



Town of New Glarus

 Planning Commission Minutes

Thursday, November 15, 2007

7:00 P.M.
Attendance:  Keith Seward, Dean Streiff, Bob Elkins, Reg Reis, Duane Sherven (7:27), John Ott, Gof Thomson (7:12), John Freitag, and John Wright, Deputy Clerk
Also in Attendance:  Dale Hustad
K. Seward called the meeting to order at 7:05 PM.

1. Review Proper Posting—confirmed by Chair and Deputy Clerk.

2. Approve Minutes (10/18/2007).   J. Freitag made a motion to approve the minutes from 10/18/2007 as presented; seconded by B. Elkins. Minutes approved as presented without objection.

3. Public Comments.  K. Seward introduced a triplicate form designed by Clerk Salter to the members present designed to track the collection of fees.  K. Seward read from the current fee schedule those items related to the Planning Commission.  The form is intended to support the needs of the Clerk, Deputy Clerk, Treasurer and Patrolman including: tax collection, public works, building inspection, administration, land planning, parks and recreation, road opening and impact fees.  Seward presented the members present with a copy he completed with fictitious information to illustrate the use of the form.  Seward stated that this form will make the user aware of actual and projected costs.  J. Freitag thought that the driveway application fee including the escrow amount could be recorded on this form; he also suggested that the form be larger for more complex accounts.  After brief discussion it was agreed that the form could remain the current size and that more than one voucher could be issued to the same individual.  There were no objections to the concept of this form that is still being developed.
4. Consultation with Roger and Cheryl Arn Regarding their Preliminary Plan for Development of their Property.  Deputy Clerk Wright spoke with Roger Arn on November 14, 2007 who is still gathering estimates for construction of the home, drive and working with his surveyor.  He hopes to have all his information organized so that he can present his plan to the Planning Commission at the December 2007 meeting.
5. Updates
a. Update on Treasurer Position.  K. Seward stated that the current treasurer had planned on leaving her position at the end of October.  Research has been conducted to have Green County handle tax collection.  One option considered was to fill the vacancy or to combine the position with the clerk position; however a combined position would require approval by the electorate.  The Town Board has approved the combined position and the current treasurer has agreed to remain until that transition is complete.  The next tax mailing will include a notice of how the public can pay those costs to the County or a local banking institution.  The Town Office will now be responsible for the collection of fees for licensing dogs.  J. Ott asked if the notice of taxes will still include the list of all properties and taxes due; Seward confirmed that to be the case.  G. Thomson noted that the Town would lose the interest they currently accrue by holding the checks before submitting them to Green County in February.  Seward agreed to investigate whether the savings to the Town through the reduction of Treasurer’s duties is worth the loss of interest revenue. 
b. Update on work by Tower Ordinance sub-committee.  K. Seward stated that the sub-committee met earlier today.  The group is planning on meeting 3-4 times before bringing their findings to this commission.  One complication is how this would be handled within the Extraterritorial Zone if an ordinance were adopted by the Town that is quasi-zoning in nature.  Currently most towns are not independent of county zoning.  D. Sherven stated that the process of establishing zoning locally would be difficult and improbable unless several municipalities requested it simultaneously. 
c. Update on meeting between Dave Pawlisch of Vierbicher Associates and Impact Fees Committee.  Seward listed the items submitted to Vierbicher Associates for a Needs Assessment Study including: town park/town hall and aquifer preservation; and joint projects including: garage, library, bath house, tennis court, and storm water management projects.  Pawlisch was asked to examine how fees might be levied on developers for the use of Town roads when construction requires heavy vehicles.  J. Ott asked if impact fees can be used for emergency services; building space can be projected into the future but not the cost or maintenance of vehicles.  Thomson explained that impact fees can be collected up to seven years before work must begin on an identified project and that fees can continue to be collected throughout the life of the project.  If work does not begin within the statutorily required period of time it must be returned.  Because these fees must be collected within a limited amount of time after the acquisition of a building permit most are collected from the individual rather than the developer. It was noted that Impact Fees are based upon a needs assessment study of future needs created by an increase in population.  
