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 Town of Perryville

Public Hearing Minutes

January 21, 2009
ATTENDANCE:  Mayor: James Eberhardt, Commissioners: Barbara Brown, Alan Fox, James Hansen, Gary Tennis; Town Administrator: Denise Breder; Town Planner: Mary Ann Skilling.
The Zoning Text Amendment for a new Commercial Entertainment Mixed Use Floating Zone was called to order at 6:00 pm by Mayor Eberhardt.
INTRODUCTION-Mayor James Eberhardt

Mayor Eberhardt reported that we are here tonight to here public comment regarding a zoning text amendment providing for a new Commercial Entertainment Mixed Use Floating Zone classification.  This would provide the terms, conditions, standards, criteria and procedures and also provide for the permissible uses of land within a Commercial Entertainment Mixed Use Floating Zone, including gaming establishments; and generally providing other zoning chapter modifications related to the establishment of a new Commercial Entertainment Mixed Use Floating Zone classification.  Mayor Eberhardt deferred to the Town Administrator, Denise Breder to speak.

Ms. Breder introduced the legal team that we have been working with in regards to this Ordinance.  It is Fred Sussman, ESQ, Council Baradel, Kosmerl & Nolan P.A., and Patricia Faux, President of The Faux Group, Inc.  Ms. Breder explained that Mr. Sussman will be giving a summary of the Ordinance.  

Mr. Sussman was present to give an overview of the proposed Ordinance 2009-1 which he stated was advertised as Ordinance 2008-6 but the material has not changed; it was just a number change.  Mr. Sussman was here to explain in general terms what this Ordinance was trying to accomplish and explain that it would be consistent with the current Comprehensive Plan that the Town has.  This would also provide you with some thought regarding some issues raised by Penn National Gaming with respect to some of the phasing issue provisions.  Ms. Breder will also provide some comment after him with some staff comments regarding other issues raised with Penn National Gaming regarding their response comments to the draft Ordinance.  Mr. Sussman wanted to relay that at this Public Hearing it not an approval for any specific project.  There is a proposed project that has been under discussion with the Mayor and Commissioners and the public in terms of a proposed Video Lottery Facility at the southwest quadrant of I-95, Route 222 intersection.  This project is a long way down the road and would be dependent upon the adoption of this proposed Zoning Text Amendment Ordinance as a pre-condition.

Mayor Eberhardt corrected him on referring to it as the Southwest quadrant it is actually the Northwest quadrant.  


Mr. Sussman stated that this Zoning Text Amendment would provide a new Floating Zone category within the Town of Perryville Zoning Ordinance.  It would provide for a Commercial Entertainment Mixed Use Development Floating Zone.  The whole concept of a floating zone is to create a series of regulations that provide flexibility for large projects.  It is the type of regulations that allows the Mayor and Commissioners, after having a Public Hearing before the Planning and Zoning Board and a Public Hearing before the Mayor and Commissioners, to determine that this particular zone is appropriate for the proposed location and also to approve a general development plan for the overall development of a particular site.  This is a multi stage review process which begins with the filing of an application supported by numerous studies and other documentation requesting the Mayor & Commissioners to designate the overall tract of land as a CEMUD.  There has to be two Public Hearings in order for the Mayor and Commissioners to make that designation.  The first Public Hearing is before the Planning and Zoning Board and then a Public Hearing before the Mayor and Commissioners.  The Mayor and Commissioners would have to make certain findings that the proposed site and the proposed development if the classification is granted would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and consistent with the CEMUD floating zone set forth in the Ordinance and criteria set forth in the Ordinance.  If the Mayor and Commissioners, after hearing the recommendations from the Planning Commission and the citizens and other interested parties, determine that the site is appropriate for the designation they would make that designation and at the same time would approve a general development plan for the property.  This is not a detailed site plan but in the nature of a concept plan of what type of various uses would be set forth for the entire tract of property over time.  The next stage would be to apply for a preliminary site plan, when the owner of the property would request approval of a more detailed site plan of the entire tract of land, more refined than the general development plan.  This preliminary development plan would then come before the Planning Commission at a Public Hearing then the Mayor and Commissioners at a Public Hearing.  The Mayor and Commissioners would once again review the comments from the Planning Commission and the public comment and whether the preliminary development plan is consistent with the general development plan and other required criteria and documentation.  The third process would be after the approval of the preliminary site design plan the Mayor and Commissioners may approve a final site design plan which would encompass all or a portion of the overall project site.  With this particular CEMUD concept the first final site design plan, if the project is going to be developed in phases with different portions being built over a period of time, must include a couple of things, one being either a Video Lottery Facility or other Gaming Facility or some other type of regional entertainment activity.  It must also include a conference type of hotel and a certain amount of the overall intended floor area for non commercial uses must be included in the first phase as well as a certain amount of the overall intended floor area and a number of land area at the project site.  At the time the preliminary site design plan is submitted, the applicant can also submit an 

