
Town of New Glarus

 Planning Commission Minutes

Thursday, September 25, 2008

7:00 P.M.
Attendance:  Keith Seward, John Ott, Gof Thomson, Duane Sherven, Dale Hustad, Reg Reis, Bob Elkins, and Pattie Salter
Not in Attendance:  John Freitag and Dean Streiff
Also in Attendance: Duane Pope, Corey Pope, Ron Klaas, Ron Trachtenberg, Penny and Kris Kubly, Brian Jeglum, Chris Bowie, Dave Jenkins (JSD) and Dale Hustad 
K. Seward called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.

1. Review Proper Posting—confirmed by Chair and Clerk/Treasurer
2. Approve Minutes (08/21/2008).   J. Ott noted that on page 2, paragraph three of item 5 that the final sentence should read K. Seward noted that some of the proposed units would be served by the New Glarus Fire Department although those in Exeter will be served by the Monticello Fire Department.  K. Seward noted on page 1, that the final sentence of the first paragraph of item 5 should read Klaas noted that Green County Zoning ordinances require lot sizes of 20,000 ft2 per dwelling unit.  J. Ott made a motion to approve the minutes from 8/21/2008 as amended; seconded by G. Thomson.  The minutes of 8/21/2008 were unanimously approved as amended.  
3. Public Comments.  Bob Elkins who was not in attendance at the August meeting objected to the concept presented on page 2 of those minutes, contained within the final sentence of the first paragraph of item 5.  He felt that allowing an exclusion from the proposed condo association was for an independent single family home could potentially undermine the association itself. Ron Trachtenberg explained that the original thought he had hoped to convey was that certain lands may not be expanded into the expandable condominium and those lands might then be available for single family home(s). 
4. Review Tom Weber CSM for approval.  Mr. Weber did not make an appearance at this meeting.  K. Seward noted that Mr. Weber had informed the Planning Commission on previous occasions of his desire to resize his two lots of CSM # 1326 which from the perspective of the Planning Commission is a neighbor exchange, whereas Green County requires a new CSM.  Weber is aware that his properties are on the boundary for the ETZ with the Village of New Glarus.  Weber is drafting a Joint Driveway Agreement for the two lots so that a single driveway serves both properties to the point that the land widens, whereupon it splits to serve the northern lot.  Weber is aware that a turnout is required for emergency vehicles because the total length of the drive exceeds 500 feet.  Weber is now seeking the signature of the Chair of the Planning Commission before he approaches the Village of New Glarus in order to convene a meeting of the Extraterritorial Zoning Committee to review his new CSM.

Weber returned Deputy Clerk Wright’s phone message on September 24, 2008 that he is still working on drafting a Joint Driveway Agreement and is reconsidering how the easement for the shared drive is to be represented on the CSM being prepared by Thom Grenlie.  Weber is requesting that the Planning Commission grant Chair Seward the authority to sign the CSM once the Agreement and easement issues have been resolved.  Without objection the board delayed review of Tom Weber’s CSM approval until a Joint Driveway Agreement is presented to the Planning Commission.
5. Discussion with Brian Jeglum Regarding Possible Neighbor Exchange between Properties on Highway 39 West.  Mr. Jeglum explained that his client Chris Bowie has a farmette located at W7080 Highway 39 on a 30.0 acre parcel (tax parcel 50.0300, CSM 1897).  His client is interested in a neighbor exchange with Chad Leppien and Sara Liliensiek to the north (tax parcel 50.0000) whereby approximately 15 to 17 acres of Bowie’s property would be transferred to Leppien and Liliensiek.  Jeglum explained that this agreement is in the preliminary stage.  The Bowie property to be potentially exchanged has no available building sites and it is understood that this transfer would not create new building sites for the property to the north.
It was noted that the Leppien building site would not gain any building sites.  K. Seward requested that Jeglum share a copy of the CSM with the Planning Commission upon completion, which Seward assumes will need his signature.  Attorney Hustad noted that if Leppein and Liliensiek accept this offer that any potential their existing property has for further development (there is an existing home on the 40.53 acres) will need to be located near the existing homestead,  not within the proposed 15-17 acres to be transferred.
6. Consultation with Corey Pope Regarding Proposed Development of Property on Hustad Valley Road.  The Pope family has purchased acreage from Marian Hustad along the southeast side of Hustad Valley Road and Corey Pope has appeared this evening to present a plan for its development.  Building Inspector Mike Fenley has met with Duane Pope about the proposed building site and septic field as well as the driveway location on August 25, 2008.  Fenley saw no problems with the proposed locations and stated that the Popes could begin construction on the drive if they so chose with the provison that the plan might not be approved by the Planning Commission.  The driveway deposit and fee were paid on August 26, 2008.  Corey Pope has paid the consultation fee of $175 and the filing fee of $50 on September 23, 2008.  Corey Pope has been notified of the required payment of an Impact Fee of $3,562 at issuance of a building permit.
Pope presented the Commission members with an unrecorded CSM as well as details regarding proposed driveway locations, a topographic map, information regarding a soil test for a septic system on Lot 1, and location of underground utilities.  Pope addressed the concerns raised at the August meeting regarding fence lines and noted that the acreage on the unrecorded CSM does not include any of the property in question on the far side of those fences.  D. Sherven asked if the unrecorded CSM will need to have the building envelopes defined.    C. Pope noted that the building site has been defined for Lot 1 and there are no plans for Lot 2 at this time, therefore no envelopes have been defined for that property. 

