
 
Requests from persons with disabilities who need assistance to participate in this meeting or hearing should be made at least 24 hours in advance to the Village Clerk’s office at 
(715) 693-4200 during business hours. 
 
 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1. Call meeting to order 

1.1. Roll Call 
2. Public Input (15 minutes) Please be advised per State Statute Section 19.84(2), information will be received from the public.  It is 

the policy of this Village that there be a three minute time period, per person, with time extension per the Chief Presiding Officer’s 
discretion; be further advised that there may be limited discussion on the information received, however, no action will be taken 
under public comments. 

3. Discussion & Action: Approval of the January 21, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
4. Discussion & Action: Tax Increment District #1 History of Expenditures 
5. Discussion & Action: Next Steps for Kowalski Interchange Project  
6. Discussion & Action: Selection of a Spokesperson for the Committee  
7. Discussion & Action: Establishing Procedure for Approving Contact with the Authorities Relevant to the Committee’s Mission 
8. Discussion & Action: Next Meeting Date  
9. Discussion: Suggested Items for Future Agendas 
10. Adjournment 

 
 
Randy Fifrick, Community Development Director 
 
Posted:  02/5/2020  Kronenwetter Municipal Center, and www.kronenwetter.org  
Faxed:  Wausau Daily Herald, WAOW, WSAW, WSAU, Everest Herald, and Mosinee Times 

 

OFFICIAL NOTICE AND AGENDA 
Kowalski Road Interchange Ad-Hoc Committee Meeting 

Kronenwetter Municipal Center  
1582 Kronenwetter Drive, Kronenwetter, WI 54455 

A121 Conference Room (Upper Level)  
February 10, 2020 – 6:30 p.m.  
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UNAPPROVED MINUTES 

1. Call meeting to order:
Committee Chair, Ken Charneski, called the January 21, 2020 Kowalski Road Interchange Ad-Hoc Committee meeting to order at
6:30 p.m.

1.1. Roll Call
Committee members present:  Ken Charneski; Cheryl Schulz; Judi Akey; Guy Fredel; Donald Haas; Pat Kilsdonk; Bernie 
Kramer; and Kim Tapper 
Committee members absent: Scott Creske 
Staff Members:  Richard Downey, Village Administrator; Cindra Falkowski, Village Clerk; and Randy Fifrick, Community 
Development 

2. Public Input:
None was provided.

3. Approval of the December 11, 2019 Meeting Minutes:
Motion by Haas/Schulz to approve the December 11, 2019 meeting minutes as presented.  Motion carried 8:0.

4. Tax Increment District #1 History and Financial Position
Fifrick went over the financials for TID #1 with the committee.  A breakdown or the expenditures was requested by the members.

Motion by Fredel/Haas to request a detail breakdown of expenses for TID #1.  Motion carried 8:0 by voice vote.

5. History of Kowalski Interchange Project Status Report:
Fifrick and Fredel both provided status reports.  The committee discussed at length the status reports and subsequent submission
to the Village Board.  A Motion was made by Fredel/Charneski to send both histories to the Village Board.  It was asked if both
histories could be incorporated into one document.  After approximately 30 minutes of discussion, Akey called the question.  The
motion failed 2:6 with Charneski, Fredel, Haas, Kilsdonk, Krammer, and Tapper dissenting. An amendment was offered by Fredel.

Motion by Fredel/Haas to amend the first motion (sending both histories to the Village Board) to indicate that both documents are to
address the status of the Kowalski Road interchange.  Motion carried 7:1 with Akey dissenting.

6. Recap of Meeting with Wisconsin Department of Transportation – Northcentral Region:
Fifrick provided an email response from Rich Handrick from WisDOT as the meeting did not take place.  The response were answers
to questions that Fifrick took from the North Central WI Regional Planning Commission memo dated November 25, 2019.  Fredel
also received the email and felt that Mr. Handrick was implying that the Village needs to focus on the three criteria on which the
interchange was denied in the past.  Fifrick will check to see if the Village can just submit the first two (the need and safety of
interchange system and local roads) of the eight criteria to the state of WI.

7. Next Steps for Kowalski Interchange Project:
The committee discussed the best approach for developing recommendations to the Board.  Fifrick stated that he asked the DOT
for a list of communities that had already been through this process.  The committee also discussed hiring a consultant and
developing a scope for this project.  Fredel handed out project cost estimates from Kapur & Associates, Inc for the committee.  Also
discussed was the MPO’s long range transportation plan.  A motion by Haas/Charneski was made and then withdrew to contact the
county to see if there was interest in extending Martin Road.    No action was taken.

8. Next Meeting Date:
Motion by Haas/Fredel to set the next meeting date to 2/10/2020.  Motion carried 8:0 by voice vote.

9. Selection of a spokesperson for the committee:
Motion by Fredel/Charneski to take no action.  Motion carried 8:0 by voice vote.

Kowalski Road Interchange Ad-Hoc Committee 
Meeting Minutes 

January 21, 2020 

Item #3
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UNAPPROVED MINUTES 
Kowalski Road Interchange Ad-hoc Committee  
Meeting Minutes of January 21, 2020 
Page 2 of 2 

 
 
 
 

10. Establishing procedure for approving  contact with the authorities relevant to the committee’s mission: 
No action or discussion was taken on this item. 
 

11. Suggested Items for Future Agendas: 
No action or discussion was taken on this item. 
 

12. Adjournment: 
Motion by Charnesk/Haas to adjourn.  Motion carried 8:0 by voice vote. 
The committee adjourned at 8:42 p.m. 
 
Submitted by: Cindra Falkowski, Village Clerk 
Approved on: 
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MEETING DATE: 

2/10/2020  REPORT TO KOWALSKI 
INTERCHANGE AD‐HOC COMMITTEE 

AGENDA ITEM #

PRESENTING COMMITTEE:  COMMITTEE CONTACT: STAFF CONTACT:
Emily Ley, Treasurer 

PREPARED BY:
Emily Ley, Treasurer 

ISSUE: TID #1 Financial History 

ISSUE BACKGROUND/PREVIOUS ACTIONS:   
At the January 12, 2020 meeting of the Kowalski Road Interchange Ad‐Hoc Committee, the committee requested a 
detailed breakdown of the expenditures in TID #1. 

