
APPROVED MINUTES 
 

Brown County Land Division and Subdivision Ordinance 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

 
Thursday, April 7, 2022 

Northern Bldg., Room 200 
10:30 AM 

 
ROLL CALL: 
 

Steve Bieda Mau & Associates Exc Ryan Duckart BC Real Property Lister X 
Gary Pahl BCPC Board of Directors X Katherine Troudt Wis. Public Service X 
Cole Runge BC Planning Director X Dale Raisleger BC Public Works Dept. X 
Chad Miller BC GIS Analyst X Randy Oettinger MACH IV  X 
Dan Teaters T. Ledgeview Zoning Admin. X Chad Fradette Evergreen Consultants X 

 
Also present:  Karl Mueller, BC Senior Planner. 
 
 
Order of Business 
 
1. Introductions 
 
K. Mueller asked committee members to introduce themselves, as a different Brown County staff 
member has assumed the lead for the Chapter 21 update since the last advisory committee 
meeting. 
 
2. Approval of December 14, 2021 Minutes 
 
A motion was made by G. Pahl and seconded by D. Raisleger. The motion was approved. 

 
3. Staff report regarding answers to comments and questions on issues discussed from 
the December 14, 2021 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
 
K. Mueller stated that many questions were raised at the previous advisory committee that staff 
did not have answers for at that time. Since the last advisory committee, staff have researched 
and engaged different agencies to answer those questions. K. Mueller stated that the purpose of 
the staff report is to provide answers to questions raised by committee members. 
 
G. Pahl asked about the location of utility easements. K. Troudt stated that utility easements need 
to be flexible because some municipalities have 0’ setback requirements due to site and 
topographic constraints. 
 
 
 



4. Review Section 21.40 Application Procedures and Approval Processes 
 
K. Mueller stated that the focus for this meeting was to review and discuss changes for Brown 
County’s land division processes. 
 
Section 21.41 Preliminary Consultation and Sketch Plan for Plats 
 
Discussion occurred regarding archaeological and historic sites. C. Fradette asked if there was a 
process that could be established for identifying archaeological features on a property, similar to 
a wetland delineation. K. Mueller and C. Runge noted that Brown County staff currently review a 
property for historic sites, but it is addressed only as a recommendation in a review letter and not 
a condition of approval. C. Fradette stated Brown County should be eligible to access the Historic 
database from the Wisconsin Historical Society, which would provide access to historic data that 
is continually updated. Discussion occurred whether archaeological features should be identified 
on a map and included in review letters as a condition of approval. 
 
D. Teaters recommended change to Section 21.41 (4). D. Teaters recommended adding 
language to this section to incorporate municipalities into the review process to ensure the 
proposed sketch plan complies with local zoning requirements. C. Runge noted that this is 
something that staff can include in the updated ordinance. 
 
D. Teaters recommended removing 21.41 (6)(b) from the code since sketches are not recorded 
documents. Advisory committee members agreed that this language should be removed. 
 
Section 21.42 Preliminary Plat Submittal and Review Process 
 
Discussion occurred for Section 21.42 (2)(b) regarding the necessity of requiring paper copies for 
plats as offices continue to shift to an electronic system for submitting land division documents. 
G. Pahl recommended that provisions be implemented to ensure that documents cannot be 
modified if the county moves to an electronic system. C. Fradette stated that there are methods 
in place to restrict edits to electronic documents.  
 
C. Runge noted that the Brown County Register of Deeds has moved to an electronic-only format 
for storing recorded documents. R. Duckart noted that paper copies are not necessary since 
Brown County staff review revised documents after the initial review has been completed that are 
submitted exclusively in digital format.  
 
C. Runge noted that Brown County Planning and Land Services and the Register of Deeds are 
progressing towards an electronic-only format for routing and recording all land division 
documents. C. Runge stated that Register of Deeds and Planning and Land Services are already 
collaborating to allow and encourage the electronic routing and recording of condominium plats. 
The goal is to expand electronic routing options for all land divisions administered by Brown 
County.  
 