Pope further explained that because each Lot has more than 40 acres of property that each has the potential for a three-lot cluster division although that is not the intent at this time to exercise.  K. Seward asked Pope if he was aware of the requirement to restrict the required open space on the deed or by affidavit when building sites are defined.  Pope is aware of that requirement as well as how to calculate the maximum lot size(s).   
Seward observed from reviewing the provided contour map that the proposed home site would be approximately fifty feet below the nearest ridge making its location in compliance with the suggestion in the code regarding location.  However, Seward asked that before any work was begun on Lot 2 that this guideline is adhered to and the location any buildings be shared with the Planning Commission.  Duane Pope pointed out a location to the Commission members present that he thought would be ideal for any developer who might buy and build on Lot 2.  D. Pope wanted some guidance from the Commission regarding what he should tell any potential buyer about where they can locate a home(s) on Lot 2 (e.g. is the House Location Guide a preference or a rule).  G. Thomson thought that D. Pope might want to consider this from his own point of view.  Because, Thomson reasoned, Pope owns both lots is there a preferred location that he would like to see any future development be located over another?  D. Pope further inquired about dividing the restricted portion to which Seward responded that the Code’s intent is to not restrict what a land owner does with their deed restricted property so long as it is not used for building or to contribute to another existing parcel in an attempt to have enough acres to constitute a split.
C. Pope stated that he was seeking the Commission’s approval to record the CSM.  Seward stated that the Planning Commission will forward its recommendation to the Town Board and a Public Hearing will need to be held to allow neighbors to voice their concerns, if any.   Seward confirmed with the Clerk/Treasurer that the Public Hearing has been posted for October 14, 2008 and that the proper legal notice will appear in the Post Messenger.  It was noted that the letters notifying the neighbors have already been sent.  
J. Ott made a motion to recommend the CSM be referred to the Town Board for its recommendation; second by B. Elkins. Motion carried with no further discussion. 
7. Review Driveway Plan with Dave Jenkins of JSD for Southern Access to Kubly Property off 2nd Street.  K. Seward referred the members present to an aerial map with an outline that defines the boundaries of the property in question, which is located west of 2nd Street and north of County Highway H.  Dave Jenkins stated that JSD met with representatives from the Town and Village approximately one year ago to determine where the access for the proposed driveway should be located.  Jenkins then presented plans for the driveway which was designed around the Town’s standards and is approximately 800 linear feet in length; the design includes the required turnout for emergency vehicles.  This proposed driveway accesses 2nd Street immediately south of the NG High School.  
R. Reis asked for what purpose the driveway is to be built.  Kris Kubly stated that the immediate use would be for tractor and pickup truck access to the property; in the future the driveway may be used to access a farm building yet to be built.  Kubly stated that there are no plans at this time to use this driveway to access a residence or business, although the future plan for the building may include a heated workshop.  It was noted by the members present that the Kubly’s current proposed use would only require a field road, not a driveway built to Town standards.  Dave Jenkins noted that JSD has worked with NG Fire Chief, Dave Anderson on developing the design.  In response to a question from J. Ott, Jenkins believes the inner radius of the curve to be forty-two feet.  According to Jenkins the switchback has been located to take advantage of the topography to minimize the displacement of earth by cutting or filling.
K. Seward stated that although the Fire Chief might have given approval of the design as it was presented on paper; in reality the proposed design might create problems in the winter months for emergency vehicles access, particularly along the switchback.  Seward suggested that the Commission may want to seek further input from the NGFD and EMS prior to the construction phase of the project.  Jenkins agreed to meet again with the NGFD and EMS if that was the recommendation of this body; his main concern is to begin construction soon to complete the construction before the seasonal change in temperature.  Jenkins stated that he has met with the Town’s Building Inspector Mike Fenley.  Seward noted that Fenley works in the capacity for the Town as an inspector not an engineer.  Seward stated that the Planning Commission will need to contact the Town’s Engineers at Vierbicher Associates about their need to review the plan and engineering study that has been conducted by JSD for the Kublys.  
K. Seward requested that the Kublys share what the future plans are for their property that totals 172.09 acres in area.  Currently the Kubly’s rent an unheated barn off of H from Penny’s parents; there are no structures on the Kubly property at present other than the remains of an existing historic structure.  The southern access will be used to access a heated barn at some undetermined future date.  It was noted that the property has been restored to tall grass prairie and the invasive plants are in the process of being removed from the woodlands.  Kubly further stated that there are no plans for developing the property for building sites; their emphasis is upon prairie restoration instead.  R. Reis voiced concern that the location for the proposed agricultural shed would be highly visible if it is built atop the bluff, and therefore expressed his wish that the design be aesthetically pleasing.  D. Sherven did not think the Land Planning Commission has the authority to oversee the design of agricultural structures from an aesthetic standpoint.  Reis agreed that an aesthetic preference cannot be enforced, but he felt that it was the duty of this body to relay the preference as established by the wishes of the community to developers.  Thomson noted that it is the Town’s preference that any structure be located below the ridgeline to limit its visual impact upon the visual beauty of the area as expressed in the Town’s Code as a stated goal.  
K. Kubly stated that the shed would be built to limit the impact on the surrounding environment, with solar heating, built to an aesthetic that is befitting location on a prairie, similar to the cluster buildings located at the Aldo Leopold Legacy Center.  There would be electrical service to the structure, but the decision has not been made as to whether that service will be above or below ground.  B. Elkins made a motion to forward the JSD design to the Town Engineer for review; seconded by D. Sherven.  Jenkins agreed to forward the engineering plans directly to Vierbicher as an email attachment so that they could review them with their CAD software.  It was noted that the Village’s approval of the location and their indication that the driveway is under the purview of the Town that approval by the ETZ Committee would be unnecessary.  D. Hustad recommended that the next Town Board agenda should include the results of the Engineering review performed by Vierbicher Associates.  Motion carried.  It was recommended, without objection, that JSD consult with Dave Anderson of NGFD during the construction phase of this project.
