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The Meeting of the Plan Commission of the City of Onalaska was called to order at 7:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, July 26, 2016. It was noted that the meeting had been announced and a notice posted at
City Hall.

Roll call was taken, with the following members present: Mayor Joe Chilsen, Ald. Bob Muth,
City Engineer Jarrod Holter, Jan Brock, Paul Gleason, Skip Temte, Craig Breitsprecher, Andrea
Benco

Also Present: City Clerk Cari Burmaster, Deputy City Clerk JoAnn Marcon, Interim Land Use
and Development Director Katie Aspenson, City Attorney Sean O’Flaherty, Financial Services
Director/Treasurer Fred Buehler

Item 2 — Approval of minutes from the previous meeting

Motion by Craig, second by Andrea, to approve the minutes from the previous meeting as
printed and on file in the City Clerk’s Office.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 3 — Public Input (Limited to 3 minutes per individual)

Mayor Chilsen welcomed public input at this time.

Dave Trapp
323 East Larkspur Lane
Onalaska

“We recently put in a neighborhood watch because we’ve had some minor crime, and | can
appreciate that the city needs tax revenue for all kinds of worthwhile purposes. But I’ll speak to
a different issue other than budgets and everything else that other people are going to talk about,
[and it’s] a very general issue, too. Has anybody read “Freakonomics?” Anybody? Nobody?
OK. Well, the intended consequence of this action is to raise revenue. The unintended
consequence, actually, would weaken all the instruments in our civilization that are trying to
teach the person not to break in my garage in EImwood. It’s as simple as that. Thank you.”

Lee Fehr
617 Hanson Court
Onalaska

“I’m a member of St. Paul’s Lutheran Church in town here. I’m also an attorney in town. I’ve
been having my for-profit business for quite some time now. With regard to the ordinance
you’re considering tonight, 1 would like you to think about a few things. First of all, our
Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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churches and religious institutions are a great blessing to our community. Many of them have
schools attached to their institutions, which are a long and historic tradition. Our Constitution
protects that right of religious mission. It is not a for-profit motive. | have heard some people
make this argument on the Council that because they gain revenue they are for-profit. Their
ministry is their mission — not money. Money is the mission of the businesses that we have in
town, like mine, like the mall [Valley View Mall] and a few others. Their ministry, their mission
IS about serving the community, and they do it in their own way and in a great way that benefits
your city government. They have elected you as citizens of this town to serve them. Their
ministries are not here to serve the city as a form of government. [They are here] to serve the
people of this community, and they don’t need to be taxed. We can call it a Payment in Lieu of
Taxes and we can say it’s voluntary, but the reality of it is for most of it it is like having a mob
saying, ‘I won’t throw a brick through your window if you sign this document.” It’s a very
intimidating process, and it’s really something that the citizens of this town have not asked for.
We have general revenue that takes care of the needs of our community. We have a great police
force, fire department, et cetera. We have a great Common Council. Our taxes from general
revenue sources adequately meet the needs of this community. We don’t need to search out
these little areas and just grab money because we can. It defeats the very nature of our charitable
institutions. Then you have all the other kinds of ramifications that really complicate this. For
example, our public school district has needs as well from a fire and safety [standpoint]. Do you
tax them when they want to build? They’re not for-profit. We have citizens within the city that
send their children to Holmen, so are they going to pay for protecting our schools here? They’re
no different than Luther High School.”

Mayor Chilsen informed Lee that he had reached his three-minute speaking limit.

Lee said, “If I may just finish up. 1 think that this ordinance should just be squashed. We don’t
really need it, and it’s not wanted. Thank you.”

Katie read into the record the following letter from Amy Urbanek, 765 Domke Street, Onalaska:
“I have lived in Onalaska for most of my life. |1 am against the PILOT program. What is the
difference between a fee and a tax? [It] sounds the same to me. Nonprofit, property-owning
organizations are usually filled with people who are trying to make the city a better place to be.
If you charge this fee some of them may have to close. This could greatly affect our community.
I ask you to reconsider what you are doing.”

Katie read into the record the following letter from Gerry and Marilyn Lee, W6753 Cloverdale
Road, Onalaska: ““As a resident of the Onalaska community and member of Rivers Harvest
Church, we are very concerned about the implementation of the PILOT agreement to include
tax-exempt organizations. Payment of the ‘tax’ is not really voluntary, as the proposal would
make it required for any improvements the organization wishes to make in order to get the
required permit. These tax-exempt organizations fill a very important role in the community.
Our church provides free counseling and support for those recovering from addiction. We also
Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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give monetary aid for people who can’t pay their utility bills or car repairs. We have programs
for children and teenagers as well as numerous other ministries. We regularly send monetary
support to other ministries in the Onalaska area. These services/programs are all supported
through donations. To require a tax of places such as Rivers Harvest Church puts a burden on
the members that would require limitation of these services. If the churches must cut these
services, can the city guarantee that they will use this money to provide the same services for the
community? Our members are all tax-paying citizens of this area. It doesn’t make sense to ask
them to donate more so it can be used to pay a tax to the city they already pay taxes to. The
same can be said for the YMCA North, of which | am an employee. Their programs are only
partially funded by fees. A large portion of their budget comes from donations. If they are
forced to pay a tax, which programs do you suggest they cut? People are not so willing to
donate when they know it will be used to pay a tax to the city they already pay taxes to. In
considering the above information, we believe implementation of the PILOT program to include
tax-exempt organizations is harmful to the Onalaska community and highly recommend that you
do not pass it.”

Katie read into the record a letter from Dan Eumurian, 1634 Barlow Street, La Crosse: “l am a
Wisconsin DPI certified music teacher, and a piano technician, songwriter and musician. | have
been a substitute teacher in the School District of Onalaska beginning in 1991. From 1996 to
1999 I was the school board reporter for the Onalaska-Holmen Record and La Crosse Tribune,
and when | left the position | was given commendations by both school districts. I’m a member
of the Community Church of the Nazarene in La Crosse, but speak only on my own authority.
Back around the 1990s | wrote to former Mayor Ed Koch of New York City with a question about
the issue you are now considering. He wrote back to say that if the government were to tax
religious nonprofits it would be counterproductive since those nonprofits delivered services to
low-income residents more effectively and efficiently than did the public sector. Senator Gary
Hart said the same thing about foreign aid. When | contracted Polio in 1952 at the age of 10
months, my parents” Christian faith prompted them to disregard the doctor’s prediction that if |
lived I would be a ‘vegetable.” 1 would never be able to use a wheelchair. | would be a burden
to my family, and | should be put in an institution. 1’ve taught thousands of children, performed
for thousands of people, and tuned thousands of pianos. Even in my small church, I could give
you the names of several people who have been delivered from alcohol abuse and have become
productive citizens.

From my limited study of music therapy, | have learned that music can have an effect even on
very young children, and music has been a part of the church since its inception. | remember
seeing a book in a local third grade public school classroom entitled ‘The Bloody Claw.” The
teacher told me she used reading materials that captured the children’s attention. | remember
substitute teaching in an elementary public school classroom in La Crosse that had over 70
references to Halloween. | believe parents have the right to instill a different message in the
minds of its children without interference from the state. When | was a music education student
at Kent State University, | was asked to play a pentatonic song. This is a song that could be

Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson



127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168

Plan Commission

of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, July 26, 2016
4

played on just the black keys of a piano. | played ‘Jesus Loves Me, this | know/For the Bible
tells me so/Little ones to Him belong/They are weak but He is strong.” My instructor had never
heard the song even though it is about a historical person attested to by much manuscript
evidence. Perhaps those who wish to tax nonprofits would like to join us and see how their lives
might be changed for the better. Until then, I suggest that the city continue to abide by the free
exercise clause of the First Amendment.”

