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Plotkin, Adam

From: Curt Witynski [witynski@lwm-info.org]
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2007 3:43 PM

To: Plotkin, Adam

B 254.doc; AB 255.doc

Hi Adam: I've attached the memos on the bills we discussed that | distributed to the Assembly Committee on Urban and Local
Affairs a few weeks ago. Let me know if you have any questions or need additiona!l information.

See you tomorrow.
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Curt Witynski

Assistant Director

League of Wisconsin Municipalities
122 West Washington Ave.
Madison, Wi 53703

(608) 267-2380

05/14/2007




To:  Assembly Committee on Urban and Local Affairs
From: Curt Witynski, Assistant Director, League of Wisconsin Municipalities
Date: il 18, 2
ate:  April 18, 2007 o \'Sd\
Re:  Support for AB 254, Municipal Boundary Agreements _—

The League of Wisconsin Municipalities supports AB 254, which is compromise legislation
making it easier for municipalities and towns to enter into boundary agreements. The bill
addresses: (1) the determination of common municipal boundaries by agreement; and (2) the
use of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) in annexation and other boundary disputes.

We appreciate Rep. Gottlieb’s efforts last session at forging a compromise proposal that creates
a process by which towns can petition a municipality to participate in mediation about
boundary issues. Among other things, the bill:

0 Simplifies the current cooperative boundary plan requirements of's. 66.0307, Stats., by
substituting a general requirement for consistency with a comprehensive plan for the
current detailed planning requirements. (This is a League initiated change.)

0 Reduces from 120 to 60 the minimum number of days that must pass, following the last
authorizing resolution by a participating municipality, before the public hearing on the
proposed cooperative plan may be held. (This is a League initiated change.)

0 Establishes a specific procedure for common municipal boundaries to be determined by
agreement under s. 66.0301, Stats. In addition to determining common boundaries, an
agreement under the procedure may include any other provisions municipalities are
authorized to agree to under s. 66.0301 and under s. 66.0305, Stats., such as agreements
to share revenues. Once an agreement expires, all provisions of the agreement expire
with the exception of boundary determinations, which remain until subsequently
changed. The maximum term of an agreement is 10 years. (This is a League initiated
change.)

This is the type of compromise legislation that the legislature should advance rather than
controversial and one-sided bills like the charter towns bill. We urge you to recommend
passage of AB 254. Thanks for considering our comments.




To:  Assembly Committee on Urban and Local Affairs
From: Curt Witynski, Assistant Director, League of Wisconsin Municipalities
Date: April 18, 2007

- . . 4B VS5
Re:  Opposition to AB 255, DOA Review of Proposed Annexations —

The League of Wisconsin Municipalities opposes AB 255, extending the department of
administration's advisory review of annexations statewide and creating a new factor for the
department to consider in its review of large annexations. Under current law, DOA reviews
annexations in the 27 counties with populations over 50,000. This bill makes all annexations
statewide subject to DOA advisory review. It also requires DOA to consider, as part of its
public interest review of annexations over 20 acres in size, the annexing city’s or village’s
estimate of the annexation’s ultimate impact on the tax base of, and on real property taxes
levied in, the annexing city or village and in the territory proposed to be annexed. The bill
requires the annexing municipality to furnish the tax impact estimate to the department within 5
days after receiving the department’s request and to publish a notice summarizing the estimate
before enacting the annexation ordinance.

The League has consistently opposed extending DOA’s role in the annexation process. We
believe that annexation decisions, like other land use decisions, are best made at the local level
without state interference. In our view, municipal governing bodies and their staff are best able
to determine whether a particular annexation is in the public interest.

Requiring DOA review of all annexations statewide would create another potential hurdle in
the annexation process. The bill increases municipal costs and staff workload and adds delays
to the annexation process, especially in nonpopulous counties. Also, to be frank, we fear that
the next change sought by the towns will be to prohibit annexations from proceeding if DOA
finds them to be against the public interest.

We urge you to vote against recommending passage of AB 255. Thanks for considering our
comments.
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122 W. Washington Avenue

Suite 300

Madison, Wisconsin 53703-2715
w 608/267-2380
l WISCONSIN uumcmunes

800/991-5502
Fax: 608/267-0645
To: Senate Committee on Labor, Elections and Urban Aftairs

E-mail: league @ lwm-info.org
www.lwm-info.org

-

From: Curt Witynski. Assistant Director, League of Wisconsin Municipalities
Date: May 15, 2007
Re:  Support for SB 134, Municipal Boundary Agreements

The League of Wisconsin Municipalities supports SB 134, which is compromise legislation
making it easier for municipalities and towns to enter into boundary agreements. The bill
addresses: (1) the determination of common municipal boundaries by agreement; and (2) the
use of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) in annexation and other boundary disputes.

