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MINUTES - Pierce County Land Management Committee Meeting, May 19, 2021, in-person meeting for 

committee/staff, remote meeting for applicants/public. 

Present: Joe Fetzer, Jon Aubart, Neil Gulbranson, and Eric Sanden 

Absent: Jeff Holst 

Others: Andy Pichotta, Brad Roy, Adam Adank and Shari Hartung 

Chairperson Joe Fetzer called the Pierce County Land Management Committee meeting to order at 6:00pm in 

the County Boardroom. 

Next meeting dates: June 2nd & 16th, July 7th & 21st, all in 2021. 

Approve Minutes from the April 21, 2021 Land Management Committee meeting: Sanden moved to approve 

the Land Management Committee minutes from April 21, 2021/Gulbranson seconded. All in favor. 

Passed.  

 

Public hearing to consider and take action on a request for a conditional use permit for a Farm & Home 

Based Business for Auto Repair and Sales, in the Rural Residential 8 District and Floodplain Area, 

pursuant to Pierce County Code Chapter §240-36D, for Julie & Keith Peterson, owners on property 

located in SE ¼ of the SW ¼ of Section 18, T27N, R19W, Town of Clifton, Pierce County, WI.  

Staff Report – Adam Adank: The applicants are requesting a Conditional Use Permit to operate an automobile 

restoration and sales shop at their residence in the Town of Clifton. The applicants built a new pole shed in 

2019 which they plan to use for the business. The pole shed is 48’ x 72’. This equals 3,456sq ft. The applicants 

estimate they will restore approximately 20 – 25 cars a year, most of which will be classic cars. The property is 

located in the Town of Clifton, is 5.07 acres in size and is zoned Rural Residential 8. Adjacent properties are 

zoned Rural Residential 8 and General Rural Flexible 8. Adjacent land uses are agriculture and residential. 

Section 240-36E allows farm and home based businesses as accessory to single family residential uses subject 

to the following: 

1. The farm and home based business shall be conducted by the owner of the dwelling unit. No more than 

eight persons not residing on the site may be employed in the business. 

2. If located in the dwelling unit, the farm and home business shall occupy no more than 50% of the 

dwelling unit. If located in an accessory building, the farm and home based business shall not occupy an 

area greater than 5,000 square feet. 

3. Minimum lot size shall be 5 acres. 

4. Such other conditions as specified by the Land Management Committee pursuant to Sec 240-76 shall 

apply. 

Mr. Peterson anticipates having one full-time employee and one to three part-time employees. 778th Ave is a 

private dead-end road that connects to County Road F. There are two other driveways on 778th Ave with the 

Peterson’s residence located at the end of 778th Ave. Equipment operated for this business include two auto 

lifts, pneumatic tools, painting equipment, and general use tools. Mr. Peterson anticipates very little hazardous 

waste will be generated and stated that he plans to properly dispose of any paint, paint thinner, cleaning 

solvents, etc. at the Pierce County Solid Waste/Recycling Center. Off-street parking per Pierce County Zoning 

Code Chapter 240-54A requires three spaces per service bay for auto repair. Mr. Peterson anticipates UPS, Fed 

Ex, or semi deliveries only a couple times a week for the business. Proposed hours of operation are 9am to 5pm. 

Monday thru Saturday, any customers on site will be by invitation only. Mr. Peterson stated that outside storage 

will be limited but at times may require 1-3 vehicles to be parked outside. No bathroom facilities are located in 

the pole shed at this time. The building was plumbed in for a future bathroom and the Peterson’s understand 
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proper permits will need to be obtained before any sanitary system can be installed. Employees would use the 

house bathroom until a bathroom is installed. No advertising signs for his business are proposed. Mr. Peterson 

eventually plans to create a website for the business. The Clifton Town Board recommended approval of this 

request on 4-7-2021. The Town did not suggest any conditions or state any concerns. 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the Land Management Committee determine whether the proposed 

use at the proposed location would be contrary to the public interest and whether it would be detrimental or 

injurious to public health, public safety, or the character of the surrounding area. If found to be not contrary to 

the above, staff recommends the Land Management Committee approve this conditional use permit for a farm 

and home based business with the following conditions: 

1. Activities shall be conducted as presented in the application unless modified by a condition of this 

permit. 

