
Town of New Glarus

Plan Commission Minutes

Thursday, October 21, 2010
7:00 P.M.
Attendance: Keith Seward, John Freitag, Duane Sherven, Gof Thomson, Reg Reis, Bob Elkins, and Deputy Clerk John Wright

Not in Attendance:  John Ott and Dean Streiff (alternate)
Also in Attendance: Town Attorney Dale Hustad

K. Seward called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.

1. Review Proper Posting—confirmed by Chair and Deputy Clerk
2. Public Comments.  Deputy Clerk Wright reported that he is working with Town Assessor Craig Galhouse to preview Market Drive, the software used for assessment in Green County.  Wright stated that he has a temporary account and can view Galhouse’s files without the ability to amend them.  Wright reported that according to Galhouse the State will likely require the Town to be responsible for all assessor records requests by 2013.  Currently the cost of the Municipal Viewer for Market Drive is $400 with no annual renewal cost to the Town.  Updates to the database and the software will remain the responsibility of Galhouse.
3. B. Elkins moved to approve the regular minutes of 100923; 2nd R. Reis.  The regular minutes of 100923 were approved as presented.  
4. Deputy Clerk Wright reported that he received a reply to his letter sent to Janie and Andrew Crawford regarding current signage conditions for their two residences on Titus Lane.  Janie Crawford had expressed concern that business associates may be confused if their physical address changed from Pioneer Road to Titus Lane (the Crawfords use a Post Office Box for mail delivery).  Crawford had proposed renaming Titus Lane to Pioneer Lane when she and Wright conversed on September 27, 2010.  Wright noted that the Town has an existing precedent for similarly named roads citing Marty Road and Marty Lane.  Wright noted that according to Adam Wiegel, County Zoning records indicate that Marty Lane was renamed Linden Lane in 1999.  Wright reported that on December 12, 2000 the Town Board held a Public Hearing when Larry Kubehl requested changing the name of Urben Lane to Country Haven Lane; the outcome of the Public Hearing was to deny the original request but it was agreed to change the spelling of Urben to Urban.  Clerk Salter had been contacted by Sara from Green County Zoning and Land Use who stated that Green County reviews proposed road name changes and typically denies those changes when the proposed name is similar to an existing road name.  Wright referred the group to Chapter 82 of the Wisconsin State Statutes regarding Town authority when naming their highways.

Wright then shared an excerpt from Chapter 9 of Title IV of the Green County Zoning and Land Use Ordinance with those present.  Zoning Administrator Adam Wiegel stated that this was the citation the Zoning Review Board refers to in reviewing road name assignments/changes.  Wiegel stated that the earliest a proposed road name change could be reviewed was Tuesday, November 8, 2010.  Wright further reported that he spoke with Crawford again on October 20, 2010 and that she would consider a different name for Titus Lane: Churro Lane.  K. Seward noted that the Crawfords could not be present this evening due to conflicts with their schedule.  K. Seward noted the Town preference to have a fire number for each residence (currently there is only one for the farm house and cottage) and to find a solution for the gate across Titus Lane some 200’ before that road’s end.  It was noted that Titus Lane does not have a cul-de-sac or an adequate turnaround; the Patrolman must plow using a smaller truck and back onto their private driveway to turn around completely.  K. Seward noted that in the past the Crawfords had done work to alleviate ongoing problems with seasonal washouts.  There was brief discussion regarding the abandonment of Mauer Road when a gate was erected across it and whether this precedent had significance in this instance.  
Some options discussed included keeping the current turnaround and eliminating the gate, ending the road prior to the gate and installing a cul-de-sac, or abandonment of the entire length of the road.  Attorney Hustad stated that if the gate was removed the absence of a cul-de-sac was grandfathered and could remain as is; however, if the road ends prior to the gate the current standard should apply and a cul-de-sac should be installed.  D. Sherven asked if the Town Board could make a decision unilaterally to abandon the entire length of Titus Lane.  K. Seward stated that a Public Hearing would be required and that the Crawfords and their neighbors would have to be invited to participate in the discussion.  There was brief discussion regarding who should be responsible for the cost of the cul-de-sac if the road were terminated prior to the gate.  
D. Sherven expressed his opinion that if the road were to end prior to the gate, then the Crawfords should be responsible for the cost of the cul-de-sac; otherwise he would support abandonment of the road by the Town.  G. Thomson asked if a cattle guard might be the most cost-effective solution.  There followed brief discussion of whether a cattle guard would be effective for pigs and sheep.  It was noted that if the road were to be abandoned and the property was developed for additional residences numbering more than six, then the private driveway would have to be brought up to current Town Road standards.  B. Elkins recommended leaving Titus Lane with the current name instead of considering a change; J. Freitag agreed.  R. Reis suggested outlining the Town needs (remove the barrier, install a turnaround if the road ends before the gate, or accept liability for the entire length of the road) and present those needs and options when this body meets next with the Crawfords; without objection.
5. Updates