We appreciate Rep. Gottlieb’s efforts last session at forging a compromise proposal that creates
a process by which towns can petition a municipality to participate in mediation about
boundary issues. Among other things, the bill:

a Simplifies the current cooperative boundary plan requirements of s. 66.0307, Stats.. by
substituting a general requirement for consistency with a comprehensive plan for the
current detailed planning requirements. (This is a League initiated change.)

o Reduces from 120 to 60 the minimum number ot days that must pass, following the last
authorizing resolution by a participating municipality. before the public hearing on the
proposed cooperative plan may be held. (This is a League initiated change.)

o Establishes a specific procedure for common municipal boundaries to be determined by
agreement under s. 66.0301. Stats. In addition to determining common boundaries. an
agreement under the procedure may include any other provisions municipalities are
authorized to agree to under s. 66.0301 and under s. 66.0305, Stats.. such as agreements
to share revenues. Once an agreement expires. all provisions of the agreement expire
with the exception of boundary determinations. which remain until subsequently
changed. The maximum term of an agreement is 10 years. (This is a League initiated
change.)

This is the type of compromise legislation that the legislature should advance rather than
controversial and one-sided bills like the charter towns bill. We urge you to recommend
passage of SB 134. Thanks for considering our comments.

STRONG COMMUNITIES MAKE WISCONSIN WORK
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Speaker Pro Tempore
Wisconsin State Assembly

Testimony by Rep. Mark Gottlieb
Senate Bills 134 and 135
Senate Committee on Labor, Elections & Urban Affairs
May 15, 2007

Senate Bills 134 and 135 were developed by the Legislative Council Special Study Committee
on Municipal Annexation in 2004. | would like to describe the work of the committee and the-->
resulting bills.

-

e

The principal goal of the committee was to reduce annexation disppté/é an e
that they can cause. The committee attempted to achieve this geal by enc
development of voluntary cooperative agreements between citiés, villages

Our review of current law found three specific statutes tha,t/are used for st
66.0301 — Intergovernmental Cooperation /
Although this statute authorizes intergovernmedtal agreements, tt
gives authority to alter or protect boundaries. However, because .. ... i
other boundary adjustment laws, it has been uged for that purpose. SB 134 retroactively
authorizes that practice, and specifies how thelsection may be used for future boundary
agreements (and in doing so, provides anotheritool to address boundary disputes
cooperatively).

66.0225 - Boundaries Fixed by Court Judgment
This statute allows communities in a lawsuit to stipulate
evidence suggests that lawsuits have been commenced simply
be used. To minimize this, SB 134 limits the application and scope of the section while
specifying that boundaries in contested boundary actions, other than annexation, may be
stipulated only pursuant to formal boundary agreement procedures.

66.0307 - Cooperative Boundary Agreements
This is the primary boundary agreement law. It has been criticized for being overly
complex, costly, and time consuming. SB 134 considerably simplifies this process and
reduces the time frame for approving the cooperative plan. The committee believes
these changes will result in greater use of this process. SB 134 also provides a
procedure for a municipality to petition for development of a cooperative plan through a
mediated process if an adjacent municipality declines to participate in negotiations when
first asked to do so.

The bill also requires DOA to make available on its public website a list of persons who have
identified themselves as professionals qualified to facilitate alternative dispute resolution of
annexation, boundary, and land use disputes.

STATE REPRESENTATIVE « 60" DISTRICT

Capitol Office: Post Office Box 8952 « Madison, Wisconsin 53708-8952 (608) 267-2369  Toll-Free: (888) 534-0060 * Fax- (608) 282-3660 * Rep.Gottlieb@legis wi gov
District: 1205 Noridge Trail e Port Washington, Wisconsin 53074 » (262) 268-6998



MARK GOTTLIEB

Speaker Pro Tempore
Wisconsin State Assembly

Testimony by Rep. Mark Gottlieb
Senate Bills 134 and 135
Senate Committee on Labor, Elections & Urban Affairs
May 15, 2007

Senate Bills 134 and 135 were developed by the Legislative Council Special Study Committee
on Municipal Annexation in 2004. | would like to describe the work of the committee and the
resulting bills.