I have pulled together the attached financial background for the district using the Village’s accounting software 
and Village audits. The first chart includes all revenues and expenses for TID #1 from 2005 to 2019 (Note, 2019 
figures are not final figures because the 2019 audit will not be available until later this spring). The highlighted 
column represents the total across all years.  For example, the total revenue for TID #1 from 2005‐2019 is 
$44,121,490.  Of that, $4,025,675 is from property tax collection, $1,759,639 is from developer contributions, and 
$35,994,593 is from borrowings (includes total Loan Proceeds, TIF Financing Revenue, Premium on Debt, etc.). The 
total expenses across all years is $43,616,683, which includes all engineering, construction, administration, and 
debt expenses.  The difference between the total revenues and total expenses is $504,807 which is the current 
fund balance in the TID. 

To look more closely at the expense history, I created charts for each of the larger expense categories (debt, 
construction, engineering and other costs).  The largest expense category in TID #1 is debt‐related costs. Charts #2 
and #3 breakdown the borrowing and debt payment history for TID #1 by year. Charts #4 and #5 breakdown 
construction and engineering costs. Chart # 6 has other large expense categories: Equipment purchases, Kowalski 
Road overpass, Land purchases, and developer incentives. 

If there is any other information the committee would like to see, please let me know. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  No action. For information only. 

COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS and JUSTIFICATION
(attach separate spreadsheets or other documentation as applicable) 

ITEMIZE ALL ANTICIPATED COSTS (Direct or Indirect, Start‐Up/One‐Time, Capital, Ongoing & Annual, Debt Service, etc.)
There are no costs associated with this item.  

ITEMIZE ALL ANTICIPATED BENEFITS (Subjective, Financial, Operational, Service‐related, etc.) 
Accurate financial history for TID #1. 

FUNDING SOURCE(s) – Must include Account Number/Description/Budgeted Amt CFY/% Used CFY/$ Remaining CFY
Tax Increment District #1 Fund (451). 

OTHER OPTIONS CONSIDERED: NA 

TIMING REQUIREMENTS/CONSTRAINTS: 
There is no timing requirement.  Item is for information only. 

ATTACHMENTS (describe briefly):  Attached charts #1‐6 Tax Increment District #1.

4
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Account Number Account Name 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019* Grand Total

‐         121,160    2,586,124  1,559,021  57,172      212,788     (42,435)     (42,920)     (44,145)     (10,936)     2,436     136,225     443,848   447,269   486,724      ‐                

Revenues
451‐00‐41000‐001‐110 Property Tax Revenue ‐         ‐             289,468      291,216      610,369    339,986     282,665    274,378    254,963    248,380    251,963 275,858     281,203   339,781   285,445      4,025,675    

451‐00‐43000‐003‐550 State Exempt Computer Aid ‐         ‐             ‐               ‐              3,495         2,156          1,592         1,471         1,121         874            669         644             546           554           568              13,690          

451‐00‐43670‐000‐000 Personal Property State Aid ‐         ‐             ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           2,244           2,244            

451‐00‐43690‐000‐000 TIF 1 State Grants ‐         ‐             608,495      ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               608,495        

451‐00‐43851‐000‐000 Grant Revenue ‐         266,504    ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             15,280       ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               281,785        

451‐00‐47400‐000‐000 Developers Contributions ‐         ‐             1,050,056   173,855      ‐              916             20,823       20,293       122,685    64,939       70,903   72,435        53,226     42,084     67,425         1,759,639    

451‐00‐48000‐001‐000 Interest 12,562   91,780       93,526        33,315        1,130         682             302            64              16,987       48              203         642             1,314       4,314       7,663           264,533        

451‐00‐48000‐001‐101 Accrued Interest from Borrowed ‐         ‐             ‐               11,824        ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               11,824          

451‐00‐48000‐002‐441 Reimb for Road Design/Repair ‐         ‐             ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              51,007       ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               51,007          

451‐00‐48000‐001‐100 TIF 1 Financing Revenue ‐         ‐             ‐               6,765,745   ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               6,765,745    

451‐00‐49000‐130‐000 Loan Proceeds 314,927 7,157,700 ‐               ‐              2,196,779 1,800,000   4,695,000 1,447,840 1,702,981 4,780,000 ‐         3,590,000 ‐           ‐           1,493,621   29,178,848  

451‐00‐49110‐000‐000 Premium on Debt ‐         ‐             ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         21,216        ‐           ‐           ‐               21,216          

Forgiveness of land contract 1,124,831 1,124,831    

Misc 11,960       11,960          

Subtotal Revenues 327,488 7,515,984 2,041,546  7,275,954  2,811,774 2,143,740   5,051,388 1,759,327 2,098,737 6,231,033 323,737 3,960,795 336,289   386,733   1,856,965   44,121,490  

Expenditures

451‐00‐51100‐300‐001 Engineering 63,603   258,290    585,754      491,193      336,600    299             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         1,500          2,511       19,331     32,229         1,791,311    

451‐00‐51200‐300‐001 Marketing 5,946     595            267               ‐              153             7,350          31,930       1,050         3,761         3,397         2,452     433             127           ‐           99                57,561          

451‐00‐51300‐300‐001 Legal 9,815     43,994       27,343        36,055        218,009    930             1,446         164            360            3,006         1,605     2,016          150           310           150              345,352        

451‐00‐51350‐300‐001 Construction ‐         1,361,190 1,345,183   813,388      270,072    108,688     19,550       2,751         ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               3,920,822    

451‐00‐51350‐300‐002 Kowalski Rd Overpass (w/grant) ‐         44,694       ‐               633,476      149,468    237             41              (1,920)       ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               825,996        

451‐00‐51375‐300‐001 TIF Incentives ‐         1,226,005 722,877      ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               1,948,882    

451‐00‐51400‐460‐000 Office Supplies 972         207            690               473              235             123             114            24              ‐             1                2             18               1               1               0                  2,862            

451‐00‐51400‐460‐001 Capital Outlay ‐ Equipment ‐         ‐             4,095          ‐              1,124,831 ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               1,128,925    

451‐00‐51400‐461‐000 Capital Outlay‐Office Equip. 454         211            306               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               970               

451‐00‐51400‐462‐000 Office & Utility Expenses 12           217            593               458              473             341             310            272            318            339            276         258             130           134           126              4,259            

451‐00‐51400‐463‐000 TIF Auditing ‐         ‐             3,870          3,140          3,430         1,682          660            1,528         1,528         1,528         1,680     1,529          750           687           4,933           26,945          

451‐00‐51400‐464‐000 TIF Consulting ‐         ‐             ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             223            1,410         ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               1,633            

451‐00‐51410‐302‐110 Salaries & Wages 9,351     13,445       10,721        12,948        13,456       10,967        9,647         10,121       13,667       10,733       10,191   12,258        7,298       6,286       6,455           157,544        

451‐00‐51410‐302‐111 FICA Taxes 578         999            630               801              929             744             685            731            951            765            719         882             542           452           463              10,869          

