
MINUTES

11/11/2010
Joint Negotiation Meeting

Town of New Glarus Office – 1101 Hwy 69, New Glarus @ 6:00 pm

ATTENDING:
Town Board Members: Keith Seward, Gof Thomson, and Town Deputy Clerk John Wright

Village Board Members: Jim Salter, Kevin Budsberg, Dan Gartzke and Village Administrator Nic Owen 
NOT ATTENDING:
Bob Elkins (Town)


ALSO ATTENDING:
Suzi Janowiak, Peg Kruse, Darrel Weber (arrived 6:21), and Denise Anton Wright (arrived at 7:09 PM)
CALL TO ORDER: 
K. Seward called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM.
Proof of Posting:
Proper proof of notice was duly noted by the Chair and Town Deputy Clerk. 

Announcement: 

K. Seward reminded all present that cell phones should be set to silent operation for the duration of the meeting.
Motion: 

Approval of Agenda – Motion by J. Salter, 2nd by K. Budsberg to approve the agenda as presented; motion carried.

Motion:
 
Approval of Minutes of 10/14/2010 – Motion by K. Budsberg, 2nd by D. Gartzke to approve the minutes of 10/14/2010; K. Seward recommended the following changes: the second sentence of the first paragraph below the heading Town Feedback on Proposed Boundary Agreement and Map should read “The Town agrees not to object to the annexations cleaning up the roadway on STH 69 and CTY W …” and to strike the word be in the second sentence below the heading Report on Garage Facility Needs Assessment; the minutes of 10/14/2010 were approved as amended.

Discussion:

Village Feedback on Proposed Cooperative Boundary Agreement Map.  N. Owen commented that the Village Negotiation members discussed the map given them by K. Seward but did not modify the boundaries Seward proposed (the map was color-coded areas drawn atop Map 5 from the Extraterritorial Plan—see attached).  J. Salter did not recall that the Village members proposed any changes from what Seward had recommended.  Salter stated that the family’s wishes to refuse annexation consideration for property north of the Industrial Park would be respected as would those of Town residents on Kristy Lane.  


J. Salter noted that those residents on Durst Road would be surrounded by the Village eventually; K. Seward disagreed that this section of the Town was an island surrounded by the Village as the land across the road was within the Town as well.  Seward asked the Village representatives in attendance if they were comfortable with those areas the Town members marked as areas the Town would not object to annexation marked in blue (see attached map) as presented at the October 14, 2010 meeting.  Deputy Clerk Wright asked whether Peter and Isabelle Herdeg’s existing billboards in the location adjacent to the new brewery would be in violation of Village sign ordinances if that property were to be annexed into the Village; N. Owen noted that nothing should change as the property is already under the Village’s Extraterritorial Zoning (ETZ) Ordinance rules.  Owen noted that the Herdeg’s would not be able to perform a major repair or replace the existing billboards under the current ETZ guidelines.
Discussion:

Village Feedback on Proposed Cooperative Boundary Agreement Items.  The members present reviewed K. Budsberg’s proposed amendment to item #4 of the Discussion Points to Proposal of Town of New Glarus on Cooperative Boundary Agreement.  K. Seward asked about those properties described as “straddling” the Village-Town boundary.  K. Budsberg pointed those areas out to the Town members that are south of the Valle Tell development off of Elmer Road, which includes properties within the Town and Village.  J. Salter stated that the Village Negotiation members looked at a map to target areas that would be well-suited for an industrial park outside of the existing one; qualities included land that is relatively level and outside of a floodplain.  


J. Salter stated that the area identified above could be developed jointly and possibly be included in a Tax Increment Financing (TIF) District or Tax Increment Development (TID) District; however, in order to qualify for a TIF or TID the land belonging to the Town may have to be annexed.  J. Salter thought there was a possibility for these types of jointly developed properties (possibly including Backtown) to be considered for revenue sharing with the Town.  J. Salter noted that there were already adequate areas within the Village available for residential development; the Village was seeking additional development for business in these locations.  G. Thomson noted that J. Salter used the phrase work cooperatively and asked K. Budsberg if this was synonymous with his phrase joint participation; Budsberg agreed the two were interchangeable.  J. Salter thought that whichever phrase was chosen the concept to be conveyed was for both municipalities to work together to attract business to the area for mutual benefit.  


K. Seward envisioned a group that could be funded jointly to actively seek to attract a proper balance of commercial and industrial development.  D. Gartzke thought the Village had more available tools (legislative and legal) to promote commercial and industrial development than the Town.  Gartzke asked if the Town would agree to annexation for the purpose of taking advantage of those tools for properties currently within the Town.  K. Seward clarified that the Town members of the Negotiation Committee thought that development should be considered especially in the areas discussed, not only in these areas as had been interpreted by the Village members.  Seward suggested the Village do additional work to refine the language and the concepts for the Town to consider.  Seward noted that the current industrial park would be difficult to expand beyond its current boundaries. 


J. Salter restated that these properties that may be developed jointly would be the Village’s possession in name only and that the Village and Town could both benefit from its development.  K. Seward asked G. Thomson was comfortable with the proposed concept; Thomson voiced no objection.  G. Thomson recommended the phrase work cooperatively instead of joint participation as proposed by K. Budsberg; without objection. 


