
MINUTES

1/13/2011
Joint Negotiation Meeting

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

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

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


CALL TO ORDER: 
K. Seward called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM 
Announcement: 

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

Proper proof of notice was duly noted by the Chair and Town Deputy Clerk 
Motion: 

Approval of Agenda – Motion by D. Gartzke, 2nd by B. Elkins to approve the agenda as presented; motion carried.

Motion:
 
Approval of Minutes of 12/09/2010 – Motion by K. Budsberg, 2nd by B. Elkins to approve the minutes of 12/09/2010.  K. Seward referred those members present to the second paragraph of the second page under the Town Response to the Expense Sheet from the Village heading.  According to Seward it was his recollection that there was a discussion and resulting recommendation from the Town members for the Village to define a specific number.  K. Budsberg assumed the figures Seward was looking for was in relation to the Public Library as figures had been presented for the pool and recreation.  Seward agreed that the initial figures discussed were vague and thought the minutes should include the Town’s request for a more accurate figure.  N. Owen responded that his minutes for the item refer the reader to the point in the minutes where it had previously been discussed under Refined Analysis of Town Portion of Village Recreation and Pool Figures.  Seward stated this discussion could continue this evening; there was no further discussion of the motion.  The 12/09/2010 minutes were approved as presented.

Discussion/Motion:
Consideration of Change of Committee Chair - K. Seward stated he has acted as Chair since the December 10, 2009 meeting and noted the term for the position was six months.  D. Gartzke asked the rationale of limiting terms.  K. Seward thought it symbolized the balance inherent in these ongoing discussions; no one side was to have more power than the other.  K. Budsberg recommended that Village President Jim Salter who was absent as a member of this body this evening should be party to this discussion/action. G. Thomson moved to table this item until next month; 2nd K. Budsberg.  Deputy Clerk Wright noted that to table an item infers an indefinite suspension of further discussion and to discuss it again will require a motion to remove it from the table to resume discussion and will need to be added to a future agenda as an action item.  Wright asked Village Administrator N. Owen if he had any objections to simplifying the process by asking the original motion be amended to read: G. Thomson moved to delay discussion of this item until J. Salter can be party to the discussion and for the item to be added to the next Town/Village Joint Negotiation Committee agenda.  There were no objections to the amended motion; motion carried.
Discussion:

Shared Cost Agreement 

· Village Response to Library Funding – K. Budsberg and D. Gartzke stated the Village members were fine with the proposal presented by K. Seward.  D. Gartzke asked whether the Town intends on paying that portion of the shared cost which exceeds the amount collected specifically for library to the Village or directly to the Library.  K. Seward replied it was his understanding that it will be paid directly to the Village.  K. Seward asked if the Village representatives present if they were comfortable basing the percentage of shared costs upon circulation statistics available through the Library Board; without objection.  Seward noted the other figure necessary to derive the Town share would be provided by the Green County Treasurer (i.e. the amount collected by Green County from Town residents that is currently partially redistributed to the Village based upon library use).  
K. Seward circulated copies that define the formula being proposed by the Town.  Seward proposed that this cost be paid by the Town to the Village at mid-year to equalize the cash flow.  The payment for the first year would probably be based upon a budget estimate.  Seward stated that the Town caucus discussed debt service and they concluded that it should not be included in the calculation for two reasons: 1) it may not be necessary (e.g. if a benefactor or benefactors donated enough that financing was not required); 2) the Town has no ownership of the building or materials (i.e. the Town is paying only for operating costs).  K. Budsberg confirmed the Town would be contributing towards operating expenses.  D. Gartzke did not believe the proposal will work if Town payments lag behind a year especially once building is under way for a new library.  
G. Thomson suggested one way to handle this issue was to make an adjustment based upon a lookback period.  K. Seward further explained that the Town could catch up to a revised obligation the following year; D. Gartzke thought it should be based upon the Library budget instead, which is known in advance.  Based upon Gartzke’s proposal, K. Seward asked what would happen if the Library budget was greater than expenses for two consecutive years; would there be a refund in this circumstance or a credit the following year.  K. Budsberg recalled that a portion of the Library’s funding lags behind by more than a year and proposed involving the Library Board in this discussion.  G. Thomson pointed out that prior to construction of a new facility this potential additional contribution by the Town will be new money for the Library.  
K. Seward noted that the Village sets their Maintenance of Effort each year based upon the preceding three years.  K. Seward asked if Maintenance of Effort was independent of this proposal or would be offset in part by the Town’s contribution.  K. Seward suggested this question to be posed to the Village Board.  G. Thomson asked if the tax dollars collected and redistributed by Green County is based upon circulation or some other method.  K. Budsberg thought it might be based upon where the borrower’s card was issued.  Administrator Owen thought South Central Library System may track those figures.  It was agreed that the Library Board should be involved in answering some of these fundamental questions.  
K. Seward referred the members in attendance to the clause in red contained within the circulated document.  Seward wondered what the Village’s interest is in declaring financial support for a new library.  K. Budsberg felt the approved increase in the 2011 Maintenance of Effort (M of E) and the establishment of the Sinking Fund (S.F.) for the same year act as tools for the Library Board to start the fundraising process.  Although these Village contributions (i.e. increase of M of E and amount in S.F.) are a big step forward, G. Thomson did not feel that the amounts of either constituted a solid commitment in his mind.  He suggested the Village make a specific dollar commitment so that Library Board knows what they must fundraise.  
K. Budsberg stated that the Library Board has not purchased a property, defined the building footprint, established a library design, or determined the type of facility; he felt these unknowns limit the Library Board’s ability to fundraise and that a Village commitment would not change that; K. Seward disagreed.  G. Thomson thought if the commitment was more than $1million then it should go to referendum, citing the Public Library in the Village of Mt. Horeb as an example.  Thomson suggested the Village make a commitment of $1 million or less so that the time and expense of a referendum can be avoided.  This figure will help the Library Board know how much they must fundraise or how much building and infrastructure they can afford, according to Thomson.  K. Seward stated it will be difficult to convince the Town electorate to commit to library revenue sharing with the Village if there is no solid plan for a new library.  K. Budsberg asked what Seward’s sentence printed in red means in terms of the type of commitment the Town is seeking; the Town will not be interested in acting upon a shared revenue agreement for the Library until the new building project is under way.  The Village members agreed to discuss this further and to introduce it to the Village Board.
· Town Response on Parks, Recreation, and Pool Funding – K. Seward stated there needs to be a more detailed analysis as to how the $50,000+ figure representing the proposed Town obligation to the Village for pool and recreation was derived.  Seward noted the proposed amount represents 9% of the current Town budget which would be a hard sell to the Town’s constituents.  Seward thought a phasing-in of this amount might be easier to implement, assuming the figure is accurate.  N. Owen noted that the revenue received represents the user fees that were paid to the Village. Owen further explained that the expense representing the gap in funding for pool and recreation activities not covered by user fees (which is currently covered by the Village levy) is now proposed to be divided between the Town and Village based upon the percentage of usage figures for each.  There was a brief discussion of pool pass costs for residents and non-residents.
D. Gartzke felt if a parks funding agreement can be reached between the two municipalities, then pool pass costs should be equalized for Town residents as a benefit.  G. Thomson advocated acting soon prior to more detailed talk on repair and expansion of school district facilities; waiting could be deleterious to the goals of this body.  K. Budsberg thought the numbers presented by the Village were accurate and wasn’t sure what Seward’s suggestion to mitigate them means; does the Town question their accuracy or unwilling to pay what the Village sees as the Town’s fair share?
G. Thomson felt a new public works facility won’t be necessary unless backtown is to be developed and therefore was not as important to pursue as the library issue.  Thomson suggested the Village pursue a possible trade with a developer to exchange a piece of property in Backtown for one elsewhere which could be used for a public works facility potentially saving on part of the expense.  K. Budsberg was not comfortable altering the figure cited for the Town’s share for funding Village parks because each municipality is trading one thing for another; he added there is parity in all the items being discussed so specific costs for each are needed to ensure balance.  G. Thomson did not think the Town would be able to meet the obligation for Village pool and recreation activities cited by the Village; nevertheless the Town could contribute more than in the past. 
K. Budsberg thought that if the entire amount cannot be contributed towards parks perhaps that value can be derived from some other Town asset (e.g. the portion of Legler Valley Road/14th Avenue in the Town which makes the road discontinuous).  D. Gartzke proposed that a formula should be created to define each municipality’s share on an annual basis for the projects identified so that over the 20 year period of the proposed Cooperative Boundary Agreement those figures would not have to be renegotiated. Seward recommended the Town members discuss this further in caucus and return to a future joint meeting with a summary of that discussion.  
K. Budsberg suggested leaving the proposed methodology for cost sharing as originally presented.  Budsberg stated the suggested formula for joint funding of library operations is like the figures for jointly paying Village expenses for pool and recreation programs not covered by user fees: both are proposals.  As such, Budsberg reasoned both proposals are items on the table for discussion and both should be left on the table “as is”; once other proposals are discussed the figures can be refined.  G. Thomson asked what the other proposals alluded to; Budsberg replied the other priorities on the list agreed to by the group in early 2010.  Thomson thought that not all items on that list could be ascribed a monetary value and perhaps the list should be segregated to categorize projects that do have specific costs or values and those that do not.  There was no objection to place the Town Response on Parks, Recreation, and Pool Funding item on a future agenda. 

