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COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING 

November 15, 1993 

The meeting was called to order by Joe Rohl in the courthouse 
annex meeting room at 7:30 p.m. on November 15, 1993 with Committee 
members: George Petaja, Ed Sjostrom, Rich Ruemmele, and Joe Rohl 
present. Also present were Bill Weber from BRW, and the attached 
list. 

The first item of business was the organization of the Citizen's 
Advisory Committee. Joe Rohl introduced the LMC and asked people 
present to introduce themselves and the municipality they 
represent. Next he summarized the duties and time table of the 
Citizen's Advisory Committee {CAC). Each LMC member added their 
comments to the agenda items. Joe Rohl distributed a flow chart of 
the planning process after commenting that organization of 
committee leadership could wait until later - when CAC members 
better understood their scope of work. 

Questions and answers ensued about plans and ordinances at town and 
county government levels. Joe Rohl turned the Chair over to George 
Petaja, who introduced Bill Weber for the meeting discussion. 

Bill weber outlined the work plan for CAC, using a packet 
distributed to the public present. He answered questions about the 
schedules and the surveys. Other questions came up about types of 
zones and existing applications which exist presently. 

The group discussed location of future CAC meetings and timing. 
George Petaja recommended that the courthouse be used due to 
central and access concerns. Also established was that meetings 
were to be published in advance and kept open to the public. 

Another point was to determine and handle public input sessions at 
each meeting. Bill Weber re-emphasized the importance of the plan 
and meetings being controlled by citizens and not a consultant 
developed plan. Rich Ruemmele asked that each r~resentati ve 
designated by hisfher respective municipality identi:f:Y"-himself with 
address and telephone before leaving tonight's meeting. 
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Bill Weber next discussed the draft public op1n1on questionnaire. 
He explained format for asking and answering questions using 
examples. Participants discussed both specifics and general areas 
of questions needed. 

The opinion questionnaire discussion ended at 9:40 p.m. George 
Petaja announced the future meetings scheduled and the subjects of 
each. Content and conduct of the meetings were discussed. 
Citizens at the meetings appointed to represent their towns were 
asked to sign in before leaving the meeting. 

Rich Ruemmele moved, second by Ed Sjostrom to adjourn. 
passed. The meeting adjourned at 9:55 p.m. 

Submitted by - - Rich Ruemmele 
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Maiden Rock, Wisconsin 

The meeting was called to order by Joe Rohl in Maiden Rock at 7:40 
p.m. on December 6, 1993 with Committee members: George Petaja, Ed 
Sjostrom, Rich Ruemmele and Joe Rohl. 

Perry Johnston, Temporary Citizen Advisory Committee Chair gives 
brief description of the nights activities and his interpretation 
of the Co~prehensive Plan and the definition and process of the 
Plan Development and the rules governing this meeting. 

Bill Weber: 
Gives a brief description of his appreciation for Pierce County 
Gives a brief description of his role in thePlanDevelopment 
Gives a brief description of the Land -Management COlDDlittee and 

the County Board involvement · ' --
Why the Plan? · 

To get together as a community and make decisions about the 
future of our community. 

The Benefits of the Plan 
the people's choice 
an economic base of the community 
lifestyle· 
equity: .being fair 
fut1lre of: 15 'to· 20 years ,......._ 

The Process ,twill ~take· about a year to a year and cihalf to develop 

Gives out. 3 cards (white; blue and yellow) to the people 
attending· the· -meeting and instructions. ,to -write issues that 
they what . to be apart of the plan· on .. the white cards. The 
issues ... were recorded on large sheets of paper for the 
attenders to ''see and review. They .-:were a1so :·qi ven three red 
dots which were ·placed on the large sheets by the three issues 
the attenders thought were most important.after the meeting 
was adjourned~ ·. · . · 

The attenders were to put what they wanted changed in the future 
and what ~-they wanted to stay the s_~e in the future on the 
blue and· yell_~w cards. 

The audience was then given time to discuss their ontions, fears-, 
and the successes they feel regarding this plan: • ~- -~~ 

John Danaker-Eagan MN--feels that we.need to include government 
agencies such as the Coop of Engineers, Riverway, etc in the 
plan development. · .. · 

Marilyn Hayman-Maiden Rock--criticized the format of this 
meeting such as the public participation was limited by the 
control of the Committee. She also questioned the Citizen's 
Advisory Committee composition and eligibility. She debated 
the notion that towns could have separate plans and. controls. 
She concluded by saying that the landowners could be out voted 
by a majority of new or non-rural landowners who don't have 
the same feelings about her property as she does. She added 
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Marilyn Hayman continued--that the plan was socialistic 
because the individual limits were determined by a majority. 
Then she criticized the Land Management Department as 
inflexible and stated that the majority of rural citizens 
reject a need for a Comprehensive Plan. 

Roy Finley-Prescott--is seeking information as a representative 
of the Mississippi Rivers, Recreation, and Parks Committee 
(RRPC) and Park Commission. He stated his belief in property 
rights and advocated the plan as needed like scs plans which 
reflected necessary changes. 

Ed Sakes-El Paso--supported the town zoning as being more 
responsive to the citizen's needs. He advised of the harmony 
with the citizens by agreeing on how codes are developed. He 
criticized the format of the public survey. 

Larry Smith-Pepin Co.--understood the need for regulations but 
debated the need for another layer of land use control. He 
cr~ticized the affect on the property.taXes from zoning. 

Michael Michaud-MaidenRock--advocated developing local economic 
growth by easing restriction on development. He also wanted 
protection of the scenic, natural resources. He was concerned 
about wind and solar access rights for energy production as 
well as other new technologies. He asked for guidelines about 
residential development such as densities, ·rent availability, 
and multi-family housing location. _ . 

Kenneth .. Floreness-Bay ;.City--:believes .that peoples' problems were 
present in the past as much as now. He criticized the DNR 
involvement in limiting developmen~. He wanted property 
rights protected and questions if floodplain zoning was needed 
to remove residents of Trenton Island, especially regarding 
the lost tax revenue. 

Mary Boutain-Maiden Rock--compared the effects of land use on 
each other regardless of the amount of ~and . owned or 
longevity. She approved the development of the comprehensive 
Land Use Plan by townships. She discussed the comparison to 
land use planning done in Maine and asked the Land Management 
Committee to compare the plan with other municipalities. 

The public discussion was closed at 9:15 p.m. 
George Petaja'explained th.e Plan and Zoning changes versus the 

current status. 
Joe Rohl discussed turning in the cards and surveys. 

Joe Rohl then moved and seconded by Ed Sjostrom to adjourn. Motion 
passed and the meeting was adjourned at 9:20 p.m. 

Minutes taken by Rich Ruemmele and typed by Annilee cain 
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River Falls, Wisconsi~ 

The meeting was called to order by Joe Rohl at the River Falls High 
School at 7:30 p.m. on November 29, 1993. with Committee members: 
George Petaja, Ed Sjornstrom, Rich Runrinele and Joe Rohl. Joe 
introduced himself; the Land Management Committee; the Secretary; 
Perry Johnston, Temporary Citizen Advisory committee Chair and Bill 
Weber from BRW. Joe turned the meeting over to Perry. 

Perry asked if any of the other Citizen Advisory Committee members 
were present. LeRoy Peterson and Francis Ogden from Rock Elm 
introduced themselves. 

Perry advised of the Public Hearing advertisements in the papers, 
the. rules for hearings, and that the purpose of these meetings are 
to be educational, information seeking, input from the citizens to 
the Land Management Committee and the citizens Advisory Committee, 
and to raise overall questions and concerns for the Land Use 
Management Plan. 

Perry advised the audience that discussion is welcome, that 
comments would be limited to five (5) minutes, that a person can 
only speak once and no repeating or disputes would be accepted, 
that we would appreciate if the person would give their name and 
place of residence for recording purposes, and that we would be 
recording this meeting. 

Perry then introduced Bill Weber fro~ BRW, the consultant firm that 
will be assisting with the Land Use Management Plan. 

Bill. advised th~ audience that they should have three (3) pieces of 
paper and red dots. 

Bill advised of the schedule of the plan, the Community Opinion 
survey, and that his role is not to tell. the plan but to facilitate 
as the developments are made through out the plan. He indicated 
that he would suggest the pros and cons, but mainly he is the 
facilitator, the educator and mainly and most importantly the 
listener. 

Bill advised that there would be two surveys; a paper survey and a 
telephone survey. That the paper survey's will be given out at the 
meetings and also that we mailed out approximately 1,000 surveys 
randomly through computer process by means of thef Record Land 
Ownership. That the surveys are mailed out in proportion to the 
households in the township, such as Clifton has more households 
than El Paso so more surveys.would be sent to Clifton. He also 
advised that the surveys needed to be returned to the County 
Courthouse by December 20, 1993. He advised the people not to fill 
out both the survey from this meeting and the one that they may 
randomly receive per mail, to only summit one survey. That the 
survey will take them approximately five (5) minutes to complete. 
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Bill introduced Tim Griffen, his associate. 

Tim advised of the plans, purpose and process. That the plans 
focus on the land use, house, business, minimal lot size in 
townships, agricultural preservation, job development, environment 
protection, gov~rnment control, and growth-expansion of cities, 
etc. The benefits are that their is a._ choice-an alternative to the 
future-to assist in making choices, decisions so others won't 
interfere. The people must take hold of the decision of areas of 
environment protection, economics, land use and patters of land, 
job development, life style, lot size, where should a person live, 
commuting, equalitY--fairness by the groups in geographic regions 
and the future. · 

The process is everything to determine the outcome and the process 
in public participation and work. The meetings will be handled by. 
the Land Management Committee and the Citizens Advisory Committee. 
The Citizens Advisory committee will advise the Land Management 
Committee who inturn will advise the County Board to eventually 
make the decisions. There will be four workshops: 

1. Process 
2. Broad Alternatives 
3. Narrow Alternatives 
4. Refine again-semi final plan 

The Workshpps will be with the meetings and will be held in River 
.Falls, Prescott, Spring Valley and Maiden Rock. 

The format.will vary as the process goes on. 
There will be four··county Board Meetings held regarding. this Land 
Use Management Plan, Two·Surveys as indicated earlier; the Public 
Opinion Paper Survey now and the telephone survey in the Spring. 
The Census will be compared, such as the Presidential poles. 
That all the townships will be involved and that the plan will not 
be the same for the entire County, such as Clifton would be 
different than El Paso. The plan would be tailored to the needs of 
each and every township with lots of citizen involvement. 

The components of the meetings and surveys is to find what the 
citizens like and dislike about the County to Pattern the Land Use. 
The focus is on identifying the issues, problems. That three (3) 
or four (4) scenarios will be created, discussed, entail the broad 
specifics and how to accomplish what is wanted and needed. 
That this plan will take 14-18 months to finish. That the time is 
consuming to obtain information and desires from the citizens. 

sum-up is to produce maps with the hopeful future pattern and 
revise the zoning ordinance. Suggestions on public spending and 
goals, objectives and policy. 
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Perry requested comments or questions regarding the hearings or 
programs. 

George Grajkowski wanted to know if the project schedule concerning 
months start with month 1 as December 1, 1993 and also why the 
meeting was turned rapidly over to the citizen Advisory Committee, 
and why most of the members aren't present. 

Joe Rohl responded indicating that at the last.meeting about 2 
weeks ago it was determined that it would be better to have the 
Citizen's Advisory Committee conduct the hearing. The Citizen's 
Advisory Committee is not completed yet, therefore Perry was 
appointed the Temporary Chairman. He also indicated that the 
hearings are the publics meeting and that the Committees are here 
to serve. Joe also advised that the 17 members have not all been 
selected yet. 

Perry stated that their were not enough representatives present to 
elect officers for the Citizen's Advisory Committee, therefore they 
appointed Pe~ry as the Temporary Chairman since he volunteered to 
do so and would do so for the next three (3) .meetings. 

Greg Erickson-Clifton Township, wanted to know how the Citizen's 
Advisory Committee could know what the feelings of the public are 
when there was not a quorum, only a handful of them were at this 
meeting, since they interface with BRW and are the advising 
capacity to the Land Management Committee. 

Joe Rohl responded in that there will be four regional. meetings and 
the· format of all four meetings. are the ·.same and a township 
representative should attend one of these four meetings. That this 
meeting is for the public. 

Bill added that the information at the meetings will be complied, 
typed and communicated back to the Citizen's Advisory Committee 
members. 

Howard Bennet-Clifton, was leery of the telephone survey's since 
the contact rate is less than 1/2 percent of the people and wanted 
to know what Bill thought the percentage of the telephone survey 
contacts would be. 

Bill indicated that he did not know and they he would have to get 
back to him. 

Howard wanted to know if Bill thought the percentage would be about 
one (1) percent • 

Bill responded about the one (1) percent. 



LMCAC-1 Meeting 
November 29, 1993 
Page 4 

Suzanne Gibb-Clifton, indicated that the questionnaire survey was 
hard to answer since she did not know if they answers were suppose 
to pertain to the County as a whole, or the particular township and 
that she would give a different response considering and felt 
others would to considering where they live. She also indicated 
that written surveys have a primarily low response rate, about 20% 
on a good day. 

Bill responded that he felt the response rate would be 50% based on 
the information at the public hearings and information in the 
Newspapers and handouts given. He also stated that the information 
would be summarized by each township. 

Jim Johnson-Martell, stated that at the 1st meeting it was stated 
that the township would be fairly represented including the 
diversity of plans that would come up. Jim stated that many_ 
townships have their own zoning ordinances in with their plan and 
would the county's plan change the township plans, ordinances. 

Bill stated th~t they will work with the township's ordinances and 
plans and incorporate and not change them as much as they possibly 
can. 

Bill requested that the audience write three issues -problems that 
the plan needs to address on their white card and gave examples, 
such as, to much traffic and how to preserve the land, etc. 

Joe interjec~ed.during the writing that their were five (5) County 
Board members' present at this eyenings hearing and other members qf 
the Citizen'S Advisory Committee who were to shy to ~peak up. 

Tim, Bill's associate, advised the people that we ne~d to put the 
issues on the table, excess, input, process is the procedural way. 
We need to set up a climate to respect a difference of opinion and 
that they would give everyone a chance to be heard and state the 
issues. Tim also advised the people that he wanted them to rank the 
issues brought out and place a red dot on the three issues they 
feel are the most important. 

Perry directed the audience response and restated the issues for 
Tim and Bill to write down. 
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Questions: 
1. Farm Land Preservation 
2. Save the Farming 
3. Lower Taxes 
4. Farm Land Use 
5. Non-Farm Rural Development 
6. Interaction with incorporated areas-example River Falls 
7. Size of government 
8. Planning for sustainable development 
9. Water Quality-Groundwater and Surface Water 

10. Reduction of Wooded Land 
11., How to Control Housing Growth 
12. Residential Development 
13. Reestablishment and Protection of Wild Life Management 
14. Alternate Uses Farmland Beside Preservation 
15. Exclusive Agricultural Zoning 
16. Other Water Shed within the City 
17. Prevent Twin City Sprawl 
18. Prevent New Sources of Pollution 
19. Promote Energy Conservation 
20. Protect-Urban 
21. Absence of Energy Planning 
22. Female Representation on the Board 
23. Preservation Scenic and National Areas 
24. Preserving Rural Community 
25. Commercial Development 
26. Lack of Environmental Enforcement 
27. Policy for Billboards ~nd Distracting Roadside Signs 
28. Home Businesses 
29. Providing for Economic Growth for Employment 
30. Growth to communities 
31. Protection of Bluffland 
32. Rural Appearance of county 
33. Protect Unique Areas like the Mississippi and Lake Pepin 
34. Prevent Extensive Gravel Mines 
35. Development of Value added Agriculture 
36. Lack of Alternative Transportation, as buses, bicycle paths 
37. Effect Rural Development on County Expenses 
38. Conflict of agriculture and non-agriculture land uses 

including utilities 
39. Should we and where should we locate a Commercial Zone in the 

Township 
40. Two Small Lot Size for Building in Rural Areas 
41. Control of Resources we have in common as water, air, etc. 
42. Industry in Townships 
43. Township regain control in decision making process 
44. Solid Waste Disposal 
45. Taxes Framers have to pay with the amount of regulations they 

already have 
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46. 

47. 
. 48. 
49. 

50. 
51. 
52._ 

53. 
54 •. 
55. 
56. 
57. 

58. 
59. 

60. 

61. 
62. 
63. 
64. 
65. 
66. 
67. 
68. 
69. 
70. 
71. 
72. 
73. 

Protection of individual property owners rights when the 
process is completed 
Compact industrial, residential and commercial 
Trust in government 
Industry should be next to cities and villages because of 

pollution problems 
Flood plain development 
Parking problems with students attending the UWRF 
Transfer Development rights-State of the Art as TOR's and 

Cluster Development 
Integrated recreational plan 
Roads and Transportation 
Better recycling processes 
Accommodate diversity in the County 

Parks-preserve land, promote public health, beauty, 
recreation, growth 
Generate funding for environmental management 
Insolation of Interaction communication network, as I.E., 

Fiber Optics 
How to composite the township for tax loss through County park 
Citi~g 
Plan revision and what causes plan revision 
Sun ray protection-protection form Solar access 
Airport need, Public and Private 
Protection of Cold Water Fishery Resources 
Speedy information of plan excessed 
Surface use of st. Croix Riverway 
Prairie Island 
Potential impact of the regional airport in Dakota County 
Control Property Appearances 
Environmentally Solid Waste Management 
In home health care (Bill stated felt beyond the plan) 
Coordination, Relations between Pierce Co. and st. Croix Co. 
Impact of Metro area to the County Plans 

Tim explained again that he wanted the audience to take their three 
dots and place on the paper next to the three issues that they felt 
was of primary concern; He also informed them to write on their 
yellow cards the changes that they would like to see in Pierce 
County if they would return in 20 years and on the blue card write 
the things that they would like to stay the same in Pierce County/ 

Tim then reread the questions to make sure that the person who gave 
the issue felt that it was written as the person wanted. 

A new issue was listed after the rereading 

74. Interaction of st. Paul and metro area counsel's plan with 
Pierce County's plan. 
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Joe thanked the people that were leaving at this time as did Perry. 
Bill also· requested of the people who were leaving that they put 
their yellow and blue cards with their responses on the table in 
the hall. 

The following ar~ some of the issues the audience suggested: 

Change-the unplanned conversion to a planned conversion 
joint cooperation of all communities 
passenger train to St. Paul 
Rural atmosphere in County 
Natural and scenic areas reserved 
The value of a small hobby farm vs a farm 
Township Government viable 
Individualness 
Cleaning up junkyards, etc. 
Farmlands to preserve their land for wildlife protection 
Cpange what we know what we can change and what won't be 
· strongly resisted 
Exclusive ag zoning to protect the farmland-right to farm 
Regional park ·along Kinnickinnic from the state park to 

River Falls 
stay same-Open wild areas and maintain as they are 

Individualness 

Perry tells the audience about himself, ·then again reviewed the 
Public Hearing Rule .. and reiterated that this is an information 

· gathering to exchange ~oncerns for the Land Use Plan the County is 
working on. 

Greg Erickson-Clifton, wanted to know why we have the Citizen's 
Advisory Committee at ali and felt that the Land Management 
Committee was usurp. There is now a Power Sharing, therefore Land 
Management is taken out by the County Government and taken from the 
Land Management Committee. The citizen's Advisory Committee was to 
his knowledge suppose to be a selected hand picked group comprised 
of elected offices for the 17 townships. That the rules have now 
changed so that they do not have to have elected officials and now 
feels that it has been changed yet again in that the members need 
not live in the township they represent. He felt that the input 
from the people_should be the quality of life's environment, such 
as the increase use of the Kinnickinnic causes a degrade. That the 
people have influence. Also felt that the CAC was evolved because 
of trust in government. 
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Joe again stated that at the last minute of . the October county 
Board meeting the BRW contract was approved, then to form and 
additional Advisory Committee which would include 4 citizens 
members and 4 County Board members. The Land Management Committee 
endorsed the 17 members-1 per township and the County Board elected 
officials. Then it was felt that they needed more citizen 
involvement. That this was not a power play with the County Board. 

Ed Hanson-East River Falls off 29, indicated that he worked for the 
River Falls Township zoning for many years and that many of the 
goals they have were what was already stated~ He gave a copy of 
the River Falls Township goals. 

Jim Johnson-Martell Township-discussed the water quality issue in 
that we have to share the underground water supply and not to 
pollute it for example, in Door county the water is now .. 
undrinkable. 

carl Braunreiter-Clifton Township-Indicated that he is in favor of 
the County plans and that t~e members should be from the County. 
not controled by non-rural people. He guaranteed that the control 
would be maintain control by the State Statutes. 

George Grajkowski-Ellsworth Township-Wanted to know if the Villages 
and Cites were controlled or exempt and also if the township can 
opt out of the plan as written or can the township write their plan 
into the County plan. 

Perry answered with, the ordinance applies to the townships and the 
others have their own zoning, but that we want to work 
cooperatively with the Villages and Cities. 

Joe defined Zoning vs Planning 

George G. repeated the second half of his question per Joe's 
request. 

Joe responded that the townships do not need to be involved, but 
hoped that this would not happen with the people involvement. That 
the needs of the township would be deciphered. If the townships 
dont's want it they can ratify it then petition to amend. The only 
thing is the township must be as restrictive as the County, but 
could be more restrictive. 

George does not know if this plan is for the good or for the bad. 
More people are hired and it becomes more costly. He is leery of 
the size of the process and feel that it should be kept as simple 
as possible and in the final analysis that we should do unto others 
as we wish done unto us. 
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Louis Campbell-River Falls Township-felt that there should be 
involvement with the city-village, but not much, obtain their 
input. Also wanted to know after the process was completed 
including the zoning ordinances and if they did not agree with the 
changes the option of getting out. Stated he did not need an 
answer now but wanted the committee to think about it. 

Barry Barringer-Trenton-felt we should consider the energy use 
planning cost, plan housing, industrial citing, personal and public 
energy use, transportation uses and the potential for co
generation-solar industry and residential. 

Bob Glaus-Clifton-wanted to know if the hearings would be in the 
townships or where and if the townships have a meeting would a Land 
Management Committee member be presented. 

George Petaja stated that if the township wants a LMC member at 
their meeting that tbe LMC will try to have a member there which 
was confirmed by Joe Rohl as along as the ~ownship requested such. 

Perry interjected that the townships will have a representative on 
the Citizen's Advisory Committee. 

Warren Wilson-Clifton-indicated that their are two roles, the Land 
Use Committee and the Advisory Committee and that the meetings 
should be charted and know how many meetings and the 2 bodies 
should be knowing what is happening with each other. He also 
stated that he still felt the people were confused as to the 
meaning of planning and ordinance. Warren stated that the 
ordinance is a law, a binding legal document and that the plan is 
not a legal document, but a guide to obtain an ordinance. He also 
stated that the statutes say that the township can opt out if they 
desire. 

Perry indicated that legal counsel should pursue this issue. 

Johnson stated that the statutes do not talk plan they talk 
ordinance and though all the town boards should be able to vote on 
incorporating the ordinance or not, but they do not have to accept 
it, and if amended the town board has the privilege to vote on the 
amendment. 

~~ · ... , ..... -
.. ,.~:.:.- .,.- . . . 

Perry thanke.9,.,~the rema1n1ng people and adv1sed them that they were 
appreciated for their participation. That we need their input to 
obtain forsite in the plan. 

Ed S moved that the meeting be adjourned, George P. seconded it. 
Joe adjourned the meeting at 10:07 p.m. 
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December 2, 1993, Minutes 
Prescott, Wisconsin 

The meeting was called to order by Joe Rohl at the Prescott City 
Hall at 7:30 p.m. on December 2, 1993 with Committee members: 
George Petaja, Ed Sjorstrom, Rich Ruemmele and Joe Rohl. Joe 
introduced himself; the Land Management Committee; the Land 
Management Administrative Assistant; Perry Joh..nston, Temporary 
Citizen Advisory Committee Chair and Bill Weber from BRW. Joe 
turned the meeting over to Perry. 

Perry asked if any of the other Citizen Advisory Committee members 
were present. Joe Walz, Diamond Bluff; Francis Ogden, Maiden Rock; 
and County Board Members Dick Wilhelm and Dick Truax were present. 

Perry advised of the Public Hearing advertisements in the papers, 
the rules for hearings, and that the purpose of these meetings are 
to be educational, information seeking, input from the citizens to 
the Land Management Committee and the Citizens Advisory Committee, 
and to raise overall questions and concerns for the Land Use .. 
Management Plan. 

Perry advised the audience that discussion is welcome, that 
comments wou~d be limited to five (5) minutes, that a person can 
only speak once and no repeating or disputes would be accepted, 
that we would appreciate if the person would give their name and 
place of residence for recording purposes. 

Perry explained that this is a two funnel process; the input 
funnel, and the approval plan by the County Board and· Townships. 

Perry then introduced Bill Weber from BRW,·the consultant firm that 
will be ass·isting wit~ the Land Use Management: Plan. : . 

. . . . . 
Bill explained the plan and·advised.of the exercises that will be 
conducted to bring the community together, so that the citizens 
have control as to what they want. He advised that he is not to 
tell the plan but to facilitate as the developments are made 
through out the plan. He indicated that he would suggest the pros 
and cons, but mainly he is the facilitator, the educator and mainly 
and most importantly the listener. 

Bill advised that the plan consists of Opinions, meetings, the 
newspapers, the townboard meetings and surveys. That the people 
should get involved, give opinions and shop the plan. That they 
have a choice in the future and to influence the direction taken. 

Bill explained that this will be about a 15 month process and that 
there are four steps: 1) Obtain information, analyze conditions; 
2) Board alternatives, scenarios; 3) Bring the information 
together; 4) Refine and obtain ways on how the plan will work. 
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Bill advised that there are four sets of Public Workshops with the 
CAC, that there is one representative per township to encompass the 
CAC, which will advise the Land Management Committee which will 
advise the County Board. That the County Board will meet 4 times. 
That there will be two (2) Public Opinion Surveys. The 1st survey 
will be a written survey sent to 1,000 randomly picked property 
owners sent in proportion to the number of households in the 
township. That the surveys wil·l also be sent to libraries, 
townships, and the County Courthouse and that only one survey 
should be completed; if they receive a green survey in the mail, 
said survey should be completed instead. The 2nd survey will be a 
telephone survey in the Spring conducted by the Decision Resources 
of a Public Opinion Survey Firm. That a Land Management Committee 
member will appear at any townboard meetings upon request. 

Bill explained that there will be three exercises: 1) to identify.· 
the issues; 2) what the audience would like to keep the same and 
what they would liked changed in Pierce County; and 3) to give 
anyone the opportunity to speak about any issue they have in mind. 
He advised the audience that they should have 3 . cards: white, 
yellow and blue; three red dots; and a pencil. 

Bill advised the people to write on the white card any issues that 
they feel need to be addressed which were stated by the peopleas 
follows: 

1. Land owners rights 
2. How will ~he plan help Pierce county 
3. Preservation of Parks and Historical areas· 
4. Preservation of outcrop-sandy areas for future w&ter sources 
5. City vs Rural expenses 
6. Control new housing developments 
7. Cost of Planning 
8. Protect property rights, economical and constitutional 
9. Why are we doing this 

10. Provisions so farmer can have business within farmland-free 
enterprise system. 

11. Farm land preservation 
12. Soil Erosion 
13. Right to farm 
14. Preservation of National and Scenic areas including 

Kinnickinnic 
15. Overregulation-in general 
16. Plan for growth 
17. Protection of water quality 
18. Control housebuilding clustering 
19. Taxes on land out of line for farmers compared to housing 
20. Farmland protected like the National Park 
21. Township control 
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22. Preservation wildlife and recreational areas 
23. Zoning of the bluffs-pros and cons 
24. County vs Township zoning 
25. Address travel time spent to work 
26. Multiple family dwellings-location 
27. Watershed protection 
28. Air quality 
29. Wetland protection 
30. Airport and Air traffic control 
31. Transportation-highway planning-to improve 
32. Economic government equality 
33 •. Costs of takings 
34. Free enterprise system 
35. Don't create problems so that current things that are ok will 

not be-need protection. 
36. 17 Local plans vs 1 County plan 
37. Relatively few landowners compared to total population 
38. Location of industrial development 
39. Performance standards for industry: sound, noise, traffic 
40. Ways to procure parkland. 

Roman Peterson started to discuss Bureaucracy and was advised to 
wait until the comment session. 