451‐00‐51410‐302‐130 Health Insurance ‐         2,211         919               2,501          2,408         1,349          1,733         1,752         2,154         1,024         938         1,198          873           870           908              20,838          

451‐00‐51410‐302‐132 Retirement (WRS) 941         1,412         1,305          1,414          1,411         527             999            608            912            751            665         801             513           419           421              13,099          

451‐00‐51410‐302‐322 Miscellaneous ‐         ‐             2,150          ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               2,150            

451‐00‐51410‐302‐330 Mileage ‐         425            519               577              328             ‐              74              254            298            215            932         241             225           152           321              4,559            

451‐00‐51410‐302‐340 Schooling, Training ‐         ‐             9                  ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             599            226            474            549         312             174           157           171              2,670            

451‐00‐51420‐110‐000 Salaries & Wages 6,275     1,101         5,036          5,083          34               ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               17,529          

451‐00‐51420‐110‐111 FICA Tax 479         77              281               323              3                ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               1,163            

451‐00‐51420‐130‐000 Health Insurance 1,769     1,528         3,270          2,179          391             544             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               9,682            

451‐00‐51420‐132‐000 Retirement (WRS) 640         114            629               553              4                ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               1,939            

451‐00‐51420‐322‐000 Misc ‐ Advertising & Bonding 75           82              ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               157               

451‐00‐51420‐330‐000 Mileage ‐ TID 1 RDA Assistant 43           17              101               48                ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               209               

Beginning Fund Balance

Chart 1: Summary of TID #1 Revenues and Expenses
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Account Number Account Name 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019* Grand Total

451‐00‐51420‐340‐000 Training, Schooling 19           78              352               204              18               ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               672               

451‐00‐51500‐560‐000 RDA Committee Compensation 751         990            210               587              697             477             587            318            318            517            0             1,810          694           623           1,190           9,767            

451‐00‐51900‐910‐000 Tax Refunds And Adjustments ‐         ‐             ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             18              ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               18                 

451‐00‐57000‐100‐203 Land Purchase ‐         1,028,537 5,150          ‐              50,359       45,475        ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               1,129,521    

451‐00‐57000‐331‐816 Equipment ‐         32,700       ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               32,700          

451‐00‐58000‐001‐100 Debt Service ‐ Principal ‐         900,000    6,622          6,545,395   17,684       1,818,023   4,701,963 1,334,706 1,713,979 5,906,779 15,000   3,345,000 125,000   125,000   1,575,000   28,130,151  

451‐00‐58000‐001‐220 Debt Service ‐ Interest ‐         119,182    339,766      177,403      454,699    383,982     248,847    380,817    293,755    221,305    154,939 170,206     193,379   192,244   188,805      3,519,328    

451‐00‐58000‐001‐221 Bond Issuance Costs 2,990     12,718       ‐               49,606        10,466       17,225        33,288       26,553       31,892       66,810       ‐         114,709     ‐           612           26,991         393,861        

451‐00‐58000‐001‐222 Payment to Refunding Bond Agt ‐         ‐             ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              500           ‐           621              1,121            

451‐00‐59000‐240‐000 Transfer to Const. (Fund 450) 101,615 ‐             ‐               ‐              ‐              ‐              (0)               ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐         ‐              ‐           ‐           ‐               101,615        

Subtotal Expenditures 206,328 5,051,021 3,068,649  8,777,804  2,656,157 2,398,963   5,051,873 1,760,551 2,065,528 6,217,661 189,948 3,653,172 332,868   347,278   1,838,882   43,616,683  

Net Change (Rev‐Exp): 121,160 2,464,963 (1,027,102) (1,501,849) 155,617    (255,224)    (484)           (1,225)       33,209       13,372       133,789 307,623     3,421       39,455     18,083         504,807        

121,160 2,586,124 1,559,021  57,172        212,788    (42,435)      (42,920)     (44,145)     (10,936)     2,436         136,225 443,848     447,269   486,724   504,807      504,807       

*Unaudited figures

Ending Fund Balance
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Chart 2: Breakdown of TID #1 Borrowing
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019* Grand Total

2005 Loan Proceeds 314,927         314,927              

2006 Loan Proceeds 7,157,700          7,157,700           

2008 Loan Proceeds 6,440,000        6,440,000           

2008 Loan Proceeds 325,745           325,745              

2009 Hutchinson, Shockey, Erley & C0 1,000,000         1,000,000           

Land contract recorded 1,196,779         1,196,779           

2010 Hutchinson, Shockey, Erley & C0 1,800,000         1,800,000           

2011 NAN 1,410,000          1,410,000           

2011 W&S BAN 3,285,000          3,285,000           

2012A GOPNs 1,159,000        1,159,000           

2012D GO Ref 288,840           288,840              

2013B GO Notes 1,702,981        1,702,981           

2014 NANs 4,780,000        4,780,000           

2016 NANs 999,012             999,012              

2016 RDA Lease Rev BANS 2,590,988          2,590,988           

2019 W&S BANS 1,493,621          1,493,621           

Total Borrowing 314,927         7,157,700          ‐                    6,765,745        2,196,779         1,800,000         4,695,000          1,447,840        1,702,981        4,780,000        ‐                    3,590,000          ‐                  ‐                  1,493,621          35,944,593         

Chart 3: Breakdown of TID #1 Debt Service
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019* Grand Total

Debt Service ‐ Principal ‐                  900,000             6,622                6,545,395        17,684              1,818,023         4,701,963          1,334,706        1,713,979        5,906,779        15,000             3,345,000          125,000         125,000         1,575,000          28,130,151         

Debt Service ‐ Interest ‐                  119,182             339,766           177,403           454,699            383,982            248,847             380,817           293,755           221,305           154,939           170,206             193,379         192,244         188,805             3,519,328           

Bond Issuance Costs 2,990              12,718               ‐                    49,606             10,466              17,225              33,288               26,553             31,892             66,810             ‐                    114,709             500                 612                 27,612               394,982              

Grand Total 2,990              1,031,900          346,388           6,772,404        482,849            2,219,230         4,984,098          1,742,075        2,039,625        6,194,895        169,939           3,629,915          318,879         317,856         1,791,417          32,044,461         

*Unaudited figures

Notes:

These charts show TID #1 borrowing and debt service payments from 20015‐2019 by year. In total, TID #1 has borrowed $34,747,800, and paid $26,933,400 in principal payments.  The difference (approximately $7.8 million) represents the outstanding debt in the district (principal only). Please note, there 

are some differences from our current debt schedule related to accounting for a land contract (recorded in 2009, and forgiven in 2014).

