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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.  A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Jerry Meylor, Dave Muehl, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Phil Bultman in 

attendance. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes.  Due to the COVID-19 emergency, public participation in 

person was limited and the meeting was accessible through gotomeeting.com. Town Planner Mark Roffers 

and his associate Nick Johnson and were present virtually. 

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve Minutes of Previous Meetings:  MOTION by Muehl/Meylor to approve the December 23, 2020 

minutes with one correction.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

4) Public Concerns: Robert Williamson was present virtually seeking clarification about whether he needed to 

apply during the February 15 – March 15 window for a change of future land use for the Galarowicz 

property.  Eight owners of residences on Gala Way wish to purchase land to extend their lots to the east.  

The Clerk was aware of an application to Dane County for this, but stated that no application has been made 

to the Town.  She displayed the rezone map that was submitted to the County, and stated she had spoken 

with Pam Andros of Dane County Planning, who had indicated that a change of future land use (to 

Neighborhood Development) would not necessarily be needed for this since no new dwellings would be 

created.  Roffers said he was inclined to agree with that, but wanted more time to think about it.  Williamson 

stated that they also hope to create one or two residential lots on the remaining Galarowicz property using 

the 1:1 transfer that would be allowed by the 2020 Comprehensive Plan amendment that is still in progress 

at the County.  Hampton advised Mr. Williamson to confirm with Andros whether or a Neighborhood 

Development area would be needed for the expansion of the 8 lots, and apply by March 15th if it is. 

5) 2021 Comprehensive Plan Update: Discuss and consider schedule, priorities, and community survey:  

Roffers began by presenting his February 16th memo to the Plan Commission (Exhibit A) which established 

the goals for tonight’s meeting and outlined the history of the Comprehensive Plan and reasons and timeline 

of the update (Exhibit B).  He then asked for each Plan Commission member to describe their desires and 

priorities for the update: 

• Bultman said his goal is to protect the Town, to keep it a farming community while promoting business 

growth to lower taxes.  He would like to see the Town, City of Madison and Village of Cottage Grove 

get along better, but acknowledged that the town has no control over the Village’s apparent desire to 

continue to build residences. 

• Muehl said 1) he is excited to see what values will be indicated by the community survey, especially 

how they differ from city or village residents.  His goal would be to protect those values.  1) He felt that 

solar farms may present a new issue for the Town to deal with, specifically how to protect ag land, and 

suggested an ag enterprise area may be something to look into.  3) He would like to explore the 

Koshonong creek as a resource, as well as what implication or impact it may have on other areas, 

especially due to climate change.   

• Meylor would like to keep the town as rural as possible, but suggested any development should be on 

the west edge of the Town and possibly adding a Neighborhood Development area along Gaston Road 

before it gets annexed.  He would also like to protect wetlands from development, such as areas of the 

Village that constantly have sump pumps running.  Muehl added that discussions about forming a sewer 

utility are in order.  

• Eichkoff stated that once the update is complete, he hopes landowners will be able to easily look at the 

result and know what they can and cannot do with their land as opposed to the confusion that the Plan 

Commission has dealt with so much recently.  He is interested to see boundary agreements made and 

having the plan lay out what development can be done around them.  He also thought planning for 
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development of the commercial area on North Star Road should be a priority. Preservation of agriculture 

and rural culture were important to him as well, and thought that a sewer system could reduce 

annexation.  Roffers responded by saying that having the plan address every possible situation is 

challenging, that is why a Plan Commission is necessary.  He said that boundary agreements can reduce 

uncertainty, and it will be important for the Town to share information about these negotiations with the 

planners. 

• Kudrna said that as the newest member of the Plan Commission, he is still trying to get his head around 

the current plan.  He would like to preserve the feel of the town while still allowing landowners do what 

they want with their land, and would like to see the plan simplified as much as possible. 

• Hampton would like to have a map showing what lands have been deed restricted.  He expects to be in a 

position to share boundary agreement discussions in a month or so.  He wants to look at farmland 

preservation, and wonders if smaller acreage farms should be considered.  He would like to nail down as 

much as possible regarding the planned commercial area on North Star Road, especially future access to 

County N. 

• Anders was not present, but the Clerk was directed to ask him the same questions. 

• The Clerk hopes property owners will be involved enough with the update process that they will 

understand what the plan means for them and future opportunities of their property.  Roffers said the 

community survey will be an opportunity to engage property owners, and we may want to actively invite 

property owners to meetings starting in May.   He also hopes to use the Town web site in an active way 

to link it to something on the MD Roffers page with interaction opportunities, along with email lists, etc.  

The Clerk said that two opportunities are coming up soon that could be used to promote the community 

survey:  The Annual Report and Newsletter mailed in March, and the Spring Election.  She suggested an 

article and posters with a “hook” to convince readers that the Comp Plan impacts them, and a QR code 

taking them directly to the survey. 

6) The next topic discussed was the Community Survey, of which Roffers had prepared a draft (Exhibit C).  He 

expects most will respond online using Survey Monkey, which shuffles the multiple-choice answers.  A hard 

copy version will also be available.  Discussion by question included:  1. Eickhoff wondered if an option 

could be added for those whose families have resided here for generations.  5.  Hampton wondered if asking 

about concern over development pressure from Madison and the Village of Cottage Grove would lead to the 

expectation that the Town can do anything about it.  Consensus was to leave the questions in.  6.  Strike 

Managing School Impacts 7.  Replace with a question about optimum lot sizes.  10.  Add an option for those 

who do not live in the Town but do own property here.  Any other suggestions should be provided to the 

Clerk by next Monday. 

7) Consider/Adopt motion to move into closed session per Wis. Stats. 19.85(1)(e) for deliberation, negotiation 

or conducting specified public business whenever competitive or bargaining reasons require a closed 

session: boundary agreement discussion.  MOTION by Muehl/Eickhoff to move into closed session for the 

reason stated above.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0 by roll call vote.  The closed session began at 8:39 P.M. 

8) Consider/Adopt motion to reconvene to open session to take any action necessary from closed session.  

MOTION by Meylor/Muehl to reconvene to open session.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0 by roll call vote.  

The closed session ended at 8:58 P.M. and there was no resulting action. 

9) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Bultman/Muehl to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 8:59 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk  Approved 3-24-2021 
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To: Town of Cottage Grove Plan Commission  

From: Mark Roffers, Town Planner 

Date: February 16, 2021 

Re: Comprehensive Plan Update Schedule, Priorities, and Community Survey 

 
Meeting Goals:  My goals for the February 24th Town Plan Commission meeting are to review 
the current Comprehensive Plan, discuss the schedule and process for the Plan update, discuss 
members’ hopes for the update, and review and advise changes to the draft community survey.   

2015 Comprehensive Plan:  In October 2015, the Town adopted the latest version of its 
Comprehensive Plan in two volumes—Conditions and Issues, and Vision and Directions.  The 
Conditions and Issues volume contains background information about the Town while the 
Vision and Directions volume provides the vision and the policy guide for future growth, 
development, and preservation.  The current Comprehensive Plan can be reviewed in the 
“Government” dropdown list on the Town’s webpage, or by clicking here.   

Following the Town’s annual Comprehensive Plan amendment cycle, the Town has entertained 
a lesser number of Plan amendments each year since 2015.  Most approved amendments have 
been to the future land use designation of different parcels in the Town, at the request of the 
associated landowners.  Other amendments have adjusted Town policies or data, but have not 
included any major shifts in policy direction. 

Reasons for Comprehensive Plan Update:  The Town is now undertaking a full review and 
update to both volumes of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan.  The Plan update process will enable 
the Town and its residents to revisit and possible revise the Town’s future vision for growth and 
preservation.  Of particular focus will be areas and policies for farmland preservation and for 
residential and commercial development, particularly in light of recent development proposals, 
a draft plan for the northeast quadrant of Highways 12 and N, and evolving intergovernmental 
situations and relationships.  A 2021 update will also allow the Plan to incorporate new Census, 
land use, and other base information, placing the Plan on a logical 10-year update cycle.   

Comprehensive Plan Update – Timeline and Meeting Schedule:  The first attachment to this 
memo is called the “Town of Cottage Grove Comprehensive Plan Update Meetings and Major 
Milestones”.  It describes the approach and timeline to the Plan update, including dates of 

https://www.tn.cottagegrove.wi.gov/comprehensive-plan/
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anticipated meetings and timeframes in which certain volumes and portions of the Plan will be 
prepared.  The entire Plan update is scheduled to finish by late 2021, or by early 2022 because 
the formal adoption process can extend out a bit.  I’ll plan to walk through, answer questions, 
and respond to suggestions on the schedule at the meeting.  

Each year between February 15 and March 15, the Town accepts requests for Comprehensive 
Plan amendments.  The Town intends to continue to allow such requests this year.  However, 
unlike previous years, these requests will be folded into the larger update of the entire 
Comprehensive Plan, and considered with reference to what could be an altered future vision 
and land use plan.  As a result, successful amendment requests will likely not be incorporated 
into the Plan until it is updated in full in late 2021 or early 2022.   

Plan Commission Hopes, Desires, and Priorities:  I would also like to spend some time at this 
first meeting to learn initial Plan Commission member hopes, desires, and priorities for the Plan 
update.  Members might suggest consideration of some different broad direction for the 
Town’s current Plan vision, initiatives, or future land use map, which I have attached to this 
memo.  Members might also or instead suggest a particular goal, policy, or program on which 
this Plan update might focus or adjust.  Finally, members might have particular desired data or 
analyses to help advise the direction of the Plan.  

Community Survey Review: The final attachment to this memo is a draft of the community 
survey, which will be a significant early component of the Comprehensive Plan update process.  
The community survey is focused on understanding residents’ vision for the future of the Town 
and community planning issues most relevant to the Plan update.  The attached draft survey 
asks residents a series of questions related to the current conditions and future preservation 
and development of the Town.  Demographic questions are also provided. 

The survey is mainly intended to be completed digitally using a web-based survey tool called 
Survey Monkey.  However, hard copies can also be available at the Town Hall.  The attached 
version is how the survey would appear in hard-copy format. 

I will plan to walk through the draft survey and obtain suggested changes.  The Town Board 
may also wish to offer comments before the survey “goes live.”  We should also discuss how 
the Town wishes to publicize the survey.  At one end of the spectrum, the Town could send 
postcards to all property owners directing them to the survey link or letting them know how 
they can get a hard copy.  Lower cost efforts including posting the availability of the survey on 
its Town Facebook and Web pages, and working with the community newspaper on publicity.   

Attachments:  Plan Update Meetings and Major Milestones Schedule; Select pages from 2015 
Town Comprehensive Plan as Amended; Draft Community Survey 



 

  

 

Town of Cottage Grove Comprehensive Plan Update 
Meetings and Major Milestones (1/12/21) 

 

 

Outreach Efforts:  January-November 

• Provide introductory information and link on Web “News and Notices” to more detailed page 

• Decide on whether to host detailed Plan and process info on Town’s or MDRoffers’ Web page 

• Invitation to be on email group for monthly plan process updates 

• Postcard notice to property owners, including on potential plan map and policy changes (before 

April/May meetings)? 

 

Community Survey: February-April 2021 

• Prepare draft survey in hard-copy format (February) 

• After Plan Commission (and Board?) review, revise and adapt for Survey Monkey (early-March) 

• Release survey and publicize survey availability through initial outreach (mid-March) 

• Survey response deadline (mid-April) 

• Code and report results (in advance of April Plan Commission meeting) 

 

Plan Commission Meeting #1: February 24, 2021 

• Share purpose and process for Town Plan Update, including relationship to 2021 amendments 

• Discuss key topical areas, hopes, and desired analyses for Plan update 

• Review and advise changes to draft community survey 

 

Plan Commission Meeting #2:  April 28, 2021 (joint meeting with Town Board?) 

• Review community survey results 

• Revisit Plan vision statement; advise potential changes in statement and overall Plan direction 

• Share ideas on adjustments to future land use map, including initial review of 2021 land owner 

requests 

 

Draft Plan Materials Preparation: March-May, 2021 

• Contact adjoining communities and Dane County for information, issues, and concerns 

• Prepare Draft #1 of Conditions and Issues volume, including associated maps, analysis of 

commercial and residential demand versus supply of available land, analysis of discrepancies 

between current future land use map and current zoning, and other analyses as required  

 

Plan Commission Meeting #3: May 26, 2021  

• Review Draft #1 of updated Conditions and Issues volume, including associated analyses 

• Review revised vision statement and associated adjustments to Plan direction 

• Review and advise adjustments to specific policies, initiatives, and future land use map from 

current Vision and Directions volume, including 2021 land owner requested amendments and 

Conceptual Rural Business Park Development Plan for the Highways 12/18/N Interchange—

Northeast Quadrant 

Kim
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Draft Plan Materials Preparation: June-July, 2021 

• Prepare Draft #1 of Vision and Directions volume, including updated future land use map 

• Share draft with Dane County staff for initial review and comment; prepare draft #1a 

 

Plan Commission Meeting #4:  August 25, 2021 (joint meeting with Town Board?) 

• Review Draft #1a of Vision and Directions volume update, including future land use map 

• Make public presentation and enable public comment on draft Vision and Directions volume 

 

Draft Plan Materials Preparation: September, 2021 

• Prepare Public Hearing Draft of Conditions and Issues volume and Vision and Directions volume 

updates 

• 30 days before hearing, post draft volumes on Web page, share with County and adjoining 

municipalities for comment, and publish public notice for hearing  

 

Plan Commission Meeting #5: October 27, 2021 (joint meeting with Town Board) 

• Conduct joint public hearing on Plan update 

• Followed by Plan Commission recommendation and Board adoption, at same meeting or 

subsequent meetings 

 

Final Plan Assembly, County Approval, and Distribution:  November 2021-January 2022 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Long Range Facility Study— 
Community Survey 

2021 Comprehensive Plan Update 
Community Survey  

Help shape the future of the Town of Cottage Grove!  The Town of Cottage Grove is beginning 
an update to its Comprehensive Plan, which guides the preservation and development of our 
community.  The Town’s current Comprehensive Plan can be viewed by going to the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan website: https://www.tn.cottagegrove.wi.gov/comprehensive-plan/. 

To help us gauge community priorities on matters like farmland preservation, natural resource 
protection, and future commercial and housing development, please take 10 to 15 minutes to 
complete and return this survey by April 10, 2021.  Contact details, including how to return 
hard copy surveys, are at the end of this document. 

1. From the choices below, please provide the top three reasons why you or your family 
chooses to live in the Town of Cottage Grove.  Please write “1” in the box next to your top 
reason, “2” next to the second reason (if any), and “3” for the third reason (if any). 

�  Farmland 

�  Easy to get around 

�  Rural atmosphere 

�  Property taxes  

�  Home prices  
�  Close to work 

�  Close to shopping and services 

�  Close to Interstate and/or Highway 12 

�  Schools  

�  Safe 

�  Near friends and family 

�  Recreational resources, like parks and trails 

�  Close to Madison 

�  Close to health care 
 

2. Do you believe the overall experience living in the Town has improved, stayed about the 
same, or declined over the past ten years or so (or since you’ve lived here, if less)? 