Bill advised the people to write on the blue card the things that 
they want to ke~p the same in Pierce county and on the yellow card 
the things they w~nt changed. 

The following. ar.e some of th~ "issues th·e au(Jie~ce suggested: 
Same-- farmland which has good soil·s 

Change-need for historic preservation 
-preserve farmlands by less taxes 

Perry again reviewed the Public Hearing Rule. 

John Tomaselli-Clifton-indicated that.research needs to be done to 
identify the peoples concerns and knowledge as to the peoples 
concerns such as the need to know about soils, farm protection and 
what is marginal. That good planning is good research and that the 
county needs to do its homework to know the peoples likes and 
dislikes both economically and socially. 

Perry advised that this is part of the research process; society, 
point of view, and age breakdown and educational background of the 
people. 
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Ron Zelenka-Maiden Rock-indicated that most people don't know what 
already is in the ordinances. That there has not been any 
discussion of soil conservation included in these meetings. Wanted 
to know if we were going to have big chances or not. If something 
is not in the Land Management ordinance why not change now. That 
we have existing things that we should be working on instead of 
creating new things. 

Perry-stated that the overall plan is to include a representative 
of each township. 

Bill described the difference between a. Plan and an Ordinance. 
That the plan is the precursor to the ordinance which is the law 
and that the County plan is to make other decisions besides 
changing the ordinances. 

Ron stated that he is happy that there is listening. 

George Petaja indicated that he just got a change in the ordinance 
and that it took him 1 1/~ years to do so. That this plan is to 
open up and make changes in the code because of problems. 

Louis Campbell-River Falls-stated that he is concerned with the 
townships position if they vote yes or no and what will happen when 
the plan is completed at the final step of forming the ordinance. 
He wanted to know about money spending being jeopardize and making 
suggestions after the plan use. He is also concerned about the new 
zoning a~inistrator since steve is leaving. 

. •• . !. • • • ·-

Perry explained. that the top of the funnel is the Citizens. That 
the plan development is through the CAC, LMC, the county 
Supervisors, the Townships, and reflects the approval of the 
citizens. 

Marvin Pechacek-Oak Grove-Worried about the farmland of the State 
Park and that good farmland is wasted which is poor economics. 
That the money the Park receives for rent could help pay for the 
taxes. 

Perry advised that Park is State not County. 

Dick Truax-introduced himself as a County Board member and that he 
will put a resolution before the County Board to send to the State 
about renting out the parkland. 
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Donald Eggers-City of Prescot~-indicated that there is a lot of 
government land rented. He is concerned about only 1 person per 
Township {only percentage of population) • He feels that the 
farmers should also think of the people as to what they do with 
their farmland. He was concerned about the costs fer busing school 
children and they drive their own cars which also costs time for 
the police to patrol. Also concerned with Sewage draining that 
systems should be made big enough to handle the long range effects 
and that no sewage may be dumped eventually. He was concerned with 
the taxes out of town being less than the taxes in town. He feels 
that the city should be able to input into the county plan. That 
people need to consider other people when that do what they do with 
their land. 

Dennis Gagnier-Oak Grove-Doesn't want a fight between the city and 
the county. 

Perry closed the public hearing and expressed his thanks and 
appreciation to the people. 

-... . : 

Joe Rohl reiterated his thanks, advised the people again that it is 
their hearing for their ideas and direction. He gave his phone 
number for people to call 426-5367. Rich R. moved that the meeting 
be adjourned, Ed s. seconded. Meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 

Minutes taken and typed by Annilee G. Cain. 
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December 9, 1993, Minutes 
Spring Valley, Wisconsin 

The meeting was called to order by Joe Rohl at the Spring Valley 
High School at 7:30 p.m. on December 9, 1993 with committee 
members: George Petaja, Ed Sjostrbm; Rich Ruemmele and Joe Rohl. 

Joe Rohl opened the meetings by stating the meetings purpose and 
also introducing the Land Management Committee members as well as 
other public officials present. · 

county supervisors present were: Joe Rohl, George Petaja, Dick 
Wilhelm, Lloyd Yanisch, Steve Schroeder and Jack Bannack. 

Perry Johnston, Temporary Citizen Advisory Committee Chair 
discussed the Comprehensive Land Use Plan and process and the 
meetings agenda. Perry then introduced Bill Weber from BRW. 

Bill Weber discussed the plan and its-development as well as it 
application. Bill then ans)'ered general questions about the survey 
and plan development. · · · 

Bill then explained the issue statement process and how to use the 
white response cards. After recording the issue~ stated, Bill 
asked for clarification on each and then conducted •dot-voting by 
the people attending by placing three red.dots on·the.three issues 
they thought was the most important. 

Bill then asked.the people attending to Use the blue and yellow 
cards to record the Pierce ·county features which they wanted to 
keep the same or change to something different in ·the future. 

Perry Johnston then announced the rules to participate in the 
public hearing part of the meeting and the participation commenced: 

Barry Fay-Ellsworth chair--stated that·the plan should be simple 
and good for everyone. 

Roman Peterson-Oak Grove--discussed the Farmland Preservation 
state p~ogram. He also discussed DNR control of .. w~ter quality 
wi~ ~ell testing compared with the current standards. He 

-asked for land use definitions in the plan and better road 
· planning where development is· promoted. ) 

Mary Dougherty~Oak Grove--wants the plan to represent the Pierce 
County Historical Association to ask for more action in 
preserving historical sites out of respect for our ancestors 
and to promote tourist trade. She mentioned attributes of 
sites and Pierce County's poor farm, Bay City Silica, and Pine 
Coulee. She complained about the lack of museum or other 
space to display artifacts. 

Bob Sebion-Gilman--wants to preserve similar density of 
population to land areas as they currently exist. 

Louis Campbell-River Falls Chair--Discussed the town 
representation for the Land Use Plan process and urged other 
towns to take action. 
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Gary Peterson-Spring Lake--questioned the ideas stated versus the 
reality of the land use and changes. 

Allen Larson--Martell--questioned whether land use management or 
control is coming from the 4th generation descendant residents 
or from "immigrants" moving into shape the planning according 
to new ideas or different agendas. 

Lyle Hofacker-Rock Elm--encouraged the people to attend and 
participate in the comprehensive land· use plan process. he 
also asked the Citizen's Advisory Committee to consider a 
referendum after the plan is published. 

Francis Ogden-River Falls City--characterized the Land Use 
Planning as a way to allow the family unit to live and work in 
a good setting with comfort and lack of problems~ He asked 
for low-density areas to be covered by simpler regulations 
than denser. areas. .He also discussed regulations .-versus costs 
of developing housing. He called for present zoning code to 
be updated for use on the west side of Pierce County.· He 
wanted the PUD ordinance to be scrapped due to the 
complications in trying to comply with it. 

Merlin Blaisdall-El Paso--asked for a plan to encourage rural 
lifestyle. . 
Questions-can each township set up their own zoning code to 
handle individual differences? . 

· .. Joe iRohl-discussed the village powers to opt out of the 
. county 

Barry Foy-Ellsworth Township-- also have more of an 
explanation. _ 

Perry .·Johnston discussed the ETN ·. session attended regarding the 
Land Use planning and Zoning Ordinances. He also was pursuing 
definitions of Village powers versus adoption and ·enforcement of 
zoning codes. 

Joe Rohl returned to chair the meeting 

·-Richard Ruemmule moved, seconded by Ed Sjorstrom to adjourn. 
Motion passed and the meeting adjourned at 9:45 p.m. 

Minutes taken by Richard Ruemmele and typed by Annilee cain. 
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PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZONING OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 647._ 
ELLSWORTH; WI 54011 
(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 232 

There will be a Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting on 
Tuesday, January 25, 1994, at 7:30p.m. in the Emergency Operations 
Center, lower level of the courthouse, Ellsworth, WI 

REVISED AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Call to order by Joe Rohl, Chair of LMC 

- Agenda revisions 

7:35 p.m. - Introductions, Responsibilities of CAC, Warm-up Session 

7:55 p.m. - Election of Officers 

- Discussion of comprehensive planning process 

- Discussion of public hearings held 

- Discuss issues and priorities 

- Discuss preliminary survey results 

- Discuss involvement and resources from Land 
Conservation Department and Committee 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 

- New Business 

- Set next meeting date 

- Adjournment 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN· 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
·PLANNING OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 
(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 333 

MINUTES OF THE PIERCE 

January 25, 1994 

PRESENT: LeRoy Peterson, Jeff Holst, Barry J. Foy, Merlin 
Blaisdell, David Esterby, Jack Luebker, Ed Winger, Dennis 
Gagnier, Peery Johnston, Jr., Doug Claflin, John Leo, Dennis 
Anderson, Gail Gaard, John M. Krings. 

OTHERS: Dawn Schuett, Louie Campbell, Mary Ann Wise, Rudolph 
Smirnov, Ray Anderson, James King, Dick Rohl, Francis Ogden, 
Thomas Tyler, Donald Johnson, Henry Hince, Marilyn Hayman, Robert 
Chambers, Greg Erickson, Don Lundvall, Ed Hass, Bill Weber, 
George Petaja, Ivan Shafer, Jim Hulbert. 

The next meetingwill be held on February 24, 1994 at 7:30p.m. 

The meeting was called to order at 7:50 p.m. by Joe Rohl, Chair 
of the Land Management Committee. 

Agenda revisions: none. 

Each member introduced themselves and told a little about.why 
they appreciate Pierce County. 

A motion was made by Merlin Blaisdell to table the election of 
officers until the next meeting to give the committee members a 
chance to get to know each other. The motion was seconded by 
Dennis Gagnier. Motion passed. 

DISCUSSION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROCESS: 

Joe introduced Bill Weber of BRW. Mr. Weber described the 
process using the help of a chart. The process will take 
approximately 12 to 15 months; over this time the goals will be 
to identify the issues, problems, and opportunities at hand, to 
review the results of the public opinion surveys, and to write 
more specific objective policies for land use in the final stages 
of the process. 

The final result wiil be a map showing the pattern of desired 
future land use, housing densities, and the location of 
commercial ar.d industrial development. This will presumably lead 
into amendments to the county zoning ordinances. At this .time we 
are at month two or three in the process. 

Four rounds of public workshops will take place, the first round 
was held in the towns of Prescott, River Falls, Maiden Rock, and 

~ Working today for a better tomorrow · 'EJ Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Spring Valley. After a preliminary land use plan is drafted the 
second round of workshops will take place. Then the plan will be 

refined and the third round of workshops will be held. When the 
whole preliminary package is put together, the fourth round of 
workshops will be held. 

Two public opinion surveys will be used. The first public 
opinion survey has been held, and it's results will be discussed 
at the next meeting. The second survey will occur about halfway 
through the process. 

At four times throughout the process there will be County Board 
meetings, and towards the end there will be a period of intensive 
review by the individual townships and town boards to talk to 
officials and obtain support for the plan. 

The entire process will take approximately one year. 

A question was posed about possibly placing the meetings in 
different parts of the county to reach all of the citizens, 
especially those of the central part of the county who were 
possibly missed by the first round of meetings. This will be 
discussed further at the next meeting of the committee. 

DISCUSSION OF PUBLIC HEARINGS HELD: 

Two items were mailed to the committee members concerning change 
and the issues that have been identified. The handout about 
issues detailed the issues that arose at the public workshops. 
For each issue a discussion was held to get the full range of 
concerns. New issues that arose were added throughout this 
process. None of the concerns were to be resolved at this time, 
but just identified. Each person received three dots which were 
used to vote for each issue, and the most important issues were 
thus identified. 

Mr. Weber then grouped these issues into five categories to make 
them easier to understand. Mr. Weber asked for comments from the 
committee members as to how the issues were grouped or how the 
categories were named. The categories were: Farming and Rural 
Atmosphere, Environment and Natural Resources, Government and 
Taxes, Landowners' Rights, Planning and Growth Management, 
Transportation, etc. There appeared to be some overlap of 
issues, where one issue fell under more than one category. Peery 
Johnston, Jr., felt the grouping was realistic to the broad 
spectrum of feelings expressed at the meetings, but feelings 
varied from location to location. About these issues, Mr. Weber 
observed that there seems to be a struggle between protecting the 
environment from development and being able to have full control 
over one's own property. Therefore the central task of the 
committee is to satisfy both sides of the issues. 
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Mr. Weber asked for further comments from the committee. Jack 
Luebker felt that the grouping of the issues was accurate, but 
the dots can be misleading as to the number, and the strength of 
the feelings held on the issue. 

Aspects of the county that people wanted to keep or to change 
were also hit upon at these workshops, which is another way to 
determine the key issues and give direction to the leaders and 
the committee as to the comprehensive plan. 

As to the survey, Mr. Weber reported that about 1000 were mailed 
out to the people, and approximately 500 were returned. More 
were also distributed at meetings, but the total number of these 
is not known. When the results of the survey are tabulated, a 
frequency distribution will be made to show them with the help of 
an added variable - location. The views held will be cross
tabulated against location according to township. The number of 
surveys sent out was proportional to the number of households in 
each township, and the specific household was selected randomly 
from tax lists of the residents. Joe Rohl observed that as not 
every township has the same needs, this committee's role is to 
present a plan that represents the needs of all of the townships. 

This plan will be drawn up by Mr. Weber. If it is found 
acceptable to the majority, it will be presented to the Land 
Management Committee, then the County Board, and finally be 
subjected to a township vote. 

At this point Mr. Rohl introduced Ed Hass, Extension Resource 
Agent, to the committee. Mr. Hass clarified that planning is 
just a tool used in the advisory process for future decision 
making. It will be used if any changes to zoning are needed, for 
example. 

Since there may be changes to county ordinances in the future, 
Mr. Hass felt that this should be discussed. These changes can 
take one of two forms: comprehensive revision, or an amendment. 
An comprehensive revision changes the entire documenti under this 
situation every township has the option of approving or 
disapproving the new document. The township will also approve a 
zoning map, which could also be changed according to the 
amendment. If a township chooses not to adopt the revised county 
zoning ordinance, the comprehensive ordinance will cease to exist 
after one year's time. Floodplain and shoreline zoning will 
still remain in effect, because it is state mandated and 
administered by the county. 

The other way to change county ordinances is through amendment 
procedure. This is only a change to a specific part of the plan. 
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If a majority of the townships reject the change, the county 
cannot adopt it. The township ultimately makes the final 
decision regarding the adoption of the change. 

Exclusive Agricultural Zoning changes the sequence of events. It 
is considered to be an revision, so each individual township can 
decide whether to approve or to disapprove the change. Exclusive 
Agricultural Zoning is the restriction of land use strictly to 
agriculture to provide the opportunity to get the ordinance 
certified by the State Department of Agriculture. If it is 
certified it means the farmers can claim tax credits under the 
Farmland Preservation program. There are a few standards 
involved, such as a minimum acreage, etc. Residences are 
permitted in these areas, though. Jeff Holst felt that the 
acreage standard limited the non-farm use of land in an Exclusive 
Ag. District. Using this in the plan is an option that the 
committee will have to deal with. Mr. Hass was thanked for his 
time by the committee. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

Greg Erickson from Clifton Township asked if River Falls had a 
comprehensive ordinance, as he was unaware of it's existence. 
Mr. Hass replied that they do have one that he is aware of. He 
also expressed concerns about the conflicts between protecting 
the environment and individual landowners' rights. 

Marilyn Hayman from Maiden Rock Township addressed this concern. 
She felt that the majority of landowners have been the best in 
preserving their land overall. She feels that one person's 
misuse of land is not a reason to put restrictions on many people 
who are not misusing their land. 

Rudolph Smirnov from Trimbelle Township would like to see the 
townships regulate land use to help the farmers stay in business. 

Henry Hince from Rock Elm Township requested clarification on who 
will be drawing up the plan, and the role of the County Board in 
the process. Joe Rohl interjected that this committee will be 
advising Mr. Weber in the drawing up of this plan, then it will 
go to the Land Management Committee, the County Board, and 
finally will need to be approved by at the township level. 

Louie Campbell from River Falls Township felt that the public 
meetings are working, and complimented Mr. Hass for a very 
informative document. His question was whether this is a 
comprehensive plan or an amendment. Mr. Hass said this is a 
comprehensive plan that could potentially lead to revisions or 
amendments. 
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Mary Ann Wise from Maiden Rock Township felt that the althougp 
the survey is referenced often, other things need to be looked at 
in addition to the survey, such as demographic projections for 
the next ten to twenty years for various topics. 

Don Lundvall from Trirnbelle Township hopes the committee will 
consider property values throughout this process, and that too 
many regulations are not in the best interest of the county. 

OLD BUSINESS: 

A potential additional committee was then discussed, and is up 
for decision at the County Board. Joe Rohl and George Petaja 
feel that this additional committee is not needed. Merlin 
Blaisdell made a motion that the committee be dissolved. The 
motion was seconded by John Leo. Motion passed. 

Because this meeting continued for great lengths of time, a 
motion was made by Barry Foy to limit the lengths of future 
meetings to two hours, the time being from 7:30p.m. to 9:30p.m. 
The motion was seconded by Dennis Gagnier. Motion passed. 

Jeff Holst felt that because not everyone at the public meetings 
is a polished speaker, more time could be allowed. Peery 
Johnston, Jr., felt that no rebuttals are necessary. More 
discussion took place, and a common feeling that the time should 
be limited to five minutes of speaking with one minute of 
rebuttal would be the best method. A motion was made by Jeff 
Holst to limit the speaker's time to five minutes with a one 
minute rebuttal. The motion was seconded by Peery Johnston, Jr. 
Motion passed. 

NEW BUSINESS: 

The distribution of the meeting's minutes was discussed. The 
next meeting date was set for February 24, 1994, at 7:30 p.m. 
Motion was made for the date by Dennis Gagnier, and seconded by 
Peery Johnston, Jr. Motion passed. 

Motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Peery Johnston, Jr. 
The motion was seconded by Dennis Gagnier. Motion passed. 

Submitted by - - Jessica Bierbrauer 
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PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
PLANNING OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 
(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 333 

There will be a Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) ineeting on 
Wednesday, March 2, 1994, at 7:30 p.m. in Meeting Room 1 (lower 
level) in the Pierce county Office Building, Ellsworth, WI 

AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Call to order 
Approve minutes of 1/25/94 

- Election of Officers 

- Discuss involvement and resources from Land 
Conservation Department·an,d Committee. 

- Discuss survey results 

- Discuss background condit:ions repprt. 

Discuss suln:m.ary of.issues 

.-:Discuss- "Vision statement~· 

- Homework 

Public comment period 

-- Set_ next meeting date 

- Old Business 

New-Business 

- Adj ourri.ment . 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend.for'information gathering purposes. 

**Citizen comment may-be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper · 

,-,·-
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PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN: 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZONING OFFICE APPROV B '( 
P.O. BOX 647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 
(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 232 Date 

--~~~.~~~LW~--+---

MEETING OF THE CITIZENS 

. .. - . . 
. ·PRESENT:·. J?dwc:trd Winger, Barry Foy, Bob Strusz, Jeff Holst, LeRoy 

Peterson, Bob Mano~, Dennis Gagnier, Merlin Blaisdell, Pe~ry 
Jqhnston, Jr., John Krings·, Doug Claflin, Jack Luebker, Gale 
Gaard, David Esterby, James Traynor, Jerry Larson. 

OTHERS: Ruth Stern, Francis Ogden, Marilyn Hayman, John Leo, 
Mary Ann Wise, Bernard Armbruster, Ivan Shafer, others (see 
attached sJ:leet). 

·The meeting was called to order by Joe Rohl, Chair of the Land 
Management Committee, at approximately 7:40 p.m. 

The minutes of January 25, 1994, were reviewed. A motion to 
approve the minutes·was made by Dennis Gagnier, and seconded by 

. Peery Johnston, Jr. The motion carried. 

To better acquaint themselves with each other, the members each 
stated their name, township, and a little about themselves. 
They felt this was needed in order to elect officers to their 
best ability. 

ELECTION OF OFFICERS: 

It was decided that this committee should have three officers: 
Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson, and Secretary. 

The nominations for Chairperson were opened. 
was nominated for Chairperson by Jeff Holst. 
seconded by Doug Claflin. 

Merlin Blaisdell 
The nomination was 

Peery Johnston, Jr., was nominated for Chairperson by LeRoy 
Peterson. The nomination was seconded by Gale Gaard. 

A motion to vote by secret ballot was made by John Krings. The 
result of the vote was Merlin Blaisdell became Chairperson. 

The nominations for Vice-Chairperson were opened. Jeff Holst was 
nominated for Vice-Chairperson by Jack Luebker. No other 
nominations were made, so a motion to close the nominations was 
made by Dennis Gagnier. The motion was seconded by LeRoy 
Peterson. Motion carried. 

Jeff Holst became Vice-Chairperson. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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The nominations for Secretary were opened. Gale Gaard was 
nominated for Secretary by Edward Winger. The nomination was 
seconded by Dennis Gagnier. No other nominations were made, so a 
motion to close the nominations was made by LeRoy Peterson. The 
motion was seco~de~ by Bob Manor. Motion carried. 

Gale Gaard became. Secret-ary'. 

DISCUSS INVOLVEMENT AND RESOURCES FROM LAND CONSERVATION 
DEPARTMENT AND COMMITTEE: 

Louie Barber, of the Soil Conservation Service, was present to 
speak about involvement and resources from the Land Conservation 
Department and Committee. 

Mr. Barber stated that his organization provides technical 
assistance for farmers and citizens concerning the protection of 
farmland and soi1·, and applicabie la:Qd use planning information. 
He spoke at length about problems he sees in Pierce County and 
cited many examples. He introduced Ruth Stern, also of the Soil 
Conse~ation Service. Mr.· Barber feels that the County should 
follow up on site r~views, to catch-any other-probl~ms-that may 
surface. Floodplain zoning lines should be ·r·edraWI)_ bedqw many · 
dams constructed main"iy for agricultural purposes·, ·to discourage·
building and in the event the dam should fail, no residences 
would be flooded out or destroyed. He also feels that rock 
quarries and other mine sites should have annual follow-up site 
reviews for surface runoff control. 

Mr. Barber concluded these and many other examples by stating 
that his organization has 108 years of experience, the staff has 
stability, knowledge, and a good record, and thus their 
involvement should be included more often in the la~d use 
planning process. 

DISCUSS SURVEY RESULTS: 

Bill Weber was present to walk the committee through the results 
of the first survey, which was conducted by mail and handout. He 
presented two booklets which were compiled based on the results 
of the survey; the first concerned conditions and issues brought 
up with the survey and the second was appendices of information 
collected throughout the comprehensive planning process thus far. 

It was brought up that because this survey was not scientifically 
prepared, there is no confidence interval, but many general 
feelings and ideas were gained from the results of the survey. 
Mr •. Weber felt that a majority of the surveys that were turned in 
supported the plan but are unsure as to how far to go with 
regulations of land use. A few specific results were: the rural 
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atmosphere of the county should be protected, housing should be 
spread out, possibly restrict non-farm housing in rural areas, 
the environment should be protected, and possible objections to 
housing on hills surfaced. An overall feeling of the surveys was 
to discourage population growth, that the pace of development is 
satisfactory right now, and that further growth should begin near 

. e~isting citi~s ··~nd villages. 
:. . . . . . . .. ~. . . . 

-'c~oss..::t~bulati~ns created four riew vari?lbl~~, .combining the 
township residency locations into four .groups: Northwest, 
Central, Northeast, and Southeast. Northwest was composed of Oak 
Grove, Clifton, and River Falls townships. Central was composed 
of Martell, Ellsworth, Trenton, Diamond Bluff, Trimbelle, and 
Hartland townships. Northeast was composed of Spring Lake, 
Gi·lman, El Paso, and Rock Elm townships. Southeast was composed 
of Salem, Union, Maiden Rock, and Isabelle townships. This 
allowed survey responses to be compiled relative to actual 
population.of each township. 

Copies of these booklets are .available to anyone with questions 
regarding the issues presented and the results of the initial 
survey. 

·Comments f~om the· publ.ic were poseq~ .. Greg E;:ickson, of Clifton· 
Township, asked for clarifi.cation of "industrial growth," an 
issue contained in the survey. Mr. Weber stated that although 
there is no exact definition for indusrial growth as presented by 
the survey, this issue could be dealt with more specifically in 
later surveys. Another question posed was, "What is recommended 
for a good lot size, how can you know what a good lot size is?" 
The-answer is unclear as the state, county, and townships each 
have individual mimimal requirements for lot size. The state's 
minimum is one-half of an acre, the county's is one acre, whereas 
Salem Township, for example, has a minimum of forty acres. 

DISCUSSION OF BACKGROUND CONDITION REPORTS: 

Mr. Weber here stated that the purpose of the background 
condition reports was to provide background information about the 
county. As population growth is difficult to predict, only 
estimates can be used to help design the land use plan map and to 
write goals, objectives, and policies. These issues are 
presented in pages 1-51 of volume 1, "Analysis of Conditions." 
These will all be used to aid in the comprehensive planning 
process. 

DISCUSS "VISION STATEMENT": 

Mr. Weber here stated that the committee will begin to write 
their goals and objectives. He advised each member to talk to 
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to the public about land use for livelihood, economy, the future, 
etc. He also advised each member to think specifically about the 
future as it relates to land use in particular. Here he also 
_assigned "homework" for the committee members, to write down some 
of their goals and objectives, and to write down some of the 
issues they enc9unter in talking to the public and their 

. constituents. · 
;·. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD! 

A question was posed from the public, "What is a good minimum lot 
size for scattered houses?". To this many answers were given by 
various experts. Francis Ogden is convinced that a one acre 
minimum is adequate, and the minimum should be kept relatively 
small. to make sure that population growth is not inhibited. He 
feels that increasing the minimum inhibits people of lower 
economies from residing in certain areas. Jim Hulbert, 
Administrator, Land Management Department, disagreed with these 
comments. He feels that iot sizes are increasing because of 
market demands. Louie Barber thinks that one acre is 
satisfactory. 

Mary Ann Wise asked, •iW·ill the survey of 1996 include biological 
facts?" Louie ·Barber replied that no, .-t::hey would p.ot really ·be 
included. · 

Marilyn Hayman asked, "What is the definition of "Prime 
_Farmland"?" To this, Louie Barber answered that the definition 
is formed by the people of the area, subjectively to the 
conditions of the area. 

George Grajkowske asked, "What is the· purpose of this committee? 
What are your goals? What is the function of- this committee?" 
He felt that the committee should establish goals first, and that 
they were putting the "cart before the horse" by not doing so. 
Bill Weber replied that the purpose of this committee is to aid 
in the comprehensive planning process, and that their goal is to 
compose a Comprehensive Land Use Plan, written by himself and 
used as an advisory guide for land use in Pierce County. Mr. 
Grajkowske also felt that there is no need for zoning if so many 
rezones are going to be allowed by the County. To this the 
answer came from Joe Rohl, Chairman of the Land Management 
Committee. He stated that very few rezones actually make it to 
the County Board level, and that the rezone that Mr. Grajkowske 
happened to witness one of a very few that will advance to the 
County Board level. 

Edwin Jakes asked, "Are there any projected costs for this plan?" 
His concerns were of the cost of liability insurance for the 
committee members. As this is a volunteer project and committee, 
and the members are not County employees, there needs to be no 
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insurance, as answered by Jim Hulbert. 

Greg Erickson stated that when considering m1n1mum lot size~ the 
additional cost to the county with the increase in residents 
should be considered. Services must be provid~d for the 
additional·residents that taxes collected from them often cannot 

. . ~qua.l. He cited quotes t:rom .an· article on this top-ic.· Jim 
·- · · ··Hulbert and Jeff. Holst both agreed with Ml:'. Erickson's 

. . . . .. statements·. . . : . . . . . . . . . .. 

The next meeting ~ate was set for April 14, 1994, at 7:30 p.m. 

OLD BUSINESS: none. 

NEW BUSINESS: none. 

A·motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Dennis Gagnier. The 
motion was .seconded by Jeff-Holst. Motion carried. 