The principal goal of the committee was to reduce annexation disputes and the cost and delay
that they can cause. The committee attempted to achieve this goal by encouraging the
development of voluntary cooperative agreements between cities, villages, and towns.

Our review of current law found three specific statutes that are used for such agreements.

66.0301 - Intergovernmental Cooperation
Although this statute authorizes intergovernmental agreements, there is doubt that it
gives authority to alter or protect boundaries. However, because of the complexity of the
other boundary adjustment laws, it has been used for that purpose. SB 134 retroactively
authorizes that practice, and specifies how the section may be used for future boundary
agreements (and in doing so, provides another tool to address boundary disputes
cooperatively).

66.0225 - Boundaries Fixed by Court Judgment
This statute allows communities in a lawsuit to stipulate their boundaries. Some
evidence suggests that lawsuits have been commenced simply to allow this process to
be used. To minimize this, SB 134 limits the application and scope of the section while
specifying that boundaries in contested boundary actions, other than annexation, may be
stipulated only pursuant to formal boundary agreement procedures.

66.0307 — Cooperative Boundary Agreements
This is the primary boundary agreement law. It has been criticized for being overly
complex, costly, and time consuming. SB 134 considerably simplifies this process and
reduces the time frame for approving the cooperative plan. The committee believes
these changes will result in greater use of this process. SB 134 also provides a
procedure for a municipality to petition for development of a cooperative plan through a
mediated process if an adjacent municipality declines to participate in negotiations when
first asked to do so.

The bill also requires DOA to make available on its public website a list of persons who have
identified themselves as professionals qualified to facilitate alternative dispute resolution of
annexation, boundary, and land use disputes.

STATE REPRESENTATIVE - 60™ DISTRICT

Capitol Office: Post Office Box 8952 « Madison, Wisconsin 53708-8952 (608) 267-2369 » Toll-Free: (888) 534-0060 * Fax: (608) 282-3660 « Rep. Gottlieb@legis.wi.gov
District: 1205 Noridge Trail » Port Washington, Wisconsin 53074  (262) 268-6998



The second bill SB 135, extends the DOA advisory review of annexations initiated by electors
and property owners to include those annexations commenced in any county, not only those
commenced in counties with a population of 50,000 or more. Additionally, for annexations over
20 acres, it requires DOA, in making its advisory public interest determination, to consider the
impact of the annexation on the tax base and property taxes of the annexing city or village.

While some may have hoped for more substantive changes to annexation law, the committee
believes that the recommendations included in this bill can significantly reduce the number and
cost of annexation disputes.

Last session Senate Bill 134, then SB 460, unanimously passed the Senate Veterans,
Homeland Security, Military Affairs, Small Business and Government Reform committee but did
not make it to the floor in time for a vote. SB 135 (SB 461 last session) passed the Senate 33-0
and was referred to the Assembly Committee on Urban and Local Affairs.

Legislative Council staff is here to assist in answering any questions you may have. | hope you
will give favorable consideration to these bills.
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Plotkin, Adam

From: Rep.Albers

Friday, November 23, 2007 12:52 PM

Sen.Coggs; Sen.Wirch; Sen.Lehman; Sen.Grothman; Sen.Lasee
Plotkin, Adam

Attachments: copy of comp planning definitions in statute.pdf; memo for Towns convention-10-22-07 .pdf;
Draft Boundary Agreement Map 10.9.07.pdf

Members;

Please review the attached documents and keep their content in mind as you hear testimony on AB 254. The
attachments present another side of the circumstances town and county officials face in their comprehensive
planning efforts.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Sheryl K. Albers
State Representative

copy of comp memo for Towns  Draft Boundary
planning definiti... convention-10-2... Agreement Map 1...
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DATE: Octotwer 21, 2007

T Interested Partics
FROM: State Representative Shervt Atbers
Ri: Inconsisiencies i wwa owd cowmy zoning laws

Among the many hudget issues debated 1s whether tevy Himits should be imposed. and #7so, what
lait T evy Hmits impact growth and epportanies that unils of government might otherwise
consider, Under a 2% bovy binut, each unit of goversment will faced increased relance on growth
m its equalized value - ust te cover hasic needs-type expenditures.

