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c/o Kamran Mesbah Commission Staff 
City-County Building Rm. 362 
210 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd 
Madison, WI  53703 

 
17 January 2008 

 
Dear Chair Miller and CARPC Commissioners: 

 
Cherokee Marsh is a perfect example of why we need strong regional 
planning criteria to protect our environment and quality of life. Cherokee 
Marsh is Dane County's largest wetland. The marsh performs critical functions 
that affect the entire chain of Yahara lakes and surrounding lands. 
 
Cherokee Marsh improves the water quality in the lakes by discharging 
clean groundwater, filtering excess stormwater runoff, capturing upstream 
sediment, and reducing downstream flooding. The marsh also provides habitat 
for native plants and animals and serves as a resource for environmental 
education and for enjoyment of nature. 
 
Any development that occurs in the upper Yahara River watershed requires 
careful planning to protect this vital ecosystem. Increased water use by new 
developments draws down the watertable, reducing the amount of 
groundwater on which the marsh depends. An increase in pavement and other 
impervious surfaces sends more stormwater directly to the river and lakes, 
bypassing the marsh's filtering. 
 
In a similar way, development threatens other ecosystems across our region. 
 
The Friends of Cherokee Marsh support a Capital Area Regional 
Planning Commission (CARPC) that promotes a sustainable environment. 
 
To meet this goal, the CARPC must: 
 
1. Update the Dane County Water Quality Plan to define areas to be 

protected from development and areas that can be developed only 
with measures that adequately protect or restore water quality. 

 
2. Give priority to development on land that is currently in urban 

service areas. 
 
3. Eliminate arbitrary flexibility factors that create reserve areas or 

acreages for development. 
 
4. Encourage agreements, easements, transfer and purchase of 

development rights, and other tools to protect farmland, 
environmentally sensitive areas, and critical groundwater recharge 
areas. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
Jon Becker, President 

    (on behalf of the FOCM Board of Directors) 



Gjestson, Christopher

From: Gary Leverington [drumbo@mailbag.com]

Sent: Monday, January 14, 2008 11:41 PM

To: Mary Altizer; Bill Horns; Richard Bloomquist; Phyllis Hasbrouck; Terry Carpenter; RPC Mail

Subject: More housing downturn on the way - even in Fitchburg!

Importance: High
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1/15/2008

It is hard to fathom the naiveté of some members of the City of Fitchburg Council and City Planning when it comes to 
understanding where we are in the real estate cycle and the dire condition/risk of the current National economy.

They either have blinders on OR have they an agenda to serve up profits for the developers.  However, even if that's 
the case with some members, it's backfiring as we see so many empty retail spaces for lease in unattractive or poorly 
planned buildings. 

The fact that some of the big home builders are near bankruptcy, should be a red flag for local builders who want to 
fly without a net and push more homes into a marketplace that topped out a couple of years ago.

It's all about supply and demand - and the demand for homeownership is sinking like a stone.  There is some reason 
that Veridian Homes is advertising locally for no payments for 6 months!  Little to no demand!  

The banks, by law, now must make prudent loans and certify a buyer has the ability to pay - that fact has dried up the 
mortgage market and frozen would be buyers out - again leading to sinking demand.  

Home buyers are becoming scarce - with over 200 mortgage lenders out of business in 2007.    

Like I said - we're only in the 4th inning of this ballgame.   We need some good leadership at the City to get us 
through the tough innings to come.  

Permitting more housing in Fitchburg at this time would be a very misguided decision. 

GL - Research



1

Gjestson, Christopher

From: deborahvaughan@tds.net
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2008 2:31 PM
To: Gjestson, Christopher
Subject: letter from Verona to CARPC

Hello - i talked with you earlier this week regarding my support for limiting growth in 
Verona.  Below is the letter I wrote - signed even :)  with copies to several in Verona 
and one to Falk (haven't sent that one yet-need to find her email.  I may come down for 
the 24th meeting but my son is home that week from Calif so may not make it too.  lmk if 
there is a summary posted someplace.  nice talking with you and thanks for distributing 
this.  deb vaughan

January  11, 2008

Dear CARPC:

Thank-you for re-forming and acting so quickly to establish policy to preserve natural 
resources and a human centered way of living in the “Capitol Region”.

As a residents of Madison, then Verona for over 30 years, it has been frightening to 
witness the pace of development, especially in Verona.  While there are many very good 
people in government in Verona, there is breathtaking, relentless, sophisticated pressure 
to build and build.