8. Consultation with Darrows Regarding Proposal for Golf Chalets at Edelweiss.  K. Seward noted that the work done by Jon Stumpf of Ken Sakai design will now be referred to as the Plan A proposal and that the preliminary thoughts presented at the August Planning Commission meeting will be referred to as the Plan B proposal.  Ron Trachtenberg noted that one of the problems he is encountering is the provision in the Town’s Code that restricts only one building per lot; multiple units are allowed on one lot, not multiple buildings.  Trachtenberg went on to state that the Town’s current Chapter 110 of the Ordinance on Land Division and Subdivision, as he reads it, requires a minimum lot size of two acres.  He suggested that Plan A can be simulated through retaining the original number of lots, yet changing their shape through a revised metes and bounds description.  Trachtenberg stated that some municipalities require the number of lots to remain constant while allowing for the metes and bounds description to be amended, whereas others require a new CSM or re-plat.  He noted that nothing in the code prohibits a developer from revising the lots as described above, and noted that if this were to be allowed the duplex aspect of Plan A could be retained on the newly described lots (to now be referred to as Plan C proposal).  Trachtenberg went on to note that the ring road of Plan A has inherent problems and that the through road suggested by J. Ott at the August meeting might not work well within the ring road design.
Ron Klaas recapped the Plan A proposal by stating that it was a series of duplex units on private roads, requiring a change to the existing lot lines.  He then summarized Plan B design that retained the existing lot lines with proposed single family, duplex, triplex and quadraplex condominiums.  He noted that the number of units for each lot had been based upon the standard determined by Green County Zoning.  Klaas further explained that Plan C would allow for all duplexes if the lot lines could be amended.  The total number of units created in this manner would be sixteen within the Town of New Glarus.  Plan C was conceived by Trachtenberg and Klaas if they assumed a maxed out design.  Klaas stated that in actuality some of the current lots were large enough to accommodate townhouses with even more units; however, he thought that more than four units were too many.  Trachtenberg stated that Green County does not restrict how many dwelling units can be contained within one condominium so long as the 20,000 ft2 standard per dwelling unit is observed for the lot size. 
Trachtenberg stated that what Darrow and his assistants are attempting to achieve is no loss in density while attempting to work with the Town.   He went on to note that duplexes are far more marketable because of the amount of windows per dwelling unit; inner units on triplexes and quadraplexes command far lower prices accordingly.   Trachtenberg further noted that Green County restricts the number of residential lots along a private drive to six; acceptance of a seventh would require the road to be adopted by the municipality as a public thoroughfare.  Trachtenberg noted that in Plan C, the seventh lot would be deemed a non-unit buildable lot and would be for a detention facility.  Another concept that he described was reserving an area for dedication if the Town wants the private drive to become public in order to extend the road. 
D. Hustad asked if Plan C keeps the condominiums off the ridge.  Klaas responded by stating that some of the buildings would be on the ridge but not at the top of the ridge.  Hustad noted that what the Town liked about Plan A was that none of the duplex roofs would be visible above the ridge.  Seward noted that if the Planning Commission allowed for the reconfiguration of the existing lot lines then potentially the access to the properties off of Edelweiss Road could be shifted to the east and thereby reduce current safety concerns regarding the original layout.  Trachtenberg agreed that the drive access could be moved to the east if lot lines were negotiable, although Klaas would have to then reconfigure the location of storm water detention facilities and sanitation facilities.
Seward then asked if the concept regarding a shared well and septic system proposed in Plan A was part of Plan C.  Trachtenberg replied that a common water system comprised of one or two wells and the shared septic system is still in the concept phase.   Klaas stated that a soil suitability test would need to be performed if this plan was to use a common septic system in order to determine its best location.  Trachtenberg and Klaas agreed that a logical place for the proposed Plan C development of expandable condominiums would begin to the west by the cul-de-sac with six units.  The remaining property would then be identified as expansion lands that would give the developer up to ten years to add to the original base condominium association.  Once in the association there is no ability to secede, but the expansion lands have the potential to be developed in other ways prior to joining the association, including but not limited to lots for single-family homes.  Trachtenberg, in response to a question from Thomson, cited an example declaring that maximum density in the cul-de-sac area will be limited to twelve units on the west side of the road, a pre-determined maximum density on the east side of the road (that number was not specified), and to then hold the other lots in reserve for future development.  
Trachtenberg stated that if lot lines were able to be moved on the east side of Edelweiss Road, then the project could be made up of duplexes and no triplexes or quadraplexes. It was noted that using the divisor established by the County to determine the maximum number of building units on the west side of the road, the total number of units would be seven; however, the Town’s Code would require that the lots be split to accommodate two duplexes, requiring a variance.  Thomson asked if shifting the lot lines would result in a new CSM.  Trachtenberg replied that the problem with that approach is that the Town Code requires a minimum lot size of two acres; therefore, would the Code allow for a re-plat if no new lots were to be created.  Attorney Hustad noted that the proposed change in lot lines could be handled as a Neighbor Exchange and would eliminate the need for a variance; it was noted that this agreement is usually recorded as a CSM rather than by metes and bounds.  
Trachtenberg stated that the Engineer has not relocated the private driveway access to the properties from Edelweiss in the best location on Plan C.  Thomson asked if the lots were to be reconfigured by Neighbor Exchange, would the access then be relocated.  Trachtenberg’s preference is for the access to be a road built to Town standards with the proviso that there be the potential for further connection to the west that was discussed as a preference when discussing Plan B.  In the interim there would need to be a turnaround until that access to the west was completed at some future, unspecified date, if ever.  Trachtenberg noted that the Neighbor Exchange would be sufficient for dealing with the proposal at hand if the dedicated existing road was not dividing the properties.  He went on to note that the location of the condominiums would have to be specified on a plat which requires Town approval and thereby the Town can help to determine the best location for preserving the ridgelines.  Thomson observed from a purely personal perspective that if he had to decide between allowing one triplex located lower on the ridge compared with restricting Plan C to only duplexes some of which would be located higher, he would opt for the former.  When asked about maximum density by Thomson, Trachtenberg stated that they would like to stay at 16 units (up to 12 units to the west and up to 4 to the east).  