John Brandt
2103 Sunset Lane
La Crosse

“I’m a member of St. Paul’s Evangelical Lutheran Church in Onalaska. 1’ve been a member
since 1981. ... I am here to represent St. Paul’s Onalaska, and I’m going to read a letter that we
would like to have you consider: “Dear members of the Onalaska Planning Commission — We
are writing to you in regard to the proposed PILOT program. We are greatly concerned about
the negative impact of a PILOT on nonprofits in general, and churches in particular. We at St.
Paul’s Evangelical Lutheran Church, 1201 Main Street, Onalaska, dearly love our community
and serve it in a variety of ways. Here is a list of a number of the things that we do to serve the
community: we monthly support the Onalaska Food Pantry; annually we have a Community
Days rummage giveaway in which all donations come back into the city to different
organizations and groups; we have two support groups — Recovery from Addiction and grief
counseling); our pastors routinely counsel people in a variety of situation, mostly including
marriage and family counseling; annually we offer in thousands of dollars to people that come to
our door in need; and generally we promote good citizenship through our church and our
school. Much of the above would be negatively impacted through the PILOT program. Thank
you for giving us the opportunity for input. Sincerely, Congregational Chairman Michael J.
Paggi, Pastor Bill Bader, Pastor Norris Baumann, and Pastor Dan Olson.”

Shannon McKinney
1518 10" Street South
La Crosse

“I’ve been a recipient of several of the nonprofit organizations in Onalaska. This PILOT
ordinance represents the city’s viewpoint that a religious organization’s financial resources
should no longer be protected. The city’s fact sheet illustrates a shift in attitude when they say
they don’t pay their fair share, taxpayer-subsidized nonprofits. Instead of being a benefit,
churches and nonprofits are now being seen as a burden. Does the City of Onalaska believe that
and want to practice that belief? This ordinance puts eight committee members in the position of
judge and jury in determining whether or not a church’s activities are religious or not.
According to this proposed ordinance, every time a church wishes to expand its entire operation,
including its existing facility, it will come under the scrutiny of the City of Onalaska to
determine whether or not its functions are religious or not. Do the residents of Onalaska want to
Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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give the city that power? But the even larger question is this: Does the city have the power to
judge what constitutes religious activity, and has it been correct in its judgments thus far?
According to the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act, which is what the city is
pointing to as a federal statute that gives them this authority to judge, the city cannot impose a
substantial burden on the religious exercise of a person, assembly or institution. In the
RLUIPA’s own definition, religious exercise is defined as any exercise of religion, whether or
not compelled by, or central to a system of religious belief. Not only does this definition seem to
be open-ended, but it seems to contradict the city’s contention that only core religious activities
should be judged as religious activities. The fourth point to make is the argument that churches
and nonprofits have an unfair advantage when they conduct fundraising activities like a church
daycare or renting their facilities out to other for-profit organizations. The problem with this
comparison is in a comparison itself. Money being generated by a for-profit business is simply
that — it’s for profit, while income from a nonprofit will be helping that organization survive as a
nonprofit. When you tax a nonprofit, you lessen its ability to survive and give back to the
community. Also, as far as PILOTSs are concerned, Wisconsin Statutes only authorize city
governments to mandate PILOTs from four types of institutions: municipal electric companies,
parking systems, housing authorities, and redevelopment authorities. It says, ‘Otherwise
agreements may be made with tax-exempt property owners upon ‘reasonable consideration.’
What does that mean? It certainly doesn’t sound like a mandate. It sounds like a choice is
involved. But the City of Onalaska seems to be removing that choice. My last point to make is
that you will also be placing the city in the position of deciding whether the church soup supper
or the event that is used to raise money like a fair or an auction constitutes a taxable interest.
These events are fundraising, whether it be a day-to-day operation that brings in funds to the
church like a daycare, or a once a month soup supper. All of those activities are what churches
and nonprofits do to continue to make themselves viable. In fact, it’s the reason they were
granted their nonprofit status in the first place. As a community, instead of trying to extract
money from the organizations that help us, we need to drop the PILOT program and protect our
churches’ and nonprofits’ financial health.”

Jacob Wallace, Senior Pastor, River of Life Church
1330 Ridgeway Avenue
Onalaska

“We have a food pantry that reaches out to those in need, week-in and week-out. Every
Thursday we have upwards of up to 20 to 25 couples and men, women and children that come
through and utilize our food pantry. That food pantry now has been running for over six years,
and it has been very, very successful. 1 want to read — very briefly, because | respect your time —
12 reasons why we should remain tax-exempt:

e Exempting churches from taxation upholds the separation of church and state embodied
by the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.
e Requiring churches to pay taxes would endanger the free expression of religion and
Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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violate the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

Churches earn their tax exemption by contributing to the public good.

Taxing churches would place government above religion.

A tax exemption for churches is not a subsidy to religion, and is therefore constitutional.

Poor and disadvantaged people relying on assistance from their local churches would

suffer if churches were to lose their tax-exempt status.

e U.S. churches have been tax-exempt for over 200 years, yet there are no signs that
America has become a theocracy.

e Taxing churches when their members receive no monetary gain would amount to double
taxation.

e The only constitutionally valid way of taxing churches would be to tax all nonprofits,
which would place undue financial pressure on the 960,000 public charities that aid and
enrich U.S. society.

e Small churches already struggling to survive would be further endangered by a new tax
burden.

e The vast majority of churches refrain from political campaigning and should not be
punished for the actions of the few that are political.

e Withdrawing the parsonage exemption on ministers’ housing would cost America Clergy
members $2.3 billion over five years, which would be a major blow to modestly paid
men and women who dedicate their lives to helping people in need.

Thank you so much.”

Kelly Riedesel
707 Shelly Lane
Onalaska

“I am here on behalf of the Coulee Region Humane Society, for myself. I’m a volunteer there,
and I’m here to speak for the animals. | don’t know if a lot of people know how many hundreds
of animals come through those doors every day and go out every day. | know that they’re
bursting at the seams. They need help, they need to go forward, and they need more room. If
you do this to them and they would have to shut their doors, what would you do? What would
the City of Onalaska do, or [what would] La Crosse County [do] with all of the animals? Would
you just turn your head and just let them go? Every day it’s a sad story for people who either
have to surrender [their animals] or animals that are just running at large. Where would they go
if they closed their doors? | don’t think that they would be able to keep going. So please, don’t
do this. Think about that. Thank you.”

