
MINUTES

09/09/2010
Joint Negotiation Meeting

Village Hall Boardroom – 319 2nd Street, New Glarus @ 6:00 pm

ATTENDING:
Town Board Members: Keith Seward, Robert Elkins, and Pattie Salter

Village Board Members: Jim Salter, and Kevin Budsberg 


ALSO ATTENDING:
Nic Owen (Village of New Glarus Administrator)
CALL TO ORDER: 
K. Seward at 6:05 PM – Swiss Miss Center.  

Proof of Posting:
Proper proof of notice was duly noted. 

Announcement: 

K. Seward reminded all present that all cell phones shall remain silent for the duration of the meeting.
Motion: 

Approval of Agenda – Motion by K. Budsberg, seconded by J. Salter to approve the agenda as presented. Motion carried.

Motion:
 
Approval of Minutes of 8/5/10 – Motion by R. Elkins, seconded by J. Salter to approve the minutes of 8/5/10. K. Seward had a question regarding the discussion on joint library. K. Budsberg had made a statement about inheriting a 20 year old infrastructure, what was meant by the statement? K. Budsberg explained that he had wondered if a shorter cooperative boundary agreement might be more practical when addressing the age of the building infrastructure, commercial development and the housing market. K. Seward abstained from vote. Motion carried. 

Discussion:

Review Proposed Boundary Agreement Map: N. Owen presented the committee with a markup of map 5 outlining the Villages’ suggested annexable areas. J. Salter explained that the Village met and discussed the proposed boundary agreement map provided by the Town (the map with blue sections and dated May 13, 2010) from that map they marked up map 5 with their suggestions. 



In addition, J. Salter went through the 8 discussion points of the Cooperative agreement

1. Term of CBA to be 20 years or more
J. Salter explained that the village had discussed a shorter agreement period of 10 years and came to the conclusion that the term of the cooperative boundary agreement should be 20 years with a provision to allow for jointly agreed upon changes. 

2. Limit annexation areas (see map1, “black Line”) The Village agrees there will be no annexation of areas located with the Town “outside” of black line.
N. Owen referred to Map 5 and identified additional highlighted areas outside the black line. J. Salter explained that the Village did not feel they needed to annex all the areas identified but considered if there were areas that made sense such as properties that currently have inconsistent boundaries from prior annexations or had water and sewer running to them or had commercial development potential. The properties included The Landmark’s and K. Streiff Farm (Industrial Zone), two small areas off of W that clean up annexation lines, the area between the Village and the Neuchatel subdivision including Kristy Lane, and a portion of Durst Road, a small section off 2nd Street, a portion of the Herdeg properties (Potential Nature Orientated business), and a section off Elmer Road that would square off a previous annexation. R. Elkins noted that there is an open area near the Schwoerer farm that was not included. N. Owen explained that the committee did not see an immediate need to provide services to that area.

R. Elkins noted that it appeared that his property was included in the highlighted area off W. N. Owen explained that the map was small and did not actually include his property. The proposed annexation area was the area that cleaned up the previous annexations to the center of the road.


3. Areas where Town agrees not to object to annexation – see map 1, “Blue Area”
The “Blue Area” should be expanded to include the additional areas noted in item 2.


4. Both Parties agree to joint participation in Industrial and Commercial development efforts with all lands within area identified in item 3, “Blue Area.”
a.
J. Salter reported that the Village felt that there should be additional areas identified, in particular those associated with the potential for “back town” development, and especially for highway access to the area north along 69.

b.
They also believe this should be extended to any area contiguous to the Village where commercial development is desired.

K. Seward began by saying that he would defer formalized comment until after the Town Board had reviewed this information, but had a couple personal observations. He noted that the Kent Streiff property was a sensitive issue at an earlier discussion at the Town board level. He was not sure how the board would respond to this issue. J. Salter explained that the Village was only offering the option if the landowner wishes to annex. The Village was not interested in forcing annexation. 

K. Seward noted that if sewer and water were extended to Durst Valley Road would be contingent on development of that area. How that gets treated is an area for discussion. 

