





h.

Dane County agrees and hereby contracts with the undertaking municipalities that the annual levy
charged by the CARPC shall not exceed .0017 percent of equalized value under the CARPC's
jurisdiction and within the region. The annual increase in the levy for the CARPC may not exceed the
increase allowed under any levy limitations, which apply, to Dane County. The parties agree that there
shall be user fees charged, not to exceed actual costs incurred, to review sewer extension requests
from local units of government, town sanitary districts, town utility districts, and metropolitan sewerage
districts. The user fees shall be in addition to the net levy for the subsequent budget year as
established by the Panel. The parties also agree that the Budget and Personnel Panel shall submit its
proposed levy to Dane County no later than August 1 of each year. If the Budget and Personne! Panel

or CARPC fails to timely submit a levy or budget, the levy and budget in effect for the current year shall
continue for the next year.

‘/7“ The CARPC shall work with communities to update the Dane County Water Quality Plan. In addition to the

[

:

a.

elements required by NR 121 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code, the Water Quality Plan shall also define
areas that should be protected from development based on provisions to protect water quality as contained in
NR 121 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. The Plan shall also define areas that can be developed with
e measures to protect, restore, or minimize degradation of water quality.

The Plan shall also define a 25-year Future Urban Development Area with 5-year updates. The Plan shall be developed
in cooperation with area communities, including towns, and shall consider adopted comprehensive plans and
intergovernmental agreements. The Plan shall be developed as follows:

CARPC staff shall provide communities with environmental condition reports consisting of maps, text,
and information identifying environmental issues that should be addressed.

The CARPC shall give priority to areas of the highest environmental sensitivity and growth pressure.
These areas are: all communities within the Central Urban Service Area; all communities within the
Northern Urban Service Area; all urban service areas with a year 2000 Census population of 3,000 or
more; and, the Black Earth Urban Service Area. The CARPC should, in general, provide assistance
with planning for the Future Urban Development Area of other urban service areas after assisting the
priority communities. The CARPC's Executive Director shall provide to the CARPC a 3-year work plan
with points of reference and an annual progress report with recommendations.

The Plan, which will identify the 25 Future Urban Development Area, shall be based on the
requirements of NR 121 and shall also cansider other factors including the impacts on natural and built
systems, the efficient use of land including urban densities, and the ability to efficiently provide services
to support the development and farmland preservation planning.

There shall be separate rules and policies for limited service areas.

The CARPC shall adopt policies and procedures tor the consideration of amendments to the Water
Quality Plan between five-year updates of the Water Quality Plan.

The CARPC shall provide the information described in ltem a. to areas with the highest environmental
sensitivity and growth pressure within three years of the date the CARPC commences operations.

Communities shall submit their proposed Future Urban Development Area within 24 months of the date
they receive the data from the CARPC. If a community does not meet this timeline, the CARPC shall
not act on any individual USA expansion requests until the proposed plan is submitted. CARPC may
grant one six-month extension to this timeline.

The CARPC shall act on the proposed Future Urban Development Area plan within one year of the
plan's submission. If the CARPC fails o do so, the plan shall be acted upon by the Budget and
Personnel Panel.

The CARPC may not shift its staff work and analysis responsibilities to the local communities.

Zoning & Land Regulation, Environment, Agriculture & Nalural Resources, Executive, Personnel & Finance, and Land
Conservation Committees and Lakes & Watershed Commission recommend adoption of Res. 52. Motion carried with Supervisors
Wiganowsky and Wendt voting no.



" OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

EXECUTIVE ORDPER # 197

Relating to the Creation of the
Capital Area Regional Planning Commaission

WHEREAS, Wisconsin identified the need to address land use, water quality,
transportation and environmental issues on a regional basis more than 40 years ago by
authorizing the creation of regional planning commissions; and

WHEREAS, the Dane County Regional Planning Commission was created in 1970
by Governor Warren Knowles’ Executive Order # 22, and was dissolved in 2002 by
Governor Scott McCallum’s Executive Order # 52; and

WHEREAS, local governments need to work together to meet challenges that
transcend municipal boundaries and effectively protect the natural resources and beauty
of the capital area, as well as promote economic growth and sound land development
practices; and

WHEREAS, Wis. Stat. § 66.0309 (2) (b) allows governing bodies of local units of
government to petition the State of Wisconsin requesting the creation of a regional
planning commission; and

WHEREAS, governing bodies from local units of government in Dane County
representing well in excess of 50% of the population of Dane County and well in excess of
50% of the equalized assessed valuation in Dane County have petitioned Governor Doyle
by resolution to create the Capital Area Regional Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, certified copies of the resolutions were filed with the Office of the
Governor and have been found to be in proper form; and