Town growth s [requently stvmied when contlicts arise between a town’s master/comprehensive
plan and thetr county’s plan. or between a town’s plan and the plan of an abutting city or village.
Cities and villages which devese M6 veurs plans {or shew extraterritorial area (the 1.3 mile and
3 mile provision} moere often than not results in denins of requests to develop in a township;
rowever, denial is usually by the cityivillageior county plansmng body (usually board of
adjustment) even though the town supported and approved the proposed development, and even
though the proposed development was consistont with the town’s plan. Perhaps you wonder, as |
dor, why this is happening!

To make my paast, allached for vour review 1s a map recently presented by the village ol Cottage
Grove to the Town of Cottape Grove, As vou can see from thos map, the town i afforded no
arcas for future commerend development. Al commercial areas are exther subject to City of
Madison or Vidlage of Cottage Grove extraterritorial jurisdiction {3 miles and 1.5 mile
jurisdictions respectively. Less than 200 acres s designated for future resadential construction,
Village planners contend that alf commereial growth must be finked up to their ciy/vilage sewer
and water, and if that sseCt the case. 1t should be desded. If cities and villages are allowed 1o usarp
town authority through eateaterritarial unsdiction, and annexation., soon town's will have no
comtrol over thotr own destiny and plans will bkewise be rendered useless,

Einfortunately, current state statutes create se unlevel playing ficld for towns. because conlusing
and unclear Tanguage, has fegal experts differig on e issue of which unit of government has
ultimate decision making asathority,

I one Jooks to what occarred in the town of Burke in Dane County. where town oificials felt they
had (ittle pegottating power under current faw (e, extraterritorial jurisdiction of City of Madison
and City ol Sun Prairic) o larpe section of town property is now subpect to dual control of the
Cites as to all furure decisions yegarding development within the fownship,

[ believe that Jor negotiations to be far when developig Jomt planning agreements of multiple
units of government, there must be a level plaving fivhf gotng mto such negotintions. That is not
now the cise.




In the Town of Pleasant Springs in Dane County, a landowner’s parcel was given two (2)
classifications ander the town’s initially sdopted plan (1.C-1 1o accommuodate a tree tnnuning
business and RH-3 because the owner resides on the same property), however, today that same
landowner taces a charge of non-compliance from the county because the county plan allows only
ane { 1) classification per parcel, The town told the property owner that even if the town were to
modify the town’s master plan — which s constdered only once a vear at year-end, the county
may veto the tfown's proposed phan modification. The propenty owner though unable to oblain
assurance from either unit of governmem as to compliance, retained services of a surveyor and
haed plans devised creating two separate distinet pareels of what w now one parcel with two
classifications.

In Sauk County a property owner applied for and received permmts teom the county to build a
shed for his pinball machine business and for a third driveway acoess onto a County highway,
The property already had two driveways - which serve the residence and apply orchard also
situated on the same property. Simidar (o the Pleasant Springs situgtion, the Sauk County
property owner, the property served multiple uses, though here there were two distinet businesses,
the pinball business will allegedly subsidize the orchaed operation. The Town's attorney ssued a
letter of nos-compliance to the property awner, demanding the third driveway be removed.

Please review the attached Legislative Councit Memao, which notes the county has authority 1o
control aecess 1o a county laghway, However, the town in issaag s order Jooks to #s own plan
which limits access 1o one drivewsy per parcel. Here, it 15 not clear whether a town has authority
to Himit access 1o a county highway.

[ have enclosed a third attachment that highlights the section of the stitutes dealing with
comprehensive planmapg, specifically Chapter 3963y Wis. Stats. This statute provides that a
county board may develop a development plan which would plan for the “physical developmen
of the unincorporated wrritory within the county and aress within incorporated jurisdictions
whose povernmy bodies by resolution agree mo have their areas included in the county’™s
development plan.” Such county development plans were mtended to mwet the general and
aniversal objectives also established for cities, villages and towns which have adopted village
powers. When a city or vitlage does net volustardy perant its jurisdiction to {all to county
planning and. instead, adopts s own master plan under Chapter 6223, then the county plan
“shall tncorporate thetr master plan.” Chapter 59,693 (b) Wis. Stats:

“The foonnty] development plan shedl inchwde the master plan, if anv, of any cfrv ar village, that
wety adopted wnder seetion 02.23¢ 21 ar £ 3) and the official mrap. if any, of such city or village, that
was adopied under sectiom 62 2361 in the conpnry, withowt change.”

