Special Meeting Oregon Village Board
Monday, April 28, 2008

1.

CALL TO ORDER: President Steve Staton called the Special Oregon Village Board meeting to
order on April 28, 2008 at 5:00 pm.

ROLL CALL: Present: President Steve Staton, Trustees: Jerry Bollig, Darlene Groenier, Eric Poole,
Phil Harms, Jon Lourigan, Randy Way. Also Present: Village Administrator Mike Gracz, Public
Works Director Mark Below, Finance Director Renee Hoeft, Village Engineer Joe Eberle, Village
Attorney Matt Dregne (arriving at 5:03), Chief of Police Doug Pettit and Clerk Assistant I11 Tracey
Hicks.

nts regarding Stormwater
forum for input

some things that came out of
taton noted that there is not
a portion on this agenda to public input however a resident ap fore the meeting with
information that was compiled over the week. Staton note sted and noted that is
should be factual and brief. Paula Brisco of 137 Lynn
information she gathered over the past week regardi egon. Staton

Discussion and Possible Action re: Questions from Village Board and R
Study. Staton noted that at the last meeting on April 21, 2008 there w.
regarding the storm water report. Staton noted this meeting is to a

Village’s engineer’s that have been involved with the
integrity attacked when they were called ‘liars’. Staton
Eberle and Terry Tavera work at the highest level of profes standards and integrity. Staton
wants it clearly understood that this typ ck has no place in a public

meeting and those that choose to conduc ill not be allowed to address the
Board. Staton noted that at a previous me& Ilage Board stating that the
Board members can be held ‘personally liable ions. s have asked Staton to present
all the facts of this issue. Staton asked Attor fept regarding this. Dregne noted

that Village Officials do s
C 'm water management plan. Dregne
also noted that und i i i Stantial protection. Dregne noted that there is no
mbers have persena# liability with these decisions. Staton noted
erning, noting that Below and Eberle were copied on this. It was

mail wasfire i la Brisc0.“Staton noted the e-mail discussed her opinions
' noted he had some concerns regarding a statement in her e-mail.

dcess and the Board will not be swayed by those threats. Staton noted

d on Board discussions, input from a variety of sources, staff
recommendations, e expert advice from the consultants.

Bollig noted the questioned he forwarded to the engineer regarding a resident that had a concern that
there was sediment‘infill on the detention pond that may have affected the working ability of that
system and if he understands Eberle’s response correctly that is not the case. Eberle noted that what
they call ‘wet ponds’ have two purposes, one is a purpose of water quality and the other is the water
quantity component. Eberle noted that the water quantity component contains and releases the storm
water after a rainfall event. Eberle noted that if there is sufficient accumulation of sediment in a pond
it would stick above the permanent water surface and you would be able to see this. Eberle noted that
the ponds are put in by developers and the agreement that the Village has with all of the developers is
that those ponds are monitored by the Village and maintained by the developer until a majority of the
development occurs. It was noted that is when a majority of the sediment runs off in those ponds.
Eberle noted the bottom line is, you could have a pond with 3 feet of standing water in it and the




amount of sediment in that pond has nothing to do with the storage volume retained by that pond
during a rainfall event. Eberle noted that from a water quality stand point it does affect it over a
period of time. Eberle noted that when the Developer gets to that point in their development the
Village has them pump them out and then take out the sediment so that the water quality component
acts the way it is supposed to. It was noted that ‘quality’ is referring to sediment of chemicals
(phosphorus, suspended solids, etc.). There was discussion regarding monitoring ponds. It was noted
that the monitoring is part of the developer’s maintenance plan. Eberle noted that his firm’s opinion is
that those ponds are working properly.

Discussion and Possible Action re: Florida Avenue/North Burr Oak Berm. Gracz noted the Eberle
looked at the berm and felt that the berm could be removed. Eberle notedf¥ia e-mail, that the berm
was a temporary measure in case of a quick snow melt situation this spfing. rle noted at this point
he recommends removing the berm. Eberle noted that he looks at a frequently and notes that
the berm would not serve much of a purpose now. Below noted ith the recommendations.

Lourigan questioned if it would slow the issue down any floo ccur there. Eberle noted
that not a whole lot. Eberle also noted that there are a cou rge into Bad Fish
Creek. Eberle noted that when the water got to that lev out of the inlets

Iast August a

regularly by the Police Department. It was noted tha i nue residents waould like to see
the berm removed. Bollig moved to authorize Public ff to*'remove the berm on Florida
Avenue and North Burr Oak area as per the Ruekert/ recommendation. Second by Way.

Lourigan noted he brought this up to Gracz, i the Ruekert/Mielke
engineering report and the Earth Tech report gresare areas of concern and one of
ourigan noted he would like to see
that parking stall re :
resolved. Bollig questi if B e to Tri-County Appliance regarding the parking.

eet. They were concerned about the 4 parking

at parking would be restricted along the north side of

ry to find alternate parking spaces for those tenants. Pettit noted
e’ Bollig noted he agreed with Lourigan, noting when he saw

ed where Pettit would recommend moving the spaces to? Pettit noted
kely have to be provided on the south side of the Hitching Park and
. 1t was noted that the Police Department would post the necessary

; parking space on Main Street, and noted re-contacting Tri-County and
contacting Kwik emove that parking stall. It was noted that the appropriate business people
would be contacted @and then this would be brought back to the next Board meeting for more
discussion and posSible action.

signs would
information.