application for a final site design plan for a phase of the project.  The Mayor and Commissioners would have to approve the final site plan following a Public Hearing.

Mr. Sussman also commented that the Ordinance is consistent with the current Comprehensive Plan which was established in 1997.  The overall vision is to promote Perryville as a growth center for Cecil County, the framework for planning is also part of the Comprehensive Plan which states that it should be reviewed and updated periodically to reflect new development trends and shifts in the economy.  Another goal of the plan is to preserve Perryville’s character and environment of the Town which he feels the Ordinance meets those requirements.  Another goal set forth in the Comprehensive Plan is to maintain neighborhood stability and property values by guiding the growth.  The requirements for the CEMUD development must include appropriate transition to development controls with landscaping, buffering, and building location and similar types of controls.  A new development will likely result in an increased property value for nearby properties.  The third goal is to assure a balanced growth that meet the needs and improve the quality of life of the residents of Perryville.  The CEMUD development will provide expanded shopping, entertainment, and employment opportunities for the Perryville residents closer to home.  One of the objectives in the Comprehensive Plan is to provide for more efficient use of land and a high quality of site design through the use of flexible development controls such as a floating zone.  Another objective is to maintain opportunities for a viable economic base which he commented that the CEMUD development would provide significant expansion of the Town’s economic, employment and tax base. On pages 13 and 14 of the Comprehensive Plan it references to existing land uses as of 1997.  It talks about recognizing that existing Regional establishments are located around the I-95 interchange and CEMUD zones are required to have access to an I-95 interchange.  The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the Town’s current Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Sussman had explained previously that in the first phase of the phasing of the project with this Ordinance it requires that there also be a conference hotel and other land uses within the phase.  Mr. Sussman explained that their has been a considerable amount of concern by Penn National Gaming, if we do decide to grant the Video Lottery Facility, that they will need to move quickly and will be held up if the hotel or other uses are not ready to move forward on the first phase when they are ready to move forward with their gaming facility.   Mr. Sussman commented that there is nothing in the Ordinance that dictates what the phasing plan should be or the timing should be which would be up to discussion between the applicant and the Mayor and Commissioners with input from the Planning Commission.  This still does not provide Penn National with the comfort level that they are looking for because they have a large monetary amount of about nine million dollars that they will have to put forth in the application process with the Lottery Commission and there is no assurance that if they are unsuccessful in obtaining the zoning approval that they will get that money back or withdraw the application.