WHEREAS, an agreement was reached by local governments in Dane County that
represents an excellent example of local cooperation to protect and restore water quality
and minimize water quality degradation while promoting economic development and
sound land development practices: and

WHEREAS, the resolutions requesting the creation of the Capital Area Regional
Planning Commission embody an agreement between the local units of government in
Dane County that provides for an agency that is capable of developing effective water
quality plans for Dane County; establishes a membership plan for the Commission that
provides an equitable voice for all Dane County local governments; charges the
Commission to develop a Water Quality Plan that will define areas to be protected from
development, areas that can be developed with measures to protect, restore or minumize
degradation of water quality; and establishes a Budget and Personnel Panel; and

WHEREAS, a hearmng was held in Madison on the petitions from the governing
bodies on December 20, 2006: and

WHEREAS, those citizens that provided public comments at the hearing or in
conyunction with the hearing overwhelmingly endorsed the creation of the Capital Area
Regional Planning Commission;
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NOW, THEREFORE, 1, JIM DOYLE, Governor of the State of Wisconsin, by the
authority vested m me by the Constitution and laws of this State, and specifically by Wis.
Stat. § 66.0309 of the Wisconsin Statutes, do hereby:

1. Create, effective immediately, consistent with Wis. Stat. § 66.0309(2), a
regional planning commission to be known as the Capital Area Regional
Planning Commussion, which shall have jurisdiction in Dane County, as
well as the cities of Edgerton, Fitchburg, Madison, Middleton, Monona,
Stoughton, Sun Prairie and Verona; the villages of Belleville, Black Earth,
Blue Mounds, Brooklyn, Cambridge, Cottage Grove, Cross Plains, Dane,
Deerfield. DeForest, Maple Bluff, Marshall, Mazomanie, McFarland,
Mount Horeb, Oregon, Rockdale, Shorewood Hills, Waunakee; and the
towns of Albion, Berry, Black Earth, Blooming Grove, Blue Mounds,
Bristol, Burke, Christiana, Cottage Grove, Cross Plains, Dane, Deerfield,
Dunkirk, Dunn, Madison, Mazomanie, Medina, Middleton, Montrose,
Oregon, Perry, Pleasant Springs, Primrose, Roxbury, Rutland,
Springdale, Springfield. Sun Prairie, Vermont, Verona, Vienna, Westport,
Windsor, and York;

2. Direct that, consistent with Wis. Stat. § 66.0309(3)(b), the membership of
the Capital Area Regional Planning Commission shall be 1 accordance
with the resclutions approved by the governing bodies of a majority of the
local units of government within Dane County, including the
membership plan as it is proposed within the referenced resolutions; and

3. Provide that nothing in this Executive Order shall be construed to
contravene any applicable state or federal law.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, [ have
hereunto set my hand and caused the
Great Seal of the State of Wisconsin to
be affixed. Done at the Capitol in the
City of Madison this second day of
May in the year two thousand seven.

e LU

/ JIM DOYLE
Governor

By the Governor:

DOUGLAS LA FOLLETTE
Secretary of State
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Jeff Miller, Interim Chair
Capital Area Regional Planning Commission

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)
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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

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

1/15/2008



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. 1mk if

there is a summary posted someplace. nice talking with you and thanks for distributing
this. deb wvaughan

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 wvehicle. 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



?mhs ON AREA
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BUILDING THE FUTURE TOGETHER

January 18, 2008

Jeff Miller, Interim Chair, Capital Area Regional Planning Commission
City-County Building, Room 362

210 Martin Luther King Blvd.

Madison, W1 53703

Dear Mr. Miller,

Thank you for the opportunity for the Madison Area Builders Association 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 well as the “Dane County Land Use and Transportation Plan Amended Goals and
Objectives.”

The Madison Area Builders Association (MABA) has reviewed the proposal and found
many issues that pose serious problems to the long-term economic viability of the region.

An overriding concern is that both documents stray far from the Commission’s mission
which is, as stated in 2006 Executive Order #197 which created the CARPC, "to protect
and restore water quality and minimize water quality degradation while promoting
economic development and sound land development practices” as well as to “...develop a
Water Quality Plan...define areas that can be developed with measures to protect, restore
or minimize degradation of water quality.”

We urge Commissioners to withhold voting on any proposals at the January 24, 2008
public hearing and to re-evaluate both proposals with the mission, as defined in the
Executive Order, in mind.