Submitted by ~· - Jessica Bierbrauer 
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PIERCE· COUNTY WISCONSIN 
~,DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
PLANNING OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 647 

.... ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 
(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 333 

There will be a Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting on 
Wednesday, March 2, 1994, at 7:30 p.m. in Meeting Room 1 (lower 
level) in the Pierce county Office Building, Ellsworth, WI 

AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Call to order 
- Approve minutes of 1/25/94 

- Election of Officers 

- Discuss involvement and resources from Land 
Conservation Department and Committee 

- Discuss survey results 

- Discuss background conditions rep9rt 

Discuss summary of issues 

Dis6us~·"Visi6n Stat~ment~ 

Homework 

~ublic comment· period 

-- Se~ ne~ meeting date 

- Old Business 

- New Business 

Adjournment· 

** Land Management Committee members and county Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. · 

** Citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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(715) 273-3531- Ext. 232 

MEETING OF THE CITIZENS 

March 2, 1994 

PRESENT: Edward Winger, Barry Foy, Bob Strusz, Jeff Holst, LeRoy 
Peterson, Bob Manor, Dennis Gagnier, Merlin Blaisdell, Peery 
Johnston, Jr., John Krings, Doug Claflin, Jack Luebker, Gale 
Gaard, David Esterby, James Traynor, Jerry Larson. 

OTHERS: Ruth Stern, Francis Ogden, Marilyn Hayman, John Leo, 
Mary Ann Wise, Bernard Armbruster, Ivan Shafer, others (see 
attached she~). 

The meeting was called to order by Joe Rohl, Chair of the Land 
Management Committee, at approximately 7:40 p.m. 

The minutes of January 25, 1994, were reviewed. A motion to 
approve the minutes was made by Dennis Gagnier, and seconded by 
Peery Johnston, Jr. The motion carried. 

To better acquaint themselves with each other, the members each 
stated their name, township, and a little about themselves. 
They felt this was needed in order to elect officers to their 
best ability. 

ELECTION OF OFFICERS: 

It was decided that this committee should have three officers: 
Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson, and Secretary. 

The nominations for Chairperson were opened. 
was nominated for Chairperson by Jeff Holst. 
seconded by Doug Claflin. 

Merlin Blaisdell 
The nomination was 

Peery Johnston, Jr., was nominated for Chairperson by LeRoy 
Peterson. The nomination was seconded by Gale Gaard. 

A motion to vote by secret ballot was made by John Krings. The 
result of the vote was Merlin Blaisdell became Chairperson. 

The nominations for Vice-Chairperson were opened. Jeff Holst was 
nominated for Vice-Chairperson by Jack Luebker. No other 
nominations were made, so a motion to close the nominations was 
made by Dennis Gagnier. The motion was seconded by LeRoy 
Peterson. Motion carried. 

Jeff Holst became Vice-Chairperson. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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The nominations for Secretary were opened. Gale Gaard was 
nominated for Secretary by Edward Winger. The nomination was 
seconded by Dennis Gagnier. No other nominations were made, so a 
motion to close the nominations was made by LeRoy Peterson. The 
motion was seconded by Bob Manor. Motion carried. 

Gale Gaard became Secretary. 

DISCUSS INVOLVEMENT AND RESOURCES FROM LAND CONSERVATION 
DEPARTMENT AND COMMITTEE: 

Louie Barber, of the Soil Conservation Service, was present to 
speak about involvement and resources from the Land Conservation 
Department and Committee. 

Mr. Barber stated that his organization provides technical 
assistance for farmers and citizens concerning the protection of 
farmland and soil, and applicable land use planning information. 
He spoke at length about problems he sees in Pierce county and 
cited many examples. He introduced Ruth Stern, also of the Soil 
Conservation Service. Mr. Barber feels that the County should 
follow up on site reviews, to catch any other problems that may 
surface. Floodplain zoning lines should be redra~ below many 
dams constructed mainly for agricultural purposes, to discourage 
building and in the event the dam should fail, no residences 
would be flooded out or destroyed. He also feels that rock 
quarries and other mine sites should have annual follow-up site 
reviews for surface runoff control. 

Mr. Barber concluded these and many other examples by stating 
that his organization has 108 years of experience, the staff has 
stability, knowledge, and a good record, and thus their 
involvement should be included more often in the land use 
planning process. 

DISCUSS SURVEY RESULTS: 

Bill Weber was present to walk the committee through the results 
of the first survey, which was conducted by mail and handout. He 
presented two booklets which were compiled based on the results 
of the survey; the first concerned conditions and issues brought 
up with the survey and the second was appendices of information 
collected throughout the comprehensive planning process thus far. 

It was brought up that because this survey was not scientifically 
prepared, there is no confidence interval, but many general 
feelings and ideas were gained from the results of the survey. 
Mr. Weber felt that a majority of the surveys that were turned in 
supported the plan but are unsure as to how far to go with 
regulations of land use. A few specific results were: the rural 
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atmosphere of the county should be protected, housing should be 
spread out, possibly restrict non-farm housing in rural areas, 
the environment should be protected, and possible objections to 
housing on hills surfaced. An overall feeling of the surveys was 
to discourage population growth, that the pace of development is 
satisfactory right now, and that further growth should begin near 
existing cities and villages. 

Cross-tabulations created four new variables, combining the 
township residency locations into four groups: Northwest, 
Central, Northeast, and Southeast. Northwest was composed of Oak 
Grove, Clifton, and River Falls townships. Central was composed 
of Martell, Ellsworth, Trenton, Diamond Bluff, Trimbelle, and 
Hartland townships. Northeast was composed of Spring Lake, 
Gilman, El Paso, and Rock Elm townships. Southeast was composed 
of Salem, Union, Maiden Rock, and Isabelle townships. This 
allowed survey responses to be compiled relative to actual 
population of each township. 

Copies of these booklets are available to anyone with questions 
regarding the issues presented and the results of the initial 
survey. 

Comments from the public were posed. Greg Erick.son, of Clifton 
Township, asked for clarification of "industrial growth, 11 an 
issue contained in the survey. Mr. Weber stated that although 
there is no exact definition for indusrial growth as presented by 
the survey, this issue.could be dealt with more specifically in 
later surveys. Another question posed was, 11What is recommended 
for a good lot size, how can you know what a good lot size is? 11 

The answer is unclear as the state, county, and townships each 
have individual mimimal requirements for lot size. The state's 
minimum is one-half of an acre, the county's is one acre, whereas 
Salem Township, for example, has a minimum of forty acres. 

DISCUSSION OF BACKGROUND CONDITION REPORTS: 

Mr. Weber here stated that the purpose of the background 
condition reports was to provide background information about the 
county. As population growth is difficult to predict, only 
estimates can be used to help design the land use plan map and to 
write goals, objectives, and policies. These issues are 
presented in pages 1-51 of volume 1, 11Analysis of Conditions." 
These will all be used to aid in the comprehensive planning 
process. 

DISCUSS 11VISION STATEMENT11 : 

Mr. Weber here stated that the committee will begin to write 
their goals and objectives. He advised each member to talk to 
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to the public about land use for livelihood, economy, the future, 
etc. He also advised each member to think specifically about the 
future as it relates to land use in particular. Here he also 
assigned "homework" for the committee members, to write down some 
of their goals and objectives, and to write down some of the 
issues they encounter in talking to the public and their 
constituents. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: 

A question was posed from the public, "What is a good minimum lot 
size for scattered houses?". To this many answers were given by 
various experts. Francis Ogden is convinced that a one acre 
minimum is adequate, and the minimum should be kept relatively 
small to make sure that population growth is not inhibited. He 
feels that increasing the minimum inhibits people of lower 
economies from residing in certain areas. Jim Hulbert, 
Administrator, Land Management Department, disagreed with these 
comments. He feels that lot sizes are increasing because of 
market demands. Louie Barber thinks that one acre is 
satisfactory. 

Mary Ann Wise asked, "Will the survey of 1996 include biological 
facts?" Louie Barber replied that no, they would not really be 
included. 

Marilyn Hayman asked, "What is the definition of "Prime 
Farmland"?" To this, Louie Barber answered that the definition 
is formed by the people of the area, subjectively to the 
conditions of the area. 

George Grajkowske asked, "What is the purpose of this committee? 
What are your goals? What is the function of this committee?" 
He felt that the committee should establish goals first, and that 
they were putting the "cart before the horse" by not doing so. 
Bill Weber replied that the purpose of this committee is to aid 
in the comprehensive planning process, and that their goal is to 
compose a Comprehensive Land Use Plan, written by himself and 
used as an advisory guide for land use in Pierce County. Mr. 
Grajkowske also felt that there is no need for zoning if so many 
rezones are going to be allowed by the county. To this the 
answer came from Joe Rohl, Chairman of the Land Management 
Committee. He stated that very few rezones actually make it to 
the County Board level, and that the rezone that Mr. Grajkowske 
happened to witness one of a very few that will advance to the 
County Board level. 

Edwin Jakes asked, 11Are there any projected costs for this plan?" 
His concerns were of the cost of liability insurance for the 
committee members. As this is a volunteer project and committee, 
and the members are not County employees, there needs to be no 
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insurance, as answered by Jim Hulbert. 

Greg Erickson stated that when considering m1n1mum lot size, the 
additional cost to the county with the increase in residents 
should be considered. services must be provided for the 
additional residents that taxes collected from them often cannot 
equal. He cited quotes from an article on this topic. Jim 
Hulbert and Jeff Holst both agreed with Mr. Erickson's 
statements. 

The next meeting date was set for April 14, 1994, at 7:30 p.m. 

OLD BUSINESS: none. 

NEW BUSINESS: none. 

A motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Dennis Gagnier. The 
motion was seconded by Jeff Holst. Motion carried. 

Submitted by - - Jessica Bierbrauer 
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PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
PLANNING OFFICE 
P.O.BOX647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 
(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 333 

There will be a citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting on 
Thursday, April 14, 1994 at 7:30 p.m. in the Meeting Room 1 (lower 
level) in the Pierce County Office Building, Ellsworth, WI. 

AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Call to order 
- agenda revisions 
- approve minutes of 3/2/94 

- Review and discuss individual Township Vision Statement 

- Group exercise to begin to write County Land Use Goals 
and Objectives 

- Public comment period 

- Set next meeting date 

- Adjournment 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen comment_ may ·be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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MINUTES OF THE 

April 14, 1994 

PRESENT: Doug Claflin, Merlin Blaisdell, Jeff Holst, Jack 
Luebker, Bob Manor, John Krings, Peery Johnston, Dennis Gagnier, 
Gale Gaard, Ed Winger, Jerry Larson. 

OTHERS: Dennis Hewitt, Marilyn Hayman, Frances Ogden, James and 
Shirley King, Ed and Ruth Jakes, Ruth Stern, Ed Hass, Judy Krohn, 
Mary Ann Wise, Joe Rohl, Rich Ruemmele, Jeanne Witzig from BRW, 
George Grajkowski. 

The meeting was called to order by Committee Chair Merlin 
Blaisdell at approximately 7:30 p.m. 

AGENDA REVISIONS: none. 

APPROVE MINUTES OF 3/2/94: The minutes of 3/2/94 were detailed 
to the members of the committee and the others present at the 
meeting by Committee Secretary Gale Gaard. No changes were 
needed, so Mr. Blaisdell said the minutes would be approved as 
read. 

REVIEW AND DISCUSS INDIVIDUAL TOWNSHIP VISION STATEMENT: 

Jeanne Witzig, a representative from BRW, was present. She 
stated that at this point the purpose of the committee and these 
meetings is to try to identify the vision for each of the 
townships and towns in Pierce County - their similarities, 
differences, goals, and objectives. At this time the proceedings 
have progressed through approximately half of the scheduled time 
table. 

At the previous meeting of the CAC, each member of the committee 
was assigned "homework"- to talk to the citizens of their 
respective townships so that key areas of concern could be 
identified. Going around the table, each member expressed some 
of the feelings and opinions they encountered when speaking to 
citizens in their townships. 

Bob Manor - Salem Township: People spoken to in his township 
would like to see a provision for land use in case the previously 
specified use should change. 

John Krings - Union: People spoken to in his township like the 
rural atmosphere of the area and dislike the thought of 
urbanization. 
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Jack Luebker - Maiden Rock Township: People spoken to in his 
township dislike the thought of strict land use regulations, and 
are concerned about land owners' rights. 

Doug Claflin - Rock Elm Township: People spoken to in his 
township would like to see new neighbors and growth, and small 
minimum lot size is satisfactory with most. 

Peery Johnston, Jr. - River Falls Township: People spoken to in 
his township would like to preserve the rural atmosphere of the 
county. 

Merlin Blaisdell - El Paso Township: People spoken to in his 
township would like to insure safe water to support the 
environment. 

Dennis Gagnier - Oak Grove Township: People spoken to in his 
township are concerned about tax bases and making sure to not 
restrict development, especially residential development. 

Gale Gaard - Trimbelle Township: People spoken to in her 
township are concerned about too much change in the county, are 
worried about placing too many restrictions on farmers, and would 
like to protect and preserve the Trimbelle River. 

Jeff Holst - Diamond Bluff: People spoken to in his township 
desire simple zoning, and don't wish to have agriculture hindered 
by urbanization. They would also like to see neighbors act more 
neighborly. 

Ed Winger - Martell Township: Main concern of the people spoken 
to in his township is the preservation of groundwater quality. 
They would also like to retain the 2 acre lot minimum. 

Jerry Larson - Spring Lake Township: People spoken to in his 
township considered growth in certain locations to be favorable 
and in other locations to be unfavorable. Environmental issues 
were also a concern. 

Various other ideas, feelings, and concerns arose in the 
discussion that ensued; they were: 

- Clean up individual junkyards in various places to prevent 
seepage of toxins into the soil and groundwater. 

- Promote urban development in harmony with nature and next to 
pre-existing urban areas. 

- Promote long-range planning for the future. 
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- The increase in the cost of public services that follows an 
increase in population usually doesn't pay off. 

- Protection of the groundwater is a specific concern of many 
people. 

Education rather than regulation. 

Getting rid of waste is an issue that needs to be dealt with. 

Provisions should be made for land owners to be able to sell 
land that is designated to a specific use for a use other than 
itsspecified use if that is the owner's only option. 

A five minute recess was called. 

When the meeting reconvened, Ms. Witzig of BRW gave two handouts 
to each of the committee members. The first contained the 
definitions of goals, objectives, and policies. The second 
contained examples of goals, objectives, and policies as taken 
from a Sherburne Co., Minnesota, Comprehensive Plan. 

The definitions of goals, objectives, and policies, as stated by 
the handout: 

Goals: Goals are broad statements of purpose that delineate the 
topics upon which the rest of the plan is based. They should be 
the least changeable elements of the plan and should provide 
consistent direction over many years. 

Objectives: Objectives are one level more specific than the 
goals. They should establish ideas that the County would like to 
achieve in support of the related goal. 

Policies: Policies indicate in clear language what the County 
will do regarding certain subjects. 

Comaittee Chair Merlin Blaisdell then reported that he had spoken 
with Barry Foy, who was unable to be present at the meeting, 
about concerns he encountered when speaking to residents of 
Ellsworth Township. George Grajkowski was present to speak for 
Mr. Foy. He stated that agriculture should be protected at all 
costs, and that growth should stay near the cities. Barry felt 
home industries shouldn't be disallowed in rural areas. The 
environment as well as the right to farm should be protected. He 
also felt that growth should be promoted within or near existing 
growth areas. 

Peery Johnston stated that Exclusive Ag. Zoning statutes do 
provide the right to farm. The assessment of land is based on 
actual use rather than potential use. 
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Dennis Gagnier stated that land assessment is based not on actual 
use but on potential use. 

Merlin Blaisdell commented that not all townships have the same 
needs. 

Peery Johnston felt that development should be encouraged 
adjacent to development, and that costly development should be 
discouraged. 

The topic of the right of the township to have control over 
specific zoning ordinances was discussed. As each township has 
its own specific needs, a certain ordinance might not. fit every 
township, and the committee discussed whether or not every 
township has to fit under the "umbrella" of the Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan. The committee also requested that MS. Witzig look 
further into township and property owners' rights for the next 
meeting. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: 

James King - Rock Elm Township: Would like a clearer definition 
of junkyard to define the difference between one used for a 
person's livelihood (personal income) and those that are merely 
eyesores. Mr. King also stated that he is virtually unable .to 
make a living because of regulations placed on him by the DNR, as 
he operates a junkyard for a living. He also feels that it is 
not to anyone's benefit to outlaw junkyards completely. 

George Grajkowski: Feels that junkyards should be called 
recycling yards instead of junkyards because that definition is 
closer to their actual purpose than junkyard is. He also feels 
that people being more neighborly to each other should be put 
down as a goal for these proceedings. Mr. Grajkowski also stated 
that development will continue unless measures are taken to stop 
it. 

Ed Jacques: Feels that Prime Farmland does not matter when 
industry is concerned. He also asked whether all the County 
ordinances get looked over by attorneys. 

Frances Ogden explained that some land parcels are suitable for 
building on despite designation as Prime Farmland - the map 
disallows building on certain types of land although most 
landowners are not in support of the Prime Farmland designation. 

Jeff Holst felt that an effort should be made to change the 
ordinances to make them understandable to the common person. 
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The next meeting date was set for Tuesday, May 17 at 7:30 p.m. 

A motion to adj~urn the meeting was made by Dennis Gagnier and 
seconded by Jack Luebker. The motion carried. 

Submitted by - - Jessica Bierbrauer 
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·PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
PLANNING. OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 
(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 333 

There will be a Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting on 
Tuesday, May 17, 1994, at 7:30p.m. in Meeting Room 1 (lower level) 
in the Pierce County Office Building, Ellsworth, WI. 

AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Call to order 
- Agenda revisions 
- Approve minutes of 4/14/94 
- Set next meeting date 

- Review draft of goals and objectives 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 