Mr. Sussman brought up some modifications that he has suggested for the phasing requirements of the Ordinance based on comments and issues raised from staff and Penn National.  He feels these can be made without compromising the integrity of the purpose of the requirements and for the Town to get reasonable assurance that the CEMUD will include more than just the gaming or other entertainment facility.  The first one was for the content of Phase I will remain the same (gaming/recreation facility, hotel, development of 25% of non-residential square footage and 30% of land area in development, except that clarifying language will be added that the phasing plan may not require plans for the hotel to be finalized before the gaming facility/recreation use may open.)  The second item is in Section 116-7.3.B to clarify that each final site plan need show only overall site wide improvement commitments established in the preliminary site plan necessary to service the phase under review.  The third item is in Section 116-7.3C (3) to clarify in the first sentence that the final phasing plan submitted with a final dedication and improvements, to take place in that phase.  Additionally, language would be added to that paragraph something like the following: “The applicant may seek an extension of time to complete one or more of the contemplated improvements for that particular phase based upon economic conditions or unforeseen delays or difficulties beyond the control of the applicant that may adversely impact the timing of the construction or completion of the development in that phase.  The Mayor and Commissioners shall not unreasonably deny or delay such a request.”  The last sentence of the paragraph relating to forfeiture of security would be deleted because it will be dealt with in the next comment.  The fourth item would be to revise Section 116-7.3.F (1) to clarify that the letter of credit is to provide guarantees for completion of all public improvements and dedications applicable to the phase for which a final site plan is under review, and providing for the forfeiture of this security if the improvements and dedications are not completed as required by the phasing plan.  We propose retaining the ability of the Town to annually review and adjust the amount of security in light of current costs and amount of work remaining to be completed.  The fifth item is to add a new provision that would prevent the issuance of a use and occupancy certificate for the last improvements in Phase 1, and the Town’s acceptance of public infrastructure and improvements for Phase 1 until the Applicant has provided a final site plan application and acceptable phasing schedule for Phase 2.  

Mayor Eberhardt commented that in regards to the provision on number five it discusses the Town’s acceptance of the public infrastructure and improvements for Phase 1 until the Applicant has provided a final site plan application and acceptable phasing schedule for Phase 2, but in the Ordinance we have not defined a Phase 2.

Mr. Sussman commented that we have not, that it would be up to the applicant as to what Phase 2 would be.