�  Improved 

 �  Stayed about the same 

 �  Declined  

 �  No opinion 

3. Can you briefly tell us why you answered the last question the way you did? 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Over the past 10 years, there has been little change in the size of the Town’s population. 
An average of 7 new homes per year have been built, plus some new commercial 

https://www.tn.cottagegrove.wi.gov/comprehensive-plan/
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Long Range Facility Study— 
Overview of Local Community 

   

development mostly near Highway 12.  The Village of Cottage of Grove has grown more 
quickly.  

Looking forward to the next 10 years, how much do you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements about future growth and preservation in the Town? 

Statement Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Opinion 

a. The Town of Cottage Grove 
should encourage more 
residential development  

     

b. The Town of Cottage Grove 
should encourage more 
commercial development 

     

c. The Town of Cottage Grove 
should encourage farmland 
preservation 

     

d. The Town of Cottage Grove 
should encourage natural 
area and open space 
preservation 

     

5. Please indicate your level of concern with respect to the Town of Cottage Grove: 

 Not 
Concerned 

Slightly 
Concerned 

Concerned Very 
Concerned 

No 
Opinion 

Increased Town population      
Development of farmland      
Conflicts between farming 
and housing      

Loss of natural areas and 
open space       

Increased road traffic      
Increased development 
pressure from Madison      

Increased development 
pressure from the Village of 
Cottage Grove 

     

Increased costs of Town 
government services      

Accessibility of Town staff 
and officials      
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Long Range Facility Study— 
Overview of Local Community 

   

6. As the Town considers future residential and commercial development proposals, what 
should its highest priorities be in evaluating such proposals?  Please check all that apply. 

�  Landowner rights 

�  Use of farmland to accommodate such development  

�  Impact of development on neighboring farmers and farmsteads  

�  Stormwater management 

�  Natural area preservation 

�  Impact on intergovernmental relationships 

�  Increasing property values 

�  Creating jobs 

�  Increasing housing options 

�  Managing traffic impacts  

�  Managing school impacts 

�  Achieving good building design and landscaping 

�  Reserving lands for parks and recreation 

�  Other (please list):  _________________________________________________________ 

7. Please complete the following statement in the space provided:  As I look forward over 
the next several years, I wish the Town of Cottage Grove would… 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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Long Range Facility Study— 
Overview of Local Community 

   

8. The map below generally divides the Town of Cottage Grove into six different geographic 
areas.  Over the next 10 years, which of the listed land uses do you think the Town should 
accommodate in each mapped area.  You may select more than one use for each area. 

Area labeled on 
map 

Residential 
subdivisions 

Commercial 
development 

Farmland 
with 

limited 
housing 

Natural areas 
and open 

space 
No 

Opinion 

1      

2      

3      

4      

5      

6      
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Long Range Facility Study— 
Overview of Local Community 

   

 

9. Over the next decade, the Town will likely continue to have development pressure from, 
and annexations to, adjacent municipalities.  Which approach or approaches do you think 
the Town should take to deal with this pressure?  Check all that apply. 

�  Allow current Town landowners who wish to be annexed and develop their lands in 
adjacent municipalities to do so without Town involvement 

�  Pursue boundary agreements with adjacent municipalities, which would likely allow 
annexation of some lands in the Town over the following 10 to 20 years, but not other 
lands.  

�  Allow more housing and commercial development in the Town near municipal 
boundaries in an attempt to impede municipal annexation and expansion.   

� Encourage Town landowners near adjacent municipalities to transfer their rights to 
develop their land to other properties in the Town, thereby restricting such lands from 
development and resulting in more housing elsewhere in the Town. 

� Start a program in which the Town would allocate local funds and seek grants to 
purchase development rights from Town landowners near adjacent municipalities, 
recognizing that higher Town costs will result. 

�  Provide utility services in the Town, such as sanitary sewer, to limit the appeal of 
annexation, recognizing that higher Town costs will result. 

�  Pursue incorporation of the Town of Cottage Grove into a village, recognizing that this 
may be a long and costly process given current state law requirements. 

10. How long have you lived within the Town of Cottage Grove? 

 �  Less than five years 

 �  Between five and ten years 

 �  Between ten and twenty years 

 �  More than twenty years 

�  I do not live in the Town of Cottage Grove  

11. If there are children living in your household, what are their ages? Check all that apply.  
Please include children who live with you part-time. 

�  No children under 18 years old 

�  One or more children ages 0 to 4 years old  

 �  One or more children ages 5 to 10 years old  

 �  One or more children ages 11 to 14 years old  

 �  One or more children ages 15 to 18 years old  
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Long Range Facility Study— 
Overview of Local Community 

   

12. What is your age? 

�  0-18 years old 

�  19-29 years old 

�  30-39 years old 

�  40-49 years old 

�  50-64 years old 

�  65+ years old 

13. In the space below, please provide any other brief comments related to the future growth 
and development in the Town of Cottage Grove that you would like considered as part of 
the Comprehensive Plan update process.  

 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Printed copies of this survey can be mailed to or dropped off at the Town Hall:  

4058 County Road N 
Cottage Grove, WI 53527 

 
Provide more input on the Town of Cottage Grove Comprehensive Plan Update by sharing your 
ideas and feedback on the Town’s website at [WEB ADDRESS] or by emailing clerk@towncg.net. 

 
 

mailto:clerk@towncg.net
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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.  A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Jerry Meylor, Dave Muehl, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Phil 

Bultman in attendance. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes.  Due to the COVID-19 emergency, public 

participation in person was limited and the meeting was accessible through gotomeeting.com.  

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve Minutes of Previous Meetings:  MOTION by Muehl/Meylor to approve the February 24, 2021 

minutes with one correction.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0-1 (Anders abstained). 

4) Public Concerns: None. 

5) Discuss/Consider application by Carley Barnes, applicant, Galarowicz Rev Living Tr, Helen J., Landowner 

to rezone +/- 3.5 acres of parcel #0711-193-8000-5 from FP-35 to SFR-08 to increase the size of 8 existing 

lots on Gala Way: Carly Barnes and Robert Williamson (representing Galarowicz Rv Living Tr.) were 

present virtually.  Ms. Barnes explained that seven landowners on Gala Way are interested in purchasing 

additional property to the east of each of their lots to preserve the tree line.  The rezone map included 8 lots, 

but Barnes and Williamson said that the owner of 3830 Gala Way has not confirmed interest.  Williamson 

would like to proceed with the other 7 lots rather than holding things up at this point.  There was discussion 

about the easement between 3830 and 3820 Gala Way, and whether it needs to be maintained to provide 

access to the ag land to the east, or could potentially be sold to one of the property owners on either side.  

Williamson said access has been from the land that touches Gala Way to the north, and that the easement 

really isn’t very accessible due to trees and terrain.  Williamson said there are no RDUs remaining on the 

lands owned by Galarowicz Trust, but they may be interested in selling a lot now that the comprehensive 

plan allows for 1:1 RDU transfers in the Ag Preservation district, and he understood that the lot would need 

to be to the north of the existing lots on the east side of Gala Way so as to have access to the Town road.   

MOTION by Anders/Meylor to approve the rezone request as revised tonight, to include approximately .37 

acres to be added to each of seven lots, excluding 3830 Gala Way.  The applicant is to provide a corrected 

rezone map by April 1st.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

6) Discuss/Consider requests for changes to the future land use map:   

a) Fred H. Witte & Sons, Inc. requests that the wooded piece east of the current Neighborhood 

Development Area south of Hope Road be re-designated from Agricultural Preservation to 

Neighborhood Development:  The Witte’s attorney contacted the Clerk this afternoon to say that they 

would not be appearing at the meeting because they need time to process some new information.  A 

density study received from the County today showed 2 RDUs that are not eligible for the 1:8 TDR 

transfer ratio if used in the Neighborhood Development area that is part of the same farm. MOTION by 

Hampton/Muehl to refer the request for discussion as part of the 2021 comprehensive plan revisions.  

MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

7) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Anders/Eickhoff to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. The meeting 

was adjourned at 7:33 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 04-28-2021 
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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.  A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Jerry Meylor, Dave Muehl, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Phil 

Bultman in attendance. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes, and Planning Consultant Mark Roffers was also 

present.  Due to the COVID-19 emergency, public participation in person was limited and the meeting was 

accessible through gotomeeting.com, however during the first 10 minutes, the audio from the meeting room 

was not working so virtual attendees could not hear through the beginning of the discussion with Duane 

Swalheim below. 

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve Minutes of Previous Meetings:  MOTION by Anders/Eickhoff to approve the March 24, 2021 

minutes as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

4) Public Concerns:  

a) Duane Swalheim shared a concept plan for 16 commercial lots on land he owns on North Star Road, and 

asked how he should go about getting started with development there.  Roffers’ associate Nick Johnson 

was present virtually and was able to display the draft conceptual plan for a rural business park on North 

Star Road.  Roffers said what Mr. Swalheim is proposing generally fits into that plan, and there are two 

approaches that can be taken: 1) create a number of lots knowing that buyers may want just one or 

multiple or 2) create giant lots with the understanding that the area will need to be re-divided based on 

what buyers want.  Mr. Swalheim was advised to conceptualize a stormwater plan for the property, and 

narrow down the uses in the commercial zoning districts to fit the types of businesses he hopes to attract 

before applying for a rezone.  He was also advised that it might be good to have a potential buyer or two 

lined up before moving forward. 

b) Miodrag Petrovic is looking at property at the corner of Vilas Hope Road and Gala Way with hopes of 

putting a home and a 100’ x 100’ outbuilding to store equipment related to his food concessions business 

there.  He has been in contact with Dane County Planning and Development, who advised him that he 

should ask the Town whether the area could be planned for commercial development in the 

comprehensive plan (it is currently planned as agricultural preservation). He noted that adjacent property 

is already zoned commercial. Robert Williamson, representative for landowner Galarowicz Rev. Living 

Trust, was present virtually and wondered why commercial zoning was needed to store equipment when 

no customers would be coming to the site.  Commission members explained that any storage of items 

used in a business is considered commercial use.  Hampton said while the Plan Commission could 

consider the change as part of the update to the comprehensive plan they are currently working on, he 

felt it was unlikely to be approved, and even it is approved, the update will take most of the year to 

complete.  He suggested contacting the owner of a farm house for sale on Field View Lane that has 

commercial property across the road that may also be for sale. 

5) Discuss/Consider application by Birrenkott Surveying, Inc. – Bryan Stueck, applicant, VLKJH Skaar LLC – 

Vicki Kraus, landowner, to rezone 10 acres of acres of parcel #0711-284-9700-0 from AT-35 to HC for sale 

to Capital Holdings, LLC to expand existing commercial use, and to rezone 28.6 acres of parcel #0711-284-

9160-0 from AT-35 to RM-16 for zoning compliance:  Vicki and Otto Kraus were present in person, and 

Gordon Morauske and Brent Conwell from Capital Holdings, LLC were present virtually.  Ms. Kraus said it 

makes sense that the 10 acres should be combined with Capital Holdings’ commercial property, and she has 

no plans to sell the remainder proposed to be rezoned as RM-16.  Roffers thought this would be consistent 

with the plan for the area, and recommended that right-of-way for future roads be obtained as development 

occurs.  MOTION by Anders/Meylor to recommend approval of the rezone of 10 acres from AT-35 to HC 
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with the same restrictions and allowable uses as the adjacent commercial property owned by Capital 

Holdings, LLC, and the rezone 28.6 acres AT-35 to RM-16 for zoning compliance.  MOTION CARRIED 

7-0. 

6) Discuss/Consider application by Copart of Connecticut, Inc. for site approval of an ~6-acre expansion of the 

Copart facility to offset loss of land taken by WisDOT for their safety improvement project:  Robert Harley, 

Dan Privette, and Chris White were present virtually to represent Copart.  A revised set of plans had been 

provided showing an additional 6-acre area for vehicle storage on the eastern side of the property to 

compensate for some of the area lost to the WisDOT.  Discussion included: 

• Hampton asked about a non-catalogued archeological site shown on them maps, Harley said they are in 

consultation with the State Historical Society about it. 

• Hampton said an electronic gate will be needed at the Luds Lane entrance, along with a knox box, and 

the code and key must be provided to the fire department. 

• The fence will continue around this section, but since the terrain drops down from the property line, no 

berm will be needed there. 

• The Town will ask the WisDOT about putting a berm along the new ramp for CTH AB on the southwest 

portion of the property. 

• There is a triangle of property outside of the fence on the west end of the property that could have 

plantings to dress it up when viewed from the new CTH AB. 

MOTION by Anders/Bultman to recommend approval of the site plan as amended, with the addition of 

evergreen plantings in the triangle outside of the fence on the west side adjacent to the new CTH AB.  

MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

7) Discuss/Consider application by Viney Acres, LLC – parcels #0711-274-8501-0 and 0711-274-8220-0 on 

Nora Road - rezone of 6.69 acres from FP-35 to RR-2 and 13.27 acres from FP-35 to FP-1 to create 3 

residential lots and 2 agricultural lots:  Don Viney and Chris Miller were present in person, and Surveyor 

Dan Birrenkott was present virtually.  The proposed zoning map would create 5 lots, which would mean a 

plat vs. a CSM.  Discussion included the possibility of a second CSM to combine what is shown as Lot 4 

with the adjacent ag land, and combining the shared driveway with lot 3, so there would only be 4 lots and a 

CSM could be used.  A shared driveway agreement will be needed, as will a turn-around of some sort for 

emergency services.  Buildable areas should be identified on the map due to the steep slopes.  Anders 

cautioned that the long driveways could lead to stormwater management requirements due to the amount of 

imperviable surface.  MOTION by Anders/Meylor to table until the applicant comes back with a revised 

zoning map.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

8) 2021 Comprehensive Plan Update:  Roffers began by reviewing the timeline, and suggested that a meeting 

should be scheduled soon to invite property owners to learn about the plan and provide their input.  The 

County can probably help to identify landowners by the number of acres owned, and a mailing of some sort 

should be sent to those most likely to be affected by the update.  He will work with the Clerk to identify 

them.  A second meeting could specifically target owners of property on North Star Road.   

a) Review community survey results:  Johnson displayed the survey results.  There have been 212 

responses, and the survey will remain open through Friday or perhaps Monday.  The final results will be 

posted on the project page on the MD Roffers web site.   Roffers said there was a lot of support for open 
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space preservation, quite a bit for farmland preservation, some support for commercial development, and 

mixed feelings about more residential development, with a lot of concern over encroachment by the City 

of Madison.  Overall respondents felt new lot sizes should stay the same, with a few comments 

suggesting they should be larger.  Of the six areas identified by the survey, respondents generally 

thought areas 5 and 6 (east side of the Town) should remain as open space, area 4 (south of the Village) 

should be mixed development, area 3 (Hwy 12 & 18 corridor) should be commercial, and areas 1 and 2 

(west side of the Town) should be residential and open. 

b) Review Draft #1 of updated Conditions and Issues volume, including associated analyses:  Johnson 

highlighed some of the additions to this volume, including: 

• Figure 5-2 shows where there are notable differences between existing land use and planning 

districts, and suggested these should be looked at with the update. 

