MINUTES OF THE

WEST LAFAYETTE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

November 18, 2005

Redevelopment Commission members present: Steve Belter, Patsy Hoyer, Earle Nay, and Sandy Pearlman.  Also in attendance:  Clerk Treasurer Judy Rhodes, City Attorney Bob Bauman, Charlotte Martin, Bev Shaw, and Cindy Polley of the Development Department, City Engineer Dave Buck, Tom Gall of T.J. Gall & Associates, Michelle White of Purdue Research Foundation, Steve Hardesty of Hawkins Environmental, Edith Short of Burnham’s, City Council members Patti O’Callaghan and Ann Hunt, and citizens and members of the media.  


Mr. Belter called the meeting to order at 12:35 pm.  Mr. Belter asked if the appropriate notices were posted and agendas mailed.  (Directed to Ms. Polley)  Ms. Polley answered yes they were. 

OLD BUSINESS


Mr. Nay made a motion to approve the minutes from the October 17, 2005 meeting.  Ms. Pearlman seconded.  No corrections were made.  The motion passed unanimously 3-0. 

NEW BUSINESS


Mr. Belter stated that the first item of business is the authorization of the trustee to pay claims.  Were all of these approved by the appropriate people?  (Directed to Ms. Martin)  Ms. Martin answered yes.  


Mr. Gall stated that we have some expenditures on the Kent Avenue Trail.  The Milestone payment is for work done on Brown Street in front of People’s Welding.  


Mr. Buck stated that the INDOT claim is our portion of the Tapawingo construction.  We received an invoice for our 20% share.  Mr. Belter asked if this is the extension of Tapawingo from State Street around to South River Road.  Mr. Buck stated that is correct.  Mr. Belter stated that we pay INDOT and they actually pay all of the claims on it.  Mr. Buck stated that is correct.  


Mr. Belter stated that I assume the 4 million dollars is our purchase of the Ross Enterprise Center.  Mr. Bauman stated that is correct.  That number comes from the computation of the net proceeds available per Umbaugh.  That number is considerably less than what PRF spent to improve the building from its previous condition of a warehouse to the office space.  

Mr. Nay made a motion to authorize the trustee to pay the claims.  Ms. Pearlman seconded. Mr. Belter asked if there were any other questions or comments.  None were made.  The motion passed unanimously 3-0.  

Ms. Martin stated that the Certified Technology Park Fund, which was money sent to you to use and you determined to use it for fiber optics for the Research Park.  The claim was filed and will be paid through Board of Works next Tuesday.  The amount is $427,464.37.  That was the amount that you appropriated a few months ago.  There is interest on that account and that will be included in the next process of filing claims against that account.  I have the paperwork for that claim here if anyone would like to take a look at it.  PRF filed the invoices with us and we are reimbursing them for their expenditures.  Mr. Belter asked if this is normal or unusual to have the Board of Works approve this.  Ms. Martin stated that I think it was the understanding that you would be approving claims that went through the trustee and the Board of Works handles the Sagamore TIF which is not through the trustee in this account.  Ms. Rhodes stated that it is a Redevelopment Commission fund and you are responsible for this expenditure.  Mr. Belter stated that it’s the Board of Works that’s going to approve that payment right?  Ms. Martin stated that is the way that it was filed and that’s how initially we had discussed this.  I’m sure that if you want to change that process you could.  Mr. Belter stated that I don’t see any reason to change it.  Ms. Martin stated that the Sagamore TIF continues to be signed off by Board of Works.  Ms. Rhodes stated that the Board did authorize the payment of those claims.  The grant reimbursement by resolution specifically delegated the Board of Works.  I’m not sure that they got around to this fund.  By statute it’s your fund and I suppose that you can delegate any mechanism that you wish.  Mr. Bauman stated that I would suggest that Mr. Belter recuse himself in this matter.  I would also recommend that the Redevelopment Commission authorize the Board of Works to make this payment.  Mr. Belter left the room.  
Ms. Pearlman made a motion.  Mr. Nay seconded.  The motion passed unanimously 3-0.  

Mr. Belter stated that the next item of business is the approval of reimbursement from the Technology Grant.  Ms. Martin stated that this is the last $150,000 from the first grant.  There were two grants.  It is for administrative purposes.  We are applying for the reimbursement.  Mr. Belter stated then we are asking the state to send us the money.  They had some retainage that they didn’t want to give us the first time around, is that right?  Ms. Martin stated that until they audit you, they do not want to let go of 20% of the grant.  The second grant has been closed out.  There is some interest in that account that we’ll give back.  Mr. Nay made a motion to approve the submittal of this claim to the state.  Ms. Pearlman seconded.  The motion passed unanimously 3-0.