D. Sherven wanted clarification on the variance issue; there was brief review of 7 units allowed by County and the developer’s desire to be granted a variance to have two duplexes instead (the lot would have to be split to accommodate).  Sherven expressed concern about setting precedent by allowing lots to be subdivided; Seward stated that it is a variance to the existing Code.  G. Thomson noted that the property’s location next to a major recreational facility made it unique and as such unlikely to be duplicated anywhere else in the Town.  Trachtenberg noted that there is one lot to the west that is unused in Plan C; he reasoned that it could be eliminated if the lot to the east of Edelweiss Road could be split, thereby keeping the total number of lots the same.  D. Hustad summarized what he thought the compromise being discussed would entail: the lot lines for the eight existing lots would be erased and redrawn; in exchange for relocating the access to the property to the south and west of Edelweiss Road to a more ideal location the Town would be willing to grant a variance from the Code’s two acre minimum lot size on the lot to the north and east of Edelweiss so that it can be split, which would be contingent upon the elimination the lot designated as without building rights within Plan C to the south and west.  
R. Reis suggested a proviso be added to the agreement to restrict Plan C to a retirement community for empty nesters.  Ron Trachtenberg rejected the proposed proviso based upon marketability and quality of life issues for those who initially purchase as they continue to age.  Instead, Trachtenberg suggested amending the Chapter 110 of the Town Code to allow an exception to minimum lot size adjacent to a major recreational area of a certain number of acres to be defined.  Seward noted that if a shared sanitation facility is to be considered, it will most likely need to be in the space to the east of the road, which previously had been described as the reserved area not yet part of the condominium association.  Trachtenberg stated an option would be to include the septic field as part of the first phase of the condominium development or to grant a septic field easement for maintenance to be performed by the initial phase of the condominium association.  
K. Seward made a note that provisions be included in the condo association to maintain the well(s), stormwater, and sanitary system(s).  Ron Trachtenberg noted that they could add a clause to the condominium association agreement to allow for special assessment that allowed the right but not the obligation for the Town to maintain the systems in question (in addition to being granted the right to inspect the aforementioned systems) and to then assess back the costs through a special assessment.  Trachtenberg agreed with Sherven that the County can order the maintenance to be done if a problem is brought to their attention, but the option he was proposing is to allow the Town the ability to step in and take corrective action if necessary and recoup the costs through special assessment.  J. Ott noted that public safety is a real issue and the redesigned road would be an asset and a reason for granting the variance; B. Elkins agreed with this being the primary reason for granting a variance.  The next step will rework the plan and come back before the Land Planning Commission with a Preliminary Plan with the location of lot lines being the last step.
9. Correspondence