• Map 5 will show deed restrictions in the Town, which Roffers said will be useful to know when 

assigning planning districts.  Hampton suggested asking the County for some language to state how 

they will defend deed restrictions if the property is annexed.  Roffers has heard they may not survive 

unless there is a third-party holder involved. 

• Figures 5-3 and 5-4 project acres needed for residential and commercial development in the next 25 

years.   

• Potential impacts of the US Hwy 12 &18 Freeway Conversion and CTH AB intersection projects are 

discussed on page 34. 

• Chapter 9 addresses intergovernmental cooperation and potential conflicts.   

c) Revisit Plan vision statement:  Roffers suggested holding this discussion for another time. 

9) ADJOURNMENT: Prior to adjournment, Hampton thanked Phil Bultman for his service on the Plan 

Commission, and there was a round of applause.  MOTION by Anders/Eickhoff to adjourn.  MOTION 

CARRIED 7-0. The meeting was adjourned at 9:35 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 05-26-2021 
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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.  A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Mike Klinger in 

attendance, along with Dane County Planning and Development Director Todd Violante.  Clerk Kim 

Banigan took minutes.  Due to the COVID-19 emergency, public participation in person was limited and the 

meeting was accessible through gotomeeting.com 

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve Minutes of Previous Meetings:  MOTION by Anders/Meylor to approve the April 28, 2021 

minutes as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

4) Public Concerns: None. 

5) Discuss/Consider approval of concept plan and zoning for a plat to create 3 residential lots and 1 

agricultural lot on Nora Road by Viney Acres, LLC from parcels #0711-274-8501-0 and 0711-274-8220-0. 

(tabled from April meeting):  Don Viney was present in person, Marilyn Viney, Dan Birrenkott and Chris 

Casson from Birrenkott Surveying were present virtually.  The proposed CSM for the three residential lots 

and one ag lot were displayed on the screen.  Dan Birrenkott said that he had consulted with Dan Everson 

and Pam Andros at Dane County, and they do not have a problem with lots 1 and 2 not having road frontage, 

but instead having easements to use the driveway from Lot 3.  The drawing showed a hammer head 

turnaround at the 90º bend of the shared driveway.  There is also a historic strip house right there that Viney 

hopes the buyers will preserve, and he said there is plenty of room to have a driveway alongside it.  An 

orphan triangle across Nora Road was also mentioned, Viney said he will quit claim deed it over the owner 

of the adjacent property.  Both are zoned FP-35 so it should be a simple matter.  Anders brought up the topic 

of impervious surface in relation to the very long driveway for lot 3, he didn’t think it looked like there 

would be space for a retention or detention pond if the County required it.  Birrenkott said they would look 

at stormwater requirements once conditional approval is granted.  Birrenkott said that Everson and Andros 

do have problems with the number of lots being proposed, since they would exceed the 5 lots in 5 years 

limit.  Along with the four lots in this CSM, another CSM was proposed to combine Lot 2 of CSM 15564 

with adjoining unplatted lands.  Birrenkott said that a plat would be needed to accomplish all of this at once.  

Advice from the Town Attorney noted that s. TCG 15.10(7)(f) requires all lots in a subdivision plat to have 

at least 50 feet of frontage on a Town road.  As a compromise, Birrenkott offered doing just a 3-lot CSM for 

lots 1, 2, 3, which he said are the most important at this time.  He said they could come back in 5 years for 

the rest, or do them sooner as a plat.  Eickhoff asked if doing it in steps would create more expense for the 

Viney’s, Birrenkott said it would be a wash since the 3-lot CSM would not cost as much as doing a plat.  

Hampton asked about the driveway easement agreement, Birrenkott said an example had been sent to the 

Clerk, it would be fleshed out once conditional approval is given.  MOTION by Eickhoff/Meylor directing 

the applicant to come back on June 23rd with a proposed CSM for lots 1, 2 and 3, including a turnaround and 

driveway easement agreement, and proof of a quit claim deed for the triangle across Nora Road.  MOTION 

CARRIED 6-0. 

6) Discuss deed restrictions and farmland preservation:  Hampton asked Violante how successful he feels the 

county has been in preserving farmland.  Violante said as a whole, it has been successful, though it is 

difficult to say relative to what?  Most Towns with farmland preservation programs have density 

requirements to keep development and fragmentation low, ranging from 1:35 to 1:90.  He noted that despite 

a large population, Dane County has a strong ag economy relative to the rest of the state, which indicates 

they are doing something right.  Hampton said it seems the Towns are doing a good job, but how about the 

cities and villages?  Violante said the best way they can preserve farm land is by infilling and going up 

within existing boundaries.  Intergovernmental agreements, cooperative planning and extra-territorial zoning 
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are tools used by area municipalities to this effect.  However, while we often think of cities and villages 

taking land from towns, it is really precipitated by property owners petitioning to annex for urban services.  

Hampton asked how many farmers are actually getting farmland preservation credits.  Violante did not 

know the answer off hand, and did not know if specifics are public record, but he will see what he can find 

to share.  Hampton asked if he is seeing a demand for smaller acreages for produce farmers.  Violante said 

there is certainly a great demand for local food production, but it may be more economical for producers to 

lease than own small tracts of ag land. 
 

Hampton asked how effective deed restrictions are in preserving farm land on a long-term basis.  Violante 

said when the Town and County are the only parties on deed restrictions, they disappear with annexation.  

He further explained that deed restrictions are based on Town and County ordinances, comprehensive plans 

and jurisdiction.  Once annexed, the land is not subject to those any longer, but rather to the policies of the 

annexing municipality.  He mentioned a provision he has heard of where neighboring property owners can 

enforce deed restrictions even after annexation.  He did not know the details, but will try to find out.  He 

also said bringing a third party into the deed restriction can make it survive an annexation, for example a 

non-profit with a mission to preserve farmland or habitats.  He recommended contacting Jim Welch with 

Groundswell Conversancy to find out more.  The Town of Dunn has used a Purchase of Development Rights 

program, as did the County with the Hwy 12 project going toward Sauk City. He suggested contacting the 

Town of Dunn to learn more about what they have done.  He further offered the assistance from himself and 

his staff in locating other resources regarding deed restrictions and farmland preservation. 

7) Election of Officers (Chair and Secretary):  MOTION by Anders/Meylor to appoint Hampton as Chair.  

MOTION CARRIED 6-0.  MOTION by Meylor/Anders to appoint Eickhoff as Secretary.  MOTION 

CARRIED 6-0. 

8) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Anders/Klinger to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 8:17 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 06-23-2021 
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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.  Invitations were mailed 

to all owners of 35 acres or more.  A quorum was present with Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Dave Muehl, 

Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, and Mark Kudrna in attendance. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes. Planning 

consultant Mark Roffers and his assistant Nick Johnson, as well as Dane County Senior Planner Pam 

Andros were also present.  The meeting was also accessible virtually through gotomeeting.com.  

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Continued discussion of comprehensive plan, focused on future land-use map and policies including 

opportunity for landowner input:  Roffers made a presentation (attached as Appendix A) about the current 

comprehensive plan and the update process.  He read the current Vision Statement and asked for reactions to 

it, either confirming it or challenging it in total or in part.  No one offered any thoughts.     

Following the presentation, there was time for questions.  Written comment forms were available, which 

Roffers asked be submitted by July 15th: 

▪ Eugene Wagner asked how many Residential Density Units (RDUs, aka “splits”) are left in the Town, 

and what happens when they are all used up.  Roffers did not know how many are left, and said it could 

take an exhaustive amount of work to figure it out precisely, but that an estimate should and could be 

made as part of the update process.  When all of the RDUs are used up, the Town’s plan policies could 

change, including some sort of replenishing of splits.  

▪ An online participant asked what happens when there are conflicts between the Town’s plan and those of 

the County and the Village, which plan prevails?  Roffers said that there should not be conflicts with the 

County since the County’s plan is actually the same as the Town’s plan (part of the adoption process for 

the Town’s plan is adoption by the County).  The situation gets a little stickier when considering plans of 

a village or city, which can be different from the Town’s plans for the same areas.  This can lead to the 

property owner going to the municipality that can provide the “best deal”.  Roffers said the best remedy 

is to have an intergovernmental agreement to provide a common understanding on how the land can be 

used.  The Town is currently in boundary agreement negotiations with the City of Madison. 

▪ John Sprecher asked about the extraterritorial jurisdiction lines on the future land use map.  Roffers 

explained that any division of property within these boundaries must be approved by the municipality 

with extraterritorial jurisdiction, in addition to approval by the Town and the County.   

▪ Hampton asked how many farmers in the Town participate in the farmland preservation program.  

Andros said that is confidential as it is distributed as tax credits.  Those claiming the credit must have a 

conservation plan on file with the County, so the number of plans filed could be an indication of 

farmland preservation participation.  At least 80% of the lands planned for Agricultural Preservation in 

the Town must be zoned Ag in order for farmers in the Town to be eligible for the credits.  The Town is 

approaching the point of falling below this level, so County staff have begun calculating this and 

including it in their staff report for rezones. Dennis Richardson mentioned a commercial property on 

County N that is zoned commercial but is in the Ag Preservation planning area.  This is one that would 

count against farmland preservation.  When considering whether to change it to commercial on the 

future land use map, consideration should be made for whether additional commercial is desirable in the 

same area or if it should remain an isolated occurrence of commercial.  Such areas could be seen as a 

launching pad for more commercial.  This could also be true of isolated neighborhood development 

areas. 

▪ Don Viney asked Andros if the Town has too much land planned to commercial development.  She said 
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that is up to the Town, but noted that what is important is to have a good plan for roads and 

infrastructure in future commercial areas, to foster in quality development.  Roffers said that anticipated 

demand for commercial development is around 500 acres over the next 25 years, and we have 600 acres 

planned for commercial that has yet to be developed, so it is in the ball-park.   

▪ Muehl asked if the solar development by Dane County is in the Ag Preservation area.  Determination 

was that it is, and Hampton asked Andros what could be done so it would not count against farmland 

preservation.  She suggested creating a land use district for public utilities/institutional uses.  She said 

there are a number of these solar sites around the County, and DATCP is working out whether to 

consider them as agricultural use or not.  Muehl also suggested including the future layout of County AB 

on the future land use map. 

▪ Hampton asked to talk about deed restrictions, and how they don’t protect farmland once it is annexed 

into a city or village.  He wondered if the farm community would like the Town to look into bringing a 

third party (in addition to the Town and County) into deed restrictions so that they could survive 

annexations.  Roffers said that the Town of Springfield, which he also works with, also has a transfer of 

development rights program, and they recently did just this thing. He noted that this makes more sense 

when the deed restrictions are in an area likely to be annexed vs. those in outlying areas.  Muehl said 

there may be times when having land be permanently restricted for farmland may not be a good thing, 

depending on what develops around it.  Roffers said the Town of Springfield deed restriction has an out 

for that situation.  After a set time has passed, the landowner could ask for the deed restriction to be 

released in exchange for finding twice the amount of land still in the Town to be restricted. 

4) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Muehl/Anders to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 8:29 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 07-28-2021 
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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.    A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Dave Muehl, Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Mike 

Klinger in attendance. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes. The meeting was also accessible virtually through 

gotomeeting.com.  

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve minutes of previous meetings:  MOTION by Meylor/Anders to approve the minutes of the May 26, 

2021 meeting, replacing 50 feet with 66 feet in the sentence about advice from the Town Attorney in item 5.  

MOTION CARRIED 7-0.  Later in the meeting, the Clerk asked to return to this as she believed 50 feet 

was correct.  Hampton looked it up in the ordinance to confirm this was true.  MOTION by Meylor/Anders 

to go back to what was originally printed in the minutes.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0.  There was discussion 

about why the Town ordinance would have a minimum of only 50 feet of road frontage when the County 

requires 66 feet.  The clerk thought the 50 feet was to allow for cul-de-sac lots.  She will clarify with the 

Town Engineer. 

4) Public Concerns:  Public’s opportunity to speak to the Plan Commission about any subject that is not a 

specific agenda item:  None. 

5) Discuss/Consider approval rezone of 4.9 +/- acres from parcel #0711-2748-501-0 on Nora Road from FP-35 

to RR-2 to create two residential lots (tabled from May meeting):  Hampton reported that Mr. Viney called 

him earlier this evening and asked for the agenda item to be tabled.  MOTION by Hampton/Anders to table.  

MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

6) Discuss changing minimum width and usage of Town Roads:  Hampton asked commission members to 

think about whether the Town should require developers of new roads to make them wider to include 

bike/pedestrian paths.  Current standards call for 24 feet of paved surface, bike trails are 4 feet, so bike trails 

on both sides would require 32 feet of paved surface.  Muehl suggested that this would be appropriate for 

through roads, but not for dead ends.  Anders said he would be in favor of this.  It was noted that current 

standards already call for an 80-foot right-of-way for arterial/collector streets, which many through roads 

could be classified as.  Current examples included Vilas, Vilas Hope, Gaston, Damascus, Sandpiper, Baxter, 

Ridge, especially north of County N, however all of these have 66-foot right-of-ways.  For some of these it 

might make sense to widen them if they were ever ground and overlayed, for others there would not be 

space to widen them.  It would add a lot of cost. Future phases of Kennedy Hills were discussed with mixed 

feelings of whether wider roads should be required within the subdivision.  If the developer will be required 

to improve Kennedy Road, widening it should be a consideration.  The clerk added that a wider surface may 

tempt drivers to go faster.  Muehl said a good example of a arterial/collector street that was not designed 

well is Gammon Road in Madison. 

7) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Muehl/Anders to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 7:26 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 07-28-2021 
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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.    A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Dave Muehl, Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Mike 

Klinger in attendance. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes, and Planning Consultant Mark Roffers was also 

present. The meeting was also accessible virtually through gotomeeting.com.  

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve minutes of previous meetings:  MOTION by Anders/Muehl to approve the minutes of the June 16, 

2021 meeting as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0.  MOTION by Anders/Meylor to approve the minutes 

of the June 23, 2021 meeting as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

4) Public Concerns:  Public’s opportunity to speak to the Plan Commission about any subject that is not a 

specific agenda item:  None. 

