
Town of New Glarus

 Planning Commission Minutes

Thursday, August 21, 2008

7:00 P.M.
Attendance:  Keith Seward, John Ott, Gof Thomson, Duane Sherven, Dean Streiff, Dale Hustad, John Freitag and John Wright, Deputy Clerk.

Not in Attendance:  Reg Reis and Bob Elkins
Also in Attendance: Ronald Trachtenberg, Ron Klaas, Paul Beach, Thomas Weber, Al Lienhardt, Frank and Carol Mixdorf, Jeanne Darrow
K. Seward called the meeting to order at 7:06 PM.

1. Review Proper Posting—confirmed by Deputy Clerk.

2. Approve Minutes (07/17/2008).   G. Thomson made a motion to approve the minutes from 7/17/2008 as presented; seconded by J. Ott. The minutes of 7/17/2008 were unanimously approved as presented.  

3. Public Comments.  Deputy Clerk noted that Al Lienhardt was present and had requested that the Commission members consider moving item 8 up on the agenda to allow him to attend another commitment.
4. K. Seward asked if there was any objections to move item 8 up on the agenda.  There were no objections. Discuss Al Lienhardt Neighbor Exchange.  Lienhardt explained that he would like to enlarge the size of Lot 3 of his approved CSM 4347.  He went on to explain that he had filed an affidavit that stated that the balance of the property outside of the three building sites was restricted from building when he filed that CSM.  Lienhardt presented Article III, General Provisions of the Land Division Ordinance that describes the conditions for a neighbor exchange which he felt applied in this circumstance.  Lienhardt would like to add approximately one acre to Lot 3; this additional acre is part of the property restricted from building that was mentioned above.  Lienhardt stated that Green County requires that he file a new CSM and that this revised map will identify that the addition to Lot 3 is restricted from building.  G. Thomson asked the acreage of the three lots; they total 7.6 acres.  After brief discussion J. Ott made a motion to accept Lienhardt’s proposed neighbor exchange and his method of notating the property restricted from building on the CSM; seconded by J. Freitag.  There was no further discussion.  Motion carried.  K. Seward noted that the completed CSM will need to be brought back for Seward’s signature.
5. Consultation with Bob Darrow Regarding Proposed Plans for Golf Chalets at Edelweiss.  Bob Darrow was unable to attend this evening but he sent two representatives in his place.  Ron Trachtenberg introduced himself as the legal counsel who is representing the Darrows as a real estate attorney.  R. Klaas from D”Onofrio, Kottke and Associates then presented a preliminary plan of the development, building upon the work previously done by Ken Sakai Design.  The two then described a proposal to use the existing lots for a series of expandable condominiums on the existing lots that range in size from about .75 to 3.5 acres.  The smaller lots would have what appears to be free-standing homes yet would be part of a condominium association.  Slightly larger lots would allow for duplexes whereas the large lots could accommodate triplexes.  The largest lots on the other side of Edelweiss Road could easily accommodate multiplexes, but their preliminary plan is for quadplexes at that location.  Klaas noted that Green County Zoning ordinances require lot sizes of 20,000 ft2 per dwelling unit.  
Trachtenberg explained that the plan is to allow market demand to determine the degree of development initially and that the expandable condominium concept allows the market to dictate when additional properties are added to the association. Trachtenberg further explained that this condo agreement would begin with one central lot that establishes the condo association and additional lands can be added by filing an Addendum to Plat and an Amendment to Declaration.  This concept allows up to ten years to add land to the development. Trachtenberg noted that such a concept requires that land eligible to be included in the condo association be identified from the outset as well as the maximum number of units.  This plan also allows for the possibility that a buyer might want to build a lot for a single-family home to be excluded from the condo association or for an owner to request that adjacent land defined in the initial plan as eligible for building be redefined through a declaration as being non-buildable.
R. Klaas shared photos of three-unit buildings with the Commission members present.  He stated that the specific style has not been decided at this point and could range from a traditional Swiss chalet to a rustic lodge or cabin.  These units would be potentially built into existing hillside with a low profile and a preference for joint driveway agreements.  Seward appreciated their attempt to work within the recommendations of the Ordinance regarding avoiding visible rooflines along ridges.  Seward, however, was uncertain about the preference of Green County Zoning regarding multi-unit dwellings.  Seward asked Town Attorney Hustad his opinion regarding such multiple dwelling units.  Hustad noted that the Town Code requires that new properties should resemble dwellings that already exist; although some duplexes have been allowed in the Town, no triplexes or quadplexes have.  