a. Phone call from Andrea Priebe regarding Don Thompson property (8/22/2008) with follow-up by Rollie Disch (9/11/2008).  Priebe last appeared before the Planning Commission in August of 2007.  Deputy Clerk Wright read her the minutes from that meeting which indicated that there is no potential for an additional building site on the property.  At date of Ordinance the combined acreage of the two tax parcels totaled only 30.49 acres.  Priebe had hoped to build a daycare center to accommodate 75 children.  Priebe was made aware at that 2007 meeting that the property is within the Village’s ETZ and that conditional use would allow for up 15 children in a daycare facility.  Wright suggested to Priebe that she should approach the Village to find their interest in annexation of the property and their opinion on a facility to accommodate 75 children.  Wright also suggested that she speak with inspector Mike Fenley first to find out if the site was buildable without extensive talks with the DNR.  It was noted that the property south of H is in a flood plain.  
On a related note, Rollie Disch, who owns the property adjacent to the Thompson farm asked the Deputy Clerk about the surveying flags on the property to the south of H.  Wright shared the public information contained within last year’s minutes regarding the site’s builability from the Town’s perspective.  Kris Kubly noted that the flags were survey flags for a proposed development on the Thompson property.  There was brief discussion regarding how sewer and water could access the property if annexed and the conclusion that was drawn was along the south side of County Highway H, across 69 to the brewery unless a longer route to the NG High School is considered.  B. Elkins noted that the WIDNR did not allow Sherri Wilde to build-up a nearby low lying corner property previously. 
b. Letter to Paul Beach regarding building site (9/5/2008).  K. Seward sent Beach a letter to confirm the decision by the Land Planning Commission at their August 21, 2008 meeting that the property he represents on State Highway 39 has a building site and that regardless of the driveway location, whether in the Town of New Glarus or the Town of York, a building permit from the Town of New Glarus requires a driveway permit from the same.