Mr. Belter stated that the next item of business is the amendment of the Levee/Village Plan.  Mr. Nay made a motion to adopt Resolution RC-2005-12.  Ms. Pearlman seconded.  Mr. Belter stated that from a quick reading of the resolution and the revised sheet that was sent out, I believe that we are changing the project description for the Levee/Village TIF District to include the purchase of the Burnham’s property and the subsequent redevelopment of that is to be a river recreation venue.  The anticipation is that there will be a building built there that would serve two purposes.  One would be a home for the Purdue Crew.  The second would be a restaurant.  Mr. Bauman stated that the Purdue Crew may have two components as well.  The second being more of a community thing.  Ms. Hoyer stated that I think the fact of it being more of a community thing is the key point.  

Mr. Belter asked if there were any questions or comments.  None were made.  Mr. Belter opened a public hearing.  No questions or comments were made.  The public hearing was closed.  

Mr. Bauman stated that I’d like to mention that this has been a long standing priority that the Commission has had in this area.  You’ll recall that the first dollars that the Commission spent from TIF funds were the cost sharing on the pedestrian bridge.  In this area we’ve spent money on some other land acquisitions, including Wabash Landing and a number of improvements to streets in the area.  This is an extension of that priority.  It also dove tales with Purdue’s priority and the Wabash River Enhancement Corporation.  Ms. Hoyer stated that I was going to say something like that, but Bob said it better.  We have talked about this on and off for a very long time.    Mr. Belter stated that the change down there has been significant.  

Mr. Nay stated that for the benefit of the public, this plan includes a boathouse for the shells, public boathouse space and a ramp.  Is the ramp expected to be used for any kind of boat lodge or just for the shells?  Mr. Bauman stated that I’m going to guess that it’ll probably be used for that purpose.  There is already another ramp available to the public that is probably easier to use at Mascouten.  There is not a detailed plan, just a conceptual plan.  Once we can acquire the property, we will start moving on to more specific planning.  The Purdue Crew has raised a significant sum of money as part of its participation.  They are looking forward to a new home.  

Mr. Nay asked how far north towards the bridge the property description is.  Mr. Bauman stated that it’s about 2 acres and I don’t really recall the specific dimensions, I apologize.  Ms. Short stated that the City already owns to the bridge.  Our property is just over 2 acres that is all the way along the river.  It’s in a very good place to launch boats because it is deep on that side. Whereas, Mascouten is very shallow and the only way to get in is to go to the other side of the road.  The property that we are offering is an extension of the property that the City already owns.

Mr. Bauman stated that because of the elevation, the property is higher out of the flood plain (most of it is) and can be built on.  It’s a nice synergy since it’s connected to a lower portion that you can get down to the river as well.  Mr. Belter stated that one of the motivations for the City to acquire this property is that it works well with State and Federal Law concerning potentially environmental issues that may be associated with the land.  Mr. Bauman stated that the big issue is that it is difficult to impossible to fill and change the elevation of ground that’s in the floodway.

Mr. Belter asked if there were any other questions or comments.  None were made.  The motion passed unanimously 3-0.  

Mr. Belter stated that the next item is an appropriation of funds to purchase that property.  Mr. Nay made a motion to adopt Resolution RC-2005-13.  Ms. Pearlman seconded.  Mr. Bauman stated that I’d like to point out that it’s anticipated that this will be combined with other city funds.  

Mr. Belter asked if there were any questions.  Mr. Nay asked if the appraisals for the property have been made.  Mr. Bauman answered yes.  Mr. Nay asked where the other sources of  funds are coming from.  Mr. Bauman answered that I believe it was EDIT.  Ms. Rhodes asked what the timeline is in regards to acquiring and closing on this property.  Will the property be a purchase of the Redevelopment Commission or the city itself and how do you see that working?  Mr. Bauman stated that after this item, I’m going to ask the Commission to authorize making an offer and we’ll have to go from there with the negotiations with the property owner.  It’s probably premature for me to give specific closing schedules.  I’d guess that because of the expected further improvements to be made, it would make all the sense in the world that this property would be owned by the Redevelopment Commission.  

Mr. Belter opened a public hearing.  No questions or comments were made.  The public hearing was closed.  The motion passed unanimously 3-0.

Mr. Bauman stated that at this point, I’d like to recommend that the Commission make a motion to offer to purchase the Burnham’s property from its owner Edith Short for the amount of $1,200,000.00 which is consistent with the appraisals, and also authorize the president to sign that offer.  Mr. Nay made a motion.  Ms. Pearlman seconded.  