Andy LeFebre, Pastor of Rivers Harvest Church
1001 Quincy Street
Onalaska

Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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“I’m going to ask if I could, Mayor ... [Regarding] the Pacific Justice Institute, I know you
didn’t want the whole letter read, but we highlighted some [sections of it] and I’m only going to
take certain minutes, and then | have other pastors ... | just want to say we are going to read
parts of this letter, and anybody in the audience can read along if you would like. We have a
heart for the city even though we disagree with this proposal. We also know it is important to
pray and bless every one of you. Knowing this and our love for truth and what is best, we stand
waiting with our hearts in opposition to this PILOT proposal. I’ll start with the first reading
[from a letter written by Pacific Justice Institute Senior Staff Attorney Matthew B. McReynolds]:
‘Dear Honorable Members of the Plan Commission — We have been contacted by church leaders
in Onalaska with concerns about a proposed ordinance aimed at tax-exempt nonprofit
organizations, and especially churches. We have reviewed the text and rationales for the
Payment in Lieu of Taxes [PILOT] ordinance and find it legally problematic in several respects,
as outlined below. By way of introduction, the Pacific Justice Institute is a nonprofit legal
organization dedicated to the preservation of constitutional and religious freedoms. We
represent many religious institutions who encounter onerous land use restrictions. A leading
case in this area is International Church of the Foursquare Gospel v. City of San Leandro,
where the city eventually agreed to pay a sizeable settlement to our clients after we prevailed on
appeal. One of the rationales put forward by the city in that case — and rejected — was that loss
of tax revenue could influence zoning and land use decisions relative to a church. We are well-
acquainted with these types of debates. The proposed PILOT ordinance presents a likely
violation ... the federal Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000.
Additionally, the First Amendment and state preemption are implicated.” ”

Andy noted he had only spoken for two minutes and asked that he be allowed one more minute
to speak later.

Travis Becknell, Pastor of New Hope Fellowship Church
420 2" Avenue South
Onalaska

“I’m here to read the second page [of the letter], and also just to share a little bit on a personal
level. 1 believe what this discussion comes down to is that churches have the ability to use a
dollar in the community. And the city at this point is now wanting to take that dollar and use it
in the community as well. I’ve stood here at this particular pulpit more times than | care to. I’'m
not much for politics, though I do respect what you do and that you have the temperament for it.
I do not. One of the things that has happened since 1’ve been in this room as many times as |
have is | looked at those. And those, if you turn around and look at them you probably say that
they’re window panes. For me, | saw a cross. When the church has the ability to do something
in the community, even if it’s with a dollar, we have the ability to do something with far more
meaning than what a city can because to you those are window panes. They have to be. | would
like to submit that what we can do with a dollar comes with far more love and far more hope

Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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than what a city can. You kind of have to bring it down to the bottom dollar. We don’t. We
build upon the power and the hope of Jesus Christ. We can do far more in a community with it.
With that being said, I’ll finish the second page: ‘The RLUIPA is best known for its application
to churches and houses of worship. ... It also encompasses a wide array of religious ministry and
outreach. ... In the land use context, RLUIPA has three main provisions — substantial burden,
equal terms, and non-discrimination. The June 23 “fact sheet™ prepared by city staff indicates
awareness of the substantial burden provision, so it will not be set forth in full here. The fact
sheet omits, though, any discussion of RLUIPA’s other provisions, and even as to substantial
burden there appears to be a failure to understand the significant conflicts between the proposed
ordinance and federal law. Most pertinently, the city may not realize that courts interpreting
RLUIPA have specifically condemned the type of PILOT approach now under discussion. The
city’s approach here resembles actioned deemed to be illegal and unconstitutional in Fortress
Bible Church v. Feiner. ... There, it was suggested to a church that in order for its project to be
approved, it should donate a fire truck or agree to make payments in lieu of taxes. The Second
Circuit did not mince words in its rebuke of the city’s approach. The court described the PILOT
demand as an “attempt to extort.”” ... It had little trouble concluding that this approach violated
RLUIPA.” I’ll resign and let somebody else take over there. Thank you.”

Jerry Hatlevig, Pastor of Connect Church
3340 South Kinney Coulee Road
Onalaska

“The one thing that is happening in our nation at this particular time is the slaughter of police
officers. The Bible tells us in Psalm 127:1 that unless the Lord guards the city, the watchmen
labor in vain, or the police officers labor in vain. This is separation of church and state, but you
cannot separate God from anywhere. He is all-powerful, all over. I really stand with the other
pastors in opposition to this PILOT program. Let me finish a part of page three: ‘The RLUIPA is
not the only hurdle for the proposed ordinance. In Fortress Bible Church, the Second Circuit
further held that the city’s PILOT demand violated the Free Exercise Clause, and Equal
Protection as well. Even prior to the enactment of RLUIPA, or in its absence, several courts
have held that governmental attempts to restrict the free exercise rights of religious institutions
in land use contexts violate the First Amendment to the United States Constitution. Moreover,
free exercise, free speech and non-establishment of religion all come to bear on a law that
attempts to disingenuously tax churches and purports to vest the city with authority to declare
what does and does not constitute core religious functions.” One thing that our church does is
we do have a child care. One of the Plan Commission people told me that we are the problem
because we’re putting a fee on people. That fee is to help train their children, and one thing that
a tax-exempt organization can do, and a Christian tax-exempt can do, is we can include some
religious moral foundation on our children’s lives. And the parents in our child care are very
blessed to be able to come there. Thank you.”

Park Hunter, Pastor of Onalaska United Methodist Church
Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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212 4™ Avenue North
Onalaska

“It falls to me to conclude the letter, and then | have a few comments to make. On the fourth
page, talking about the state preemption, [the letter states]: ‘Following an age-old tradition,
Wisconsin has exempted church property from taxation since at least 1849. ... The state’s
decision — like that of countless jurisdictions before and after it — to extend property tax
exemptions to religious land use cannot be second-guessed by the city. The PILOT ordinance is
clearly at odds with state policy and must therefore fail. In light of the foregoing analysis, we
urge you to reject the alluring but unwise and illegal attempt to extract funds from religious
nonprofits. We are aware that the city has already signed PILOT agreements with several such
entities in Onalaska. These entities have not waived and do not hereby waive their rights to
contest such PILOT agreements, which have been imposed by the city as unconstitutional
conditions, in addition to challenging the proposed ordinance, if necessary. We hope that the
city will abandon this ill-advised course of action and instead recognize the tremendous benefits
that religious and other nonprofits provide to the community.” And just to follow up on that, the
city has posted on their information page a report from the Lincoln Land Use Institute. That is a
follow-up to an earlier report that they did, which was over 50 pages and more on the policies
and less on which particular institutions are involved in it. [There is an] earlier report, which the
second report also follows up, and the conclusion basically is a very mixed review of PILOTSs. It
says that most nonprofits produce very little revenue for their communities via the PILOT, with
the exceptions tending to be universities and hospitals. | don’t know; maybe that’s why we’re
looking at this. But their own report concludes that generally less than 1 percent of revenue for
municipalities with PILOTs comes from PILOT fees. Speaking of the benefits of nonprofits, |
previously reported that Onalaska UMC alone puts over $200,000 worth of goods and services
back into our community, and we are currently looking at a building project. It would be about a
$3 million building project. If we were to, as the ordinance is currently written, come in for the
building permits for that we would immediately begin paying about $25,000 a year based on our
current property value. When our building addition was completed we would be paying $45,000
a year. That’s almost 10 percent of our church budget. To put this in practical terms, the reason
that we need to expand is we’re running out of classroom space and meeting space for groups
that use our institution. We have a fellowship hall that is downstairs that is hard for the elderly
and the disabled to access, including when we serve a community dinner to 150 people in our
community every month. Our plans are to bring a fellowship hall up on the main level and then
open up extra classroom space downstairs. If this ordinance passed I highly doubt we would do
our building project. The immediate consequences of that would be ... My guess would be ...
For instance, we house the Onalaska Head Start Program, which currently cares for 18 low-
income Kkids so that their mothers — often single mothers — can work. That takes up two
classrooms in our facility. We would need that space. If we couldn’t build we’d probably have
to have Head Start find another home. Many other programs that we do would be limited. In
conclusion, we’re not just in the business of helping people. We’re in the business of changing
lives. This would impact our ability to do that. Thank you.”

Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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Connie Bader
W6474 Wendtland Road
Onalaska

“I represent Luther High School, both as a faculty member as well as the parent of four Luther
High School alum. I’ve taught at Luther High School for 21 years. Luther High School started
in 1957 as a Christ-centered option for students attending their high school years. Tuition has
always been charged. The same law-abiding, tax-paying citizens who support area free public
schools also dig deep in their pockets to pay the tuition for their children at Luther High School.
To add a tax-type burden on the school’s budget will pass on another tuition expense to the
parents, in essence making them double pay on their taxes. Luther High School has many
successful alumni who serve in countless socioeconomic capacities in Onalaska and La Crosse.
As we currently work on new construction which will increase the value of the improved
property, this PILOT program could have heavy implications on the budget. Please consider
other options for municipal revenues. Thank you.”

Larry Schreiner
2505 Spring Hill Way
Onalaska

“I represent First Lutheran. ... I’m going to make my point relatively short. You’ve heard a lot
of stories of what churches do and the service they provide. My question to the [Plan
Commission] is have you considered ... Because as a church, if you raise their fees we’re going
to have to cut somewhere. We don’t have the luxury to pass on increases. We live truly by
donations or fundraising. In essence, if we have to pay an additional cost, those dollars are
reduced as to what we can do. At the end of the day, maybe the [Common] Council wins from a
funding standpoint, but I truly believe the City of Onalaska loses as a whole because those
services will go away. As you know, not everybody is willing to step up and say, ‘The city is
going to give me an extra tax. I’m willing to increase my donation by [a certain amount].’
That’s not happening today. All we ask is that you take that into consideration. | do understand
the values of the police; that’s important to us. But I think we need to just also take this into
consideration. Thank you.”

Richard Gilmore
633 11" Avenue North
Onalaska

“I am the former pastor of Christ is Lord Lutheran Church here in Onalaska. I’m concerned for
the churches, and also for the YMCA and the other nonprofits. And actually, if this is a tax and
the state has said that the nonprofits are not taxable, it doesn’t make sense. Otherwise my big
concern is that when the city has the ability to set up this PILOT program, from then on they can
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increase that more and more. The tax is big enough, and [it’s] not good. There’s no reason why
the city can’t just increase that tax whenever they think they need more money. It would just
hurt all of the nonprofits. Certainly this country, our state and our city are based on principles of
[not only] the Christian religion, but for all religions. We like to have the ability to help people
live by the standards that God has set. That helps the city in an amazing way. So | would just
say that | think we’re wrong in having this tax.”

Andy LeFebre, Pastor of Rivers Harvest Church
1001 Quincy Street
Onalaska

“First of all, | want to say, Mayor, | don’t know that you want your legacy as Mayor to be a part
of this. Not that that should influence you, but I just think that it would be a bad situation. The
YMCA, $100,000 a year. How many people is that going to help? That’s going to affect a lot of
people. | grew up around the American Legion; it seems like | spent half my life there at times.
They would have to pay $21,000 if they were under this. But do you know something? The
American Legion isn’t under this. They’re under our regular taxes, or the mill rate. | found out
because it just happens to be next to our property that they’re only paying $4,000 a year. That
means all of us as churches would be paying quite a bit more for our taxes. If they were under
the regular mill rate for a $2 to $3 million property, they would be paying $66,000 a year rather
than $4,000. Something is wrong. I’m all for the American Legion; | think that’s what they
should be paying. But if this happens, everybody is going to be affected — even the American
Legion. Thank you.”

Jason Stanton, Pastor of First Lutheran Church
142 Fairway Court
Onalaska

“I want to second much of what has been said by many. | would simply add that | appreciate the
desire of this group to bring transparency and consistency. That seems to be the goal of what
you’re trying to bring to this whole thing. The other way, of course, you could go is to
discontinue the negotiation of PILOTSs altogether, which I think would be very wise. Many of us
would love that. Having entered into a PILOT agreement a few years ago, | didn’t understand
why that was the case. 1 still don’t exactly understand. Like I said, | do understand the desire for
consistency. It would be very consistent and very transparent for none of us to be burdened with
any kind of PILOT. Thank you.”

Dean Ciokiewicz
951 6" Avenue North
Onalaska

“I’m also a member of Rivers Harvest Church. So far tonight, and in the past meetings, I’ve
Reviewed 7/28/16 by Katie Aspenson
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heard about the local effect and the collateral damages that this program might have an effect on.
But | was wondering if any forethought was given to, if this were to go through and if this were
to be challenged and if this were to survive the Supreme Court or an appeals court in such a
manner as to be put in place longstanding, what other starving cities — cities that are actually in
trouble in this county, in this state, in this federal government — would take as a precedent as a
PILOT program at its definition and cause a ripple effect, not only what is damaging to our local
501(c)(3) communities, but also what damage this could cause on a nationwide level? | think it
would be absolutely crippling 20, 30 years from now if this were to go through. Just a little food
for forethought. Thank you very much.”

Greg Parkes
1803 Bainbridge Street
La Crosse

“| attend Rivers Harvest Church. 1 am a happily recovering alcoholic of 14 years, and [also] a
[recovering] drug addict. | am totally free because of nonprofit organizations and because of
churches that took their time out to help me. And now me and a bunch of others help others out
of our own pocket. This year we didn’t get to do it — we’re going to do it later — but we do
fundraising. We give away blankets. We give away food to the homeless and to the needy that
the city doesn’t do. We do it. Churches do it. Nonprofit organizations do it. If you tax us and
you tax these people, you’re taking money out of their pockets to help these people that your
organizations really don’t have. We depend on churches and people like me and you —
compassionate people — to help other people in need. Don’t kick them when they’re down. This
PILOT, I was pretty ignorant of it before of what a PILOT organization was, so | attended last
week and became enlightened. 1 just don’t want to see any legal happenings come against you
because | believe it’s unconstitutional. | believe this is going to hurt more than it’s going to help.
It might bring the city revenue, but who are we serving? Are we serving money, or are we
serving God? Thank you.”

Jacob Brown
239 Shelly Lane
La Crosse

“I have not been able to attend any past meetings due to work schedules, so | might be a little
uninformed on some of my questions. If this is a truly voluntary program, can an organization
drop out at any time if they decide to after they signed? Will their building permits still be valid
or in compliance? | understand that this has also been on the books as a possible for many years,
but is now being enacted. Why now? Why are we waiting until now to get it going? Also, who
IS it that came up with this idea to enact it now if this has truly been on the books for a while? 1
guess that’s a question that has been raised before; we’re trying to find out who. If you had to
assign one person to blame or one person to throw under the bus, who would it be? Where does
the [Common] Council get off in not calling this what it really is? It is a tax. If it goes by mill
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rate or whatever, it is still a tax. If it’s every single year, it’s a tax. Thank you.”

Joe Betsinger
N8091 CTH W
Holmen

“l go to Rivers Harvest Church. Everything that | have heard — and | have been coming to these
meetings — there is nothing voluntary about this thing at all. It’s mandatory. There is no
agreement in anything; it’s you do it or you get stuck doing nothing. You get nothing. | don’t
see anything that makes this a constitutional anything, anything legal at all. Like Mr. Parkes
[who was] up here, I’m also a recovering alcoholic and drug addict. | don’t recall the cities or
the towns or the state helping me out. It was people that volunteered their time, that volunteered
their money, that volunteered everything. That’s what | do: 1 give back, too. | do the same
thing: giving back. By crippling the money supply to be able to help the next people through the
churches or whatever, it’s just not any good at all. It is just absolutely no good. Thank you.”