c. Corey Pope consultations regarding land division (9/9 & 9/11/2008).  Pope had met with Deputy Clerk Wright on two occasions to deliver his Application for Site Plan Approval, a topographic map of the property, and to see what if any additional materials or communication were required to try and assure this land division could go to Public Hearing at the next Village Board meeting.  

d. Letter delivered by Roger Behnke from Kris Kubly to Deputy Clerk (9/11/2008).  Roger Behnke accompanied by Al Lienhardt delivered a copy of a letter from Kris and Penny Kubly regarding their plans to put down gravel on their field road that divides the Behnke properties so that an open span bridge could be delivered to a piece of the Kubly property to the north and west.  Deputy Clerk Wright provided Behnke copies of recent and past minutes regarding the discussion before the Planning Commission on the issue of north and south access to the Kubly property off of 2nd Street.  Seward noted that the Kubly’s have permission from the WIDNR to install the open span bridge.  K. Kubly noted that the bridge will arrive by flatbed trailer as a single pre-assembled unit which will require the removal of some trees.
e. Lienhardt inquiry about Steve Gmur property on NN (9/12/2008).  Al Lienhardt asked about tax parcel 212.1000 located on County Hwy NN to the east of W5732.  After brief research Wright was able to determine that the property was described by metes and bounds and listed by a tax ID parcel number independent of any surrounding property at date of ordinance (e.g. it was not contiguous to another portion of property held by the same owner).  Based on current precedent established by the Planning Commission this property of 1.710 acres has one building site available.  

Hustad agreed that this property, which was independent from any adjacent property owned by the same person at date of Ordinance that was defined by metes and bounds, would have one building site; however, he cautioned that a more general rule which makes a metes a bounds description interchangeable with that of a CSM for properties defined pre-Ordinance has not been established.  He went on to state that many contiguous properties at date of Ordinance are created by independent metes and bounds descriptions and it is the current ruling that those be considered as a whole, the building potential of which is determined by using the large lot divisor of 35 acres or the clustering concept which requires 85% of a property 40 acres or larger to be restricted from building by a statement on the deed or by affidavit.