5) Duane Swalheim, applicant, Swalheim 2011 Rev. Tr., landowner, North Star Road – Parcel #0711-273-

9000-6 – seeking concept plan approval for phased commercial development:  Mr. Swalheim presented his 

proposed concept plan (Exhibit A) and a preliminary CSM to create three commercial lots along North Star 

Road as a first stage of development.  A wetland delineation report prepared by Taylor Conservation, LLC 

showed hydric soils in much of the eastern half of the property.  A diagram showed where tiles are currently 

installed, although Mr. Swalheim was not sure to what extent they are actually functioning.  The concept 

plan included 11 potential small lots of 1.03 to 2.4 acres, two of which were in an area that does not perk, 

and two larger lots each having an area expected to perk and another area that is not.  Swalheim said these 

lots could possibly accommodate a building on the portion that perks and storage on the area that does not.  

These lots are also likely to be where stormwater facilities would be placed.  Eickhoff asked why such small 

lots.  Swalheim said he currently has interested parties for some smaller lots, including a drywaller, home 

entertainment installer and auto parts business all looking for warehouse space, and a dog daycare business.  

Eickhoff asked about septic systems, Swalheim said each lot would have their own, unless they don’t need 

one.  The two lots in the north-east corner beyond the perk line could be utilized by businesses that don’t 

require a septic system.   Anders questioned whether the Town would want a business without septic 

systems in that area.  Eickhoff said he would like to see larger lots.  Swalheim said this is only preliminary, 

demand will determine the lot sizes.   Hampton asked Roffers for his comments.  Roffers noted that he had 

provided written comments that the Plan Commission already seen.  He said the east-west segment of North 

Star Road to the north of this property might need to be improved.  Swalheim said he already has a bid to do 

this.  Roffers said marginal use of the east side of the property is consistent with the Town’s conceptual 

development plan for the area, and a storage yard there makes some sense since it is less visible to the 

public.  He recommended that the trees be preserved as a buffer.  As for lot sizes, a user could want 2 lots, or 

even 1.5 lots, which would lead to another CSM later.  He said that unlike a residential subdivision, it is 

common for lot sizes to change in a commercial development.  Anders was not in favor of many small 

businesses in the area, would rather see larger, aesthetically pleasing buildings for substantial sized 

businesses.  He offered the McAllen commercial properties on Femrite Drive as an example.  Hampton 

asked if the Plan Commission was good with the general concept with the comments added tonight.  

Consensus was to accept the general concept plan, including the first three commercial lots along the 

already improved segment of North Star Road, a large retention area on the east side, preservation of the 

trees in the middle, and improvement of the east-west segment of North Star Road with dedication.  Lots 

sizes beyond the first three do not need to be determined at this time.  Stormwater facilities to be built with 

the first 3 commercial lots.  Provisions for responsibilities for management of the facilities would have to be 

spelled out in a set of covenants.  General Commercial permitted uses were discussed, with thoughts that 

daycare centers, governmental, institutional, religious, or nonprofit community uses, transient or tourist 
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lodging would probably not be supported.  Distance from the highway will probably limit potential for retail 

uses and other uses that are more typically found in Village business parks.  Mr. Swalheim understood the 

next step is for him to hire an engineer to develop a plan that addresses the questions raised tonight. 

6) Aaron Kaleas, applicant, Michael McEvilly, Landowner, parcel #0711-342-8730-0 on North Star Road – 

seeking concept plan approval for phased commercial development:  Mr. Kaleas was present virtually.  His 

client wishes to develop nearly 12 acres into nineteen 2,250 sq. ft. units to house contractors such as 

drywallers, plumbers, electricians (Exhibit B).  There would be limited exterior storage with covenants to 

limit what could be stored.  He proposed starting with a 4.5-acre first phase including four 2,250 sq. ft. units.  

A shared septic and drain field area and four stormwater retention areas were also identified on the site plan.  

Hampton asked if the small units are more marketable than larger, subdivided buildings would be.  Kaleas 

said research says yes, small contractors will rent these as starter units.  Hampton asked if he has any 

information about how similar operations that are up and running are performing.  Kaleas said he does not, 

it is purely speculative at this point, but given the expansion in these types of fields in recent years, his client 

feels this is a proposal that will see success.  Hampton asked if the area would be gated, Kaleas said that is 

not the intent. Phase one shows a shared delivery/loading area and trash enclosure.  Each unit would have an 

overhead and service door on the front and 4 parking spots along the side, intended for employees only, no 

retail activity. Hampton said no outside storage would be allowed.   Anders described a similar operation on 

Reiner Road as a “pig sty” and asked who would enforce standards for this development.  Kaleas said it 

would be a managed development, the condo owners would enforce the covenants.  Anders asked if his 

client has experience in property management.  Kaleas said he has thousands of units in the Dane County 

area with experience over 40 years.  Anders requested references.  Eickhoff echoed the request for 

references, and mentioned a development off of Walsh Road in Madison that is also not well kept.  Eickhoff 

asked about ownership of the units.  Kaleas said initially his client would maintain ownership and rent the 

units out to contractors, however the future goal would be to convert to a unit ownership program.  Eickhoff 

questioned the use of a single septic system for the whole development.  Kaleas said estimates are that each 

unit will use 40-50 gallons of water per day.  Heavily water intensive businesses would not be allowed.  The 

septic is sized to accommodate 3.5 times that estimate.  Phase one would have a 2,000-gallon solids tank, 

which would be adjusted with phase 2. Initial plans are to also have just one shared well. Hampton asked 

Roffers for his comments.  Roffers asked if larger, multi-client buildings with common parking had been 

considered.  Kaleas said they had, but research showed this option to be more preferable.   He did offer that 

if a potential client wanted a larger building, it could be an option, while still sticking with the architectural 

style of the smaller buildings.  Roffers also thought references to show where such operations by the same 

owner are working well would be helpful, and he was nervous about closing access to areas to the east of 

this property with this development plan in the event that Road A in the Town’s conceptual development 

plan for the area could not be located through the property to the south.  Commission members were all for 

larger buildings, both aesthetically and to provide more flexibility. When Kaleas indicated that nothing 

would be built until a signed rental contract was in place, Hampton asked if a requirement that build-out be 

completed in a set timeframe would be a problem.  Kaleas did not see a problem, but said he would need to 

speak with his client. He asked if there was tacit support of the proposal that he could report to his client, 

who does not yet own the property.  Consensus was that the commission had made its concerns known, and 

when he is ready to move forward, Kaleas should come back with a plan to address these concerns, 

preferably including larger buildings with variation in style, and references.  

7) Brian Korfmacher, applicant and landowner, 2896 Femrite Drive – seeking to combine parcel #0711-293-

8590-0 (2.0 acres zoned RR-2) and parcel #0711-293-8540-0 (6.2 acres zoned RR-4 and deed restricted 

against residential development) into a single 8.2-acre parcel zoned RR-8:  Mr. Korfmacher was present and 

said that he would like to combine the two parcels he already owns to allow him to construct an outbuilding 
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for storage.  Setback requirements on the 2-acre lot his home is on does not allow for this.  The 6.2-acre lot 

is already deed restricted against further residential development, and is not suitable for agricultural uses.  It 

has been in trees and prairie grass for many years.  He said the current configuration of the two lots, which 

has a 66’ strip of the 6.2-acre lot running along the north side of the 2-acre lot, was what was required back 

in 2006 when he rezoned for his residence. Roffers noted that the Town’s comprehensive plan does allow 

the Town Board to approve residential lots to exceed 2.0 acres due to certain conditions including unusual 

land configurations.  MOTION by Anders/Klinger to recommend approval of the rezone of 2.0 acres from 

RR-2 and 6.2 acres from RR-4 to create a single 8.2-acre parcel zoned RR-8.  The recommendation exceeds 

the 2.0 acre maximum for residential parcels due to the odd size of the parcels.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

8) Don Viney, applicant, Viney Acres, LLC, landowner, parcel #0711-2748-8501-0 on Nora Road – seeking 

rezone of 4.9 +/- acres from FP-35 to RR-2 to create two residential lots (tabled from May meeting):  Don 

and Marilyn Viney were present in person, and Dan Birrenkott was present virtually.  Mr. Mr. Birrenkott 

presented a new preliminary 3-lot CSM which would add a driveway access to Lot 2 of CSM #155564 

behind 2171 Nora Road, and create two residential lots to the east.  Both lots exceed 2 acres, which Mr. 

Viney said was due to configuring them around challenging slopes.  Lot 2 would include a 66’ driveway 

access to Nora Road, Lot 1 would need a variance and access easement using the driveway of Lot 2.  Mr. 

Viney said they are in the process of giving the residual triangle on the other side of Nora Road to the 

adjacent landowner.  A joint driveway agreement will be needed, that includes who will be responsible for 

maintenance and snow removal.  MOTION by Muehl/Anders to recommend approval of the rezone of 4.9 

+/- acres from FP-35 to RR-2 to create two residential lots and the configuration of the three lots as shown.  

MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

9) Presentation and discussion with Planning Consultant Mark Roffers regarding options for regulating solar 

facilities:  Roffers said that the Town of Springfield, which he also works with, was concerned about not 

having anything to say about massive solar proposals in their town ship.  They chose to add a policy to their 

comprehensive plan that addressed three main objectives: 

• To fit in with the scheme of RDUs (a.k.a. “splits”).  Each 5 acres of solar fields uses one RDU, with the 

point being to dissuade large scale solar fields.  Hampton asked whether the RDU will be restored 

if/when the solar field is removed.  Roffers was not sure, but guessed that it would be. 

• To develop a set of policies to use when evaluating small scale solar facilities (under 100 MW) that fall 

under local regulation (a checklist).  Also, to address what will happen if a solar field is removed, much 

like a reclamation plan for a quarry. 

• In the case of larger solar facilitates that are regulated by the PSC, to have policies in place that the PSC 

may take into account in their decision-making process. 

Hampton asked why we would want to use a split for a solar facility, which could be less offensive than 

some farming operations.  Anders said selling a split and having revenue from a solar facility could be seen 

as double dipping.   Roffers noted that currently no RDU is needed for non-residential uses, for example a 

cell tower.  Eickhoff suggested that the RDU remain but no house could be built as long as the solar facility 

was there, nor could the RDU be sold.  Roffers said another Town he works with felt that one RDU per 5 

acres was punitive, they thought 35 acres may be more appropriate.  Hampton was in favor of adding a 

comment in the comprehensive plan about how solar fields impact surrounding areas.  Muehl was especially 

concerned about the negative impact on existing farm operations due to the high land rents paid. Consensus 

was to move forward with implementing a policy.  Roffers asked if it is an urgent matter that should be 

pushed through as its own amendment to the current plan, or if it can wait to be part of the comprehensive 
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plan update in progress.  It was not known whether it is too late for a policy to have any influence on the 

solar facility planned for County-owned property in the Town.  Consensus was to include it in the bigger 

update of the plan. 

10) Discussion with Planning Consultant Mark Roffers regarding increasing width requirements for future roads 

to allow for walking and/or bike paths:  Hampton said that currently new roads have 24 feet of paved 

surface, and asked Roffers if we should add 4’ to one or both sides for walking and/or bicycles, recognizing 

it would add 1/3 to the cost of construction.  Roffers said if the intent is mainly for walking, one side would 

be sufficient, but two-way bike traffic is not ideal.  He said the key is to figure out what type of roads 

warrant this treatment.  Muehl suggested bike lanes would be appropriate on roads that would connect a 

main road to a bike trail (such as Ridge Road between County BB and the Glacial Drumlin Trail).  Roffers 

said it makes sense to think about destinations such as trails, parks, businesses, etc.  He felt the subdivision 

ordinance could specify criteria for where paths should be considered.  He thought the language in our 

current subdivision ordinance was just taken from a model and should be customized to better fit the Town.  

He said one thing we don’t want to do is have developers create a neighborhood of cul-de-sacs to avoid 

having to put in paths.  He suggested identifying key roads where connections between Town and Village 

Roads would make sense.  Hampton said that battle has already been lost, he thought it would be great for 

emergency services but other board members, and members of the public, do not want connections.  Meylor 

said that the paths in the Village seem to be working well for both walking and two-way bicycle paths.  

Roffers said with ditches in the Town, you could end up with 80’ right-of ways to do that.  He cautioned that 

creating a wider pavement may encourage people to drive faster, and said you could go with 11-foot driving 

lanes with 4 feet on each side, which would only add 6 feet of width vs. 8 feet. Hampton asked how to deal 

with push-back from developers not wanting the additional cost to build paths.  Roffers said they would 

have to put in curb and cutter and sidewalk if they were developing in a city or village.  They could market 

walk-ability, and if their development included other paths, they could get credit to offset the requirement 

for paths on roads.   Hampton suggested looking at existing subdivisions to determine where paths might 

have been useful and use that to develop criteria for paths on future roads. 

11) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Muehl/Eickhoff to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 9:08 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 08-25-2021 
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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.    A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Mike Klinger attending in person and 

Steve Anders attending virtually. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes, and Planning Consultant Mark Roffers 

was also present. The meeting was accessible virtually through gotomeeting.com.  

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve minutes of previous meetings:  MOTION by Meylor/Klinger to approve the minutes of the July 28, 

2021 meeting as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0.   

4) Public Concerns:  None. 

5) Duane Swalheim, applicant, Swalheim 2011 Rev. Tr., landowner, North Star Road – Parcel #0711-273-

9000-6 – seeking concept plan approval for phased commercial development (continuation from July 28th 

appearance):  Mr. Swalheim distributed paper copies of an updated version of his proposed concept plan, 

along with a preliminary certified survey map to create the first 4 lots (Exhibit A).  Three lots would be up 

for sale; the fourth lot would be retained by Swalheim for later development based on demand.  The plan 

showed two areas for stormwater retention, one on Lot 4 and another south of the proposed development 

area on land also owned by Swalheim.  All would need to be built at the same time as the first three lots are 

developed.  Roffers said that a deed restriction should be recorded along with the 4-lot CSM to define the 

areas and access rights for the stormwater facilities.  He said that Lot 4 may or may not develop as shown in 

the concept plan, but the deed restriction can be revised as needed to accommodate whatever development 

occurs later.  Roffers said that the CSM should also include a note to define the 75’ wetland buffer on the 

east side of the property, including what can or cannot be done on it.  There was discussion about improving 

the east-west segment of North Star Road that runs along the north edge of the property, which is currently 

only 49.5’ wide.  Roffers said it is customary for half of any additional right-of-way needed to widen the 

road to come from the owners on both sides of the road, measured from the centerline.  Eickhoff asked 

about clearing of trees, Roffers suggested that any that can be left would provide screening from North Star 

Road.  MOTION by Hampton/Meylor to recommend approval of the concept plan with land division for 

four lots to start with, with easements spelled out in a deed restriction and dedication for half of a 66’ of 

right-of-way all along North Star Road.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

6) Helen J Galarowicz Rev Living Tr., applicant and landowner, parcels #0711-193-9500-8, 0711-193-8320-0, 

0711-193-8000-5 and 0711-192-9550-9 on Gala Way – seeking rezone of 37.93 acres from FP-35 to FP-1 to 

separate existing residential lot from agricultural land and divide ag land into two separate parcels:  Robert 

Williamson was present virtually.  He had provided a rezone map and a certified survey map (Exhibit B), 

and explained that Don and Karen Ehlenfeldt, owners of Lot 1 of the CSM, wish to purchase Lot 2, and they 

have a buyer for Lot 3.  He acknowledged that there are no development rights remaining on any of the 

proposed lots, but mentioned that the buyer of Lot 3 may want to transfer a purchased one there eventually. 