Aftorneys recognized as land use experts disagree as to whether this mandatory inclusion applics
to plans adopted by towng exercising vitluge powers. | helieve the lunguage in 59.69(3)el 5
catrofing:

“A master plan adopted under2 23¢25 aid (35 and an official map that is established under
2 23(0) shall control bmwincorporated tervitory in g cownty affected therehy, whether or not

o

such action veeurs betory the adoption of a development plan. "

T



Nonetheless, many towns are musinfornied by the county zoning offices. coundy corporate
counsels, and by rown counsel that their town “master or comprehensive plan s not contralhng.
Many towns which adopted village powers likewise maintatn the false bebief that their county
{board of adjustment) has the final sy on master plan modifications, varances, rezoning
classifications, and parcels divisions of property classitied as multiple-use,

It is my contention that confusing tevminology is contained m the statates, which fails to make the
essential distinction between “master” plan and “development”™ plan. If the distinction were clear,
county authority for planning would be hmited to shoreland/wetland zonmg and devising o
“development” plan for only those arcas not encompassed by a “"master” plan of each town cach
city, each village, or which tx encompassed by a joint planning agreement. Were this concept
gmbraced by al, no county comnutice would have authority 1o revise, reject, or override a
decision made by a town plasning bady - 1f the town has adopted village powers, If s town
deswres 1o change their master plan, such changes should be aceepted by the county, and not
subject o vete or other imposed condition by a county commistee.

I vou have sinmlar expertences 1o vour area please reduee the cireumstances to writing and send
to my oflice, It is my goal to drall clunbymg legistison that wall make sepse of the law to all
legat counsel so that all grving lepal advise will sing the same song, be on the same page and
uitimmtely give sound advise mot subject o furthey court imerpretation.

Your help would e appreciated,

SKACkmsisy

Coed
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Plotkin, Adam

From: )
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2007 9:46 AM

To: Sen.Lasee; Sen.Grothman, Sgn.Coggs,; Sen.Lehman: Sen.Wirch
Cc: Plotkin, Adam

Subject: Amendment to AB 254

Importance: High

Attachments: 07209131 Amendment to AB 254 .pdf

Committee Members,

The attached amendment to AB 254 is for your consideration during committee today. This amendment was
being drafted as AB 254 was up on the floor in the assembly and I was not able to offer it because the vote was
taken before drafting was complete.

I 'am unable to be in attendance at your committee hearing on AB 254 today due to another bill of mine being
heard at the same time in the assembly. Senator Schultz is also unavailable today.

This amendment is supported by the Towns Association. Rick Stadelman, if he is in attendance-at-the-hearing,
will be able to explain the rationale for making this change.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

07a09131
endment to AB 254.
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Plotkin, Adam

From: Rep.Albers

Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2007 9:46 AM

To: Sen.Lasee; Sen.Grothman; Sen.Coggs; Sen.Lehman; Sen.Wirch
Cc: Piotkin, Adam

Subject: Amendment to AB 254

Importance: High

Attachments: 07209131 Amendment to AB 254 .pdf

Committee Members,

The attached amendment to AB 254 is for your consideration during committee today.
This amendment was being drafted as AB 254 was up on the floor in the assembly and I
was not able to offer it because the vote was taken before drafting was complete.

I am unable to be in attendance at your committee hearing on AB 254 today due to
another bill of mine being heard at the same time in the assembly. Senator Schultz is

also unavailable today.

This amendment is supported by the Towns Association. Rick Stadelman, if he is in
attendance at the hearing, will be able to explain the rationale for making this change.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

She Albers

FOF

i

07a09131
endment to AB 254.
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November 28, 2007

Members, Senate Committee on Labor, Elections and Urban Affairs

i\
RE: AB 254 "N
O

%0"
S

Committee Members,

The attached amendment to AB 254 is for your consideration during committee today.
This amendment was being drafted as AB 254 was up on the floor in the assembly and I
was not able to offer it because the vote was taken before drafting was complete.

I'am unable to be in attendance at your committee hearing on AB 254 today due to
another bill of mine being heard at the same time in the assembly. Senator Schultz is
also unavailable today.

This amendment is supported by the Towns Association. Rick Stadelman, if he is in
attendance at the hearing, will be able to explain the rationale for making this change.

Thank you for your consideration.