Seward asked that this question be revisited at the next meeting as Deputy Clerk Wright posed a question to Seward about two adjacent tax parcels on Hustad Valley Road; without objection.
f. Deputy Clerk called Sara at Green County Zoning regarding the maximum number along a private drive (9/18/2008).  Deputy Clerk Wright found that up to six homes can be on a private road and that a seventh home would require that the road become a Town road.  The members were uncertain if the Zoning limit was on buildings, building units or lots.  It was agreed that Wright should seek a more definitive answer on this issue; without objection.  Hustad noted that the practice of defining outlots for roads to be dedicated to the Town erodes the tax base for those properties; he suggested that this issue be reviewed at a future date. 
10. Report from Freitag and Thomson on Refining Fee Schedule.  It was noted that John Freitag and John Wright were absent from this meeting.  Thomson distributed a packet of information to the members in attendance.  He then referred the members to the updated checklists that will be discussed under item 11 (a) that define the procedure for land divisions.  He marked up a copy of the first page of one of the checklists with his recommendations for proposed amendments that involve the expansion of the duties of the Deputy Clerk to coordinate and record those applicants who are going through the process of land division.  
It was noted that Darrow had previously been charged for reimbursement of attorney costs and consultations with the LPC, but no new charges have been assessed to date for the discussion of Plans B and C as assisted by Trachtenberg and Klaas.  Thomson then discussed the preliminary consultation phase of the project and suggested that the Clerk or Deputy Clerk provide the developer with pertinent information rather than schedule them for a preliminary consultation with the LPC.  Seward thought that the way the checklist is written reflects Chapter 110 of the Code, which might require amending if Thomson’s proposal was accepted.  Thomson again referred the members back to the checklist to illustrate that a prospective land divider is required to engage the LPC, the Clerk and the Town Board for approval/advice throughout various phases for gaining approval for their plan.  

Thomson then referred the members to an overview of a similar process as used by the Village of Belleville.  He noted that Belleville has a Technical Review Committee who meets as a group to review the proposal at the pre-development stage of the process.  This group provides the initial gratis consultation alluded to previously by John Freitag.  The Technical Review Committee includes representatives from the following: Public Works Director, EMS, Engineering, Finance, Fire, Police, Planner, and the Zoning Administrator.  If the plan passes the pre-development review phase the applicant can then submit an application, a pre-development review agreement, and deposit.  
Thomson then referred the members to a document from the Village of Belleville entitled Reference: Information on Site Review Applications.  He noted that under item 2 that an application must be filed with the Village Clerk forty-five days prior to the Plan Commission meeting date.   Thomson suggested that our procedure checklist for land development would benefit from reorganization so that it is more sequential and does not require alternating between authorizing entities.  He noted that the process should be flexible enough to allow for special situations such as the Darrow development which should be referred directly to the LPC.  K. Seward noted that the timeline currently follows the code and is time-sensitive regarding when the Town is required to take certain actions; timeframes are determined by certain conditions, also specified within the Code.  He suggested some compromise between the Belleville documents and those of the Town of New Glarus.  Attorney Hustad agreed that a timeline is critical from a legal standpoint to be integral to whatever procedural document is adopted.
Thomson suggested the formation of a Technical Review Committee comprised of representatives that include NGEMS, NGFD, Town Engineer, and the ETZ (when necessary) to review a preliminary plan (pre-development review).   This system should eliminate any doubts that each authority has been consulted prior to the divider/developer’s request for the Planning Commission to review the proposal; however, it was noted, not all the members are employees of the Town, which would make their mandatory attendance difficult. Seward noted that each type of development should have its own checklist.  There was brief discussion about the complications of requiring landowners who have properties with the potential of a Major Subdivision to fulfill the requirements of the Code at some trigger point within the process of development.  
B. Elkins asked that whatever the ultimate decision was to be regarding this proposed process, that somehow there be a provision to charge those who return multiple times with differing plans to develop the same piece of property.  Clerk Salter asked if these increased duties for the Clerk and/or Deputy Clerk would correspondingly be included in the budget to cover those additional hours of work.  Thomson speculated that this process should ensure that developers will be paying a prescribed amount without any guesswork which should cover the additional hours worked.  Without objection, G. Thomson will work with J. Wright and possibly John Freitag to draft a preliminary document to then be presented to the Land Planning Commission to discuss at their October meeting.
11. Updates

a. Checklist revisions for land division to reflect changes to code.  Deputy Clerk Wright had modified four of the land division checklists this past week to reflect citations to the new code.