MOTION by Anders/Klinger to recommend approval of the rezone of 37.93 acres from FP-35 to FP-1 to be 

divided into two parcels shown on the proposed CSM, noting that there are no development rights on the 

newly created parcels.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

7) Donald Viney, applicant, Viney Acres, LLC, landowner, parcels #0711-363-9245-0 and 0711-363-9215-0 at 

1834 Schadel Road – seeking rezone of 15 +/- acres from RR-4 and RM-8 to RR1 (1.837 acres), RR2 (2.056 

acres) and FP-1 (10.459 acres) to create one new residential lot, separate the existing home and buildings, 

and better configure the remainder for farming:  Don and Marilyn Viney were both present. They had 

provided a preliminary certified survey map (Exhibit C) showing the new requested lots.   It was noted that 

there are actually two RDUs remaining on this property, which was formerly owned by the Hauge family 
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(see minutes from 2-22-2017).  They would like it go to on record that they will still have one available after 

this land division.  MOTION by Eickhoff/Meylor to recommend approval of rezoning 1.837 acres from 

RR-4 and RM-8 to RR-1, 2.056 acres from RM-8 to RR-2, and 10.459 acres from RR-4 and RM-8 to FP1, 

noting that there is still one unused RDU with the property.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

8) Continued discussion on the update to the Comprehensive Plan, focusing on potential adjustments to the 

Land Use chapter, Future Land Use map, and economic development programs:  Roffers had prepared a 

memo to guide the tonight’s discussion (Exhibit D).  He began by reviewing the schedule for the 

Comprehensive Plan update.  Next, landowner requests for changes to the future land use were reviewed: 

a) The Witte’s submitted a request to designate 5.9 acres of wooded area east of their Neighborhood 

Development area between Hope Road and Wittewood Lane for Neighborhood development.  Robert, 

David, and Andrew Witte, and Atty. Matt Fleming were present.  They explained that they would like to 

have this area included in the Neighborhood Development are to facilitate conveyance of the property 

for development.  Roffers thought only the portion closest to Hope Road could be buildable due to steep 

slopes, and it was also noted that there is a pipeline going through it.  There were suggestions that it 

could be held jointly by a homeowner’s association, or incorporated into larger lots at that end of the 

development. Roffers’ recommendation was to approve the request.   MOTION by Meylor/Kudrna to 

add the 5.9 acres to the Neighborhood Development area.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

b) Ed Sprecher requested that ~116.8 acres he owns in Section 18 be re-designated from Ag-Preservation to 

Neighborhood Development.  Mr. Sprecher had notified the Clerk that he would not be at the meeting, 

but he had been provided with Roffer’s memo.  Roffers said that lands on three sides of the 116 acres are 

planned as Ag-Preservation and zoned mostly FP-35.  Door Creek Golf Course is to the North.  About 

2/3 of the area is within the Resource Protection Corridor where development is generally prohibited.  

Access from Vilas Hope Road is ¼ mile to the West.  Roffers recommended against approval, but 

suggested that the Sprecher property (Oak Crest Farm) most likely has RDUs available, which could 

allow a few homes without any changes to the Future Land Use Map, and the TDR policy would also 

allow more RDUs to be transferred in on a 1:1 basis. MOTION by Hampton/Eickhoff to NOT change 

the designation of the 116.8 acres to Neighborhood Development.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

c) Dale and Dwight Huston submitted a request to re-designate two areas from Ag-Preservation to 

Commercial Development, which are discussed separately below.  Dale and Dwight were both present, 

along with Dennis Richardson.  

i) 177 acres in the CTH N/Nora Road area:  Roffers said the Huston’s already own 60 adjacent acres 

that are planned for commercial but currently used for agriculture.  Lands to the west are already 

designated and used for commercial, lands to the east are planned and used for agriculture.  Roffers 

recommended only the 40 acres at the corner of CTH N and Nora Road be re-designated for 

commercial development at this time.  Richardson questioned how often the comprehensive plan is 

updated, and asked where else in the Town would large commercial developers be able to go?  

Hampton said that North Star Road is the current focus, Dale Huston said that is a different 

application because it does not have direct access to a county highway. Anders questioned whether 

designating more land for commercial development would be a threat to farmland preservation. 

MOTION by Eichkoff/Meylor to follow Roffer’s recommendation to re-designate the 40 acres at 

the corner of CTH N and Nora Road for future commercial development.  MOTION CARRIED 5-

1 (Anders opposed). 

ii) 300 acres south of the US Hwy. 12/18/N interchange.  The Hustons own only a small fraction of the 
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300 acres.   Roffers said while this is an interesting suggestion that warrants further investigation, he 

does not believe this request should be honored before consulting with the other land owners, along 

with the Town Pleasant Springs, Dane County and maybe even the WDOT.  Topography and existing 

homes could also cause conflict.  Hampton suggested re-designating the 40 acres that contain 

property already under commercial use by the Hustons and Connery Construction, along with 32 

adjacent acres owned by Dane County (right at the southern boundary of the Town).  Dale Huston 

asked to include the land to the east of that as well, but Hampton said access would not be good 

since that end of North Star Road has not been improved.  MOTION by Kudrna/Klinger to re-

designate the 40 acres on the east side of CTH N at the southern boundary of the Town for 

Commercial Development.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

The Land Use Chapter of the Conditions and Issues Volume were reviewed next.  This volume provides the 

background information that policies are based on.  Roffers noted that a new section discusses compliance 

with farmland preservation planning and zoning rules.  Figure 5-2 shows areas of difference between 

existing land use, existing zoning and/or planned future land use.  He suggested re-designating several 

collections of homes in the Ag-Preservation District as Neighborhood Development, and re-designating the 

Door Creek Golf Course from Ag-Preservation to Open Space and Recreation Area.  This would help in 

maintaining the requirement that 80% of lands planned for Ag Preservation must be zoned for farmland 

preservation.  Another new feature is Map 5, which shows deed restricted parcels. Supply and projected 

demand for both residential and commercial land are discussed beginning on page 29.  The December 2, 

2020 Future Land Use map shows adequate areas planned for both, however much of those is close to the 

Village of Cottage Grove or City of Madison where development in the Town is unlikely.  An estimate of 

remaining RDUs shows that approximately 260 are remaining, which is 44% of the original total. 

The Land Use Chapter of the Visions and Directions volume was discussed next.  This volume contains the 

polices that guide land use decisions by the Plan Commission and Town Board.  Results and quotes from 

responses to the community survey are included to support and justify policies.  Roffers highlighted the 

following areas: 

• A new section on page 22 designates two Intergovernmental Study Areas:  1) in the area that is included 

in discussions with the City of Madison about an Intergovernmental Agreement and 2) in the area south 

of USH 12/18 extending ½ mile east and west of CTH N.  He suggested pausing planning efforts in 

these areas while intergovernmental studies and negotiations are in process. 

• He questioned whether the language in item 2. a. on page 29 accurately captures the Town’s intentions 

for accounting for farm residences built prior to May 15, 1982.  Discussion was that the first sentence is 

confusing, he will re-write it. 

Hampton asked for a more in-depth discussion about the challenges of balancing community interest in 

preservation of farmland and open space with landowner rights.  He also questioned whether the 8:1 

multiplier is still appropriate based on current market conditions.  On page 28, he suggested striking 

commercial uses from the bullet point about maximum lot sizes for new lots intended for new residences.    

Roffers will address all of these with future updates.   

Roffers then reviewed the proposed Future Land Use Map, on which he had included his recommended new 

commercial areas and changes to help in maintaining Farmland Preservation requirements discussed earlier.  

New features include suggested future roads and two Rural Neighborhood Expansion areas, meant to 

identify areas where future residential development would be most desirable and least likely to be objected 

to under ETJ based on his discussions with Village representatives.   
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Roffers touched briefly on Figure 11. on page 50, Comprehensive Plan Priority Programs, and asked 

commission members to think about how these may have changed since the last update, for discussion at the 

October meeting.  He opted not to delve into a discussion on Economic Development Programs due to the 

late hour, saving this for the October meeting as well. 

9) Continued discussion on width requirements for future roads to allow for walking and/or bike paths:  

Hampton said a decision is needed about whether wider collector streets should be required for new 

developments, and whether the additional cost should all be borne by the developer, or there should be some 

accommodations made.  Roffers suggested that criteria could be developed to identify which new roads 

should be wider with paths, and suggested connections to other areas or proximity to attractions as examples.  

He said the MPO staff may be able to help in developing the criteria.  Hampton will contact them. 

10) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Meylor/Klinger to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 9:44 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 09-22-2021 
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To: Town of Cottage Grove Plan Commission  

From: Mark Roffers and Nick Johnson, Town Planners 

Date: August 18, 2021 

Re: August 25, 2021 Plan Commission Memo and Attachments 

 

Meeting Goals:  Our goals for the August 25th Town Plan Commission meeting are to: 

• Review the updated timeline and meeting schedule. 

• Discuss requested land owner amendments to the Future Land Use map. 

• Review the draft update to the Land Use chapter of the Vision & Directions volume 

including its Future Land Use map, plus a section of the Economic Development chapter 

related to the Highway 12/18/N interchange area. 

• Provide direction on priorities for the remaining chapters of that volume. 

Updated Timeline and Meeting Schedule:  The first attachment to this memo is the “Town of 

Cottage Grove Comprehensive Plan Update Meetings and Major Milestones” document.  We 

amended it to address a consultant staff leave in September and add a Commission meeting in 

October to review the first draft of the entire Vision & Directions volume.  

Requested Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan:  We have received three requests for 

potential amendments to the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use map, as follows: 

Witte Request, South of Hope Road, East End of Wittewood Lane 

In January 2021, the Witte’s attorney submitted a request to redesignate 5.9 acres of wooded 

area at the east end of Wittewood Lane from “Agricultural Preservation Area” to 

“Neighborhood Development Area”.  The Wittes would like to add the 5.9 acres of wooded area 

to their proposed residential plat, conveying the wooded area with the platted lands rather 

than leaving it as a remnant parcel.  The Witte family suggests that upon future approval of the 

pending plat, there would be agreed upon building envelopes in lots to enable preservation of 

the wooded area.   
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The first map to the right – a crop of the 

existing Future Land Use map from the Town 

Plan – encloses the 5.9-acre area in red.  Lands 

to the west are already planned as a 

“Neighborhood Development Area” and lands 

to the north, east, and south are planned as an 

“Agricultural Preservation Area” with areas of 

“Resource Protection Corridor”.  

The 5.9-acre area is currently zoned RR-8 Rural 

Residential Zoning District, which generally 

allows single family homes with agricultural 

uses.  The map to the right shows current 

zoning in the area, with the wooded area in 

question again outlined in red.  

We recommend the Plan Commission approve 

this redesignation of the 5.9-acre parcel from 

“Agricultural Preservation Area” to 

“Neighborhood Development Area”.  We 

included this change on the draft version of 

the updated Future Land Use map in the 

packet.  

Sprecher Request, Oak Crest Farm LLC, 2972 Jahnke Road) 

After the June 16, 2021 Plan 

Commission/large land owner meeting, 

John Sprecher completed one of the  

Future Land Use Map Comment Forms.  

We understand his request is to 

redesignate the ~116.8 acres of the Oak 

Crest Farm in Section 18 from “Agricultural 

Preservation Area” to “Neighborhood 

Development Area”.  This area is outlined 

in red in the map to the right, which is a 

crop of the current version of the Future 

Land Use map.  Oak Crest Farm also owns 

80.1 acres in Section 17, outlined in purple 
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on the map.  No change is requested in Section 17.  The dashed lines on the map represent the 

current extraterritorial jurisdictions of Madison and the Village of Cottage Grove. 

The entire ~116.8 acres of the Oak Crest 

Farm in Section 18 is currently zoned FP-

35 General Farmland Preservation. Lands 

to the north, east, south, and west of the 

~116.8 acres in Section 18 are currently 

planned as “Agricultural Preservation 

Area” and mostly also zoned FP-35.  The 

Door Creek Golf Course is located directly 

north, but there are few adjacent homes 

and no nearby subdivisions.  Access to the 

Oak Crest Farm lands is from Vilas Hope 

Road, which is ¼ mile to the west.  About 

two-thirds of the ~116.8 acres in Section 

are within the “Resource Protection 

Corridor”, where development is generally 

prohibited.  These lands contain wetlands and the 

Door Creek.   

We are not recommending that the Town Plan 

Commission support this request given the above 

conditions.  It appears that Oak Crest Farm may 

have at least some of its RDUs remaining to allow a 

few lots to be split without a Plan amendment. 

Huston Requests, located east of Highway N near 

Nora Road and  south of the Highway 12/18/N 

Interchange 

After the June 16, 2021 Plan Commission meeting, 

Dale and Dwight Huston filled out a comment form 

requesting that ~177 acres in the Highway N/Nora 

Road area and ~300 acres south of the Highway 

12/18/N Interchange both be redesignated from 

“Agricultural Preservation Area” to “Commercial 

Development Area”.  The Hustons own all the land 

in the northern area, but only a small fraction of the 

land south of Highway 12/18.  The Hustons state 
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that the purpose of the requested amendments 

is to enable future commercial development 

which matches land uses of the surrounding 

land, concentrate commercial development to 

highway corridors, and expand future tax base 

for the Town.   

The two areas are outlined in red on the maps on 

to the right.  The map on the previous page is a 

crop of the current Future Land Use map in the 

Town Plan. The maps to the right shows current 

zoning, again with the Huston requests outlined 

in red and currently commercially zoned lands 

shaded in red.  

For the northern area, lands to the west are 

already designated as “Commercial Development 

Area”, with lands to the east planned as 

“Agricultural Preservation Area”.   The majority 

of northern area is current zoned FP-35 General 

Farmland Preservation.  Some parcels along the 

north side of Nora Road are zoned GC General 

Commercial, HC Heavy Commercial, and SFR-08 

Single-Family Residential.  Topography of the 

northern area is generally flat near the 

intersection with Highway N, but becomes more 

varied to the southeast. 

For the southern area, lands to its north and west are already designated as “Commercial 

Development Area”, including the North Star Road Business Park.  Lands to the east are in 

“Agricultural Preservation Area”.  Lands to the south are in the Town of Pleasant Springs.  The 

lands proposed for redesignation in the southern area are in a variety of zoning districts—

mostly farmland preservation and rural residential, but with about 11 acres zoned HC Heavy 

Commercial near the south edge.  Topography is generally more varied in the southern area, 

particularly close to the 12/18/N interchange. 