We live on a very busy street/highway and the traffic is certainly the downside of our 
location.  I purchased this house as a single mother in 1990 because it was close to 
schools, the grocery store, the library and after school sports for my sons. Traffic has 
increased substantially in both quantity and size/weight of vehicle.   We continue to live
here because we can walk to nearly everything we need and we can afford this house.   Last
year we made a commitment to this location and installed expensive “sound-proof” windows 
to help deal with the noise from a nearly continuous stream of dump trucks, cement trucks 
and other construction related vehicles.  Even with the traffic, we believe this way of 
living is better than a home that requires us to get in a car to do everything.   We have 
no plans to move and hope to enjoy retirement in this house.

Affordable housing is a concern in Verona, however adding multiple family housing or 
condos as “infill” seems to us infinitely more sane than adding expensive single family 
housing on the outer edge of the city.  If we could not stay here, we would choose to stay
within walking distance of everything in a condo.

Our hope is that decisions on building and development will be made to slow the rate of 
growth by limiting the urban service area and that natural resource protection will be at 
or near the top of priorities.

Good luck in the coming days.

Sincerely yours,

Cory Lathbury & Deborah Vaughan
204 N. Main St.  (highway M)
Verona, WI

Cc:  Mayor Hochkammer, Brad Steiner, Shawn Murphy, Bruce Sylvester & Kathleen Falk











Address: 1716 Rustic Drive 
Sun Prairie, WI 53590 
Phone & FAX: 608.837.5439 
Email: bill.preboski@gmail.com

Bill Preboski 
Planning Consultant 

January 17th, 2008    
Jeff Miller, Interim Chair, Capital Area Regional Planning Commission 
City-County Building, Room 362 
210 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 
Madison, Wisconsin   53703 

Re: Proposed CARPC policies for Urban Service Area expansions as provided in 
the document “Urban and Limited Service Area Policies, Environmental Corridor 
Policies, and Criteria for the Review of Urban and Limited Service Area 
Amendments”. 

Dear Mr. Miller:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed “Urban and Limited Service 
Area Policies, Environmental Corridor Policies, and Criteria for the Review of Urban and 
Limited Service Area Amendments”.   

As you know, I am very familiar with the USA amendment policies and the review 
process, since I was employed by the Dane County RPC as a Community Planner, until 
spring 2005. Since then, I have continued to provide planning services to area 
municipalities. 

I’m asking that the CARPC does not change the Flexibility Margin. The existing flexibility 
margin works! Restricting the flexibility of the urban service area boundaries would create 
unintended consequences. Any change to the policy should be tested first.

A brief study of 1990 to 2000 county trends, reveal that the current policy for land need 
analysis using the flexibility margin has worked. Some pertinent trends include: 

�� A greater share of the county’s housing was built in urban service areas. 
�� In 2000, incorporated portions of urban service areas accommodated 84% of the 

county’s housing and only half of the county’s development area. Urban towns 
have directed a greater share of their growth to urban service areas. 

�� Housing density in Dane County cities and villages have increased by 16% 
since1990. 

��  Housing density is five times greater in a USA than housing density outside of a 
USA.

Over 153,400 new residents are expected to reside in Dane County by 2030. The 
importance of encouraging the vast majority of that anticipated growth to settle inside 
urban service areas (USA) is the key to countywide growth management. The amount of 
land needed for development within an USA is forecast by using past Census and Land 
Use Inventory data with a forecast method approved by Wis. DNR and DOA. The results 
of the analysis provides a reasonable rational of how much land is needed for 
development in the next 20 to 25 years. However, during the local comprehensive 
planning process it is impossible to know which of the area properties will be the ones 
where that development will occur. 
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To help prevent or off-set the problematic circumstances that normally occur during the 
municipal growth and expansion process, the concept of the “flexibility margin” was 
added to the land need analysis for urban service areas. It is extremely important to retain 
the flexibility margin. The use of a flexibility margin evolved as a practical application in 
the review of USA amendment submittals. The circumstances that led to the need for a 
flexibility margin include the following: 

�� An owner of a large property effectively locks up the most efficient lands of a 
municipality to serve, such that other areas are sought to accommodate growth.  

�� The location of a large property area creates a “donut hole” in the logical 
development area of the municipality, but the area is unavailable for development 
by the landowner. 

�� The population projections for the smaller outlying urban service areas, do not 
adequately anticipate the demand for development when the municipality grows 
faster than before. 

�� The USA Housing & Land Use Analysis process, which is population-based, 
under-allocates the acreage that municipalities need for business or industrial 
parks.

�� Some municipalities have found it more expedient to allow development using 
septic systems, avoiding the requirement for an USA amendment to extend 
sanitary sewer. 

�� Lastly, since the original population forecasts are done three years after the 
decennial census, they become increasingly less accurate later in the decade.  

