
MINUTES OF THE TENTH MEETING 
 

SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
 
DATE:   January 30, 2007 
 
TIME:   8:00 a.m. 
 
PLACE: Milwaukee County Transit System 
  Administration Facility 
  First Floor Conference Room 
  1942 North 17th Street 
  Milwaukee, WI  
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Karl Ostby, Chairman ..................................................................................Kenosha County Representative 
Len Brandrup ............................................................................................... City of Kenosha Representative 
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Julia Taylor................................................................... Governor’s Representative from City of Milwaukee 
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Board Members Excused 
David Eberle................................................................................................... Racine County Representative 
 
Staff Members 
Kenneth R. Yunker..............................................................................................Deputy Director, SEWRPC 
Albert A. Beck .................................................................................................. Principal Planner, SEWRPC 
 
Consultant Team (Transit Advocacy and Communications) 
Ed Henschel 
Michael Ley 
James Madlom 
H. Carl Mueller 
Brandon Scholz 
Barbara Ulichny 
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Dan Boehm............................................................................................. Interim Director of Administration, 
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Brian Dranzik .....................................................................................................................Research Analyst, 
 Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors 
Patrick Fitzgerald ..................................................................................................................Wispolitics.com 
Michael J. Glasheen ...................................................................................... Transit Planner, City of Racine 
Jon Lehman ...........................................................................................Racine County Corporation Counsel 
Frederick J. Patrie.......................................................................Director of Public Works, Kenosha County 
Joe Potente ..............................................................................................................................Kenosha News 
Rosemary Potter ..........................................................................................Executive Director, Transit Now 
Larry Sandler......................................................................................................Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel 
Dennis A. Shook ............................................................................................. Shepherd Express Newspaper 
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Albert Stanek.......................................................................................................... Chief, Intercity Planning, 
 Division of Transportation Investment Management, 
 Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Kerry Thomas.................................................................................. Communications Director, Transit Now 
Chuck Quirmbach .................................................................................................... Wisconsin Public Radio 
 
 
ROLL CALL AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Chairman Ostby called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. He noted that, while Board member Dave Eberle 
was not in attendance at the meeting, there was still a quorum of six members present for the meeting. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
There were no changes identified by Board members to the meeting agenda. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 9, 2007, MEETING 
 
A motion to approve the minutes as presented was made by Ms Robinson, seconded by Mr. Torres, and 
carried unanimously by the Board. 
 
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 
Chairman Ostby drew the Board’s attention to the comments that had been received through the RTA 
website or by letter since the last Board meeting (see Attachment 1 to these minutes). On a motion by Mr. 
Karls, seconded by Mr. Brandrup, and carried unanimously, the Board acknowledged receipt of the 
comments and placed them on file. 
 
UPDATE ON THE WORK OF THE KRM CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 
 
Chairman Ostby asked Mr. Yunker to provide an update on the KRM study and the preparation of the draft 
environmental impact statement. Mr. Yunker stated that a new edition of the newsletter for the KRM 
commuter rail study reviewing the costs and benefits of KRM commuter rail had been published and 
provided to each Board member, and that a second round of public informational meetings would be held 
during the first week of February. He indicated that there would be one more set of public meetings, most 
likely scheduled in April depending on the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the KRM 
project. He also indicated that the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (UWM) study on of the economic 
impacts of the KRM commuter rail service had been finalized and a copy had been provided to each Board 
member. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Copies of both the current KRM newsletter, “KRM Newsletter No. 3 - January 
2007,” and the final UWM study, “Community Economic Impact Study of the 
Proposed Kenosha-Racine-Milwaukee (KRM) Commuter Rail”, have been 
posted on the RTA website on the “Reports of Interest” page.] 

 
Chairman Ostby noted the economic impacts identified in the UWM study, and asked whether the impacts 
should be considered conservative or optimistic. Mr. Yunker responded that the impacts represented most 
likely impacts, with the estimated increases in property values representing middle of the range of national 
experience. He noted that the estimates for  potential additional development were developed in the KRM 
corridor study/DEIS. He stated that the Commission and consultant staffs had worked with the 
communities in the KRM corridor on assessing the current market potential of the areas within one-half 
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mile around each station to ensure that the estimates of future development that could result from the KRM 
project were reasonable. He indicated that for tourism impacts, the study estimate of a one percent increase 
was reasonable given that northeastern Illinois is a significant tourism market for southeastern Wisconsin, 
and that the estimates of the job and overall economic impacts from the KRM project were developed from 
standard Federal government estimated multipliers. 
 
