MINUTES OF THE SPRINGDALE TOWN BOARD MEETING – Feb. 17, 2014 
IN ATTENDANCE: Town Board Chair Ed Eloranta, Supervisor I Jeff Smith, Supervisor II Richard Schwenn (A quorum is present.) and Clerk Vicki Anderson.   

CALL TO ORDER: by Chair Eloranta, 8 p.m.

NOTICE OF THE MEETING: pursuant to Wisconsin Open Meeting Law was confirmed. By 2/13/14 the agenda was posted in the three customary locations in the Town of Springdale as required by law and as a courtesy to the citizens, the agenda was published in the Mt. Horeb Mail on 2/13/14. 
MINUTES: MOTION by Smith/Schwenn to approve the minutes as distributed of the 1/20/14 TB. Motion carried 3-0.

PUBLIC INPUT: NO ACTION

1. A revised sign will be posted on the salt shed notifying the citizens that NO salt/sand mixture is available for Springdale residents to use on their private driveways. The town supply for the public roads is diminishing due to the extreme winter and Town Patrolman Devin Dahlk is not confident that he can purchase more salt/sand this winter. 

2. Citizens expressed appreciation of the fine job the snow plow crew has done this year. 

R. GORDON/SHARED DRIVEWAY AGREEMENT/EARLY AUTUMN RD: MOTION by Smith/Schwenn to approve the joint driveway agreement and declaration of easement as presented for Lots 2, 3, and 4, CSM No. 11244. Discussion: The shared driveways for these three lots and access to a 36 acre lot off of Early Autumn Rd. were originally approved by the TB in 2004. The shared driveway has been constructed to the building envelopes on the CSM lots. This action approves the shared driveway agreement which contains the required language absolving the Town from responsibility for, or involvement in, any dispute resolution related to the agreement. Also, since CSM 11244 did not include the language “This approval is given subject to Town-approved building envelopes on file in the Town of Springdale Town Hall.” the town will prepare and record a deed notice document with this buyer-beware notice for these lots.  Motion to approve carried 3-0. 

D. BURGENSKE/DRIVEWAY PERMIT PART 2/SPRING ROSE ROAD/SEC. 25: MOTION by Schwenn/Smith to approve Driveway Permit Part 2 as presented. Discussion: The shared portion of the driveway has been constructed. This portion travels from the shared portion to the house location on the backside of the hill from the neighbors to the South. Motion to approve carried 3-0. 

TOWN ENGINEER SERVICES: At the March, 2014 Town Board meeting, the town would like to interview engineering firms to work for the town on an as-needed basis. Since Bakken Grimstad LLC is proceeding with the plans for an Option 3 subdivision, those plans and the upgrade to Grimstad Rd. will need to be engineer-reviewed. Vierbicher had served as the town engineer in the past but now serves as the engineer for Bakken Grimstad LLC. A single firm cannot represent both the town and the developer. The TB directed the Clerk to contact the town attorney, neighboring clerks, etc. for recommendations for engineering firms. The Clerk will contact several in preparation for the March, 17, 2014 TB meeting. 

APPORTIONMENT OF ROAD UPGRADE COSTS TO BENEFITTING PROPERTY OWNERS: DISCUSSION ONLY: 

Since state law changed in 2007, the town can no longer pass the entire cost of a road upgrade to the development triggering the need for the road upgrade. The law requires that all benefitting property owners contribute to the road costs if any property owners are required to contribute. Town Chair Eloranta touched on the following points in discussing special assessments. 

Factors to consider include, but may not be limited to the following:

1.  NUMBER OF EXISTING LOTS - The number of existing lots currently served by the road.

2. NUMBER OF POTENTIAL LOTS -The number of potential lots to be served by the road.  A property owner could decide to retain a potential lot or deed restrict the property to prevent this additional development. 

3. AMOUNT OF ROAD USED -Amount of road use – measured by distance from intersection of road to the driveways served or to be served by the road. In the case of a potential lot, the driveway access point may be unknown at this time. Therefore, the distance of frontage on which the potential lot driveway access point could be located would be halved as the basis for the amount of road used calculation. 

4. AMOUNT OF NEW INFRASTRUCTURE USED – For example, if a bridge was required, only the properties using the bridge would be required to contribute to that cost.

5. TRIGGER FACTOR - The development which triggers the need to make changes to the road and other potential development would be assessed a ‘trigger’ factor. 

The law requires that all benefitting properties be assessed a special assessment if any property owner is assessed a special assessment. In the case of the existing homeowners, their benefit is the benefit of a better road. In the case of the property owners who are developing new lots, their benefit includes the benefit of a better road and the additional benefit of being able to develop property which otherwise could be undeveloped. The weight of the factor would be comparable for the developer who triggers the road changes and for the potential development. The goal is to avoid a higher special assessment for a June, 2013 developer than for a Dec., 2013 developer.

6. AMOUNT OF BENEFIT GAINED BY THE PROPERTY TO BE SERVED BY THE ROAD IMPROVEMENT - The “existing” lot factor would be less than the ‘trigger’ lot factor. As an example of the ‘attenuated’ approach, a city property on the corner does not have to pay the same amount of special assessment for frontage on both sides of the lot. For example, a corner lot might already have frontage on Bakken Rd. and doesn’t need frontage of CTH P. In the situation in Springdale, the existing property owners could assert that their property is served by a suitable road and they don’t need an improved road. Thus, the benefit to their existing property is ‘attenuated.’ 

7. Payment Plan CONSIDERATIONS
*The new lots which triggered the need for the upgrade would have to pay their special assessment for road construction costs in the beginning of the process.

* Property owners who forgo potential lots through a legally binding conservation easement agreement do not pay a special assessment for such lots. The town would pick up their portion of the special assessment. Less development could be considered a benefit to the township as a whole due to less road maintenance costs. 

* Existing homeowners and owners of retained potential lots could defer payment of their portion of the special assessment until such time that the property is sold or developed so that they would not be blindsided by a special assessment bill for a project over which they have no control. The property owners would pay an annual payment to the town to cover the interest on the deferred payment. 

* In some situations, property owners could choose to discontinue the portion of the town road serving their property and opt for a private driveway. The town would consider paying for the necessary maintenance/improvements to the town road to be discontinued so that when it reverts to a private driveway it is in reasonable condition. (Similar to process in Sept. 2013 when single residence town roads were reverted to private driveways.)

ACCESSORY BUILDING, DARK SKY LIGHTING, NONMETALLIC MINING ORDINANCES: Since the work session with the PC scheduled for 7 p.m. prior to this TB meeting was not held, this matter will be discussed with the PC at the 2/24/14 meeting. 
	BILLS: MOTION by Schwenn/Smith to pay the bills. Motion carried 3-0. 

	

	ADJOURN: MOTION by Schwenn/Smith to adjourn. Motion to adjourn carried 3-0.           

Respectfully submitted, Vicki Anderson