R. Duckart recommended removing the requirement for paper copies for plats. C. Runge asked 
the committee members if they agree with the recommendation to remove the requirement to 
submit paper copies for land division documents. Additional discussion occurred regarding the 



security of electronic documents. C. Runge stated that security has been a barrier to fully 
implementing electronic routing for all land division documents. Digital routing for land division 
documents will be gradually implemented as security concerns are addressed.  
 
K. Troudt asked if electronic signatures are accepted by Register of Deeds. C. Runge confirmed 
that they are.  
 
D. Teaters proposed language to revise 6(b) to require an electronic copy of the plat in full size.  
 
R. Duckart suggested modifying the language to give surveyors an option to submit electronic 
and/or hard copies of documents.  
 
C. Runge recommended revising the criteria to prefer electronic copies, and to accept paper 
copies in situations where no electronic option is available. The committee members agreed that 
this change should be incorporated across all land division and review procedures administered 
under Chapter 21. 
 
21.43 Final Plat Submittal and Review Process 
 
D. Teaters stated under Section 21.43 (5)(c), final plats do not have to be resubmitted for review 
if the number of lots or outlots does not increase following a revision.  He recommended that 
additional language be added to this section of the ordinance to require that a final plat’s lot 
boundaries must also stay the same after a revision to avoid having to resubmit a final plat.  
 
D. Teaters suggested clarifying the term “substantial conformity” under Section 21.43 (5)(b) to 
ensure final plats are consistent with the preliminary plat.  
 
C. Runge suggested clarifying this by listing conditions required to demonstrate substantial 
conformity under Section 21.43 (5)(b).  Examples of these conditions could include the number 
of lots/outlots not increasing, the exterior plat boundaries staying the same, and possibly other 
conditions.     
 
R. Oettinger asked why there are concerns about changing the boundaries of final plats.  D. 
Teaters responded that changing the exterior boundary of a final plat means it no longer conforms 
with the preliminary plat that was approved by staff. Under state statutes, the state will not accept 
a final plat that does not conform in this way with the preliminary plat. 
 
C. Fradette asked if a plat could be considered conforming if the street layout remains the same 
but the number of lots increases. D. Teaters stated that it would not since it would require an 
additional review of the lots to ensure compliance with Chapter 21 and local municipal 
requirements. It would need to be re-reviewed as a preliminary plat and be approved by staff. 
 
D. Teaters recommended modifying the language for Section 21.43 (8) since Planning staff would 
not be complying with Register of Deeds policy by distributing a paper or digital copy of a recorded 
plat to agencies. K. Mueller asked if the language should be modified or if the section should be 
removed entirely. D. Teaters stated that the requirement could be removed entirely and stated 
the Register of Deeds provides a recorded copy of the plat to the surveyor.  



 
R. Oettinger confirmed that a link of the recorded document is sent to the surveyor. G. Pahl asked 
if the link is provided to each lot owner. R. Oettinger stated that the surveyor provides this 
information when a lot is purchased. C. Runge noted that Planning staff will discuss recording 
plats with Register of Deeds and discuss any changes that should be made. Any changes will be 
made to each land division administered under Chapter 21. 
 
21.44 Condominium Plat Submittal and Review Process 
 
D. Teaters asked if Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) should be included as a requirement 
for plat reviews. D. Teaters recommended that natural features and ESAs be shown on all land 
division documents. C. Fradette supported this recommendation.  
 
C. Runge asked why ESAs are not required to be identified on combination and retracement 
CSMs, unless they were included on previously recorded documents. D. Teaters stated that there 
were concerns about the additional time and cost these requirements could add to combination 
and retracement CSMs. D. Teaters noted that ESAs should be addressed on the front end of a 
review.  
 
R. Oettinger stated that combination and retracement CSMs are not land divisions. D. Teaters 
responded that they are still moving lot lines and serve as a mechanism for preparing land for 
development. The intent is to inform the property owner and developer of any encumbrances on 
the property. C. Runge stated that ESAs change, and previously recorded documents may not 
reflect the current requirements. 
 
G. Pahl stated that past practice was to have property owners own and pay taxes out to the 
centerline of a road, which is no longer the case. This could also be addressed under combination 
and retracement CSMs. C. Runge suggested having additional discussion on these topics at 
another meeting, but noted that the Chapter 21 update is a good opportunity to require the most 
up-to-date information on combination and retracement CSMs as they are the documents of 
record once recorded. 
 