6. Discuss and Formulate a Definition for Open Space/Agricultural Building.  The members present were provided copies of fax from Green County Zoning and Land Use of Definitions listed und 4-6-4, Regular Town Board minutes 070109, Land Planning minutes 070426, and a letter dated 070110 from Dale Hustad to Duane Sherven.  Seward directed the group to the Regular Town Board minutes from 070109 when D. Sherven asked about agricultural buildings on the property acquired from J. Frietag.  Those minutes refer to a letter to be drafted by the Town’s attorney Hustad that was also reviewed.  Finally a motion contained in the Land Planning minutes from 070426 was discussed that pertained to questions surrounding the development of property owned by Pete Raskovic.  Seward acquired a glossary of terms from Green County Zoning that Seward bulleted for the discussion of: accessory building, animal feedlot, billboard, boathouse, camp grounds, drainage ditch, dry lot, farm, fur farm, private garage, public garage, hobby farming, junk or salvage yard, and kennels.  Sherven noted that a permit is required at the county level for erecting a billboard and that conditional use permits are issued at the county level for a kennel.  Seward believes that sooner or later the Planning Commission will need to develop a definition for agricultural uses.  Thomson stated that leasing property for farming is no different than charging an individual or individuals to use the land for exclusive hunting rights.  Hustad read aloud the current definition of open space according to item 29 of Chapter 15 of the Town Code.  After discussion it was decided to leave the wording of the current ordinance as it is for now.
7. Discuss the Criterion for Determining the Distinction Between Major, Minor and Plat Divisions of Property.  K. Seward used Neuchatel as an example of a major plat, the Roesslein division as an example of a minor, and Freitag/Kepplinger as an example of a plat division.  J. Ott asked if it made a difference how long the development process takes for its classification; Rebecca Hauser’s property was developed over the course of many years and based purely upon the number of total splits possible it would qualify as a major plat.  Thomson wondered if the maximum capacity of splits for a property should determine which category it falls within.  Hustad stated that if a large piece of property has the potential to be a major, perhaps by the ninth development an ordinance could be adopted to require that the rest of its development to be described.  Seward noted that the state statutes require that four or more developments require a plat; the Town, he reasoned, could require a complete plan when four developments have been reached.  Hustad advised that the preliminary consult should plant a seed for thinking about the future; each subsequent development in his mind would signal their intent to develop the entire property.  G. Thomson made a motion that the planning commission should be directed to 1) inform any developer with enough property that has the potential for a major subdivision (consisting of nine or more building sites) to think about their overall plan on their initial consultation and 2) that the sale of property that has the potential of three or more building sites will be the limit before requiring a preliminary plat for the rest of the development of their property; seconded by B. Elkins.  J. Frietag made a motion to table the discussion and possible approval of this motion until next month’s meeting; seconded by G. Thomson.  There was no objection to table the discussion.  Deputy Clerk Wright was instructed to send the preliminary wording of this motion to the group so that they could review it.
8. Correspondence from Dale Hustad Regarding language of Hauser Restrictive Covenant.  K. Seward presented a letter dated November 6, 2007 from Attorney Hustad to Ron Fuhr, Rebecca Hauser’s representative.  A copy was also sent to Hauser and her attorney Rex Ewald.  Seward was uncertain whether Hauser retained a sufficient amount of her own land to accommodate enough open space for the land that was split; the potential exists that that some of the property that has already been sold may need to be deed restricted.  J. Freitag suggested contacting Wilde Realty with the concerns of the Planning Commission.  Thomson noted that the ninth split has not yet come before the Commission and that it cannot be approved without the requested information identifying the location of the deed restricted open space.
9. Set Next Meeting and Agenda Items.  The next meeting will be on Thursday, December 13, 2007 at 7:00 PM.  Agenda items will include:  Arn Consultation, Discussion with Possible Action on Major, Minor and Plat Divisions.  It was noted that the Parks Commission will be meeting the same evening.  The Clerk will be consulted about her availability for that evening.
10. Move to adjourn by J. Freitag; seconded by B. Elkins.  Meeting adjourned without objection at 9:20 PM.
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