
MINUTES

07/07/2010
Joint Negotiation Meeting

Town Hall – Swiss Miss Center 1101 Hwy 69 New Glarus @ 6:00 pm

ATTENDING:
Town Board Members: Keith Seward, Robert Elkins, and Pattie 

Village Board Members: Jim Salter, and Kevin Budsberg 


ALSO ATTENDING:
Nic Owen (Village of New Glarus Administrator) and Wayne Duerst
CALL TO ORDER: 
K. Seward at 6:00 PM – Swiss Miss Center.  

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

Announcement: 

K. Seward reminded all present that all cell phones shall remain silent for the duration of the meeting.
Motion: 

Approval of Agenda – Motion by J. Salter, seconded by K. Budsberg to approve the agenda as presented. Motion carried.

Motion:
 
Approval of Minutes of 6/10/2010 – K. Seward handed out a redlined version of the minutes with suggested changes marked in red. Motion by K. Seward, seconded by K. Budsberg to approve the minutes of 6/10/2010 as amended. 

Discussion:

Proposed amendments had to do with the Village feedback paragraph and included:
1. Clarified that the area most likely for commercial development, was along highway 69 and South of the Brewery.

2. A comment was added that the committee discussed the extension of sewer and water did not impact Village taxpayers but is paid for by the developer and the rate payers.

3. A minor revision where the minutes reflect that the village would like to expand the Town’s offer of sharing incremental revenue for the library …
K. Seward is recommending to change that to the village would like to amend the Town’s idea …

K. Seward explained that the documents from the DOA detail a series of legal steps to follow in letting the public know that the Village and Town are in the process of developing a cooperative boundary plan. The first step is a letter to adjoining communities after a resolution by each of the bodies. Since this has not been done yet, K. Seward noted that he was not interested in getting too far into the negotiation until that step has been completed.
4. The other changes were minor revisions for clarification.



J. Salter stated that the amended minutes were true to discussions.


Motion Carried.

Discussion on Joint Library:

K. Seward reported that he met with Cheryl Becker with the South-Central Regional Library. 


The purpose of the meeting was to try to understand how current library funding works. It is a complex process identified by State Statutes. K. Seward shared documents that outlined the steps needed to form a joint library with members present.


Seward explained that the current funding mechanism for libraries is two fold. Support from member municipalities who have libraries contribute via a number of financial vehicles, the most significant of which being maintenance of effort. The support from non-member communities, those without libraries, is based on a formula that relates to usage by the non-member municipalities. Libraries record the number of items checked out by each community including those outside Green County. Those numbers are used in a formula which the South Central Library calculates how the circulation is used. That number is compared to a number that is calculated based upon the total dollars of all the library budgets in the county. There is a ratio calculated that shows what each community’s portion is. The County is obliged to contribute 70% of that number. The County imposes a tax on each of the communities to collect that amount through their milrate. Last year through that milrate, the Town of New Glarus paid about $54,000. That is not distributed to the library through equalized value but rather by the usage calculation.

Last year the New Glarus Library’s budget was approximately $250,000. The $54,000 that the town of New Glarus paid was distributed through the County based on usage. If a joint library were developed, the Town of New Glarus would need to get an agreement from Green County to opt out and the Town of New Glarus would be required to pay at least as much as we paid in the previous year, in this case $54,000. The method for distributing or for participation based upon a Joint Library’s maintenance of effort would be a calculated number in the contracts. 

K. Budsberg clarified that the joint library K. Seward refers to would be in the sense of continuing funding of the institution.  K. Seward confirmed this.

K. Seward handed out documents that outline how to establish a joint library and issues associated with maintaining a joint library. Issues include: how should personnel be handled, under whose authority to avoid confusion; personnel compensation packages; how budget impasses would be resolved; how depreciation would be handled, etc.


Another set of documents that he received from Cheryl Becker had to do with funding the joint library. Copies were not available for those present so the Town Clerk-treasurer will send copies of the information via PDF to the Joint Negotiation members. One of the items Cheryl calculated was to assume that in 2010 the joint library became a reality. What would its impact be on the rest of the payers into the system? If New Glarus opted out of the system, the payers who did not have a library would have to make up the $54,000.
Nic noted that Denise Anton Wright provided the Village with information on the joint library process. Nic will send us copies for our records.