If the Commission would discuss their reasons for removing the flexibility margin with 
local units of government, an alternative policy could be formulated that accomplishes the 
same goal without hampering good planning. I would suggest an alternative to the 
“flexibility margin” until a policy change can be tested. The current policy should not be 
changed until the land development trends of this decade can be tested, probably after 
the 2010 Census. An alternative would be to grandfather the current maximum USA 
amendment acreages until the local USA size reaches the old cap and also require a 
USA amendment to propose deletions of other lands in the USA where no short-term 
development plans are adopted. However, this deletion would not necessarily be a one-
for-one ‘swap’.  

I am also concerned about the proposed change to the current “agricultural loss 
mitigation” policy. The current language does an adequate job in stating its goal. While 
the proposed policy presents good ideas for discussion, the added language appears to 
require more complicated procedures than USA application process. Also the policy 
seems to penalize higher-density urban development, but not affect very low-density rural 
non-farm development. 

Thank you for considering my comments and suggestions for the proposed CARPC 
policies for urban service areas.  If you have any questions, please call me at 837-5439.   

Sincerely,  

Bill Preboski 
Cc: Several Dane County local units of government 
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Emailed to: info@danecorpc.org/

January 17, 2008 

Dear Capitol Area Regional Planning Commissioners 

I am a co-signer on behalf of the Sierra Club-Four Lakes Group of the Joint Conservation 
Letter.  This letter is in addition to the joint comment letter by watershed associations and 
conservation, fishing and hunting, environmental and civic organizations.   

Following are further comments related to specific CARPC-proposed amendments to 
various documents as well as further changes discussed by Sierra Club and other 
conservation organizations.  The comments are grouped under headings A and B, two of 
the documents offered for public review and comment.   

The intention here is to be thorough and supportive of the hard work already done by the 
CARPC Commissioners. 

A. Urban and Limited Service Area Policies, Environmental Corridor Policies and 
Criteria for the Review of Urban and Limited Service Area Amendments.

I. Planning Requirements
1. Generally support the CARPC-proposed drafts of the Urban and Limited Service 

Area Policies, Environmental Corridor Policies and Criteria for the Review of 
Urban and Limited Service Area Amendments.

2. Very supportive of CARPC-proposed elimination of “Flexibility Margin” or 
Multiplier that was in the DCRPC Criteria. (I.1.I)  This provision acted as a 
multiplier of the amount of land in incorporated areas designed to accommodate 
future population growth.  This multiplier is inconsistent with priority for infill 
and redevelopment and will certainly contribute to low density, sprawl 
development. 

3. Support (I.K.) CARPC-proposed addition of discretion to delay action on any 
USA request where annexation lawsuits are pending. 

II. Criteria for the Review of USA Amendments
4. Support the CARPC-proposed additional wording to emphasize and clarify 

Review Criteria for both Urban and Limited Service Areas related to Contiguity, 
Infill and Agricultural loss mitigation. (I.2.B,C,D; I.4.A,B,C,D) 

5. Recommend that the first sentence under I.2.D. read:  “The CARPC desires to 
avoid loss of farmland and promote approaches to mitigate the loss of 
farmland….” 
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6. Support CARPC-proposed additional language describing required Stormwater 
Management measures.  Also support that CARPC staff determine appropriate 
mitigation which may include reduced levels of development, a change in the type 
of development or off-site mitigation and remediation. (I.2.E.2.) 

7. Support CARPC-proposed addition that the applicant must demonstrate 
consistency with local and regional adopted plans in the application.  The 
applicant will be more familiar with the details of the application and needs to 
become familiar with CARPC’s review criteria and local and regional plans.  
CARPC then can make an independent determination whether or not there is 
consistency. (I.2.G.) 

8. Support CARPC-proposed addition that the applicant prepare an analysis of the 
infill and redevelopment potential in the existing USA and describe the need for 
the USA expansion. (I.3.A.5.)  CARPC then can make an independent 
determination whether or nor there is need for the USA expansion as opposed to 
infill and redevelopment. 

III. Environmental Corridors
9. Support all the Environmental Corridors provisions including the CARPC-

proposed additions. (III.) 

10. Support CARPC-proposed clarification that vegetative buffers may be increased 
up to 300 feet where advisable. (III.A.2.) 

11. Recommend that “Critical recharge areas” be given greater emphasis and be listed 
as a separate element under III.A.  Dane County is facing a groundwater quality 
and quantity crisis.  In addition, environmental corridors should encompass any 
area identified as “source water” for a public water utility (federal Safe Drinking 
Water Act). 

12. Recommendation: Stormwater facilities should not be included in 
environmentally sensitive areas.  (see federal and state law)  The wording of 
III.A.13. should clarify that mitigation will be required if stormwater facilities 
impact environmentally sensitive areas. 

13. Support CARPC-proposed addition of III. E. concerning sites where specific 
habitat susceptibility and protection needs make higher standards advisable.  This 
should recognize the variety of habitats needed by wildlife for nesting, resting, 
feeding and migration. 