Regarding the documents specifically, MABA has the following concerns:

Flexibility margins for Urban Service Area boundaries

MABA urges the Commission to restore the flexibility margins. Removing the flexibility
margins undermines the countless hours of comprehensive planning work that Dane
County’s municipal governments have already completed. Local plans should always
take the highest precedence.

Removing the flexibility margins also creates a situation, particularly in the Central
Urban Service Area, which will foster undue competition among communities. Regional

5936 Seminole Centre Madison, Wisconsin 53711
GOB2BE-1133 FAX GOB/288-1130 wwivmaba.org E-MAIL builders®maba.org

AFFILIATED WITH THE MATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOME BUILDERS AND WISCONSIN BUILDERS ASSOQCIATION



planning should foster cooperation among communities, particularly in land and
transportation planning. By removing the flexibility margin and reducing the amount of
acres available for growth, municipalities will be forced to compete with each other for
scarce resources.

Finally, there is no objective reason for removing the flexibility margins. Our sincere
hope is that as the Commission moves forward decisions will be made with the best data,
science and objective analysis as possible. Simply removing land for potential
development does not automatically equate to improved water quality; moreover it will
have a drastic and negative impact on the ability of municipalities to bring economic
development opportunities to the area.

Delaying CARPC action due to legal challenges
MABA urges Commissioners to remove the clause that allows the CARPC to delay
action on USA requests due to pending annexation law suits.

Allowing this to stay will invite litigation as a means to stall or prevent CARPC action.
Once again, a regional planning body should foster cooperation rather than promoting
opportunities for controversy and legal problems.

Criteria for review of USA amendments, density requirements

MABA agrees that striving to use land as efficiently as possible is a goal we should all
aspire to. Unfortunately, the proposed language that requires new development to be
denser than the existing developed lands is too simplistic an approach.

Rather, the Commission needs enough leeway to provide a realistic case-by-case
approach to USA amendment requests. As it relates to density, proposals should look at
the scale and massing of existing building as well as the proposed development. Simply
stating that “more building on less land is better” is not a reasonable solution.

MABA urges the Commission to adopt a standard that will both allow for an objective
review of proposals and provide for flexibility in this area.

Finally, MABA urges the Commission to remove the language that would give
«__consideration ...to lower densities...if such lower densities are more than off-set by
higher densities through infill development, redevelopment, and new development in
areas within the USA...”

At best, this is an unreasonable requirement that would attempt to encumber future
developments, likely not under the control of the city or the land owners impacted by the
proposed USA amendment. At worst, it is illegally placing a burden on landowners of the
so-called “infill” and “redevelopment” areas within the USA.



Agricultural loss mitigation

MABA urges the Commission to completely remove all references to agricultural loss
mitigation. While the concept of preserving farming and farm land is an admirable goal,
the CARPC criteria for review is not the appropriate venue for that discussion. Again,
MABA urges Commissioners to focus on its mission of water quality.

As for promoting or requiring any type of mitigation for farmland lost to development,
such a proposal will only increase costs associated with providing homes for Dane
County residents and stifle opportunities for economic development.

Infill analysis requirement
MABA urges Commissioners to re-evaluate the requirement that an analysis of infill and
redevelopment potential be done as a submittal requirement.

Most municipalities, in the course of completing their state mandated comprehensive
plan, will have already produced an analysis of potential for infill and redevelopment. As
stated earlier, tying an USA amendment proposal to the development of another, separate
parcel is unreasonable and potentially illegal.

Environmental corridors, shoreland buffers and stormwater facilities

MABA strongly urges the Commission to remove the language which allows the
minimum width of vegetative shoreland buffers to increase from 75 to 300 feet.
Commission staff already has the authority to recommend additional requirements based
on their objective and case-by-case reasoning. Inserting this language will only serve to
create a new minimum standard that is not appropriate in all cases.

MABA also asks Commissioners to remove language which would require stormwater
facilities, such as retention and infiltration basins, be located outside of the buffers or
“environmentally sensitive areas.”

This requirement will cause the loss of developable land within the USA, increasing the
cost of buildable lots by reducing the number of lots available. In addition, placing
stormwater facilities in the buffer areas is often a benefit to ground water infiltration and
the water quality of the area.

Method of Calculating Acreage Available for USA
MABA requests that Commissioners include a provision to give credit to municipalities
for lands within their Urban Service Areas that are not able to be developed.

For example, approval of a 100 acre Urban Service Area Amendment does not mean 100
acres are going to be developed. Environmental corridors, setbacks, buffers, stormwater
facilities and other infrastructure and regulatory requirements greatly reduce the actual
developable land.