- New Business 

- Adjournment 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
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Date· 
~~~~~~~-------

MINUTES OF THE 

May 17, 1994 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Jeff Holst, Ed Winger, Barry Foy,Dennis Gagnier, 
Merlin Blaisdell, Gale Gaard, Jack Luebker, John Krings, Bill 
Schroeder, Peery Johnston, Doug Claflin, Jim Traynor 

OTHERS PRESENT: Joyce Herbison, Dennis Hewitt, Louis Campbell, 
Francis Ogden, Marilyn Hayman, Maryanne Wise, Roman Peterson, Bill 
Weber- BRW, Inc., and Ray Anderson. ~ 

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7:40 p.m. by 
Committee Chair, Merlin Blaisdell. 

Agenda revisions: None. 

· Approve minutes of 4/14/94: The minutes of the 4/14/94 meeting 
were detailed to the committee and public present by Committee 
Secretary· Gale Gaard. A motion was made by Peery Johnston, 
seconded by Doug Claflin, to approve minutes of 4/14/94. Minutes 
approved. 

Discussed setting regular meeting date: Decided to meet on the 
third Wednesday of each month. starting time of 8:00 p.m. for 
summer months and return to 7:30 p.m. in the fall. 

Committee Chair Merlin Blaisdell turned meeting over to Bill Weber 
of BRW to begin review of the May 6th draft of goals, objectives, 
and policies. Bill passed out extra copies to the public. Bill 
highlighted the process to date so far. CAC will need to get the 
draft presentable for the Land Management Committee. The draft 
will be distributed to the public for comments and available for 
the next group of public meetings. 

A general discussion of ideas and concerns of the May 6th draft 
ensued. Discussion included: 

-Draft of goals, objectives and policies seeming more restrictive 
than what committee members expressed in previous meetings. Wanted 
clarification of where ideas and insights came from. Bill stated 
ideas came from public meetings, township vision statements, and 
his own personal insights. 

Land Use Plan Maps - are any currently available - only soil 
type maps available. Land use maps are more general than zoning 
maps; not legally binding. A step before zoning map. 

~ Working today for a better tomorrow 'EJ Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Goals, objectives and policies do not need to conform with 
current zoning ordinances. 

Reviewed township vision summary of April meeting. Corrections and 
comments as follows: 

a. ) Union and Rock Elm townships do not want growth controlled or 
overly restricted. 

b.) Lot size recommendations- not in favor of limiting number of 
houses per 1/4 - 1/4 section. Members asked where these 
numbers were developed from. 

c.) Certain land classifications having precedence over others. 

d.) Land owners rights discussed. 

e.) Potential for development creating increased maintenance and 
other costs to townships. 

DISCUSSION OF GOALS: 

Bill had committee members begin to go through and discuss the 
goals section of draft. Concerns, ideas, feelings, and comments 
regarding the draft included: 

- Objectives should not say that you can not build on prime 
agricultural land. 

- Cities kept separate from rural areas? 
cities. Extra-territorial zoning area 
surrounding townships. Cooperation varies. 
county, cities and townships stressed. 

Growth on fringes of 
in River Falls and 
Communication between 

COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION ON OBJECTIVES FOR GOALS 1 - 3: 

- Discouraging subdivision of best farmland could lead to 
restrictions. 

- Land potential use versus current use for property valuation. 

- New residents to rural areas need to learn to adopt to rural 
area, not vice versus. People being neighborly to each other. 

- Exercise care not to overregulate to prevent problems for future 
generations. 

Some additional discussion regarding having prov~s~on in plan for 
each township. Zoning districts possibility so plan more adaptable 
for each individual township. 
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Due to time restrictions, Chair Merlin Blaisdell suggested to begin 
the discussion of policies section at the next meeting. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS SECTION: 

Jim Hulbert: Discussed topic of "leap fragging". When township or 
county adopts restrictive regulations - developers go to next 
county or township where less restrictive. 

Francis Ogden: Addressed the committee with concerns he has 
regarding the draft of goals, objectives and policies. The 
concerns include: draft more restrictive than current regulations, 
taking individuals property rights away, excessive government, plan 
causing economic discrimination, people reluctant to develop in 
extra-territorial zone due to political. conflicts. Also cautioned 
committee that when setting up goals and plan, may get a result 
that is not anticipated. 

Louis Campbell - River Falls Township: Asked to have River Falls 
Ad Hoc committee comments added to minutes. Discussed 
communication problems between government bodies. Presented copy 
of a letter from River Fall.s Township concerning the home 
occupations ordinance. Chair Merlin Blaisdell discussed this 
coming up as part of our plan. Jim Hulbert gave some clarification 
regarding the Land Management Committee actions on this ordinance. 

Marilyn Hayman: Expressed concerns that comments by townships are 
not reflected accurately in draft; overstated. Gave some 
comparisons between vision statements and draft. 

Maryanne Wise: Had question if draft and list were complied from 
citizens meetings and township vision statements. 

The next meeting date was set for Wednesday, June 15 at a:oo p.m. 

Meeting adjourned at 10:00 p.m. 

Submitted by: Gale Gaard 
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PIERCE COUNTY 'VV !SCONSIN 
"'DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
lONING OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 647 
~:sLLSWORTH, WI 54011 

'715) 273-3531 -Ext. 232 

There will be a Citizen Advisory committee (CAC) meeting on 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994, at 8:00 p.m. in ·the lEN'IIERGENCY 
GOVER.Nl\1ENT ROOM - LOvVER LJEVEL OF THE 
COURTI-IOUSE, Ellsw·orth, WI 

AGENDA 

8:00 p.m. - Call to order 
- agenda revisions 
- approve minutes of 5/17/94 
- set next meeting date 

- Continue revievl of goals, objectives and 
policies 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 

- Nevi Business 

- Adjournment 

**** Please note change of meeting place *** 

** Land Management Commi·ttee members and county board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
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MINUTES OF THE CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

JUNE 15, 1994 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Jeff Holst, Gale Gaard, Doug Claflin, Bill 
Schroeder, David Ester by, Jerry Larson, John Krings, Everett 
Mulhausen (for Barry Foy), Dennis Gagnier, John Rohl (for LeRoy 
Peterson), Ed Winger. 

OTHERS PRESENT: Roger Kopp, MaryAnn Wise, Gladys Johnson, Ed 
Sjostrom, Dallas Dosdall, Donald R Johnson, Bernard 
Armbruster ,Richard Truax, Ray Anderson, Anita Skarman, Garry Moir, 
Ruth Stern, Ed Hass, Joyce Herbison, Louis Campbell, George 
Grajkowski, Joe Rohl, Jim Hulbert, Bill Weber. 

The meeting was called to order by Vice Chairman, Jeff Holst. 

Minutes of the May 17th meeting were read by Secretary Gale Gaard. 
Ray Anderson asked that the minutes be corrected to add him to the 
list of others present at the May meeting. Motion made by Dennis 
Gagnier, seconded by Ed Winger to approve minutes as corrected. 
Motion approved. 

Vice Chairman, Jef.f Holst, turned the meeting over to Bill Weber of 
BRW, Inc. Mr. Weber and Committee members began policies overview 
and discussion. Mr. Weber read through policies (beginning at page 
7 of draft). Mr. Weber suggested making size of building site size 
35 acres versus 1/4 of 1/4 section. Discussion ensued regarding 
having restrictions on prime farm land versus development. 
Addi tiona! discussion regarding exclusive ag zoning and what it 
does. Comments that these types of ordinances should be elective 
for landowners. Joe Rohl questioned committee if preserving prime 
farm land is an objective we want to accomplish if this is not 
adopted. He addressed the need for CAC to scrutinizing the draft 
and coming up with the best overall plan. 

The Committee had some discussion on the goals. Bill Weber 
suggested that the Committee reevaluate Goal 1. Discussed bringing 
topic up at the next round of public sub-county meetings. overall 
feeling was plan needs more work to make less restrictive. 

1 
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Citizen Advisory Committee review and discussion of policies for 
Goals 1 - 3 as follows: 

Policies 1 - 3: 

Discussion on minimum lot size versus density of houses. Opinion 
on the density and restrictions varies from township to township. 
Joe Rohl asked if land maps could be set up as a "menu" for each 
township. one township(s) could be classified as general rural and 
others that desire and meet requirements, prime agricultural. This 
could enable townships to vary density; as prime agricultural will 
be more restrictive than general rural. Bill Weber discussed the 
umbrella concept for each township. Several members felt need for 
more work on these areas to make less restrictive. 

Policy 4: 

Committee members discussed that if plan is less restrictive in 
general rural area, may not need a separate designation for the 
Mississippi River Corridor. (Already State regulations on location 
from high water and clear cutting). 

Policy 5: 

Discussion ensued regarding growth around cities in the urban 
expansion area; good for economy and can take pressure off 
townships. Need to provide for possible sub-division of this area 
addressed. Should/could the urban expansion area be larger around 
larger cities and smaller around smaller cities? 

Joe Rohl brought up the idea of establishing several different ag 
zones, urban zones, etc. Need to plan ahead for best interest of 
cities and townships. 

Policy 6: 

Bill Weber discussed the need to keep rural centers small to avoid 
septic problems. He will bring a video on clustering of houses to 
the next meeting. 

Policy 7: 

Regarding rural commercial and industrial development. Jeff Holst 
about businesses that serve a local, not county wide market and 
what constitutes. Bill will do some modifying to adapt to 
businesses similar to Stockman's, etc. Some discussion regarding 
industrial and commercial development being close to city areas for 
better road, sewer, and water access. 

2 
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Policy 8: 

comments and discussion on if this would supersede current township 
requirements already established. 

Policy 9: 

Bill Weber suggested that this policy be more restrictive in the. 
general rural area. 

Policy 10: 

Discussion and questions regarding enforcement of density of 
development. county zoning would regulate - currently does not. 
For example, if an area designates 4 houses, but already has 6 
there, - no other houses would be allowed in that 1/4-1/4 section. 

Policy 11: 

Clustering was defined (2 or more non-farm houses). 

Policy 12: 

Discussion on location of house(s) on site. Committee wanted 
sentence added that· ·county can not mandate location on site, unless 
the building location causes sewage, groundwater or other zoning 
conflict(s). Joe Rohl told of areas where infra structural 
problems cause public safety and other problems. 

Policy 13: 

Committee felt needed better definition of "developer". Is it a 
landowner selling lots or a regular builder/developer? 

Policy 14: 

Discussion on how townships can handle having more than one (1) 
residence sharing a road/drivewary and related potential problems 
for fire access, etc. Jim Hulbert mentioned that Pierce county 
reviews this as a part of sub-division review. In view of this, 
committee concluded that Policy 14 could be deleted. 

Policy 15: 

Decided subdivisions of land should be approved by Pierce County 
Land Management Committee. 
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Policy 16: (Multi-Family Housing: 

committee felt this should be allowed; as per surveys, most 
townships are in favor of. 

Policy 17: Not listed in minutes. 

Policy 18: 

Discussed and decided to delete as majority felt auxiliary 
farmstead homes do not pose a problem. 

Policy 19: 

After discussion regarding permitted or conditional use, committee 
decided to wait and see what comes out of the Land Management 
Committee and the County Board. 

Discussion on this section of policies concluded. Next meeting set 
for July 20, 1994 at 8:00 p.m. in the Emergency Government Room. 

New Business: 

Discussion ensued on how. much involvement the Land Management 
committee should have with the Citizens Advisory committee. Bill 
Schroeder, Trenton Township, felt that the LMC has valuable 
information and that they should be present at CAC meetings. Bill 
Weber felt LMC members should be present at CAC meetings also. 
Jeff Holst stated that the Committee Chairperson has the option 
whether to recognize them and allow them to comment and contribute. 
Gale Gaard, Trimbelle Township, asked if CAC members are required 
to attend LMC meetings. Joe Rohl of LMC stated attendance at Land 
Management meetings by CAC members not required, but would suggest 
and encourage attendance. 

Public Comments Section: 

MaryAnn Wise, Maiden Rock Township, requested that the committee 
keep in mind the surveys and comments. Also concerned on how 
residential would be impacted by rural industrial land uses. 

Garry Moir, Martell Township, expressed concerns regarding 
clustering versus need to regulate lot size. Will "cluster" grow 
to a "hamlet" like El Paso? Not reasonable to be able to switch 
numbers between 40's; like transferring as suggested in policies. 
Should be able to do what you want with your property. Would like 
to know how current regulations compare to proposed. Should we 
look at other areas that have adopted land use plans? 
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Joyce Herbison, Union Township, agreed with Mr. Moir. Discussed 
that county residents do not know how zoning ordinances affect 
them. Townships should regulate as they see fit. Pierce County 
will have Bill's (Weber) and Jim's (Hulbert) vision of how county 
should be and regulate so many people. 

George Grajkowski, Ellsworth Township, wants definition of farm, 
what constitutes prime farmland and how specific is the land use 
map going to be. Will landowner be able to subdivide? Feels need 
better definition of agricultural industry. 

Bill Weber talked about land use map. He also highlighted that 
policies on farm operations to be developed next month. 

Jim Hulbert addressed committee and public present about Pierce 
County having no regulations on farmland owners. Exclusive Ag 
Zoning is adopted by certain townships, but not a county wide 
ordinance. He also highlighted on the attractiveness of Pierce 
County to developers - very easy to obtain permits, etc. Jim 
repeated that townships will have the option to drop out of county 
zoning, but that they will need to adopt village powers. 

Rich Ruemmele, member of LMC, commended County Board members on 
attendance. He questioned why not all the townships are 
participating in the Citizen Advisory Committee process. As a LMC 
member, he stressed the importance of getting zoning and land 
management ordinances updated so that they pertain to now and the 
future. 

Louis Campbell, River Falls Township, commented that River Falls 
Township takes this process very seriously. He is disturbed by 
County Board rezoning approval. Concerned that county actions on 
zoning now could affect how CAC sets up draft and plan. 

Dick Truax, Pierce County Board member, commented that County Board 
members would like to attend CAC meetings, however, they serve on 
several committees and conflicts occur. 

Joe Rohl, member of LMC, highlighted process and purpose of the 
Citizen Advisory Committee and why a comprehensive land use plan is 
being developed. This is an opportunity to open up more freedom 
for landowners. 

Motion made by Dennis Gagnier to adjourn, second by Doug Claflin. 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 10:30 p.m. 

Submitted by - Gale Gaard 
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PIERCE COUNTY VV iSCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZOl\HNG OFFICE ,, 
P.O. BOX 647 

,, ELLS\VORTH, WI 54011 

(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 232 

There Hill be a Citizen Advisory Commi·ttee (CAC) meeting on 

Wednesday, July 20, 1994, at 8:00 p.m. in the El\ffiRGENCY 
GOVERNMENT ROOIV1 - LOWER LEVEL OF TI-IE 
COURTIIOUSJE, EllsvlOrth, WI 

AGENDA 

8:00 p.m. - Call to order 
- agenda revisions 
- approve minutes of 6/15/94 
- set next meeting date 

- Complete the final review of goals, objectives and 
policies 

- Discuss revisions to policies 'tvhich '>·lere previously 
reviewed 

- Discuss upcoming subcounty meetings 
(where, when, format, etc.) 

- Discuss upcoming telephone survey 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 

- New Business 

- Adjournment 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen commen'c may be limited a.s this is a public mee·ting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
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Date ~~.uo..:~-1--""-t-.1.-..-J~-1------+-
CITIZEN ADVI 

JULY 20, 1994 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Merlin Blaisdell, Ed Winger, Peery Johnston, Jeff 
Holst,Bill Schroeder, John Krings, John Leo, Everett Muhlhausen, 
Gale Gaard, Roger Kopp, Dennis Gagnier, LeRoy Peterson, Jack 
Luebker, Jim Traynor 

OTHER PRESENT: Rae Johnson, Bill Weber of BRW, Inc., George 
Grajkowski, Ed Jakes, Gloria Wieman, Gladys Johnson, Donald 
Johnson, Bernard Armbruster, Thomas Bengston, Francis Ogden, .Garry 
Moir, Anita Skarman, Ray Anderson, Ruth Stern, Dick Truax, Howard 
Christenson, Lloyd Yanisch, Joe Rohl. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson, Merlin Blaisdell. 
Agenda was reviewed and no changes were made. 

Minutes of the June 15th meeting were read by secretary Gale Gaard. 
The minutes were approved as read. 

Chairperson Merlin Blaisdell turned meeting over to Bill Weber of 
BRW, Inc. Bill rehighlighted schedule and the· purpose of the 
comprehensive plan~ ··He stated that at the July and August meetings 
we will primarily review policies and objectives. We need to have 
a draft ready for tne next sub-county meetings. · Goal is to have 
these meetings in September. The telephone .survey will· be 
completed in September by Decisions Resources, Ltd. They should be 
developing more detailed survey questions on each point to balance 
vagueness of the mail survey. Estimated sample size for survey is 
450 calls. 

Merlin Blaisdell asked who is responsible for coordinating details 
for the next sub-county meetings: CAC, Land Management Committee, 
or Land Management office? Joe Rohl of the Land Management 
Committee felt_that the Citizen's Advisory Committee could select 
meeting locations and the that the Land Management Committee and 
Land Management Office would coordinate remaining details. 
Finalization of these meetings could be done at the CAC August 
meeting. 

Bill mentioned that the clustering video was not ready for the July 
meeting, but should be available for our August meeting. He began 
to review the changes, updates, and additions in the draft. 
Changes and comments were as follows: (beginning on page 5 of July 
18-preliminary draft.) 
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- Added exclusive agriculture district 

Primary Agriculture Area - Bill suggested density versus 
minimumjmaximum lot size. 

General Rural - Clarification was made on what constituted 
a dwelling. Can include single and multi-family houses. 

Rural-Residential, General Rural and House Clustering -
Questions as to how septic systems would be situated and 
would landowners adjacent need to grant an easement. 
Farmers would not be able to till over drain field located 
on land adjoining a cluster of residences. Additional area 
adjoining the housing cluster may need to be owned by a 
landowner association to accommodate for primary andjor 
replacement septic system. Some concerns were expressed 
where alternative septic systems, such as folding tanks, 
could be involved. However, it was highlighted that the 
State of Wisconsin has certain requirements that need to be 
met. Everett Muhlhausen commented on how cluster housing 
can add to law enforcement, fire, and:-.other services. 
Committee members also discussed the need to address the 
situation of farm owners who need to liquidate their farm 
property due to financial problems and/or retirement. 

Urban Expansion Area - Discussion on annexation and extra
territorial zone. 

Mississippi River Corridor - Questions on how would be 
designated on land use map. Suggestions to remove color 
requirements and vegetative cutting. On section A, 
eliminate "not counting wetlands or slopes in excess of 
12% 11 and change lot size on Section B to 2 acres. Townships 
could choose A,B, or both. 

Rural Centers - After discussion, determined best for each 
township to set up boundaries for rural center(s) located 
in them. 

General Rural - Homes can be put on 1 acre lots if 
clustered. 

Home Occupations - The Committee members discussed the need 
to distinguish between home businesses versus industrial or 
commercial. Joe Rohl suggested having Jim Hulbert better 
define this point at the August meeting. 
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Joe Rohl asked Bill Weber to consider the need for one additional 
land use district to address farm land use and lot size versus 
clustering. He asked Bill if an illustration of clustering would 
be available to better understand the concept. Bill will bring to 
August meeting. 

Committee members had some additional discussion regarding the 
right to farm, exclusive ag zoning, farmland preservation, and 
handling of nuisance complaints against farm owners. Bill stated 
he will add a policy to ensure that farmers have the right to 
perform farming practices without being declared a nuisance. 

Due to time, Chairperson Merlin Blaisdell suggested reviewing and 
discussing Natural Resources and Economic Development sections at 
the next meeting. He then opened the public comments section of 
the meeting. 

Public Comments: 

Francis Odgen- Asked why county is making it so difficult for 
people to find a place where they would like to live. Disagrees 
with including farm land classes 1,2, & 3 as prime farmland - -
classes l. & 2 are OK to classify as prime. Ag-Residential district 
needed. Make l. acre minimum lot size to reduce restrictions. Let 
River Falls, Oak Grove, and Clifton townships have more 
restrictions; others less if they wish. The Mississippi River 
district sounds more restrictive than current st. Croix River 
regulations. 

Ed Jakes - Can public have Bill Weber's address? . Wanted to know if 
property will be continued to be grandfathered in; even after 
property is sold. Commended members of the CAC for having a good 
fee~ for what the public wants and feels regarding these issues. 

George Grajkowski - Asked for a correction regarding statement on 
page 3, that cities pay majority of taxes in county. Per new 
publication, he quoted from section that townships carry tax 
burden. He expressed concerns regarding the upcoming telephone 
survey and the content of the questions. stated that he was 
concerned about the townships being able to plot every 40 acres on 
the land use map from the menu. Felt could be a hassle and 
confusing. He asked why an urban expansion area is being 
established when extra-territorial zone(s) exist? 

Dick Truax - Suggest adding a requirement to tie back to city sewer 
in the urban expansion area. Expressed concerns about preserving 
prime agricultural land. He also suggested the committee look at 
planned expansion to help protect water quality. 

3 



CAC meeting- 7/20/94 

Next meeting will be August 17, 1994 at 8:00p.m. in the Emergency 
Government room. 

Motion to adjourn by Dennis Gagnier, seconded by Peery Johnston. 
Meeting adjourned. 

Submitted by: Gale Gaard, Secretary 
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N276 :325th St. 
Maiden Rock WI 54750 
Aug. 19, 1994 

letter M the Editor 

Rug 29,94 15:36 P.01 

On Aug1ust 16. the Citizen Advisory Committee met, but it was a dark day for 
democracy. The Isabelle Town Board had appointed their representative and sent 
paoers of to :;;.t - ~ r- :'"" -

The taxpayers of Pierce County are entitled to some answers: 
Is someone trying to influence or manipulat~~ the committee? 
Why were the rules changea ·!.11!!: the 1app(~intment was made, half way 
through the process? 
Who requested the change? 
Who rewrote the rules? 
Were the rules rewritten because someone didn't like what had happened? 
Isn't this an independent committee with their own powers to mak.e a 
determination? 
Why did the members of the CAC bow so readily to this intrusion on their 
authority? 

At the time the committe was formed I asked our town chairman who could be on 
committoe. He stated "A town board member or a designee.'• I asked if anyone could 
be a designee and he said the letter did not sta.te <~tharwise. 

This cries out for justice. Who is going to investigate this intrusion, the County Board 
or the ffidependent committee, if in fact it turhs out they are independent! 

Very truly 

Milton J. Hayman 

/j0.·t ) I /~ ~·;j - )IT II t./ 

~/f.t t/) l;;J ,./ "-~~1/Y~v..._ 
"~ / 

Copies to: Marvin Blaisdell 
Jeff Holst 
Dennis Potts 
Richard Wilhelm 

Tom Tyler 
.J)F1t/e~ .S,£u/l/..stP A/ 

:S;n; ;I vt.tc;er-

' '~ • ~· r 
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PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
"~')EPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
._jONING OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 647 

.... GLLSWORTH, WI 54011 

J15) 273-3531 - Ext. 232 

There will be a citizen Advisory Committee (CAC} meeting on 
Wednesday, August 17, 1994; at 7:30 P.M. in the El\1ERGENCY 
GOVERNMENT ROOM - LOWER LEVEL OF THE 
COURTHOUSE, Ellsworth, WI. 

AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Video on Rural Open Space and Clustering 
(for those able to attend} 

8:00 p.m.- - Call to order 
- agenda revisions 
- approve minutes of 7/20/94 
- set next meeting date 

- Discuss remaining policies, goals, and objectives 

- Discuss upcoming telephone survey and review draft 
survey questions 

- Discuss upcoming community meetings regarding 
comprehensive plan 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 
- New Business 
- Adjournment 

** CAC members- Please:readyour minD:tes before. the meeting •. 
This will allow more time to conduct your agenda business. Thank 
you. 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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MINUTES OF THE PIERCE COUNTY CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

AUGUST 17, 1994. 

Members present: Merlin Blasidell, Kelly Cain, Gale Gaard, Dennis 
Gagnier, Henry Hince, .Jeff Holst, Roger Kopp, John Krings, Jack 
Luebker, .LeRoy Peterson, Bill Schroeder, Janette Sweasy, Ed Winger 

Others present: Bernard Armb~ster, Donald Johnson, Joyce 
Her):>ison, Marilyn Hayman, Howard Chri~tenson; Kenneth Knutson,· Jim 

. Johnson, . Maryal1lle Wi~e, · Roman ·Peterson,·. George Grajkowski, Ed 
· Jakes, Ruth ·Jakes, Francis 04gen., . Dick T~a?', Rich Rue~ele, . ·Joe 
Rohl · '· · 

.The meeting w.as··called to order· l;>y Chairperson~ M~rlin Blaisde"!l. 
Merlin asked eac:::h. member to introduce themselves to acquaint the 
new members with current members. 

committee members then were asked to briefly review copies of the 
Jul.y 20thminutes;. LeRoy Peterson asked to have "folding" tanks 
corrected to read "holding" tanks on page 2. Minutes were 
approved as corrected. · 

Some discussion ensued regarding ·next meeting, which will be an 
information meeting. Jim Hulbert suggested the informational 
meeting be scheduled on a different evening than our normally 
scheduled Wednesday evening. This would avoid conflicts in 
scheduling with the public hearings. Discussion tabled until later 
in the meeting. 

Merlin turned the meeting over to Bill Weber of BRW, Inc. 

Bill Schroeder, Trenton Township, asked Bill if committee members 
will be able to have additional discussion on #16 - Multi Family 
Housing as was discussed at the July meeting. It was decided that 
discussion now would be better than at a later meet~ng. 

Bill Schroeder presented a request by Trenton Township to change 
this policy to allow 8 unit multi-family housing on 1/2 acre ·f·or 

·each unit with a minimum 50 foot setback from property line· for 
outbuildings. Discussion followed. Bill weber suggested 2 through 
4 multi-family units in rural area and 8 plexes in an area within 
designed range of cities. Further discussion including ranges of 
tolerance and enforcement by County. 

~ Working today for a better tomorrow 'eJ Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Motion made and seconded to leave present #16 as 16A and create a -
16B which would be a 8 unit multi-family housing in rural area, on 
1/2 acre for each unit, with a minimum 50 foot setback from 
property line. Motion passed on a voice vote. Bill Weber will 
make this addition to the policy on multi-family hou~ing. 

Chairperson, Merlin Blaisdell, asked if any other members would 
want any other item reviewed. Jeff Holst suggested the additioR· of. 
one additiona~ land dis~rict 40 or 20 residences. per 
quarter 1 quarter.. Bill Weber stated reasoning this was not included 
as a land use district for issues such as water quality, preserving 
farmland, and rural atmosphere and survey responses. He also noted 
that at previous meetings an additional district (Township 
Residential) was added that allowed 12 residences per 
quarter/quarter section. Jeff stated he·· felt this option of 20 
residences per quarter quarter section should be offered as a menu 
option.to make the plan less restrictive for townships that desire 
it. 

. . 

Jim Hulb~rt. pre.serited in~o~ation reg~rd,it:lg current regUlations :( 1 
·acre-lots), potential ·septic system-problems and limitations and 
restriction··regardihg·holding. tanks. Aqdi.tional d_iscuss~on. ens.lied. 

Motion by Dennis Gagnier to add an additional Rural-Residential 
district to ·allow twenty (20) dw~llings per quarter/quarter 
section. Motion seconded by Gale Gaard.. Addition discussion. 
Bill Weber stated that this is contrary to survey and that there is 
a need to balance concerns of land owner rights and water quality, 
taxes~ etc. Jeff Holst said that he is not promoting development 
and wants the. option available to people. Chairperson ·Merlin 
Blaisdell called for vote. Motion carried by voice vote. Merlin 
reminded everyone that these are recommendations to the Land 
Management. Committee and that this may or may not happen. Bill 
Weber will send out copies to committee members after updates and 
changes are completed. 

Bill Weber and committee members moved to reviewing Natural 
Resources (page 13). Bill read objectives and asked for 
discussion. Jeff Holst asked why does the County want to get 
involved when many of these areas are under jurisdiction of other 
state and federal agencies such as DNR, ASCS, scs, etc. Bill 
suggested reviewing policies. Changes and discussion as follows: 

1.) Change to density in rural areas will be maintained so as to 
help protect groundwater from septic tank pollution, maintain open, 
natural view, and ·protect woodlands, wetlands, steep slopes and 
other natural features. 

2.) None 
3 •. ) None 
4.) None. Discussion regarding slope requirements and setback 
changes made under related Mississippi River Corridor section, 
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septic system enforcement, aesthetic appearance, and would other 
county rivers be included~ 

Motion made by Dennis Gagnier to not make any· restrictions for 
Mississippi River corridor and blufflands and not make this area a 
separate land use district. Delete the Mississippi River district 
from Land Use plan and have this area fa~l under restrictions ~f 
other categories. Seconded by Ja~k Luebker. Questions regarding 
aesthetic, ecologic and other policies. Jim Hulbert stated there 
are no restrictions by DNR ·on the river with exception of the 
floodplain, shor.eland, and wetland areas. Other comments and 
questions regarding goals, survey responses and regarding 
preserving appearance and scenic quality. Merlin called for vote. 
Motion passed with 11 members in favor and 2 oppose. Merlin 
reminded members that this issue can be discussed again at a later 
date. Returned to discussion of policies under Natural Resources 
as follows:· 

5. )· None~·· . 

6.) Discussion in~1uding positive aspects for new and potential 
owners· and will· be ·applicable for. e~ch -property transfer,. 

·homeowners be required to hire contractor to check thoroughness of 
.septic inspections required by lending institutions. Merlin 
s-uggested that Bi.ll Weber write up to offer protection to buyer, 

. but at cost of p:r;operty owner and a report be sent to Land 
Management office. This policy.is not a selectabl.e item and must 
be included in the·final draft. · 

Due to time restraints, committee decided· to review m~n~ng and 
other policies at next meeting so committee could review telephone 
survey. 

Copy of sample telephone survey questions reviewed. Approximately 
450 households will be contacted by random. The first section 
(questions 4-11) of questions are similar to the mail survey that 
had responses that were close percentage wise. Survey is 
approximately 20 minutes long. Telephone numbers will be recalled 
several times before a new telephone number is selected. Will be 
completed ·sometime after Labor Day. Results could be ready by next 
meeting. John Krings suggested having telephone survey after the 
five publ-ic meetings to get response from those meetings. 
Committee decided to move telephone survey to after public 
meetings. 

Merlin moved topic to the upcoming meetings. Dates and ten~ative 
locations are as foilows: 

September 20 - River Falls at RFHS Auditorium 
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September 22 - Spring Valley or Elmwood (John Krings will 
coordinate) 

September 28 - Maiden Rock at MR School building 
October 11 - Prescott area at Big River Church School (corner of 

CTY E and Hwy 10) 
October 13 - Ellsworth - Multi-Purpose room at office building 
All ~eetings will begin at 7:30 p.m. 

Joe Rohl spoke for LMC and ·advised that LMC envisions Merlin (or 
other officers) will chair all meetings. Committee members urged 
to attend all or any many public meetings as possible. · · 

New business 
informational 
to discuss -
owners· rights 

covered topics and possible speakers for the 
meetings. Pepin County supervisor or representative 
Mississippi River Bluff protection zoning. Land 
representative-also suggested as speaker • 

. Public comments·:. 

Jim Jo_Jlnson (Martell 'l'oWrtship) - conceqrs regarding septic ta~ ·. 
failures and pollution.· Developers should beuade responsible for 
fail:ures of · s·eptic systems, not homeowners. .. · 

George Grajkowski (Ellsworth Township) questions rega~ding 
survey. Has to be spelled out that individuals are. going to lose 
property rights and how much are individuals willing to give up. 
(.Should b~ quastions on survey) • Kelly Cain ( CAC - River Falls 
Township) suggested adding to question 12B. Also clarify question 
19. (Bill Weber will have wording clarified so easier to 
understand.) 

Maryanne Wise (Maiden Rock Township) - confused about importance of 
telephone survey when initial mail survey information seems to be 
not respected. (Bluff land issue.) 

Marilyn Hayman (Maiden Rock. Township) - regarding public meetings, 
felt breaking into small groups losses feel and individuals less 
willing to express opinions. Questions regarding tax valuation of 
a quarter I quarter section when 2 acres are building lot and what is 
remaining 33 acres classified? Will people be willing to pay to 
have land placed into a different valuation category? 

Joyce Herbison (Union ·Township) - wants less restrict1on. Feels 
overall people are good environmentalists and should let townships 
do job. Objects to Joe Rohl being able to comment during meeting 
when public members have to wait until public comments section. 
(Joe rohl stated and clarified he is here for information purposes 
as a Land Management Committee member. Apologized to Joyce.) 
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Dick Truax· (County Board Member) - comments and suggestions tbat 
CAC verifies survey questions before survey completed. Gave 
information of personal experience with DNR and river regulations. · 

Submit~ed by - - Gale Gaard 

16. 
------------~-----------------------

17. 
--~~~------------~-------------

18. --------------------------------------
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PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZONING OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 
(715) 273-3531 - Ext. 232 

There will be a citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting on 

Wednesday, September 14, 1994, at 7:30P.M. in the EMERGENCY 
GOVERNMENT ROOM - LOWER LEVEL OF THE 
COURTHOUSE, Ellsworth, WI. 

AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Call to order 
- approve minutes of 8/17/94 
- set next meeting date 

- Discuss remaining policies, goals, and objectives 

- Discuss upcoming telephone survey and review draft 
survey questions 

- Discuss format for community meetings regarding 
comprehensive plan 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 
- New Business 
- Adjournment 

** CAC members- Please read your minutes before the meeting. 
This will allow more time to conduct your agenda business. Thank 
you. 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZONING OFFICE (715) 273-3531- EXT. 232 
PLANNING OFFICE (715) iAf-a'~~- 8~ 
P.O. BOX647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 Signature _______ ~ 

M:INOTES 

SEPTEMBER 14, 1994 

Members present: Merlin Blaisdell, Jack Luebker, Bill Schroeder, 
LeRoy Peterson, Gale Gaard, Kelly Cain, Jeff Holst, Gerald Arndt, 
Edward Winger, John Krings, Roger Kopp, Dennis Gagnier, Jerry 
Larson, David Esterby, Henry Hince. 

Others present: Richard Wilhe~, Richard Ruemmele, Ralph 
Schommer, Thomas Bengtson, :Ivan Shafer, How~r~-Christenson, 
Jennifer Allen, Jim Johnson, Joyce Herbison, Monica Krings, 
MaryAnne Wise, Marilyn Hayman, Bernard Armbruster, Corliss 
Hendrickson, George Petaja, Opal Darr, Ed Hass, Frances Ogden, 
Barry Barringer. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson, Merlin Blaisdell. 

Committee members then were asked to briefly look over August 17, 
1994 meeting minutes. Kelly Cain asked that astetic on page 3 
lines one and eight be changed to aesthetic. Also on page 4 
paragraph five last sentence there be some-clarifying done. 
Minutes were approved as corrected. 

Next meeting date was suggested for October 19, 1994. There was 
no discussion on the suggested date so it stands. The meeting 
will be in the Emergency Government Room. (NOTE: CHANGED TO 
COUNTY OFF:ICE BUI:LDING - ROOMS 1, 2, AND 3) 

Jim Hulbert handed out new revised versions of preliminary goals, 
objectives, and policies, committee meeting schedule, background 
information (conditions and issues report), list of Citizen 
Advisory Committee members, and Bill's paper on housing 
development to be handed out to the public. 

Merlin asked for introductions of new faces on the committee. 

Merlin then turned the meeting over to Bill Weber of BRW, Inc. 

Bill Weber proceeded to tell of the changes to the policies based 
on the last meeting. One was on page 4 the table which 
summarizes land districts (fourth row-rural residential) that now 
have 8, 12, and 20 dwellings per quarter quarter. Dennis Gagnier 
asked some questions that had to do with farmland preservation 
and how it could be used. Bill said that farmland preservation 
is basically intended to direct housing away from prime farmland. 
Jeff Holst asked if it is up to township or county? Bill said it 
is limited to where you want the 8, 12, and 20 in the township. 

~ Working today for a better tomorrow 'EJ Printed on Recycled Paper 



CAC - 9/14/94 

Merlin Blaisdell then said that the Pierce County Farmland 
Preservation Plan should be clarified as to what can be done with 
the land in it by·putting in quotation somebody has control over 
something. Bill also added that if you want housing development 
in townships you don't want to direct it to prime farmland. 
Dennis Gagnier raised question on land owners rights. Bill 
replied by saying land owner rights are not totally unlimited 
rights. Jim added all multiple family dwellings are not legal in 
Pierce County anywhere and the Pierce County Board reaffirms 
that. John Krings raised a question about how much land in 
Pierce County is in farmland preservation - individual contracts. 
Jim said he would get numbers by next meeting. Bill clarified 
that the Pierce County Farmland Preservation Plan is only for 
areas prime for farming. The townships will be able to pick 
areas not prime for farmland if they want to use 8, 12, 20. 
Merlin leave it as a recommendation to the people. They then 
proceeded to look at pages 7, 8, and 9. This showed drawings 
about how to cluster housing - four ways. Clustering is totally 
optional and is a way to save trees, save farmland, and preserve 
open area. Kelly Cain raised question about the fifth paragraph 
on page 11 is it common to recommend sewage and water be shared 
because with separate there is more chance of contamination. 
Bill replied by saying it is a case by case basis an example is 
page 18 the box at the right side. Merlin said could be shared 
or separate it just has to meet requirements. Dennis Gagnier 
asked a question on page 6 and 7 about the breakdown and who does 
the designating of location. Bill said Pierce County will 
designate but the township has the final say as to whether they 
want to go with the option suggested or come up with their own. 
They-then proceeded to go through optional. clustering on pages 
14-17 and on page 18 the ways of having septic systems. The 
group also discussed the changes on page 21 the top they added 
item B (increased to eight family buildingsj. Also they deleted 
the Mississippi River Corridor section and they added the right 
to farm on page 21. 

Bill was going to correct the mailing list by adding Jeff Holst, 
Bill Schroeder, Roger Kopp, and Jerry Larson. They would fix it 
in New Business. 

Then proceeded to discuss what could be done with open land and 
who would police it. That was the extent of the changes. Then 
went on to discuss Policy 7. Jeff Holst raised a question on how 
you define steep slope. Bill said they would do so when they 
amended the zoning ordinance. They then went through Natural 
Resources starting on page 24 with Mining and Natural Drainage. 
Kelly Cain said watersheds would be good to establish. Then went 
on to Farm Operation. Jack Luebker said they should add 
something to protect other factories from water pollution. Gale 
Gaard said that this was a duplication of what the state is 
doing. Bill said he would reaffirm the county on what is 