2. This use shall be established within 1 year of the CUP approval. The CUP shall be renewed again in 2 

years. Permit may be renewed administratively if no compliance issues arise. 

3. Applicants understand that expansion or intensification of this use will require modification to this 

conditional use permit. 

4. There shall be a minimum of 6 parking spaces established. One of these spaces shall meet standards of, 

and be designated for, handicap parking. 

5. Applicants shall work with Todd Dolan, Clifton Building Inspector, to determine whether or not 

commercial plan review and approval is required from Department of Safety & Professional Services 

and receive all necessary permits. 

6. The entire business area shall not exceed 5,000 square feet. 

7. No more than 8 persons not residing on-site shall be employed at the site at any given time. 

8. The business shall be conducted by the owner of the dwelling unit. 

Chairperson Fetzer opened the hearing to the public. No public comment. Chairperson Fetzer closed the 

public hearing. Mr. Peterson stated he has no other information to add. Chairperson Fetzer stated it looks pretty 

straight forward and looks like a nice shed. Aubart stated you will be pretty busy if you are doing 20 – 25 cars a 

year. Mr. Peterson stated that’s being very optimistic. He is getting older so it probably won’t be that many. 

Gulbranson moved to approve the conditional use permit for a Farm & Home Based Business for Auto 

Repair and Sales for Julie & Keith Peterson, due to the fact it is not found to be contrary to public 

interest, nor detrimental or injurious to public health, public safety or the character of the surrounding 

area, with conditions #1 - #8/Sanden seconded. All in favor. Passed. 

 

Discuss take action on a request for renewal of a conditional use permit for Nonmetallic Mining in the 

Agriculture Residential District, pursuant to Pierce County Code Chapter 240-37A, for Greg Bechel 

Trucking, agent for Robert & Juliane Redding, owners on property located in the SW ¼ of the SE ¼ of 

Section 27, T25N, R15W, Town of Union, Pierce County, WI. 

Staff Report – Brad Roy: The applicants operate a sand mine which encompasses approximately 4 acres. It 

was first permitted in 2019 and prior to that it was used for personal/agricultural use. It is estimated that 90,000-

95,000 cubic yards of material will be removed. The post-mining land use is proposed to be agriculture and 

natural area. Neighboring properties are zoned Agriculture Residential. Surrounding land uses are agricultural, 

woodlands, and residential. The total extent of the mine would be approximately 4.2 acres. Access to the mine 

is off County Road U. Material is removed from a hillside. The site has moderately steep slopes with 

approximately 40 feet of relief. The site will be internally drained. No more than one acre is proposed to be 

open at any one time. Sand is extracted utilizing excavating equipment and trucks. Sand screening equipment is 

placed on the site when necessary. No other processing would take place onsite. Hours of operation are 

proposed to be daylight hours, with an occasional Saturday. Mining is proposed to occur approximately 450 feet 

from the nearest property line. Pierce County Nonmetallic Mining Policy requires a 100 foot setback will be 

maintained from property lines and 200 feet from all existing residences. Floodplain is present on the property. 

No mining will take place in the floodplain. Agreements were made between the mine operator and the Pierce 

County Highway Commissioner regarding the use of County Highway U. Staff contacted the Town of Union 

Chairperson regarding this request. They had no concerns about renewing the permit. Based on advice from 

Corporation Counsel, staff in not recommending any conditions which require the permitting or compliance 
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with other agencies, organizations, or departments regulations or rules. The existing conditions #1 - #16 are 

listed in the staff report. 

Staff Recommendations: Staff recommends the Land Management Committee determine whether the 

proposed conditions are adequate to protect the public health, safety and character of the area. If no changes or 

additions are necessary, staff recommends the LMC renew this CUP with the following conditions: (conditions 

#3, 12, 15, and 16 were removed): 

1. Operations shall be consistent with the submitted plans, including the designated mining area, unless 

modified by another condition of this permit. 

2. Applicant shall comply with all requirements of Pierce County Code Chapter 241, Nonmetallic Mining 

Reclamation. 

3. Applicant shall submit to the Zoning Office a copy of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and a 

Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan if these plans are required by other agencies. 