When calculating the overall acreage a municipality has available within its 20 year
service area boundary, credit should be given to those areas that are not developable.

In summary, the Madison Area Builders Association strongly urges CARPC
Commissioners withhold voting on these proposed policies at the January 24" hearing.
Rather, we request that the Commission work with all stakeholders involved in this
process to produce reasonable and objective policies and procedures that focus on the
mission of the Commission.

Sincerely,

s Hoilnn

Vic Pulvermacher Chad Wuebben
President Chair, Government Affairs Committee



Address: 1716 Rustic Drive . .
Sun Prairie, WI 53590 Bill Preboski

Phone & FAX: 608.837.5439 Planning Consultant

Email: bill.preboski@gmail.com

January 17", 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, | am very familiar with the USA amendment policies and the review
process, since | was employed by the Dane County RPC as a Community Planner, until
spring 2005. Since then, | 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:

e 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.

e 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.



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:

¢ Anowner 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.

e 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.

o 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.

e 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. | 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’.

| 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



Terrell Comments to CARPC 1-18-08.doc

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.

L. 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 Ceriteria. (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; 1.4.A,B,C,D)

5. Recommend that the first sentence under 1.2.D. read: “The CARPC desires to
avoid loss of farmland and promote approaches to mitigate the loss of
farmland....”




Terrell Comments to CARPC 1-18-08.doc

I1I.

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.)

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. (1.2.G.)

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.

Environmental Corridors

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Support all the Environmental Corridors provisions including the CARPC-
proposed additions. (II1.)

Support CARPC-proposed clarification that vegetative buffers may be increased
up to 300 feet where advisable. (II1.A.2.)

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).

Recommendation: Stormwater facilities should not be included in
environmentally sensitive areas. (see federal and state law) The wording of
II1.A.13. should clarify that mitigation will be required if stormwater facilities
impact environmentally sensitive areas.

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.

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.

Support CARPC-proposed addition of grading as a major change in IIL.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.

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

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

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.

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.

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.

8.

9.

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

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

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.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Recommend replacing “through” with “throughout” in EP objective 7.
Support CARPC-proposed addition of “expand” to EP objective 8.

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

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.

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

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 #apreve 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.”

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

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

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

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.”

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.”

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 1* sentence. It seems that the last phrase
of the 2™ 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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23.

24.

redistribute unused food. Promote proper utilization of food waste and other
biomass by diverting this from landfills through composting or conversion to
biofuels.”

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

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.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

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

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

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.”

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

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

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.”

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

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

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....”

Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 45 concerning
vulnerable populations.
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Support CARPC-proposed addition of RDP&D objective 46 concerning inclusive
decision making and conflict resolution.

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

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

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.

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.”

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

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

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.”

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

Urban Form and Design (UF&D) Objectives

44,

45.

46.

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

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

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.

48.

49.

Support CARPC-proposed addition of UF&D objective 99 promoting safety.
Suggest adding “elderly” so wording is consistent with RDP&D objective 42.

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

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.

51.

52.

53.

54.

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.”

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

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

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

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 1¥ sentence. It seems that the last phrase of the 2™
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.

56.

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

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



T Wall Properties,

January 14, 2008

George Kamperschroer
CARPC Member

440 Science Drive

PO Box 5510

Madison, WI 53705-0510

RE:  Central Urban Service Area Proposal
Dear Mr. Kamperschroer:

One of the most significant topics to affect the real estate and economic development industry
over the next 20 years is the plan to limit the expansion of the Central Urban Service Area.

Introduction

Our understanding is that, as part of the plan, communities will be specifically limited in the
number of acres that may be brought into the urban service area during the next 20 year period.
There are a number of problems with this plan. To begin with, the plan is going to create
problems with land value, housing affordability, sprawl, traffic, and the environment. There are
also significant problems with the “process’ that CARPC established for public review and input
to this plan.

The plan will cause a significant increase in land costs.

By severely restricting the supply of land available for development, the plan will cause a
massive increase in vacant land prices — tripling and quadrupling prices over the next five to ten
years. CARPC will, in effect, be bestowing a oligopoly on the existing land owners in each
city/town leaving newcomers out in the cold.

By artificially limiting the number of acres that can be brought into the urban service area for the
next 20 years, the region will likely lose some significant growth opportunities that would ensure
jobs for our citizens. This plan may well prevent the next EPIC (next technology company) from
establishing a campus in Dane County. EPIC Systems brought in 380 acres in the urban service
area a few years ago, but 200 acres of that is undevelopable environmentally sensitive land.
Under this plan, not only will technology companies like EPIC be limited from building outside
the line, which means we may lose them to some other region, but EPIC itself could not expand
once they run out of land under their current development plans.

