
Town of New Glarus

Impact Fees Committee Minutes

Thursday, March 13, 2008
1:30 P.M.
Attendance:  Keith Seward, Reg Reis, Carol Holmes, and John Wright, Deputy Clerk
Not in Attendance:  Karen Talarczyk and Gof Thomson
Also in Attendance:  Sarah Shoemaker, Gary Blazek, and Gary Becker
K. Seward, without objection, called the meeting to order at 1:40 PM in the absence of G. Thomson.

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

2. Motion to Approve Minutes from 1/24/08.  C. Holmes made a motion to accept the minutes from 1/24/08; seconded by R. Reis.  K. Seward noted that on page two, item 3, paragraph 3 a typo of the word of that should read or instead.  In the following paragraph he suggested that the second sentence should read, “However, any costs incurred prior to development would need to be handled by the Town.” K. Seward made a motion to approve the minutes of 1/24/08 as amended; C. Holmes seconded.  The minutes from 1/24/08 accepted as amended.
3. Public Comments 
4. Review Draft Community Fee Comparison.  It was agreed without objection to move item 4 to follow after item 5.
Review Needs Assessment Study as Presented by Sarah Shoemaker of Vierbicher Associates.  Gary Becker noted that Sarah Shoemaker will now be project manager for this Needs Assessment Study.  Five additional employees were recently assigned to the project once Vierbicher was notified that adequate progress had not been made.  K. Seward thanked Vierbicher for their efforts to make up for lost time and thought it best not to dwell on the past and to simply move forward.  S. Shoemaker noted that too little is known about Storm Water and Aquifer Preservation expenses and that the information in the new draft of the Needs Assessment Study is simply placeholder until more research is completed.  
Shoemaker stated that Parks and Libraries have the most complete information; therefore she recommends moving forward with having those approved by ordinance.  On page 3-1 Shoemaker explained the methodology that was used for predicting future population projections; when joint projects are being considered Village numbers are included in the projections.  Platted but undeveloped lots are estimated as 250 potential lots.  Shoemaker noted that this potential for growth affects the charge assessed per parcel for projects being funded by impact fees.  In Section 7.1, page 8-1 she reviewed parks standards, which are quantitative and are based upon national standards.  The Town’s Park Plan was used to establish deficiencies and to identify future needs that include land acquisition, a Town Hall, and trails.  
Calculations on page 8-4 include figures provided by the IFC as well as future projections for households and population.  Projects include a park and Town Hall, trails, and pool house (joint).  The Impact Fees would be approximately $150 per household based on the information gathered to date.  Shoemaker stated that the most of the cost of a Town Hall cannot be recovered by impact fees because they cannot be used for administrative services.  K. Seward asked if Impact Fees can be used for future needs of public works and a public transportation facility.  Shoemaker stated that they qualify and will be handled in a separate section.  S. Shoemaker rephrased Thomson’s question posed previously as to whether it is better to estimate high and return money or estimate low and risk under-funding a project.  Her opinion is that estimating too low would not allow the difference between budget and actual to be made up, although overestimating costs requires keeping very close track of that portion of the money that would need to be returned. 
G. Becker responded to the following questions:

· The Town is attempting to work collaboratively with the Village and School District on joint projects; is that a wise approach (C.H.)?  He is working with other municipalities in this manner; he is currently the Executive Director of the Local Government Institute that is comprised of four associations promoting intergovernmental and interagency collaboration.  The largest obstacle for this approach is establishing trust between the participants.  

· Can the Town’s portion of a joint facility be separated from the total so that appropriate impact fees could be levied for that amount attributable to future growth (K.S.)?  It can be done and it is recommended that the agreement with the other parties involved be consistent with what is described in the Needs Assessment study and the Ordinance enacted to collect the fees.  
· Do existing ordinances require change to accommodate a joint strategy (K.S.)?  Ordinances would need to be rewritten if they didn’t currently provide for that possibility.  
· Does a standardized formula already exist for calculating amounts for a joint venture (R.R.)?   There is no co-efficient that is used to define the appropriate share; the amount is derived through negotiation.
· Is better to build support for a collaborative effort first and to then implement the Impact Fee or vice versa (C.H.)?  Current legislation allows developers to exchange land in lieu of requiring impact fee collection (park dedication) and allows municipalities to collect fees in lieu of land dedication to parks.  K. Seward thinks it would be better to collect fees now while continuing to seek a cooperative agreement, when appropriate.  
· Are there any municipalities using Impact Fees as a method of assuring future water quality (R.R.)?  He is only aware as it pertains to storm water management.

· Can a Town create a TIF District within the ETZ (K.S.)?  A Town can do so without Village approval/cooperation if there is a cooperative boundary agreement in place that defines future annexation.  Vierbicher is looking to implement a pilot plan with a Town to use TIF money to preserve farm land; 75% of the TIF district would need to remain agricultural.