The majority of the debt was incurred in the first five years of the District. In fact, since 2009 TID #1 has been refinancing debt issued from 2006 and 2009. The total costs to the TID for borrowing is approximately $3.9 million to date.
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Chart 4 Breakdown of TID #1 Construction Expenses
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Grand Total % Description:

Adjusting Journal Entry #8 (6,226)            (6,226)             0% Miscellaneous

Clear View Nursery 518          518                  0% Sign landscaping

DALE K CHAMPINE 16,860           16,860             0% TID 1 Project/Kowalski Rd

EARTH INC 331,234           5,423               336,657          9% Lift Station #1

Fabco Rents 257                257                  0% Construction (drainage)

Fahrner Asphalt Sealers, Inc. 2,550               2,550               0% TID 1 Construction

FARRELL EQUIPMENT & SUPPLY CO, INC 1,487           1,487               0% TID 1 Construction

FRAAZA ROCKS AND SAND 125          125                  0% mulch for sign landscaping

Graphic House Inc 3,300         3,300               0% Business Park Sign

Heavy Machinery Sales 125                125                  0% Rental to install signs

Marathon County Highway Dept 860                  860                  0% Plow Blades

MARATHON FEED INC. 140          140                  0% lawn seed sign landscaping

MENARDS ‐ WAUSAU 182            557          739                  0% Miscellaneous/sign posts

MERKEL COMPANY INC 6,540           6,540               0% Loop installation old Hwy 51‐Kowalski Rd.

Norlan Kowalski 3,480               3,480               0% TID 1 Construction

Pomp's Tire Services, Inc. 24            24                    0% scrap disposal fee

PW exp trans for TIF lot for sale 349            349                  0% Posts and labor, sign installation

Railroad Controls, LP 287,421         21,634         309,054          8% TID 1 Project/Gardner Pk Rd

Red Rock Granite, Inc. 774          774                  0% Kowalski Rd/Old Hwy 51 corner landscaping

RENT‐A‐FLASH OF WISCONSIN INC. 735                  450                1,185               0% Signs TID 1

River Valley State Bank 19                    19                    0% Miscellaneous

RIVER VIEW CONSTRUCTION INC 1,029,956         1,136,237       461,936         201,017       2,829,145       72% Kowalksi Rd Watermain Relocation/Site Development

RMCM LIMITED FAMILY PARTNERSHIP & 3,600               3,600               0% Parcel #2‐2A, 2B, #1‐2C, 2‐2C

Runkel Abstract & Title 39                    99                  138                  0% Record warranty deeds

SCOTT'S ENTERPRISE 1,860           614          2,474               0% Construction Repairs

TAPCO 389                  389                  0% TID 1 Construction

TIMBERS‐SELISSEN LAND SPECIALISTS, INC. 9,900               5,100               15,000             0% Kowalski Rd/Professional Services

TLC Sign 2,715         2,715               0% Signage

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS & DESIGN INC 7,022           7,022               0% Traffic engineering services Old Hwy 51 & Kowalski Rd

Van Ert Electric Company, Inc. 331                331                  0% Miscellaneous electrical work

Village of Weston 116                  116                  0% Signs

WI Department of Transportation BBS ‐                    43,230             27,832           ‐                 71,062             2% Kowalski Rd Project

WISCONSIN CENTRAL  LTD 101,406        13,004       114,410          3% TID 1 Construction

Wisconsin Public Service 138,606          20,368           29,349         7,282           195,605          5% Queenland Dr./Signal Kowalski Rd.

Total 1,361,190         1,206,577       793,021         240,723       ‐                 6,545         2,751       3,920,822       100%

Notes:

This chart shows all TID #1 construction expenses by vendor and year.  For example: in 2006, the Village spent a total of $1,361,190 on construction to two firms: River View Construction and Earth Inc.  In the description column, I included notes 

on the expenses. Some of these descriptions are very vague. In the years not shown (2005,2013‐2019) there were no construction expenses.  The Grand Total column summarizes construction expenses by vendor across all years.  The % column 

shows the percentage of the total expenses for each vendor.  

From the chart above, you can see that a total of $3,920,822 has been spent in TID #1 on construction from 2006‐2019.  The vast majority of expenses were incurred in the first five years of the district (2005‐2009), with an average of $672,150 

each year. Since the initial construction projects, the Village incurred small expenses related to signage.  72% of the total construction expenses in TID #1 were paid to one vendor, River View Construction. 
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Chart 5 Breakdown of TID #1 Engineering Expenses
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2016 2017 2018 2019* Grand Total % Description:

AECOM Technical Services Inc. 19,331       32,229       51,561            3% 2018‐2019 Floodplain Study (split)

FEDEX 22                  22                    0% Miscellaneous

Gannett Wisconsin Newspapers 765               356                 1,121               0% Publications/Notifications ‐ watermain installation

LHM Surveying 366              1,981           2,347               0% Business Park Survey work

MARATHON TECHNICAL SERVICES 263              263                  0% 1290 Kowalski Rd

MOSINEE TIMES PUBLISHING 81                   81                    0% Publications/Notifications ‐ proposed stormwater pond

MSA Professional Services Inc. 1,500        1,500               0% Technical Legal Description

Schneider Consultants, Inc. 45,865         257,854         568,889       491,171        334,356       1,698,135       95% Engineering 2008 Watermain Relocation/2009 Phase 1,2,3,4

STEIRO APPRAISAL SERVICE INC 16,500         16,500            1% Kowalski Rd Project

Journal Entry TO CLEAR 450 16,973         16,973            1% Miscellaneous

VIERBICHER 2,511       2,511               0% TID Summary Project (split)

WI Department of Transportation BBS ‐                ‐                  ‐               ‐                 ‐               299          ‐           ‐           ‐             ‐             299                  0% Kowalski Rd Project

Total 63,603         258,290         585,754       491,193        336,600       299          1,500        2,511       19,331       32,229       1,791,311       100%

*Unaudited figures

Notes:

This chart shows all TID #1 engineering expenses by vendor and year.  For example: in 2006, the Village spent a total of $258,290 on engineering, with three firms: Schneider Consultants, Gannett Newspapers (Wausau Daily Herald) and the Mosinee Times.  In the 

description column, I included notes on the expenses. Some of these descriptions are very vague. In the years not shown (2011‐2015) there were no engineering expenses.  The Grand Total column summarizes engineering expenses by vendor across all years.  The % 

column shows the percentage of the total engineering expenses for each vendor.  

From the chart above, you can see that a total of $1,791,311 has been spent in TID #1 on engineering from 2005‐2019.  The majority of expenses were incurred in the first five years of the district (2005‐2009), with an average of $350,000 each year. 95% of the total 

engineering expenses in TID #1 were paid to one vendor, Schneider Consultants. 