State Capitol Office: P.O. Box 8952 ¢ Madison, Wisconsin 53708-8952
(608) 266-8531 « (877) 947-0050 » FAX: (608) 282-365(0) Rep. Albers@legis.wigov
District: 339 Golf Course Road » Reedsburg, Wisconsin 53959 s (608) 524-0022
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g‘ l L Telephone: 608 266 3512
. A Fax: 608 267 6792
Ist Senate District an asee it

State Capitol » PO Box 7882 Email: Sen.Lasee @legis.wisconsin.gov

Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7882 State SenatOI" Web: www.legis.wi.gov/senate/sen0O1/news/

November 30, 2007

Senator Spencer Coggs
Room 123 South

State Capitol

Madison, W1 53707-7882

Dear Senator Coggs:

[ want to thank you for holding an Executive Session on Assembly Bill 254
in the Senate Committee on Labor, Elections and Urban Affairs. This bill is
the product of a great deal of work by the Legislative Council Special Study
Committee on Municipal Annexation. Again, my sincerest appreciation for
your efforts to move this bill forward.

ALAN ¥ LASEE
State Senator
1*" Senate District




m
<
=
Z
9
68
&
=
=
N
2
N
Z
Q
O
%
=




Page 1 of 1

Plotkin, Adam

From: Curt Witynski [witynski@iwme-info.org]
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2007 2:45 PM
Subject: Senate Amendment 1 to AB 254

To: Wisconsin State Senate

From: Curt Witynski, Assistant Director, League of Wisconsin Municipalities
Date: December 10, 2007

Re: Senate Amendment 1 to AB 254

| distributed a memo earlier today urging the Senate to pass AB 254, which is scheduled for a floor vote tomorrow. The bill
makes it easier for communities to enter into boundary agreements. 've subsequently learned that Sen. Schultz has introduced
an amendment to AB 254. The League of Wisconsin Municipalities opposes the amendment for the following reasons:

¢ AB 254 is the product of a Legislative Council Study Committee. It represents a delicate compromise between
municipalities, towns and developer groups. The amendment favors towns at the expense of other stakeholders that
helped craft the bill.

¢ Neither the Wisconsin Towns Association nor any other groups sought this or any other changes to AB 254 at the
committee level or when the Assembly passed the bill by a vote of 96-1. It is too late in the process for making
changes of this nature to the bil.

We urge rejection of Senate Amendment 1 to AB 254. Thanks for considering our comments.

e e e e e e v e v o ok e e ok ek e e de o e de o e e de ek dede e de e de e A ke ok

Curt Witynski

Assistant Director

League of Wisconsin Municipalities
122 West Washington Ave.
Madison, WI 53703

(608) 267-2380

12/10/2007
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122 W. Washington Avenue

Suite 300

Madison, Wisconsin 53703-2715
|

608/267-2380

800/991-5502
Fax: 608/267-0645

E-mail: league @lwm-info.org

WISCONSIN m:m.rms .
www.lwm-info.org

To:  Wisconsin State Senate

From: Curt Witynski, Assistant Director, League of Wisconsin Municipalities
Date: December 10, 2007

Re:  Support for AB 254, Municipal Boundary Agreements

The League of Wisconsin Municipalities supports AB 254, which is compromise legislation
making it easier for municipalities and towns to enter into boundary agreements. The bill is
scheduled for a floor vote tomorrow.

The bill addresses: (1) the determination of common municipal boundaries by agreement; and
(2) the use of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) in annexation and other boundary disputes.

AB 254 creates a process by which towns can petition a municipality to participate in
mediation about boundary issues.

In addition, the bill:

0 Simplifies the current cooperative boundary plan requirements of s. 66.0307, Stats.. by
substituting a general requirement for consistency with a comprehensive plan for the
current detailed planning requirements.

g Reduces from 120 to 60 the minimum number of days that must pass, following the last
authorizing resolution by a participating municipality, before the public hearing on a
proposed cooperative plan may be held.

a Establishes a specific procedure for common municipal boundaries to be determined by
agreement under s. 66.0301, Stats. In addition to determining common boundaries, an
agreement under the procedure may include any other provisions municipalities are
authorized to agree to under s. 66.0301 and under s. 66.0305, Stats., such as agreements
to share revenues. Once an agreement expires, all provisions of the agreement expire
with the exception of boundary determinations, which remain until subsequently
changed. The maximum term of an agreement is 10 years.

This is the type of compromise legislation that the Legislature should be advancing. AB 254
passed the Assembly in October by a vote of 95-1. We urge the Senate to do the same. Thanks
for considering our comments.

STRONG COMMUNITIES MAKE WISCONSIN WORK