Cherryl Jostad
117 Hillview Boulevard
La Crescent, Minn.

“First of all, I do want to thank everyone —and in particular, Katie — for the organization of these
meetings and communication. My comments tonight have to do with, I’m going to strongly
encourage each individual Plan Commission member. You have a vote to vote against passing
this ordinance on, and to make it clear that you don’t want to see any other version of the
ordinance. The reasons for this have to do with, you have enough information to really feel
comfortable that this taxation is actually legal. There’s no federal or Wisconsin Statute granting
the power to tax tax-exempt agencies, or at least it has never been stated in the fact sheet other
than “we interpret.” Interpretation, in this case, is a severe government overreach. Secondly,
despite several comments in the listening session regarding the proposed draft, there have been
no changes to the draft. | would like to remind you of some of the things that were brought up
that could have been reincorporated into the draft to at least make it a tiny bit more palatable.
There is no appeal provision for the tax-exempt agency. The funds are stated to go into the
General Funds, yet many people in the listening session said if you’re taxing for essential
services, why would it not go directly to the line item? It’s supposed to. Thirdly, the review of
each tax agency’s exempt status on a yearly basis. Is this really what the City of Onalaska
intends to do is every year review every tax-exempt agency who owns property to see if maybe
you can squeeze out just a little bit more money? And ultimately, who in the city is going to
handle this burden? If you add a half-time person to a full-time person — especially a full-time
person fully loaded — are we talking $60,000 to $70,000 just to maintain this type of program?
Finally, as many people have said, it’s supposed to be a voluntary agreement. Yet many
organizations that have entered into PILOTSs have felt strong-armed. There’s nothing voluntary
about that. Many people talked about the RLUIPA law, and | would like to read from a
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Department of Justice Q&A document, which | found: ‘Compelling interest is a legal term
meaning interest of the highest order. Government interests that are merely reasonably or even
significantly important are insufficient. Courts have ruled that municipal interests in revenue
generation’ — which was clearly stated in the fact sheet — ‘economic development or eliminating
_____arenot compelling. The burden of proving that an interest is compelling lies squarely on
the local government.” Do you believe that you have enough information to understand what
exactly is the City of Onalaska’s compelling interest in wanting this? | ask you before you vote.
Also, in the last fact sheet it states, ‘It is difficult to say that all taxpayers support each not-for-
profit institution.” ”

Mayor Chilsen asked Cherryl to finish as she has reached her time limit.

Cherryl said, “That may be true [in that] not everyone supports the mission of every tax-exempt
organization. However, we all have something in our heart that a tax-free organization
represents. So think about it when you place your vote.”

Larry Schneider
No address given
La Crosse

“I love Onalaska. I’ve worked in Onalaska. I’ve lived in Onalaska. | do business in Onalaska.
Instead of having an adversarial relationship with the churches in this community, and instead of
spending all this time and energy and effort trying to generate more revenue, which I’'m
empathetic of raising eight kids. 1 know what it takes to try to get enough revenue to make it.
Maybe what you should do is get together with the churches, have a conversation with them and
ask them for ideas on how they may be able to help you in these areas where you might need
more revenue and what that might look like and maybe try to get this relationship more
symbiotic and working together. It’s just a thought I’m having instead of having this adversarial
thing. The way this is looking, you’re really bumping up against a lot of citizens here, and I’'m
just not sure if that’s really a wise thing for you to do. That’s just a thought | had. Thank you.”

Kevin Holcomb
306 Rose Street
La Crosse

“As | was thinking about this whole thing, 1 work hard for my money and | get taxed. | see that
little slip that comes in my paycheck, and the amount of tax they take out versus what | get to
take home is small. | take that and I bring that to church to help pay for things and tithe and all
that, and now that would be taxed. | don’t think that’s right. Also, as a La Crosse resident there
are many churches and there are many things in La Crosse | could go to, but I choose to go to
Onalaska. It’s a beautiful town. It’s a nice area. Rivers Harvest, where | go, we have plenty of
people who come from all over — Minnesota, all over Wisconsin — and not just right here in
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Onalaska. So I think in a way that’s bringing some revenue to Onalaska because not only do we
come to church, we also eat and we also shop. I like to eat. When | come to Onalaska, I’m not
just coming to church. 1I’m bringing revenue, and I’m not just saying me. 1I’m saying everybody.
Some of us who go to church also bring family and friends, maybe from other states or from
other areas. It’s obvious Onalaska is a great place to be. It’s a nice area. People like to be here
to visit. Like I said, to spend the money here in Onalaska I think would give you some revenue,
but also not just financially. | think spiritually there are many things that happen here in
Onalaska through our church. We do jail ministry and things like that. Where would that go if
our church closes down because we can’t afford to stay open? | could go back to La Crosse and
find another church, but that doesn’t help you. You don’t have that revenue.”

Mayor Chilsen asked the individuals in the audience who are opposed to the proposed PILOT
ordinance to either stand up or raise their hands. Mayor Chilsen asked if anyone had anything
new to add and closed the public input portion of the meeting.

Consideration and possible action on the following items:

Item 4 — Review and Consideration of a Certified Survey Map (CSM) submitted by Charlie
Handy on behalf of La Crosse County, 400 4™ Street North, La Crosse, W1 54601 (property
owner) to combine 5 parcels into two (2) lots, one lot (23 acres) and one outlot (3.36 acres)
to be dedicated to the public located in the City of La Crosse and the City of Onalaska
including 6500-6502-6506-6510 State Road 16, La Crosse, W1 54601, State Road 16, La
Crosse, W1 54601 and Berlin Drive, Onalaska, W1 54650 (Tax Parcels #18-4458-0, 17-
10560-60, 17-10560-50, 17-10575-30, and 17-10560-10)

1. CSM Fee of $75.00 + $10.00 per lot x 2 lots = $95.00 (PAID).

2. Recorded copy of Final CSM to be submitted to City Engineering Department.

3. New lot pins required. Intermediate lot stakes required for all lots over 150’ in depth.
4. CSM shall note all easements.

5. Public utilities and street installed in Outlot 1 to be adequately sized to serve City of
Onalaska development to east.

6. City of Onalaska to be allowed to connect future City street to street dedicated as part of
Outlot 1.

7. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e.,
building permits, zoning approvals).
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8. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of any or all portion of the property does not
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
other conditions.

Katie said the site is located near the La Crosse County Landfill, and it would become the
International Business Park Il. Properties located within 250 feet of the properties in question
include a variety of commercial/industrial businesses in the La Crosse Industrial Park, La Crosse
County Landfill, and agricultural land. The Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as
Commercial. The purpose of the CSM is to facilitate the project labeled as the International
Business Park 11. The park will include one large 23-acre lot adjacent to the existing
International Business Park and the La Crosse County Landfill, and a small portion in the City of
Onalaska. There also is a single outlot mapped for a public dedication for road and utility
purposes. Katie said the applicant intends to install the road and utilities in Outlot 1 in late 2016-
early 2017 in order to invite a business to locate in the La Crosse/Onalaska area for job creation
and tax-base generation. Katie said staff recommends approval of the CSM with the eight listed
conditions of approval.