We recommend the Town Plan Commission support redesignation of the ~40 acres northeast of 

the Highway N and Nora Road intersection from “Agricultural Preservation Area” to 

“Commercial Development Area”.  This area is near existing commercial development to the 

west and north, and is already partly zoned commercial.  We advise that the rest of the 
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northern request area remain as “Agricultural Preservation Area”.  The same owners already 

own about 60 additional acres already planned in the “Commercial Development Area” in this 

immediate location, along Highway N, but this 60 acres is currently being farmed.  It would 

seem to make sense to enable what would become nearly 100 acres of total Huston ownership 

in the Highway N/Nora Road area to develop before designating more. 

We do not advise Town Plan Commission 

support of the redesignation of the southern 

area from “Agricultural Preservation Area” to 

“Commercial Development Area” at this time for 

several reasons.  First, the Town already has 

nearly 500 acres of vacant land planned for 

commercial use in the Highway 12/18/N 

interchange area at this time, and a current 

focus in developing the North Star Road area 

north of Highway 12/18.  Second, the request 

area is predominantly not owned by the 

Hustons, so a change would involve many other 

owners.  There are also about 10-15 homes 

already in this area, suggesting the potential for 

commercial/residential conflict.  Next, the 

topography of the land is varied, particularly 

close to Highway 12/18, which may not be 

conducive to rural commercial development.  

Finally, we advise significant intergovernmental 

cooperation before any major Plan change in 

this southern area, including Dane County, 

WisDOT, and the Town of Pleasant Springs.   

We do suggest that this southern area warrants further study; see the draft Land Use chapter of 

the Vision and Directions volume under the heading “Intergovernmental Study Areas.”  This 

could occur sometime after the Town Board adopts the Plan update, in our suggestion. 

Draft Land Use Chapter Review:  We’ve attached both the second draft of the updated Land 

Use chapter of the Conditions and Issues volume mainly for reference, and a first draft of the 

updated Land Use chapter of the Vision and Directions volume as a primary focus.  The latter 

chapter includes a proposed update to the Town’s Future Land Use map, plus we have attached 

a stand-alone version of that map marked up to highlight proposed areas of change.   

Highway 12/18/N 

Interchange 

Interstate 39/90/N 

Interchange 
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In general, there are not major changes proposed to the Future Land Use map or associated 

Plan chapter, because we have not seen a major shift in the Town’s vision during this process.   

The map changes do reflect feedback from landowners at the June 16th meeting; a better 

reflection of existing land uses and zoning than the current version of this map; discussions with 

planners from the city and villages we had this summer; areas of deed restrictions, 

environmental constraints, anticipated infrastructure improvements; and projections in land 

use demand and supply.  There are a few new features, including two proposed “Rural 

Neighborhood Expansion” areas and conceptual future road connections.  

The draft Land Use chapter text and figures in the Vision and Directions volume also includes 

some changes from the current Plan.  Most obviously, this includes citing supporting results 

from the community survey.  Another more significant addition is a suggestion for two  

“Intergovernmental Study Areas.”  These are areas with nearby community impact which we 

believe require unique attention and policies.  The main component of the Land Use chapter—

the figures that describe RDUs, TDR, and the future land use categories shown on the Future 

Land Use map—have very few changes.  We have spent considerable effort over the past 

several years honing these already.  We will highlight the few changes at the meeting.  

Draft Economic Development Chapter Section:  We have also attached a draft program and 

map currently lodged in the Economic Development chapter.  The program is called “Focus 

Commercial Development at the Highway 12/18/N Interchange Area”, and includes the draft 

Conceptual Rural Business Park Development Plan for the North Star Road area.  The map is 

currently unchanged from the version put forward last summer.  We can adjust it to reflect 

already-approved and pending developments, and any other desired changes, before adoption 

of the updated Comprehensive Plan 

Next Steps/Other Chapter Programs and Priorities:  The Vision and Directions volume has 

other chapters.  Based on the 2015 Plan and input received so far, we certainly have ideas on 

what to include in those other chapters.  However, we would like to seek any final suggestions 

from the Commission before finalizing that draft volume for the October meeting.  The final 

attachment, labeled Figure 11: Comprehensive Plan Priority Programs, is from the 2015 Plan, 

and may provide a useful reference for that final discussion of the evening.   

Attachments:   

1. Updated Timeline and Meeting Schedule 

2. Second Draft of Land Use Chapter in the Condition and Issues volume 

3. Draft update to Future Land Use Map with main changes marked  

4. First Draft of Land Use Chapter in the Vision and Directions volume 

5. Draft Business Park Economic Development Program from Vision & Directions volume 

6. Figure 11: Comprehensive Plan Priority Programs, from the 2015 Plan 
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1) Notice of the meeting was posted at the Town Hall and on the Town’s internet site.    A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Dave Muehl, Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Mike 

Klinger attending in person. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes. The meeting was accessible virtually through 

gotomeeting.com.  

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve minutes of previous meetings:  MOTION by Anders/Meylor to approve the minutes of the August 

25, 2021 meeting as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0-1 (Muehl abstained).   

4) Public Concerns:  Chris Dyer said he and his wife Heather, who was present virtually, are considering 

purchasing the property at 4075 Vilas Road as their residence, but they would also like to pursue a CUP for 

a limited family business to accommodate their association management business.  He said all but the two of 

them work remotely.  There would be no need for additional structures or equipment, no additional vehicle 

traffic, and no changes to prevent future agricultural use.  They would be hosting meetings on site twice 

monthly.  They would like to install sanitary fixtures, which seems as though it might be possible under the 

CUP but would need to be removed if the CUP expires.  Long term wishes for the property included sale of 

produce grown on the property and Ag entertainment.  There were no distinct objections to the limited 

family business idea, and they were directed to go ahead and apply if they so choose. 

5) Dane County Solar, LLC, applicant, Dane County, Landowner:  Applying for a Conditional Use Permit for a 

20-MW solar facility on 178 acres (parcels 0711-302-9501-0, 0711-301-9040-3,  

0711-302-8000-2, 0711-302-8500-7, 0711-193-9720-2, 0711-193-9350-0 along County AB and Hope and 

Femrite Roads):  Bill French and Catie Malcheski were present representing Dane County Solar, LLC, along 

with Dave Merritt, Director of Policy and Program Development for Dane County Dept. of Administration, 

and Steve Greidanus and Pablo Jerez from Alliant Energy.  Dane County Director of Planning and 

Development Todd Violante was present virtually. Merritt began by stating that in November 2020 the Dane 

County Executive and Alliant announced a project to develop 140 acres on County owned land to build a 

solar project that will enable the County to meet its goal of 100% renewable energy for County-owned 

facilities.  Alliant has chosen Sunvest Solar (d.b.a. Dane County Solar, LLC) for the project, which will 

include 55,000 panels and generate 30,000 MW of energy each year, which he said could supply 4,500 

homes and replace 14,000 tons of coal each year.  Sunvest will own the project to the first 5 years, then sell 

it to Alliant.  The County will continue to own and lease out the land, and will receive the renewable energy 

credits.  The Town would be eligible for shared revenue once Alliant takes ownership.  Bill French spoke 

next, and explained that the solar facility will actually cover 109 acres inside a 7-foot security fence.  He 

described it as having a minimal impact, with little to no glare from the panels, which will be quiet during 

the day and silent at the night.  No buildings or lighting will be added, there will be three access drives (2 on 

Femrite and one on Luds Lane), each with parking for 2-3 cars.  There will be periodic routine maintenance 

and general maintenance twice per year, but all other monitoring is done remotely.  Panels will move with 

the sun from east to west through the day.  At maximum tilt, they will be 8 feet tall and 3 feet off the ground. 

They will be mounted on galvanized steel I-beams that can easily be pulled out of the ground at the end of 

the project.  Central inverters will be located at each entrance, wires will most likely be hung vs. buried for 

easier maintenance and removal.  The area below the panels will be seeded with a native flowering mix that 

will be mowed twice each year and spot treated with herbicides as needed. 

Gary Gausmann represented the interests of Hope Lutheran Church, and was frustrated that the church 

already has to deal with the landfill to the west and is now being faced with this to the east.  He suggested 

that a berm would shield the view, however French said they would prefer to use a landscape buffer that 

would be 6-7 feet high.  Gausmann was also concerned about noise from the motors, and whether the panels 
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release any pollutants.  French said the panels are composed of all inert components.   

Mike Niebuhr, 3124 Luds Lane, asked how this project fits with the plans to relocate County Highway AB. 

French was not aware of the plans, Merritt was but did not have any definitive answers.   

Brian Pook, 3599 South Hope Road, was online and asked about batteries.  French said none are proposed at 

this time, power is fed directly into the grid, to the substation near McFarland.  Pook asked if there is a 

decibel rating for the motors that move the panels every 10 minutes to track the sun.  He said panels are on a 

string, they don’t all have their own motors. He did not know how many panels are on each string, or what 

the decibel rating is, but will find out. 

Lori Pook, 3599 South Hope Road, was also online and expressed her objection to this request for a 

conditional use permit, stating that it will ruin the look and feel of the neighborhood.  She said they moved 

here specifically to live in an agricultural neighborhood. 

Hampton asked about stormwater control, French said they will work through the requirements with the 

County, but they are not anticipating any since there will be no impervious surfaces added. 

Anders asked how the vertical expansion of the landfill will affect the efficiency of the panels.   French did 

not have an answer but will find out. 

Eickhoff asked how heavy snow affects the efficiency of the panels.  French said snow tends to slough off 

pretty easily, ice can be a bigger issue.  Weather conditions are taken into account when efficiency ratings 

are calculated.  Eickhoff also asked if deep snow hampers the tilting of the panels.  Greidanus said the 

panels they plan to use will stop tilting if they hit snow, so it may affect efficiency but will not damage 

panels or motors.  Being 3 feet of the ground, this is not usually a problem. 

Jeff Wilson, 2889 Wittewood Lane, asked if any assessment of effects on property values has been made?  

French said assessments of other projects found they did not affect property values, other than for a brief 

period during construction.  Wilson also asked the timeline for construction, French said they hope to start 

in the Spring of 2022, would take about 5 months, and would be done in a single phase.  All staging will 

take on the property itself.  No roads will be closed. 

MOTION by Hampton/Anders to table until October 27th to allow the Clerk to publish the required notices.  

MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

6) Continued discussion on the update to the Comprehensive Plan, focusing on an opportunity for Plan 

Commission members to provide comments on the draft Land Use chapter of the Visions and Directions 

volume and the draft Future Land Use map provided for the August meeting:  Hampton reiterated his 

question from last month about how the Town should go about balancing community interest in land use 

with preservation of landowner rights.  There was a long discussion focused mostly on lot sizes, with 

thoughts that larger lots could provide the feeling of still being in the country. 

The Utilities and Community Facilities Timetable on Figure 10 of the Visions and Directions volume were 

reviewed.  All studies should be possible by 2030 rather than 2020. 

Comprehensive Plan Priority Programs on Figure 11 were also reviewed.  The Commission wanted to add a 

priority for maintaining the Koshkonong Creek.  They thought that Agricultural Enterprise Areas needed to 

be initiated by landowners, and indicated they would support any such requests.  They wondered if one 

could be used to block large solar installations.  They questioned why the Town would prioritize seeking an 

amendment to the County Farmland Preservation Plan, and what exactly bio-based businesses entail.  The 
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priority to learn about the Village’s “Koshkonong Creek Parkway” should be eliminated as this does not 

exist.  The Village of McFarland should be included under intergovernmental cooperation. Amendments to 

the Comp Plan should be considered every other year vs. annually, with the next full update in 2030. 

7) Continued discussion on width requirements for future roads to allow for walking and/or bike paths, 

focusing on advice from the Greater Madison MPO:  Discussion was that only arterial roads would make 

sense to be wider.  Hampton suggested adding 3’ paved lanes on each side of the usual 24’ of paved surface, 

with 2-3’ gravel shoulders.  This would leave 15’ of right-of-way on each side for ditches.  The Clerk was 

directed to ask the Town Engineer if this would be enough for stormwater, to be reported at the next meeting. 

8) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Muehl/Meylor to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 9:15 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 10-24-2021 
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PUBLIC HEARING FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

1) Notice of the public hearing was published in the Wisconsin State Journal on October 13 and 20, 2022, and 

posted at the Town Hall, and on the Town’s internet site.    A quorum was present with Kris Hampton, Steve 

Anders, Dave Muehl, Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, and Mike Klinger attending in person. Clerk Kim 

Banigan took minutes.  Planning Consultant Mark Roffers was also present.  The public hearing was 

accessible virtually through gotomeeting.com. Nick Johnson of MD Roffers consulting was online, along 

with several citizens. 

2) Chair Kris Hampton called the public hearing to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Bill French, Catie Malcheski and Kirk Kindred from SunVest were present. Also in attendance were Dave 

Merritt, Director of Policy and Program Development for Dane County Dept. of Administration, and Steve 

Greidanus, Ben Tanko and Trent Barron from Alliant.  French shared a PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit A) 

that described SunVest Solar (d.b.a. Dane County Solar, LLC) and the project.  Highlights included: 

• The project will have minimal impacts:  there is minimal glare from the panels and they have no 

emissions, the operation is quiet in the day and silent at night, after construction is complete there will 

be minimal traffic on the site, there will be no buildings or lighting.  The site will be seeded with a 

native mix to control erosion and weeds. 

• The project includes 109 acres inside the 7 foot tall chain link fence. 

• There will be 3 access points:  two on Femrite Drive and one on Luds Lane. Construction staging will 

occur at these entrance points, with the largest one being on Luds Lane. 

• Panels have single-axis tracking, they move with the sun.  At full tilt they are 7’11” tall, they are 4’ tall 

at noon (flat).  Rows of panels will run north to south, with 16-20 feet between rows. 

• Posts will be pneumatically driven in 8-12 feet deep.  No concrete will be used, to make removal easy. 

• There will be three central inverters, one at each entrance. 

Next Mr. French presented a document addressing questions from the September 27th meeting (Exhibit B): 

Questions from the Commission: 

• Eickhoff asked for clarification about ownership of the site, and bonding.  French said that Dane County 

will lease the property to SunVest Solar, who will sell the energy to Alliant Energy.  Dane County will 

receive the energy credits.  After 7 years, ownership of the property will be transferred to Alliant Energy.  

Bonding will be with the County. 

• Meylor asked if the db levels provided in Exhibit B are per unit or overall.  They are per unit.  Motors 

are central to the panel rows, not near the edges. 

• Hampton asked if the plantings help dissipate any heat?  French said there is very little heat build-up. 

• Klinger asked about impact on Femrite Drive during construction.  They will be required to obtain all 

necessary permits to work in the right-of-way, along with driveway permits. 

Questions from the public: 

• Gary Gausmann, representing Hope Lutheran Church, presented a list of concerns and requested 
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conditions (Exhibit B).  In a nutshell, the church does not want construction to take place during church 

services or events, and wants a visual barrior so they still see a natural setting to the east.  He asked if 

any soil borings have been done; French said they will do these soon, they have been waiting for the 

crops to be removed.  They do not expect to hit any bedrock, but if they do, they will drill through it. 