J. Salter was uncertain where it was appropriate to discuss shared costs; there were no objections to discuss this topic at this point within the agenda.  Salter reported that N. Owen was asked to prepare a spreadsheet on shared costs for the Village pool and park.  N. Owen stated that the figures included in the document associated with the Town are actually the total figures for all non-Village residents.  D. Gartzke cited the pool use figure as an example, noting the Village estimated costs of $35,586 (minus revenues received) for 2010 as fairly accurate; however the estimated cost associated with the Town of $26,959 included other municipalities as well.  K. Seward asked if the operation expense for the new pool house would change these figures significantly in 2011; N. Owen thought they would remain fairly constant.  G. Thomson asked if heating the pool water was an expense that has been calculated separately from the general costs of operations; Owen replied that the two are combined although he did not have that cost with him this evening.


K. Seward noted that recreation participation was greater for non-Village residents than those in the Village; recreation includes Little League, softball, baseball, and volleyball, but not soccer which is not a Village-run activity.  It was noted that estimated parks use was based upon recreation programming enrollment figures and may be inaccurate; however, there would be no easy way to arrive at such a figure.  J. Salter thought the available non-Village resident data for the recreation program and season pool passes could be reviewed again to derive more accurate figures specific to Town usage and the associated costs to the Village.  K. Seward stated sampling might be an effective way of getting a more accurate estimate with a limited investment of time.  


K. Seward asked about the differences between parks expenses and parks use fee.  Owen replied that a parks use fee is for the paid use of the park and is not added into the total cost; it is income.  G. Thomson asked why the figures spiked in 2009 and 2010 for pool operating costs when revenue remained nearly equal.  N. Owen was uncertain what accounted for that difference.  J. Salter asked if the operating capital for 2009 of $8,890 was somehow included in 2010 which is listed as $0.  J. Salter noted that in 2009 the pool heater was broken for a third of the season so there was no cost for heating for one month.  


K. Seward asked what the Village’s intent is for presenting these figures.  K. Seward stated that philosophically from the Town’s perspective the most difficult item to deal with is taxes versus user fee for the Town residential use of the Village pool.   J. Salter stated that maintenance is critical to the use of the parks; if this was not done regularly the usage of Village parks would decline.  N. Owen thought mowing and spraying for weeds was the largest maintenance cost.  It was noted that both Town and Village residents pay user fees; however, non-Village residents pay a higher fee.  G. Thomson asked whether user fees should cover the entire cost or whether subsidization should continue.  J. Salter replied that passing on the actual costs directly would likely price the Village out of the market; residents may go to Belleville or Monticello as a result.
Updates: 
Priority 1 Alternate Garage Site.  Seward reported that he spoke to the party in question and they are currently uninterested for a variety of reasons.  There is currently a neighbor who rents the land and pays the owner.  The family would like to keep the land together and there are health-related issues involved in their decision.  K. Seward stated that the people in question are community-minded and would consider the propositions if no other options are possible.  J. Salter volunteered to talk with the owner of the Priority 1 (b) property; K. Seward agreed to accompany Salter without objection.

Garage Facility Needs Assessment.  K. Seward stated that Scott Jelle of the Village Public Works had done much of the work for the needs assessment study according to Beth Alderman, member of the Village Planning and Community Development Authority committees.  N. Owen agreed to set up another meeting and will see whether it should be limited to Town Patrolman Nielson and Village Public Works Supervisor Jelle.
Discussion:
Communication Plan for Projects.  The Village representatives agreed that it would be premature to submit a press release for publication.  According to K. Budsberg the Village Board has been given a detailed accounting of the process of discussions that have taken place at the Joint Negotiation Committee meetings.  J. Salter proposed an internal document of those discussions and the status of agreements which can be shared with the public if they receive any inquiries.  It was noted that the minutes of these meetings are also a public record that are readily available.  K. Budsberg noted that each municipality is refining what they are seeking from a Cooperative Boundary Agreement CBA so that their counterpart is better able to decide if or how each goal will be reached.  K. Seward noted that according to the Department of Administration that Public Hearings are required and that a party could call for a referendum on Cooperative Boundary Agreements. J. Salter welcomes the public’s input whether they agree or disagree because good ideas may come out of that interaction.  K. Seward volunteered to put together a summary of what has been accomplished to date which will be reviewed by the group before being submitted for publication; without objection.  
Update:

Alternate Library Site with Status of Floodplain Issue.  K. Seward asked Library Board member Suzi Janowiak if she was able to provide an update.  Ms. Janowiak reported that the Board located a site within the Village that is available for sale for an amount within the Board’s budget.  G. Thomson asked if the Library Board had the authority to make an offer on the property in question.  It was noted that the Library Board is seeking Village Board approval on December 7, 2010.  Library Director Denise Anton Wright stated there is a Special Library Board meeting tomorrow with the realtor to determine the amount and terms of an offer.  K. Budsberg asked if there were other contingencies.  Ms. Janowiak replied that the Library Board is seeking an access to the north of the seller’s property.  N. Owen stated that he put two floodplain proposals on hold for the Old Town Hall property pending the outcome of the Library Board’s offer.  The Board overseeing the property for sale will meet Friday, November 19, 2010.  Director Wright agreed to give an update to the Joint Negotiation Committee at their next meeting.
The next meeting date was scheduled for Thursday, December 9, 2010 at 6:00 PM at the Village Hall Boardroom.

Agenda items will include the following: Communication Status Draft Presented by Keith Seward, Update on Garage Facility Needs Assessment, Refined analysis of Recreation and Pool Figures; Jim Salter Report on Public Works Facility Alternate Site 1 (b) or 2 if 1 (b) is Not Viable; Town Response to the Map Language Proposed by the Village; Town Response to the Expense Sheet from the Village; and Update on Library Board Offer to Purchase Property.
7:13 PM - K. Seward moved to adjourn, 2nd G. Thomson; motion carried. 

Adjourn
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