Motion by Craig, second by Andrea, to approve with the eight listed conditions a Certified
Survey Map (CSM) submitted by Charlie Handy on behalf of La Crosse County, 400 4™ Street
North, La Crosse, WI 54601 (property owner) to combine 5 parcels into two (2) lots, one lot (23
acres) and one outlot (3.36 acres) to be dedicated to the public located in the City of La Crosse
and the City of Onalaska including 6500-6502-6506-6510 State Road 16, La Crosse, W1 54601,
State Road 16, La Crosse, W1 54601 and Berlin Drive, Onalaska, W1 54650.

Craig asked Charlie Handy, the applicant, if there is anything that troubles him.

Charlie Handy, La Crosse County
400 4" Street North
La Crosse

“We’ve identified a need for large parcels with significant sanitary sewer service. The La Crosse
Sanitary Sewer District has about 10 million gallons of capacity. There’s really nothing else like
that around, so the International Business Park gives us that opportunity. Twenty-three acres is
larger than anything that’s available from an industrial standpoint with that sanitary sewer, so
that’s what we’re trying to do. It’s actually not alarming at all. In fact, it’s very heartening as a
long-term public servant to see the number of municipalities here that are working together to get
this done. | think it’s a great project, and | appreciate your consideration.”

Jarrod said there is a copy of the CSM in commission members’ packets and pointed out Outlot
1, which will be the new dedicated right-of-way within the City of La Crosse and will serve Lot
1 of the CSM. Jarrod pointed out the cul-de-sac on the dedicated outlot and said the present plan
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for the development is to extend the water and sewer utilities the street up to the cul-de-sac bulb.
The outlot would remain undeveloped up to what is the city limit line of the City of Onalaska.
Jarrod said the Plan Commission must determine whether it will require the utilities and/or street
to be extended to the city limit line. Jarrod asked Charlie to comment on the plan for the street
development.

Charlie said the plan is to develop the road to the cul-de-sac and not further. Charlie said the
public utilities would be placed outside of the paved area of the cul-de-sac so the hookup would
be simple. Charlie said the stretch between the City of Onalaska and the cul-de-sac unimproved.
Charlie said the plan documents are at approximately a 20-percent level, adding that he expects
to be at a 60-percent level by October 1, and at a 90-percent level by December 1. Charlie said
there is ample time to make alterations, if necessary, adding, “There’s no benefit to this
development to extend them further, but we understand that thought process.”

Craig asked Charlie if he will share this information with staff as the project progresses.
Charlie said yes.

Jarrod said the plans have not been developed to a point where a significant amount of insight
can be shared. Jarrod noted there is a significant amount of drainage that comes down from the
valley on the north side of State Trunk Highway 16 and said there will have to be coordination
regarding the drainage. Jarrod said there will be a cost associated with extension of the future
street if there eventually is a connection.

Charlie said he believes the cost for stormwater extension would be minimal, stating the concept
plan for stormwater movement from the Nicolai site, which is located in the City of Onalaska,
into the other site is by surface drainage. Charlie said the concept is a 20-foot bottom, stating
that the concept is to have it in a ditch from the east property line on the south side of the road.
The ditch would remain when the road is improved, so there would not be any additional
improvement in terms of stormwater necessary for the Nicolai development.

Paul asked who will be responsible for completing the road, and when it will be completed, if it
IS not completed now.

Jarrod said, “At the time of future development, if the city would choose to have the road
connected there’s nothing written down right now that it would be at the cost of the City of La
Crosse to put it in.”

Paul said it seems certain that a connection will be desired.

Jarrod said he agrees.
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Andrea asked if it would be more cost-efficient to do everything at once while all the equipment
is present.

Jarrod said it could be done at a later date with future development at that time, adding, “I think
the cost, if it was rolled into that, would be relatively the same cost. To put the street in
currently, if it’s not going to get used, it depends what the access point to Lot 1 is as far as where
their driveways are going to end up. Cost wouldn’t be an overarching issue as far as now or
later. It’s a matter of who’s going to pay the cost once it gets to that point.”

Charlie said he would like to see the future developer of the Nicolai property bear the cost.

Jarrod said he believes the Plan Commission must determine if the approval of the CSM should
require that the utilities be run to the property line. Jarrod noted that the City of Onalaska owns
and maintains the water main located in an easement in the International Business Park.

Paul said in his experience is it atypical for a development to be approved and the developer not

be required to complete the improvements on his property and expect the burden to be placed on
the next developer. Paul said he believes standard procedure would be to approve the road to the
property line.

Jarrod said he agrees with Paul. Jarrod then referred to Condition No. 5 and suggested that it
read: “Public utilities and street installed in Outlot 1 to be adequately sized to serve City of
Onalaska development to east and extend it easterly to the city limit line.”” Jarrod said doing so
would require that the utilities be extended in.

Paul said it was his understanding that the road would be improved, stating, “To me, [Condition]
No. 5 already says that it’s to be developed to the property line. Outlot 1 is to be developed with
street and utilities. Outlot 1 extends all the way to the south line. My assumption coming in was
that it was going to be improved to the south line.”

Sean said he believes including the words “and placed,” “and located” or “and installed” after the
word “sized” in Condition No. 5 would be sufficient.

Motion by Paul, second by Skip, to amend the previous motion and state Condition No. 5 as
follows: “Public utilities and street installed in Outlot 1 to be adequately sized and installed to
serve City of Onalaska development to east.”

Charlie noted that there is a monitoring well in the location where the road eventually will be
located. This monitoring well must act without significant impairment of the surface water that
drains past the well for another three years. Charlie noted that a paved road would alter the
surface water and asked that the installation of that portion be delayed until the Nicolai property
is developed. La Crosse County would address that portion when the Nicolai property is
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developed. This would give the monitoring well, which Charlie described as “an integral part of
the operation of the landfill facility,” the opportunity to expend three to five years of additional
data.

Jarrod said he finds this acceptable, and also that he is deferring to Sean to include the proper
wording in the conditions of approval.

Motion and second to the amendment withdrawn.

Motion by Andrea to amend the previous motion and add a condition stating that La Crosse
County and the City of Onalaska establish a timeline for the completion of the projects to meet
the needs of the development and La Crosse County’s monitoring well.

Sean suggested utilizing the installation or placement wording. Sean suggested as an alternative
that Condition No. 5 be amended by adding an additional sentence that states: ““La Crosse
County and the City of Onalaska shall install the public utilities and street in Outlot 1 prior to
the development of the Nicolai property.”

Andrea asked who would be financially responsible.

Sean said the developer of the current CSM - specifically, the City of La Crosse — would be
financially responsible.

Motion by Andrea, second by Craig, to amend the previous motion and add the following
sentence to Condition No. 5: “La Crosse County and the City of Onalaska shall install the public
utilities and street in Outlot 1 prior to the development of the Nicolai property.”

Vote on the amendment:
On voice vote, motion carried.

Jarrod said a reason why the industrial site is very favorable is because it is served by the La
Crosse Sanitary Sewer Treatment Plant, to which all of the City of Onalaska’s sewerage flows.
Jarrod noted that on June 9 the City of La Crosse enacted a policy for application of sewer
connection charges. The City of La Crosse will be charging an equivalent residential connection
fee for any user outside the City of La Crosse. Jarrod said the cost per residential connection
would be slightly more than $700, and this means there would be several fees. Jarrod said a
development on Lot 1 of the CSM, which is located in the City of La Crosse, would not have to
pay connection charges. However, a development on the Nicolai property in the City of
Onalaska would incur the charges. Jarrod said staff does not believe that the City of La Crosse’s
policy is fair to the City of Onalaska.
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Motion by Jarrod, second by Craig, to amend the previous motion and include a ninth condition
that reads as follows: “The City of La Crosse shall not institute its policy for Application of
Sewer Connection charges approved by the La Crosse Common Council on June 9, 2016 unless
administered to all users of the La Crosse Sanitary Sewer Treatment Facility.”