CONTINUED REVIEW OF ALTERNATIVE FUNDING SOURCES 
 
Chairman Ostby asked Mr. Ley and Mr. Henschel from the consultant team to review with the Board 
additional information which had been developed on funding sources for the local share of the capital and 
operating costs of the KRM commuter rail project. Mr. Henschel distributed four handouts (see Attachment 
2 to these minutes). The first handout presented the final estimates of the total operating and capital costs of 
the KRM commuter rail project and the Federal, State, and local shares of these costs. Mr. Ley stated that 
the final annual local share of the costs was now estimated at between $4.1 and $4.2 million. 
 
The second handout presented estimates of average annual revenues resulting from the creation of a special 
transit benefit assessment district covering the areas within one-half mile of KRM commuter rail stations, 
with the revenue estimates assuming a fee of $750 per developed residential unit and $5 per square foot of 
commercial development. He explained that staff had concluded this revenue source would likely generate 
only about $1.2 million annually and, consequently, would have only limited potential for funding the $4.2 
million annual local costs of the KRM project. He stated it could possibly be looked upon as a 
supplemental funding source for future capital or service needs.  
 
The third and fourth handouts summarized the funding options that had been considered for the KRM 
project, and for all local public transit, providing information on the projected revenues for each option.  
Mr. Ley stated that staff had received information indicating that the motor fuel tax levied for the 
Petroleum Environmental Cleanup Fund Act (PECFA) program was used to guarantee bonds issued for that 
program, and that diverting a portion of these taxes to the KRM project should not be considered as viable. 
With respect to the $2 car rental fee levied to fund the current work of the RTA, Mr. Ley stated that fee 
would have to be raised to $15 per rental contract--an increase of $13--to generate the $4.2 million needed 
to fund the annual local cost of the KRM project. 
 
The following questions were raised and comments made by Board members on the information presented: 
 

1.  Chairman Ostby inquired about the basis for the cost estimates and if they had been reviewed 
against costs for other similar projects in the country.  Mr. Yunker responded that the KRM 
project costs were developed using Metra and other commuter rail system unit costs and the  
estimated project cost was comparable to costs for commuter rail services and projects under 
development in other areas. He indicated that staff would be meeting with Metra officials later 
in the week to discuss the KRM project including the final cost estimates.  

 
2.  Chairman Ostby asked if staff had researched other areas where car rental fees are used to 

provide revenues for other projects. Mr. Mueller and Mr. Henschel responded that, while they 
had not had time to extensively research the issue, indications were that it was being used with 
increasing frequency in other areas of the country, particularly in areas of the country with high 
tourism.  

 
3.  Mr. Brandrup asked if the revenue forecasts prepared for the higher car rental fee had taken 

into consideration how the demand for vehicle rentals would be affected by the new fees.  He 
expressed a concern that Federal and State review agencies could indicate that they would 
expect lower revenues than forecast due to potential decreases in existing vehicle rentals with 
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the higher fee. Mr. Mueller responded that since most of the car rentals in the three RTA 
counties were by out-of-state visitors, and that since it was a flat fee per vehicle rental instead 
of a percentage of the total rental cost, the demand for rental vehicles was not expected to be 
significantly affected by the additional fee. Mr. Yunker stated that further analysis of the using 
the car rental fee as the local funding source for the KRM project would need to be done, 
including sensitivity tests that would examine how the source would be affected by inflation. 

 
4.  In response to a question from Ms. Robinson on how the higher car rental fee would be 

received by business groups and local officials, Mr. Mueller stated the business community, 
with the exception of the car rental companies, had generally indicated that it would support an 
RTA recommendation for increasing the car rental fee to fund the KRM project. Mr. Scholz 
stated that State legislators had identified fewer objections to increasing the car rental fee than 
to any of the other funding sources being considered for the KRM project. Ms. Taylor 
indicated that the option to raise the car rental fee had been preferred by the Governor over the 
other options being considered. Chairman Ostby observed that having the support of the 
mayors of Kenosha, Racine and Milwaukee and the county executives in the three RTA 
counties for the higher fee would be most important. Ms. Robinson stated her belief that more 
work needed to be done in assessing support for the various local funding sources under 
consideration by the RTA. 