14. Recommend that fish and wildlife habitat should be added in III. F.3. to the list of 
examples of natural resources that might suffer from the elimination or 
interruption in continuity. 

15. Support CARPC-proposed addition of grading as a major change in III.F.5. 
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16. Support CARPC-proposed clarification added in III.H. concerning stormwater 
management facilities. 

B. Dane County Land Use and Transportation Plan Amended Goals and Objectives

Goals:
1. Generally supportive of the proposed drafts of the Dane County Land Use and 

Transportation Plan and the CARPC-proposed additions that Amend the Goals 
and Objectives.  It is not clear what is the significance of the * asterix at the end 
of some but not all sentences in the Objectives section.  Please add a footnote. 

2. Support CARPC-proposed wording change to central urban core in Goals 7. 

3. Support CARPC-proposed addition that planning and design restores as well as 
protects environmental functions. 

4. Support CARPC-proposed addition of goal 12: “Promote, conserve and restore all 
water resources in the region as to both quality and quantity.”  Recommend that 
this be moved to the head of the list of goals as #2. 

5. Support CARPC-proposed addition of goal 13: “Promote a sustainable capital 
area region.  A sustainable region is one that is far-seeing enough, flexible 
enough, and wise enough to maintain and enhance its physical, environmental, 
and social systems of support.” Recommend that this be moved to the head of the 
list of goals as #1. 

6. Support CARPC-proposed addition of commitment to public accountability.  
Support CARPC-proposed addition that the cumulative impacts of CARPC 
policies and criteria will be monitored, the results used to recommend changes to 
these policies and these will be annually reported to the public. 

Environmental Protection Objectives

7. Support CARPC-proposed addition of Environmental Protection (EP) objective 2 
to re-integrate humans into the ecosystem. 

8. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 3 to preserve and protect the 
native biodiversity of the region. 

9. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 5 on the importance of the 
full water cycle as a life giving resource.  Especially appreciate the emphasis on 
optimal treatment and use of wastewater.  

10. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 6 on the importance of 
groundwater quality and quantity. 
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11. Recommend replacing “through” with “throughout” in EP objective 7. 

12. Support CARPC-proposed addition of “expand” to EP objective 8. 

13. Support CARPC-proposed addition of “created wetlands and rain gardens” to the 
list of stormwater practices in EP objective 12. 

14. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 16 on the importance of 
treating waste as a resource in all sectors.  Perhaps EP objectives 15 and 16 could 
be combined. 

15. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 17 on ways to promote 
sharing resources. 

16. Recommendation: Breathing healthy air is essential to all living beings.  Dane 
County air quality is poor and likely to be designated as non-attainment of federal 
air quality standards.  EP objective 20 needs to be strengthened.  Recommended 
rewording is:  “Highlight the importance of clean air for all life.  Support 
programs to restore improve air quality to healthy standards throughout the year
and control the emission of air pollutants in the region by removing, replacing or 
cleaning up air pollution sources.”

17. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 21 promoting renewable 
sources of energy and energy conservation. 

18. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 22 creating alternatives to 
auto travel.   

19. Recommend in EP objective 22 inserting a 1st sentence: “Reduce unnecessary 
vehicle miles traveled.”

20. Recommend in EP objective 22 inserting in the 3rd sentence: “Optimize road 
design and use of existing capacity in support of compact, contiguous 
development, infill, redevelopment and minimization of agricultural loss.”

21. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 29 adding emphasis on light 
pollution.  Suggest adding to this sentence: “…by removing or mitigating these 
intrusions at their source.”

22. Support CARPC-proposed addition EP objective 30 promoting local food 
production and biomass use.  Suggest beginning this objective with: “Highlight 
the concept of the regional ‘foodshed’ serving Dane County.”  Suggest adding 
“and community gardens” to the current 1st sentence.  It seems that the last phrase 
of the 2nd sentence could be clarified by making a separate sentence. Suggested 
wording: “Promote the creation of food banks and gleaning of fields to 
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redistribute unused food.  Promote proper utilization of food waste and other 
biomass by diverting this from landfills through composting or conversion to 
biofuels.”

23. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 32 in support of the 
agricultural economy of Dane County. 

24. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EP objective 33.  Suggest inserting 
wording to read: “…to ensure the protection of habitat and other environmental, 
scenic and recreational functions associated with these lands.” 

Regional Development Patterns & Distribution (RDP&D) Objectives

25. Support CARPC-proposed deletion of former objective 18 dealing with directing 
34% of new dwelling units to the outlying USAs. 

26. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 34 promoting the re-
integration of humans into the ecosystem. 

27. RDP&D objective 35: Unclear what “primarily” adds to this sentence.  New 
employment centers should not be allowed in areas not served by public utilities 
and transit.  Suggest removing “primarily.” 

28. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of RDP&D objective 37.  (I was a member 
of the Isthmus 2020 Citizens Advisory Committee.) 

29. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of RDP&D objective 39 concerning 
housing types, especially the use of the word “achieve.”

30. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 40 concerning 
conservation of existing housing stock.  Suggest an additional sentence:  “Support 
programs that incorporate conservation and energy efficiency measures into 
existing housing stock.”

31. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 42 promoting safety.  
Suggest adding “the elderly.” 

32. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 43 promoting 
community dialog. 

33. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 44 promoting cultural 
activities.  Suggest inserting wording to read: “”Encourage cultural activities to 
celebrate ethnic diversity and to enhance the creation of regional identity….” 

34. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 45 concerning 
vulnerable populations. 
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35. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 46 concerning inclusive 
decision making and conflict resolution. 

36. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 47 concerning access to 
education.  Suggest inserting “of all ages” in 2nd sentence to read: “Promote 
programs that allow learners of all ages to help determine the focus and content of 
education…” 

37. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 48 concerning a healthy 
community.

38. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 49 adding “viable” as a 
criterion for preserving agricultural lands.  This recognizes the potential for 
restoring rural lands from non-farming uses to agriculture.  Suggest including 
“production of biomass” to definition of agricultural uses. 

39. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 51 preserving 
agricultural and forested lands.  Suggest inserting wording similar to suggestion 
for EP objective 33 to read: “…to ensure the protection of habitat and other 
environmental, scenic and recreational functions associated with these lands.” 

40. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of RDP&D objective 52 concerning rural, 
non-farm development. 

41. Support CARPC-proposed adding viable as a criterion for avoiding farmlands in 
RDP&D objective 53. 

42. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 56 on rural non-farm 
development.  Suggest reinforcing object 55 by wording to read: “ and encourage 
Conservation and cluster design standards.” 

43. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of RDP&D objective 58 updates the 
timeframe of the plan. 

Urban Form and Design (UF&D) Objectives

44. Support CARPC-proposed addition of UF&D objective 80, to be consistent with 
wording of RDP&D objective 37. 

45. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of UF&D objective 81 which removes 
Urban Transitional Areas sentence. 

46. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of UF&D objective 98 concerning housing 
types, especially the use of the word “achieve.”  This repeats the wording changes 
in RDP&D objective 39. 
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47. Support CARPC-proposed addition of UF&D objective 99 promoting safety.  
Suggest adding “elderly” so wording is consistent with RDP&D objective 42. 

48. Support CARPC-proposed addition of UF&D objective 100 concerning 
vulnerable populations, to be consistent with wording of RDP&D objective 45. 

49. Do not support the concept of Urban Transitional Areas.  These areas need to be 
reassessed as part of the newly mandated definition of a 25-year Future Urban 
Development Area.  CARPC should complete the data collection, analysis, 
community involvement and public hearings before approving development in the 
existing Urban Transitional Areas

Economic Development (EcD) Objectives  

50. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EcD objective 102 supporting local 
economic activity.   Suggested rewording  to read: “…such as local and small 
businesses, producers and cooperatives.”

51. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EcD objective 106 to be consistent with 
RDP&D objective 37. 

52. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EcD objective 116 concerning vulnerable 
populations, to be consistent with wording of RDP&D objective 45. 

53. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EcD objective 120 concerning 
identification of areas for long-term preservation of agriculture. 

54. Support CARPC-proposed addition of EcD objective 121 promoting local food 
production and biomass use.  Suggest the same rewording as mentioned for EP 
objective 30.  Suggest beginning this objective with: “Highlight the concept of the 
regional ‘foodshed’ serving Dane County.”  Suggest adding “and community 
gardens” to the current 1st sentence.  It seems that the last phrase of the 2nd

sentence could be clarified by making a separate sentence. Suggested wording: 
“Promote the creation of food banks and gleaning of fields to redistribute unused 
food.  Promote proper utilization of food waste and other biomass by diverting 
this from landfills through composting or conversion to biofuels.”

Neighborhood Development (ND) Objectives

55. Support CARPC-proposed addition of ND objective 142 concerning safety and 
suggest inserting “the elderly” as with RDP&D objective 42. 

56. Support CARPC-proposed addition of ND objective 143 concerning poverty to be 
consistent with RDP&D objective 45. 
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Urban Housing a& Design (UH&D) Objectives 

57. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of UH&D objective 146 concerning 
diversity of housing types. 

58. Recommend addition to UH&D objective 147 concerning conservation of 
existing housing stock.  REcommend additional sentence, similar to that 
recommended for RDP&D objective 40,:  “Support programs that incorporate 
conservation and energy efficiency measures into existing housing stock.”

