OFFICE OF
Town of New Glarus

MINUTES
TOWN OF NEW GLARUS
Plan Commission Meeting
Thursday March 19, 2015
                           

ATTENDING:   Keith Seward, John Ott, John Freitag, Bob Elkins, Dean Streiff, and Craig Galhouse.

ALSO ATTENDING: Ron Fuhr

ABSENT:  Reginald Reis

1.  Call Meeting to Order:  Chair Seward called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm.

2.  Review Proof of Posting:  Chair Seward stated this was done.

3.  Public Comments:  None  

4.  Approve Minutes from February 26, 2015 minutes:  J. Ott moved to approve the February 26, 2015 minutes, 2nd by B. Elkins. Motion carried.

5.  Discussion with Ron Fuhr, Raskovic cluster land division: K. Seward directed members to the packet of materials for discussion and asked R. Fuhr to present to the commission what is being considered as this is not a formal presentation but general discussion. R. Fuhr stated he had met with the Plan Administrator to discuss potential for a cluster on parcel #0232.1000 of 45.43 acres. The thinking is the farm house would be one of the cluster lots and there would be two additional lots. He asked of the commission can two lots be created and be served by one driveway and can this driveway property then be included in the lot’s total acreage. K. Seward stated yes and the driveway would have to be designed to town road standards. Their plan at this time is to get the property surveyed for the two lots and the farm house, which would be sold. The other part of the plan is that the farmstead would be surveyed off and would it be counted as agricultural land towards the open space requirement. He had asked the Plan Administrator to identify the acreage for the lots, which came to 5.96 acres on the map presented. He wasn’t sure where this acreage came from as they had determined that 6.8 acres were needed per the % of open space required. He said the first lot would be acreage around the farm house which would include the septic that is on the other side of the driveway. He identified the remaining acreage for the two lots that would have access off the current main driveway and be located towards Hwy H. His client would like to survey off 10 acres for the farm buildings and the remainder of the property for open space. J. Ott asked for clarification of new lots access from new or existing driveway. The discussion included whether the current driveway would need to be upgraded to town road standards or only the area up to the two new lots. K. Seward asked if he understood that the southern part of the parcel and agricultural buildings would be the open space. R. Fuhr said yes. J. Ott questioned the past splits of the Hauser property and what splits are left. R. Fuhr recounted that all splits were taken and this was a remaining parcel with original home. R. Elkins stated that the farmhouse would allow a cluster around it, so he didn’t see an issue. He also stated that this parcel would need to be a minimum of 2 acres. R. Fuhr said he would shift the lots to accommodate that acreage with the septic included. K. Seward stated he would need to confirm the minutes pertaining to the Hauser land division in 2004 in order to determine possibilities of the request. C. Galhouse questioned as he remembers the first CSM was for this 45 acres that was sold. J. Ott said if they sold this prior to other splits it would be its’ own parcel for determining splits. 

6.  Consider Seward neighbor exchange: K. Seward presented the information on his issue and stated he would then recused himself from discussion. He currently owns two parcels one with his home and one with a hay field. He has an offer to purchase in which they would like to take one acre out of the hay field and add to the lot with the home, this will require surveying and a revision of both CSMs. He recused himself at this point. He asked for a volunteer to take the chair. J. Freitag agreed at 7:05pm. J. Freitag asked if there were any questions for K. Seward regarding his proposal. He stated the potential closing is June 15, this would include two new CSMs. His understanding is because this is technically not a neighbor exchange because it is the same owner, and the documents would need to be presented to the County zoning office (per their interpretation of neighbor exchange) and if they review and accept they would not need town board signature. He would need to follow the normal process of CSM approval. So he asked the commission, he has not run this by Plan Administrator, if this body would like to recommend approval to the town board. J. Freitag asked what are the commissioner’s thoughts? B. Elkins had no objection and felt the process was being followed. C. Galhouse asked if he understood the process regarding other approvals; steps needed before being referred back to the commission for review and approval. K. Seward stated that this new process has not been approved by the Town Board J. Ott wondered why he needs to come before the commission as it is his own property. K. Seward stated there is not a neighbor involved, he owns both. J. Ott made a motion to recommend approval to the Town Board for the newly created lots’ CSMs by K. Seward, contingent upon review by the Deputy Clerk, 2nd by B. Elkins. J. Freitag moved to recommend approval to the Town Board that K. Seward convert CSM 1254 and 2233 into newly created lots’ CSMs, contingent upon review by the Deputy Clerk and the findings be presented to the Town Board, 2nd by D. Streiff. Amendment carried. Motion carried. 
   J. Freitag yielded his chairmanship back to K. Seward.