 
5.  Mr. Torres asked if information was available on the revenues that would be generated in each 

RTA county with the higher car rental fee, noting that he believed the majority would come 
from Milwaukee County because of the number of car rental agencies serving General Mitchell 
International Airport.   Mr. Yunker responded that Commission staff had attempted to obtain 
this information in the past from the Department of Revenue, but was told the data did not exist 
as they do not collect this data.  Ms. Robinson stated that she would also like to see a 
comparison of the proposed car rental fee with the car rental fees that are charged in other 
metropolitan areas. Mr. Yunker stated that the Commission staff had prepared a comparison 
when the initial RTA $2 vehicle rental fee was proposed (see Attachment 3 to these minutes). 

 
6.  Referring to the January 18, 2007, letter to the Governor sent by the RTA pertaining to actions 

requested to be considered in the 2007-2009 State Budget, Ms. Robinson asked if there had 
been any indication of what the Governor would include in the his proposed State budget. Mr. 
Scholz responded that had met with Michael Morgan, Secretary of Administration, to discuss 
RTA’s requests and that and that no major problems had been identified with the actions it had 
asked to be included in the budget. Ms. Ulichny noted that one of the requested actions was to 
reserve the funds generated by the current car rental fee for use by the Southeastern Wisconsin 
RTA to prevent a draw on those funds by other areas.  

 
[Secretary’s Note: Copies of the letter sent by the RTA to Governor Doyle on January 18, 2007, 

and a letter received from the Governor on January 31, 2007, with his response, 
are included in Attachment 4 to these minutes.] 

 
7.  Mr. Torres asked if consideration had been given to commercial development providing the 

stations on the KRM line. Mr. Yunker responded that such interest had been expressed in the 
current study at two station locations and that it could be studied further during preliminary 
engineering. 
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FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF POTENTIAL RTA RECOMMENDATIONS 
RELATIVE TO KRM AND PUBLIC TRANSIT LOCAL FUNDING 

 
The Board next considered formal action to identify a local funding source for the KRM commuter rail 
project and public transit. In response to a request by Mr. Karls, Mr. Yunker summarized the content of the 
motion that had been tabled at the December 18, 2006, RTA meeting. He stated that the motion included 
the actions requested in Chairman Ostby’s January 18, 2006, letter to Governor Doyle, plus language 
requesting that the RTA be given the authority to levy a regional sales tax over all three RTA counties in an 
amount up to 0.05 percent to support commuter rail operations, including debt service, and also in amounts 
up to 0.45 percent to support local public transit systems with the intent of permitting property tax relief by 
shifting the local share of the cost of public transit in the three counties to the sales tax.  
 
Chairman Ostby observed that there appeared to be a consensus among the Board members for increasing 
the current car rental fee to provide the local funding for the KRM project.  He indicated that he did not 
believe there was a similar consensus on a way to fund public transit. He expressed his concern that 
combining a recommendation for using the higher car rental fee as the local funding source for the KRM 
project with one calling for a sales tax to serve as the local funding source for public transit would result in 
no action by the RTA at this meeting.  He noted that action by the State legislature and Governor on KRM 
funding may be needed by June 2007, or the KRM project will be delayed for submittal to the Federal 
Transit Administration until June 2008.  Ms. Taylor suggested that the Board take separate votes on local 
funding for the KRM project and public transit so that due deliberation could be given to both issues.  
 
Ms. Robinson expressed her belief that the recommendation from the RTA should address both funding 
issues. She reminded the Board that at a prior meeting it had agreed to pursue funding sources for both the 
KRM project and public transit. She also noted that by making separate recommendations, the Governor 
and State legislature could decide to act on only the RTA recommendation for funding the KRM project 
and not the recommendation for funding public transit.  Ms. Robinson noted that she could not support the 
initial proposed sales tax of 0.45 percent for local public transit, but would support a sales tax of 0.20 
percent.   
 