Ms. Breder discussed some remaining staff and consultant comments and recommendations in response to the Phasing schedule that have been prepared concerning the proposed Ordinance.  The first was to eliminate item 7 under Section 116-5.  As noted in earlier correspondence any arrangement between the Town and the County concerning the sharing of revenues should be irrelevant to and not delay the permitting process.  We recommended making this change based on the finalized negotiations between the Cecil County Commissioners and the Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville.  Comment number two was already discussed by Mr. Sussman.  Comment number three discusses Item 11 of Section 166-6 on page 12 on line 459, changing the word “shall” to  “should” and adding the following language at the end of the sentence “when appropriate and practical.”  The section also relayed that they are opened to other alternatives to either clarify or provide some flexibility on this provision which in this section is related to the coordinated architectural design of the proposed development.  Staff consultants recommended no change on that comment.  Comment number 4 deals with step 1 in the approval process which deals with the floating zone actually getting designated onto a piece of property and is related to the market study requirements in the Ordinance.  This is on line 532 and this should be added to the existing language:  “This study should be in light of future projected development in the area and future population projections for the community and surrounding areas to be serviced by the proposed uses.” Staff recommends the following language change in lieu of the above suggested language:  “The study should take into consideration assumptions about market changes over the course of the development projected build-out time frame.  This might include estimates of new development and population growth in the surrounding market area in conjunction with the timing of development phases on this site.  Applicant can rely on existing studies with Town approval.  Comment number five refers to Section 116-7, Step 1, Item B(8) which begins on line 537, adding the two words “or buildings” to the end of the said item.  Comment number 6 in Section 116-7, Step 1, Item B (10) add the following language at the end of said item: “to reflect the actual costs incurred by the Town in the review process.”  Staff recommendation is no, but we recommended either using the proposed language with the deletion of the word “actual” or use the following language instead: “bears a reasonable relationship to Town’s costs in the Step 1, 2, and 3 review processes.”   Comment number seven involves Section 116-7, Step 2, Item B (2) line number 612 in the proposed Ordinance suggests adding the following sentence to the end of this item: “the preliminary traffic study may be used for this purpose if adequate and if no significant changes from the Step 1 Plan are proposed.”  Staff recommends no to this, however, we recommend that it be clarified in the Ordinance the difference between a Preliminary Traffic Impact Study (as required in Step 1) and a Full Traffic Impact Study (as required in Step 2).  Comment number eight refers to Section 116-7, Step 2, item B (4) line 632, to add the same language as in comment number 4.  Comment number nine in Section 116-7, Step 2, Item B(6) found on line 667 suggests eliminating the following words from the first sentence: “in a format prescribed by Town Staff”.  Thus, the 
preliminary language will simply read “A Preliminary Site Design Code. “The site design code shall include:”  No, we recommend that the word “prescribed” be changed to “approved.”  Further we recommend that the term “Site Design Code” be changed to “Site Design Standards” (this clarifies that the term “Site Design Code” does not refer to the Town Code).  Therefore, we recommend rewording Section 116-7, Step 2, Item B(6) to read as follows: “Preliminary Site Design Standards in a format approved by Town staff, which shall include the following:”  Ms. Breder also added that other places in this Ordinance that refer to “Site Design Code” be changed to “Site Design Standards.”  Comment number ten which is in Section 116-7, Step 2, Item B (6) A on line 670 suggests adding the following sentences after the sentence included in Item A: “standardized designs for various uses may meet this requirement.”  Staff recommends rejecting the proposed wording and leaving the Ordinance as written.  We are opposed to the use of standardized designs if what is being said is that we would have to accept the typical franchise design.  We feel this project should be more unique and set higher standards.  Comment number eleven in Section 116-7, Step 2, Item B (6) D, line 682 suggested adding the following language to the end of the Item D: “See Item A above. standardized designs and/or photographs may be used.”  Staff recommended rejecting the proposed wording and leaving the ordinance as written.  We are opposed to this wording because of the implications of the word “standardized.”  The use of photographs is encouraged.  In comment number twelve in Section 116-7, Step 3B, on line 736 of the proposed Ordinance it was suggested to add the following language at the end of the first sentence in Item B at the bottom of page 18:  “Necessary to service the first phase” so that said section shall end as follows: “and any overall site wide improvement commitments established in the preliminary site plan necessary to service the first phase.”  Staff recommended that the proposed language is acceptable.  We discussed phasing of the improvements with Cecil County DPW (specifically Storm Water Management) and determined that it is much easier to manage if completed in phases.  The General Development Plan will provide a general idea of the site wide improvements.  Comment numbers thirteen and fourteen are deferred to comments prepared by counsel on the issue of Phasing.  Comment number fifteen in Section 116-2 (7), lines 267-271 suggested deleting the word “high” in line 268.  Staff recommends leaving the word “high” in there.  Comment sixteen suggests recommending that all aspects of the Township and the Planning Commission actions be subject to some time restriction for review and approvals.  Staff’s response is no, and recommend leaving the Ordinance as written.  Comment number seventeen Section 116-7(6) E, lines 689-690 suggested deleting “in perpetuity.”  Staff recommends that those words remain; however, this issue is open for discussion.  Comment number eighteen in Section 116-6.6(c) on line 430 states that fro non residential uses, the minimum lot, yard and height requirements for the C-2 zone as contained in the schedule of zone regulations shall apply.  The maximum height permitted is 40 feet. The applicant indicated they will likely need flexibility for parking structures and rooftop equipment.  Staff recommends leaving the Ordinance as written.  The 
Ordinance already allows for flexibility on this issue.  Section 116-6.6 (lines 417-419 reads as follows:  “unless otherwise defined in the approved Site Design Code (Standards) or Final Site Plan, the following area and bulk requirements shall apply:” Therefore, if not established in the Site Design Standards or Final Site Plan then the C-2 standards will prevail.  Comment number nineteen refers to our existing Zoning Code Article XIV, Section 254 of the Design Standards-referring to curbs and gutters; they suggested eliminating curb and gutters and provide for swales for water quality purposes.  Staff recommended leaving the Ordinance as written.  This issue is already addressed in the Ordinance.  This can be dealt with within the Site Design Standards, which allows for flexibility.  Comment number twenty also addresses the existing Ordinance, Article XVI, Section 276 addresses concerns regarding parking spaces which can also be dealt with within the Site Design Standards, which allows for flexibility. Comment number twenty one suggested that in the Table of Permitted Uses on page 27, Item 5.122 of the proposed Ordinance changing gaming establishments from permitted with conditions (PC) to permitted (P).  Staff recommends leaving the Ordinance as written.  This issue has already been addressed in Section 188.1.  Comment number twenty two in the Table of Permitted Uses, Item 12.100 of the proposed Ordinance, it was suggested changing those parking uses from permitted with conditions (PC) to permitted (P).  Staff recommends accepting this change.  Ms. Breder concluded the comment and staff recommendations and opened the floor to the Mayor and Commissioners for questions and answers from Mr. Sussman, Ms. Faux, herself and Ms. Skilling.  

