
APPROVED MINUTES 
 

Brown County Land Division and Subdivision Ordinance 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

 
Thursday, May 5, 2022 

Northern Bldg., Room 200 
1:30 PM 

 
ROLL CALL: 
 

Steve Bieda Mau & Associates X Ryan Duckart BC Real Property Lister X 
Gary Pahl BCPC Board of Directors X Katherine Troudt Wis. Public Service ABS 
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 EXC 

 
Also present:  Karl Mueller, BC Senior Planner; Devin Yoder, BC Senior Planner. 
 
 
Order of Business 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
The meeting was called to order at 1:33 pm. 
 
2. Approval of the April 7, 2022 meeting minutes of the Chapter 21 Technical Advisory 
Committee Meeting 
 
A motion was made by G. Pahl and seconded by D. Raisleger. The motion was approved. 

 
3. Comments or questions on items discussed during the April 7, 2022 technical advisory 
committee meeting 
 
R. Duckart asked if the committee intended to discuss requiring ESAs on combination and 
retracement CSMs, and stated he had heard concerns from surveyors regarding this possibility.  
 
C. Runge informed the committee that Brown County planning staff had been considering 
including that as a requirement for combination and retracement CSMs but, at this time, intend to 
keep the requirements as is. 
 
R. Oettinger confirmed that the surveyors’ preference is to keep the requirements the way they 
currently are. 
 
C. Runge informed the committee that the reason staff had been considering requiring ESAs on 
combination and retracement CSMs was to address the CSMs staff were reviewing under these 



categories that do not readily meet the requirements for combination and retracement CSMs. 
Staff feels that this discrepancy will be addressed under a potential new land division category 
and are not needed for review processes that are primarily surveyor oriented. 
 
K. Mueller asked the committee if committee members wanted to continue the discussion on 
condo plats from the previous meeting. Specifically, if discussion should occur regarding adding 
ESAs as a requirement to the condo plat review process. 
 
C. Runge stated that this was something staff is considering but have been constrained by the 
10-day review timeline for condo plats under state statute.  
 
C. Runge asked if R. Duckart had an opportunity to review the state statute for condo plats. R. 
Duckart stated no, but expressed concerns about adding it as a requirement due to the short 
timeline for condo plat reviews. C. Runge stated that, even with the short timeline, it was 
something that needs to continue to be considered for inclusion in the update because these 
reviews would often be the only opportunity to identify the locations of environmental and other 
features for landowners, developers, and others who may have financial or other interests in the 
sites. 
 
C. Runge recommended postponing additional discussion on ESAs for condo plats until staff have 
reviewed state statutes for condo plats. 
 
The committee agreed that additional review of state statutes for Condo plats is needed before 
additional discussion could occur. This will be discussed at a future meeting. 
 
4. Review Section 21.40 Application Procedures and Approval Processes 
 
Before opening the floor for discussion, K. Mueller reminded the committee of changes the 
committee had reached consensus on from the April 7 meeting that will be applied to all land 
division categories administered by Brown County under Chapter 21. 
 
Section 21.45 Certified Survey Map Submittal and Review Process 
 
D. Teaters asked if there had been any additional discussions regarding differentiating ESA 
requirements for land divisions and plats within the sewer service area (SSA) from those outside 
the SSA. D. Teaters stated that the ESAs are derived from the Brown County Sewage Plan which 
does not pertain to areas outside of the SSA.  
 
D. Teaters suggested using Wisconsin DNR ESA setback requirements, floodplain, and 
shoreland zoning requirements for land divisions outside of the SSA. 
 
K. Mueller stated that those discussions had not occurred as of the meeting, but it was staff’s 
intent to address that as part of the update. 
 
C. Runge stated that it is important to differentiate requirements for land divisions in the SSA 
compared to those outside of the SSA to be respectful of the county’s statutory authority. 
 



D. Teaters informed the committee that the ESAs and ESA setbacks are derived from the Brown 
County Sewage Plan and are intended to be enforced within the sewer service area (SSA) but 
have traditionally been applied to land divisions outside of the SSA. 
 
D. Teaters suggested that the ESAs derived from the Brown County Sewage Plan should be 
applied within the SSA, and areas outside of the SSA should adhere to floodplain requirements, 
shoreland zoning, and NR 151. 
 