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happening. They then proceeded on with Historic Preservation. 
Jeff Holst .asked about compensation for land like that. Jim said 
that people were getting tax breaks. 

Proceeded on with Economic Development policies and goals. The 
land use plan and locations encouraged (refer to page 1.9). 
Policy on page 25 in and adjacent to cities you are not limited. 

Since l./2 of tax dollars go to the school district. 25% is for 
the county. 1.5% is for the city (which is our economic engines). 
David Esterby said to add to #l.O General Rule and Commercial that 
it should have adequate rail services. Bill said they should add 
to matrix commercial and industrial zones (separate zones). _Jeff 
Holst said two or three high developed areas will be better than 
fourteen not deveioped. Bill add policy to give flexibility, 
allow mixture of commercial and residential uses without zones. 
Jim said it is similar to the PUO ordinance which has floating 
entity in zoning ordinance. Policy 3 page 25 Planning 
Coordination was discussed. Kelly Cain asked about the number 
three policy is there any advantage or disadvantage to 
incorporating metropolitan planning district. Bill said this is 
just a census counting line. They then talked about page 26 goal 
6 and 7 Plan Implementation. David Esterby said point G should 
add~Pierce County Soil Conservation Service. Merlin said on 
point E use of plan to delete change and just leave as improve. 
Kelly Cain said Policy 2 page 21. to add county work with 
cooperative (have relationship). No.more questions or comments 
so proceeded to update the five local meetings. 

Next agenda in the meeting was to go over the telephone survey, 
which is done by Decision Resource Limited out of Minneapolis. 
There are 1.7 townships involved in the survey and 400 surveys 
will be done. There will be four groups of townships (3700 
people average) in each cluster based on physical 
characteristics, growth characteristics, development 
characteristics, location, and philosophy. It was recommended 
that the four groups be as on back of survey. They then went 
through the survey and the questions they plan to ask people. 
There was discussion on changing some vague questions as well as 
not making the survey too complex. It should not last longer 
than 20 minutes. Bill and Diane Morris have been in business for 
20 years doing this. Bill is going to talk to Bill Morris and 
see if they can't come up with some new or different worded 
questions. They would see the survey for the last time at the 
next meeting October. 1.9, 1.994. The surveys will be done after 
October i9, 1.994. · 
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They then went on to discuss the format of which to have the 
community meetings. The meetings will be informational done with 
chairs and audience in a theater type setting. The audience will 
ask questions. The committee will use overheads to answer 
questions as well as highlight the goals, policies, and 
objectives. Jim Hulbert said public notice will be done in next 
weeks papers and in all papers. The total planning project is to 
last about 14 months. 

The meeting was then turned over to the public comment period. 

George Grajkowski of Ellsworth Township said that on the survey 
16 item 19 that the quarter quarter aspect be thrown out. He 
also raised the question of how do you define a nuisance under 
the right to farm. Bill said that he would fix it up to more 
clearer about what is meant by the word nuisance. 

Corliss Hendrickson of Pierce County Farmers Union said that 
prime farmland is how you farm it. He also said that clustering 
provides increase for contamination. Corliss also gave examples 
of how the right to farm has been a problem f~r many people in 
the farming industry. 

·• 
·Jim ~ohnson of Martell Township said he would like to see how we 
were going to allow developers to come into Pierce County. Bill 
said he would make a summary. Jack Luebker suggested that it be 
put in the paper that preservation of scenic land in the county 
be done at ·property owners expense. Jim said there is 265 
alternate uses of farmland~to deny the use of land is unfair to 
the people. Jeff Holst said it is bette~ to pinpoint good soil 
and go from there. 

Marilyn Hayman of Maiden Rock Township said people use land they 
want to-nowhere on the survey does it say about property rights. 
Gale Gaard had told Joe Rohl about that. Jim Johnson said this 
violates the United States Constitution. Marilyn Hayman said to 
let people respond. George Grajkowski said you have all the good 
on one side. Merlin suggested some questions be rewritten and 
the question number nine on the survey be replaced. He also said 
everyone should come up with a question before October 19, 1994 
meeting. 

Howard Christens.on of Martell Township said question number nine 
on the survey would register an attitude of people-the question 
number nine on the survey should be left in there. Henry Hince 
said need to clarify some questions on the survey. 
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Ralph Schommer of Trenton Township said he don't like clusters 
they move to incorporated areas-it will change Pierce County into 
a bedroom seat for the Twin Cities. Jeff Holst said you have to 
allow people to do something with land. George Grajkowski said 
you need equilibrium between what you have and how to keep 
rights-farming is dying. Jim Johnson also raised a question 
about the Mississippi River Corridor. 

MaryAnne Wise of Maiden Rock Township said question number 96 
dealt with environment and question 75 dealt with land owner 
rights. 

Corliss Hendrickson raised a point that clustering pollutes 
(contaminates)-lives under the rules. If we don't have an 
exclusive ag zone the farmers will be out. 

Jim Hulbert advised that clustering of houses had many positive 
environmental and·economic features, that clustering of some 
homes would in fact promote groundwater protection and to 
preserve the rural character of the County. He also thought that 
the question regarding the establishment of special 
considerations for the Mississippi River Valley be left in the 
telephone survey to get a definitive answer one way or the other. 
His other concerns were nonfarmers moving into an area, becoming 
politically dominant, and putting undue regulations on farming as 
a nuisance. People should also understand the difference between 
"constitutional" and "unconstitutional" taking. 

Old Business none to discuss. 

New Business update the mailing list. 

Merlin said see you on Tuesday, September 20, 1994 at 7:30 pm at 
the River Falls High School. 

Meeting was adjourned. Motion made by Dennis Gagnier. 

Submitted by Kenny Books 
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" \ · · . ounty Wisconsin's Zoning and Planning Offices 

P.O. Box647 
Ellsworth, WI 54011 

To all concerned with planning land use, 

After attending my first land management public meeting in Maiden Rock on 
September 28, 1994, I decided to express my opinions in a letter to you folks who are 
doing the work. My reason for going to the meeting was to become better informed 
about the process and I found the presentation very informative and helpful. I was 
disappointed to find out that a number of people apparently did not come to listen or 
to learn but to obstruct the process. I wanted to make some comments at the 
meeting but decided not to speak because I concluded that many minds were closed 
that night. Instead I would like to comment in writing to you folks directly. 

First, I commend Bill Weber, Merlin Blaisdell and the CAC people for their 
patience and tact. I also commend you folks for a terrific job done in our behalf to 
formulate the drafts. I am grateful to all of you for the time and effort that you 
have expended and I encourage you to move forward in this important project. 

In my opinion, long range planning for land use offers many more benefits than 
risks. Recently on a visit to my daughter and son-in-law in Blue Earth, Minnesota, 
I saw and smelled a rendering company operating a short distance south of Blue 
Earth. On the same trip we drove by a huge turkey farm on Highway 19 that 
produces undesirable odors. I've read in the Minneapolis Sunday Tribune about 
the Holden Farms near Northfield where tens of thousands of hogs are growing on 
one farm, producing tons of smelly hog manure. Even the farm neighbors who raise 
a few hogs find the odors objectionable. I've also read about the turkey manure 
processing facility in that area that has neighbors upset and concerned about odors 
and threats to their drinking water supply. In my opinion, it is essential that Pierce 
County have regulations in place that would prevent conflicts with such businesses 
and surrounding residents. I would hate to have any of those businesses near our 
home that impact negatively on our health, life styles and our property values. 

My perception of your plan to establish land use objectives is that proper 
regulations would offer land owners protection from incompatible and/or 
unscrupulous development. I believe that there would be many more benefits than 
risks to the county land owners. 

It is apparent that the opponents see only risks to their property rights. I don't 
know if there is any way of informing them of the benefits of planning if their minds 
are made up opposing it. It seem to me that their fear of loss of their property 
rights is so great that logical reasoning may not work. 

Thank you for all your time and effort. Thank you for working so hard in behalf 
of all the property owners of Pierce County. 

S~ncerely, /} 

c_Jru~ 
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PIERCE COUNTY wiSCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 

""'·"-''G • 

ZONING OFFICE (715) 273-3531 - EXT. 232 
PLANNING OFFICE (715) 273-3531 - EXT. 333 

... ~P.O. BOX 647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 

There will be a Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC meeting on 

Wednesday, October 19, 1994, at 7:30 p.m. in the MEETING 
ROOMS 1,2 & 3 (LOWER LEVEL) OF THE PIERCE 
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING, ·ELLSWORTH, WI. 

AGENDA 

7:30 - Call to order 
- Approve minutes of 9/14/94 
- Set next meeting date 

- Review the results of the 5 sub-county meetings 

- Finalize the telephone survey questions 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 
- New Business 
- Adjournment 

** CAC members- Please read your minutes before the meeting. This 
will allow more time to conduct your agenda business. Thank you. 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
~~-~oNING 6flfi!IMeeting - October 19, 1994 · 

A r-,.r•..., .,.. .. , •. • '"'\/ 

P.O. BOX 647 \....-' •· ,·:v v u ': 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 

·-715) 273-3531 - Ext. 232 S:z:-:atu:-e.-. ~~~~...,a.:~~~~ 

Date &z.(h~&,J Jt, /991: 
MINUTES OF THE PIERCE COUNTY CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

OCTOBER 19, 1994 

Members present: Merlin Blaisdell, Janette Sweasy, Evert 
Mulhausen, John Krings, Edward Winger, Dennis Gagnier, Kelly 
cain, Jerry Larson, LeRoy Peterson, Roger Kopp, James Traynor, 
Jeff Holst, Henry Hinco, David Esterby, Bill Schroeder, Gale 
Gaard., 

Others present: Mary Anne Wise, Joyce Herbison, Mary Kees, Ron 
Eeleulu, Danny Unic, George Grajkowski, George Petaja, Rita 
Kozak, Roman Peterson, Janet Kopp, Bernard Armbruster, Ronald 
Anderson, Louie Campbell, Opal Darr. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson, Merlin Blaisdell. 

Committee members were asked to briefly look over the September 
14, 1994 meeting minutes. Dennis Gagnier made a motion to 
approve the minutes of 9/14/94, seconded by Roger Kopp. Motion 
passes. 

Next meeting date was suggested for November 16, 1994 at 7:30 
p.m. Bill Weber said the results of the telephone survey should 
be ready. The meeting will be in the Emergency Government Room 
or the County Office Building - Rooms 1,2, and 3. 

Review the results of the 5-subcounty meetings: 

River Falls Meeting 

Bill Weber suggested a member of the committee who was at the 
River Falls meeting tell what happened. 

Jeff Holst said the two presentations of Bill Weber's he listened 
to were very well attended (around 40 people). Several people 
commented and gave written information on their feelings of the 
plan. He said the general feeling of the group was the plan 
wasn't strict enough. People were against the cluster housing. 
Questions were raised on how the handout survey was figured, but 
the meeting had good citizen input. Janette sweasy, Edward 
Winger, Gale Gaard, Jack Luebker and Kelly Cain were also at the 
meeting. 

Kelly Cain said people had a concern that cluster housing 
wouldn't solve water problems. There was concern that without a 
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strict plan taxes would increase. 

Bill Weber said River Falls most concern was not having a strict 
enough plan. There were concerns raised about water quality, to 
protect financial health, whether cluster housing is good for 
residential areas, put growth in the city and to protect 
farmland, wildlife, and parks. Bill said someone asked if 
criteria is strict when townships draw their maps? Does the 
township have to follow CAC guidelines or is it wide open? Why 
propose cluster housing if it didn't come out of citizens 
concern? He also said that errors were pointed out in the 
analyze and conditions pamphlet. It was asked could a township 
get out after being in the plan? An article was pointed out 
about problems with inaccurate regulations. Bill Weber continued 
to say that a lady from Clifton township asked if the minimum lot 
size could be 2.5 acres instead of 2 acres for the bluff area. 

Merlin Blaisdell said that came up at the Big River meeting that 
the lot size be changed to 3 acres. 

Bill Weber said the lady also said population control was 
fundamental to protect the environment. 

Janette Sweasy said the plan is reflecting the results of the 
survey. Maybe the residents don't agree with the goals at the 
beginning of the survey. 

Merlin said it is important to remember that the goals were 
derived from the initial four meetings and the seven or eight 
issues brought up by townships. 

Janette Sweasy said the two goals going around now are where 
people are asking questions. 

Bill Weber said it is up to this committee to support the six or 
seven goals raised by the townships. It is hard to do a survey 
without any idea of a goal. The survey does ask opinions on the 
first two goals. 

Janette Sweasy said this is an ongoing plan and maybe people 
don't agree with the goals of it. 

Merlin said through the five subcounty meetings we can find out 
what people think of the plan. 

Elmwood Meeting 

Merlin Blaisdell said the initial parts of the meeting should be 
the same because Bill Weber used the same overheads and style of 
presenting the information. So we'll continue with comments and 
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questions people have. He said there was a wide range of 
comments from farmers who wanted to sell their land and get out 
of farming. Merlin said one farmer didn't see clustering 
appropriate because how would he sell his land. Some said to 
leave things the way they are and have no plan. 

Jeff Holst said there were people against the plan. 

Bill Weber said there was a lot of anger and bitterness, opposing 
any kind of plan, zoning, and any land use controls. A person 
accused us of intentionally manipulating the results of the 
survey. 

Jim Traynor said three individuals felt that way, but those three 
were very outspoken people. He didn't think that was the whole 
consensus of the group. 

Merlin said he heard both sides of the comments at the meeting. 

Jeff Holst said at two of the meetings held there was one good 
comment. 

Bill Weber said you always have the people opposed to any plan. 
The people in favor stay home because they think the committee is 
doing a good enough job. 

Jeff Holst said there was some discussion of opting out. 

Bill Weber said a question came up about opting out of county 
zoning. He brought some information about that tonight (October 
19, 1994) for you to look at. 

Maiden Rock Meeting 

Merlin Blaisdell said the minutes were short because the tape 
wasn't turned over. The feelings were similar to the Elmwood 
meeting. 

Roger Kopp said one person at the meeting said zoning in Salem 
Township was slid by the people. He disagrees with him because 
zoning has to go through a referendum vote to become legal. 

Bill Weber said one of the most outspoken people was a Mr. Larry 
Smith from Pepin County. 

Merlin added Mr. Smith called us communists and socialists. 

Bill Weber said he agreed with Merlin above. One woman spoke in 
favor of the plan. 
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Roger Kopp said the lady in favor of the plan was from Salem 
township and 12 years ago she fought the zoning plan strongly. 

Bill Weber said there was concern on individual land rights, 
property rights, loss of freedom and religion, why give rights up 
to the county, twin cities sprawl, and the need to make 
statements clear and objective and take out subjective phrases. 
He also commented that a gentleman said if someone wants to build 
a factory near him his choices are to buy the land, sue the 
factory, or let the factory build, no need for zoning. Someone 
felt any regulations on hillsides were too subjective. Any 
development is good as long as jobs are supplied. Some townships 
in Dunn and st. Croix counties are getting out of zoning. Mr. 
Smith said the land management department is the most powerful in 
the county. Each person should protect hisjher own property 
rights and not rely on the government. A majority of the concern 
was with the loss of property rights and to much government 
control. The concern is consistent with the trend seen 
throughout the meetings and survey. The difference in opinion is 
between the north townships and south townships, and the west 
townships and east townships. 

Jeff Holst asked was there any mention of non-conforming uses in 
the Maiden Rock meeting. 

Bill Weber said there was at the Ellsworth township meeting. 
Someone had asked about non-conforming uses at the Maiden Rock 
meeting. 

Janette Sweasy said we need enforcement with the new plan or it 
is a waste of time. 

Merlin Blaisdell said enforcement and budgeting for it is always 
a problem. 

Big River Meeting 

Merlin said Annilee wrote on the minutes to refer to other 
meetings and just started with the questions and comments. He 
also said this was one of the most even tempered meeting. 

Dennis Gagnier asked was the Big River meeting the largest 
attended? 

Merlin said yes, about 60 people attended. 

Dennis Gagnier said there was concern that the survey could sway 
the CAC committee. People weren't in favor of clustering and 
being told what to do with their land. A question was raised 
could a township get out of zoning if the township wanted to and 
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what would they have to do? Once a district was picked for their 
property how could it be changed later. People were worried 
about Pierce County picking zoning according to objectives. 
Question was raised could a non-conforming lot be rebuilt due to 
an act of God? If people couldn't rebuild on a non-conforming 
lot, then the township shouldn't go through with zoning. If the 
plan is adopted the Big River area would have 300 non-conforming 
lots. 

Merlin said it is ok for a person to rebuild a home on the same 
spot it was before the home was destroyed, but the spot must be 
acceptable. 

Dennis Gagnier asked wasn't it 51% that would be allowed to 
rebuild? 

Bill Weber said you can do whatever you want with the non
conforming use, but the zoning ordinance will make the final 
decision. 

Dennis Gagnier said people didn't feel that was fair and he 
thinks they have a point. 

Jeff Holst said the non-conforming use is on page 22 of the plan. 

Bill Weber said the p~licy read as specified as Wisconsin law is 
that any use of land or structures, lawfully existing as of the 
day the county zoning ordinance is amended, maybe, continued at 
the size and manner of operation as of that date unless destroyed 
or discontinued. If you have a whole series of 2 acre lots and 
the~e are houses on those lots from years ago and you can 
determine the soil is suitable for housing with septic tanks then 
you should be able to zone the area for 1 acre lots. 

Dennis Gagnier asked why we need to have non-conforming 
restrictions in the plan? Why can't a guy rebuild his home if it 
is lost to an act of God and he meets the state criteria for well 
and septic? 

Bill Weber said if there is a residential area and an old 
industrial facility smack in the middle and the industrial 
facility is discontinued. You may want to make it so it can't 
rebuild because it is a public health hazard. We need to set 
requirements so non-conforming-uses aren't created when we don't 
want them. He added that we may have a situation where we need 
to create a district so the business can continue. 

Dennis Gagnier said wouldn't it be easy to cut out the non
conforming uses part. 
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Bill Weber said no, because of certain situations. 

Jeff Holst said state statute dictates that it has to be in the 
plan. 

Bill Weber said state statute says something is legal at the time 
you adopt the changed zoning ordinance. 

Jeff Holst said a lot of the lots in my township were plotted in 
the 1980's such as in the unincorporated village (40 by 120). 

Bill Weber said with a public health problem you have two choices 
to live with it or hope it burns down. 

Jeff Holst said if Merlin's home burns down he wouldn't be able 
to rebuild because his lot size is 1.75 acre. 

Bill Weber said he wouldn't suggest that the regulations be that 
tight.with the plan. If someone does have a .25 acre short lot 
the he would be allowed to rebuild his house. This is one way to 
deal with a public health problem. 

Jeff Holst said a person wouldn't be able to build unless a sewer 
perk test is passed and a sanitary permit is issued. 

Gale Gaard said they still allow holding tanks, but in some cases 
it could be a bad point. Trimbelle township has a lot of parcels 
that could go into the non-conforming part of the plan. 

Mary Kees asked would you be able to rebuild an existing farm if 
the septic system fails? 

Merlin said that is what we are trying to continue and maybe 
that's Dennis Gagnier's concern too. 

Mary Kees asked if your house burns down it would become non
conforming. So would you be allowed to have a holding tank put 
in if you did a perk for sewer? 

Dennis Gagnier asked why not let people rebuild as long as there 
land is suitable for a well and sewer? That is what people are 
concerned about. 

Mary Kees asked would you allow a holding tank on a non
conforming parcel? 

Merlin said yes, if at the time the holding tank is a viable 
system and is approved for use it can be acceptable. 

Henry Hinco asked if a house burns down and you can't get a 
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suitable system can you put in a holding tank? 

Mary Kees asked if it would be stated as such? 

Dennis Gagnier said the county has to adopt a plan. 

Bill Weber said if the septic system fails you can use a holding 
tank. 

Jeff Holst said Eau Claire County has floating districts where 
you are not to draw substance from land that consists of one 
acre. 

Everett Mulhausen said the plan spelled out to protect the land. 

Bill Weber said he would work on the policy and change somethings 
to make it easier to understand. 

Janette Sweasy asked if the township buys into the plan can they 
get out? 

Bill Weber said that is already in a draft that states whether or 
not the township can get out. 

Merlin said it is easy to adopt a plan, but people want a way out 
later, a safety valve, also called opting out. 

Bill said he received a letter from Ed stating some of the 
questions he had about the plan. 

Jeff Holst said some townships can get into the plan but they may 
want out. 

Merlin said this was a concern of people. 

Dennis Gagnier asked if a township could redo its maps 3-5 years 
later and submit them to the county? 

Bill said yes the township can. 

Merlin said townships have a year to decide to chose the county 
zoning ordinance or to do their own. 

Bill Weber said the township can't get out of the plan until the 
county gets out, state law. 

Dennis Gagnier said the township submits its changes and the 
county decides to adopt or not. 

George Petaja asked if the township accepts a zoning ordinance 
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could the township redo its map? He said it relates directly to 
the Land Management Committee. 

Bill Weber said yes, the township looks at how things are and 
then makes changes. 

George Petaja said for a whole township to rezone is to much. 
How can a township change its zone? 

Bill Weber said the county has the power to change a townships 
zone. 

Merlin Blaisdell said the area to rezone would have to suit the 
requirements of the township. 

Roger Kopp said it wouldn't just be a request. 

George Petaja said rezoning would be up to the Land Management 
Committee. 

Merlin Blaisdell said there is flexibility within that. 

George Petaja said several neighbors and an industrial facility 
may decide to have a buffer zone to compromise. 

Bill Weber said a lady from Oak Grove township and Corluss 
Hendrickson were concerned about land use and who would buy a 
farm stuck in an agriculture zone. This is the basic conflict 
with the plan. 

Ellsworth Meeting 

Merlin Blaisdell said the big issue was on page 22. The non
conforming issue drew a lot of concern and comments. Along with 
the paragraph about restricting the size of home based 
occupations to 1000 square feet and no outside storage. 

Bill Weber said Jim Peterson from Trimbelle township was 
concerned about whether or not the plan was fully protecting 
farming and that zoning is not protecting soil erosion, water 
quality, etc. Jim said the plan addresses the housing issue but 
not farming. 

Merlin Blaisdell said he was talking about protecting the 
character of the farm, like Corluss Hendrickson was saying. 

Mary Kees said the plan wouldn't allow enough protection for the 
agriculture industry. It is going more on the farming techniques 
(soil erosion, sprays, pesticides) and practices not just land 
use. 
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George Grajkowski said under natural resources on page 22, top 
soil was a big thing but farmers have done a better job with it. 
The whole comprehensive plan will control farming. on page 12 
under the background information it says soils and to much 
erosion, which could be read as a no till is needed. I agree 
with this gentleman fully. Under objectives goal 4 on natural 
resources page 22 it seems that feedlots, erosion, chemicals, 
fertilizers are all farm related, but anytime the city flushes 
its toilet it comes out to the farm. Every newspaper or magazine 
will tell you that is safe. He thinks this is a one sided 
attempt to control farming. 

Bill Weber said, following what George said on the objectives and 
goals, that we don't have any policies that follow up so we 
should delete that objective. 

David Esterby said the Department of Agriculture is taking care 
of it. 

Jeff Holst said the loss of farmland to development from 1982-
1992 was 4 million acres. That is 1/100 of the farmland in the 
United States. It would take a 100 years to loose 1% of the 
farmland in the United States. Loss of farmland is not as great 
as it is told. 

David Esterby asked if that was the loss of total farmland? 

Jeff Holst said that is loss of prime farmland. The most 
effective environmental tool is high density, high production 
agriculture. 

Merlin said the county board has supported the whole plan since 
it was started. I thought that this committee was thrown to the 
wolves at one time, but the majority of the people who spoke at 
the meetings weren't in favor of the plan. When we go out again 
we need to let others know about the township meetings and to 
come. 

Gale Gaard said if we are going to have more public hearings we 
need to have more signs on doors to show where the meeting is. 

Bill Weber said the general concern was seen with basic issues 
such as: some people should have controls on land, differing 
levels of understanding with the planning of zones, the effect of 
development on other townships in the area, and several townships 
will be taking different approaches to the plan. There was 
general support of the township drawing their own map. There is 
a high level of mistrust with anything to do with the government, 
zoning, and county. The greatest trust is between the township. 
The tone of discussion at the meetings is very bitter, not a lot 
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of respect for what is being said, and thus it is hard to discuss 
issues. The plan can help the community work together. There is 
a difference in the county with age, occupation, etc. We need 
more meetings like the Big River meeting and less meetings like 
the Elmwood meeting. 

Henry Hinco said a person comes to the meetings just to screw up 
people and see what people know. People start barking up the 
tree before anything is in the tree! This plan is taking much 
longer than it should. 

Jeff Holst said it is taking other counties from two to three 
years to accomplish this plan. 

Janette Sweasy said people don't understand that the township 
makes the map. People think it has something to do with the 
county. 

Roger Kopp said salem township has already drawn up their maps. 
Five different maps showing the different regions of Salem 
township. The maps are 2' by 4'. 

Bill Weber said one or two townships want an extra land use 
district added. Land that is no good for farming and housing 
could be used for extra land use districts. It was brought up 
that Clifton township should have some areas limited to 
development. 

Jeff Holst asked what would happen to developmental rights and 
property rights with the extra land use district? 

Kelly cain said he doesn't think any land owners have entered the 
developmental rights yet. 

Leroy Peterson said people want this land use district pushed 
because they have there house and they don't want anybody else 
moving into the area around them. 

Bill Weber said people can put extra land in a trust that will 
stay there. 

Merlin Blaisdell said their paper has had a lot of information 
out on this plan. 

Bill Weber asked were the articles in the paper fair and 
accurate? 

Merlin said the articles are editorials but todays paper had an 
article done by Bill Kirk. 
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Jeff Holst asked would the plan be proofread again? He also 
asked for some clarification on the Pierce County Farmland 
Preservation Plan, where it came into existence and what it 
covers? 

Bill Weber said it came about in 1982 or 1984. It was done 
through the Ag and Extention. It's purpose was to map out good 
soils for farming and suggest things to be done by farmers. 

Jeff Holst read the preservation plan on page 6 under exclusive 
ag areas. 

Bill Weber said you can learn more about the preservation plan on 
page 36-37 in the background information and the maps in the 
appendices. 

Finalize the telephone survey 

Bill Weber said there are a lot of changes on the survey. The 
following are questions and comments raised as the telephone 
survey is read through. He said that he made the survey seven 
questions shorter but added three questions on property rights 
and two questions about elements of the plan. He said he added a 
few changes that would make it clear that the CAC was the one 
creating the plan. He also tightened up the survey to focus more 
on the draft policies and use of districts. So 400 people are 
called and you have a +/- 5% confidence interval. This means 
that if 40-50 people answered yes to a question than every adult 
questioned would answer yes. The adult asked if the survey will 
be chosen randomly. The surveyor will khow what township the 
person is in by the phone number called. He thought we should 
take out management in question four. 

Kelly Cain said that we should put a scale from one to ten on 
question 4a because it could be subjective. One being strongly 
disagree and ten being strongly agree. 

Bill Weber said he would talk to Bill Morris of Decision 
Resource, Inc. on a scale. The surveyor would mark on a list the 
different opinions that come up. 

Kelly Cain asked how would people remark to the word prime 
agriculture soils? 

Merlin Blaisdell said maybe we need to change it to the majority 
of agriculture land in Pierce County. 

David Esterby said when you're talking about prime farmland 
you're referring to better farmland. 
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Kelly Cain said farmers will argue with prime agricultural soils. 

George Grajkowski said it depends on what your using the land 
for. He said he can make pastureland productive in his system 
and survive where as someone who is raising corn may not survive 
without the proper rain, etc. He resents the word prime. 

Bill Weber said we could change prime to better or most 
productive. 

Kelly Cain asked how .would people feel about most productive? 

Roger Kopp said most productive would include pastureland. 

George Grajkowski said then CRP is not productive for farming and 
so development should be put on it. 

Bill Weber and Kelly Cain said it should have housing on it and 
not on the prime land. 

Bill Weber said he would work with Bill Morris on wording because 
words chosen may lead into dismay and arguing. 

A person asked is the person who takes the survey allowed to do 
an explanation on it? 

Bill Weber said this could introduce bias between worker and 
survey. The first goal is to reserve the majority of farmland 
not an area of the county. 

George Grajkowski said maybe you should change the first goal. 

Gale Gaard said this does not include CRP and addresses farmland 
as farmland under till or direct farm use. 

Leroy Peterson said you wouldn't have prime farmland in CRP 
unless it is highly erodible. 

Bill said we will use best instead of prime. We don't learn much 
about question five and six because of the nature of what we are 
asking. 

A person said maybe it should be on an individual level rather 
than on a township level because it sounds like county control. 

Bill said to go to page one and add representing 17 townships 
after CAC so it reads 17 member countywide CAC. 

Dennis Gagnier asked do you think we need this question 
regardless? 
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Bill said he knows mapping is done at the township level, but he 
just wants to throw the question out. 

Mary Kees said the survey might create mistrust. The purpose of 
the survey is to create trust within the community. 

Gale Gaard said there is mistrust with the government and how the 
CAC was formulated. 

Bill Weber said that land use maps are to be drawn by the 
township and to leave question seven out of the survey. 

Kelly Cain asked what are the guidelines for the survey? 

John Krings said we need to be specific with the guidelines. 

Merlin Blaisdell said he is interested in feedback from 
representatives. 

Bill Weber said he has drafted guidelines, but should each 
township have to follow these. 

Merlin Blaisdell said this would create another distrust among 
people. 

Bill Weber said he would drop question eight. 

Gale Gaard said we need to be consistent with what we change. 

Bill said to change prime to better in question nine. 

Kelly Cain said to use the scale again on question nine. 

Bill said to add a sentence to explain density and lot size. 

Jeff Holst said cities over 10,000 have a three mile control 
radius. 

Kelly Cain asked if the interviewer would explain that a housing 
unit is the whole building? 

Bill said for example a fourplex needs four acres. 

Jeff Holst said on the bluffs you need to be further away from 
the bluffs about four acres. 

Janette Sweasy said she disagrees that it should be four acres 
because its to big and two acres is to small. 

Bill said it is legitimate to ask the question. 
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Jeff Holst asked when the ordinance is written you will be naming 
all of these scenic resources to protect? 

Bill said we need to protect rivers and scenic areas. How about 
asking a general question about many rivers and whether you feel 
special regulations should be implied? Examples: Trimbelle, 
Mississippi, Rush, and etc. 

Mary Kees said all of the rivers above should be included. 

Bill said maybe the township should chose which rivers to put in 
the ordinance? 

Dennis Gagnier said there might be a discrepancy there. 

Bill asked if the CAC wanted questions on the bluff lands in the 
survey. 

George Grajkowski said that the bluff land should include all 
waterways. 

Bill said that including every waterway can involve many rivers, 
streams, etc. So his consensus is that a general question be 
asked about protecting bluff land along those rivers and streams. 

George Grajkowski said to ask a question if the person lives 
along a river or stream. 

Bill said to ask if they own property or live by a river or 
stream? He later said on question 21 that we take out the word 
farming in the second line. Question 22 is up to the interviewer 
to make a list but to change prime to better. 

Janette Sweasy said we need more reason behind why a property 
owner should give up rights. She also said that on question 15 
84% said yes, rural farm appearance is important them. 

Bill Weber said to specify on the draft plan and you can ask more 
questions on the survey. 

Janette sweasy said we need to ask more about clustering of 
houses in general. 

Merlin said that this was covered in the first part of the plan. 
It would be too cumbersome and we wouldn't receive the results we 
expect. 

Bill said questions six and seven from the first survey were too 
general. If you ask general you are open for criticism. Don't 
discount the first survey it is ligitament. 
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David Esterby asked if we should have a question like are you a 
native of Pierce County? 

Dennis Gagnier said a repeat of what Merlin Blaisdell said above. 

George Grajkowski said that questions 21,22,23 don't suggest any 
community goals whether good or bad. How much property rights 
are people willing to give up? 

Bill Weber said how would you ask a question like that? 

George Grajkowski said to achieve community goals as outlined in 
this process land owners will be required to surrender some 
property rights? Have 1-10 scale and drop questions 21, 22, 23. :.:> 

Bill said add to page four, paragraph two, second sentence after 
land, add and restrict some individual property rights. 

Dennis Gagnier said people will understand that they have to give 
up something then. 

Merlin asked if there were any more comments. 

Mary Kees asked is there any reason why the demographic questions 
are at the end? 

Bill said you want the hot button questions first. People get 
tired at the end so it doesn't matter if you don't get that 
information. 

Merlin said that is a good way to finish, startup to intensity 
and then the cool down. He said we accomplished what we came 
for. 

No public comment period since it was open through the meeting. 

Old Business 

New Business 

Merlin Blaisdell said he would like to see some experts come to 
the next meeting that are dedicated to this process. 

Bill Weber said maybe we could do that in January and work on the 
survey results at the next meeting November 16, 1994. 

Gale Gaard said a concern was with potential of property values 
maybe we can get some information from the accessors office. 

Mary Kees said that the head of the bus routes could come and 
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show some of the developmental problems. 

A person said that maybe we should have a licensed septic 
installer come and talk. He could tell us where we can and can't 
install and maybe have someone from the corporate council come 
in. 

Jim Traynor said to get someone from the state accessors office 
to come and explain. 

Motion was made. to adjourn by Dennis Gagnier, seconded by Roger 
Kopp. 

Submitted by Kenny Books 
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PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZONING OFFICE (715) 273-3531 - EXT. 232 
PLANNING OFFICE (715) 273-3531 -EXT. 333 
P.O.BOX647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 

There will be a citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting on 
Wednesday, December 14, 1994, at 7:30P.M. in the EMERGENCY 
GOVERNMENT ROOM - LOWER LEVEL OF THE 
COURTHOUSE, Ellsworth, WI. 

AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Call to order 
- approve minutes of 10/19/94 
- set next meeting date 

- Discuss comments from Agricultural Extension Office 

- Discuss comments from Land Conservation Office 

- Discuss comments from Industrial Development Committee 

- Review results of telephone survey 

- Discuss township level land use planning procedures 
and distribute maps 

- Discuss any changes in districts and/or policies as 
a result of the surveys 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 
- New Business 
- Adjournment _ 

** CAC members- Please read your minutes before the meeting. 
This will allow more time to conduct your agenda business. Tha.'lk 
you. 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** Citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



PiERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZONING OFFICE (715) 273-3531- EXT. 232 
PLANNING OFFICE (715) 273-3531- EXT. 333 · 
P.O.BOX647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 

CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

December 14, 1994 

. .,..,. 

Members present: Merlin Blaisdell, Dennis Gagnier, Bill 
Schroeder, Jack Luebker, Henry Hinco, Barry Foy, Edward Winger, 
Janette Sweasy, LeRoy Peterson, John Krings, Kelly Cain, Roger 
Kopp. 

Others present: Bill Weber, Bill Morris, Jim Rose, Bill Warner, 
Mary Ann Wise, Howard Christenson, Bernard Armbruster, Greg 
Andrews, Donald Johnson, Gladys Johnson, Ivan Shafer, George 
Grajkowski, Ruth Stern, Mark Biel, Ed Hass, Robert Chambers, 
Donald Schroeder, Ray Anderson, Martin Milliren, Lloyd Yanisch, 
Dick Druns, Din Grepaver, M.J. Grepaver, Marilyn Hayman, David 
Johnson. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Merlin Blaisdell 
at 7:34 p.m. 

Approve Minutes: 

Janette Sweasy said on page 13 second paragraph from the bottom 
to cross out everything after because and add if people answer 
negatively, we don't think it's too big or too small. 

Minutes are approved with the change made. 

Next meeting date: 

January 11 - 7:30 p.m. - Emergency Government Room 

Merlin Blaisdell said the intentions of this meeting are to hand 
out the township maps and then have the townships meet and 
discuss their maps. He said he received a letter back from the 
Department of Natural Resources in Baldwin. Jim Hulbert sent a 
copy of the plan for them to look at. He read through the letter 
and said it could be discussed later in the meeting. The letter 
was from Kris Belling, Wildlife Biologist for local DNR staff. 