Mr. Thomey, representing Penn National Gaming thanked her for the responses and addressing the comments expressed from Penn National Gaming that had been submitted.  Mr. Thomey had another prior commitment so he had to leave at 6:55 p.m. 


Mayor Eberhardt asked for clarification regarding number 7 of the comments regarding clarifying in the Ordinance between a Preliminary Impact Traffic Study and a Full Traffic Impact Study.


Ms. Breder indicated that a preliminary study would not have to have a scoping meeting with the Town, the County, and the State followed by the 60 day review process.  When you get to Step 2 where you are looking to seek preliminary site plan approval in the Ordinance it is at that point that you would want to have a Full Traffic Impact Study.  Although Ms. Breder recommends that in the preliminary stage they get comments from the State Highway Administration before proceeding with getting a General Development Plan.

Mayor Eberhardt asked if it is possible for the applicant to perform a Full Traffic Impact Study at Step 1.


Ms. Breder does not believe that would be possible they would not have enough information on the design to go to the State Highway Administration and there would be a timing issue as well.


Mayor Eberhardt referred to comment 16 where they recommended that all aspects of the Town and Planning Commission actions be subject to some time restriction for review and approvals and staff recommended that we leave the Ordinance as written.  Mayor Eberhardt thought that Mr. Sussman had added something about approval with undue delays or something to that effect.

Mrs. Sussman commented that this was in respect to the Phasing Schedule further down the road.


Mayor Eberhardt inquired what that comment was in reference to.


Ms. Breder indicated that it was just a general comment.


Mr. Sussman indicated that he believes that it refers to the fact that in this Ordinance in steps 1, 2, and 3 there is no time table within which the Town needs to respond to comments and he believes the applicant was looking for a certain amount of days by which the Planning Commission would have to hold a Public Hearing and the Mayor and Commissioners having to hold a Public Hearing.


Mayor Eberhardt indicated that you had referred to something in regards to the phasing about accepting it.


Mr. Sussman commented that what they referred to was if the applicant had come in for a modification to the phasing schedule at a later date with certain reasons or criteria to come in for one that the Mayor and Commissioners shall not unreasonably deny or delay such a request if the reasons are justified.


Mayor Eberhardt replied that he does not know why that cannot be added to all of our actions.  There are certainly items that come up but we should be able to process all of these actions without unreasonable delay.


Mr. Sussman indicated that you could put a revision in that in reviewing an application under the Ordinance that the Town Staff, Planning Commission, and Mayor & Commissioners not to cause unreasonable delay or something of that nature.  That would be open to interpretation because a lot of things can happen during the review process that could speed things up or slow things down such as advertising requirements, etc.  


Ms. Breder commented that based on previous experiences that Staff has had to expedite things is to allow time for proper review so that the applicant would not have to come in and redue something that had already been done incorrectly.

Mayor Eberhardt asked for clarification regarding comment number 11 where staff was opposed to the word standardized but we were ok with them using photographs, he wanted to make sure that he was interpreting that correctly.


Ms. Breder commented that it was stating that we were ok with them providing a photograph as long as it was not a photograph of a standard design that it is site specific.  Ms. Breder commented that some examples would be of a more Historical District where the design of their establishments are not your standard typical looking designs they would be more tailored to an Architectural design.

Ms. Skilling commented that you want them to come in with a more creative design other than just a standard look.  Ms. Skilling referenced a Target in Annapolis Mall that is a beautiful two story brick designed facility that does not look like a Target.  We are trying to get away from standardized facilities.


Mayor Eberhardt commented that the Ordinance would not accept a standardized design but if the applicant were to find facilities that fit the character of the area a photograph would do.

Ms. Breder commented that it does not have to be a rendering it can be a photograph is what we are saying.  If they find something suitable that they would like to include as their depiction of what they see as the architectural design of the proposal.