Mr. Belter asked if we have the appraisals.  Mr. Bauman answered yes.  I believe that was stated at the last meeting.  If anyone wants to look at them, they are available.  Copies haven’t been handed out due to the extensiveness of them.  Mr. Belter asked that a summary sheet be attached to today’s minutes.  

Ms. Rhodes stated that I noticed on the appraisals that they attached the Wabash Assessor’s recent assessment on this property, and I understand that is different than the market value of the property even though we’ve moved to a market value system.  I wonder if Bob could explain how that could be.  Mr. Bauman stated that even though we have a “market based system”, there are a number of regulations and standards and charts and tables that are used in doing assessments, which do not necessarily coordinate with actual market value.  Ms. Rhodes stated that this is really confusing for tax payers when we see the value of the land being written down from $1,059,700 to $264,900 but we have two commercial appraisals whose price is at least 1.2 million.  I just want to point this out if someone looks at these records and tries to relate this to their experience with the new assessment system in Indiana and it is very striking that there can be such asperity.  Mr. Bauman stated that Indiana has a long history and tradition of that.  Mr. Belter stated that I believe the 1.2 million, from my limited, uneducated knowledge of real estate value, is consistent with recent land in the area.  That number does not come as a surprise to me.  

Mr. Belter asked if there were any other questions.  None were made.  The motion passed unanimously 3-0.

Mr. Belter stated that the next item of business is Resolution RC-2005-14.  Mr. Bauman stated that this is a resolution to accept the offer that PRF has made to purchase the Ross Enterprise Center for $1.  This follows the process that I have described on a number of occasions.  We will be purchasing the property with the net funds from the bond issue of possibly $4,100,000, which represents an amount to write down the cost of improvements so that a below market rent can be extended to Butler International as an incentive to bring them here.  It’s my understanding that the below market rent was offered to Butler from other communities as well.  I think that one of the exciting factors was not only this but also Purdue University and the synergy that brings as well. 

Ms. White stated that they currently have 50 employees and their goal by December 31st is to be at 100.  They have notified us to move into Phase II of the building.  They are hiring at a fast pace.  They are also going to consolidate their office that is over by Caterpillar right now and bring those staff into the park as well.  

Mr. Belter stated that I have one correction to the resolution on section 3 should say “by” not “from”.  Mr. Nay made a motion to adopt Resolution RC-2005-14 with said correction.  Ms. Pearlman seconded.

Mr. Belter asked if there were any other questions.  None were made.  A public hearing was opened.  Ms. O’Callaghan stated that we are so excited about this partnership.  It’s a great thing that the Redevelopment Commission was able to work so quickly to make this happen.  Now we like having those employees and the Purdue Engineering grads here in our community.  Ms. Hoyer stated that I know at least two employees that were hired there that have bought two houses in West Lafayette.  That is the very kind of thing that we want to happen.  No other comments were made.  The public hearing was closed.  The motion passed unanimously 3-0.

Mr. Gall stated that last month you asked for an update on Sagamore West.  Steve Hardesty is here to talk to you.  Mr. Hardesty stated that one of the things that we’ve been working on is of course the light and banner project.  We’ve had several meetings this fall with INDOT and have been working on their issues.  Basically, they don’t see any value in banner poles and if it’s no benefit to the Highway Department, then they can’t see any reason to let us do that.  So we’ve compromised and put in some additional street lights with banners, which they have no problem with.  West of Yeager Road we are putting in some street lights at the intersections only.  We aren’t able to put them in between because of the high speed of the roadway.  As long as the pole is behind the curb, they don’t have any problem with that.  Four street lights with banners will go in there.  We’ve revised the plan to accommodate that and if you are concurrent with that, we will submit the plan to INDOT in the next week or two, along with the permit application.  Actually we have to take this as an agreement as opposed to a permit which will lengthen the process unfortunately.  We have a little bit of change to make on some curbing that we did a survey on.  It’ll be a little bit of curb but nothing significant.  Mr. Belter asked if we are adding curbs at Cumberland.  Mr. Hardesty stated that we have to add curb on Cumberland at the Purdue Research Park side.  There are curbs on the other three corners.  Hopefully we’ll be ready come spring.   

Mr. Gall stated that we hope that the timing will be such that we might be able to marry this project with the private fiber optic project running along the same path.  We can pull conduit in just as expensively as two.  If we pull one conduit for ourselves, it’s going to cost a certain amount of money, but pulling three conduits doesn’t cost three times as much.  Possibly, those two projects can come together as a part of this path and we might be able to save a considerable amount of money.  If that fiber project comes to life in a hurry, you are going to have to act in a hurry to take advantage of being a part of that deal.  If it happens, we’ll come and ask for a meeting so it’s available for you to do.  