From 2010‐2017, the Village spent an average of $550 a year on miscellaneous engineering expenses. The 2018‐2019 floodplain study with AECOM was split with other taxing increment districts and TID #1's share includes $25,000 which was offset by a private 

developer contribution. 
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Chart 6 Other TID #1 Expenses

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2014 Grand Total % Description:

SWIDERSKI EQUIPMENT INC 4,095            4,095            11% New Hollarn Tractor

CDW Government, Inc. 211               211               1% Computer upgrades

Dell Marketing L.P. 306                306               1% Admin. Assistant

TO CLEAR 450 454 454               1% Miscellaneous

Auditor's Adjusting JE #31 32,700         32,700         87% Record capital lease purchase (2 trucks)

Total 454 32,911         4,400           ‐          ‐           ‐         ‐ ‐       ‐         37,765         100%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2014 Grand Total % Description:

COUNTRYSIDE FENCE & DECK SERVICE LLC 8,090      8,090            1%

DALE K CHAMPINE AND 2,300      2,300            0% Parcel #3

RMCM LIMITED FAMILY PARTNERSHIP LLP 194,152 194,152       24% Parcel 2‐2A, 2‐2B, 1‐2C & 2‐2C

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 15,520         13,249    (1,920) 26,849         3%

WI Department of Transportation BBS 29,175         428,935 136,218   237        41  (11,960) 582,645       72% Kowalski Rd Project

Total ‐  44,694         ‐                 633,476 149,468   237        41  (1,920) (11,960) 814,036       100%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2014 Grand Total % Description:

ALLIANCE HOLDINGS, LLC 4,600            27,676    32,276         3% Watermain easement

Marathon County Treasurer 22,683    22,683         2%

Norlan & Geraldine Kowalski 450                450               0%

PROFESSIONAL CLOSING SERVICES INC 832,167       832,167       74% Land Purchase

Richard Barker 100                100               0% Kowalski Rd land purchase

RMCM Ltd Family Partnership 24,801         24,801         2% Land Purchase ROW

Runkel Abstract & Title 1,443            1,443            0% Woods land purchase

Village of Kronenwetter 170,127       45,475   215,602       19% Phase I & II payoff/Monk land, Taxes on AH land purchase

Total ‐  1,028,537   5,150           ‐          50,359    45,475   ‐ ‐       ‐         1,129,521   100%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2014 Grand Total % Description:

WOODS EQUIPMENT COMPANY 226,005       722,877       948,882       100% Crane rails/F&G Industries, TIF Incentives

Total 226,005       722,877       ‐          ‐           ‐         ‐ ‐       ‐         948,882       100%

Equipment Purchases:

Kowalski Rd Overpass:

Land Purchase:

TIF Incentives: 
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MEETING DATE: 

2/10/2020 REPORT TO KOWALSKI INTERCHANGE 
AD-HOC COMMITTEE 

AGENDA ITEM # 

PRESENTING COMMITTEE: COMMITTEE CONTACT: STAFF CONTACT: 
Randy Fifrick, Community 
Development Director 

PREPARED BY: 
Randy Fifrick, Community 
Development Director 

ISSUE: Next Steps for Kowalski Interchange Project 

ISSUE BACKGROUND/PREVIOUS ACTIONS: 

The Village Board tasked this committee with two assignments. First, produce a status report outlining the history behind the 
interchange and what has been done up to this point. The second item includes a recommendation from the committee 
containing the steps the Village should take in moving forward in converting the Kowalski Overpass into an off/on ramp onto 
Interstate 39 at Kowalski Road. This agenda item is the starting point for the second part of the assignment, recommending 
what steps should be taken to move this project forward.  

The concluding paragraph in the updated NCWRPC memo, is a good starting point for that discussion. In that memo, NCWRPC 
recommends the Village consider the following steps: 

1. Formally, request that the DOT North Central Regional begin early coordination, including consultation with FHWA,
and meet with the Village to gain a better understanding of the current feasibility of a Kowalski Interchange.

2. Request that DOT seek clarification from FHWA regarding the Policy on Access to the Interstate System (ie 8 criteria
or 2?) and the content required for an Interchange Justification Report.

The Village has been provided some information from the DOT North Central Region Staff, which is attached.  The goal of the
conversation with the DOT staff was to better understand the process that would be required to gain approval from WisDOT

and FHWA to establish the interstate access at Kowalski Road as indicated in the recommendations from NCWRPC.

3. If the answer to the above is 2, then request that DOT identify criteria that would need to be satisfied as part of the
NEPA process in order to get the project approved as well as other statutes and regulations applicable to the
approval process.

4. Ask DOT to clarify if funding the interchange justification report is the responsibility of the state or the Village and if
there are any grants / other funding sources for such studies.

5. Request that the Wausau MPO incorporate the Kowalski Road Interchange into the long range transportation
planning process including scenario modeling of the interchange.

Committee members, at the January meeting, were asked to provide any additional ideas that should be considered by the 
committee.  Vice-chairperson Fredel, did provide a document for the committee to consider, which is attached.  

The committee now needs to discuss what recommendations they would like to recommend to the Village Board and if 
they would like any additional information. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Make a motion to recommend the following steps to the Village Board on how to proceed with the 
Kowalski Interchange project:____________.

COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS and JUSTIFICATION 
(attach separate spreadsheets or other documentation as applicable) 

ITEMIZE ALL ANTICIPATED COSTS (Direct or Indirect, Start-Up/One-Time, Capital, Ongoing & Annual, Debt Service, etc.) 
Staff Time 

ITEMIZE ALL ANTICIPATED BENEFITS (Subjective, Financial, Operational, Service-related, etc.) 
This will provide a clear idea of where the project is at and will allow the Village Board to make an informed decision on if to 
move forward.  

FUNDING SOURCE(s) – Must include Account Number/Description/Budgeted Amt CFY/% Used CFY/$ Remaining CFY 
No funding has been set aside for this committee or report.  

The full report from NCWRPC is attached to this report for the committee to review. 

5
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OTHER OPTIONS CONSIDERED: 
Not Applicable.  

TIMING REQUIREMENTS/CONSTRAINTS: 
There is no timing requirement on this item. 