The plan will cause a decrease in housing affordability.

Land values will skyrocket and so will housing values due to severe limitations of supply. In
turn, there will be an increase in housing prices, which will mean housing affordability will
become further out of reach for consumers. Young people working in urban areas of the county
will be particularly hurt and will not be able to afford a house or an apartment under this
proposal. It is simply a question of supply and demand because as less supply of new homes and
apartments comes on line, prices will increase.
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To give you an example of the impact of this plan, let me describe the impact on one city,
Verona, which was discussed at a recent Verona public meeting,

Under CARPC’s plan, we understand that Verona will be limited to 103 acres of additional land
that can be added to its urban service area over the next 20 years. According to CARPC, Verona
has ‘enough’ land for development for the next 20 years, never mind that the plan would prohibit
development in accordance with Verona’s own approved comprehensive plan. Given Verona’s
historic growth rate, it is inconceivable that 103 acres of additional land being added to the urban
service area will come close to satisfying the demand.

And there’s nothing wrong with growth if done in an orderly and contiguous manner in
accordance with established and approved city plans.

The plan will cause urban sprawl.

What will young people do if they cannot afford a house locally? They will look for the next
available house further away until they reach such a point that they find a house that they can
afford. This means they will look further and further out until they are just outside the Dane
County border, and then they will commute back into Madison and its ring cities. Already there
are people doing just that - moving into the counties just north and west of Dane County
(Columbia, Sauk, and Towa Counties). The proposed plan will only exacerbate this situation.
This is real sprawl that will just make the commuting and traffic situation worse. It is not
inconceivable for people to commute 30 miles (or more) to work in Verona or Sun Prairie if they
can save $50,000 on a house.

The Plan is not environmentally friendly.

Since this plan will promote sprawl by causing more people to live further and further away, it
will create a tremendous amount of traffic back and forth to Madison as well as in and out of
outlying communities. The result will be more road congestion and more air pollution. This is
not an environmentally sound plan.

Due Process

I'was very dismayed that CARPC issued its notice of public hearing to discuss this plan just
before the holidays and only gave a few weeks (January 24) for communities and other interested
parties to prepare testimony. Furthermore, the notice of public hearing does not adequately
describe the impact of what is at issue. Nowhere does the notice of public hearing nor any of the
documents on the website directly alert the public to this potential drastic limitation that threatens
our entire region's economic growth and prosperity. CARPC’s behavior gives the appearance of
being sly and sneaky, especially when you consider that CARPC is aware of organizations that
exist such as Smart Growth Madison, the Realtors Association, the Builder’s Association, Thrive,
and the Chamber of Commerce to mention a few, that are involved in the economic development
industry. While CARPC appears to have sent the plan to some of them, not all even received the
documents. Besides, what’s the rush? We have been doing fine without this plan. Why is it
needed? Where is the economic impact analysis of this plan before Jjumping in with both feet?

My recommendation is to postpone the January 24 public hearing for 6 months to allow for full
disclosure of what is being considered and proper input and vetting with the public. To date
CARPC has not invited public input during the plan creation process. (Why was this done in
secret?) No invite to developers or to communities was issued. People are shocked at how this
process has occurred — issuing notice of a public hearing on such a critical issue at a time when
many people are on vacation or out of town, not fully disclosing the mmplications of adopting the
plan, giving little time for input, and then a rush to vote.



In addition to my recommendation of delaying the hearing, I suggest now inviting the economic
development community to sit down at the table and explain all details, and to invite participation
in the development of a proper plan as well as holding multiple public input meetings (not
hearings).

The Plan Itself

Lastly, the draconian constraints of this plan are unnecessary. The plan should allow for proper
growth of communities and for elected officials to execute their duly approved comprehensive
plans. It is beyond me to fathom how in a democracy an unelected body can have the right to
impose their will and artificial growth constraints on duly elected officials of communities. If this
plan would allow for proper growth and for communities to implement their comprehensive plans
then maybe I could see approving such a plan, but that is not the case with this plan. This plan is
simply a no growth plan.

As aresult of how this process was handled and the draconian nature of the plan, the newly
created Capital Area Regional Plan Commission and its staff have completely lost credibility and
faith with those of us that hoped for something better from this new body. This approach is
exactly why the Dane County Regional Plan Commission was abolished. I had hoped this new
body would have behaved in a more democratic fashion.

CARPC needs to consider these thoughts with all seriousness and invite those intimate in the
economic development community to participate.