Ms. Faux indicated that she believes the issue is how far the applicant needs to go in each stage.  The intent is to receive some design information that tells you the general character of the building that will eventually be designed in detail.  A building for most National chains is a typical building identical to what you would see in fifteen other States.  This is stating that we want a building that has been modified and that reflects the Region and gives more design vocabulary than the corporate standard for each of these possible tenants.  A photograph can tell you character without having to do conceptual design of the building.

Ms. Breder presented Dr. Dean Bellas who along with Dr. Richard Clinch were hired by Cecil County to conduct an Economic and Fiscal Impact Study for this project.

Dr. Bellas, who works for Urban Analytics, Inc. and Dr. Richard Clinch, from the Jacob France Institute-University of Baltimore who was unable to attend tonight, were 
both hired by Cecil County to perform an Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis of the potential land developments to a proposed Video Lottery Terminal and other land uses.


Commissioner Hansen had to leave sometime during this presentation the exact time was not known.

 
Dr. Bellas wanted to give a brief definition of what both of the studies were before presenting the slide show.  The Economic Impact Analysis estimates the number of new

jobs that are created in the local economy as the result of the construction of a new project.  This could be payroll earning generated by the new jobs, and the multiplier effect from increased spending on the local economy in regards to whether you are going to a Video Lottery Terminal or a Hotel or to local restaurants, or the market for goods and services you are pumping money into the local economy by purchasing a good or service provided by somebody else.  The study shows the impact to the Town and the County levels. The Fiscal Impact Analysis estimates the type and dollar amount of new tax revenues generated by a new project in a municipality whether it is a County, City, or a Town and the number of public services that the jurisdiction would have to provide in order to support those land uses.  We would estimate what the estimated tax revenue coming in would be to the County and to the Town and estimate what we think the Town would have to provide in Public Services to the Town, in regards to police services, public safety services, public works, parks and recreation, and general government administration.  In the Town of Perryville the revenues include real estate taxes, taxes from local businesses and personal property taxes, revenues from licenses, fees, fines, and charges for services, miscellaneous and other local taxes, and intergovernmental transfers (revenue sharing) from the Federal Government, Cecil County and the State of Maryland.


In the study we estimated the County’s expenditures for Public Services and the Town of Perryville’s expenditures for Public Services.  In order to come up with a projected Economic and Fiscal Impact to the Town we need to jump into the future and run a conceptual building program through our models.  We did the analysis by separating into two categories, one with the impact from the Video Lottery Terminal Facility by itself, and the other impacts if the rest of the site was developed.   At the full occupancy it could handle up to 2,500 terminals.  What the occupant has done is separated it into three phases.  Phase I would start with the facility having 1,500 terminals, Phase II would show the facility having 2,000 terminals, and Phase III would be the facility at full capacity with 2,500 terminals with Retail Stores and Restaurants. For this analysis they need to have a conceptual building plan and based on his conversations with the owner of the property and their vision of what they would like to see happen to the site, we came up with a conceptual building program.  In addition to the Video Lottery Terminal they envision having a hotel with approximately 150 rooms and approximately 87,000 square feet.  They have also included the potential for a mid-level fast food restaurant to a mid- level type restaurant with table top type of service to a pharmacy such as a CVS or Walgreen’s, a gas station or convenience store.  Possibly some retail shopping of 
approximately 90,000 square feet.  An office building that would support approximately 200,000 square feet.  They also envision having a multiplex cinema with approximately 10 to 14 screens and approximately 80,000 square feet.  Market conditions will dictate
 what this will actually look like along with the participation of the residents in Town.  This would roughly be about 620,000 square feet and would provide roughly 1,500 new jobs. This would be in addition to the roughly 600 new jobs created if the Video Lottery Terminals were built.  Dr. Bellas again stressed that this is very conceptual in nature and 