CUSA & Major Activity Centers (CUSA&MAC) Objectives

59. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of CUSA&MAC objective 159 to be 
consistent with RDP&D objective 37 

Rural Form (RF) Objectives

60. Support CARPC-proposed addition of viable criterion to RF objective 164 as well 
as tool of intergovernmental agreements and other conservation programs. 

61. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RF objective 166 concerning preserving 
agricultural and forested lands.  Suggest, similar to the recommendation for EP 
33, inserting wording to read: “…to ensure the protection of habitat and other 
environmental, scenic and recreational functions associated with these lands.” 

62. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of RF objective 168 concerning rural, non-
farm development. 

63. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of RF objective 170 to update the 
timeframe of the plan. 

64. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RF objective 172 concerning identification 
of areas for long-term preservation of agriculture which is consistent with EcD 
objective 120. 

Rural Design (RD) Objectives 

65. Support CARPC-proposed addition of viable criterion to RD objective 173. 

66. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RD objective 175 concerning preserving 
agricultural and forested lands.  Recommend, similar to the recommendation for 
EP 33, inserting wording to read: “…to ensure the protection of habitat and other 
environmental, scenic and recreational functions associated with these lands.” 

Rural Residential Development Density (RRDD) Objectives
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67. RRDD objective 181 - Why remove acreage limitation? 

68. Support CARPC-proposed addition of RRDD objective 182 concerning 
preserving agricultural and forested lands.  Recommend, similar to the 
recommendation for EP 33, inserting wording to read: “…to ensure the protection 
of habitat and other environmental, scenic and recreational functions associated 
with these lands.” 

69. Support CARPC-proposed additions to RRDD objective 183 concerning 
premature development of urban fringe lands and especially support the use of 
intergovernmental agreements to identify Urban Transitional Areas.  Recommend, 
however, that this sentence employ the language of the newly mandated definition 
of a 25-year Future Urban Development Area. 

Rural Land Use Development Types (RLUDT) Objectives
70. Support CARPC-proposed addition to RLUDT objective 184 on rural non-farm 

development.  Suggest reinforcing object RDP&D 55 and 56 by wording to read: 
“ and encourage Conservation and cluster design standards.” 

71. Support CARPC-proposed rewording of RLUDT objective 170 to update the 
timeframe of the plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely,
Caryl Terrell 
19 Red Maple Trail 
Madison WI 53717 













Definitions:

Urban.
Urban areas are defined as those areas where human activities are and should be concentrated, dense, and 
intense.  Urban areas are ‘serviced’ by public water—through water mains—and public sanitary sewer—
through sewer mains.   Land-uses in areas designated as ‘urban’ shall include:  Residential, Non-
Residential—Office; Non-Residential—Industrial; Non-Residential—Commercial; Institutional; Parks 
and Open Space; and XXXX.  Rural land-uses (See Below) will only be allowed in areas designated as 
‘urban’ as a transitional land-use.

Urban is a continuum, ranging from ‘low intensity’ urban to ‘high intensity’ urban.     

Low-Intensity Urbanization.
This plan utilizes the term ‘Low-intensity urbanization’ to describe land-uses that are not rural in 
nature—as the term ‘rural’ is defined below and as it is used in this report—but which nonetheless 
occur outside of urbanized areas.  The most common example of ‘Low-intensity urbanization’ is 
often labeled as ‘rural residential’ by county zoning regulations, land-use plans from other 
governmental jurisdictions—especially Towns—realtors, and by the general public.  By using the 
term ‘low-intensity urbanization’ rather than the more common term ‘rural residential’, this plan 
seeks to clearly differentiate between land uses that are truly rural in nature, and those that—despite 
commonly being described as ‘rural’—are in fact a form of urbanization.  As detailed below in this 
Plan, low-intensity urbanization will be allowed only where public water and sewer systems are 
impractical or cost prohibitive and where such urbanization will not create conflicts with rural land-
uses.

Note—another term that is often used to describe this particular type of land use and land 
development is ‘sprawl’.  This plan deliberately avoids use of the term ‘sprawl’ because a) it is too 
vague to be useful and b) it is too emotionally charged to be appropriate in a land-use plan.     

High-Intensity Urbanization.
This plan utilizes the term ‘High-intensity urbanization’ to describe land-uses that are characterized 
by dense residential development or non-residential development that cover significant areas of a 
parcel with building(s) and pavement.  High-intensity urban development requires urban services 
such as municipal water and sanitary sewer.   This Plan recommends that human activities other than 
rural activities as defined below should be concentrated in high-intensity urban areas.   

Note—another term that is often used to describe this particular type of land use and land 
development is ‘Smart Growth’, because it concentrates non-rural human activity into compact 
areas, prevents land-use conflicts, and makes efficient use of the land.   