· Does the Wisconsin DOA oversee ordinance changes (K.S.)?    It is the realtors and developers who are the challengers of changes to ordinance; in his opinion the more public input the better for defending decisions made by the Town.  
K. Seward stated that on page 8-1 the estimate of $5,000/acre for park land is too low and agreed to speak with local realtors and pass the information along to Shoemaker.  S. Shoemaker stated that the identified projects must break ground by the tenth year; otherwise money will have to be returned, although a three-year extension is possible.  Improvement costs are not currently included in the estimates for park land, which can be calculated based on size.  Shoemaker wanted to know which trails will be part of a road and which are to be separate.  K. Seward recommended that Shoemaker work with R. Mahoney of the Parks Commission to determine trail location and type.  K. Seward asked if Blazek would check the range of costs for trails from lightly developed to maximum development.
Shoemaker noted that Vierbicher’s figures for the Town’s share of the pool house are based on future population growth, changing their share of costs as compared to what the Committee members provided in their estimates.  Seward questioned the assumed figure of 884 growth potential to be too high.  Sarah used an average annual growth rate of 2.83%; she balanced the optimistic figures provided by DOA methodology with a more conservative one to calculate the percentage.  If, as Seward contends, growth numbers are lower, then the impact fee will rise.
Shoemaker then directed the groups’ attention to the topic of Library Facilities beginning on page 8-6.  Vierbicher used Department of Public Instruction figures to calculate the cost figures seen on charts; the state does not have a standard for calculating space needs.  The figures highlighted on Table 8.2 in dark gold are standards based on service area population that are determined by the state; whereas the figures in Table 8.3 on page 8-12 are based on service area population that includes residents outside of the Town and Village.  Seward stated that library usage follows population figures and to use Equalized Value to determine costs would disproportionately charge Town residents more than the Village.  C. Holmes agrees that the population figures of Village and Town seem accurate, yet she is curious if some of the residents outside of the Town and Village are actually served by another library and thereby are over-represented in the calculations.  Shoemaker noted that the future space needs provided by the Library Board are higher than the figures arrived at by Vierbicher (17,000-21,000 ft2 vs. 5,000 ft2).  In order to support their Board’s calculation would require the methodology that they used and that it is an accepted standard.  Deputy Clerk Wright agreed to request additional information to support the figures regarding the Public Library.
Gary Blazek addressed storm water concerns; currently developers are responsible for storm water management.  The current trend in managing storm water is infiltration instead of moving it quickly from one area to another.  When asked about rain gardens, Becker noted that they don’t work well in winter months and work best if scattered throughout a community.  Seward believes that the Town’s current ordinance fails to deal with storm water issues adequately on smaller divisions of property.  Shoemaker referred the group to several documents that address the questions that were raised during other meetings that had not been adequately answered to date and provide examples of using ordinances to assure that developers assume certain responsibilities and their associated costs.  
Seward questioned whether storm water management would be best handled pre-development compared to post-development using the Durst Valley Watershed as an example.  Seward wanted to know if several smaller basins would be a better strategy than one larger basin.  Blazek stated that most municipalities prefer one large basin for maintenance reasons rather than several small ones.  Seward asked if storm water management is done prior to development can an impact fee be used to partially fund the work.  Blazek stated that the Town could oversize a planned regional basin for future growth and assess an impact fee for that potential.  There was brief discussion about potential run off challenges from Valle Tell that could create problems for Town residents.
S. Shoemaker stated that if a road must be improved to accommodate for increased capacity an impact fee can be assessed; Shoemaker cited a copy provided the members present a study, performed for the Town of Middleton, as an example.  In contrast, G. Thomson’s past proposal for levying a fee for cost per truckload of material on Town roads would best be handled through a developer’s agreement than with an impact fee.  Seward asked if the agreement could be levied per property rather than on the original developer who platted the property; Shoemaker wasn’t sure but will check.  Shoemaker cautions that if the agreement proposed by Thomson is per truckload of materials it might encourage heavier trucks thereby defeating the original intent.  Shoemaker proposed an agreement that would restrict weight so more trucks would be delivering lighter loads.  R. Reis stated the need for a Town standard for a road section so that road construction is consistent and can easily be inspected.  Blazek stated that our current standard doesn’t account for the condition of the sub-base, which could be addressed by requiring a roll test.  
Shoemaker recommended meeting soon to make decisions to implement the collection of fees for projects that are imminent.  Seward asked if the participation in the pool house was an agreeable percentage to those members present.  Shoemaker stated that some leeway is still possible and that the document for public viewing can continue to be revised through the process prior to the public hearing.  
5. Review Draft Community Fee Comparison.  This will be added to a future agenda, without objection.

6. Discuss and Approve Recommendations to the Town Board.  C. Holmes made a motion to table this item until receiving further recommendations from Vierbicher; K. Seward seconded.  Motion passed without further discussion.
7. Set next meeting date, time and agenda.  The next meeting has been scheduled for Monday, March 24 at 1:30 PM. The agenda will include: Discuss and Approve Recommendations to the Town Board.
8. K. Seward made a motion to adjourn; C. Holmes seconded.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:50 PM without objection.
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