K. Budsberg wanted to know why we are talking about a joint library. J. Salter explained that it is one of the major joint expenditures. K. Budsberg went on to explain that he looked at the Town’s 8 point proposal and it specifies that for the library there was some type of incremental tax collected from development (.8) and some of that goes towards the Village’s maintenance of effort. He recalled talking about a shared resource fund that might include parks, library and other items. He wasn’t sure why we were discussing a formal joint library.  K. Seward explained that in his opinion we were talking about two priority items, the boundary agreement, if negotiations are to continue the State Statues require the public be notified through Town and Village resolutions, and the joint library was the 2nd issue. K. Seward noted that the two are closely related so it was agreed that they would be worked through concurrently but separately. 
J. Salter noted that he thought the discussion was leaning more towards shared revenue rather than the whole joint library board. He thought they were waiting to see what the library board had in mind. Finding out where the library wants to go, how big should the library be? Does the library board want a new library? If so, do they want to make it a joint library or do they want to have a different way to fund the existing library structure through shared revenue. K. Seward noted that he hadn’t picked up on that variation. J. Salter thought we were talking about shared services being, parks, recreation, library a street component and garage through shared revenues. K. Seward explained that the document the town put together on the question of funding the library had to do with if there were, within the boundary agreement, an agreed upon process for the non-annexation of developments adjacent to the city where those developments would remain within the town there would be an increase in revenue akin to the TIF idea and those revenues might be shared with the Village, which could then offset the maintenance of effort concerns that the Village has. He felt that issue was different from the joint library question. He believes that the joint library question is who owns the library? Right now, the Village owns the library. If the joint library came together the funding mechanism would have to be worked out and agreed upon. He recognized that the village has concerns with how to get town participation in parks and other issues. How we go about doing that could be part of a boundary agreement or a shared revenue situation. This is an issue that needs to be addressed.

J. Salter stated that the Village is still hung up on how the library board feels about the library and what they want to do with it. He saw it leaning more toward a whole bundled approach of shared revenues tied to a boundary agreement. So basically as it develops a portion of that revenue would help offset the cost of the library and any other shared services that village provides to the town residents. 
Wayne Duerst reported that when the library board first discussed a joint library they contacted all the joint libraries in the state and found that there were many problems connected with a joint library. The main issues were contracts and funding that was equitable to both parties. Wayne felt that the library board would not be in favor of a joint library.
K. Seward explained that when talking with Cheryl she indicated that participation of the library board with the Town and the Village would be paramount. There are approximately 25 joint libraries in the State. In this document there are issues that echo Wayne’s concerns. How do you structure it? How do you do the on-going financing? What’s the term? Wayne’s perception of the library board’s position could be an early on decision that would have to be made. Similarly, the Town’s participation would have to be blessed by the county. The library’s decision on where they want to go on this is a critical and urgent decision. The Town Board would have to be convinced that it makes sense from a community participation aspect and the reality of what are the costs?


J. Salter reported that from his perspective having a joint library is not as appealing as a different funding arrangement or agreement because of the number of obstacles. He felt it may be simpler to go the shared services approach and tie it into a revenue sharing agreement in those areas that the Town doesn’t want annexed.  Shared Revenue formula would include the cost of the library, how much it’s running right now plus how much more they would need from the Town. R. Elkins wanted clarification as to who would own the library, whatever the structure would be. J. Salter stated that would be a question for the library board of where they want to go with it. They would need to decide if for example, the town was to construct the building and lease space to the library then the building would belong to the town and the library would still belong to the Village. 

K. Seward wanted to know if the Library would be able to pay back the debt. J. Salter stated that the library would have to come up with the money now or over time. 

Discussion on Library Expansion:


Meeting between the Village board and Library board is August 3. Review next month.
Review of Village’s Proposed Boundary Agreement Map:



Review next month


Review of Joint Garage Site Assessment:



K. Seward handed out a draft of the proposed future needs of the Town. Nic looked at what they have now and between the utility, public works and county their existing needs are:




 7,500 sq ft utility


 6,500 sq ft public works


 3,200 sq ft County plus 



 3,600 sq ft salt storage (60 x 60 x 12’ high) 


 4,200 sq ft Town’s basic needs or 



 5,700 sq ft includes wish list does not include outside storage



22,900 sq ft - does not including outside storage.
Prioritization of Potential Joint Garage Sites:



After a brief discussion, Nic suggested that because of the nature of the sensitivity of this issue, the prioritization of property should be done in closed session. Without objection a closed session for this purpose will be added to next month’s agenda.
Set Next Meeting Date August 5th at 6:00 at the Village Hall and Agenda Items:

Library expansion/Space and funding

Garage estimate

Boundary map

Closed session per §19.85 (e) deliberating or negotiating the purchasing of public properties
7:15 K. Seward moved to adjourn, K. Budsberg 2nd. Motion Carried. 

Adjourn
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