Gausmann also expressed concerns over creating a heat island and how this might affect cooling costs 

for the Clerk.  He provided two reports on the topic.   

• Andy Moore, 3620 County Road AB, is concerned that seeds from the native plantings will migrate into 

his adjacent hay field.  French said the site will be mowed twice per year, Muehl suggested more 

frequent mowing adjacent to hay fields, before the native plants go to seed.  Moore asked if union 

contractors will be used; French said yes, as much as possible, and the project will pay prevailing wages.  

Moore also asked if there will be any tax benefits to surrounding property owners.  The answer was no, 

but French noted that an agreement is in the works under which SunVest will make an annual payment 

to the Town in lieu of taxes, and when Alliant takes over in 7 years, the Town and County will be 

eligible for shared revenue. 

• Greg Burmeister, representing Hope Lutheran Church, would like a berm involved in a barrier between 

the site and the church, and would not want the responsibility of any shrubs planted on church property.  

He said there are currently occasional problems with flooding from the site into the cemetery, and asked 

about drainage swales.  French said there are no plans for any earth moving.  Burmeister also asked if 

there are any provisions for repairs if nearby foundations are cracked due to pile driving or if sound-

proofing of the church is needed.  Gausmann said he had visited the solar site near the Dane County 

Airport and couldn’t hear anything. 

• Brian Pook, 3599 South Hope Road, was online and asked for clarification about the purpose of the 

power.  He felt earlier comments that the amount of electricity produced could power 2,000 homes was 

misleading.  French confirmed that the power would go into the grid and Dane County would get the 

credits to offset energy use by county facilities.  Pook asked about the db level of the inverters; French 

said they are 63 db at 3 meters.  Pook expressed concern about a heat island micro climate being created, 

especially considering the adjacent Copart site with several acres of blacktop.  He wondered if the 

change in heat can be measured, and wondered if there is an alternate site if this one is denied.  French 

said that would be a question for the County. 

• Dean Zuba, 2968 Hope Road, was online and asked if the fence will be along the road or the panels, and 

wondered if it could be wood like the one in Fitchburg.  French said it will be 25’ from the panels, at 

varying distances from the road but 7 feet at the closed point.  He said it will be galvanized panels, 

Hampton asked if they would be open to green, French winced at the price. 

• Steven Bork, 4318 Vilas Road, said he represents many farms in asking when will the taking of farmland 

end and where will people grow food? 

4) MOTION by Anders/Meylor to close the public hearing.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0.  The public hearing 

ended at 8:16 P.M. 

PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

1) Notice of the meeting posted at the Town Hall, and on the Town’s internet site.   Attendance was the same as 

listed above for the public hearing, and the meeting was accessible virtually through gotomeeting.com.  

2) Hampton called the meeting to order at 8:16 P.M. 
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3) Approve minutes of previous meetings:  MOTION by Anders/Meylor to approve the minutes of the 

September 22, 2021 meeting as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0.   

4) Public Concerns: None. 

5) Dane County Solar, LLC, applicant, Dane County, Landowner:  Applying for a Conditional Use Permit for a 

20-MW solar facility on 178 acres (parcels 0711-302-9501-0, 0711-301-9040-3, 0711-302-8000-2, 0711-

302-8500-7, 0711-193-9720-2, 0711-193-9350-0 along County AB and Hope and Femrite Roads). (Tabled 

from October meeting.):  The commission proceeded to evaluate the application for satisfaction of standards 

under sections 10.101(7) (d) 1 and 10.222 (3) (a), Dane County Code of Ordinances. French had provided a 

handout addressing the standards (Exhibit D). MOTION by Klinger/Meylor finding that all of the 

standards are satisfied as along as the following conditions are met: 

• Pile driving operations are limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday-Friday. 

• Seven- to eight-foot-tall arborvitaes or cedars shall be planted outside the fence on the border with Hope 

Lutheran Church (on Dane County Property, so the solar facility will be responsible for their 

maintenance.) 

• Areas adjacent to crop land that is not row-crops will be mowed 3-4 times per year to keep seeds from 

native plantings on the site from dispersing onto the crop land. 

MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

6) Aaron Kaleas, applicant, Michael McEvilly, Landowner, parcel #0711-342-8730-0 on North Star Road – 

seeking concept plan approval for phased commercial development (tabled from July Meeting.):  Mr. Kaleas 

was back with a new concept plan (Exhibit E). There was general agreement that the concept was better than 

the original proposal in that it did offer larger buildings facing US Hwy 12 & 18 in the second phase.  

Roffers suggested that the larger buildings be built first. Commission members who had visited the 

reference sites he provided had concerns over the appearance of the sites, which are no longer managed by 

Kaleas’ client.  Eickhoff in particular was concerned over how the Town can be assured that the property 

will be properly managed into the future.  Roffers agreed that concerns are less about layout and more about 

long term management, which he said can be controlled through zoning restrictions, design provisions and 

condo documents.  If the roads are dedicated to the Town, the buildings could be sold to individual 

landowners rather than being condos, however there were questions about whether they would be able to 

utilize a common septic field.   Further discussion revealed that the owner of the residential property 

surrounded by the proposed site is involved, and thoughts were that commercial development of both lots 

would be the best approach.  MOTION by Anders/Muehl to disapprove the currently proposed concept, and 

suggest that the applicant acquire the residential property and come back with a plan to include both parcels.  

MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

7) Continued discussion on the update to the Comprehensive Plan, focusing on review of the draft update to 

the remainder of Vision & Directions volume (Land Use chapter already reviewed), and to discuss how and 

when to move forward with the Plan hearing and adoption process:  Roffers said that the timeline has not 

changed, however there was the question of whether to delay adoption of the revised plan while an IGA 

with Madison is being negotiated.  Hampton said the Town Board will decide whether to move forward with 

that at their meeting on November 1st.  The Commission reviewed the Visions and Directions Volume page 

by page.  In addition to minor corrections, discussion included: 

• Whether to keep language about an Ag Enterprise area in the plan.  Muehl felt it should be kept if it 
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could offer any protection against large solar facilities. 

• Whether to keep the priority for advancement of safe bicycling and walking in the Town.  Consensus 

was to keep it in response to the community survey response. 

• Hampton would like to include the dates that the planners consulted with other municipalities, for 

tracking purposes. 

• Hampton asked if the Town should be looking for ways to encourage landowners close to the Village to 

develop in the Town rather than annexing to the Village, possibly with higher RDU ratios, or by waiving 

TDR requirements in those areas.  Roffers felt the County would object to higher ratios, but might be 

amenable to waiving TDR requirements for areas that are likely to develop anyway.  He will draft some 

language to this effect for future review by the commission. 

8) Continued discussion on width requirements for future roads to allow for walking and/or bike paths, 

focusing on advice the Town Engineer:  Town Engineer Nick Bubolz had stated in an email that a 70’ right-

of-way might be advisable where an extra 3’ of pavement is added for walking/biking paths.  MOTION by 

Anders/Muehl to recommend looking into revising the subdivision ordinance to require a 70’ right-of-way 

for new collector streets.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 

9) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Anders/Eickhoff to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. The meeting 

was adjourned at 10:03 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 11-24-2021 



Dane County Solar, LLC
20 MW AC Solar Facility
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bfrench@sunvest.com
(847) 414-0134
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Project Information

• Landowner: Dane County

• Applicant:  Dane County Solar, LLC 

• c/o SunVest Solar, LLC

• Location: North and East of 3087 Lud’s Lane

• Property ID Numbers: 018-0711-193-9350-0, 018-0711-193-9720-2, 018-0711-302-8000-2, 018-0711-302-8500-7

• Parcel Size: ~ 178 acres

• Project Size:  ~ 109 Acres (inside the fence)

• Current Zoning: RM-8, HC, AT-35 and FP-35

• Current Land Use: Agricultural

• Requesting a Conditional Use Permit



About SunVest Solar

Company Overview

• Founded in 2009 and headquartered in Pewaukee, WI

• Complete solar development platform specializing in the marketing, 
sale, and financing of solar projects

• Recognized solar leader and ranked in the top 10 Solar Developers 
Nationwide by Solar Power World magazine in 2021

• A+ rating from Better Business Bureau

• Proven track record of successfully developing commercial, 
community, residential, and non-profit solar projects

850+ projects installed across 12 states

Complete team with 30+ solar professionals

Provider of development & EPC contractor services

Leading experience in Midwestern region

#1 Solar Developer in Wisconsin for 2016-2021

Notable Partners



Wisconsin’s #1 Solar Developer for 6 Years In-a-Row

Developed Wisconsin’s Largest Rooftop Array
Over 12 Years of Solar Experience
Over 1,000 Solar Systems Installed

Part of a Family of Companies Including 5 Sister Companies
Nationwide | Coast-to-Coast

Commercial | Non-Profit | Community | Utilities



Minimal Impacts

• Minimal to no glare.  Panels are designed to absorb sunlight, not reflect it.

• Solar Gardens are quiet during the day and silent at night.

• Minimal moving parts.

• Panels are only 7’to 8’ tall.

• Little traffic is generated.  The site will be visited periodically for routine 

inspection.

• Solar Gardens are clean, safe and emit no emissions.

• Solar panels require very little maintenance. Panels are inspected twice a year 

for maintenance and cleaning.

• No buildings on site.

• No lighting internal or external to the property.



Minimal Impacts

• After construction, ground is 
seeded and maintained to control 
erosion and weeds.  Vegetation will 
be maintained bi-annually or on an 
“as needed” basis.

• 20 MW of solar power can provide 
power for ~3000 homes.

• Panels are warrantied for a 20 to 
25-years.  With approx. 80% of 
their useful capacity still available.

• Operations and Maintenance done 
remotely via wireless connection.



Project Details



Dane County Solar, LLC ~ Location Map



Dane County Solar, LLC ~ Site Plan

• Located on approximately 
109 acres (inside the 
fence)

• Access drives from 
Femrite Drive and Lud’s
Lane into project to reach 
equipment pad just inside 
fence.

• Parking for 2 vehicles 
inside the fence at each 
access location.

• Panels will be single axis 
trackers that move with 
the sun.

• Proposing a 7’ fence for 
security purposes around 
perimeter of project 



Dane County Solar, LLC ~ Staging Area Plan



Dane County Solar, LLC ~ Single Axis Tracker



Dane County Solar, LLC ~ Single Axis Tracker



Dane County Solar, LLC ~ Installation

• The racking system, which holds the 
panels in place, are supported by steel “I-
beam” pilings driven into the ground.  
Using steel I-beams minimizes the 
amount of ground disturbance and 
generally does not require the use of 
concrete.

• I-beams driven approximately 8-15 feet 
into the ground.

• Manual-intensive labor for racking system 
attached to I-beams.

• Rows for tracker solar installations run 
north/south. 

• Solar panels will face east/west
• Spacing between rows is 16-20 feet 

depending on the site and surrounding 
characteristics.



Dane County Solar, LLC ~ Installation



Dane County Solar, LLC ~ Pollinator Seed Mix



Questions/Comments/Discussion

Bill French – bfrench@sunvest.com
(847) 414-0134
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1) Notice of meeting was posted at the Town Hall, and on the Town’s internet site.    A quorum was present 

with Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Dave Muehl, Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Mike 

Klinger all in attendance. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes 

2) Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve minutes of previous meetings:  MOTION by Anders/Meylor to approve the minutes of the 

October 27, 2021 Public Hearing and Plan Commission meeting as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0-1 

(Kudrna abstained).   

4) Public Concerns: None. 

5) Paul Vitucci, applicant, Oremus 3447 LLC, landowner – seeking site approval for an indoor storage facility 

on Parcel 0711-284-7511-0 (6 acres west of 3447 North Star Road):  Mr. Vitucci explained that he is the 

owner of Redline Watersports in McFarland, which is a full-service dealership offering boat sales, service 

and storage.  He has purchased North Star Investments Condominium Unit #3, with an option on Unit #2, 

and hopes to build a phased passive storage facility to store winterized boats on trailers.  Only employees of 

the boat dealership would be on the property.  He had provided a detailed site plan prepared by Quam 

Engineering (Exhibit A). Fire Chief Nick Archibald had provided a written list of concerns (Exhibit B) but 

got called away to an emergency before he could comment.  Travis Leeser of Cleary Buildings was also 

present, and addressed the first item on the Fire Chief’s list regarding access to the north ends of the 

buildings which are more than 150 feet from fire department access roads as required by NFPA 1 2012 

18.2.63.2.2.  Leeser said the 198-foot length of the buildings is to maximize storage capacity of the lot.  

They plan to build buildings 5, 6, and 7 initially, then 8, 9 and 10, which are on Unit #2, in a later phase.  

Building 10 may be used for boat maintenance eventually since it would have the easiest access to utilities. 

Each building is under 12,000 square feet to avoid fire suppression requirements (Chief Archibald’s fifth 

concern).  There is 20 feet between the buildings that will be flat and grass covered.  He said they could 

make wider, shorter buildings, but that would leave too much unusable space on the south end of the 

property and less boat storage capacity.  He did not think there would be much that could cause a fire, other 

than electrical in the buildings, however Mr. Vitucci did affirm that the boats would be stored with fuel.  

Leeser said they could possibly extend gravel a short distance between the buildings, although, that might 

not fit with the stormwater management plans.   Aaron Falkosky of Quam Engineering was online, and 

thought 48 feet of gravel between every other building might be doable.  Anders said he is not willing to 

deviate from the recommendations of the Fire Chief.  Kudrna said he saw no reason to take fire trucks 

between buildings, that the fire trucks carry plenty of hose.   Falkosky then addressed Chief Archibald’s 

second and third concerns regarding driveway width and turn-around.  He thought it should be possible to 

increase the minimum width to 20 feet, with a hammerhead at the west end.  In response to Chief 

Archibald’s fourth question, Leeser said the surface could be designed for a minimum load of 58,000, 

probably using crushed asphalt.  Falkosky went on to describe phase 1, which would include buildings 5, 6 

and 7 and the two ponds for stormwater.  They have already received DNR approval for the stormwater 

facilities, and are addressing minor comments from the County.  Leeser showed renderings of the buildings.  

