Minutes of Second Meeting of Village of New Glarus/Town of New Glarus Joint Intergovernmental Library Facility Committee, 6/17/04

Committee chair Craig Foreback called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Present: Craig Foreback, Ben Kahl, John Mulvihill, Mark Renner, Jim Mielke. Also present: Sue Gerber.

Agenda: Kahl moved to approve the 6/17/04 agenda. 2nd by Renner. Motion carried.

Minutes: Renner moved to approve the minutes. 2nd by Kahl.

Discussion of Joint Library Agreement:

Foreback summarized the committee’s tasks. Kahl noted that he had scanned and distributed to committee members via e-mail the afternoon of the 17th a copy of one of the joint library agreements gathered by the Task Force Partnering Committee, for the committee to use as a template when drafting their own joint library agreement. Copies of a document titled “New Glarus Public Library Tax Levy/Mill Rate Summary” were also distributed. The document shows the library tax levy (in $), assessed valuation, and library mill rate for the years 1996-2003.


Renner distributed copies of his “Conceptual language for referendum on the New Glarus Public Library,” consisting of nine terms and conditions. Renner explained the rationale for a joint referendum: (1) that this would give village residents, not just town residents, an opportunity for input into the proposed joint library; and (2) the referendum language could function as a “mini-contract.” During a discussion of term #5, which proposes a mill rate basis, Mulvihill asked if the referendum would state how much taxes would increase. Renner answered that it would state only the mill rate; but that each municipality would post the estimated tax increase amount for an average property. Foreback wondered about the mill rate proposal taking the flexibility out of library funding. Renner answered that the township did not want to participate in determining a library budget every year. He added that other advantages of funding on a mill rate basis are: (1) the library board will know what they can expect yearly; (2) it builds a modest incremental increase for library funding; and (3) it eliminates adjustments in future years that might be caused by, for example, annexations.


Foreback asked how the mill rate would be established. Renner suggested averaging the past three years (either 2001-2003 or 2002-2004) of the village’s library mill rate, and there was agreement on this. Foreback asked about library construction. Committee members agreed that the joint library agreement should come first and that the two funding issues--annual operations, and construction of expanded facility--should be kept separate.


Foreback asked if the township needs to ask permission of the county board (to withdraw from the county library tax) before the referendum. Other committee members answered no. Foreback asked how the county board would respond to the request. Renner said that based on informal talks he had had with county board members, the request would be looked on favorably, and noted that the town’s withdrawal should not significantly impact the other county libraries.


Foreback asked about involving other townships. Mulvihill noted that, unlike New Glarus Township residents, the residents of most other townships use other county libraries more than the New Glarus library (Mulvihill quoted statistics showing that in 2002 NGL circulated 2,774 items to Exeter residents, while Belleville PL circulated 10,869 items to those same residents). Because of this, Mulvihill stated, asking involvement from other townships would be a tough sell. However, Mulvihill also noted that York Township residents might be using NGL as much as the Blanchardville library, and therefore York’s involvement might be the best bet. Kahl suggested writing an inquiry letter to other townships, asking if they are interested in participating in a joint library. Committee members agreed to this.


Kahl suggested setting a tentative library mill rate of 1.35 (based on the average of the village’s 2001-2003 library mill rate). Committee members agreed.


Renner drew attention to #3 of his conceptual language points, regarding the formation of a “lawfully incorporated not-for-profit foundation for the purpose of managing and distributing” assets “received by any means other than public funding through tax revenue for the purpose of supporting the New Glarus Public Library.” Kahl asked if such a foundation could be set up at any time. Renner answered yes.


Mulvihill read an e-mail comment by Peter Hamon of the South Central Library System regarding the formation of such a foundation: “I am not too sure of the need for a separate foundation to be attached to the joint library. This requires additional structure and paperwork. Monies donated to the library are tax deductible in any case, and the board can appoint a financial secretary to handle the mechanics. The only real need I see for a C3 is in the case of corporate interests that only donate to C3s because they get audited by the IRS otherwise.” Renner’s response, which he said was based on his extensive experience with not-for-profits, was that forming such a foundation is worth it for the corporate donations.


Mulvihill again read from Hamon’s e-mail, which cautioned that “you may be tying your hands a bit too much with regard to the fixed mill rate concept. I can imagine situations when your property values might drop, when a property value increase might not keep up with inflation, or when special circumstances (a need to replace the automated system, add staff, or begin a new service) might call for a temporary additional expenditure which might not fit under your cap.” Renner answered that state legislation can indeed have an impact if use value assessment drops; but that Green County has a stable base in residential property. Renner also noted that the proposed mill rate is to be a baseline, which may be increased by common referendum.


The committee determined which of Renner’s conceptual language terms and conditions were essential to the referendum wording. For the next meeting, Mulvihill will combine these items to create a draft referendum for each municipality.


Mulvihill noted that #1 of Renner’s terms and conditions, which calls for election of some joint library board members, was not permissible. All library board members must be appointed by the heads of the municipalities.


Renner stated that at the time the referendum is pitched to voters, there should be a clear understanding of the entire contract, because voters will have questions. Kahl added that he hoped contract language would be worked out by the time of the referendum, and noted that individuals would be needed to carry the message to the public. A newspaper release was suggested, and possibly an open house. Renner suggested relying on former Task Force members to publicly support the referendumc. Foreback suggested a “From Village Hall” column co-authored by Village Administrator Mielke and a town board member explaining the proposed joint library. Kahl suggested inviting former Task Force members to a future committee meeting to explain the joint library proposal.


Renner noted that with the increase of population in the township, residents needed to think of themselves in a “regional modality” and not only challenge the village to maintain services but participate in that maintenance.


For next time, Mulvihill will put together respective drafts of the referendum for town and village. Other committee members will look over the contract template distributed by Kahl and e-mail Mulvihill revised language and comments to be inserted into that template. Mulvihill will incorporate all comments and identify whom each comment is from.

Next meeting: 1 July 2004, 7:00, Board Room

Adjourn: Motion by Renner at 8:00 to adjourn. 2nd by Kahl.

John Mulvihill, Recorder