Trachtenberg noted that the units could be designed to visually minimize their actual size unlike row houses and would have shared drives.  He also explained that each unit would be approximately 1,800 to 2,200 ft2.  Marketing would be aimed at empty nesters and those who were in anticipation of their last child leaving home.  Although these plans will not require a variance, Hustad still encouraged any plan go before the Town Board for their opinion.  J. Ott noted that the existing cul-de-sac design is not desirable from a safety standpoint and questioned whether property to the west could be held in reserve to allow for the possibility for a through road in the future.  Trachtenberg noted that this raises the issue of whether these will be public or private roads.  One option he thought all parties should consider is that the roads be built to Town standards to then be dedicated to the Town when all work has been completed.  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. 
J. Ott expressed concern that Green County standards limit the number homes along a private drive; it was uncertain whether that limit was three or eight.  D. Hustad recommended approaching Green County Zoning about recent changes they have enacted to their private road ordinances.  Trachtenberg noted that the current drives have been grandfathered.  It was further noted that there are sixteen proposed units on eight lots in the Town of New Glarus according to the preliminary plan that was presented.  Trachtenberg noted that CSM 1906 contains one lot in New Glarus, the balance located in the Town of Exeter.
Trachtenberg believes the land upon which each unit is built cannot be privately owned by the individual condo unit owners; instead that land would be held in common as an undivided interest.  Seward wondered aloud what the next step would be for Darrow and his representatives.  Trachtenberg and Klaas will visit with representatives from Green County and the Town of Exeter and then return before this body in two month’s time with a refined concept plan.  Seward asked Hustad if approval of this proposed plan, if it was introduced formally, would require a Public Hearing; his reply was only if the refined plan was requesting a variance.  Ott expressed concern about the turns and slopes of the existing driveway design especially during the winter months.  
Seward wanted to make certain that if this proposal were to be seriously considered that the language regarding maintenance of common wells and septic would need special attention in the condominium association agreement.  Ott recommended that the units be designed with sprinklers; Trachtenberg stated that a well-designed and constructed firewall could serve the same purpose.  It was noted that tonight’s discussion did not constitute the submission of a plat so the clock has not begun to run.  K. Seward recommended that Trachtenberg, Klaas, and/or Darrow should come before the Planning Commission with a refined concept plan when they next request to be added to a future agenda.
6. Review CSM 2743 to Ascertain Building Site Potential.  Paul Beach introduced himself as the realtor representing the sellers of the property.  He introduced the property mostly located in Section 6 of the Town and its unique characteristics which has access via York Township.  Although the property totals 35 acres, only 29.96 acres are in the Town of New Glarus.  According to the research performed by Deputy Clerk Wright the piece of property in the Town of New Glarus (comprised of the 29.96 acres mentioned above) was already defined by metes and bounds independent of any other property and by a discreet tax ID parcel number at date of Ordinance.  The same parcel was then the basis for the CSM that was filed on July 6, 1999 that included the acreage in the Town of York that provides access from State Highway 39.  K. Seward confirmed that a metes and bounds description at date of ordinance defines this property as a buildable lot.  J. Freitag notes that regardless of where the driveway is located, the Town’s ordinances require that a building site have a driveway permit.  K. Seward noted that the drive’s length will require a turnout lane for emergency vehicles.  J. Freitag made a motion to authorize a letter that the site is buildable under current ordinances; second by J. Ott.  Motion passed without further discussion.
7. G. Thomson recommended deferring item 7 in the absence of Corey Pope; without objection.  Discuss Proposed Adoption of Private Road in Spring Wood Subdivision.  

F. Mixdordf stated the association’s situation to the Commission members present.  The private road serving the existing lots is gravel and he is interested in the process required to dedicate the road to the Town.  He was aware that the road would need to be built to Town specifications and require inspection by an independent engineer at the Town’s request.  K. Seward agreed that the Town has standards for a Town road, which would need to be adhered to if this association decided upon this course of action.  Seward thought it might be in the association’s best interest to approach the Town Board to see if they might be willing to accept such a dedication.  Dale Hustad noted that the dedication of a road for adoption by the Town would require a Public Hearing.  
Mixdorf stated that he had visited Green County Zoning the day before to seek their advice and they stated that there would be no problems from their point of view and that it was a matter between the association and the Town.  Mixdorf noted that there are seven cluster lots that are served by the existing drive, four of which have homes.  He went on to note that the Lot owned by Scott Larson to the southwest will have access directly to County N rather than using the drive that was defined jointly from the outset.  The east-west portion is the only part that is being considered for dedication as the north-south cul-de-sac is restricted to always be private as defined by the Restrictive Covenants.  