Also Andrie Halverson, Clifton Township Planning Commission sent 
a letter. He also received a letter from Milton Ramen which 
addressed the Isabelle Townboard and the representative from 
Isabelle. Copies will be made of all the letters and given to 
the CAC members to read and look at. 
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Roger Kopp, Salem Township, whiah is·zoned exclusive ag pointed 
out and explained the maps his township had drawn up in 1981. 

Historical Resources Map 

Soil Capacity for Agriculture Map 

Non-farm Use Map -
(he pointed out certain areas in Salem Township) 

Soil Limitations for Septic Systems Map -
(Salem has a severe limitation because of its rolling hills) 

Environmental Resources Map 

Agricultural Activities Map 

Parcel Size and ownership Map -
(A lot of non-resident parcels owned in Salem) 

Topographic Relief Map 

Merlin asked are there any problems with people in Salem Township 
being it is zoned exclusive ag? 

Roger Kopp said no, there isn't any problem, but these maps were 
drawn up a long time ago. He continued pointing out and 
explaining maps. 

Zoning and Floodplain Boundaries Map 

The Energy Landscape Map 

Steep Topography and Drainage Map 

Merlin asked do the areas greater than 12% match the definition 
of those areas in the plan? 

Roger said the areas greater than 12% are mostly woodland or 
pasture. 

Merlin asked is it not available or available for development? 

Roger said it is available, with the following conditions: 
people have to buy 15 acres of land and then choose if they want 
to build a road to state specifications or to maintain the road 
themselves. If they build the road they would turn the road over 
to the township and they would maintain it once it's built. 

Janette asked how did exclusive agriculture come about in Salem 
Township being it's so hilly and steep sloped (difficult for 
tilling). 
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Roger pointed out particular areas where there's a lot of 
agriculture. It's just the strip down the middle where 
agriculture is not as common. 

Janette Sweasy asked did Salem receive much resident concern 
about selling off for development? 
Roger said it came to a referendum vote and passed. Salem 
Township had meetings just as we're going to have now. 

·Dennis Gagnier asked what is the township size? 

Roger said about 512 people in Salem. 

Dennis asked how many voters are in Salem Township? 

Roger said there are around 450 voters. 

Janette said so the only restriction on development is that the 
purchaser has to buy 15 acres of land? 

Roger said if it's open farmland the purchaser has to buy a 
forty. We won't allow a building in the floodplain, that's under 
the DNR's control. 

Review results of telephone survey: 

Bill Weber introduced Bill Morris and his associate ? from 
Decision Resources, Inc. 

Bill Weber said Bill Morris would use overheads and a handout to 
help show the survey result. Also this survey was started in 
July and was now done in November. 

Bill Morris said they surveyed 322 households instead of 300 
because there were 22 refusals. Thus·the refusal rate was 7% and 
the census bureau says the refusal rate should be around 12%. 
The survey began with a number of demographic questions. The 
average time for the survey was from 22 minutes to over an hour. 
The survey was developed by the CAC over a series of meetings. 
Bill Morris said he has done surveys in Wisconsin and Minnesota. 
He then began talking through the results and high points of the 
survey. He said he'd use pie charts and graphs to help show what 
people had to say. There was a high degree of polarization, but 
both sides had strong feelings for or against the plan. (The 
survey results are attached to the minutes). 

Dennis Gagnier asked Bill Morris if he had the breakdown of 
questions 36 and 39 (who owned property or who didn't) to help 
better understand the results of question 33? 
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Bill Morris said he would have the cross tabs in his overview 
analysis. 

Jeff Holst asked what does question 34 mean? 

Bill Morris said the question has to deal with higher acreage 
lots. He continued saying on land use issues this county was 
polarized. The most opposition was multiple-family housing, but 
there was widespread agreement of the plan (over 75%). 

Janette sweasy said if we had changed houses to units in question 
11 maybe we could of received different results. 

Bill Weber said most talk is houses and so it was ligitament to 
leave it houses for clarity. 

Merlin said multiple-family housing was addressed in another area 
outside of this survey. That was adequate enough without having 
to ask it in this survey. 

Janette Sweasy said question 15 involved the thought of people. 
Question 20 talks about multiple-family housing. What don't 
people like, the multi-family housing or the one-acre lot 
minimum. 

Bill Morris said the phoner is instructed to write down 
responses, but it forms a bias and thus we have people who are 
divided into two groups over the issue. 

Janette asked what are you basing your conclusion on from that? 

Bill Morris said what you can conclude is how people feel about 
multiple-family housing on one-acre lots. 

Janette asked before question 29 it states lot size, grading, 
retaining wall, and tree clearing, where did that come from? 

Bill Weber said it was in the plan earlier in the year. 

Bill Morris said the people surveyed didn't find the question 
unclear. 

Janette said she didn't realize that was part of the plan. 

Dennis Gagnier said in question 40 82% said no, thus regulations 
would be greater. If the people who were surveyed owned land 
they wouldn't want regulations. 

Bill Weber said that wouldn't be a fa~rable conclusion. 
ae~k 
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Merlin said we can't ask questions to specific groups of people 
because that would biase our other questions. 

Bill Weber said you'll have the cross tabs for all the 
demographic variables and questions. 

Jeff Holst asked doesn't questions 8, 34, and 35 contradict each 
other? 

Bill Morris asked in what sense do the questions contradict? 

Jeff Holst said question 8 said 63% want to preserve soil. 
Question 34, 35 said 52% and 69% don't know what to do or don't 
want to do anything. 

Bill Morris said it is an open-ended response versus a closed
ended response. 

Jeff Holst said we were very specific on finding out if the 
people who wanted regulations on bluffland owned any in question 
25. 

Janette asked doesn't it run along with farmland? 

Jeff Holst said bluffland and farmland run together. 

Bill Morris said the question isn't in the topic level (1% out of 
300), we can't make a conclusion from a small percentage. 

Janette said even though it would effect more than the owners. 

Jeff Holst said but it's the owners that pay the taxes on the 
blufflands. 

Janette said she doesn't see how farmland is different, because 
it effects everyone, including the people that don't live there. 

Jeff Holst said he agreed with Janette. 

Merlin said this survey has viable information. The survey was 
only continued if the person being surveyed knew of the plan. 

Bill Morris said that will also be in the cross tabs as to 
whether the person being surveyed opposed or favored the plan. 

Merlin asked is this committee interested in crunching numbers 
and picking out things of interest? 

Dennis Gagnier said he can't believe that we're going to base 
everything in our plan off of this survey. 
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Merlin asked what's the use of the survey if we're only going to 
crunch numbers? We have to take the survey and use it in the 
plan. 

Dennis Gagnier asked do we base this plan all on a survey or 
what? 

Bill Weber said this is just a random and valid survey with very 
specific numbers that can be used in a recommendation. 

Kelly cain asked weren't we going to sur;~r 400 people? 

Bill Morris said 300 people gave us a +/-5% accuracy. 400 people 
would give us a +/-5~ accuracy. You would need to survey 1100 
people to get a +/-3%~accuracy. 

Dennis Gagnier asked how many people were trained on the survey? 

Bill Morris said 16 people were trained on the survey and they 
were monitored throughout the process. Every household and adult 
had equal opportunity of being contacted. 

Bill Weber said he wants a discussion on whether changes should 
be made on the draft policies, goals, and objectives, and the 
menu of land use districts before it's handed out to the 
townships to use. He said he would like to draw up a local land 
use plan based on these meetings and the survey. 

John Krings asked wasn't the preliminary draft from the october 
meeting included in the survey. 

Bill Weber said the survey should have been the same unless Bill 
Morris made changes for clarity. 

John Krings said there were a lot of changes, the part on 
exclusive agriculture areas was left out. 

Bill Weber said he is right because it 
districts with two per forty. He said 
opposition to multiple-family housing. 
survey results done by townships. 

started in different 
the survey showed strong 
Also we could have the 

Bill Schroeder said there were only two townships before that 
opposed multiple-family housing. Trenton township is one that 
wanted multiple-family housing. 

Bill Weber asked do you want to keep the proposed land use 
districts in the plan? 
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Merlin said we could have offered 4 or 10 choices, there's still 
a lot of valuable information in this survey. 

Dennis Gagnier said we'll lose a lot of townships if we don't 
give them- a choice. 

Jeff Holst said 66% of the people surveyed lived on a lot less 
than 5 acres or they didn't know. 

Bill Weber said he would talk to Bill Morris and see how he 
worded the question. 

John Krings said in the draft survey we talked about rural 
centers, it was in the survey. 

Bill Weber said he was correct it wasn't included in the survey. 

John said it was included in our matrix so it should have had 
input. 

Bill Weber told John he was looking at the October 25 version of 
the survey and the consensus was to keep the menu of land use 
districts standing as is to acquire a range. 

Jeff Holst said that is what Diamond Bluff township is saying. 

Janette asked are there any other areas of importance? 

Bill Schroeder said the plan isn't complete because three more 
land use districts were added to it. 

Bill Weber said the copy of the survey dated August 18 talked 
about adding commercial, conservance, and industrial to the 
matrix. He said he would have it updated and sent to the 
township representatives as soon as possible. 

Janette asked when will we have the cross tabs? 

Bill Weber said he would talk to Bill Morris tomorrow. The next 
order of business would be to discuss the township land use 
planning and to set requirements. Such as: the minimum number 
of meetings, advertising of the plan, and what constitutes an 
official approval of a land use plan. He would mail an updated 
matrix and cross tabs on the survey by sub area and the 
demographic questions. 
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Discuss comments from Agricultural Extension Office: 

Ed Hass, Extension Resource Agent for Pierce County said based on 
the interest of the County Agricultural Educational Committee 
they asked our department to review the draft plan and offer 
comments. He said he would like to thank Roger for bringing in 
the series of maps. The maps were started in the 1970's and SO's 
in seven townships. The county applied for a grant to put 
together a land use plan. Goals, objectives, and policies were 
set for doing local planning and hopefully to lay the ground work 
for what's happening now. Those maps were prepared in Oak Grove, 
Clifton, River Falls, Martell, Salem, Trimbelle, and Gilman 
Townships. In the future subsequent maps would be put together 
to show land use changes. He said he would hope that people 
would talk to others in their township as well as the planning 
commission in their township and maybe pull out the old maps. 

Bill Weber said part 6. Clustered Housing - Open Spaces open 
space isn't.public owned. He then asked on wellhead protection 
page 2 the last sentence what would be a good land use 
limitation? 

Ed said areas should be identified and talked about, but not to 
that specificity. He said he doesn't think we know enough about 
ground water resource to be that specific in the land use plan. 

Bill Weber said sinkholes haven't been talked about and should be 
because it's a direct conjugate to groundwater. 

Jeff Holst said in the plan we talked about .urban expansion zones 
(.25 to .5 miles) around each city, is municipal wellhead 
recharge area larger than that? 

Ed said generally water could come from 3-5 miles away. 

Jeff said so cities could have a 3-5 mile buffer zone and thus 
have more control over the township. 

Ed said the cities wouldn't have control unless an agreement was 
reached between the city and township. Maps should be used to 
see which way groundwater is flowing and to determine if it might 
have an impact on the township. 

Greg Andrews, Pierce County Extension Agricultural Agent offered 
a handout and read through it. (Handout is included in minutes). 
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Discuss comments from Land Conservation Office: 

Ruth Stern, Land Conservation Department talked to the committee. 
The LCC (Land Conservation Committee) members are: Rod Chambers, 
Ray Anderson, Lloyd Yanisch, Dave Johnson, Tom Baxter, Bernard 
Armbruster-Chairperson. Also Louie Barber retired and his place 
was filled by Mark Biel. She said one issue of concern was 
having the conservance district in the matrix which has been 
done. She said Gary Zielski, DNR Forestry Head told the LCC some 
issues of concern and she went through a handout of those 
concerns about forestry. (Handout is included in minutes). Also 
that this statement be put in the plan: that Pierce County with 
the help of the Land Conservation Committee and Farm Service 
Agency will promote sound forest stewardship and the best 
management practices for forest resources. Also that forestry 
should be able to stand on its own in the plan being it's a form 
of agriculture. It was mentioned that land owners in farmland 
preservation need to have 35 acres to build a home just to be 
aware that it's happening. 

Jeff Holst said the Pierce County Farmland Preservation Plan was 
completed in the 1980's and was granted by the state. 

Ruth said it was a requirement by the county for farmers to get 
their credits for farmland preservation. 

Jeff said so basically the state required it and paid for the 
plan. 

Ed Hass said the plan was created in 1977 and stated after 1982 
if farmers wanted to be part of farmland preservation it had to 
be done with a plan. 

Jeff said so the county did the plan but people enrolled on a 
voluntary basis. 

Ruth Stern said the only two townships that have exclusi~~~J\. ~'n\\Yr 
zones are Salem and River Falls. -·{~~av··~ U 

Jeff said he doesn't want a voluntary based plan to be used for 
the whole county. 

Ed said it can be used, but it doesn't have to be followed 
exactly to the 1982 plan. 
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Discuss comments from Industrial Development Committee: 

Bill Warner, County Board Industrial Development Committee. The 
members are: George Petaja-Chairperson, Rod Chambers, and Dave 
Troax. (He passed out a handout which is included in the 
minutes). He said the most concern is the flexibility of the 
land use districts definitions. 

Discuss township level land use planning procedures and 
distribute maps: 

Merlin said we want the zoning ordinance to be written at the 
county-level based on the land use plan, hopefully. He then 
asked how extensive on ground rules are we going to be? 

Bill Weber said question 1 has guidelines for mapping exclusive 
agriculture areas, non-prime agriculture areas, and prime 
agriculture areas. (Example: 1 per 40 locations can be mapped 
in areas designated as prime farmland in the 1982 soil survey). 
He then asked do you want it to be mandatory or advisory? 

Dennis Gagnier said to leave it up to the township. 

Merlin said so it would be guidelines to the townships to use 
when making their maps. He then asked Ed could we have maps 
available to the townships? 

Ed said the best source for maps is through the Land Management 
office. 

Kelly Cain asked what was the scale on the map? 

Ed said 1 to 2000, but you'll need to look at a couple of other 
places to get all the information needed when making the maps. 

Bill Weber asked do we have the maps in a larger scale? We also 
have the maps in the back of the plan. 

Ed said the maps in the back of the plan were done before 1982 so 
probably not. 

Bill Weber said the best land use maps would be in the Land 
Management Office, but also the seven townships can use the maps 
prepared in 1981. 

Ed said Rogers maps are good and would just have to be updated. 

Bill Weber asked do all the townships have these maps, like 
Rogers? 
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Ed said seven townships have the maps available to them in their 
townhall. 

Bill Weber asked so any criteria for locating these districts 
will be advisory/guidelines? 

Dennis Gagnier asked what do you mean by strictly advisory? 

Bill said it means only advisory you can ignore it if you want. 

Discuss any changes in districts and/or policies as a result of 
the surveys: 
Kelly said we need to get a definition on conservancy and see how 
that definition is going to come back, whether we're talking 
about bluffland, sinkholes, etc. 

Bill said a conservancjf district is one that allows people to buy 
open land and keep it open land if they want too. The need is to 
restrict development on historical sites. 

Kelly said maybe we need a C1, C2, and C3 because if you identify 
a sinkhole it's much more likely to become a permanent 
conservance. 

Bill said we're not going to map sinkholes on the land use maps. 
Besides it would be done on a policy basis (site by site). 

Kelly cain asked maybe it's wrong but how do you use a 
conservance zone? If there's open land why do you need a 
separate district? 

Merlin said so the tax base can be changed. 

Dennis Gagnier said state law says if land is zoned industrial it 
won't be accessed differently until it's zoned an industrial 
park. 

Bill Weber said he wants to talk about the procedure and process 
for mapping. 

Kelly Cain said it's going to come up just like what happened 
with multiple-family housing. 

Bill asked how will you make a decision at the local level? Do 
we set requirements or leave it up to the township? How do we 
know if it's an official plan? 

Dennis Gagnier said leave it up to the township supervisors as to 
how it will be implemented into the township. They can do it by 
committee, planning committee, referendum, etc. 
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Merlin said it's up to the township because they will sign it or 
throw it out. 

Jeff Holst asked is it just the map that has to be approved? 

Bill said yes just the map has to be approved. He then asked 
what's the role of the township representative on this committee? 
He said he hopes that each person on this committee is involved 
in each step of the mapping. 

Dennis Gagnier asked how do we mark the maps? 

Bill said he would propose an initial system that could be used. 

Bill Schroeder asked who does the contacting to get the maps? 

Dennis Gagnier said we need to go to the townboard and present 
the map and see how they want to do it. 

Bill Schroeder asked where do we get the soil maps? 

Merlin said go to the Soil Conservation Office. 

Bill Weber said some townships have maps from 1982, but all 
townships have the background information, etc. 

Merlin told Ed to let the Land Management Office know we're 
coming to get some maps. 

Ed Hass said first, you need to spend time on the criteria and 
then work on the map and base it on the farm enterprises, etc. 

Merlin said it should be each of the CAC members responsibility 
to relay this information to the townships and then come up with 
guidelines. 

Bill Schroeder asked are we going to get an outline of what has 
to be done? 

Merlin said it's up to use to gather the information. The hard 
part is selling it to the township. 

Merlin said Louie Barber and some of the other county officials 
would be willing to come and help out. 

Barry Foy asked when do you want the maps back? 

Merlin said we'll give the townships until April 19 to finish the 
maps. 
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Bill Weber proposed the next meeting date to be April 19. 

Merlin said we need the January 11 meeting because we were going 
to have some people from the school come in and talk. 

LeRoy Peterson said to have someone from the Land Management 
Office come and talk to us. 

Bill said Jim Hulbert can work with Ed Hass to get the maps to 
the townships. 

Merlin said January 5 the maps will be in the townships. 

Roger Kopp said first, you look at the maps, then you go to the 
informational meeting in the township, and lastly you start 
painting. 

Dennis Gagnier said it would be nice to get someone from the 
State Accessors Office to come and talk to us. 

Bill Weber asked what do we do with the maps when we get them 
back, as far as mandatory things: floodplains, wetlands, 
shorelands, etc.? 

Dennis Gagnier asked what do we do if there's two townships that 
are zoned two different ways? 

Public Comments: 

Mary Ann Wise, Maiden Rock Township, said one more land use to 
protect is water quality. Do you feel it should be included in 
the plan according to the survey? Nowhere in the land use 
district telephone survey is it talked about. 

Kelly Cain said that's why conservance was brought up. 

Bill Weber said conservance means no development (bluffland would 
have to include slope restrictions) and also to make a broad menu 
for anyone to choose from. 

Merlin said if we add that option we now have to define the 
bluffland land use district by slope, etc. 

Janette sweasy said we should wait until the township knows how 
many own bluffland (bluffland protection) before we go making it 
a land use district. 

Mary Ann Wise said what about quality below the stream and 
protecting natural resources? 

13 



CAC Meeting Minutes 12/19/94 

Bill Weber proposed a draft for conservance and bluffland 
districts be talked about at the January 11 meeting and the 
revised matrix be out on January 12. 

Jack Luebker said Maiden Rock Township wants the bluffland 
preservation option. ~~ 

Old Business: None. 

New Business: None. 

Dennis Gagnier made a motion to adjourn, seconded by John Krings. 

Submitted by Kenny Books. 
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DECISION RESOURCES, LTD. 
3128 Dean Court 
~nneapolis, ~nnesota 55416 

Pierce County Townships Study 
in cooperation with BRW 

November, 1994 

Hello, I'm of Decision Resources, Ltd., a nationwide 
polling firm located in ~nneapolis. We've been retained to 
speak with a random sample of township residents in Pierce County 
about issues facing the area. This survey is sponsored bythe 
Pierce County Board; it is being taken because they are interest
ed in your opinions and suggestions about the future of the area. 
All individual responses will be held strictly confidential; only 
summaries of the entire sample will be reported. 

1. How long have you lived in this 
township? 

TWO OR LESS YEARS ...... ?% 
2.1 TO 5.0 YEARS ...... 16% 
5.1 TO 10.0 YEARS ..... 17% 
10.1 TO 20.0 YEARS .... 23% 
20.1 TO 30.0 YEARS .... 18% 
OVER THIRTY YEARS ..... 19% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... O% 

2. What do you like most about living in-------------
ship? 

Town-

DON'T KNOW, 5%; RURAL/COUNTRY, 43%; QUIET, 12%; 
PEOPLE, 8%; BEAUTY, 5%; LOCATION, 6%; SMALL TOWN, 10%; 
EVERYTHING, 7%; OTHER, 3%. 

3. And, what do you like least about it? 

DON'T KNOW, 12%; NOTHING, 28%; LOCATION/DISTANCE, 7%; 
TAXES, 15%; CROWDED/GROWTH, 6%; ROAD MAINTENANCE, 6%; 
PEOPLE, 3%; LACK OF JOBS/ECONOMY, 2%; WEATHER, 4%; 
POLICE, 2%; NOTHING TO DO, 4%; CRIME, 1%; 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT I 3%; OTHER I 6%. 

During the past year, a Citizens Advisory Committee representing 
the seventeen townships of Pierce County has been working to 
update the land use plan for the county. The plan, when complet
ed, will include policies and a map guiding and regulating land 
use. 

4. Prior to this survey, were you 
aware that the County was devel
oping a new land use plan? 

IF AWARE I ASK: 

5. From what you have heard or 
seen, do you favor or oppose 
the new plan? 

IF A POSITION IS STATED, ASK: 

1 

AWARE ................. 45% 
UNAWARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 5% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... O% 

FAVOR ................. 39% 
OPPQSE ................ 27% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED .... 35% 



6. On a scale of one-to
five, with "one" stand
ing for "not at all 
strong" and five being 
"very strong," how 
strongly do you feel 
that way? 

ONE .................... 2% 
TWO •••••••••••••••••••• 5% 
THREE ................. 27% 
FOUR .................. 35% 
FIVE .................. 31% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... O% 

7. Can you tell me one or two reasons for your opin
ion? 

DON'T KNOW, 14%; NOT NEEDED, 8%; NEEDED, 38%; 
DON'T WANT REGULATIONS, 34%; OTHER, 7%. 

The citizens committee has proposed two principal goals for land 
use planning. I would like to read each of them to you and have 
you tell me if your strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat 
disagree, or strongly disagree with that goal. If you have no 
opinion, just say so. 

First .... 

8. The majority of the better agri
cultural soils in Pierce County 
should be preserved for farming, 
while allowing for changes in the 
farming industry and the rural 
economy. 

Second .... 

9. The low-density, rural atmosphere 
of the townships should be pre
served while achieving steady 
urban growth in the cities. 

STRONGLY AGREE ........ 63% 
SOMEWHAT AGREE ........ 2 6% 
SOMEWHAT DISAGREE ...... 5% 
STRONGLY DISAGREE ...... 3% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 3% 

STRONGLY AGREE ........ 45% 
SOMEWHAT AGREE ........ 31% 
SOMEWHAT DISAGREE ..... 10% 
STRONGLY DISAGREE ...... 6% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 8% 

In order to achieve these goals, each township would be responsi
ble for designating on their map areas suitable for various · 
activities. These would include exclusive farming, mixed farming 
and housing, intensive housing, industry and businesses, and city 
expansion. I'd like to provide you with more detail on the 
proposed land use classifications and obtain your reaction to 
each one. 

The land use regulations currently in effect allow one house per 
acre of land. Under the proposed plan, there would be several 
different allowable housing densities, and each would be less 
dense than presently permitted. The decreased housing density is 
intended to protect agriculture, water quality, rural character, 
and the local economy. 

For instance, in areas with better soils for farming, the plan 
would allow two houses per 40 acres. For septic system and well 

2 



safety, the m1n1mum lot size would be two acres. Land not used 
for housing would stay as farm fields or other open space and not 
be developed. 

10. Do you think the allowable density TOO HIGH .............. 21% 
of up to two houses per 40 acres ABOUT RIGHT ........... 56% 
in the areas of better farming TOO LOW ............... 18% 
soils is too high, about right, or DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... S% 
too low? 

The draft plan proposes that General Rural Areas be mapped on 
land which is suitable, but not necessarily prime, for farming. 
In these locations, four houses per forty acres would be allowed. 
The minimum lot size for each house would be two acres. 

11. Do you think the allowable density TOO HIGH .............. 29% 
of four houses per 40 acres in the ABOUT RIGHT ........... 45% 
areas of non-prime, but suitable, TOO LOW ............... 19% 
farming soils is too high, about DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... ?% 
right, or too low? 

Three kinds of Rural Residential Areas would be .. mapped in areas 
not prime for farming. In these areas, either eight, twelve, or 
twenty houses per forty acres would be allowed. Again, the 
minimum lot size would be two acres. 

12. Do you think the allowable density TOO HIGH .............. 34% 
of 8 houses per 40 acres in non- ABOUT RIGHT ........... 47% 
prime farming soils is too high, TOO LOW ............... 15% 
about right, or too low? DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 3% 
low? 

13. Do you think the allowable density TOO HIGH .............. 53% 

14. 

of 12 houses per 40 acres in non- ABOUT RIGHT ........... 35% 
prime farming soils is too high, TOO LOW ................ 8% 
about right, or too low? DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 4% 

And, how about 20 houses per forty 
acres in-non-prime farming soils 
-- is that too high, about right, 
or too low? 

TOO HIGH .............. 68% 
ABOUT RIGHT ........... 22% 
TOO LOW ................ 5% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... S% 

The customary way of regulating housing density is by setting a 
minimum lot size, such as one, five, or twenty acres, for exam
ple. The plan proposes that the number of allowable new houses 
be regulated according to the number of houses per 40 acres, such 
as two, four, eight, twelve, or twenty houses per 40 acres. In 
all cases, the minimum lot size would be two acres. Land not 
used for housing would remain in farming or other open space 
uses. This is intended to give greater design flexibility and 
take less land out of farming. 
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15. Do you favor or oppose this change FAVOR ................. 60% 

17. 

in the way the number of allowable OPPOSE ................ 26% 
new houses is regulated?. DON'T KNOW/REFUSED .... 14% 
IF A POSITION. IS.STA!ED,~~~~ ,, 

c.:s~ .po~~::,-./~ _.;" 
16. On a scale of one-to-five, ~ONE .................... 2% 

with "one" standing for "not TW0 .................... 4% 
at all strong" and five being THREE ................. 27% 
"very strong," how strongly FOUR .................. 32% 
do you feel that way? FIVE .................. 34% 

Do you think the proposed minimum 
lot size of two acres is too 
large, about right, or too small? 

DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 2% 

TOO LARGE .............. 8% 
ABOUT RIGHT ........... 63%(a/~ 
TOO SMALL ............. 24% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... S% 

Urban Expansion Areas would be mapped around each city extending 
between one-quarter to one and one-half miles beyond the current 
city borders. In those areas, the City and Township would be 
encouraged to work together to ensure that severe obstacles to 
the extension of sewer and water lines are not created. 

GuL.:S-tr~~ 18~ If~ Ahkd ~~ 
18. Do you favor or oppose this ap- FAVOR ................. 74% 

proach to regulating land around OPPOSE ................ 18% 
each city? _ ~ __ 1 . ~"""" ~/~·~ KNOW/REFUSED ..... 9% 
c~ ~ ~ ~ '\.:ti..b~ ks; 

IF A POSITION IS STATED, ASK: 

19. On a scale of one-to-five, ONE .................... 1% 
with "one" standing for "not TWO .................... 4% 
at all strong" and five being THREE ................. 27% 
"very strong," how strongly FOUR .................. 28% 
do you feel that way? FIVE .................. 38% 

DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 2% 

The draft land use plan also proposes that multiple-family hous
ing, such as apartments or townhouses, be allowed outside the 
cities as long as there is at least one acre of land for each 
housing unit. 

20. Do you agree or disagree with this AGREE ................. 35% 
proposal? DISAGREE .............. 60% 

DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... S% 

IF ~~I~~~T~~~K~o~ dt~e~s.-') 
21. On a scale of one-to-five, ONE .................... 4% 

with "one" standing for "not TWO .................... S% 
at all strong" and five being THREE ................. 19% 
"very strong," how strongly FOUR .................. 19% 
do you feel that way? FIVE .................. S3% 
(-£~~ 6ffc~'-z4C.n) DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 1% 
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22. 

23. 

Would you agree or disagree with 
that proposal if only one-half 
acre of land were regliired· for 
each housing unit? 

Do you think that multiple-family 
housing should be allowed on land 
that is prime for farming? 

AGREE ................. 17% 
DISAGREE .............. 79% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 5% 

YES .................... 9% 
NO .................... 8 8% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 3% 

IF~ POSITION IS STATED, ASK __ :..p . r> J' '"'"'"' _ 1 /_ ' 

(/);?/ '/d ~ ~/~o/2_ .a_~/;>-x:)~ ~ Tr-~.c::J-4 :s:.--~~~:s...-,.) 
24. On a scale of one-to-five, ONE .................... 2% 

with "one" standing for "not TW0 .................... 2% 
at all strong" and five being THREE .................. ?% 
"very strong," how strongly FOUR .................. 16% 
do you feel that way? FIVE .................. 73% 

DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... l% 

On another subject .... 

25. Do you feel that the land use plan 
should give additional protection 
to blufflands along the rivers and 
streams in Pierce County? 

IF "YES, II ASK: 

YES ................... 7 3% 
NO .................... 18% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 8% 

26. Could you name any streams where you think such 
bluffland protection is important? 

~( ~ o+ re..-:.t /e) 
DON'T KNOW, 23%; RUSH RIVER, 21%; 
ST. CROIX RIVER, 10%; MISSISSIPPI RIVER, 11%; 
TRIMBELLE RIVER, 8%; ISABELLE CREEK, 2%; 
KINNINNICK RIVER, 18%; ALL, 5%; PLUM CREEK, 2%; 
OTHER, 2%. 

Moving to a different topic for a moment .... 

As you may know, the typical rural pattern is one in which houses 
are scattered and separated. MOst of the land use districts 
proposed by the county plan would maintain this pattern. Howev
er, an additional, optional pattern would allow several houses to 
be clustered more closely together in exchange for keeping large 
areas open around them for farming or natural enjoyment. Septic 
tank and well requirements would be carefully enforced. 

27. Do you think a cluster housing 
option should be included in the 
county plan? 

IF A POSITION IS STATED, ASK: 

5 

YES ................... 55% 
NO .................... 3 3% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED .... 11% 



~{g-$...../ 

t:'A~·-:z..a:::;h~ o~rt0:£ a_s:..- h:x>~ +;-=77t-~ . . 
28. On a scale of one-to-five, ONE .................... 3% 

with "one" standing for "not TW0 .................... 4% 
at all strong" and f·ive being THREE ................. 26% 
"very strong," how strongly FOUR .................. 25% 
do you feel that way? FIVE .................. 40% 
~ ~ rn-P.a;ve~ ~ DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ... ~ .1% 

c.:::t::n~t-tU Or? ~/2.$-/de-s.. 
The land use plan aiso proposes to ad some regulations on the 
development of steep slopes. The purpose would be to reduce soil 
erosion, protect public safety, and protect the natural beauty of 
these areas. The regulations would include limits on lot size, 
grading, retaining walls, and tree clearing. 

29. Would you favor or oppose regula
tions on the development of steep 
slopes? 

FAVOR ................. 65% 
OPPOSE ................ 22% 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED .... 13% 

IF A POSITION IS STATED, ASK: /) \. 
c~ ~ ~~ ~ -t-d//=,--~ks../ 

30. On a scale of one-to-five, ONE .................... 1% 
with "one" standing for "not TWO .................... S% 
at all strong" and five being THREE ................. 12% 
"very strong," how strongly FOUR .................. 24% 
do you feel that way? FIVE .................. 59% 

DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... O% 

31. Should any such regulations apply ONLY WOODED STEEP ...... S% 
only to wooded steep slopes or all ALL STEEP SLOPES ...... 75% 
steep slopes in Pierce County? DON'T KNOW/REFUSED .... 20% 

. c~ .s4re-;s:-~ /d k ~tt_d , 
F~nally.... -t'o H?:Z.u_k-zf::,n"S/ /~' R~t!L- ~..J 

Some people feel that property owners should be able to use their 
land for almost any activity since it is privately held. Others 
feel that the community should be able to regulate the use of 
land and restrict some individual property rights -- such as how 
many new houses may be built on a field -- in order to achieve 
community goals that are agreed upon in a planning process. 

I'd like to ask you three questions about this issue. 

32. Should the county land use plan be YES ................... 54% 
allowed to restrict development on N0 .................... 39% 
privately-owned land, such as spe- DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... ?% 
cifying the type and density of 
new construction? 

IF A POSITION IS STATED, ASK: 
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34. 

35. 

Now, 

33. On a scale of one-to-five, ONE .................... 3% 
with "one 11 standi·ng f0r "not TWO .................... 9% 
at all strong" and five being THREE ................. 14% 
"very strong," how strongly FOUR .................. 22% 
do you feel. t~a "[ay.} --hue FIVE .................. 53% 

(b,'r(Cfgs_ ~ l-?-c-D '-.... DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ..... 0% 
_2,..f,-or:>~~_/ ~r~- ~sJ / 

If YOU ~ffd decide, which types of regulations, if any, 
would you place on the future uses of better agricultural 
land in your township? 

DON'T KNOW, 35%; NONE, 18%; NO HOUSING/STAY FARMITNG, 23%; 
HOUSING DENSITY REGULATED, 12%; NO PESTICIDES, 4%; 
HIGHER MINIMUM ACREAGE, 3%; NO DUMPING, 2%; OTHER, 4%. 
And, what types of regulations would you place, if any, on 
the future use of more marginal farm lands in your township? 

</91n-=s-6r.a-if.H~J 
DON'T KNOW, 44~; NONE, 25%; NO BUILDING, 7%; 
HOUSING DENSITY REGULATED, 19%; HIGHER MINIMUM ACREAGE, 2%; 
OTHER, 4%. ('..(e.s.s-- Y'3.__, ~ ~:+}e.., ~J~on~ ~/d 

~--~- /~ fkr';J 
just a few more questions for tlemographic purposes .... 

36. What is your age, please? 18-24 .................. 6% 
25-34 ................. 18% 
35-44 ................. 32% 
45-54 ................. 22% 
55-64 ................. 14% 
65 AND OVER ............ 9% 
REFUSED ................ 0% 

37. What is your occupation and, if applicable, the occupation 
of your spouse or partner? 

PROFESSIONAL-TECHNICAL, 14%; OWNER-MANAGER, 15%; 
FARMER, 17%; CLERICAL-SALES, 8%; BLUE COLLAR, 31%; 
RETIREES, 10%; SCATTERED, 4%. 

38. Do you five in a single-family 
house? 

IF "YES, II ASK: 

39. On how large of a lot is your 
present residence located? 

40. Do you currently own any land in 
Pierce County besides your resi
dence? 

7 

YES ................... 9 3% 
NO ..................... 7% 
REFUSED ................ 0% 

DON'T KNOW ............. S% 
UNDER 1 ACRE ........... 9% 
1-5 ACRES ............. 42% 
5.1-25 ACRES .......... 12% 
25-100 ACRES .......... 18% 
OVER 100 ACRES ........ 14% 

YES ................... 18% 
NO .................... 82% 
REFUSED ................ 0% 



41. Gender (BY OBSERVATION) :M:ALE .................. 49% 
FE:M:ALE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51% 

42. Township (FROM LIST): ZONE 1 ................ 2 6% 
ZONE 2 ................ 24% 
ZONE 3 ................ 22% 
ZONE 4 ................ 27% 
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Cooperative Extension • University of Wisconsin-Extension 
Pierce County Office Building • 412 W. Kinne Street. Box 69 • Ellsworth. WI 54011-0069 • (7151 273-3531 ext. 243 • FAX (715) 273-6671 

Pierce County Extension Office 

December 13, 1994 

To: Pierce County Citizens Advisory Committee 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen, 

At the request of the Pierce county Agriculture and Extension 
Education Committee the draft Pierce County Land Use Management 
Plan was reviewed with the following comments offered: · 

1. Groundwater Quality 

In 1989 the first phase of a comprehensive county groundwater 
study was completed. This research project was the first county
wide review of the groundwater resource resulting in the 
generation of resource maps and drinking water quality analysis 
based on 537 wells. A letter to the Citizens Advisory Committee 
dated March 23, 1994 details the study and a description of the 
following resource maps prepared in the study: 

Depth to Bedrock Map 
Water-Table Elevation Map 
Soils of Pierce County and Their Ability to Attenuate 
contaminants Map 
Karst Map of Pierce County 

In.addition to the resource maps, water quality analysis on the 
537 wells was conducted for nitrates, chloride, pH, hardness, 
electrical conductivity, and iron. 

The draft Land Use Management Plan only briefly addresses the 
groundwater resource in the Natural Resources section and focuses 
on septic system design and maintenance. Background information ~ ·~' 
includes only one resource map. lj..,.c,A'.c..--r~~ Rd7~,e/Y>::.S/;..;.,e6:, ~s--~ '. 

It is recommended ~hat the plan include a description of the 
Groundwater study including the resource and water quality maps 
prepared for use in land use decisions. Of particular importance 
would be the Karst Map which identifies the locations of major 
sinkhole features which are environmentally sensitive areas. 
Erosion, drainage and runoff from land use activities may enter 
sinkholes and directly impact groundwater quality. Development 
proposals should be reviewed based on an analysis of groundwater 
quality impacts through consideration of drainage patterns, use 
of buffer zones, etc. 

2. Wellhead Protection 

Communities are developing wellhead protection programs to reduce 
potentiai contamination of municipal wells. Wellhead protection 
efforts attempt to minimize land use activities which may result 

University of Wiscmsm. United States Deparrment of Agriculture and WISCOOSin Counties Cooperaung. 
An EEOI Affirmative Ac6on employer, University of WJSCOOSin.Exl8ns prr:Nides equal opportunities in employment and progTamming. including Tide IX and ADA requirements. 

· Persons with cftSabilities wflo require altemauve means for cmununicauon of prOfP"I information (braille large print aucfotape, etc.) shculd contact the Offtee for reasonable 
· · · acrommodations as early as possible. 
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in contamination entering the groundwater resource in the 
recharge area for a community well. Since these recharge areas 
may extend beyond the municipal boundary, it is important to 
identify the land area associated with the recharge areas for 
municipal wells. The plan should include a description of 
policies relating to protection of municipal well recharge areas 
for use in future land use decisions.(..t<.,e//k~ -f-1-0.(ee__,<//on. k..-

;ne/a.de,d 1 %> p~s:) 
3. Surface Water Plan 

Under the Natural Resources section of the plan (pg. 24) there ~s 
mention of the preparation of a comprehensive surface water plan. 
Residential developments have been constructed in the past 
without sufficient regard for surface water drainage resulting jn ,// 
flooded basements. C4-r--~~ f>.kzr.:. /-~~~ ~ Lvo.,.-.A W/~ 