4. A Fugitive Dust Plan shall be developed and implemented for the mining site and haul roads. 

5. Hours of operation shall remain consistent with daylight hours Monday through Saturday. 

6. A map displaying the proposed final reclaimed contours for the Reclamation Plan shall be submitted to 

the Zoning Office. 

7. Applicant agrees that any unforeseen erosion issues shall be addressed to the satisfaction of the County. 

8. The reclamation financial assurance information shall be reviewed and approved by Corporation 

Counsel. 

9. A 100ft setback shall be maintained from all property lines for all mining activities, which includes 

stockpiling and equipment placement. 

10. Reclamation shall be according to submitted plans and shall be completed within one year of ceasing 

mining operations. 

11. Any expansion or intensification shall require a new conditional use permit. 

12. This CUP renewal shall expire in two years. 

Aubart moved to renew the conditional use permit for Nonmetallic Mining for Greg Bechel Trucking, 

agent for Robert & Juliane Redding, owners, with amended conditions #1 - #12/Sanden seconded. All in 

favor. Passed. 

  

Discuss take action on potential code amendments to Pierce County Code Chapter 240-40A Accessory 

Residences and Pierce County Code Chapter 240-41D(3) Solar Energy Systems. 

Staff Report – Brad Roy: Overall dynamics in housing have been changing and more families are looking to 

have multi-generations sharing properties. The Zoning Office has seen an increase in Accessory Residence 

applications in the last few years. Staff first presented this item in March, 2021 and was directed to develop new 

code language to provide additional permitting options and regulations for accessory residences. Existing 

regulations for 240-40A accessory residences are listed and pretty straight forward. Pierce County Code §240-

88 defines Accessory Residence as: 

A. A dwelling unit that is accessory to a nonresidential use on the same lot, is the only dwelling unit on the 

lot, and provides living quarters for the owner, proprietor, commercial tenant, employee, or caretaker of 

the nonresidential use. 

B. A dwelling unit located in an accessory building on a residential parcel. 

PCC §240-88 defines Accessory Building as, “building, not attached to a principal building by means of a 

common wall, common roof, or an aboveground roofed passageway, which is: 

1. Subordinate to and serves a principal structure or a principal use. 

2. Located on the same lot as the principal structure or use served. 

3. Customarily incidental to the principal structure or use. 

Looking at all of that, staff developed the following proposed language would allow for all residential 

properties to have one accessory residence permitted with a Land Use Permit as long as it complies with the 

established limits and regulations: 

(2) Accessory residences which are accessory to single-family residences shall be permitted in the EA, PA, GR, 

GRF, AR, RR8, RR12, and RR20 Districts, subject to the following: with the issuance of a conditional use 

permit. 

a. There shall be no more than one accessory residence on a parcel or lot. 
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b. The setbacks and minimum yards for such dwelling unit shall be the required setbacks and minimum 

yards for principal structures. 

c. Such dwelling unit shall meet all other provisions of this chapter. 

d. The area of the accessory dwelling shall be no greater than sixty percent (60%) of the square footage of 

the principal dwelling, and cannot exceed 1,500 square feet in area. 

e. Adequate, functioning, approved method of sewage disposal shall be provided for all residences, Sewage 

disposal system(s) shall be sized to accommodate full capacity of the residences. 

(3) Accessory residences which are accessory to single-family residences in the PA, GR, GRF, AR, RR8, RR12 

and RR20 Districts, and are unable to comply with the requirements of subsection (2)(a) and (d), which 

are the number limiting to one and the size limitation, may be permitted with the issuance of a 

conditional use permit, subject to the following: 

a. There shall be no more than two accessory residences on a parcel or lot. 

b. Only lots with the adequate residential density to create a new residential lot, per Pierce County Code 

§240-25, are eligible for a second accessory residence. 

Applicants that could not satisfy the number of accessory residences or the size requirements could apply for a 

Conditional Use Permit and would need to get a recommendation from the applicable Town, as well as approval 

from the LMC. Inability to comply with the other requirements would require a Variance. The proposed 

language would allow for each property to have no more than two accessory residences, but to be able to have a 

second accessory residence permitted, the property must have enough density to create an additional lot. The 

goal of this is to ensure that small lots are not being overdeveloped.  