R. Oettinger asked how the SSA would be differentiated from areas outside of the SSA. 
 
D. Teaters stated that this would be determined through the SSA map produced as part of the 
Brown County Sewage Plan Update. 
 
G. Pahl asked about utility easements and recommended requiring them on all land division 
documents.  
 
K. Mueller stated that, with a few exceptions, land divisions received and reviewed by Brown 
County include the 12’ utility easement. K. Mueller noted that land divisions are distributed to 
WPS during the agency review, where WPS can request easements to be added if they are not 
already included. 
 
D. Teaters stated that the code is currently written for existing public and private easements, and 
added that language could be added to include new or requested easements. C. Runge 
suggested adding the word “requested”, which would give utility companies the flexibility to 
request specific easements on a case-by-case basis. This would make the 12’ utility easement a 
requirement under the revised code. 
 
S. Bieda confirmed that land divisions generally have a 12’ utility easement already incorporated 
into the document prior to submitting it to Brown County for review. 
 
D. Teaters stated the section number under Section 21.45 (5)(c) should read “21.45(3)”. K. 
Mueller noted this would be corrected. 
 
G. Pahl asked if the committee was ok with the 40-day review timeline for CSMs. The committee 
expressed no concerns about the review timeline. 
 
C. Runge asked if the 40-day review timeline was a requirement under state statute Chapter 236. 
R. Duckart confirmed that it is. 
 
Section 21.46 Retracement Certified Survey Map Submittal and Review Process 
 
S. Bieda asked if municipalities signing retracement CSMs constituted a duplication of services 
since they are not required under Chapter 21. 
 
S. Bieda asked why retracement CSMs in the Town of Ledgeview need to be submitted to the 
Town for review, when they are already being submitted to Brown County for review. 
 



D. Teaters stated that, due to past circumstances, the Town changed their code to have review 
authority over all CSMs to catch issues pertaining to zoning such as split lots, non-conforming 
lots, etc. 
 
S. Bieda asked if Brown County looks at land zoning as part of the review process for retracement 
CSMs. C. Runge stated no.  
 
D. Teaters suggested removing the language under Section 21.46 (5)(b) since a retracement 
CSM is neither creating nor reducing the number or lots or outlots. K. Mueller stated it would be 
removed. 
 
G. Pahl asked if ESAs are identified on retracement CSMs. S. Bieda confirmed that they are, if 
they are identified on a previously recorded plat or CSM.  
 
G. Pahl stated that the delineation of ESAs by surveyors could improve the quality of available 
data, improve data completeness, and improve compliance with state and federal regulations. 
 
D. Teaters asked how long delineated wetlands remain valid. S. Bieda responded that they are 
valid for five years. 
 
D. Teaters asked the committee if language should be added for retracement CSMs to allow for 
a provision to request updated wetland delineations if the statute of limitations for a delineated 
wetland has passed on a recorded plat or CSM. S. Bieda expressed concerns that adding this 
provision could become onerous, since the purpose of a retracement CSM is to address boundary 
issues and establish new legal descriptions for existing tax parcels. 
 
G. Pahl asked if language could be added under 21.46(3)(x) to preserve ingress/egress to public 
roadways in situations where a parcel is along a state highway but does not currently have a no 
access restriction. G. Pahl expressed concerns that without a provision in place, parcels fronting 
state highways may become landlocked if WisDOT requests a no access restriction to be placed 
on the retracement CSM. S. Bieda stated that would require an easement rather than a restrictive 
covenant. 
 
K. Mueller informed the committee that there are instances where the state has requested a no 
access restriction to be placed on combination and retracement CSMs. 
 
S. Bieda suggested adding a note on combination or retracement CSMs requiring the parcel 
owner to obtain a permit from the state in situations where a parcel fronts a state highway but 
does not currently have an access restriction. 
 
C. Runge informed the committee that there are certain interstates and state highways that 
WisDOT does not permit access to, regardless of whether it is identified on a recorded document 
or not. C. Runge stated that CSMs abutting county highways currently have a note added 
requiring the parcel owner to apply for a permit from Brown County Public Works before access 
is allowed. C. Runge stated that a similar note could be added to combination and retracement 
CSMs for state highways. Committee members agreed that this note should be added. 
 