J. Salter asked if there were several properties, like on Durst Road, and someone developed out past them and ran water and sewer out to the development, could a resident in between ask to be connected to sewer and water? N. Owen explained that the current Village ordinance does not currently extend services past Village Limits but it also says that at the time it is available the Village can require a resident to connect. 

K. Seward noted that one of the elements of the Intergovernmental Agreement as it relates to the utility extensions on Durst Road would require development outside Village Limits. K. Seward explained that the Village and Town had already violated the Village’s Ordinance within the Intergovernmental Agreements as it related to Neuchatel. The extension of services to accommodate Neuchatel down Durst Road would allow the residents along Durst Road the option to connect to Village services without recapture. That the developer would be responsible to run the connections to the front property lines and it was negotiated that the property owner would not be responsible for the recapture fees. 

K. Budsberg asked if the issue of extending services past the Village boundary and connecting to a property outside the Village without recapture, would they need to change their ordinance if the boundary agreement went through. The answer is yes, that both the Town and Village’s ordinances would likely be changed to address the language.
5. The Village agrees to allow extension of electric, sewer and water utilities into areas within currently identified future village neighborhoods as defined in the Village extraterritorial Plan, Map 5, dated Oct. 6, 2005, upon development of a fifth or more residential unit per the ETZ ordinance. Utility extensions are to be paid for by developers. Utility collections for utility service to be paid directly by users to the Utility or to sanitary districts as legally organized.
a.
J. Salter noted that the Village wished to clarify that for consistency, the map dated September 15, 2008 would be used for future discussions. 

b.
The Village does not think the development within the Village extraterritorial plan should be limited to the fifth or more residential unit. They would like to offer Village services within the designated areas from the first residential unit. K. Seward clarified that this offer would be open to non-annexed properties as long as they were in this area.

R. Elkins asked if the Village was considering commercial or residential. He noted that a commercial developer would be more likely to want to do it. K. Budsberg noted this section had to do with residential and thought the wording for commercial would be better stated under item 4b “The Village also believes this should be extended to any area contiguous to the Village where commercial development is desired.” 

R. Elkins wanted to know if “contiguous” should be in there. The committee felt in the case of commercial it should be contiguous. 

6. The Village agrees to not object to re-zoning requests to zone R-N (as required per ETZ ordinance) by developers when requested per item 5, above.
The Village agreed to this.

7. Town agrees to revise its ordinances to require developments located in the Town and adjacent to current Village boundaries, and adjacent to the “Black line” of map1, to install streets, curb and cutter, street lights, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, electric, gas and cable utilities, sidewalks and driveways in all developments of five or more residential dwelling units in accordance with Village standards.
a.
The Village clarified that this should be to the then “current Village standards” if the Village changed its requirements, the Town would also revise its ordinances.
b.
The list should be expanded to cover all similar such requirements such as water supply which should be included in item 7 but was not listed. The list should be clear it covers any future similar service super structure. This should be for all developments not just the fifth residential unit.

K. Seward stated that the Town would have to consider this item.


8. The town agrees to share with the Village a portion of the incremental tax collected from additional developments located per item 7. Such split shall be based upon a number agreed upon by the parties which represents a percentage of a calculation determining the yearly contribution of the incremental addition by the developments to the town’s property tax collection. This contribution to the village shall be considered an offset to the Villages’ maintenance of effort contribution to the New Glarus Library.

a.
The Village proposed scratching item 8 and prefers to set up a pilot to cover a shared revenues/service agreement since the Village cannot decrease their maintenance of effort to the library. J. Salter read from a statement “The Village supports the idea of sharing revenues from additional development but thinks this is the wrong approach. The Village would prefer to set up a pilot formula that is tied to the Village Budgets for programs and structures of most direct benefit to Town Residents such as parks and rec program and library and perhaps a sinking fund to handle repairs to infrastructure the Village inherits at the end of the term of the agreement.” The agreement would then be set up based on use of the shared services such as the pool, the library, parks, the rec program, and the library. N. Owen came up with a formula for the New Glarus Home and would recommend a similar approach for the Town. It would be based on real costs for using the services. The number would be calculated each year and tied to the number of residents. 