~~~~~~J 
The plan should identify the agencies and county departments 
charged with the responsibility of preparing surface and 
groundwater management plans and policies. 

4. Municipal Fringe Areas 

The plan identifies issues related to urban expansion (pg. 19) 
and the need for planning coordination (pg. 25) with cities. It 
is recommended that policies also include villages which will 
face similar urban/rural fringe issues concerning annexation, · · 
sewer and water facility extensions, zoning, highway 
jurisdiction, tax base, etc. Most growth pressures will manifest 
themselves in these fringe areas. 

Smaller municipalities likely do not have land use plans 
developed or growth management policies in place. With policies 
directed at preserving agricultural lands, environmentally · 
sensitive areas and maintaining rural character, growth pressures 
will increase on these fringe areas. Extra-territorial zoning 
has been a controversial technique in managing growth on the 
urban/rural fringe. Other options for growth management policies 
including joint planning and legislative initiatives should be 
explored to provide for planned municipal expansion through 
intergovernmental cooperation in land use decisions. 

5. Town/County Dual Zoning 

Several towns have adopted and administer town zoning ordinances 
in addition to county zoning. The existence of these ordinances 
should be identified in the plan along with a brief description 
of the regulatory requirements. When completed the plan will be 
used by landowners, developers, agencies and businesses in 
planning. Without an adequate description of the existing 
regulatory devices in place under both the town and county 
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jurisdictions, procedures and permits may be inadvertently missed 
which has occurred in the past. 

6. Clustered Housing - Open Spaces 

The plan identifies house clustering as a policy resulting in the 
creation of some land undivided for common use (pg. 11). While 
the concept has merits to provide open space, there are concerns 
which should be addressed. 

A similar policy for subdivision development existed in the past 
through a requirement to provide a percentage of the land area of 
a subdivision for public open space. Many times the policy 
resulted in the creation of small parcels of rough or 
inaccessible land for which·no one claimed responsibility raising 
questions of taxation and liability. Requests were made of town 
boards to create parks and cover the cost of maintenance 
activities. As an alternative the park development fund was 
created to allow developers to pay a fee in lieu of park land 
dedication to support major park areas. 

7. Home and Farm-Based Occupations 

The plan states that home occupations will be allowed as a 
permitted use in the Exclusive Agriculture areas (pg. 21). If 
the intent of the county is to seek state certification of the 
zoning ordinance to enable farmers to qualify for tax credits 
under the Farmland Preservation program zoning provisions, the 
issue of home occupations should be reviewed. The Wisconsin 
DATCP should be consulted to determine if this provision is£ ' 
acceptable for certification. c~~ :se£ ,:.p ~/ou.Ja...-6/6~) 

8. Criteria for Land Use Districts 

The development of the land use plan will involve designation of 
all unincorporated lands in Pierce County within one of the 
proposed land use districts. Presumably the planning process 
will be followed by a revision of the county zoning ordinance 
districts which.will be done cooperatively with 17 townships. 

Consideration should be given to develop criteria to be used to 
determine which lands will be included in a particular district. 
For example, the plan states that land to be included in the 
Exclusive Agriculture district be identified in the County 
Farmland Preservation Plan as "Farmland to be Preserved" or 
"Special or Unique Areas to be Preserved"(pg.6). Should this 
designation be based on soil types reflecting productivity, or on 
farm units, or by 40 acre parcels? Since virtually every farm 
includes productive land and non-productive land what basis will 
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be used to determine in which district a farm should be 
designated?~,"/(;#~ ZV?-t'-h:v~f '). 

In the Exclusive Agriculture district the plan states the m1n1mum 
lot size will be 2 acres. If state certification is desired for 
tax credit eligibility under the Farmland Preservation zoning 
provisions, the minimum lot size is 35 acres. 

Also, what criteria will be used to distinguish lands to be 
designated as Primary Agriculture areas and General Rural areas 
(pg 6-7)? 

For economic development purposes the plan is to designate 
locations suitable for commercial or industrial development (pg. 
25). What criteria is to be used to determine these locations 
(i.e. soil types, access to railroads, major highways, expansion 
of existing industrial and commercial zones, etc.) 

9. Administrative Policies and Training 

Consideration should be given to include information in the plan 
relative to administrative policies. Elements could include how 
the plan will be used in land use decisions (re-zones, variances, 
special exceptions); policies for town input in decisions; 
permitting procedcires in towns where both town and county zoning 
exist; procedures for plan amendments; and the proposed timeline 
for plan update and revision. · 

The plan should also identify the need·for training opportunities 
for local officials and staff involved in the administration of 
the plan and zoning ordinance. Changes in staffing and in 
elected and appointed positions necessitates periodic educational 
training sessions to keep officials abreast of new legislation, 
land use decisions and procedures. 

Thanks for the-opportunity to comment on the draft plan. 

Sincerely, 

Ed Hass 
Resource Agent 
Pierce County 

EH/bf 

cc: Agriculture and Extension Education Committee 
Land Management Committee 



Recent Trends in the 
Pierce County Agricultural Sector: 

Greg Andrews, Pierce County Extension Agriculture Agent 

Presented as a discussion paper for the Pierce County Citizens 
Advisory Committee, December 14, 1994. 

INTRODUCTION 

Agriculture, broadly defined, is by any measure the most 
significant land use in Pierce County. Describing trends in 
agriculture evokes debate. Defining "what is and what is not 
agriculture is usually the root of the debate. For purposes of 
discussion, I will refer to agriculture with broad parameters. 
Likewise, the definition of a farm has no uniformity and.will be 
treated in broad terms. 

Quotes such as "there are fewer farmers" or "Agricultural activity 
has decreased in the county" reinforce perceived reality among 
citizens, but has it? What are some of the changes taking place? 
Can we predict changes yet to arr,ive? These are some of the 
challenges which this discussion paper attempts to reflect on. 

Changes in Pierce County Agriculture 

Imag.ine someon_e traveling through a rural area in Pierce County 
sometime in 1987 and again in 1994. It is likely that they would 
not have observed any profound changes in what the farms looked 
like. Perhaps they would have seen more idled conservation Reserve 
lands but. for the most part it looked much the same. The more 
subtle forces of change do show up when one takes a closer look at 
statistical data. The economic importance to Pierce County as 
measured by agricultural receipts has in fact climbed. Depending 
on what source is used to support this conclusion, agricultural 
receipts have climbed to nearly $74,000;000 as compared to 
somewhere between $67-73 million reported in 1987. 
The basis for these observations is drawn from the 1987 and 1992 
Census of Agriculture Data and the Wisconsin Agricultural 
Statistics. 

I have prepared a side by side comparison of the data reported by 
the Census of Agriculture Data, 1987 and 1992 for your use. The 
comparison evaluates the raw data and the percentage change for 
Pierce County and for the entire State of Wisconsin. You may find 
and reach different conclusions than I have by reviewing the data 
provided. 

The number of farms in Pierce County has changed little over the 
five year period but the trend is similar to that observed 
nationally but far less than the State of Wisconsin. We 
experienced a 2 • 0 percent reduction in the number of farms in 
Pierce County. The average size farm has climbed modestly (3.7 
percent). Based on the data, the loss in farms is occuring among 



the medium-sized farm operations and the land is being consolidated 
among the larger farm operation. Land aquisition is also being 
aquired by the very small farms. The number of farms 1,000 acres 
or more has climbed by nearly 29 percent. Granted, only 27 farms 
exceeding 1,000 acres exist. They do however yield a significant 
economic impact in jobs and purchases in the county. 

Consolidation to larger farms is reaffirmed by the number of farms 
with sales exceeding $250, 000 and $500, ooo respectively. The group 
of farms exceeding $250,000 has climbed by 45 percent. The dairy 
sector is by far the largest agricultural enterprise. Here too, 
consolidation is occuring at a modest pace. Dairy farm numbers 
have declined by about 9 percent. The capacity of dairying is 
relatively unchanged with only 1000 fewer cows since 1987. The 
following enterprises are in decline: hog production and sheep 
production. The number of cattle feeding operations respond 
quickly to market forces but have been relatively stable. The 
number of beef cow operations is unchanged but here too are 
increasing in capacity. 

The obvious crop commodity generating substantial increases is 
soybeans. · The number of soybean farmers and the associated acres 
planted showed a significant ·increase (56%). It is important to 
recognize that the number of acres planted to row crops compared 
with the number of acres planted to alfalfa and hay. Row crop 
acres is increasing and hay acres decreasing. From a conservation 
standpoint, soil and water resources are at a greater risk with 
increased row crop production. Animal agriculture especially dairy 
increases the number of acres planted to legumes and grasses. The 
number of Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) acres going back into 
row crop production is predicted to be high.(pending USDA 
decisions) 

Anticipated Technology Forces in Agriculture 

Agriculture and society has gone through various phases. The 
chemical revolution followed the industrial revolution etc. The 

,"-. biotechnological revolution is close at hand. In · terms of 
~A~H/ agriculture, this technology is already in use. The way foods are 

produced is likely to be profoundly different in the not too 
distant future. The application of agricultural production will 
not be limited to just food and fiber. The question of 
appropriatness of these technologies will be extensively debated. 
In the end however, I believe some will be utilized. The adoption 
of biotechnology will change agriculture and farming. We all can 
relate to conflicts between a new rural homeowner residing next to 
the farmer who spreads liquid manure. This may seem tame if they 
found themselves living next to a bioengineered potato field 
resistant to the Colorado Potato Beetle. I cannot predict the 
biotechnology applications of the near future but the way food and 
fiber is produced will be substantially different from the past. 