7. Discuss and consider questions developed during Ordinance 110 review: K. Seward said they will begin the review and continue as long as the commission wanted. 
   First question: “Feasibility of redesign of minor and major subdivision criteria for review (based on minor becomes major). How these would be impacted by municipal services within or outside the ETZ.” He explained that this question came about during review of 110 because in the ETZ four lots or more requires municipal sewer and water. C. Galhouse recounted the way the Hauser property had been developed in pieces that as more is developed within an original parcel there should at least be a review as a major. K. Seward gave an example of Kepplinger’s development of property along Zentner; he said it was important to him to deal with only the Town as opposed to other jurisdictions if he developed as a major. B. Elkins wondered whether they should review the current criteria regarding minor and major developments, and is it necessary? C. Galhouse said when developments are presented piecemeal it is easy to lose track of what has occurred. His understanding is that as these types of development go forward you would need to look at the entire package, to prevent a developer from only bringing forward pieces of a total project. J. Ott felt looking back at Hauser’s, would have to come up with a major instead of a minor would that have changed it. C. Galhouse stated there were a lot of modifications made along the way. J. Ott said there are no teeth; we could currently suggest they look at a major. K. Seward felt that it is an increase of authority if it would be changed. There was general consensus that Hauser’s was a mess and Freitag’s would have been a major had it been done all at once. K. Seward suggested language from the former Plan Administrator, “if you have a potential for a major then identify the splits”. D. Streiff wondered what is gained by changing and what the problem is with the way it is. C. Galhouse said every time Hauser’s did a split it created an assessment issue because he didn’t know if it was a buildable lot. He also said that the proposal tonight from Fuhr was part of this same parcel development. K. Seward offered to defer to counsel on this question. 
   Second question: “ Submission of major subdivision within the ETZ shall include plans for municipal sewer and water which could be included in a municipal sanitary district; electrical, telephone, natural gas (as available) and WI-FI which could be included in a municipal utility district.” K. Seward this issue speaks to the new growth plans for the Town and the ability of a municipality to establish a utility district. So when a developer looks at the Town for development it could be away from the Village boundaries. J. Freitag asked didn’t Robie’s sanitary district make this point mute or set a president? K. Seward said yes but there could be other areas in the Town, in his opinion and the only way now is for annexation. B. Elkins felt it isn’t practical to think about hooking on to the village because of costs. He doesn’t want to put something in the ordinance that creates such a large financial burden to development in the ETZ. J. Freitag asked if you are referring to municipal service do you mean Town or Village. K. Seward said either, the developer would establish a system shared by developed homes/businesses and managed by the Town. The idea is to set up rules and regulations to let developers know this can be done and what the process would be. There was discussion regarding A-T and ETZ areas and what is required in either. J. Freitag asked whether this would allow more flexibility? K. Seward said yes they wouldn’t have to annex. J. Freitag questioned, when we toured the town lands for future developments didn’t we discuss this as an option? Yes replied K. Seward, he is strongly in favor of this type of development because of the Village’s perspective regarding keeping surrounding area pristine and ready for annexation. He feels that the town should be preparing for growth. C. Galhouse asked does the Village have extraterritorial plat review and can they stop a development? K. Seward said yes, but they did not take the full extent of the 1 ½ miles when the ETZ was established. There was review and discussion of the Cooperative Boundary Agreement process and its’ demise. 

 8.  Set Next Meeting Date and Agenda: Thursday April 16 6:30pm. 

B. Elkins moved to adjourn at 8:10 pm, 2nd by J. Ott. Motion carried.
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