Sincerely,

|
Wl
o i‘ A i

T. Wall Properties L.L.C.
*’5’%\2 A
By: L\ RVAVL 5
Terrence R. ‘%Nall, President
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11 January 2008
Jeff Miller, Interim Chair

Capital Area Regional Planning Commission
City County Building, Room 362

210 Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.

Madison, WI 53703

Dear Mr. Miller:

The Board of Directors of the Verona Area Chamber of Commerce has recently learned
of the Capital Area Regional Planning Commission (CARPC) Public Hearing, scheduled
for Thursday, Jan. 24, 2008, regarding “Urban and Limited Service Area Polices,
Environmental Corridor Policies, and Criteria for the Review of Urban and Limited
Service Area Amendments.” We respectfully request that you include this letter in the
official record of the proceedings for this public hearing.

It is the understanding of the Board of Directors of the Verona Area Chamber of
Commerce (the Board) that the document - “Urban and Limited Service Area Policies,
Environmental Corridor Policies, and Criteria for the Review of Urban and Limited
Service Area Amendments” — and the policies it contains will be considered for approval
by CARPC following the public hearing. The Board has several concerns regarding the
potential impact these policies would have on the community of Verona and the process
used to bring them to a Public Hearing.

First, The Board is concerned that proposed restrictions on the expansion of Urban
Service Areas (USA) found in the document would be crippling to the future growth of
Verona as well as similar communities in Dane County. Verona is among the fastest
growing communities in the state of Wisconsin, but as proposed these policies would
allow Verona to expand its USA by only 101 acres over the next 20 years. While the need
to control growth is understandable, such a limit is simply too restrictive.

It is the belief of the Board that Verona has demonstrated a propensity for responsible
growth including infill development and redevelopment of previously developed parcels
of land. Development actions requiring expansion of Verona’s USA, such as those that
brought Epic Systems Corp. to Verona, are always vigorously debated by Verona’s

205S. Main St. ®  PO. Box 930003 ® \Verona, WI 53593 ®m  (608) 845-5777 ™  Fax (608) 845-2519
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government and community, and the end results have brought tremendous benefits to the
city and the greater-Verona area.

However, if the proposed USA expansion restrictions were in effect five years ago,
Verona would not have been able to accommodate the Epic Systems project, the recently
approved West End project that will bring expanded retail options to Verona for the first
time, or several other projects that are highly valued by the members of the Verona
community. The effects of such a restriction would have stunted the vitality of the
Verona business community and as a result made Verona a less desirable place to live,
work and do business. It is the belief of the board that enacting these restrictions now will
similarly stifle Verona’s potential in the future.

Second, the Board is concerned the proposed policies do not account for land within a
USA that can not be developed. For example, in 2002 the City of Verona added 360 acres
of land to its USA, but a restriction on this area allowed only 72 acres to be developed. It
would seem unreasonable to count land that can not be developed when calculating how
much USA a community has available, but the policy as proposed allows no exception
for such land.

Finally, the Board is concerned with the timing of this action and the public hearing.
While The Board realizes and appreciates that all appropriate rules regarding open
meetings and public notice were followed, the Board also is concerned that the release of
these notices during the winter holiday season (Christmas, Hanukkah, New Years, etc.)
has left many parties that might be affected by the proposed policies without the time to
properly react, evaluate and respond prior to the Jan. 24 Public Hearing. With this in
mind, the Board would recommend that, at a minimum, CARPC delay a vote on this
issue until a later date in order that local governments, chambers of commerce, and other
interested parties have a sufficient chance to evaluate and respond to the proposed
policies.

In closing, thank you for considering the concerns of the Board of Directors of the
Verona Area Chamber of Commerce regarding this proposal. If you have questions
regarding this letter or the Verona Area Chamber of Commerce, please call Karl Curtis,
Executive Director, at (608) 845-5777.

Sincerely, {

A Cu—"’-" ol G

Sean Cleary, President Karl Curtis, Executive Director
Verona Area Chamber of Commerce Verona Area Chamber of Commerce
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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 nof 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—rtural is nof 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.
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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 Amendmenis” dated 12/14/07.

Dear Mr. Miller:

Thank-you for providing the City of Verona with the proposed “Urban and Limited Service Area Policies,
Environmental Corridor Policies, and Criteria for the Review of Urban and Limited Service Area
Amendments” document dated 12/14/07.

We understand that this document—and the policies it includes—will be considered for adoption at or
after a Capital Area Regional Planning Commission (CARPC) public hearing on Thursday evening,
January 24", 2008. We respectfully ask that you include this letter in the official record of the
proceedings of the January 24" public hearing.