Jarrod said this development is the perfect example of how the charges are unfair due to which
side of the corporate limit line something is located in this area.

Charlie said the small acreage located in the City of Onalaska does not make it financially
feasible for La Crosse County to develop. Charlie said he is withdrawing his application for a
CSM within the City of Onalaska, adding that the CSM will be re-drawn and “keep it within the
City of La Crosse.”

Item 5 — Review and Consideration of a Certified Survey Map (CSM) submitted by Duane
Schulze, 2009 Charles Avenue, Onalaska, W1 54650 regarding 2009 Charles Avenue,
Onalaska, containing 0.68 acres and two (2) lots (Tax Parcel #18-4197-0)

1. CSM Fee of $75.00 + $10.00 per lot x 2 lots = $95.00 due before final approval of CSM
by the City (NOT PAID).

2. Property owner to remove detached accessory structure prior to recording CSM with the
La Crosse County Register of Deeds.

3. Park Fee of $922.21 per residential unit. Park Fee to be paid prior to issuance of a
building permit.

4. Recorded copy of Final CSM to be submitted to City Engineering Department.

5. New lot pins required. Intermediate lot stakes required for all lots over 150’ in depth.

6. CSM shall note all easements (i.e. power line easement).

7. Future lateral to be installed for Lot 2 at the cost of the property owner.

8. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e.,
site plan approvals, building permits, zoning approvals) and additional City fees (i.e.,
parks fees, green fee).

9. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of any or all portion of the property does not

relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
other conditions.
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10. Any omissions of any conditions not listed shall not release the property owner/developer
from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements.

Katie said the property in question is zoned Single Family Residential (R-1) District. Land
within 250 feet of the proposed site includes single family residential, single and/or duplex
residential, and Public & Semi-Public. The Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Plan
designates this area as Mixed Density Residential, which is intended for residential units. The
applicant is requesting approval to divide a large parcel into two lots and construct a single
family residence on the current vacant portion of the parcel. An existing garage spans both Lot 1
and Lot 2. This garage will be removed by the applicant prior to finalization of the CSM. Katie
said both the new lot and the existing lot will meet all zoning regulations, and also that staff
recommends approval of the CSM with the 10 listed conditions.

Motion by Paul, second by Skip, to approve with the 10 listed conditions a Certified Survey Map
(CSM) submitted by Duane Schulze, 2009 Charles Avenue, Onalaska, W1 54650 regarding 2009
Charles Avenue, Onalaska, containing 0.68 acres and two (2) lots.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 6 — Discussion and consideration regarding the Public Forum on June 16, 2016 and
the draft Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) ordinance

Mayor Chilsen cited the example of St. Patrick’s Church said it is his understanding that “it
doesn’t matter” if the church expands its school because it does not have a PILOT.

Sean told Mayor Chilsen he is correct.
Mayor Chilsen said, “If they expand their church they have no PILOT.”
Sean told Mayor Chilsen he is correct.

Mayor Chilsen said, “That would be the same for any house of worship except, [for example], St.
Pat’s opens a Starbucks connected to them.”

Sean told Mayor Chilsen he is correct, stating that in that instance there would be a review of
whether or not a PILOT would be requested or demanded at that time.

Mayor Chilsen said, “I understand the value of churches. ... I’m certainly not in favor of moving
this PILOT any different than what it’s at right now in form of churches, and I don’t think that
was the intent, was it?”
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Andrea said, “Everybody wants to blame somebody for these discussions, and that somebody
might actually be me. And the reason I’m going to jump under the bus so you have somebody to
look at is that | want you to have a face for all the angry comments that we’re getting, and all of
the nice comments we’re getting. We sit on this committee as volunteers — most of us. 1 think
maybe all of us. The Mayor at this point is certainly volunteering. We get requests to do things.
We get CUPs. Our staff is the face, but we make decisions. | was not on the Council when there
was a contentious PILOT that came up earlier this year. 1’d like to read you the minutes. I’'m
going to leave the name off of them. | went back to research it and tried to figure out where this
came from, and this is what I read. This is from the February 2016 Common Council minutes:
‘I’ve represented Rivers Harvest Church on their experience through this program, and | have to
tell you it’s been unpleasant, to put the best construction on it. They were surprised about it
after they applied for a Conditional Use Permit; that was the first thing. They didn’t know it up
front up when they applied that, ‘Oh, you’re going to have this.” It was added in later. There
were a few other things that kind of bothered them. Then I was invited to negotiate with the city
about what would be the proper rate. What would happen if our City Attorney didn’t like me?
Maybe he doesn’t; I didn’t get a very good deal for my client. What if he did like me and we got
an extraordinary deal? What if | was a Black attorney or opening up a Baha’i temple and
wanted to have a daycare? We don’t have a good policy to really explain how this PILOT
program is working. And when you leave it up to negotiation you open yourselves up for
corruption. You open yourselves up for discrimination. You need to find a policy that really
defines exactly what you’re going to tax, in a sense, and not tax.’

So I read this and | said, ‘Here comes this PILOT [ordinance]. It shows up on the desk. It’s
apparently been through a couple of other channels, and they want us to make a decision. But
we don’t have a policy on that.” So it can’t be up to whoever happens to sit in whatever chair at
whatever time. We need a policy. So what | said was, “We have to talk about this.” A couple
members up here didn’t want to talk about it, but a couple other members did. So what we said
was, ‘Let’s start by inviting the nonprofits — not the churches, [but] the nonprofits. This is not
church-targeted. This is nonprofits. Let’s invite the nonprofits and have some discussion, so we
had an open house and we got lots of feedback. Unfortunately, we couldn’t speak at that open
house. The intention had been a follow-up meeting where we could continue dialogue. This was
a learning thing. It was not intended to be a ‘let’s sit up in front of you and get beat up by the
public.” It was intended to be a ‘let’s discuss this’ and figure out how can we make this work.
How can we make the city budget balance, provide services to the community — including the
nonprofits. How can we do this? Instead, we got attacked. There was a procedural glitch later
on, and unfortunately we couldn’t answer questions, although our intent had been to follow up
immediately. Here we are now, and there is a lot of misinformation out there about what this
was intended to be. This was intended to be a discussion, and it really probably is my fault
because we need to talk about it. We need to figure out if we’re going to do it. If we’re going to
do it we have to do it to all nonprofits — not one, not another. We need to figure out when it
applies, when it doesn’t. Maybe it never does. But that’s what the point of this was, so I’'m
going to jump under the bus because Katie is not the one who said, “Let’s do this.” The Mayor
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didn’t say, “‘Let’s do this.” I said, ‘I don’t know what to base my decision on — not my personal
opinions, because | love nonprofits. Most of you probably don’t know me, but my life has been
nonprofits since | was [very young]. The point is, let’s talk about this constructively and figure
out what works.