a. Chair Seward summarized the list of problematic land divisions reviewed by this group at the August and September meetings of this year.  One of the key issues that was discussed was what a Town Chair signature implied on a Certified Survey Map (CSM): did it represent the map was in the proper form or did it also suggest residential development potential for each lot defined, even in absence of discussion before the Plan Commission or a Public Hearing prior to a Town Board meeting on the topic?  G. Thomson expressed his opinion that the proposed memo for the Zentko file (see attached) approved by the Town Board at their 101012 regular meeting should only apply to the handful of past violations of the Town Ordinance and that from this point forward Town Chair signature alone should not be sufficient grounds to guarantee development rights.  G. Thomson asked legal counsel whether he agreed.  Attorney Hustad was uncertain that a statement was needed as the Ordinance was sufficiently clear as to what is required to approve residential land divisions.  In Hustad’s professional opinion, the proposed memo for the Zentko file admits mistakes were made for which they will not be penalized; however, Hustad reasoned that this does not establish a precedent.  Thomson expressed he would be more comfortable if there was a disclaimer stating that this variance from the current Code of Ordinances does not establish a precedence by allowing a future Town Chair to create unsupported residential development potential through the authority of their signature on a CSM.
G. Thomson suggested the following language for the third paragraph of the memo: The Plan Administrator will allow building permits for Lots 1 and 2 of CSM 3453; K. Seward disagreed with that language because the owners may not ever seek a building permit and preferred the original wording.  Seward noted that he voted against the Town Board motion based upon his discomfort that a Town Chair signature alone on a CSM was adequate for creating residential lots.  G. Thomson suggested the wording: to follow the third paragraph of the memo: This memo is not precedence for any other irregularities.  Seward was uncomfortable with that suggested addition because any similar situation could not be disallowed because of that clause. G. Thomson moved that the memo to file is an equitable resolution for dealing with this particular set of circumstances, but that it does not set a precedent and that all aspects of the Ordinance will be followed; 2nd R. Reis.  There was no further discussion.  Motion carried.  It was mutually agreed that this motion does not need to go back before the Town Board for their review and/or approval; without objection.
K. Seward reported that the Town Board decided to write off the unpaid debt owed by Robert Darrow Jr. when his escrow account was depleted by Town expenses incurred for reviewing his proposed Golf Chalets at Edelweiss development.  G. Thomson suggested that the charge should be added as an addition to Darrow’s real estate taxes.  Seward stated that the legal costs associated with recouping the money would exceed the amount owed.  D. Hustad thought when the Town’s Code of Ordinances are revised a method could be added for the collection of fees in a similar situation.
b. Chair Seward presented the three cover letters that accompanied the three Permanent Easement Agreements this body approved at the September meeting (see attached).  These letters were mailed to the three property owners on October 19, 2010.
c. Chair Seward gave a brief review of the most recent Joint Negotiation Committee meeting held at the Village Hall Boardroom on October 14, 2010.  Seward reported that the Town responded to the Village’s suggestion for areas of possible annexation within the proposed Cooperative Boundary Agreement.  Seward noted the Town stance has been for the Village to extend water and sewer in areas of development adjacent to the Village, per the Village standard of requiring curb and gutter.  Seward reported there was discussion about blue areas of possible commercial and industrial development within the Town that the Town would not object to if the Village chose to annex with the owners’ consent, providing that it could be developed jointly for tax and job providing entities.  The Village did not object to Town’s blue areas and suggested some areas where those could be expanded.  
K. Seward visited with property owners outside the black line and within added blue zone areas for their reactions to these proposals.  Seward reported that the Village members appeared to be perplexed by the Town residents’ reaction; those Town residents wanted to avoid consideration for annexation.  Seward noted that if the Village agrees to extend sewer and water beyond these lines then he wondered why those residents would want to be annexed.  B. Elkins stated that there was discussion based upon the Library Board consideration of possible costs associated with an engineering study to do a flood plain analysis for the proposed library location behind the Old Town Hall.  Elkins noted he suggested the study include all of Backtown and the Village Park as well.  
Seward reported that the original TIF District for the Backtown area should be paid off within four years, which should generate more tax income for the Village.  G. Thomson had asked if that money might be available for development of a new library.  Deputy Clerk Wright reported that the Village Board approved a Sinking Fund of $10,000 and they agreed to increase the Maintenance of Effort by more than $9,000 for the 2011 Village budget.  G. Thomson reported on the recent site visit to Cross Plains Public Library, which serves similar population numbers with similar circulation numbers.  Thomson noted that operating costs are currently $150,000 less for the New Glarus Public Library than for Cross Plains. Thomson feels this demonstrates how the New Glarus Library Board has controlled costs and that they can be trusted to manage the taxpayer money.  Seward reported that the Library Board estimated operating costs for a new facility at $340,000 per annum compared to current costs of $250,000; that total did not include the capital costs of building.  A revised cost estimate approximated the building expenses at $3 million.  Based upon those figures some estimates were made regarding the impact upon increases to the Maintenance of Effort and contributions of tax dollars collected by County and redistributed to the library.  
J. Freitag asked if the Town Board has discussed what building and operating costs were desirable for the Town; Seward replied that Town Board has not been asked for their opinion yet.  The Library Board prefers to not deal with two separate entities with a joint library; the Village has concluded that an ideal situation would be an agreement between the Town and Village regarding what the shared costs would be for a library, parks, etc; no figures have been presented by the Village to date.  C. Seward reported that Village member Kevin Budsberg asked how firm the Town was on a creating a Cooperative Boundary Agreement (CBA); Seward stated that the Town representatives expressed that they were very firm on achieving that goal.  Seward noted that it has been agreed that the CBA would be in effect for 20 years and the Village would not object to rezone in order to get sewer and water into AT District of the Extraterritorial Zone.  There was some additional discussion of a joint public works facility that includes space needs and possible locations.  R. Reis asked if the Village had considered placing the Public Library within Backtown instead of along its periphery.  Seward felt the Village was reserving Backtown for projects that were more likely to generate revenue.
6. The next meeting will be Thursday, November 18, 2010 at 7:00 PM.  Agenda items will include: Discussion with Crawfords Regarding Titus Lane; Updates: Joint Negotiations and Replies to requests for Permanent Easement Agreements.   J. Freitag moved to adjourn; 2nd by B. Elkins.  Meeting adjourned at 8:22 PM.
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