D. Teaters suggested modifying this section to include municipalities in the review process for 
condominium plats. Discussion occurred regarding the feasibility of an agency review for 
condominium plats because of the state statutory deadline of only 10 days for condominium plat 
reviews. 
 
C. Runge asked if there was any flexibility in state statutes for condominium plats that could be 
incorporated into Chapter 21. R. Duckart stated that he would review state statutes for 
condominium plats to check. 
 
C. Runge suggested modifying Section 21.44 (4) to enable the County Planning Director to sign 
condominium plats. This will provide flexibility and improve efficiency for surveyors requesting 
signatures on condominium plats when Property Listing staff are out of the office or are otherwise 
unavailable.  
 



C. Runge suggested modifying the language to remove Property Listing staff as the only eligible 
signatories on condominium plats and requiring condominium plats to be signed by a licensed 
surveyor employed by the Brown County Planning and Land Services Department or the County 
Planning Director. Committee members agreed that this modification would improve customer 
service for condominium plats. 
 
R. Duckart asked if the identification of environmentally sensitive areas should be added as a 
requirement for condominium plats. D. Teaters suggested that they should. R. Duckart stated that 
requiring ESAs would require Planning to be more involved in the review process. D. Teaters 
stated that adding ESAs as a requirement would inform prospective land purchasers of any 
encumbrances on the property. R. Oettinger expressed concerns about the duplication of wetland 
delineations if ESAs are added as a requirement for condominium plats, since condominium plats 
may be prepared following the recordation of a subdivision plat or CSM. D. Teaters responded 
that Planning staff would have the discretion of not requiring new wetland delineations if one had 
been prepared for a recent land division within the proposed condominium plat area. 
 
Sections 21.45 Certified Survey Map Submittal and Review Process, 21.46 Retracement Certified 
Survey Map Submittal and Review Process, and 21.47 Combining Parcels/Combination Certified 
Survey Map Submittal and Review Process 
 
Due to time constraints, committee members agreed to postpone discussions on these items to 
a future meeting. 
 
5. Discussion regarding a potential new land division category for expanding the size of 
existing tax parcels 
 
K. Mueller provided an overview of a proposed new land division category as part of the Chapter 
21 update. K. Mueller stated that Brown County has received Certified Survey Maps that do not 
fit well with the requirements of any the County’s existing land division categories. K. Mueller 
stated that the most common of these land reviews are lot expansions, in which the owner is 
expanding or changing the boundary of an existing lot(s) but is not creating or reducing the 
number of tax parcels of record, and reorganizations of the boundaries of multiple lots within the 
same exterior boundary. 
 
C. Fradette expressed support for a new land division category to address these situations 
because it would improve customer service and reduce ambiguity for surveyors.  
 
D. Raisleger asked about the extent of the review for the proposed land division. C. Runge 
responded that these and other details still need to be worked out internally and with the technical 
advisory committee. D. Raisleger suggested that a more cost-effective approach for property 
owners would be to do a plat of survey with a recorded deed transfer, and asked why staff felt a 
new land division category was needed. C. Runge responded that property owners can pursue 
that option now under the current ordinance. The purpose of the new land division category is to 
address more complex scenarios (such as the reorganization of interior lot boundaries for existing 
tax parcels) that are not currently addressed under Chapter 21. 
 



R. Duckart asked if language could be added to one of the existing land review categories without 
adding a new category to Chapter 21. Discussion occurred regarding past practice for treating lot 
expansions or reorganizations as combination or retracement CSMs. D. Teaters expressed 
concerns that requiring the properties to be under identical ownership could be restrictive since 
all affected property owners could simply be added as signatories to the CSM. K. Mueller 
responded that requiring the property to be under identical ownership or the deeds to be recorded 
prior to staff review could resolve property disputes prior to going through the time and expense 
of a survey. 
 
6. Set Next Meeting Date 
 
K. Mueller stated that a date had not yet been determined. Advisory committee members 
recommended scheduling an afternoon meeting. K. Mueller stated that staff would determine a 
date and afternoon for the next meeting and send a notice out to committee members. 
 
7. Other Items 
 
No comments were made. 
 
8. Adjourn 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:10 p.m. 