ATTACHMENTS (describe briefly): 
NCWRPC Memo, Information from DOT staff,  Vice-Chairperson Fredel's recommendations to Village Board. 
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NORTH CENTRAL WISCONSIN 
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

210 McClellan Street, Suite 210, Wausau, Wisconsin 54403 
Telephone: (715) 849-5510     Fax: (715) 849-5110 
Web Page: www.ncwrpc.org   Email: staff@ncwrpc.org 

SERVING ADAMS, FOREST, JUNEAU, LANGLADE, LINCOLN, MARATHON, ONEIDA, PORTAGE, VILAS AND WOOD COUNTIES 

N:\DARRYL\MARATHON\KRONENWETTER\KOWALSKIINTERCHANGE\NEW KOWALSKI\KOWALSKI2.DOC 

PROVIDING ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION, 
LAND USE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE SINCE 1973. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Randy Fifrick, Community Development Director - Village of Kronenwetter 
FROM: Darryl L. Landeau, AICP - Senior Planner 
DATE: November 25, 2019 
RE: Kowalski Road Interchange 2.0 

You asked the NCWRPC to revisit our 2011 memo reviewing a course of action toward a 
Kowalski Road interchange and determine what may have changed based on current 
conditions.  We reviewed relevant state and federal information and spoke with Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation (DOT) officials, and our findings and recommendations are 
detailed below. 

From what we can gather, the basic process of getting a new interchange approved really has 
not changed.  There has been a change in the official justification criteria, and this will be 
discussed along with some new issues that may impact the process.   

The DOT recommends early coordination between their Regional Office and the Village.  This 
process begins with a written request and possible meeting(s) with DOT Region Planning Staff. 
From here, DOT would reach out to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for a 
determination if they feel it is reasonable to proceed with an application. 

If the decision is to proceed, the Village works with DOT to submit a preliminary request for 
review and comment by the FHWA Division Office.  Interchange approval by FHWA is a two-
step process.  The first step is a finding of operational and engineering acceptability in 
accordance with the policy requirements for access to the Interstate System.  This requires 
completion of an interchange justification report.  If FHWA determines the proposal is 
acceptable, then project development may occur, however, this does not guarantee approval 
from FHWA. 

The second step is final FHWA approval.  This approval constitutes a federal action which 
requires NEPA compliance.  If the project passes this environmental review, FHWA can consider 
final approval.  Ultimately, the project will also need to meet other federal planning, design, 
and engineering requirements as it is developed.   
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With regard to the policy criteria which must be satisfied in the interchange justification report, 
there does appear to have been a change.  In 2017, FHWA put out a revised policy that reduced 
the number of criteria from 8 down to 2.  However, outreach from the NCWRPC and Village 
Staff to DOT and FHWA indicate that the eight criteria are essentially still in effect. 
 
From the state perspective, DOT appears to still be focused on the eight criteria, but stated that 
they would seek guidance from FHWA on what has changed and what would need to be done 
with an Interstate System access request.  In their defense, it must be noted that they are 
currently operating under an organizational mindset toward extending the useful life of existing 
assets as long as possible with no eye on expansion.  This was established under the previous 
administration in conjunction with FHWA in recognition of increasingly limited financial 
resources.  Apparently most expansion projects in the works were scrapped all the way to the 
point of divesting right-of-way that was being acquired over time.  The majority of current DOT 
Region Staff have not had to deal with any type of system expansion proposal such as a new 
interchange since the FHWA policy was revised.  An organization the size of DOT is slow to 
change. 
 
From the federal perspective, the NEPA process requires a detailed analysis of the impacts of a 
proposed project and all possible alternatives to the project, such as how the need might be 
served by adjacent intersections or enhancing the local road system.  Basically, the eight criteria 
end up being addressed in the analysis for NEPA.  USDOT NEPA policy states, "Alternative 
courses of action be evaluated and decisions be made in the best overall public interest based 
upon a balanced consideration of the need for safe and efficient transportation; of the social, 
economic, and environmental impacts of the proposed transportation improvement; and of 
national, State, and local environmental protection goals." 
 
So it appears that the eight original criteria will need to be addressed.  Even if not required as 
part of the formal interchange justification report, the same questions will likely be asked in the 
initial request review or the environmental review.  The only way to address these questions is 
through a detailed study.  That being said, in the previous study 5 of the 8 criteria did not pose 
any issues, and the NCWRPC doesn't anticipate that to change.  However, the other three 
criteria which were previously identified as problems are likely to continue to be problematic. 
 
Analysis of the 2002 Interchange Justification Report is beyond the scope of the assistance the 
NCWRPC can provide the Village at this time, however, the following are the NCWRPC's 
observations regarding those three original problem criteria, (Note that some of the FHWA 
policy text, shown in italic, has been paraphrased for purposes of this memo.): 
 
1. The need being addressed by the request cannot be adequately satisfied by existing 

interchanges to the Interstate, and/or local roads and streets in the corridor can neither 
provide the desired access, nor can they be reasonably improved (such as access control 
along surface streets, improving traffic control, modifying ramp terminals and intersections, 
adding turn bays or lengthening storage) to satisfactorily accommodate the design-year 
traffic demands. 
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Even if not required in the interchange justification report, DOT and FHWA are likely to ask the 
question(s): "Why is this project needed, and why can't that need be met more efficiently by 
other parts of the existing system?" 
 
It has been pointed out that the Village's Comprehensive Plan projects significant population 
growth, although the rates are not excessive and are actually down from those seen in previous 
periods.  In addition, one might argue that there has been significant commercial and industrial 
development since 2002 with more likely over the next 25 years with new areas being opened 
up for development. 
 
Unfortunately, growth and development, in and of itself, is not a need for interstate access 
from a FHWA perspective.  FHWA guidance indicates that need for an access point is based on 
regional traffic and not to solve local traffic issues.  Further, while the Interstate facility should 
not be allowed to become part of the local circulation system, it should be maintained as the 
main regional facility.  Improvements to parallel facilities should be considered in lieu of new 
access wherever feasible.  Local economic development is not completely lost on FHWA, 
however, it is one factor in the local / regional land use and transportation planning process. 
 
DOT expects improvements to the Business 51 and Maple Ridge interchanges to meet area 
traffic needs for at least the next 20 years.  The question of potential improvements to the local 
road system also remains.  It may be difficult to argue that the local road network cannot be 
adequately improved to accommodate traffic demand.   
 
DOT's current focus on system preservation over expansion may cause them to more heavily 
favor these "alternative solutions" to any need that might be part of the case for a Kowalski 
interchange.  Further, constructing the interchange may not be as simple as adding 4 ramps to 
the existing Kowalski overpass bridge.  Any additional requirements identified by DOT traffic 
analysis, such as additional lanes on I39, may come with the stipulation that the Village assume 
more of the financial burden for those elements not within DOT's current plans. 
 
3. An operational and safety analysis has concluded that the proposed access does not have a 

significant adverse impact on the safety and operation of the Interstate facility (which 
includes mainline lanes, existing, new, or modified ramps, ramp intersections with crossroad) 
or on the local street network based on both the current and the planned future traffic 
projections. The analysis shall include at least the first adjacent interchange on either side of 
the proposed access and other transportation improvements on the local street network. 