Diversified Enterprises in Urban Growth Areas 

There is and will be ongoing challenges to defining agricultural 
use zones. Permitted uses in agricultural zones has historically 
referenced traditional enterprises such as: dairying, beef 
feedlots, beef cowjcalf, hogs, etc. Several agricultural 
enterprises exist presently that do not neatly fit into permitted 
uses in agricultural zones. Some examples of these might include: 
wild game farms, intensive greenhouse production, mushroom 
cultivation, ginseng growers, hunting dog breeding facilities, and 
intensive vegetable crop production. The opportunities for new and 
existing landowners to develop these markets is becoming a reality. 
Given the close proximity to a large urban area, these interests 
will build. Like other metro fringe areas, the horticulture sector 
is usually one of the first to expand. 
~r--ey ~ =-f' frl~ ~/??~ /S--~~ 

Da1.ry Expans1.on 

In the past year, a significant number of dairy ·farm managers have 
been considering expanding. A number of these expansions will be 
underway in 1995. The first planning phase for these expansions 
deals with animal waste. It is a planning phase that has been 
reported to be the most complex due in part to local, state and 
federal limited regulations. Locally, the Pierce County Animal 
Waste Ordinance is triggered when managers choose to build manure 
storage structures. Short term structures that store manure for 
less than 30 days are not impacted by the ordinance provisions. 
Any major alteration or expansion of existing manure storage 
structures does trigger the animal waste ordinance permitting. In 
my opinion, existing dairy farmers who plan moderate expansions (60 
to_120 cows) will be impacted the most from the existing ordinance. 
Larger scale dairy expansions can spread the high investment cost 
over more animal units. Cost estimates for engineered animal waste 
torage structures can ranqe from/$35,000 to $100,000. 
~~d ~r-r':3&~ .pr-e.b7e=s_.- ~on) 



CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE DATA, 1987 AND 1992 

I lll:':i.i.ii::l::':ili'l:l~:~:;;l::::~i~~~:::~~::::::i:::~::~:::.l:i:::~:i~f:§§,i:~&l~~:·li.i~1).i!)j'~:i!i;.:~·~~::[lll::~::::!i:i::·:.:::::ll::;.;;~::::~f State of Wisconsin I 
1987 1992 % chg 1987 1992 % chg 

Farms 1,240 1,214 - 2.0 75,131 67,959 -9.5 

Land in farms/acres 269,644 272,876 
' 

1.2 16,606,567 15,463,551 -6.9 

Average size of farm/acres 217 225 3.7 221 228 3.2 

Total cropland - farms 1,170 1,143 - 2.3 71,320 64,229 -9.9 
-acres 196,897 197,622 .4 11,618,876 10,948,614 -5.8 

HaiVested cropland - farms 1,ll8 1,066 - 4.7 69,141 61,125 - 11.6 
-acres 153,250 156,852 2.4 9,335,007 8,843,649 - 5.3 

Value of land and buildings 1) 
Average per farm /dollars 171,097 198,781 16.2 182,950 210,179 14.9 
Average per acre /dollars 760 864 13.7 826 925 12.0 

Estimated market value of all 1) 

1 

machinery and equipment 
Average per farm/dollars 49,127 55,526 13.0 54,037 66,001 22.1 

Farms by size: 
1 to 49 acres 216 238 10.2 12,790 12,260 - 4.1 

I 

50-179 acres 465 424 - 8,8 27,498 24,121 - 12.3 
I 

180-499 acres 461 450 - 2.4 28,828 25,570 - 11.3 

500 to 999 acres 77 75 - 2.6 4,923 4,790 - 2.7 

1,000 acres or more 21 27 28.6 1,092 1,218 t1.5 

Farms by value of sales: 
Less than $2,500 158 213 34.8 9,838 9,932 1.0 

$2500 to $4999 100 99 - 1.0 6,039 5,355 -11.3 

$5000 to $9999 152 120 -21.1 7,505 6,576 - 12.4 

$10,000 to $24,999 228 189 - 17.1 10,678 8,995 - 15.8 

$25,000 to $49,999 138 133 - 3.6 10,491 7,872 -25.0 

$50,000 to $99,999 239 187 -21.8 15,223 11,916 -21.7 

$100,000 to $249,999 225 273 21.3 12,818 13,809 7.7 

$250,000 to $499,999 t9,i;L ffa. t(5.5" 1,932 ~.662 37.8 
--·· ---- ------~ 



I l1:1il:::::1:1'1·:::::~::::1:1:111:11111:1'1!1!111~1:1::::::::J::::i,::::::i,::IJ.!t~~::,~wa!~'f~:::::1·':',~:1::,:::.::::::::;·:;:::':::::::;:::::·:,:':':,::!i·:,::::::::i.:l State of Wisconsin 

1987 1992 % chg 1987 1992 % chg 

$500,000 or more (, 7# ;0,'7 607 842 38.7 

Market value of agricultural 
products sold/$1 000. 67,553 72,893 7.9 4,909,869 5,259,670 7.1 

Average per farm/dollars 54,478 59,986 10.1 65,351 77,395 . 18.4 

Crops, including nursery and 
greenhouse crops/$1000. 12,503 13,341 6.7 936,624 1,126,566 20.3 

Livestock, poultry, and their 
products/$1000. 55,049 59,482 8.1 3,973,245 4,133,103 4.0 

Average net cash return from (sample only) 
agricultural sales per farm (15,801) (10,948) (- 30.7) 16,685 18,112 8.8 

Operators by principal occupation: 
Farming 809 751 - 7.2 53,342 46,180 - 13.4 

Others 431 463 7.4 21,789 21,779 (Z) 

Operators by days worked off farm: 
Any 556 551 - .1 30,014 28,081 - 6.4 

200 days or more 392 384 - 2.0 18,776 18,307 -2.5 

Livestock and poultry 

Cattle/calves inventory- farms 905 854 - 5.6 53,315 46,052 - 13.6 
numbers 67,236 65,246 - 3.0 4,138,221 3,866,998 -6.6 

Beef cows farms 273 277 1.5 10,355 10,394 .4 
numbers 4,955 6,370 28.6 180,276 195,810 8.6 

Milk COWS farms 519 470 - 9.5 37,325 30,156 - 19.2 
numbers 22,784 21,730 4.6 1,743,427 1,521,969 - 12.7 

cows/farm 43.9 46.2 46.7 50.5 3.8 

Cattle and calves sold farms 908 846 - 5.2 52,816 45,227 - 14.4 
numbers 30,125 27,569 - 8.5 1,982,183 1,808,889 - 8.7 

Hogs and pigs inventroy farms 213 135 - 36.6 8,737 6,760 -22.6 
numbers 26,880 18,392 - 31.6 1,312,818 I, 173,782 - 10.6 

Hogs and pigs sold farms 215 142 - 34.0 8,899 6776 -23.9 

I numbers 40,358 28,376 -29.7 2,515,246 2,244,673 - 10.8 



r1 
I :=:··:.:~·:··~·::=;:.'·::.:::::·:::,=:~~::::=,::~,=::·,::=:=:::,:::·:::::.'.~1~~~~::=:¢,§Y.~~Y:':·::,::·.:=.::··=:=.:··:.:·=:~:::=::·:=:::,:::.',i::,:·:::::::l State of Wisconsin II 

I 

1987 1992 % chg 1987 1992 % chg 

i 
Sheep/lambs inventory farms 59 45 -23.7 2,684 2,444 - 8.9 

numbers 3,241 3,078 - 5.0 94,429 84,956 - 10.0 

Chickens 3mo, old/older farms 79 33 - 58.2 4,658 2,860 - 38.6 
numbers 4,038 1,171 -71.0 5,156,407 3,734,208 -27.6 

Broilers and meat types farms 16 13 - 18.7 674 504 -25.2 
Chickens sold numbers 1,294 1,430 10.5 10,761,742 13,686,548 27.2 

Selected crops harvested: 
Corn for grain or seed farins 927 795 - 14.2 48,665 36,674 -24.6 

acres 53,875 63,357 17.6 2,787,734 2,830,496 1.5 
bushels 6,282,206 6,302,967 .3 311,689,830 283,709,848 - 9.0 

Com for silage/ green chop farms 411 454 10.5 29,080 . 28,701 - 1.3 
acres 7,334 11,866 61.8 666,719 937,346 40.6 
tons 108,593 153,241 41.1 8,531,126 1,018,877 19.4 

Oats for grain farms 591 490 - 17.1 31,065 22,195 -28.6 
acres 15,198 12,685 - 16.5 679,302 488,332 -21.1 

bushels 790,631 685,506 - 13.3 37,458,060 27,900,172 -25.5 

Soybeans for beans farms 145 181 24.8 5,628 8,957 59.2 
acres 6,769 10,609 56.7 297,226 575,087 93.5 

bushels 255,175 268,597 5.3 11,491,031 17,659,688 53.7 

Irish potatoes farms 3 2 - 33.3 470 447 - 4.9 
acres -- -- -- 72,149 78,231 8.4 

bushels -- -- -- 22,003,470 26,639,799 21.1 

Hay-alfalfa, other,wild silage farms 1010 922 - 8.7 60,404 51,238 - 15.2 
acres 69,900 65,666 - 6.1 4,784,417 3,911,258 - 18.3 

tons.dry 214,602 180,806 - 15.7 12,407,639 8,621,168 - 30.5 

Vegetables harvested farms 10 13 30.0 4177 4269 2.2 
acres 3,673 28 -99.2 328,902 347,581 5.7 

1)Data are based on sample of farms 

(Z) less than half the unit shown 

B:\CENSUS,AG\JOANN #2 



PIERCE COUNTY FORESTRY FACTS 

Pierce County has 102,000 acres of forest land (28% of land. 
area). 

Forest land in Pierce County increased from 90,000 acres in 1959 
to 100,000 acres in 1983. 

Approximately 2000 acres of land enrolled under the conservation 
reserve program has been planted with trees in Pierce County 
since 1985. 

Pierce County has 26,000 acres (26% of the forest land) under 
management in the Managed Forest Law, Woodland Tax Law, and 
Forest Crop Law. 

Pierce County's forests 
Maple-Birch 
Oak-Hickory 
Aspen 
Elm-Ash-Soft Maple 
Pine 

include the following types: 
57% 
25% 

8% 
6% 
4% 

The forest industry provides 85 jobs, $1,500,000 in job revenue 
in Pierce County (Dept. of Revenue stats @1987). 

tlnri/~ -FJ ,'do~- f~- -Gt!.b ~-<-;~:~:s_-/ed) 
Th;-forest resource could be identified as a policy item under Goal 4:· 
Natural Resources 

Forest Land. Pierce County (with assistance from the Department of 
Natural Resources, Natural Resources Conservation Service, and the 
Farm Service Agency) will promote sound forest stewardship and best 
management practices of forest resources. 



COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLANNING PROCESS -ISSUES/CONCERNS INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMtN 1 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS Specific land use impacts of commercial and industrial properties should be highlighted,and 
guidelines for measuring those impacts should be considered for inclusion in the land use 
plan. These may include noise, traffic, dust, utility demands, parking, vibration, glare, 
smoke, and so on. Regulation of these items with measurable standards are often included 
in industrial park development covenants. 

HOME OCCUPATIONS 

MIXED BUSINESS USES 

INDUSTRIAL AREAS 

Use of these performance standards gives regulators a more flexible tool than a zoning 
classification based on lists of industries that are considered "business" or "industrial." This 
list-based approach ignores size differences of companies in the same industry and does not 
easily accommodate new industry definitions or companies doing more than one activity at 
one location. 

Performance standards help clarify what is objectionable about commercial or industrial uses 
and provide guidance for staff. The draft plan does provide flexibility in the "General Rural" 
section (p. 7), stating that commercial or industrial development would be allowed in this 
area if certain criteria are met. The plan also indicates some performance-based criteria in 
the General Rural Commercial and Industrial Development section (pp. 19-20), mentioning 
roadways and appropriate wastewater concerns along with a preference for "small" 
operations which does not provide useful guidance. Performance standards could assist 
here; operations which are small may not need a spacious or isolated location but could still 
be acceptable operations if standards are met. 

For many families and individuals, starting and operating a business provides an important 
income source. Farm families in particular may depend on nonfarm income in order to 
continue farming. Starting new ventures in the home is a logical beginning since initial 
capital investment is minimized. The plan recognizes the importance of home-based 
businesses on page 21 (policy 17). Performance standards are also appropriate in this 
instance. The Committee should also consider broader standards than two full-time 
employees, 1,000 square feet of floor area devoted to the business, no outside storage, and 
no more than one business per land parcel as included in the draft plan (p. 21), or consider a 
permit process for proposed home-based operations that would not comply with those 
guidelines but would not generate adverse impacts, again based on performance standards. 

In many cases, service and retail businesses can be complementary to manufacturing 
(industrial) operations. Daycare centers serving workers employed at manufacturing 
companies can be an appropriate use in an industrial zone, as can business service firms, 
eating places, educational or training centers, etc. The land use plan and zoning code 
should recognize that complementary businesses should be accommodated even if their 
general business classification (manufacturing, wholesaling, transportation, communications, 
retail, service, etc.) may not specifically fit a zoning definition. The plan should highlight 
these mixed-use centers-' future potential to guide drafting of future zoning codes. 

For utility availability reasons, locations for manufacturing industries in municipal industrial 
parks should generally be preferred, as indicated on page 25 (policy 2). However, there are 
situations where township locations are preferred for rail access, highway access, market, 
and other reasons. There are currently very few available, suitable, and developable 
industrially-zoned sites in the County. Options for these kinds of operations should be 
identified in the zoning map and accommodated. Intergovernmental cooperation is a 
valuable goal as indicated (policies 3 & 4) but should also involve private utility providers 
cooperatively resolving service territory issues. 



PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZONING OFFICE (715) 273-3531 - EXT. 232 
PLANNING OFFICE (715) 273-3531- EXT. 333 
P.O.BOX647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 

There will be a Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting on 

Wednesday, May 24, 1995, at 7:30 P.M. in the El\1ERGENCY 
GOVERNMENT ROOM - LOWER LEVEL OF THE 
COURTHOUSE, Ellsworth, WI. 

AGENDA 

7:30 p.m. - Call to order 
- approve minutes of 1/11/95 
- set next meeting date 

Reviewjdiscuss·the townships Land Use Proposals 

- Public comment period 

- Old Business 

- New Business 

- Adjournment 

** CAC members - Please read your minutes before the meeting. 
This will allow more time to conduct your agenda business. Thank 
you. 

** Land Management Committee members and County Board members may 
attend for information gathering purposes. 

** citizen comment may be limited as this is a public meeting NOT 
a public hearing. 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



PIERCE COUNTY WISCONSIN . 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT & RECORDS 
ZONING OFFICE (715) 273-3531 - EXT. 232 
PLANNING OFFICE (715) 273-3531- EXT. 333 
P.O.BOX647 
ELLSWORTH, WI 54011 

CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

MAY 24, 1995 Date ~~ :).._/,· [qq_s-
1 7 ... 

Members present: Bill Schroeder, LeRoy P~erson, Doug Claflin, 
Jerry Larson, Edward Winger, Janette Sweasy, Everett Muhlhausen, 
Dennis Gagnier, Merlin Blaisdell, Roger Kopp, James Traynor, John 
Krings, Jack Luebker, Jeff Holst, Gale Gaard 

Others present: Bill Weber, Jack Leo, Louis Campbell, Warren 
Wilson, Ron Zelenka, James Jennings, Shirley Brown, Jack Brown, 
Bernard Armbruster, Marilyn Haymen, George Grajkowski, Pat 
Harrington, Ray Anderson, Ed Hass, Richard Wilhelm, Gladys Johnson, 
Donald R Johnson, Dennis Hewitt, George Most, Lloyd Yanisch, 
Corliss Hendrickson, James Krings, Mike Michaud. 

The meeting was called to order by chairperson Merlin Blaisdell. 

Merlin mentioned that many things have happened since our 
committee's last meeting on January 11, 1995. He apologized for 
late date of this meeting. Factors which affected meeting date 
were: some toWnships needed more time to complete their maps, and 
farmers spring fieldwork. 

Minutes of January 11, 1995 were reviewed by Committee members. 
Merlin stated that on page 12 of the minutes, paragraph 4 beginning 
with "Kelly Cain" should read as "15 to 2 in favor of motion". No 
other corrections were made. Dennis Gagnier moved to approve 
minutes as corrected. Approved by voice vote of Committee members. 

Next item discussed per agenda was setting time for CAC next 
meeting date. Date for our next meeting will be on June 21, 1995 
at 8:00 p.m. Meeting room will be designated by the Land 
Management Office and shown on meeting agenda. 

Each township representative presented maps and gave an explanation 
of mapping process and answered questions. 

Township presentations and questions as follows: 

A. Oak Grove Township: 

Dennis Gagnier explained that notices were sent to each resident 
and land owner explaining mapping. Meeting was held at Big River 
School. Anyone who owned less than 40 acres would be designated 

1 

Working today for a better tomorrow 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



CAC Meeting Minutes - 5/24/95 

Rural Residential, unless requested by owner. Met with 126 land 
owners that have over 40 or more acres. Floodplain areas marked on 
map. 80 percent Oak Grove Township designated as Rural Residential 
20. 

Questions: 
. 1. Louis Campbell asked if any spot zoning? 

2. Corliss Hendrickson asked if any land was designated as 
Exclusive Ag? Dennis replied 1 parcel was. 

3. Janette Sweasy wondered if any residents with 40 acres or more 
requested any special designations? Dennis stated only ones who 
had one already. 

Merlin reminded everyone present that all of this is on an advisory 
basis. 

B. Ellsworth Township: 

Everett Muhlhausen explained that notices were sent to each land 
owner. Got a reasonably good response. Most of Ellsworth Township 
designated agriculture, some with restricted ag. One section 
around the Village of Ellsworth designated as Urban Expansion. A 
couple of small clusters of homes in Rural Residential. A few 
commercial parcels mentioned. 

Questions: 
1. Dennis Gagnier asked if Rural Residential was designated as 
20, 12, or 8? Everett replied no. 

A public member (unidentified) asked if the Village of Ellsworth 
has Extraterritorial Zoning? Everett said that not at present, 
however the need will probably arise in the future. 

Everett also pointed out that there was no area with the General 
Rural designation. 

C. Trenton Township: 

Bill Schroeder commented that there was poor response at advertised 
meetings. At·meetings, residents present voted not to do maps. 
They are happy with things as is and do not want to change. A few 
residents requested specific designations. Bill stated that he 
would like to see township involved. 

A man from Trenton Township (unidentified) commented that Trenton 
Township does not want to be part of Comprehensive Use Plan. 

2 
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Questions: 

1. Dennis Gagnier asked what will happen if township(s) do not 
wish to participate? 

Merlin Blaisdell answered that when the County does new zoning, the 
townships can stay in or opt out. If' they do not stay in the CAC 
process (maps, etc.) someone else will do it for them -probably 
the Land Management Committee. 

D. Clifton Township: 

LeRoy Peterson introduced Warren Wilson, who prepared maps. Warren 
Wilson made the map presentation. The map represents pretty much 
the status quo. Kinnickinnic River was given bluffland 
designat;:ion. In this area also 3 "mini" designations or overlays 
to original: 

1. County Highway FF to river also designated RR-8 with 
Clustering available. 

2. Twenty (20) rod minimum width and 10 acre lot. 

3. Building located 150 feet from center of river. (Will 
change if course of river changes, however established buildings 
OK.) No dumping, excavating or building within 150 foot area. 

Warren commented that this represents a big compromise in Clifton 
Township. Some residents wanted bluff area designated as 
Conservancy. 

Conservancy designation in Kinnickinnic Park area. RR-8 for 
existing residential areas; followed lines of current residential 
and plotted subdivisions. 

Questions: 

1. Dennis Gagnier wondered if land owners were in favor of 
bluffland area? Warren explained that residents that came to 
meetings wanted to do something to help protect river. 

2. Jim Traynor asked if River Falls's extraterritorial zone would 
impact? Warren was not sure. 

3 • Dick Truax of the County Board wondered if any discussions had 
been held with city of Prescott regarding establishing 
extraterritorial zoning? LeRoy Peterson responded that to date, 
the City of Prescott not interested in ETZ. 

4. Corliss Hendrickson asked if land in ETZ can be placed under 
exclusive ag? Bill Weber.felt yes. 

3 
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5. Jeff Holst asked why a couple areas in the Conservancy District 
were not designated? Warren and LeRoy clarified by stating that 
these area properties with homes were within the park before the 
park was established and not designated because land owners have 
not been contacted yet. 

E. Union Township: 

John Krings stated that they are not planning to do maps. He 
presented comments and feelings of residents in the Union, Maiden 
Rock and Rock Elm at a joint meeting held in Plum City. Residents 
like things the · way they are. These Townships do not want to 
discourage growth in their area. Would like one (1) acre lots. 

F. Gilman: 

Jim Traynor discussed process in Gilman Township. They invited 
Merlin Blaisdell to a meeting to help describe Land Use Management 
Plan. Initial township sentiment was to designate primary 
agriculture, then added some general rural. General Rural area in 
a corridor along Highway 63. Jim also mentioned that the east 1/2 
of section 12 was already annexed to Spring Valley. Another 
corridor along Highway 183 is also General Rural. Jim stated they 
would prefer 2 acre lots, but one acre minimum may be coming. 

Questions: 

1. Jack Leo asked if any commercial or industrial properties? 
Jim explained that this was left as currently ~s. 

G. Diamond Bluff Township: 

Jeff Holst explained they had a series. of 3 meetings. First 2 were 
advertised in newspapers and had low attendance. He did some 
calling to larger property owners prior to third meeting and had 
better turn out. 

Residents commented that the Township made a mistake when it joined 
County Zoning. They do not want things changed. 

Jeff explained Industrial zones near Village of Diamond Bluff. 
Also commented on Commercial areas. One Conservancy area 
(currently is owned by Archeological Society - rest of areas 
designated as RR-20/Agriculture.) 

Questions: 

1. Warren Wilson asked if cemetery was included in Conservancy 
area? Jeff explained it was not. He also commented on expanded 
rural center. 
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H. Trimbelle Township: 

Gale Gaard commented on process in Trimbelle Township. Each 
resident was mailed a letter and given opportunity to designate 
property district. Had one information meeting and two meetings 
for residents to come and state designation choice. 

Also had George Petaja of LMC to Annual Town meeting for questions. 
Approximately 1/3 plus residents responded. Town Board decided to 
leave rest as they did not feel comfortable designating. Will 
leave for LMC or someone else to complete. 

Gale explained areas designated. 

Questions: 

1. someone asked if consideration had been given to an urban 
expansion area and possibility of Village of Ellsworth adopting 
extraterritorial zoning? 

Gale responded that town did not feel needed urban expansion area 
due to topography near Village of Ellsworth - hilly or rough which 
probably would expand last more easily. She also commented that 
ETZ was considered by Ellsworth several years ago and not adopted. 
Did not think Village of Ellsworth was considering at present or in 
near future. 

I. Spring Lake Township: 

Jerry Larson commented that 3 informational meetings were held. 
Jerry had six people - 1 from each section who he felt had an 
interest in the township - sit down with him and draw out a plan 
for Spring Lake. Last meeting open to public for comments and 
township board made final decision. Most of the township 
designated as Rural Residential. Urban expansion around edge of 
Spring Valley and Elmwood. (He mentioned a couple of large farms 
not interested in being in that.) Industrial area, rock quarries 
and commercial areas pointed out. 

Questions: 

1. Merlin asked if most of Spring Lake township is General Rural 
for clarification. He also made some comments regarding steep 
terrain. 

J. Rock Elm Township: 

Representative Doug Claflin explained that Rock Elm Township is 
going along with Union and Maiden Rock Townships. People in Rock 
Elm would like to see one (1) acre lots. Doug pointed out that 
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this township has seen a 15% decline in population and doesn't need 
regulations to discourage growth. 

Rock Elm Township would possibly like an opportunity to submit a 
map at a later time. People there want to see what end result is 
before deciding. 

K. Martell Township: 

Ed Winger presented map and explained process. Martell Township 
appointed 6 people - 1 to represent each of the 6 sections in the 
township. They contacted residents. 

Ed pointed the tile factory, rural housing areas, county park on 
Highway 63 and the rest of the map area is primary agriculture. 
Change in colors was due to running out of some colors. 

Questions: 

1. Questions regarding the map coloration were asked and ~d 
clarified. 

2. Corliss Hendrickson has a· question regarding if exclusive 
agriculture is according to state qualifications or something else? 
Merlin Blaisdell clarified that definition of restricted 
agriculture district. Corliss mentioned that there are some land 
owners that want the restricted agriculture district in Martell 
Township. Bill Weber asked if Corliss was wondering about 
participation in the state agriculture preservation program? 
Corliss read from a state department of agriculture release 
regarding a "right to farm" law regarding exclusive ag use 
district. 

Corliss wanted to know if primary agriculture would fall under this 
law or would need a different classification in order to preserve 
farmers' right to farm without being declared a nuisance. 

Merlin stated that there are some provisions for this, however 
changes may need to be made. 

Jeff Holst brought up that any farmland falls under right to farm 
area of plan. 

Bill Weber felt Corliss would be best protected under the 
restricted agriculture district or be in the state exclusive ag 
plan. 

George Grajkowski made a comment about concerns in Ellsworth 
Township and Pierce County regarding development in areas 
surrounding commercial and farming district. He felt right to farm· 
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clauses need to be "iron clad" so no problems can occur in the 
future. 

Merlin felt this is more of a function of the County Land 
Management Office. 

L. Isabelle Township: 

Janette sweasy said that their map was not available this evening 
because it was not completed. Janette described township 
everything in farm/prairie area is designated Rural Residential, 
but there are some concerns regarding Red Wing Airport. They are 
dealing with the eastern side of township and how to designate if 
some agricultural property is sold and developed. The Town Board 
has concerns regarding developments and township having to take 
over roads. 

Dennis Gagnier made some suggestions on how Oak Grove Township has 
handled subdivisions and roads - as this township has experienced 
several years ago. 

Janette made some clarifications and stated concerns relating to 
Rural Residential area, especially regarding sandy conditions and 
septic systems. 

M. Salem Township: 

Roger stated the Township had 2 meetings. First meeting no 
residents attended. At a second meeting, the Town Zoning Committee 
and'Town Board only showed up. They decided that the residents 
must be satisfied with things as is. They also want to know if one 
( 1) persons from the County is going to have the say over all 
townships? Salem.has had own zoning for 12 years. 

Merlin commented that this process was established to make sue all 
townships are involved, and this should not be the case. 

Roger Kopp and other committee members made some additional 
comments regarding road right of way and easements. 

N. El Paso Township: 

Merlin Blaisdell explained that their map is divided into primary 
agriculture and general rural with exception of rural center in El 
Paso. They held meetings at town hall to explain process. Best 
attendance at third meeting. Terrain of township had a large 
influence on determining land districts. He highlighted a few 
areas and described them. Merlin mentioned that El Paso Township 
wants to remain rural and preserve Rush River, but do not want to 
discourage growth. 
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Questions: 

1. Jeff Holst asked if any residents had interest in designating 
different than mapped? Merlin stated that residents seemed 
satisfied with how land districts were mapped. 

Merlin concluded this section of the meeting. He requested to move 
comments and change in verbiage in draft to be discussed at next 
meeting. This will give everyone more of a change to think over. 
He hopes that townships that did not have maps tonight - that they 
may complete prior to the next meeting. 

Bill Weber felt we need to discuss how to proceed. He talked about 
putting maps together in a uniform manner, andre-look at policies 
before going to LMC. Committee needs to make suggestions on how to 
deal with townships that do not submit maps. 

Merlin asked Louis Campbell of River Falls Township if anyone was 
there from River Falls Township? Louis explained that they will 
provide information and apologized for the representative for not 
being present. 

Merlin asked if anyone knew about Hartland Township? No comments. 

Dennis Gagnier asked when the Citizen Advisory Committee's job will 
be completed and time table for completion. 

Bill Weber hoped initially for 15-18 months. 
behind but hopefully done by September. 

We are slightly 

Merlin felt we should discuss between now and at the next meeting -
need to decide how to proceed regarding townships who choose not to 
participate. 

Merlin explained and clarified the Committee's purpose and goals to 
answer question asked by Dick Truax. He also stated that we are a 
group of volunteers and have no liability to anyone, but have 
obligation to try and make suggestions to best suit our townships. 

Public comments section included: 

Legal liability and rights of townships. (Documents regarding this 
should be mailed to townships.) 

Jack Leo comments regarding meeting in Plum City. Encouraged towns 
to submit maps. Asked if when new zoning ordinance adopted by 
County - asked for clarification if township decided to opt out of 
County Zoning. Dennis Gagnier suggests referring to WIS SS 59.97, 
5C, etc. 
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Merlin will obtain clarification from Corporation Counsel on this 
subject. 

George Grajkowski suggested having an attorney from the Towns 
Association send an opinion regarding this also. Merlin will try 
and obtain for next meeting. 

George Grajkowski expressed concerns regarding development, 
increased runoff and damage caused by this. Who will be 
responsible? Should be in plan. Merlin and Dennis felt this was 
handled by DNR. 

Ron Zelenka of Maiden Rock made comments regarding restrictive and 
primary agriculture districts and exclusive agriculture, and that 
they fall under different laws. What will happen when official 
maps are created and changes needed? 

Merlin stated rezoning process will still be available. 

Ron Zelenka asked how st. Croix County obtained grant for Land Use 
Plan. (Their planner applied for it -grant from DOT and DNR.) 

Warren Wilson felt plan needed conditions stated to qualify for 
rezoning. 

One resident commented that she wondered how much planning for 
future was done. Several committee members commented in response. 

(No other comments noted in minutes as tape very difficult to 
decipher.) 

Submitted from notes and tape by - - - Gale Gaard 
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