We have reviewed the aforementioned document and we have the following issues:

Issue Number 1-A:

I. Urban Service Area Policies; 1. Planning Requirements; 1. Flexibility Margin.

The City of Verona requests that the Capital Area Regional Planning Commission maintain the
Flexibility Margins that the Dane County Regional Planning Commission utilized for many
years.

The City of Verona has practiced good land-use planning and growth management methods for many
decades. The City of Verona has not requested Urban Service Area (USA) amendments beyond what
was necessary to accommodate urban development that was anticipated in the foreseeable future. As
a result—the City of Verona currently has developed most of the areas that are included in our current
USA, which means additional future development will require an expansion of our USA. Eliminating
the Flexibility Margin will penalize Verona by allowing only 101 acres of additional land for
Verona’s urban growth during the next 20 years (as indicated on the draft Table provided by CARPC
staff). This amount of land is wholly insufficient to accommodate anticipated population growth in
the City of Verona.

Please note that the City of Verona does not seek to simply grow uncontrolled into the undeveloped
areas on our periphery. The City of Verona has a long and documented history of supporting
redevelopment projects AND infill development on vacant parcels within our existing USA. In the
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past two years the City of Verona has supported the redevelopment of 16 underutilized parcels for the
relocation or creation of over 12 businesses and over 30 dwelling units.

In 2006, the City of Verona was designated as the fastest growing city in the state of Wisconsin We
will continue to be supportive of such in-fill and redevelopment efforts. Nonetheless—More than
101 acres of land on our periphery will need to be added to accommodate future growth, and the
‘Flexibility Margin’ should therefore be maintained.

Issue Number 1-B:

I

Urban Service Area Policies; 1. Planning Requirements; I. Flexibility Margin.

The City of Verona requests that the Capital Area Regional Planning Commission discount
areas within a city’s USA that are prevented from developing or are otherwise restricted. For
example, the City of Verona USA was expanded in 2002 to include an additional 360 acres of land,
but a restriction was imposed on this area so that only 20% of it (or 72 acres) can be developed. The
remaining 288 acres—while technically ‘in® our USA—are unable to be developed and therefore
cannot be used to accommodate our urban growth. When calculating how much USA a community
has “available’, the City of Verona requests that any areas that are prevented from development (as in
the example above...) not be included in the calculation.

Issue Number 2-A:

L.

Urban Service Area Policies; 2. Criteria for the Review of Urban Service Area Amendments
C. Infill, redevelopment, density, and needs assessment.

The City of Verona is generally supportive of the proposed policy calling for higher density
development, mixed use in-fill development and redevelopment of existing urban areas prior to
expansions to USA. However, no detailed criteria are proposed to evaluate such USA requests, such
as “Will USA expansions be prohibited for new development until ALL vacant parcels within the
existing USA are filled?” and “Will USA expansions be prohibited for new development until some
amount of ‘redevelopment’ occurs within the existing USA (and if so—who decides what that
amount is...)?” The absence of identifiable criteria with which to evaluate compliance with higher
density standards and level of in-fill and redevelopment requirements can lead to arbitrary approvals
or denials of USA expansion requests. Therefore, more specific criteria must be proposed to
administer USA requests before this policy is implemented.

Issue Number 2-B:

L.

Urban Service Area Policies: 2. Criteria for the Review of Urban Service Area Amendments
C. Infill, redevelopment, density, and needs assessment.

Regarding density, the City of Verona requests that the RPC use the policy it has used previously:
“Residential density levels in proposed USA expansions should be at least as high as residential
density levels within the current USA...” Such a policy would mean that cities such as ours cannot
grow less dense over time—but will have to grow to be “at least as dense” as we have historically
been. The City of Verona does not believe that areas that are added to a USA should be required to
be more dense than the existing USA. In addition, the arbitrary nature of requiring higher density
development regardless of existing densities within a community does not recognize the need to
provide diversity in residential development.
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Issue Number 2-C:

Urban Service Area Policies; 2. Criteria for the Review of Urban Service Area Amendments
C. Infill, redevelopment, density, and needs assessment.