Ms. Shaw stated that there are three other portions of the Sagamore West implementation that are in the works.  We’ve been working on the midway.  After meeting with Joe Payne and talking about the maintenance requirements of the ribbons of wildflowers that are going to be very tailored, we’ve figured out that it’s probably beyond the scope of our Parks Department, so we’ve simplified it.  Joe was excited about the idea of reforesting the midway.  We are sort of asking for the world and hoping to get something from INDOT.  The permits will go in this month.

We also have street trees that are planned.  There are some at the intersection out at the western portion at Cumberland and at Win Hentschel.   There are some trees planted just at the corners.  Those are signature plantings and happen at every corner intersection along Sagamore West and are the same trees.  We’ll start to get those plans pulled together in a construction document that we can send in for permit next year.  We don’t want to plant trees until all the sidewalk work is completed.  We also have street trees planned for the rest of Sagamore West from the Prestige Inn all the way down to the Soldier’s Home Road interchange.  We have about 108 Ash trees out there that are potentially threatened by the arrival of the Emerald Ash Borer.  We don’t want to take those out until they have to come out.  The tree plantings will happen over a series of years. First we can go and put in trees that we can plant now.  Then we will replace them as they might die.  

The third permit that we are getting ready for is the gateways.  The design for the gateway sign is pretty much completed.  INDOT is encouraging us to get all these permits in as quickly as we can.  We are still investigating the possibilities of lighting those signs.  They are going to have LED lighting so it won’t have a real high need.  We might be able to do it with solar panels, which would save us the expense and hassle of getting electrical out there.  

One more thing I wanted to let you know that the mayor is still going to work on getting those banner poles so that everything is united.  We’ll take what we can get for now, but we want the same signature feel.  Mr. Hardesty stated that if we were willing to build curb from Yeager Road to Win Hentschel, we wouldn’t have a problem but that’s a lot of curb.  If something happens in the future, such as developments occurring, then we might be able to get them.  Mr. Nay stated that we need sidewalks out to Win Henstchel anyway.  

Mr. Nay asked if the two intersections that you are lighting, do they have street lights now?  Mr. Hardesty answered yes they do.  Cumberland has four lights there now.  We’ll take them off those poles, which belong to Cinergy and put them on our poles.  There are no lights at Win Hentschel now.  There are lights on the entrance to Great Lakes Chemical.  That intersection is a little dark so this will help.  

Mr. Nay stated that I have another suggestion for you to talk to INDOT about.  There is a large traffic sign just north of the midway.  Can we ask them if we can hang our banners off of that?  Mr. Hardesty stated that they’ve already told us that we can’t hang them on traffic signal poles.  

Ms. O’Callaghan stated that way back when we first starting talking about the gateways with the Sagamore Parkway, INDOT was talking about helping us pay for some of the landscaping, is that still going to happen?  Ms. Shaw stated that INDOT will help us pay for the landscaping of the midway.  

Mr. Belter stated that if we consider putting curbs along in front of State Farm, I would encourage a hard look at the west bound lanes there because we have merging from the left and a lane disappearing from the right.  It would be helpful to have a right hand turn lane into the Research Park.  Mr. Buck stated that INDOT actually mentioned that to us.  They are interested in doing that so there may be an opportunity for some sharing on a project.  They are looking at the left turn into Walmart as well.  

Mr. Gall stated that this afternoon we will be walking the piece of trail along the Parkway from Soldier’s Home back to the connection of the Nighthawk Trail. 

Mr. Belter asked how we are doing on the piece of trail that goes to Payless.  Mr. Gall stated that the concrete is poured and connected.  Into the spring we will be doing the fence work and putting up the things that go with the trail piece but you can now walk the path.  

Mr. Nay stated that there is one more improvement that needs to be made.  The left turn headed north on Nighthawk to the access road going west, the big trucks are hitting that curb a lot.  Can we put a big rock there?  Ms. Shaw stated that we already have.  Mr. Bauman stated that we’ve done two things there.  The first was pulling the curb back to give them a better radius to work with.  The second was putting a big rock there.  

Mr. Belter thanked them all for the updates.  Is there any public comment for the Commission?  None was made.

The Commission confirmed/scheduled the following meetings:  December 16th at 12:30 pm, January 3rd at 4:30 pm, and January 20th at noon.

Mr. Nay made a motion to adjourn.  Ms. Pearlman seconded.  The meeting adjourned at 1:34 pm.

Respectfully submitted,






________________________________







Francis Earle Nay, Recording Secretary

Approved: 

________________________

Stephen Belter, President
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