Discussion:

Review of Updated Boundary Agreement Map - K. Seward noted the distinctions between the map prepared by Strand Associates dated January 13, 2011 and the “Black Line” map.  Seward drew a color-coded line along County Highway W, along State Highway 69, and along 2nd Street that he proposed could be added as areas of possible annexation per prior agreement.  
Discussion:

Feedback on Alternate Garage Sites – N. Owen talked to Beth Alderman about 2b; she thought it would be difficult to build at site 15.  G. Thomson asked if the Village determined a new figure smaller than 17 acres for this project; Owen replied that he and Alderman did not discuss that topic.  Thomson suggested the list of ideal qualities for a site be better defined to make the search process simpler.  It was agreed without objection to add Discussion/Action Regarding Refining the Joint Public Works Facility Needs Assessment and Expanded Site Review to the next agenda and consult J. Salter upon his return about the alternate garage sites he explored.
Discussion:

Status Updates on Items 5, 7, and 8 from Town’s May 13th Letter – K. Seward distributed copies of the proposed letter dated May 7, 2010 that was presented to the Town/Village Negotiation Committee at the May 13, 2010 meeting.    Seward thought item 3 was negotiated out by means of the conversation on the definition of industrial/commercial versus residential. N. Owen thought item 2 should specify residential; without objection. K. Seward questioned item 3 which was originally focused on sites along the Highway 69 corridor; he noted the group is now thinking more broadly in terms of where the site or sites can be located.  Seward wondered if this more general site location concept should become part of the fabric of a future sub-committee whose members will explore the promotion of industrial/commercial development, or does this body have some restrictions in mind.  Under item 4 Seward stated the blue areas are out, but the Joint Negotiation Committee may want to promote it as part of the Committee’s function.  Item 5 according to Seward was good, noting some of the language was expanded in the definition of what Ordinance changes might include.  Item 6 has been agreed upon.  Item 7 defines the broader scope of what developments adjacent to the Village should look like.  K. Seward stated the Town Negotiation caucus thought item 8 had been negotiated out.  Administrator Owen agreed that the library and parks issues have replaced this item.
Discussion/Motion:
News Release – K. Seward presented his revisions to his proposed press release that had been presented in its original form at the December 9, 2010 meeting.  K. Budsberg stated that item 4 on the second page might be restated that both parties agreed C&I development is good.  D. Gartzke noted a spelling error at the top of page two and suggested rewording the introductory clause as follows: As of this date the Committee has tentatively agreed…  D. Gartzke suggested listing the other members of the committee in addition to Salter and Seward.  G. Thomson suggested providing email addresses instead of phone numbers because correspondence could then be shared with the group.  
Discussion:

Proposed Language on Commercial/Industrial Development – K. Seward noted that there were minor revisions in red ink.  D. Gartzke thought “Both government parties agree that C&I development is good for the community” was redundant.  K. Seward thought it was more of an internal document to be shared potentially with lawyers to clarify the intent of both parties.  N. Owen suggested changing service to utilities; without objection.
Discussion: 
Updates 
· Garage Facility Study –see Feedback on Alternate Garage Sites above
· Library Board offer to purchase property - N. Owen stated that the discussions are continuing with the Swiss Center of North America.  Some of the talks are focused upon access to the north of the Swiss Center of North America by way of a shared access.  G. Thomson thought new State rules require detention of 90% of the water from an impermeable surface such as a parking lot which could have considerable impact upon the choice of this site, in his opinion.  
Discussion/Action:
Establish List of Remaining Negotiation Items – Seward thought the press release identifies the remaining negotiation items and asked for additional input.  N. Owen questioned whether the Press Release should include the other prioritized goals that have previously been identified.  G. Thomson thought additional press releases were possible and advocated to not delay an initial communication with the public.  K. Seward asked whether the group should meet twice monthly instead of once monthly.  Budsberg noted this decision would require semi-monthly caucus meetings for each municipal group as well.  K. Seward asked the Village members to contact J. Salter when he returns on January 23, 2011 for his input.  
The next meeting date was scheduled for Tuesday, January 25, 2011 at 6:00 PM at the Village Hall Boardroom.  The following meeting was scheduled for Monday, February 7, 2011 at 6:00 PM at the Town Office.
Agenda items will include the following: Review all the Items of the January 13, 2011 Meeting with Jim Salter; Discussion with Library Board President; Jim Salter Report on Alternate Garage Sites; Consideration of Change of Committee Chair; Communication Status Draft Presented by Keith Seward; and Discussion/Action Regarding Redefining the Joint Public Works Needs Assessment for Public Works Facility; and Updates: Press Release; Joint Commercial/Industrial development language of Budsberg response; Revisions to the Black Line map proposed 1/13/2011 by Chair Seward.
7:48 PM – D. Gartzke moved to adjourn, 2nd K. Budsberg; motion carried. 

Adjourn
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