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02/07/2011
Joint Negotiation Meeting
Town of New Glarus Office – 1101 Hwy 69, New Glarus @ 6:00 pm


ATTENDING:	Town Board Members: Dean Streiff, Robert Elkins, and Pattie Salter
	Village Board Members: Jim Salter, Dan Gartzke and Kevin Budsberg

ALSO ATTENDING:	Darrel Weber, Jane Martinson, Library Director Denise Anton Wright, Henry Janisch and Darrel Webber

CALL TO ORDER: 	J. Salter called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM – Swiss Miss Center.  

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

Motion: 		Approval of Agenda – G. Thomson moved to approve the agenda as presented, K. Budsberg 2nd. Motion carried.

Motion:	 	Approval of Minutes of 1/25/11 – D. Gartzke moved to approve the 1/25/2011 minutes, seconded by K. Budsberg. Motion carried. 

Discussion:		Library Revenue Sharing Formula – J. Salter explained that there had been some discussion on whether the formula used true costs and if it was going to go dollar for dollar into the library. J. Salter asked the group if they felt the revenue sharing formula seemed correctly populated. 

K. Budsberg asked D. Wright if the formula were implemented today, using the existing facility, current operating costs and current circulation as benchmarks, how would what’s given to the Library from the County on behalf of the Town be different. 

D. Wright reported that she did not have the debt service numbers to input into the calculation so it did not make much sense to her.

D. Wright explained that there is a long standing (15+ years) state statute that dictates that your home county has to reimburse the library for service from their unserved populace (people who don’t have a municipal library).  The law was changed in 2006 to be reflected in 2008, that the library not only was reimbursed for the unserved populace of the home county, but adjoining counties, such as Dane, Lafayette and Iowa as well.  

D. Wright questioned that the proposed formula used the previous year in the calculation. She did not feel the one year look back would work if actual statistics were used. She explained that there is an approximately two year lag in the figures used in the calculations. For instance, the library will receive money from the county by March 1, of this year. The amount they receive will be based on 2009 cost per circulation statistics which are arrived at by dividing their total operating expenses by total circulations. They will not get 100% of the cost per circulation, but the minimum they can receive is 70% of that figure. In the past few years, the library has received approximately $66,000-$68,000 from Green County. Based on circulations to Town of New Glarus residents over the last 4 years, D. Wright estimated the average amount they get from the Town of New Glarus is between $37,000 and $40,000. 

J. Salter explained that when he was originally looking at the shared services formula, he was envisioning the formula based on all shared services, such as parks, recreation, pool, library, etc. He was not envisioning setting a library formula where this money would be paid solely to the library. Rather he was looking to ease the Village tax burden for supporting these programs and have a more equitable share paid by the Town. He noted that he was a bit thrown off by Faun Philipson’s letter that stated if the Town wished to make a contribution to the Library it had to be paid directly to the library otherwise it would increase the maintenance of effort. J. Salter suggested that the contribution from the town would get paid into the Village’s general budget and used to offset the already skewed costs of the shared programs and not directly in to the library. This would allow the Village to increase the MOE of the library but not require it. He could see that more of the money going to offset the recreation program might go to the library. He didn’t see that figure being much different, but he had a problem in tying it directly to the proposed formula and saying that amount gets paid directly to the library.

K. Budsberg felt there were three issues:

1. A dollar amount needs to be assigned to each service to determine what a reasonable portion from the Town should be.

2. The Village Trustees could deal with some of these issues through resolution. 

3. Caution needs to be exercised in the wording of the agreement due to the statutory requirements of the library. 

Jane Martinson commented that the way the three areas are approached needs to be addressed separately. The funds shouldn’t get lumped together because different rules apply to the library and the parks and recreation areas.

G. Thomson felt the way the funds are distributed would be a function of the Village and library. He noted that although the Town has a responsibility to their taxpayers in that we decided that this is an appropriate entity to support and the money is going to the library or however we decide to divide it down. 

D. Gartzke disagreed with J. Salter that the end goal of the shared services is not to be used to reduce the tax burden to the Village residents but to achieve a better library. 

K. Budsberg noted that it was his impression that the Town was more supportive of contributing to a new library then to the parks and recreation area. G. Thomson explained that from a public relations standpoint it would be easier to explain to Town residents that we have a better new and improved library for the money.

K. Budsberg explained that from the Village standpoint the parks and recreation cost figures are important in illustrating to the Town that there is a lot of money that is reasonable for them to pay that they currently are not, in terms of the Library, parks and another area yet to be defined. If the Town is only able to sell the shared services concept to their constituents based on the library, that’s where D. Gartzke’s argument comes in. If the argument of giving money to the Village is more saleable based on library than it is parks and recreation and the third category, the Village has to be cognizant of that fact and acknowledge that the Town is not willing to give much more money to Parks and Recreation. The library is important to the Village so this is what the Village needs to consider.

J. Salter explained that when the sale ability idea comes up, it is not only about the library, it is also about protecting the Town’s boundaries. You’re not going to have an erosion of town land. You’re not going to be losing the tax base and thereby raising taxes to residents.  In exchange, the Village asks that the Town help offset the costs of shared services or get better utilization.

R. Elkins asked the Village to determine a dollar amount that they are looking for from the Town. K. Budsberg explained that the Town may be a little ahead of the Village in this area since they are just getting to the point of doing a cost/benefit analysis. The Village needs to figure out what dollar amount is worth giving up annexation rights.

R. Elkins felt that the real issue is determining what the Village feels the Town is not paying their fair share for. This should not be tied to the annexation issue. 

G. Thomson wanted to know if the library issue could be moved along before the boundary agreement is finalized. The Village wants contributions to come in before the new library is built, the town’s position is build it and then we’ll contribute toward it.

D. Gartzke brought the group back to the revenue sharing formula. He recapped that the formula assumes that the town would pay that portion of the total cost that is not related to debt service and that is more than what the library gets from the County on behalf of the Town. He clarified that the debt service referred to in the formula refers to the debt service to build the new library. The reason the Town chose not to pay a portion of that is because the Town does not have any ownership interest in the library. 

G. Thomson noted that the Village TIF District will expire in 2014 and it looked like $10,000,000 of new assessed valuation was coming onto the Village books. Could that be the solution to the debt service? 

D. Gartzke summarized that the current budget for the library is $240,000. The cost of a new 15,000 square foot library would be approximately $340,000. That would mean that the difference of $100,000 for operating it needs to be made up from somewhere, plus debt service. 

J. Salter noted that the formula looks legitimate. Without objection, D. Wright will provide actual figures from 2010 at the next meeting.
	
Discussion:		Town Parks and Recreation Contribution – J. Salter felt that if the Town is contributing towards shared services, they shouldn’t be charged the non-resident fee. G. Thomson clarified that this would be based on “New Dollars.”  

The figure they need is approximately $125,000. Is the Town prepared to make a contribution toward the shared services? To answer that question, the Town needs to have more accurate figures on the actual costs for the parks and recreation programs.
 
Discussion: 	Alternate Garage Sites 2 and 3 – J. Salter reported that he and K. Seward have not been able to meet regarding this. Without objection, item will be revisited at next meeting.


Next Meeting Date set for February 23rd at 6:00 at the Village Hall
Agenda Items:
Review actual costs 

7:30 D. Gartzke moved to adjourn, R. Elkins 2nd. Motion Carried. 

Adjourn
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