G. Thomson questioned whether having two separate standards for the two drives might prove more problematic than adopting both drives in their entirety.  J. Ott noted that most dedicated drives become an encumbrance to the Town as they must be maintained.  J. Ott asked about the current location of fire numbers.  Mixdorf stated that a sign on County N defines the range from the lowest to highest and that each home has an individual fire number in front.  Ott made Mixdorf aware that if adopted by the Town, a public road does not have parking restrictions, meaning individuals who do not live within the subdivision can park along that road.  It was noted that the specifications for Town roads are available on the Town’s website under the Ordinance heading, contained within the e-Code.  Mr. Mixdorf thanked the Commission members and will share the information from tonight’s meeting with the residents of the association.  

8. In absence of a representative for the Hustad Valley Property it was agreed to allow Tom Weber to give an update on his CSM listed under item 10 (b), without objection.  Please refer to 10 (b) below.  
9. Discuss Proposed Division of Property along Hustad Valley Road.  Deputy Clerk Wright presented the three versions of the Preliminary Certified Survey Map given to him by Corey Pope earlier in the day.  One map represents plans for Lot 1 for building by Duane Pope including a drive, location of turnout, and location of building site.  Another map shows the location of that drive and the proposed location of a stub for a field road.  Wright noted the grade of the driveway was at maximum a twelve percent grade.  Wright made Pope aware that he must contact Green County for zoning and would need to contact the Town’s Building Inspector regarding the location of the proposed drive, storm water issues, sight lines, etc.  Wright also made Corey Pope aware of the fees associated with this development including driveway fees, consultation fees, filing fees, Impact Fees, and potentially engineering fees if the driveway requires extensive cutting and/or filling.  

There was a brief discussion regarding the fence lines on the provided Preliminary CSM and whether the acreage for Lot 2 included property beyond the fence line.  There was concern that if this acreage was included and subsequently contested it might mean that Lot 2 did not have the potential for clustering if it fell below forty acres in size.  K. Seward recommended that Wright contact Pope requesting that he appears before the Commission with a proposal.
10. Report on Meeting Between Dave Jenkins, Scott Jelle, and Mike Fenley on Kubly Access to Property.  The Kublys had previously met with the Planning Commission at the August 22, 2006 meeting to explore options for driveway access to their property off of Second Street near the New Glarus High School.  Access to the south will require an engineered driveway with switchbacks.  The drive to the north is too narrow to be legal according to Town code, but is adequate as a field road for access to the property.  K. Seward noted that the Kublys have abandoned the concept of the engineered drive to the south and are working with their neighbors the Behnkes towards an agreement for a joint driveway agreement. 
11. Correspondence

a. Deputy Clerk call to Connie at Green County Zoning Regarding Minimum Lot Size for Keeping Domesticated Animals (7/18/2008).  Wright made the contact as was requested of this body and found that Green County does not specify a minimum size lot for keeping domesticated animals.
b. Sent Draft Minutes to Tom Weber per LPC Request.  Tom Weber reminded the group of his appearance before the Planning Commission on 7/17 /08.  He had requested advice on equalizing the size of the two lots of CSM 1326 and sought advice on dealing with the Village regarding ETZ review.  It was noted that currently the northern 2/3 of the property is within the ETZ and the remaining property to the south is not.  Seward noted that the sketch that Tom presented to the members present retains two individual drives to each Lot instead of a joint drive.  Weber agreed that the drawing would probably be revised to reflect a single drive that would split at the point that the property widens within Lot 2 and continues to Lot 1.  He is aware that a shared drive would require a joint agreement and that a turnout lane for emergency vehicles is required due to its length of over 500 feet.  Seward thought a joint drive would be preferable because it would save on the cost of construction and maintenance as well as being better for emergency vehicle traffic.  

