



Town of New Glarus

Impact Fees Committee Minutes

Monday, March 24, 2008
1:30 P.M.
Attendance:  Gof Thomson, Keith Seward, Reg Reis (1:40), Carol Holmes, Karen Talarczyk, and John Wright, Deputy Clerk 

Also in Attendance:  Sarah Shoemaker and Paul Hampton
G. Thomson called the meeting to order at 1:30 PM.

1. Review Proper Posting—confirmed by G. Thomson and the Deputy Clerk.

2. Motion to Approve Minutes from 3/13/08.  K. Seward made a motion to accept the minutes from 3/13/08 as presented; seconded by C. Holmes.  The minutes from 3/13/08 approved as presented, without further discussion.
3. Public Comments.  S. Shoemaker introduced a revised draft of the Needs Assessment Study.   She noted that the Town Garage costs weren’t talked about during the last meeting so those figures remain relatively unchanged in this draft.  Shoemaker noted that commercial or industrial land was absent from the Town Plan.  Seward stated that the absence was because current and prior Town Board’s did not see a need to duplicate what is currently available in the Village’s Industrial Park.  Shoemaker stated that Gary Becker has been unavailable since the previous meeting on March 13 and he will need to review the figures.  
Shoemaker referred the group to page 4-1 and inquired whether additional information was available for the Public Works Garage; she does not know the capacity of the current garage or its deficiencies, if any.  According to Seward, the current Town Garage holds four vehicles (are two plows, a pickup, and a tractor) and equipment that may need to increase by an additional 50% in the future.  He also noted that a structure for salt and cinder storage has yet to be built.  Seward wondered how to approach the cost if done in isolation and if done jointly.  Shoemaker stated that both scenarios can be calculated.  It was agreed without objection that land acquisition would be a part of either scenario.
In reply to a question from G. Thomson, Shoemaker stated that up to ten percent of consulting fees can be impacted for, but financing charges cannot.  Shoemaker referred the group to page 4-2 and noted that 25% was assumed attributable to growth although the assumption that the existing garage is 4,000 ft2 to grow to 6,000 ft2 would suggest 33% of the cost could be impacted for instead.  In response to Thomson’s question about population projections Hampton stated that DOA figures and another more conservative study were used to arrive at an annual compound rate of growth.  Those numbers were then divided into the DOA figures for predicting the average size of household to determine the number of households.  Thomson noted that garbage collection figures could corroborate or dispute the current household figure and should be consulted.  Hampton noted that the DOA figures suggest, in spite of fewer people per household in the future, an increase in the number of households.  
Shoemaker referred the group to page 4-3 to review actual fees to be levied based upon the accepted costs at this time.  Thomson noted that the useful life of the building should determine the end date for the collection of fees and therefore the projected number of new households.  Currently the study uses the arbitrary, yet more accurate date of 2025 for calculating costs.  K. Talarczyk asked if the figures provided are adjusted for inflation; Shoemaker will adjust the figures based on the projected start date.  Seward will research the current size of the existing garage and Shoemaker will project costs based on the more expensive of the two types of construction figuring that increasing energy costs will make it more economical in the long run.
It was decided, without objection, that section VI, Storm and Surface Water will be skipped over today and options will be discussed at a future time.  Much of the information in section VII for Parks and Playgrounds has remained the same. On page 6-3 the figures provided by the Town Assessor and local realtors were factored into assumptions, using an average cost of $13,000 per acre.  Referring the group to the top of page 6-4, Thomson suggested that Vierbicher should assume that 75% of the area will be utilized for a park rather than the stated 50%.  There was a discussion about what facilities would be appropriate in a community park.  There was also brief discussion on suitable locations for a library: Thomson suggested one central to the Village, whereas Talarczyk advocated its location in a Town Park to include space for administrative needs.  Shoemaker referred the group to an addendum towards the end of the current draft that listed possible improvements to future park property.  The figures in the addendum assumed a 5 acre park; Shoemaker requested the group to strike any improvements that would be inappropriate.  
Shoemaker referred the group to a separate two-page document for costs prepared by Gary Blazek for varying levels of trails, from lightly to heavily developed.  Shoemaker estimated the length of each proposed trail: Spring Valley to Old Madison at .7 mile; Blue Vista to Pioneer to County Highway O at .6 mile; Durst Road from Village Boundary to Highway 69 at 1.4 miles; and Meadow Valley to H at .4 mile.  These figures are contained in Table 6.3, in addition to cost estimates for each.   There was brief discussion of Margaret Howden’s offer for a trail to run along County H on her property in her reply to the Park Survey; she has not been contacted about her offer.  Shoemaker will ask Blazek upon his return about charging impact fees for trails regionally as opposed to a blanket strategy, potentially allowing for costs to be transferred for a different location.    Shoemaker stated that another strategy is to define a community standard that defines trails and their total lengths, but does not require citing a specific location.
For the pool house renovation Shoemaker used the Village’s estimate of $300,000.  Deputy Clerk Wright believes the current figure cited for the renovation is closer to $375,000.  Wright will check the minutes from the Village and report his findings to Shoemaker.  There was a discussion about changing the rate of collection for one project versus another once the ordinance is passed.  It is not a problem as long as the difference between the higher and lower rate is reimbursed to the current property owners at date of the change.  If higher fees are determined for an existing project they can only be collected after the date the change takes effect, not retroactively.
Shoemaker refigured some of the numbers for a Public Library based upon the worksheets provided by the library’s Director.  On Table 7.1, Department of Public Instruction standards are compared with the current library situation.  On Table 7.2 Shoemaker made the assumption that the library will continue to develop their collection at the enhanced level of service.  The library used Department Of Administration figures in conjunction with those from South Central Library System, of which they are a member for determining collection and space needs.  Sheet 3 determines the service population for the library to be 5,431 of which the Town’s population is 23% of that total.  On page 6-15 Shoemaker used an enhanced level to determine 16,000 ft2. in order to serve the projected 2025 population.  On page 6-20 Table 7.5 identifies the current space deficiency of 7,151 ft2.  The first scenario for Table 7.6 attempts to calculate an impact fee for the service area based on future growth.  Two other scenarios arrive at a lower figure per household, which appear below, by spreading the costs over a higher number of households.  G. Thomson asked if the future space that is unused after the library is constructed can be rented until such a date that it is needed.  In reply to another question, Shoemaker stated that if the impact fee for the library is considered to be too high other assumptions can be made such as a smaller space, or a lower level of service.  Shoemaker will send out revisions to try and meet the deadline date of the April 8, 2008 for the Regular Town Board meeting.
In order to expedite the deadlines, a red-line copy of the changes will be sent to each member before they meet again on April 3, 2008 to pass along to the Town Board when they meet on April 8, 2008; assuming the Board makes a motion to accept the recommendation, the Post Messenger will need to receive the legal notice before the following Thursday deadline so that it can be available for Public Viewing (in person, online or both).  This allows just enough time for the public viewing to be 20 days prior to the Public Hearing for the Ordinance change.  The class two notices for the ordinance change will require posting in the paper simultaneous to the Public Viewing notice.
4. Discuss and Approve Recommendations to the Town Board.  C. Holmes made a motion to table this item until receiving further recommendations from Vierbicher; seconded by K. Seward.  The motion passed that this item will remain tabled until the April 3, 2008 meeting.
5. Set next meeting date, time and agenda.  The next meeting has been scheduled for Thursday, April 3 at 1:30 PM. The agenda will include: Discuss and Approve Recommendations to the Town Board.
6. K. Seward made a motion to adjourn; C. Holmes seconded.  The meeting was adjourned at 4:05 PM without objection.
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