budget bill will earmark $4.00 per ton for Economic Development Fund and $3.00 per ton for Environmental Fund
c. Reasons’ for WTA’s position:

1.  The general public wants recycling to continue, and will expect local governments to continue the local programs whether state grants are provided or not.

2.  The current grant program can be changed to a per capita payment, which will reduce the cost of administration at both the state and local levels.

3.  Decisions for consolidation of services should be made at the local level and without establishing minimum population sizes that are unattainable in rural areas (such as a minimum of 25,000 in population).

4.  The state tipping fee of $13.10 per ton should be used for funding recycling rather than merely balancing the state budget deficit.

5.  A revised grant program can help promote more efficiencies and effectiveness in recycling programs.
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6. Changes to Working Lands Program

a. WTA’s position:

i. That the conversion fee be reduced to one time the Grade 1 Ag use value for land that is rezoned out of a farmland preservation zone prior to the county updating the county farmland preservation plan. (Currently the fee is three times the highest ag use value.)

ii.  That after the county farmland preservation plan has been updated, that land that is included in the county farmland preservation areas and rezoned out of a farmland preservation district should pay either twice or three times the highest ag use value.

iii. The Purchase of Agriculture Conservation Easements Program (PACE) should be retained on the statutes until funding can be provided in the future.

b. Governor’s Budget proposes:

1. Elimination of conversion fee for rezoning of land zoned as farmland preservation zone

i. Conversion fee is three times the highest use value per acre 

ii. Conversion fee was intended to fund PACE program; county farmland planning grants; and administration of program

2.  Governor’s Budget proposes elimination of PACE (Purchase of Agriculture Conservation Easements)

i. Currently there are 14 applications from past year that are being held up pending budget action

ii. Original funding of PACE was designated from CREP bonding authority of $12 million that was not used (first year $6 million was tentatively approved for PACE purchases, the twelve applications described above)

c. Reasons’ for WTA’s position:


1. The conversion fee is intended to impose consequences for taking land out of a preservation zone (as identified in the county farmland preservation plan as a farmland preservation area).


2. There was a conversion fee in the original farmland preservation program (created in the 1980’s) but was difficult to calculate and collect because it was based on income tax credits claimed. This new conversion fee will be much easier to calculate because it is based upon a per acre figure.


3. Reducing the fee to one times the highest ag use until the county plan is updated (see point a. above), and not imposing the conversion fee when land is rezoned out of the preservation district because it is no longer in the preservation area will be fairer to those property owners in counties that will not update their county plans for several years.


4. The changes in a. and b. above will reinforce the importance of county farmland planning and identifying areas that are truly intended for preservation, while removing lands that will not remain in production in the next 15 years.


5. The PACE program (which has 14 pending applications) should be retained in law until future funding sources are available to provide a broad range of tools for preservation.
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7. Elimination of Payment in Lieu of Taxes for Future State Land Purchases
a. WTA’s position: 

1. Payments in lieu of taxes should be retained for lands purchased by the state in the future.

2.  If payments in lieu of taxes are eliminated on future state purchases the local governments should be authorized to adopt binding resolutions as to whether the state purchases should be made in their town or county.

b. Governor’s budget proposal:

1. Eliminates any payments in lieu of taxes for state land purchased after the effective date of the state budget

2. Current state Statutes provide under Sec. 70.113 and 70.114 for differing payments in lieu of taxes depending upon when state purchased land

3. For land purchased by state after January 1,1992 the payment in lieu of taxes is the equivalent of the local property taxes

4. Budget bill would provide for a non-binding resolution by the local governments to be considered by the state before purchasing any land

c. Reasons’ for WTA’s position:

1.  State land purchases are exempt from local property taxes, and the elimination of any payments in lieu of taxes for future state purchases will negatively impact those communities for future purchases are made.

2.  Many towns and counties around the state where future state land purchases, may be made already have substantial exempt land (such as county forests, state forests and parks, and national forests). Additional tax exempt land without any payments in lieu of taxes will be an unfair burden on these local units of government.

3.  State lands should assist the local government in carry the property tax burden.
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