Discussion: Are the proposed size limitations (60% of the principal residence and no more than 1,500 square 

feet) appropriate? Should more than one accessory residence be permitted? Is the property density requirement 

appropriate? 

Chairperson Fetzer stated the property density requirement is a good thing to have. With the 60% and no more 

than 1,500 square feet? It’s not either or, correct? Roy stated yes, so the biggest they will ever get is 1,500 

square feet. But if you have a smaller principal residence then the 60% would make it a smaller accessory 

residence. The whole point of that is to stay in compliance with the definition of an incidental and customarily 

subordinate accessory residence. Aubart asked about the farm housing for hired help. Chairperson Fetzer stated 

what they have are trailer houses, do they come in under the same code? Roy stated no, those are permitted 

under Second Farm Residence and that has its own section in the code. Unfortunately, he doesn’t have all the 

requirements of that one off the top of his head. We wouldn’t permit something like that for farm workers as an 

accessory residence. It’s an easier permit to get. Chairperson Fetzer stated that hasn’t been an issue for them. 

They have the main house and then three trailer houses, currently. Yes, they had to set up a whole septic system 

to handle all of that. Aubart stated he just doesn’t want to handcuff the farmers, just thinking about what we 

have. The flip side is the guy with the yurt and other stuff on two acres. Roy stated he doesn’t foresee there 

being an issue with the agricultural housing by making these changes. Gulbranson stated he has a question 

about the size, the 60% of the principal residence, if they have a two-car attached garage, is that included in the 

square footage? Roy stated no. Roy stated when doing all of our residential permitting we look at the living 

space. We are seeing more of the shed houses, a giant pole shed with living quarters in it. When permitting that, 

the residence is just the living quarters, not the whole shed. Sanden so in that scenario they could have a large 

shed and if they only dedicate a corner of it to living quarters, the entire shed could exceed that 1,500 square 

feet. Roy stated yes. Sanden asked, In your experience, how many of these have we gotten in the last ten years 

that would have been limited by that part “d”? Is it common to see the some of these accessory residences 

exceeding the 60% or that 1,500 square foot. Roy stated we didn’t look at that 60% side. That would have been 

harder to calculate. We did look at the square footage and he would say that 90% would have complied with the 

1,500 square feet. There were only a few that went over that. Gulbranson stated he likes the part about an 

accessory having their own septic system, instead of that Per Capita Flow statement. He doesn’t understand 

that. Roy stated, basically a per capita flow statement is a recorded document that says, for example, they’ve got 

a three bedroom house with a three bedroom system and we are only using one bedroom of the main house so 

the system can accommodate the accessory residence too. It gets recorded so any future buyers should know 

about it. The language of letter “e”, he believes will eliminate that. Basically, if you are going to do an 

accessory residence, the septic system has to be sized for your house as well as the accessory residence at full 

capacity. Chairperson Fetzer asked where do we go from here? Roy stated it comes down to, do you like what 
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we are presenting? Are there changes you want to see? He wasn’t sure if anyone wanted a second accessory 

residence option on there, is there even a need for number three? Chairperson Fetzer stated you have the 

language in there to address that. He thinks with that, you could leave it in and then we’re covered. He asked if 

the committee agreed. He doesn’t see it happening a lot but at least we’re covered then. Sanden asked, at the 

last meeting again, the person put up two and basically, they were using them as rental units. Nothing is 

addressed here as far as the intent of the use, not that we would be able to police that at all, but he thinks you 

did a good job at stating one, at most two. Just to get around making an AirB&B kind of a setup. Was that your 

thoughts too, that we didn’t really need to specify the intended use of those accessory residences? Roy stated 

yes, our code is all about the uses, if somebody is going to stay in a residence for a year or a week, the use is 

essentially the same. At this point we have stayed out of the rental issue. This language is consistent with that 

approach. Hopefully, we always get to stay out of the rental. He doesn’t know how we could ever watch it to 

enforce it adequately. Maybe in the future we have to. If we had to, we would be amending the code probably in 

multiple ways. Pichotta stated it seems to him a more appropriate way to address a rental ordinance would be a 

licensing ordinance. Whether it be adopted by the County or a Town, versus doing it through zoning. Our 