 
The system function questions in Criteria 1, above, leads to the operations and safety criteria 
here.  This criterion is actually in both the original 8 as well as the new 2 criteria policies, so 
there is no avoiding it.   
 
This is where the interchange justification report comes into play.  It provides the analysis and 
documentation to support the request for the interchange.  Other studies may be helpful (ie 
2007, 2009), but they are not interchange justification reports.  The previous justification report 
(2002) is 17 years old and would need to be redone.  The report is estimated between $200,000 
to $300,000 and likely take 12 to 18 months to complete with no guarantee of success.  This 
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does not include environmental compliance or other expenses that may be required.  This new 
report would take into account changes in development since the previous study 17 years ago, 
as well as, projected future growth in the Village and its impact on traffic levels and patterns 
from what we are seeing today.   
 
5. The proposal considers and is consistent with local and regional land use and transportation 

plans. Prior to receiving final approval, all requests for new or revised access must be 
included in an adopted MPO Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and in the adopted 
Statewide or Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (STIP or TIP). 

 
At this point, the proposed Kronenwetter Interchange concept has fallen out of most local area 
planning, but the MPO's Long Range Transportation Plan is the primary plan of concern here.  
However, if the interchange is to be built, with a little homework the MPO should be able to be 
convinced to once again incorporate it into the LRTP.  Once that happens, it will be back on the 
radar for other area planning.  Inclusion in the TIP and STIP is somewhat automatic if the 
interchange becomes an actual project.  Note that the next LRTP planning process is set to 
begin next year.  Village Staff should work with MPO Staff to ensure that the proposed Kowalski 
Interchange is incorporated into the process.  An essential early step is to make sure the 
interchange is integrated into the traffic modeling work the MPO will be requesting from DOT 
for the planning effort.  The current LRTP does not show any existing or projected service 
deficiencies in the Kronewetter area. 
 
In conclusion, it appears to the NCWRPC that considerable barriers remain in achieving a 
Kowaksi Road Interchange.  However, there may be a slight opening in the window of 
opportunity.  To further explore the potential feasibility of the proposed interchange, the 
NCWRPC recommends the Village consider the following steps: 
 

 Formally, request that the DOT North Central Regional begin early coordination, 
including consultation with FHWA, and meet with the Village to gain a better 
understanding of the current feasibility of a Kowalski Interchange. 

 

 Request that DOT seek clarification from FHWA regarding the Policy on Access to the 
Interstate System (ie 8 criteria or 2?) and the content required for an Interchange 
Justification Report. 

 

 If the answer to the above is 2, then request that DOT identify criteria that would need 
to be satisfied as part of the NEPA process in order to get the project approved as well 
as other statutes and regulations applicable to the approval process. 

 

 Ask DOT to clarify if funding the interchange justification report is the responsibility of 
the state or the Village and if there are any grants / other funding sources for such 
studies. 

 

 Request that the Wausau MPO incorporate the Kowalski Road Interchange into the long 
range transportation planning process including scenario modeling of the interchange. 

 
If you have any questions regarding this memorandum, please feel free to contact us.  We 
appreciate this opportunity to be of service to the Village of Kronenwetter.   
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Information provided by the Richard Handrick with DOT North Central Region Staff 
 
The following questions were provided to Mr. Handrick in January 2020.   Mr. Handrick’s responses to 
the questions are included in red.  
 
1. Overview of past/current efforts/process to establish an interchange at Kowalski Road onto Interstate 
39 
 
In 2000 a Kowalski Road Interchange Feasibility Report was completed and subsequently in 2002 an 
Interchange Justification Report (IJR) was completed. In February 2003, FHWA completed its reviewed of 
this report and determined that the proposed new interchange did not satisfy the eight criteria needed 
for an interchange and, thus, denied the request. After the February 2003 decision, numerous follow up 
correspondences from WisDOT and local, state, and federal elected officials were sent to FHWA 
regarding the denial and requesting a waiver to meet all eight criteria. In response letters, FHWA denied 
the waiver and restated that all the criteria needed to be met to justify the addition of the interchange 
and approval from the agency. In a February 2003 letter to WisDOT, FHWA stated that an appeal 
process can be undertaken by WisDOT and local officials. This appeal must demonstrate compliance 
with the three criteria cited in turning down the request for the I-39/Kowalski Road interchange. Since 
2003, no additional interchange study has been performed. With regard to the process to establish an 
interchange, little has changed since 2003. The Village would need to reach out to the North Central 
Planning Commission to look at updating the 2002 IJR study if the Village feels all eight criteria can be 
met. 
 
2. What is the opinion of WisDOT and FHWA regarding the feasibility of a new access point on to the 
interstate? 
 
WisDOT North Central Region’s opinion is that we are unaware of any changes to our highway system 
that would point towards justification of a new interchange at this time. WisDOT has recently 
reconstructed the I-39 / Bus 51 and I-39 / Maple Ridge Road interchanges. We expect that the safety 
and operational benefits from these projects will serve the I-39 system well for the foreseeable future. 
Traffic growth on I-39 in the general area has not been as pronounced as previous studies forecasted. 
 
3. What process would we need to go through in order to be considered for approval from WisDOT and 
ultimately FHWA? 
 
The Village would need to reach out to the North Central Planning Commission to look at updating the 
2002 IJR study. If the study were updated to reflect current conditions, WisDOT would review for 
feasibility and make a recommendation to FHWA on whether or not to approve a new interstate access 
point. FHWA would review the study and WisDOT recommendations before issuing an answer on 
approval.  
 
WisDOT North Central Region has several locations on 4 lane high speed divided highway facilities that 
would be a higher priority for funding, due to existing safety concerns. In these areas, lower cost 
alternative solutions are being investigated as a means to resolve existing safety concerns without 
having to incur the high cost of an interchange construction project. 
 
4. What criteria need to be met to a new access point onto the interstate system? 
The 8 FHWA criteria still apply and must be met before a new interchange could be considered. While 
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FHWA did revise their Interstate Access Policy in 2017, modifying the 8 criteria to 2, this change was 
essentially a clerical change to avoid duplication of effort between the work needed to be done to justify 
individual criteria. 
 
5. Would the funding of the Interchange Justification Report (IJR) be the responsibility of the Village or 
funded by the State? If it is a Village responsibility, are any grants or other funding sources available? 
 

Funding of the IJR would be the responsibility of the Village. WisDOT’s current funding priority is focused 
on preservation of our existing system while addressing critical safety concerns. We are not aware of 
any grants or funding sources that would apply to the IJR at this time. 
 