J. Salter stated that the Village is trying to get away from the language that restricts dollars being tied solely to the library and try to bundle it more as shared services.  

b.
The Village further proposed that the Town and Village shall establish an on-going joint committee to review operation of this agreement for amendments, if any, on an as needed basis but no less then once every two years. 

Discussion:

Report on Garage Facility Needs Assessment – N. Owen explained that Beth Aldermen will do facilities needs assessment. She would like to meet on-site with the town representative, patrolman and the county.


Without objection, J. Salter and K. Seward will proceed with discussions with the parties on priority one.

Update on Library Needs Assessment: 

K. Seward reported that we received budget estimates from the library board for operating an expanded library. The library board estimated a need for 14,000 -16,000 sq feet with a proposed operations cost of $340,000 the current operating budget is $240,000. The Library Board did not address capital requirements. K. Seward put together a few cost estimates based on the following assumptions:
Annual Operating Cost of $340,000

Capital Cost of $3,000,000

Old Town Hall Square Feet of 15,000

Interest Rate of 5.00%

Term of 20 years

The scenarios used were:

Option I – Borrow $3,000,000

Annual Operating Cost $340,000

Annual Principal and Interest $230,000

Current Library Budget $245,000

Maintenance and Effort would have to grow by $325,000/yr.


Option II – Assume Gifting of $1,000,000 and Borrowing $2,000,000

Annual Operating Cost $340,000

Annual Principal and Interest $152,000


Current Library Budget $245,000


Maintenance and Effort would have to grow by $247,000/yr.


Option III – Assume Capital Borrowing is Reduced to $1,000,000 via Reduced Sq. Ft, Increased Gifting or other Revenues

Annual Operating Cost $340,000

Annual Principal and Interest $76,000


Current Library Budget $245,000


Maintenance and Effort would have to grow by $171,000


K. Budsberg noted that G. Thomson also requested a space analysis be done since the one that was done is 10 years old.


K. Seward noted that the Cross Plains Library’s budget was similar to ours but their space was significantly larger than what we’ve planned. He asked the committee members for feedback on their visit to the Cross Plains Library.


J. Salter felt that the Cross Plains library was huge. He noted that there were rooms that seemed oversized. He liked the way they partnered with other agencies like the Historical Society. They have a senior center that had a small kitchen and large meeting area that could be divided. This could be an area of revenue. Their use of green materials was good which kept their operation costs low.  He liked the focus group work that was done to provide for smaller groups to have meeting space. They had two meeting rooms and a staff lounge. They spent a lot of time fundraising through major corporate donors. They had etched glass plaques recognizing their major donors that donated $30,000 or more plus smaller plaques recognizing family donations. They had people sponsor individual book collections where the shelves had the names of those who sponsored the collection. 

K. Budsberg noted that the energy efficiency development really helped in the overall operational costs. Their energy costs were about half of what would be expected for a conventional building of the same size.

K. Seward asked if the committee felt that they overbuilt the site. K. Budsberg felt the only areas that could be downsized were the staff bathrooms and the kitchen area. He felt that individual rooms were a good idea for the different groups that would be using them. 

J. Salter noted that when coming up with the conceptual drawings to keep it conservative. He also noted that the Cross Plains library has limited parking and it is not a crucial issue. The Village allowed them to put angled parking in on the street adjacent to the library. 

Discussion on Communication Plan for Projects:


N. Owen explained that G. Thomson had brought this up to get a unified approach to raising awareness of the pre-planning for the garage, library and similar projects. 
Set Next Meeting Date October 14th at 6:00 at the Village Hall and Agenda Items:

Feedback on 8 points

Feedback from priority one site

Garage needs update

Update on communication plan

8:05 K. Seward moved to adjourn, J. Salter 2nd. Motion Carried. 

Adjourn
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