It was noted that the change in lot size was a neighbor exchange from the Town’s perspective (therefore not requiring a Public Hearing) although it required a new CSM from the County’s perspective.  Thomson noted that the potential relocation of the ETZ boundary would require negotiation between the Town and the Village which only involves the Webers inasmuch as they have to make the request to the ETZ Commission for consideration of their plan to resize the lots.  Thomson noted that depending on where the ETZ boundary is located the Webers should avoid building a home that straddles the zoning boundary line.  
Seward recommended as a next step redrawing the preliminary CSM to reflect a joint drive with a turnout for emergency vehicles.  He recommended that the joint drive be located on a single lot (either Lot 1 or Lot 2).  Hustad stated another option was to retain the current centerline between the two properties with a shared drive centered between two properties.  Either option will require an easement or notation on a deed and a joint driveway agreement.  Seward stated the next step is for the Weber’s to return to the Planning Commission with the changes which will be passed along to the Town Board before the ETZ Committee convenes.
c. Sent Revised Town Road Guide to Gary Blazek of Vierbicher Associates (7/23/2008).  Wright noted that he was sent a diagram from Vierbicher in return which will need to have some widths modified.
d. Call from Lexxi Harris of Remax Preferred Regarding Building Potential of Roy Klitzke Property (8/7/2008).  Wright informed Harris that according to the split computation performed previously that the property did not have an available building site.  Seward noted that the Klitzke property will need to be deed restricted and suggested sending a letter; without objection.
e. Call from Sherry Benson Regarding Wilde Listing of Roy Klitzke Property (8/11/2008).  Wright briefly reported that Benson thought that the property represented by Wilde was being listed as though it included a building site.
12. Report from Freitag and Thomson on Refining Fee Schedule.  At the August Planning meeting Thomson had suggested adopting a checklist that must be completed by a land divider before appearing before the Planning Commission.  He also advocated having land dividers meet with office staff for a consultation not to exceed a prescribed amount of time (up to two hours was suggested), prior to scheduling an appearance before the Planning Commission.  Thomson noted that he and Freitag did not have the opportunity to develop this discussion further.  Ott thought tonight’s meeting was illustrative of the time Wright was spending answering inquiries from property owners.
13. Updates

a. Deed Restriction of Property by Ron Roesslein.  Seward drafted a letter but in light of Roesslein’s willingness to comply with the request as evidenced by his visit to the Town Office this morning, he wondered whether he should still send it.  After brief discussion the members present made recommendations to improve the letter so that it could still be sent.
b. Rex Ewald Property Restriction by Affidavit fbo Rebecca Hauser.  Hustad noted that Ewald’s letter required the Town to accept certain stipulations that Hustad did not agree with.  Hustad read aloud passages from Ewald’s letter and explained his objections to specific points.  Dale then read aloud from his proposed reply to Ewald.  The members present agreed that Hauser should be required to submit her final plan for the remaining development without delay.  Hustad agreed to make the proposed changes to his reply.
c. Conversion of Paper Documents to Adobe Files.  Wright reported that he had discovered a shortcut for scanning paper documents to the .pdf format that will efficiently make them available electronically.  Wright went on to note that Clerk/Treasurer Salter subsequently discovered how to add notes to each page so that files can be searched and retrieved by user established key terms such as tax ID parcel number or building permit number.  Wright and Salter agreed that twin external hard drives will allow weekly backup of the computer hard drives so that loss of office information will be minimized.  Thomson made a motion to approve for Wright, Seward and Salter access to a safe deposit box containing electronic files at the downtown branch of the Bank of New Glarus; seconded by J. Freitag.  Motion passed without objection.
d. Revised Split Computation.  Because of so much attention surrounding the Roy Klitzke property Wright reported that he had created another scenario for the Planning Commission members to consider.  He reminded them that his first scenario assumed that the three lots to the northwest off of Highway 39 were intended as a cluster of three rather than three large lots.  Wright’s second scenario assumed that the property owner considered the home farm to be a forth lot of the aforementioned cluster which created a surplus seventeen plus acres of unrestricted property too small to split further.  Seward thought that representatives for this property should be encouraged to appear before the Planning Commission to understand the computations and to work towards defining the restricted property by deed notation or by affidavit.
14. Staff Question Regarding Impact of Village Annexation of Town Properties upon Split Computations.  Wright presented a hypothetical split computation that assumes a portion of a larger property to be annexed into the Village.  If the property that was annexed is fewer than thirty-five acres what then becomes of the deed restriction that was required when the aforementioned property was contained within the Town?  After brief discussion there was no conclusion drawn, but the question was deemed worthy of further consideration.
11. Set Next Meeting and Agenda Items.  Agenda items will include: Update on Ronald Roesslein.  Report from Freitag and Thomson.  The next meeting will be held on Thursday, September 25, 2008 at 7 PM. 

12. Motion to adjourn by G. Thomson; seconded by K. Seward.  Meeting adjourned at 9:56 PM.
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