Discussion and Possible Action re: Ruekert Mielke’s Proposals for Replacing the 72” Culvert, MSA’s
Amendment to Contract for Culvert and Ruekert/Mielke’s Memorandum regarding Existing 72”
Storm Sewer Replacement Alternative Analysis. Gracz noted that what is in the packet is the same
material that was in the last packet. Eberle gave a summary, noting the difference between the
proposals really is the difference in work from a regulatory standpoint and an additional analysis has
to be done for a box culvert. Eberle noted that with a box culvert, the Village would need to deal with
FEMA, the DNR and then prepare documentation for the downstream property owners along with the
downstream municipalities, plus the additional modeling work that would need to be done. Eberle
also noted the analysis that was done in the storm water report. Harms noticed when the culvert exits




on the downstream end it appears to be smaller than a 72”. Eberle noted that he was down there
before the Board meeting and noted that it does appear smaller. Below noted he is not aware of the
pipe being smaller than 72 inches. Harms noted that there is another drainage swale situation from
North Perry Pkwy down, it was noted this does not enter the 72 culvert it enters to the East of that.
Harms questioned if there was anyway to control that water? Eberle noted that there is quite a bit of
flow, noting that the project being discussed stops west of there and would not tie into any extension
of the 72" because that would require a whole another round of permits and everything else because
the storm sewer would be extended from where it is now. Eberle noted that the land to the north of
the existing development, in the storm water study, Ruekert/Mielke called for additional facilities up
north of the developed area, which will help somewhat to help control the flow. Eberle noted that
right now there is just no room to put anything, until this gets developed lig noted the spread
sheet received in the packet noting that the box culvert is $1.2-1.3 milli®n dolfars more than the 72”
culvert. Eberle noted this would be the minimum cost, because the a lot of unknowns with the
box culverts. Bollig wanted clarification regarding MSA and th nt. Below noted that the

design needs to be re-done because originally the plans showe ulvert, and the drawings
need to be amended to show a 72” culvert. It was noted t
culvert in there. MSA now needs to come up with a ne y noted the swale

ditch east of the culvert. Eberle noted that it could if a c ingS were done. Eberle noted that
if development occurs there, there will need to be coordina ith the City of Fitchburg. Eberle
noted that it is an area of concern, noti A 0es in there the storm water

needs to be looked at carefully and coord rg. Gracz noted that at this
point that land would probably not be develgp : siness park. Gracz noted
that the City of Fitchburg has no interest. G business park was being
worked on, Fitchburg did take into consideratie oting that the use of the land would

W to provide storm water facilities in
unicipalities would need to take this
S ; that Highway 14 will be expanded to 4 lanes and
questioned if the’De ~ i with the local municipalities about the drainage
: the High School area with the extra paved

ge could request them to change what goes under the highway during
at you can ask anything, but he suspects that a case would need to be

speculating on this igan noted the idea of extending the 72" culvert down to Highway 14
parallel to the currenditch line, which would create an extra water way. Eberle noted that it would
not be a 72” anymare if you extended the pipe east, you would need a larger size culvert because the
water from the north is picked up. Eberle also noted that you still need to deal with the fact that the
water that is going in the creek right now and going over the land and questioned where would that
going to go. Eberle also noted that you will still not get the extra storage needed from there. Eberle
noted that someone floated the idea of providing additional storage or ponding downstream. Eberle
noted that there just is no room to the north or south and there are also wetlands there. Eberle noted
that you cannot remove the wetlands. Eberle noted to pipe it down to Highway 14 to provide any type
of reasonable useful storage the pipe would have to be huge. What you would be doing is parking
water underground and it would not provide any value what so ever. There was discussion of putting
two pipes in and ‘shot gunning’ the water to Highway 14. Eberle noted that there are wetlands there
and he has had meetings with the DNR already and they are very much opposed to North Perry Pkwy



going across Bad Fish Creek because of the wetlands there. Eberle noted because of the wetlands
there it limits to what the Village can do. It was noted the DNR does not want the wetlands touched.
Bollig moved to accept Ruekert/Mielke’s design services proposal to replace the current 72”
pipe with a new 72” pipe with a cost not to exceed $53,000 and to authorize MSA’s bid
alternative with a cost not to exceed $4,000. Second by Way. Motion carried 7-0. Way noted
that he received a letter from a resident that owns a duplex on Prairie Court and he expressed his
concerns about how close the water in the swale, that runs north, to flooding his property. Way noted
that in the end it is a zero net sum game. There is only so much room for water and every extra cubic
foot per second that comes through the culvert that is one cubic foot per second that cannot come
down that north swale. Way noted that the Village really needs to hold the line on what the Village is
at now (140 cfs). It was noted that because of the condition of the pipe i ently is approximately
flowing considerably less at 110-115 cfs. Way noted that a $1.3 milligfidollardifference is a huge
amount of money. There was discussion of a limiting device on th ream end of the pipe. It was
noted there are a number of options that are being looked at. It at those will be looked at
and presented to the Board, when it gets to that point of the pr ed that the $1.3 million
would have to be borrowed and taxpayers would cover th i with that option.
There was discussion of annexations and changing the i
developments.

Change of the Premise Description on License No. 200 0 remove referencé to the
Temporary Club House and add the pool deck and clubhou ole moved to approve the request
for the change of the premise descrip
the Temporary Club House and add t Second by Harms. Motion
carried 7-0. It was noted that in the pas I move the serving to the
club house by the pool until the main club questioned if there would be

ything they are just temporarily moving to
e address of the liquor license. Pettit noted