Regarding density, the City of Verona requests that the CARPC not only impose minimum density
requirements for urban areas, but also impose density maximums for non-urban areas outside of
urban and limited service areas. The City of Verona questions both the effectiveness and fairness of
efforts to promote/require urban density when areas just outside of USAs and Limited Service Areas
(LSA) are basically unregulated. For policies that are both effective and fair, The City of Verona
believes that the CARPC cannot simply look at the urban half of the equation—the CARPC must also
look at areas outside of urban service areas and apply rules and regulations that will compliment and
enhance any rules and regulations that are proposed to apply within urban areas.  Assuming
CARPC’s goal is to promote compact, efficient land development and minimize “sprawl’, then the
City of Verona requests that CARPC develop density maximums (such as 1 per 35) for areas outside
of urban and limited service areas that will be imposed on these areas to complement and enhance
density minimum requirements within USAs and LSAs.

Issue Number 3:

I.

Urban Service Area Policies; 2. Criteria for the Review of Urban Service Area Amendments
D. Agricultural loss mitigation.

First, the City of Verona requests that Agricultural loss mitigation requirements should apply to all
development in Dane County—mnot just ‘urban’® development as is currently proposed in policy 1-2-D.
As proposed—requiring only urban development to mitigate loss of agricultural land will create a
disincentive for dense, efficient and compact development inside urban service areas and further
encourage low-density development outside of USAs and LSAs. Urban development eliminates far
less agricultural land per housing unit than development outside of USAs/LSAs, and any requirement
to ‘mitigate’ loss of agricultural land must be equally/equitably applied throughout Dane County.
Imposing mitigation requirements on USA’s, while exempting areas outside of USAs, significantly
compromises the effectiveness and fairness of the proposed mitigation measures. Furthermore, as
most of Dane County’s undeveloped land is outside current USA’s, allowing developments outside of
USA’s to be exempt from this requirement casts serious doubt that this policy will result in any real
mitigation of lost agricultural lands.

Second, the City of Verona requests that any Agricultural loss mitigation requirements that may be
adopted (and that apply to both urban and non-urban development as outlined above...) should be
County-wide and should be administered by a County-level agency (including possibly CARPC
itself). A local unit of government such as the City of Verona lacks the expertise and resources to
effectively administer a region-wide program such as PDR or TDR and introduces opportunities for
significant discretionary latitude which will compromise the effectiveness in attaining a regional
objective.

Issue Number 4:

L

Urban Service Area Policies; 2. Planning Requirements
E. Minimum Requirements for Services; 2. Publicly managed urban storm drainage systems.

As drafted, the policies include language that states “...appropriate mitigation of some adverse
impacts may require reduced levels of development, a change in the type of development, or off-site
mitigation and remediation”. The City of Verona believes that denser, more compact development
typical found in urban areas is the best and most effective method for protecting the environment,
preserving open space, and preventing the loss of farmland. This is a stated goal of the proposed
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Dane County Land Use & Transportation Plan, “Protect agricultural lands and limit non-farm
development in order to maintain the county as one of the nation’s most productive agricultural
areas.” Requirements that undermine or prevent denser, more compact development—such as
maximum impervious surface coverage limits or dedication of large quantities of land for storm water
management purposes do not support this goal and should therefore not be imposed.

Additionally, reducing ‘levels of development” does not mean that there will be ‘less development’,
but rather simply means that the development gets “spread-out’ over a larger area of land—increasing
the need for additional roads (impervious surface) and land (loss of farmland and open space).
Requirements that ‘reduce the level of development’ or ‘change the type of development’ should
therefore not be imposed.

Additionally, requiring off-site mitigation and remediation may create disincentives for dense,
compact, efficient land development. Accommodating expected population growth in dense, urban
development requires less land and less impervious surface coverage per person/per household than
low-density development. Incentives for such dense development should be created—rather than
disincentives such as added costs for storm water management facilities.

Lastly, just as disincentives and additional costs for dense, compact development should be
eliminated—disincentives for non-urban development should be created. The City of Verona
suggests that the CARPC establish a standard ‘imperviousness per housing unit’ figure using roof,
street and driveway areas. Developments that produce /ess imperviousness per housing unit than the
established standard should be rewarded (providing incentives for higher density development) while
developments that produce more imperviousness per housing unit than the established standard
should be required to pay an imperviousness-mitigation fee (providing a disincentive for low-density
development.) Funds raised from imperviousness-mitigation fees from low-density development
could then be used to pay for environmental protection and farmland protection measures region-
wide.

Thank-you for considering our suggested revisions to the proposed CARPC policies regarding USAs. If
you have any questions, please contact our City Administrator—Shawn Murphy at 848-9943, or our City
Planner—Bruce Sylvester at 848-9941.

Sincerely,

on Hochkammer
Mayor

JH/bks

Cc:

Capital Area Regional Planning Commission members
City of Verona Plan Commission members

Dane County Cities and Villages Association

S Murphy, Administrator

B. Sylvester, Planner
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