thought with this is given that we don’t know what will be done with these once they are created, there is 

always the potential that they will end up on AirB&B and end up with eight guys staying there. That’s why you 

have to have an adequate septic system because we don’t know and people that rent on AirB&B are not going to 

pay attention to per capita flow statements. If the committee is comfortable with two of them, tying it to the 

residential density is going to essentially dictate that if you were to create that second one, you would have the 

potential to separate it off and sell it as a separate parcel because that capability would have to be there in order 

to put that in place. We see the potential for abuse. The last time we met, that was bordering on not what it was 

intended for and potentially abuse. We recognize that something greater than that could happen and we likely 

wouldn’t have the ability to say “no” to. Gulbranson stated to him, the accessory residence is more for the farm 

and the hired man or the adult children that are married and this doesn’t hurt any of that. Pichotta, no it 

shouldn’t. In fact it would be a permitted use in most cases and would actually make things easier for folks. 

Gulbranson stated so you guys can approve that stuff without coming here. Pichotta stated that on the next 

agenda we have two accessory residences on it, they are pretty common and both of those would likely qualify 

for an over-the-counter permit. Gulbranson asked, in this language, in the future if someone comes in and it 

looks a little bit like a little monkey business is going on, could that come to the committee? Pichotta stated 

with the changes to conditional use permits in 2018, the Jarchow and Tiffany language, the committee’s ability 

to turn down a CUP is much more limited prior to that point.  If they comply with the code, it’s pretty hard to 

deny it so why not just do it as an over-the-counter permit. Chairperson Fetzer asked if staff will just draw 

everything up and it will come back and then to the County Board. Pichotta stated if the committee is 

comfortable with the language as it’s proposed, we would ask you to direct us to schedule a public hearing, we 

will put it all into the proper formats, we will send out notifications to the towns, we will start the wheels rolling 

as far as getting this in place as a code amendment. Chairperson Fetzer stated he likes the way things are 

looking here. Going back a few years, El Paso Township had that one on Hwy 72, obviously in this place it 

would fall into place here but what if a town says we don’t want that in our town. Pichotta stated the mechanism 

for towns, in that particular instance the town actually recommended denial of the original accessory residence 

and the committee basically honored their request. With the new language now that’s in place, that denial 

couldn’t have taken place because there is no basis ultimately for that so what he did was run a common roof 

line and that made it a duplex. If, one more than half of the towns that this proposed language would affect are 

against it and they notify the clerk of such, we couldn’t approve this amendment. The towns that are under 

County zoning do have a mechanism if they don’t like these proposed changes, they could make them not 

happen. Chairperson Fetzer stated he would say move forward, if the committee agrees. 

 

Solar Energy Systems 

Roy stated after administering the Large Solar Energy System ordinance, it became apparent that the existing 

code should be updated to provide clarity for applicants and residents regarding limitations established by the 

LMC. The proposed amendments clearly state that the LMC will have the discretion to establish setbacks, 

height decommissioning and vegetative requirements for any Large Solar Energy System. 

b. Standards. 
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[1] Setbacks. Any portion of the SES shall not encroach within 10 feet of any property line or road right of 

way. 

[a] Small SES. Any portion of the SES shall not encroach within 10 feet of any property line or road 

right of way. 

[b] Large SES. Setbacks shall be established by the Land Management Committee based on purpose and 

intent of this chapter. 

[2] Height restrictions. A SES shall not exceed 35 feet in height. Building mounted SES may extend up to 

eight feet above the allowable building height. Exemptions may be granted by the Land Management 

Committee. 

[a] Small SES. Height shall not exceed 35 feet in height. Building-mounted SES may extend up to eight 

feet above the allowable building height. Exemptions may be granted by the Land Management 

Committee. 

[b] Large SES. Height shall be established by the Land Management Committee based on purpose and 

intent of this chapter. 

[9] Vegetative Buffer. Vegetative buffers for a Large SES shall be established by the Land Management 

Committee based on the purpose and intent of this chapter. 

[10] A decommissioning plan and associated financial assurances may be required by the Land 

Management Committee for a Large SES. 

No other changes, this is to make it clear to applicants and land owners what may be established by the LMC. 