Rural.
This Plan utilizes an extremely precise and prescribed definition of the word ‘rural’, while fully 
acknowledging that this word—rural—is perhaps the best example of a word with profound cultural and 
historical meaning in America.  The authors of this Plan believe that it is lack of a clear definition for 
what is ‘rural’—and the emotional sentiments that most American’s have for the concept of ‘rural’—that 
have confounded attempts to preserve open space, prevent low-intensity urbanization, and create 
efficient, compact urban development.  This Plan takes the position that—because it attempts to plan for 
future urbanization and development—it is crucial to clearly and adequately differentiate between what 
is ‘urban’ and what is not urban.   How can a city plan for future urbanization if it does not clearly 
differentiate between what is ‘urban’ and what is not?  The following definition section goes to great 
lengths to clearly and precisely draw this distinction.  



For the purposes of this Plan, ‘Rural’ has a two-part definition.  First—‘rural’ areas are areas of 
economic production and activity where the land is used and developed for production that depends on 
the land itself.  Note that for the purposes of this plan—rural areas are developed, as explained below.  In 
other words, in this plan—rural is not synonymous with ‘undeveloped’. (Please see the definition for 
‘Undeveloped’ lands—below—for areas where development will not be allowed.)   Specifically—rural 
areas are where vital economic production activities occur, such as:  agriculture, including raising crops 
and animal husbandry; nurseries; and extractive operations such as quarries and mines.  Second—‘rural’ 
areas are those areas where the land is used and developed for purposes that are incompatible with urban 
land-uses, and that are incompatible with residential land-uses in particular.  Specifically—rural areas 
allow development and land-uses for:  land-fills; rifle-ranges and hunting areas, kennels and animal 
boarding, high-voltage utility lines, granaries and grain elevators, agriculture, mining, motocross and 
other motorized recreational facilities, airports and air strips, feed lots and concentrated animal 
operations, slaughter houses, auto salvage yards, and similar land-uses.   Note that agriculture and 
mining land-uses fall under both definitions of ‘rural’—these land uses both a) depend on the land itself 
and b) are incompatible urban land-uses such as residential development.   

Landscaping operations, orchards, etc… 

(Somewhere:)  This plan acknowledges that there must be somewhere for rural land-uses that are 
incompatible with residential land-uses.  Because rural land-uses such as agricultural production, mineral 
extraction, power distribution systems, and XXX are vital to the health and vitality of our community 
today and in the future—these land-uses must not only be planned for and accommodated in rural 
areas—but efforts must be made to prevent allowing other land-uses in rural areas that will conflict with 
these rural land-uses.  (See ‘Low-intensity urban/urbanization’ below.)  (See Appendix ‘X’ for a 
compilation of examples of where low-intensity urban land-uses in rural areas have created expensive, 
acrimonious land-use conflicts in both the Verona area and other parts of the State of Wisconsin).  

 Appendix X to include:  Herfel gravel pit:  neighbors fighting farmers:  Neighbors complaining  
about deer, snow-mobiles, power lines, and everything else under the sun.  Neighbors fighting a  
dairy operation.   

Residential Uses in Rural Areas.
A primary goal of this Plan is to minimize and—to the extent possible—eliminate land-use conflicts.  
To accomplish this goal, land-uses that are defined as ‘rural’—as explained above—will be given 
preference in ‘rural’ areas.  Conversely, land-uses that are not defined as ‘rural’ will be prohibited in 
rural areas to minimize conflicts with permitted rural land-uses.  The most challenging 
administration of this land-use policy will come when residential developments are proposed for 
areas identified as ‘rural’.  What residential land-uses will be allowed in ‘rural’ areas?  At this point 
it becomes necessary to define ‘primary’ and ‘accessory’ land-uses, and to differentiate between the 
two.  In rural areas—‘rural’ land-uses and developments must be the ‘primary’ use of the land.  
Residential uses of the land that are ‘accessory’ to a primary ‘rural’ use of the land will be permitted.  
Conversely, proposed residential uses in areas designated as ‘rural’ that are not accessory to some 
‘rural’ land-use (but are instead the ‘primary’ land-use themselves…) will be prohibited.  Two 
examples are provided to clarify the difference.  1)  Raising crops and dairy cows are the primary 
land-uses of a farm.  These land-uses are both dependent upon the land and incompatible with urban 
land-uses.  (Agricultural land uses create noise, dust, odor, vibration, and other ‘externalities’ that are 
not appropriately located in proximity to residential development.)  The farm operator lives in a 
house on the farm.  In this example—the residential use of the house is ‘accessory’ to the ‘primary’ 
land-use of agriculture and animal husbandry.  In this instance—a residential land-use will be 
permitted in a rural area.  2)  Living in a house on two, five or ten acres but where there is no ‘rural’ 



land-use is not a rural land-use according to this Plan, but is instead considered to be a form of low-
intensity urbanization.  (See ‘Low-Intensity Urbanization’ below…)  Such low-intensity urbanization 
that neither depends on the land itself nor presents any conflicts with urban land-uses is not 
appropriate in rural areas and is prohibited in this Plan in areas designated as ‘rural’.  