Each would have one door on the south end, and fire doors as required.  There would be no large doors on 

the north ends.  The color scheme would be brown/tan to blend into the environment.  Building peaks would 

be at 24-25 feet with roofs at a 4/12 pitch, eves at 16-17 feet.  The only parking will be the legally required 

handicapped spot in front of each building.  Lighting will be on the front of each building, downward facing 

and just enough to see when moving boats in and out of the buildings.  There would be no signage and no 

outdoor storage.  Hampton asked about landscaping, Leeser said there is not much room for any, that all 

trees on the site would be removed to make room for the ponds, and asked what exactly the Town is looking 
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for?  Hampton said they must provide a screen between neighboring properties.  Anders suggested 

eliminating one building to make room for landscaping buffers.  MOTION by Hampton/Anders to table 

until the next meeting for plans for a hammerhead turn-around, landscape plans and building materials and 

colors.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

6) Thomas M and Julia A Willan, applicants and landowners – application for rezone of parcel 0711-072-

9971-5 (2.1 acres at 4407 Vilas Hope Road) from RR-2 to FP-B:  Thomas and Julia Willan were both in 

attendance.  Mr. Willan stated that they are looking to rezone back to agricultural. Once FP-B zoning is 

granted, they will choose from the permitted uses, they were not looking for any of the conditional uses 

at this time.  When they purchased the property, it was zoned AG-1, albeit sub-standard due to the small 

lot size.  They subsequently rezoned to A-2, which was converted to RR-2 by the County’s 2018 

comprehensive revision of their zoning ordinance, even though they had expressed their preference to 

remain in an agricultural zoning district.  They want to get back to what they originally bought the land 

for, which they did not explicitly identify, only stated they cannot do it under residential zoning.  Their 

property is in the Ag Preservation area of the Town, but is not eligible for the other farm preservation 

zoning districts:  FP-1 does not allow a residence, and they don’t have the 35 acres required for FP-35.  

Hampton suggested the Town may want to disallow some of the permitted uses, and asked which of the 

permitted uses they are looking for.  Mr. Willan said that the Town cannot legally eliminate any of the 

permitted uses. Mrs. Willan said they firmly believe in farmland preservation, and at their age, they are 

not looking at doing anything substantial.  She said she did not need to name a specific use, but what 

they would want to do would fall within the permitted uses. Hampton suggested tabling the matter to 

find out from the Town Attorney whether the Town can restrict permitted uses or not. Mrs. Willan then 

asked which ones he would like to restrict.  Hampton gave large animal boarding as an example.  The 

Willans said they would not want to do that, and believed other regulations would prevent or limit it 

anyway.  Discussion regarding other permitted uses included thoughts that a cell tower probably could 

not go there due to fall zone from other towers, and a statement from Mr. Willan that his barn is not big 

enough for seasonal storage of vehicles. He said they will write a business plan once they get the 

agricultural zoning, and if it requires a CUP, they will then apply for one.   Hampton asked about farm-

related exhibitions, Mr. Willan said he might want to have an exhibit/open house of ag buildings, but 

Mrs. Willan said it would be less than 11 days per year, and Mr. Willan said they knew they would have 

to contact the County if more than 200 people would attend.  Eickhoff was concerned that while the 

Willans may not be interested in some of the permitted uses that cause concern to the Plan Commission, 

there was no telling what the next owner might want to do.  He said he felt it could be up for negotiation 

if the Town could limit which permitted uses to allow. Mr. Willan said he doesn’t plan to do anything to 

interfere with anything in the area.  He gave an example of when a family wedding was held there and 

they hired parking valets for offsite parking. MOTION by Muehl/Kudrna to recommend approval of 

rezoning the 2.1-acre parcel from RR-2 to FP-B.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

7) Dane County Solar, LLC, applicant, Dane County, Landowner:  Revised site plan for a solar facility 

Conditional Use Permit on parcels 0711-302-9501-0, 0711-301-9040-3, 0711-302-8000-2, 0711-302-8500-

7, 0711-193-9720-2, 0711-193-9350-0 along County AB and Hope and Femrite Roads:  Bill French from 

SunVest Solar (dba Dane County Solar, LLC) was present virtually requesting approval for a slightly 

different footprint for the solar facility approved last month.  He gave two reasons for the request:  1) Dane 

County would like to relocate panels further away from the farmstead at the east end of Luds Ln. to allow 

for other uses, and 2) the 550-watt panels (made in China) in the original plan are not available, instead they 

have found 445-watt panel assembled in the USA.  This would require additional land to meet the 

Renewable Energy Requirements of the County, and reduce the output of the system from 22 MW ac to 

17.32 MW ac, which is the minimum size to meet county requirements.  The footprint would grow from 
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108.7 to 113 acres, and shift slightly to the east, further away from Hope Lutheran Church (Exhibit C).  The 

County would also prefer an 8’ knot fence rather than a 7’ chain link fence as originally presented.  

Hampton asked why the Town should allow the lower wattage panels, which require more land and produce 

less electricity, especially given the likelihood that the County will increase its energy consumption over the 

30-year lifetime of the project.  French said Dane County Solar, LLC is contractually bound to produce 

power by the 4th quarter of 2022.  Anders wondered what the rationale is for the knot fence, French said 

appears less obtrusive and allows small animals to pass through. MOTION by Anders/Klinger to table until 

December 22nd for information from or presence of someone from the County to say if any flexibility will 

be offered in the contractual deadline for power production to allow for the higher wattage panels to be 

obtained.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

8) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Klinger/Meylor to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 9:10 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 12-22-2021 
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North Star Development Concerns 

 

-Access to Building: (NFPA 1 2012 18.2.3.2.2) Fire Department access roads shall be provided that any 

portion of the facility or any portion of an exterior wall of the first story of the building is located not 

more than 150 feet from fire department access roads as measured by approved route around the 

exterior of the building or facility.  Currently the plan shows only one access driveway which is along the 

south end of the buildings. The buildings are each drawn with a length of 198 feet. The north end of the 

buildings exceed the maximum distance from access roads by 48 feet.  

 

-Dimensions: (NFPA 1 2012 18.2.3.4.1.1) Fire Department access roads shall have an unobstructed width 

of not less than 20 feet. In the current plan it only shows one width on the entire road which is up near 

the intersection of the access road and North Star. That width is currently shown as 15 feet which is 5 

feet less than the required width. 

 

-Dead Ends: (NFPA 1 2012 18.2.3.4.4) Dead-end fire department access roads in excess of 150 feet in 

length shall be provided with approved provisions for the fire apparatus to turn around. Length of the 

access road is greater than 150 feet. There are no measurements on the plans by building 1 to be able to 

determine if there is sufficient space for the apparatus to turn around. 

 

-Surface: (NFPA 1 2012 18.2.3.4.2) Fire department access roads shall be designed and maintained to 

support the imposed loads of the fire apparatus and shall be provided with an all-weather driving 

surface. Plan is calling for a gravel access road. This is acceptable as long as gravel is layered enough to 

support the weight of the apparatus. Currently the heaviest truck the department uses in this area has 

an approximate weight of 58,000 pounds.  

 

-General Storage: (NFPA 1 2012 13.3.2.27.2*) An automatic sprinkler system shall be installed 

throughout all occupancies containing coverage areas greater than 12,000 square feet. Current plan has 

the buildings at 11,800 square feet which makes it exempt but if the occupancy changes sprinklers may 

become required.  
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1) Notice of meeting was posted at the Town Hall, and on the Town’s internet site.    A quorum was present with 

Kris Hampton, Steve Anders, Dave Muehl, Jerry Meylor, Troy Eickhoff, Mark Kudrna and Mike Klinger all in 

attendance. Clerk Kim Banigan took minutes 

2) Hampton called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

3) Approve minutes of previous meetings:  MOTION by Muehl/Anders to approve the minutes of the November 

24, 2021 meeting as printed.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0.  

4) Public Concerns: None. 

5) Bruce Peckham, applicant and PR for Terry Peckham, deceased property owner of parcel #0711-122-9340-9 at 

2080 County Road BB – seeking rezone of 3.06 acres from FP-35 to RR-2 and 39.2 acres from FP-35 to FP-1 to 

create one new residential lot:  Mr. Peckham noted that a similar rezone was approved by the Town in 2012 but 

his sister did not follow through on it with the County.  He has tried to sell the farm as all one parcel, but buyers 

are not interested in that much land.  The Dane County Highway Department has indicated they are OK with 

highway access for a driveway for the new RR-2 parcel.  He has plotted it a little wider since there is a fiber 

optic box that may need to be worked around.  He understands that Town policy limits new lots to 2 acres, 

however he is asking for 3 due to the shape of the area, so that the new lot and remaining FP-1 land to the east 

could be sold to the same owner.  James Heise, 2002 Rathert Road, had a question about development rights for 

the new residential lot.  The clerk confirmed that a density study performed by the County confirmed one 

available RDU.  Mr. Heise expressed concern over the impact of an additional home on wildlife, stating that they 

often cross Hwy BB where the new house would be.  MOTION by Muehl/Meylor to recommend approval of 

the rezone of 3.06 acres from FP-35 to RR-2 and 39.2 acres from FP-35 to FP-1 to create one new residential lot. 

The new residential lot is approved to exceed the 2.0 acre maximum due to the lay of the land and to protect the 

oak trees. The RR-2 area previously spot zoned for the farm house that burned down should be divided off as a 

separate lot with the new CSM.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0.  After the motion, Scott Frank (1986 Rathert Road) 

expressed concerns over more hunting of the area with more owners coming in.  Mr. Peckham said no one had 

permission to hunt on the farm this year, so they must have been doing it illegally.  Mr. Frank said there was 

hunting taking place, including with rifles.  Hampton said this should be reported to the DNR or Town Deputies.  

Mr. Frank also expressed concerns about tightening up the area for wildlife, and felt the Town is going the 

opposite direction from preserving farmland.  Mr. Peckham said the farm has not been worked in 30 years, and 

he has not been able to find a buyer interested in the whole farm. He also approached Dane County about 

purchasing it for wetland preservation, but they were not interested unless owners of neighboring properties 

would sell too. Rudy Knutson (1942 County Road BB) and Floyd Kessler (1997 Rathert Road) were also present 

and in opposition. 

6) Paul Vitucci, applicant, Oremus 3447 LLC, landowner – seeking site approval for an indoor storage facility on 

Parcel 0711-284-7511-0 (6 acres west of 3447 North Star Road) (reappearance from November meeting):  Paul 

Vitucci was present, along with Travis Leeser from Cleary Buildings and Steve Banovetz, owner of condo units 

1 and 2.  Attorney Ben Letendre and Aaron Falkosky from Quam Engineering were present online.  Hampton 

suggested beginning with the deed restrictions on the property, which include indoor storage but not warehousing.   

Mr. Vitucci said he was not as clear as he should have been about how he plans to use the property, and referred 

to a letter in the materials he had provided which stated that the development will eventually include an on-site 

maintenance facility in building 10 on condo unit 2, which Mr. Vitucci has a purchase option for.  He estimated 

that would be phased in once 200 boats are under roof at the site.  Each building will store 40-50 boats, so this 

would happen after 4 buildings are built.  The DCCO definitions of indoor storage and warehousing were 

reviewed.   Hampton asked for a show of hands from the commission of those who considered the proposed use 

as indoor storage.  Five commissioners raised their hands (Anders and Eickhoff did not).  The next topic 

discussed was advice from Town Planner Mark Roffers advising that the conceptual plan for the North Star Road 

area shows a road going through this property.  Muehl said the map is purely conceptual.  Mr. Banovetz stated he 
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had advised Mr. Vitucci when he purchased condo lot 3 to keep 66’ on the south end open for future road 

planning. There was discussion about other alternatives for the future road. Hampton said his biggest problem 

with the proposal related to TCG section 12.08(3)(c)(2) that discourages all-metal buildings and advises some 

architectural variation of long, flat buildings. Leeser said a brick face could be added to the maintenance building, 

which will be closest to the road.  Hampton asked how they will access the septic and well behind the 

maintenance building, Leeser said they will be able to drive on the grass between the buildings.  Anders was 

looking for a drop dead on the construction of the maintenance building, so that it would not end up being just 

another storage facility.   Hampton said he would prefer 1-2 larger buildings, with a sprinkler system for fire 

protection, and would not allow building 1, to keep that area open for the future road.  Mr. Vitucci said the 

market will not support the cost of sprinkling.  The landscape plan was reviewed and Hampton asked about the 

height of the trees.  Mr. Vitucci said conifer and deciduous trees would be 4’ high at a minimum.  Hampton 

wanted the deciduous trees to be 8’ tall.  MOTION by Muehl/Kudrna to approve the site plan with conditions:  1) 

Once four storage buildings are constructed, the maintenance building must be built before any more storage 

buildings.  2)  Conifer trees must be at least 4’ tall and deciduous trees at least 8’ tall.  3)  Facade of buildings 9 

and 10 to match the façade of the Field and Stream Restorations office facing the road.  4) Parking spots to be 

installed as required by occupancy of the buildings 9 and 10.  Hampton asked the maker of the motion to add a 

requirement to not construct building 1 until the road is laid out, this request was denied.  Muehl said he was of 

the opinion that the road can be moved to the south. Vitucci offered that possibly by the time the road was 

needed, his business would be grown to the point of looking for more land, and building 1 could be demolished 

to make room for the road.   MOTION CARRIED 4-3 (Hampton, Anders and Eickhoff opposed). 

7) Dane County Solar, LLC, applicant, Dane County, Landowner:  Revised site plan for a solar facility Conditional 

Use Permit on parcels 0711-302-9501-0, 0711-301-9040-3, 0711-302-8000-2, 0711-302-8500-7, 0711-193-9720-

2, 0711-193-9350-0 along County AB and Hope and Femrite Roads (reappearance from November meeting): 

Bill French from SunVest Solar and Dave Merritt from Dane County were present.  Ben Tanko, Andy Ehlert and 

Steve Greidanus from Alliant Energy were also present.  John Welch from Dane County was online.  Mr. French 

said that the original site plan occupied 108.7 acres, but last month they were back because they were unable to 

source the 550-watt panels in the original plan, and the 440-watt panels they found would require 113 acres.  

Since then, they have secured 650-watt and 660-watt, bi-facial Canadian Solar panels that will fit within the 

original footprint, actually only using 90 acres.  The output would be 17.32 MW.  Merritt and Greidanus 

explained how the County arrived at its 31,000 MW requirement by 2030, and how the output of the facility will 

meet the requirement.  Anders asked what happens when the County needs additional energy credits for growth.  

Merritt said the forecast goes several years out and includes an assumption that utilities are greening the grid, 

which reduces the need for additional renewables.  Hampton asked if the Town needs to worry about 

decommissioning at the end of Alliant’s contract with the County.  Welch said the lease includes a requirement 

for alliant to decommission.  Hampton asked the Alliant representatives if this panel is standardly used.  

Greidanus said they are actually higher wattage than other sites.  Tanko said they are the same technology.  

Anders wanted assurance that the Town would be a participant for the entire 30 years, noting that a County 

employee recently threatened annexation if the Town did not approve the CUP.  Merritt was not aware of any 

such threat.  Consensus was that since the Canadian Solar panels allow the facility to fit within the footprint 

originally approved by the Town, no Plan Commission action was needed. 

8) ADJOURNMENT: MOTION by Muehl/Eickhoff to adjourn.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. The meeting was 

adjourned at 9:20 P.M. 

Submitted by: Kim Banigan, Clerk 

Approved 01-26-2022 
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