Mr. Torres stated that he could not support an RTA recommendation that included levying a sales tax. He 
suggested the RTA recommendation should be worded to remove the reference to the tax and indicate the 
RTA would continue to study dedicated local transit funding for public transit.  
 
Mr. Brandrup stated that, while he could support increasing the car rental fee to provide local funding for 
the KRM project, he believed it was time the RTA took a stand on dedicated funding for both the KRM 
project and public transit. He indicated that he still believed the preliminary RTA recommendation favoring 
use of a sales tax to fund the KRM project and public transit was appropriate. He believed that because the 
FTA and the State will want to protect their investment of funds in the KRM project, both would look 
closely at the financial condition of the underlying transit systems. He stated that it was his perception that 
the Milwaukee County Transit System was on the verge of a major financial crisis and that the RTA would 
not be sending a good message to the FTA and the State if it did not address how to fund public transit. 
 
Mr. Yunker stated that the RTA will need a strong financial plan for the KRM project to get FTA “new 
start” funding. He indicated that staff had worked to refine the cost-effectiveness of the project to improve 
its overall rating under the FTA “new starts” criteria, but that the financial condition of the underlying 
public transit systems could bring down that rating and weigh in on the FTA funding decision. 
 
He noted that at the request of Milwaukee County, the Commission was conducting a study to prepare a 
short-range transit system development plan for the Milwaukee County Transit System covering the years 
2007 through 2011, and that the study had documented how the transit system had avoided extreme service 
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cuts and fare increases in recent years by using Federal funds from a “bank” of accumulated funds intended 
for capital projects to, instead, fund operating costs and keep the property tax levy for the system within 
budget limits. He explained that the bank of Federal funds would run out in the year 2009, and the transit 
system will need to severely cut service, reducing it by between 35 and 40 percent. He indicated this 
funding crisis had been detailed in a newsletter for the Milwaukee County transit system development plan 
which would be posted on the RTA website.  He stated that the financial problems faced by the Milwaukee 
County Transit System illustrated the need to reach agreement on providing dedicated funding for public 
transit.  
 

[Secretary’s Note: A copy of the newsletter for the Milwaukee County Transit System 
Development Plan: 2007-2011 has been posted on the RTA website on the 
“Reports of Interest” page.] 

 
Mr. Karls suggested a compromise motion addressing local funding for the KRM project and public transit. 
After the Board discussed the specific language, Mr. Karls made the following motion: 
 

•  That the RTA recommend to the Governor and Legislature that the local share of the capital 
and operating costs of the KRM commuter rail extension be funded by an increase in the 
existing car rental fee from $2 to $15 applicable within the counties of Kenosha, Racine and 
Milwaukee; and 

 
•  That the RTA reaffirms its commitment to public transit and will continue to discuss the 

overall needs of public transit and potential expansion in the RTA counties, and also to 
continue seeking alternative funding sources for the overall transit operations as the RTA’s 
second major initiative. 

 
The RTA will forward its funding recommendations for both the KRM and local transit to the 
Governor and the Legislature with the stated conditions and ask that they be considered promptly. 
This motion recognizes that the statutory responsibility and authority of the RTA requires a super 
majority vote and that we can only move forward by reaching consensus on all issues. 

 
Mr. Karls’ motion was seconded by Julia Taylor, and carried unanimously by the RTA.  
 
CONFIRMATION OF NEXT MEETING DATE 
 
Chairman Ostby stated that the Board had agreed to return to a schedule of regular meetings on the third 
Monday of each month beginning with the next meeting on February 19, 2007. Mr. Yunker stated that staff 
would distribute the proposed schedule of future meeting dates to the Board. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The proposed 2007 RTA meeting dates are:  February 19, March 19, April 16, 
May 21, June 18, July 16, August 20, September 17, October 15, November 19, 
and December 17.] 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 10:05 a.m. on a 
motion by Mr. Karls, seconded by Ms. Robinson, and carried unanimously. 
 
  Respectfully submitted, 
 
  Kenneth R. Yunker 
  Recording Secretary 
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