To further illustrate this point—see appendix ‘X’ for examples of farm uses where no residential
components exists.   

See Table ‘X’ for an inventory of existing large parcels included within the planning area for this 
Plan.  These existing large parcels provide an adequate inventory of ‘large lots’ for this community 
for the duration of the planning period covered by this Plan.  People seeking accommodate a 
particular lifestyle that is not truly rural but which is neither compatible with urban land-uses (such 
as raising chickens, horses, llamas, or similar hobby animals, or engaging in other activities such as 
allowing dirt bike motorcycle racing, hobby air planes, automobile or tractor collecting, etc…) will 
be able to chose from the existing supply of large-lots in the area to accommodate these lifestyle 
choices.

Rural Development.
Rural areas may be intensively developed—but with rural land uses such as agricultural fields, quarries, 
farms, or other land-uses that are not appropriate in urbanized areas.  The most typical rural land-uses are 
agricultural production in the form of corn and bean fields, with fewer acres developed for such rural 
land-uses as gravel quarries, dairy barns, airplane landing strips, kennels, auto salvage yards, etc...  This 
point is important because while land-owners near urbanizing areas may be able to obtain greater 
amounts of money for their lands if they are allowed to urbanize—but prohibiting even low-intensity 
urbanization does not preclude the use and development of lands designated as ‘rural’.  Rather—the use 
and development of these lands is simply limited to those uses that are allowed in ‘rural’ areas.   

Undeveloped Areas.
Lands that are not developed for either urban or rural purposes.  Undeveloped areas in Dane County and 
in the area covered by this Plan are rare.  Most lands covered by this Plan have been intensively 
developed for either urban or rural land-uses. Examples of truly ‘Undeveloped’ areas include those few 
flood-plains and wetlands that have not been cultivated and those few woodlands that have not been 
logged.  These areas are identified on Map XX.   Areas that are designated as ‘Undeveloped’ prohibit all 
forms of development—including rural development such as agriculture.  Owners of property designated 
as ‘Undeveloped’ are denied any and all use of their land.  For this reason—areas designated as 
‘Undeveloped’ should be acquired by  

Urbanization.
The process whereby areas that are either ‘undeveloped’ or ‘rural’ are developed with urban land- 
uses such as commercial, residential, or industrial activities.  There are two basic ‘levels’ of 
urbanization—a) low-intensity urbanization in which non-rural land-uses such as single-family homes 
are built on larger lots with private well and septic systems and b) high-intensity urbanization in which 
non-rural land-uses such as single-family homes, businesses, or industries are built on public water and 
sewer systems.  In this Plan—low-intensity urbanization is allowed only where public water and sewer 
systems are impractical or cost prohibitive and where they will not create conflicts with rural land-uses.  
In this Plan—high-intensity urbanization is allowed only where public water and sewer systems can be 
provided in a practical and cost-effective manner and in areas that are contiguous to existing intensively-
urbanized areas.
See Also: ‘Low-Intensity Urbanization’ 
See Also: ‘Rural’ 



Development.
Human use of land for human purposes.  Examples include:  agriculture, mining, single-family and 
multi-family housing, businesses, industries, and entertainment.  These land-uses in turn are ‘served’ by 
infrastructure such as roads, wells and septic tanks, and water mains and sewers.   

Residential.
Residential land-uses include single-family detached housing (e.g.—traditional single-family homes); 
single-family attached housing (e.g.—townhouses); duplexes, and multi-family housing.  Ownership and 
tenancy considerations—such as whether residential housing units are owner-occupied or rental—are not 
addressed in this Plan.

‘Urban residential’ land-uses are serviced with municipal water and sewer, while ‘low-intensity urban’ 
residential land-uses are serviced with private wells and septic systems.  

See Also:   ‘Low-Intensity Urban/Urbanization’. 
See Also: ‘Rural—Accessory Residential to a Primary Rural Land Use’.   

Non-Residential.
Non-Residential land-uses fall into three broad categories: 

 Office.  Office uses are primarily work spaces that do not create customer traffic.   

Industrial Industrial uses are areas of manufacturing, assembly, packaging, warehousing, 
distribution, and similar land-uses.  These uses typically require larger facilities that 
accommodate truck deliveries.  These uses also often create ‘externalities’ such as 
noise, vibration, odor, or 

 Commercial Commercial uses are areas that generate customer traffic.  Offices that generate  
walk-in traffic—such as an insurance agency office—are considered to be 
‘commercial’.   These land-uses will be primarily along Verona Avenue and Main 
Street.

See Also: ‘Rural’ 

Urban Service Area.