Aubart asked how do we define small and large. Roy stated small is when it stays on site. Large is defined as for 

energy use off site. Pichotta stated basically utility size like the one we saw. Sanden asked, even the small ones, 

can’t they sell power back to the grid. Roy stated they do, yes. Sanden asked can’t that be considered off site 

use? Roy read the types which is on page 2 of the staff report. 

(3) Solar energy systems (SES). 

a. Types. 

 1. Small: equipment which directly converts and then transfers or stores solar energy into usable 

forms of thermal or electrical energy which is incidental and subordinate to a permitted use on the same 

parcel or on a contiguous parcel of common ownership and is intended to supply thermal energy or 

electrical power solely for on-site use, except that when a parcel on which the system is installed also 

receives electrical power supplied by a utility company, excess electrical power generated and not presently 

needed for on-site use may be used by the utility company. 

 

Roy stated that we borrowed the language, somebody else came up with it. Sanden asked do these fall under 

some FCC or how we have radio towers that we are limited to what we can or can’t do, given that this is kind of 

a public utility use, are our hands tied in some way? Pichotta stated there is another approval required if it is of 

a certain size then it goes to the Public Utilities Commission as well as to us. They get to dictate. Sanden asked 

if anything in here would contradict. Pichotta stated he thinks we would run our process and then they would 

have the ability to probably tweak what we did a bit. Sanden stated he is thinking of a recent example we had, if 

this were in place, because there was a lot of discussion about setbacks and vegetative screening, that’s 

hypothetical, this would be intended to stop some of those debates and then again couldn’t they go back to a 

higher authority and tweak it. Roy stated his understanding, through Western Mustang, is the Public Service 

Commission, they stay out of it when it goes to a jurisdiction. If it’s not in their hands, it’s all up to the 

municipality to handle it. Pichotta asked what the threshold was. Roy stated not much bigger than Western 

Mustang. When they first showed up, the threshold to go to them wasn’t far off from what they were proposing. 

He did ask if they scaled it down not to go to them and just to deal with us. They said no. In cases in Wisconsin 

that we’ve seen where it is all handled by the State, they do ask for input from the municipality in the approval. 

Even though it wouldn’t be your decision, in a situation like that, it does appear that the State would want to 

hear from the County what it would like to see. Pichotta stated he would see us having to run a similar process 

just to come up with a recommendation from the County to provide to the Public Utilities Commission. Sanden 

stated and having it in writing like you are proposing would eliminate the perception of being arbitrary. It does 

put us on a firmer footing in that respect. Pichotta stated the recommended changes are based in partly on 

Western Mustang’s response to our proposed conditions. They said, wait a minute, you say 10 foot setbacks in 

your code, just to clarify so that expectations match reality. The expectation is that the committee is going to set 



7 

 

them, it’s not going to be 10 feet. Gulbranson asked so what we did on Western Mustang, it doesn’t necessarily 

tie our hands that we have to do it like that for any other one? Pichotta noted that each CUP is considered to be 

unique and non-precedential. Chairperson Fetzer asked if there is anything further. Pichotta stated this is as a 

discuss take action, but direction is adequate we will start the wheels and we are probably looking at a public 

hearing in July or August. Committee consensus to move forward with a public hearing.  

 

Discuss take action on Travel/Training Requests. Pichotta stated he has no travel/training requests for your 

consideration. 

  

Departmental Update and Future Agenda Items 

Pichotta stated we have a bit of an agenda for June 16th, we won’t be meeting on June 2nd. We have an 

accessory residence for Jason Vance in the Town of Gilman, accessory residence for Richard & Sheila Eggen in 

Martell, a private outdoor recreational use for a large horse facility for Phil & Cynthia Symes and Cody & Anne 

Sjoquist in the Town of Diamond Bluff along with a Duplex in Diamond Bluff for the same applicants and a 

request for a height exemption for a radio communication tower for the WI DOT in the Town of Hartland.  

Pichotta also stated as far as July goes, if we have public hearings, we’ll try to schedule them all at one meeting 

if it makes sense to do so.  

 

Motion to adjourn at 6:52pm by Gulbranson/Sanden seconded. All in favor. Motion passed.  

Respectfully submitted by S. Hartung  