6. Do you have any examples of new interstate access points that have been added in the State in the 
last few years thathave gone through the IJR process? I’m interested in looking at some examples to see 
how they compare to our situation. 
 
We have not added any new interstate access points within the North Central Region recently. I am 
looking into obtaining an accurate statewide list from our central office. 
 
On Friday February 7th the Village received an email from Mr. Handrick informing the Village that he had 
been out of the office on personal business and letting us know that DOT was working on this issue and 
hopes to have an answer to the Village the week of February 10th.   
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MEETING DATE: 
2/10/2020 REPORT TO KOWALSKI INTERCHANGE 

AD-HOC COMMITTEE 

AGENDA ITEM # 

PRESENTING COMMITTEE: COMMITTEE CONTACT: STAFF CONTACT: 
Richard Downey, Village 
Administrator 

PREPARED BY: 
Richard Downey, Village 
Administrator 

ISSUE: Discussion & Action: Selection of a spokesperson for the committee 

ISSUE BACKGROUND/PREVIOUS ACTIONS: On Monday January 20th, I received a request from the chairperson of the 
committee to place the “selection of a spokesperson for the committee” on the agenda.  In speaking to the chairperson he 
felt that in order to accomplish the committee’s mandate it might be beneficial to have a person that would speak for the 
committee.    He suggested that it could be one of the committee members, or a Village staff person and a committee 
member or perhaps no one would be designated at all.  

I do want to mention that the Village does not do this for any other committee.   Committees work with staff members on the 
generation of policy that gets recommended to the Village Board.   The committees do not set the policy of the Village, the 
Village Board sets the policies of the Village and is the final arbitrator of the direction of the Village.    

If the Committee will recall from our first meeting, the Village Board has requested that this committee provide the Village 
Board with two items. First, they wanted a history of the Kowalski Interchange.  And secondly they wanted recommendations 
on the next steps that they can take on the Kowalski Interchange.   The Village Board has not provided any direction on 
policies regarding this project, such as declaring the Village’s intent to State offices, acquiring land, designating funds for on 
and off ramps or engaging consultants at this time.  I have directed staff to collect information from the Department of 
Transportation regarding the criteria that is holding this project back that was discussed by the committee at their last 
meeting.  The committee felt getting a clarification on information from the DOT would be helpful.  Staff is not declaring 
policy nor making any long term designations with the DOT.   I believe that once the Village Board has the two requested 
reports they would at that time determine the direction of the Village and may direct the committee to take on additional 
duties for this project.   

At this time I am recommending that the committee take no action on this item.   While declaration of a spokesperson for the 
committee may be beneficial at some point, at this time, I don’t believe it is necessary at this juncture, as the Village Board 
has not approved any policy direction to the committee beyond the creation of two reports.  
RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Make a motion to take no action on this item. 

COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS and JUSTIFICATION 
(attach separate spreadsheets or other documentation as applicable) 

ITEMIZE ALL ANTICIPATED COSTS (Direct or Indirect, Start-Up/One-Time, Capital, Ongoing & Annual, Debt Service, etc.) 
Not Applicable.  

ITEMIZE ALL ANTICIPATED BENEFITS (Subjective, Financial, Operational, Service-related, etc.) 
Not Applicable.  
FUNDING SOURCE(s) – Must include Account Number/Description/Budgeted Amt CFY/% Used CFY/$ Remaining CFY 
Not Applicable.  

OTHER OPTIONS CONSIDERED: 
Not Applicable.  

TIMING REQUIREMENTS/CONSTRAINTS: 
There is no timing requirement on this item. 

ATTACHMENTS (describe briefly): 
None  

6
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MEETING DATE: 
2/10/2020 REPORT TO KOWALSKI INTERCHANGE 

AD-HOC COMMITTEE 

AGENDA ITEM # 

PRESENTING COMMITTEE: COMMITTEE CONTACT: STAFF CONTACT: 
Richard Downey, Village 
Administrator 

PREPARED BY: 
Richard Downey, Village 
Administrator 

ISSUE: Discussion & Action: Establishing procedure for approving  contact with the authorities relevant to the committee’s 
mission  

ISSUE BACKGROUND/PREVIOUS ACTIONS: On Monday January 20th, I received a request from the chairperson of the 
committee to place the “Establishing procedure for approving contact with the authorities relevant to the committee’s 
mission” on the agenda.  In speaking to the chairperson he felt that the committee needed to work through how direction 
was being sent out to staff.    

For this item, if the committee feels that their wishes are not being followed, then I would recommend that motions be made 
to clearly state the wishes of the committee.    

To clarify, at the last meeting, the committee during the item 6 ”Discussion: Next Steps for Kowalski Interchange Project” 
portion of the committee meeting, discussed collecting information regarding the Department of Transportation’s views on 
the Kowalski Interchange project.   However, there was no motion made by the committee to collect that information, as this 
was an item for discussion only.   In listening to the recording of the meeting, there is general consensus on what should be 
the next steps, which I used to get direction for staff.    

In the future I would recommend that the committee make it wishes clearly known by making motions requesting 
information be collected by staff.   This would provide definitive direction to myself and to any staff that is assisting the 
committee.  If the committee wants more information on something then make a motion on the collection of that 
information.   If the committee wants to recommend the Village Board take action, such as passing a resolution, or adopting 
suggested items for moving the Kowalski Interchange forward, then I would recommend that the committee make that 
motion.   I for my part will ensure that items are listed so definitive motions can be made on all items going forward.  

At this time, the committee already has a process in place for direction on items, motions in the meetings.  Therefore, I would 
recommend taking no action on this item. I will ensure that I or another staff person attends each future meeting of the 
committee and ensures that the committee’s wishes are clear by asking for direction in the form of motions.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Make a motion to take no action on this item. 

COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS and JUSTIFICATION 
(attach separate spreadsheets or other documentation as applicable) 

ITEMIZE ALL ANTICIPATED COSTS (Direct or Indirect, Start-Up/One-Time, Capital, Ongoing & Annual, Debt Service, etc.) 
Not Applicable.  
ITEMIZE ALL ANTICIPATED BENEFITS (Subjective, Financial, Operational, Service-related, etc.) 
Not Applicable.  
FUNDING SOURCE(s) – Must include Account Number/Description/Budgeted Amt CFY/% Used CFY/$ Remaining CFY 
Not Applicable.  
OTHER OPTIONS CONSIDERED: 
Not Applicable.  
TIMING REQUIREMENTS/CONSTRAINTS: 
There is no timing requirement on this item. 
ATTACHMENTS (describe briefly): 
None  
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