 
Section 21.47 Combining Parcels/Combination Certified Survey Map Submittal and Review 
Process 
 
Several committee members noted that the word “retracement” was used in several areas under 
this section. K. Mueller stated those corrections would be made. 
 
G. Pahl asked if the municipality could request the change of a tax parcel number. K. Mueller 
responded that combination CSMs are distributed to the affected municipality as part of the 
agency review, but the municipality is not included as a signatory on those documents.  
 
K. Mueller stated that staff have discussed whether municipalities should be added as a signatory 
to combination CSMs and asked for the committee’s input. G. Pahl stated that, for his municipality, 
they are not concerned with signing the combination CSM, since it is under one owner and 
reduces the number of tax parcels. 
 
K. Mueller asked D. Teaters for Ledgeview’s perspective. D. Teaters stated that the town is  
already required to be a signatory on any type of CSM in their municipality. D. Teaters stated that 
it is up to the municipalities to decide if they want to be added as signatories to the CSM or not. 
 
5. Discussion regarding a potential new land division category 
 
K. Mueller provided an overview of the proposed potential new land division category that 
Planning staff were considering as part of the Chapter 21 update. The intent of the new land 
division category would be to address situations such as exterior lot expansions, or lot 
reconfigurations that do not readily fit within the existing land division categories administered by 
Brown County. 
 
R. Oettinger suggested that any CSM that does not meet the requirements of a combination or 
retracement CSM should be submitted, processed, and reviewed as a regular CSM. 
 
C. Runge stated that is being considered and informed the committee that the new land division 
category would be intended to be a hybrid between a regular CSM and combination/retracement 
CSMs in order to minimize review costs for the applicants.   
 
Committee members raised concerns that adding a new land division category would discourage 
residents and surveyors from submitting documents to Brown County Planning and Land 
Services, in favor of preparing and recording Plats of Survey. 
 
S. Bieda suggested expanding the scope of CSMs under Section 21.45 of Chapter 21 rather than 
creating a new land division category. 
 
R. Oettinger asked staff to provide examples that would be processed under the new land division 
category. K. Mueller and C. Runge provided multiple examples for committee members. 
 



Committee members discussed different scenarios of lot reconfigurations and expansions and 
how these situations could be handled. Committee members discussed if these should be 
handled as plats of survey or as CSMs.  
 
D. Teaters raised concerns about the potential for having non-conforming lots if the parcels are 
recorded through plats of surveys or land swaps and are not reviewed by the municipality or 
Brown County. D. Teaters also stated it could create issues with land zoning. S. Beida responded 
that the likelihood of creating non-conforming lots was low, but that the reconfiguration of lot 
boundaries could create land zoning issues. 
 
R. Oettinger asked if staff has prepared any draft language of the proposed new land division 
category for the committee to review. C. Runge stated that staff had not drafted any language 
since it is conceptual at this time.  Based on the discussion at today’s meeting, staff will prepare 
draft modifications to the existing regular CSM language for the committee to consider at its next 
meeting.  The committee members agreed with this suggestion.   
 
6. Set Next Meeting Date 
 
K. Mueller stated that staff were tentatively planning to hold the next technical advisory committee 
meeting on June 2nd at 1:30 pm and asked if this worked for the committee. Committee members 
stated that it would. 
 
K. Mueller stated that staff would send out the meeting notice approximately two weeks prior to 
the meeting. 
 
C. Runge asked the committee if, going forward, it would be acceptable to hold advisory 
committee meetings on the first Thursday of each month for the remainder of the Chapter 21 
update process.  The committee members agreed that this would be acceptable.   
 
7. Other Items 
 
D. Teaters asked D. Yoder to provide the committee with an update on the Brown County Sewage 
Plan.  
 
C. Runge stated that staff were waiting for additional ESA guidance from the Wisconsin DNR and 
suggested holding off on providing an update until those discussions occurred. 
 
D. Yoder tentatively agreed to provide the committee with a status update at the June meeting. 
 
8. Adjourn 
 
The meeting adjourned at 2:51 p.m. 