b. Lienhardt neighbor exchange (septic system in “open space”).  Chair Seward explained that Keith Schneider had purchased Lot 3 from Al Lienhardt.  Seward reminded the members present that the enlargement of Lot 3 of CSM 4347 to included approximately one acre of open space required a new CSM by Green County, number 4395 although it was a neighbor exchange from the Town’s point of view.  After performing a soil suitability test for septic it was realized that the best site would place part of the system within the area restricted by affidavit from building.  Schneider has transferred the permission granted by the Green County Zoning Commission for a driveway to Al Lienhardt in his name to access the property.  Building Inspector Fenley has not reviewed the preliminary plans for the house location, driveway or septic with Schneider to date. Without objection it is agreed that it is acceptable to have a septic system in an open space.  It was also agreed that this will be added to the precedent and procedures notebook for the LPC.
c. Deed restriction of property by Ron Roesslein. Nothing new to report.
d. Rex Ewald Property Restriction by Affidavit fbo Rebecca Hauser.  Hustad reported that Ewald still contends that nothing in the Code specifically requires his client to identify the open space that is restricted from building except when clustering.  Hustad reported that he has a message from Ewald on his answering machine but does not know what it is in regards to, but agreed to call Ewald and to report back to the LPC at the October meeting.  Dale does not think the Town’s use of affidavit in the property’s file is adequate notification because title companies typically will reference this information within the policy in the standard exceptions, which he contends are ignored by most buyers.  If, however, this is handled by deed restriction or affidavit it will be more prominent and more likely to be noticed.
e. Revised split computation for Roy Klitzke property presented by Keith Seward.  Roy Klitzke was given an invitation to tonight’s meeting by phone message but did not attend tonight’s meeting.  In addition to the two scenarios presented at the most recent Planning meeting Seward had Deputy Clerk Wright prepare a third computation that assumed that all properties were considered as large lots (referred to as Scenario I).  The resulting six splits would require an additional 49.1780 acres of open space to be in compliance with Chapter 110 of the Code.  Scenarios II and III had previously been submitted to the LPC and assume a combination of large lot and cluster strategies.  Seward presented Scenario IV whereby every division of property could be considered as a cluster lot, which could potentially result in additional building sites.  Seward states that twenty acres of the Klitzke property that had been for sale is potentially annexable. If this is annexed it would make an additional 88 acres sold by Mary Hefty to Shotliff that is to the west potentially annexable as well.  
This property is currently listed by Wilde Real Estate and states a potential for annexation on the property listing description.  Seward stated that if the Klitzke’s are hoping to make the sale of the property in compliance with the Town Code, then Scenario IV gives them this opportunity by assuming two clusters and the sale to Wilde.  Keith stated that if the twenty acres purchased by the Village is annexed, then Scenario IV would not have enough open space available.  Dale noted regardless of whether or not the Village annexes the 20 acres, Klitzke does not have any building sites.  It was decided that if Tom Myers has further questions about the development potential of the property he should schedule to meet with the Deputy Clerk who has already prepared three scenarios to consider.
11. Set Next Meeting and Agenda Items.  Agenda items will include:  Approval of Tom Weber CSM; Vierbicher Review of Kubly Engineered Driveway; Report from Thomson Regarding a Preliminary Model for Property Development Review; Updates: Ewald, Clarification of maximum lots, homes, or density along a private road from Green County Zoning.  The next meeting will be held on Thursday, October 16, 2008 at 7 PM upstairs because of a conflict with the second Parks Commission workshop. 

12. Motion to adjourn by G. Thomson; seconded by R. Elkins.  Meeting adjourned at 10:25 PM.
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