not current economic conditions but also market forces that affect the Town of Perryville and Cecil County that are external to the control of the County and the Town.  Dr. Bellas summarized the Estimated Fiscal Impacts from the Video lottery terminals to the Town that would be annually.  It was estimated that if the facility had 1,500 operating slot machines that the Town would generate an estimated $519,502 in revenues and their expenditures would be $324,214 with an estimated surplus of $195,288.  If the facility had 2,000 operating slot machines the estimated surplus would be $210,790 and with 2,500 slot machines the estimated revenue would be $254,158.  With the full build-out including the hotels etc. it is estimated to generate $1,452,249 in revenues, $1,182,570 in expenditures with a surplus of $269,679.  The State has agreed to return some of the revenues back to the jurisdictions that have these gaming facilities.  For the preliminary analysis we decided to use revenue estimates that were generated by the Department of Legislative Services from the State of Maryland.  His next step would be to develop a range of income to see if it will increase or decrease based on the data he has available.  Based on the 1,500 slot machines scenario in Phase I the estimated Gaming Tax Revenues generated would be $4,900,000 and with a predetermined sharing agreement between the Town and the County the estimated Counties share of 65% would be $3,185,000 and the estimated Town’s share of 35% would be $1,715,000.  With the 2,000 slot machine scenario in Phase II the estimated Gaming Tax Revenues generated would be $8,200,000 with the estimated Counties share being $5,330,000 and the Town’s share being estimated at $2,870,000.  With the 2,500 slot machine scenario in Phase III the estimated Gaming Tax Revenues generated would be $10,600,000 with the estimated Counties share being $6,890,000 and the Town’s share being estimated at $3,710,000.  How the Town decides they want to use this money is up to the Town, he is aware that they have several Capital Improvement Projects that they want to see built and I was asked to see if these could be built.  He was unable to do it for tonight but as part of the Town’s report he is trying to develop a matrix based on the Town’s current terms of obtaining bond financing and the interest rates based on what the Town’s current term is whether it be 15, 20, or 25 years.  Another possible use would be to give it back to the citizens of the Town.  In other States where the Town’s or Counties have the ability to set their own tax rates they could say let’s reduce the tax rate by a penny or two pennies.  You could also change your level of services to the Town.  Using the scenario of one Police Officer for every 500 residents you could increase it to one Police Officer for every 250 residents in Town.  You could also elect to keep the Police Force the same and get all new Police Cars or go from a Volunteer Fire Company to a paid full time Fire 
Department.  The main thing that he wants us to recognize tonight is that these numbers are conceptual based on conceptual land uses which the market will determine what will actually be built and the demand for the services.  He understands that we will be voting 
on the proposed Ordinance on the 29th of January and he will do his best to have more information available by the 27th, the 28th at the latest for the Board to be able to review it before the meeting.  Dr. Bellas invited any questions that we may have.  


Mayor Eberhardt commented that he noticed some end dates on some of the data that was provided ranging from 2012 to 2021; he inquired what the source for those end dates was. 


Dr. Bellas commented that Dr. Stewart provided those, with a project this size and in a very good economy would take at least ten years to build and they have done their best to come up with a conceptual phasing schedule.  This is an attempt to show you how the revenue will be coming into play over a ten year period.  If it takes 15 years or 20 years to build it then the revenues drop down or spread out.

Mayor Eberhardt inquired if they looked at the positive or negative impact of this development on other existing businesses in Town such as the Outlets or restaurants.


Dr. Bellas replied that this model was not set up for that.

Mayor Eberhardt believes that there is a name or term for that form of a study.


Dr. Bellas indicated that there is a couple of names for that type of study, the substitution effect of competing land uses would be one, such as a Walmart coming in and the local hardware going out of business.  Dr. Bellas commented that they did not do that type of a study they do not have enough available data today to do that type of a study.


Vernon Thompson inquired about the impact on service organizations.


Dr. Bellas indicated that he had received a phone call from a person representing the local VFW’s and American Legions and a Moose Lodge.  They currently have slot machines but are limited to five per facility and are strictly regulated by the State on what the revenue can be used for.  They have asked us to do this analysis and he is going to try to do it in time for your report.

There was some discussion between Mr. Sussman and Dr. Bellas regarding the way that the model slide presentation was set up, Dr.  Bellas kept the lottery facility separate as far as land use.

Commissioner Fox was disappointed that more people did not show up to provide public comment.

MOTION was made by Commissioner Fox and seconded by Commissioner Tennis to adjourn the January 21, 2009 Public Hearing at 7:45p.m to a closed Executive Session. Four in favor; motion carried. (Commissioner Hansen was not present)
Respectfully submitted,
Jackie Sample,
Town Clerk