Here’s the other reality. [Monday] I sat through a 2%2-hour budget meeting with the Department
of Parks and Recreation because | am the Chair of that and that’s how | get the seat on this
committee. We had, again, for | don’t even know how many years — maybe the Mayor does —
we’ve had a zero-percent increase budget for years and years and years. Now that doesn’t mean
that everything stays the same. That means we have the same amount of money that we had last
year to put toward our expenses for the coming year. But what you don’t see in that is you don’t
see the fact that water rates are going up by 12 percent. You don’t see the impacts from the
raises that we have to give to employees because of the new minimum wage standards. So in
reality it’s a zero-percent budget on the top, but it means we have to cut all kinds of things out of
our budget. And every department at City Hall has to do that. Police has to do that. Fire has to
do that. City Hall staff have to do that because we have a zero-percent increase. But we still
have to cover all of the expenses, so we cut down police patrols. We cut out Humane Society
service. Now our police folks are out there tracking down loose dogs when the hours don’t meet
what we have for Coulee Region Humane Society. That’s why we’re here tonight. We’re trying
to figure out how to make this work. What 1I’m hearing is that nobody wants a PILOT, and what
I’m hearing — and heard at the public input session — was that some of you would be happy to
pay more personal taxes to cover those services. That’s something that I think is important for
Council people to hear. If that’s truly what you feel, we need to tell our Council people that
because every time | tell my Council people that I’d be happy to pay more for my services, they
laugh because nobody ever tells them that. So if that’s the case and you’re happy to pay more so
that we can maintain the quality of life that we have in this city, tell your Council people so that
they know what you want to do. You’ve certainly told us you don’t want to pay taxes on your
nonprofits. But you have to tell us where we’re going to get the money to keep the city the way
we want it to be, and that’s the reason we’re all here. So point your fingers at me. 1’m fine with
that. I’m good with that. Don’t point them at our city staff because they don’t have any say-so
in this. It’s folks like us who are up here volunteering and trying to figure out how to make
things work. That’s my piece, and | thank you very much for all of your input and your time.
I’m very apologetic that you’ve had to come to so many meetings. That was not the intent of the
procedure when it was originally established.”

Craig said, “A lot of what you [Andrea] said is shared by myself, also. 1 also was one of the
people who wanted to bring this out into the public and have this discussion because we can’t
continue to implement a policy that we don’t have a procedure for. That makes no sense
whatsoever. This is something that’s been in existence for 15, 18 years, and yet we always
muddle our way through this. That’s not the right way to proceed with anything. That’s not an
organized, planned way to run a municipality. Now, during the course of this it was
discouraging for me — and actually pretty frustrating — to hear under-the-breath comments and
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some insinuations that somehow we’re out to increase our personal pay. There are only two
people up here who are elected. The rest of us serve in a capacity that we’re interested in helping
the city move forward. We have no compensation whatsoever. | realize that churches and
nonprofits contribute a great amount to our municipality. There is no question about that. | also
look at these people up here and Skip, | know I’ve spent more than two decades in public service
without a single penny in compensation. So | know what giving to the community is all about.
And for you to look at us like somehow we don’t understand what that’s about I think is a real
disrespectful thing to do. Maybe that comment makes it worse. Now, my only concern here
when | look at this has nothing to do with churches or any specific entity. It has to do with, what
are permissible uses for nonprofit properties or tax-exempt properties, and what are not? | don’t
care how you want to define it, but when you’re charging for-fee services or selling for-fee
products on a tax-exempt property, in my mind that changes the nature of that property. Now,
I’m not in favor of full-blown property taxes; that’s not what this is about. But I think it does
justify at least having the discussion where we answer the question, does this warrant additional
valuation? | think it does.”

Mayor Chilsen said, “I’m requesting the Land Use and Development Director, Katie Aspenson,
to put together a blue ribbon panel representing both nonprofit organizations as well as profit
entities from Onalaska to bring back recommendations on this issue. That way everybody gets a
seat at the table that has a dog in the fight, if you will. We can work out something according to
the best information we have available so that everybody understands that churches aren’t
included in this. When they expand their church, when they expand their school, that doesn’t
count. They are protected. | would like Katie to put that group together and meet to bring back
recommendations to the Plan Commission.”

Skip said, “I would like to challenge something that you said. Unless I misunderstand things,
PILOTSs are charged to churches for things that are related to their religious activities.” Skip then
asked Pastor Jason Stanton to come forward and asked him if First Lutheran pays a PILOT.
Jason said yes.

Skip asked, “What do you pay it on?”

Jason said, “The house across the street from First Lutheran behind us to the south.”

Skip asked, “What is that used for?”

Jason said it is utilized as a teen clothes closet.

Skip asked, “Is that a religious activity?”

Jason said yes.
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Skip thanked Jason and said, “That’s my point. They are paying a PILOT on a religious activity.
And that is not the only one that is going on in this city. That’s just one of them, and this is why
I’m completely against the PILOT, because I think it is abused. | think that the quality of life of
this city, if you could put a dollar on it, would be much more decreased by this program then the
tax money that would be received by the city. | think this is completely the wrong way to go.”

Mayor Chilsen said, “If we bring groups together we can hammer out anything. If we continue
to talk, things will happen. The right things will happen. If the recommendation comes back to
scrap the whole thing, so be it. But let’s sit down and get all the information that is absolutely
correct and move forward based on that information.”

Andrea said, “I just want to clarify for everybody, PILOTSs are here. We are using them. They
have been used. They have been used, not exactly randomly, but they have been used differently
through time. They have been applied to different organizations. Again, it’s not a matter of
whether we’re creating a PILOT program. We are creating a policy about when or when not to
set up a PILOT agreement. And if we’re going to do it, how do we do it fairly? That’s what the
policy is about. It’s not about creating a PILOT. It’s about how do we fairly apply or not apply
a PILOT program. That’s what this discussion is about. PILOT isreal. Itis here. Itis not fairly
administered.”

Cari asked Mayor Chilsen if further direction is needed regarding the size of the panel and when
he expects her [Katie] to bring back recommendations.

Andrea said she believes a longer timeframe is needed as the city is into the 2017 budget process.
Andrea added, “I would like to see that this is representative of nonprofits in general and not
specifically churches because this is not a church tax. This is a nonprofit issue.”

Katie said she does not have a specific timeline to give to the Plan Commission, and that she is
seeking direction regarding the number of residents participating on the panel. Katie asked if
multiple meetings are expected, or if one meeting will be sufficient.

Mayor Chilsen said he believes there should be no fewer than six and no more than eight.

Sean asked if updates should be given to the Plan Commission every other month.

Mayor Chilsen said yes, stating there will be an update every other month.

Craig said that he believes the process should move forward, but not be rushed. Craig said,

“Half the people, from what I heard tonight, thought we were here to pass some resolution or to
pass some ordinance. That’s simply not the case.”
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Jan said, “We’re all here for the same purpose: to try and provide the best services we can for
the community. If you’re a nonprofit those would be counseling, addiction, religious services —
whatever. The city is providing lighting, street services, snow removal — whatever. We’re all
looking at the same thing, so somehow we have to work together and do this. | think that should
be an overriding thought.”

Mayor Chilsen welcomed recommendations and invited those in the audience to email him.

Cari asked Sean if the meetings will be public meetings with agendas.

Sean said no, stating that this is a blue ribbon panel that will meet and report to the Plan
Commission every 60 days. Sean said he assumes that the report will be placed on
cityofonalaska.com and available either before or after the Plan Commission meets.

Cari said she assumes that until that point everything would be a working document and could
not be released until Katie had a finished document that can be posted on cityofonalaska.com.

Andrea said updates will be included in the Plan Commission meeting minutes.
Adjournment
Motion by Andrea, second by Paul, to adjourn at 8:43 p.m.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Recorded by:

Kirk Bey
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