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LA CROSSE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MONTHLY MEETING 
PROCEEDINGS; THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 2012  

The La Crosse County Board of Supervisors Monthly Meeting was held on Thursday, September 20, 
2012 in the Administrative Center, Room B410. The County Clerk, Ginny Dankmeyer, took attendance. 
24 supervisors were present when Chair Tara Johnson called the meeting to order at 6:00 P.M. and 
those otherwise present, excused or absent are noted in the roll call detail:  
District Name Attendance 

1 Richmond, Andrea  Present at 06:19 PM 

2 Geary, Ralph  Present  

3 Veenstra, Joe  Present  

4 Freedland, Maureen  Present  

5 Johnson, Karin  Present 

6 Plesha, Roger  Excused  

7 Hampson, Sharon  Present  

8 Jerome, Peg  Present  

9 Londre, Andrew  Present at 06:05 PM  

10 Becker, Richard  Present  

11 Brockmiller, Bill  Excused  

12 Holtze, Dave  Present  

13 Meyer, Donald  Present  

14 Schroeder, Jeffrey  Present  

15 Kruse, Monica  Present  

16 Ferries, Dan  Present  

17 Berns, Jim  Present  

18 Berg, Laurence  Present  

19 Downer, Thomas  Present  

20 Doyle, Steve  Present   

21 Burke, Vicki  Present  

22 Spiker, Charles  Present   

23 Pedretti, Marilyn  Present  

24 Pfaff, Leon  Present   

25 Ebert, Ray  Present  

26 Gamroth, Tammy  Present  

27 Wehrs, Tina  Present at 06:14 PM, Excused at 06:47 PM 

28 Keil, Robert  Present  

29 Johnson, Tara  Present  
  
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
COMMUNICATIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS:  
County Board Chair Report - Tara Johnson  

• New Procedure to call in absences - All absences, including County Board and committee 
meetings should be called into the County Clerk Office.  

• WCA Conference details – The WCA Conference starts on Sunday and goes through Tuesday. La 
Crosse County will have a booth there and need supervisors to sign up for shifts to work the 
booth. A sign-up sheet was passed around.  
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• Supervisor Conference Reports  

o Supervisors are reminded to complete and turn in their United Way pledge form.  
o County Board Supervisor shirts are in and ready to be picked up after the meeting.  
o Deputy Finance Director Sharon Davidson was acknowledged as sitting in for Finance 

Director Gary Ingvalson.  
o Supervisor Hampson reported that the League of Woman Voters sat in on committee 

meetings and reported back how impressed they are with the work the Board Supervisors 
are doing.  

o Supervisor Burke noted that the Judiciary and Law committee minutes state that the next 
meeting is October 8th but that date should be Tuesday, October 9th instead.  

o Supervisor Burke announced La Crosse Deputy John Williams received the Carnegie Medal 
for heroism for his involvement in helping to rescue a man from the river.  

o Supervisor Ferries reminded everyone of the gathering at Arlene Benrud’s house following 
the meeting tonight.  

o Supervisor Schroeder announced the 10th Freedom Honor Flight leaving Saturday morning 
and please join them on sending them off or welcoming them back that evening.  

• Status of District 11 County Board representation – Chair Johnson announced the resignation of 
Supervisor Bill Brockmiller effective September 30, 2012. The procedure to replace him will be 
to accept letters of interest until October 19th, the hold interviews the week of October 21st 
with the intent to appoint a replacement at the November Planning meeting.  

 
Administrator Report - Steve O'Malley  
 
PROCLAMATION SEPTEMBER 2012 - JUROR APPRECIATION MONTH  
Whereas the right to have a trial by a fair and representative jury is an essential safeguard protected 
by both the United States and Wisconsin Constitutions; and, Whereas service as a juror in the La 
Crosse County Circuit Court is, along with voting, one of the most important responsibilities of 
citizenship; and, Whereas the Wisconsin State Court System, partnering with the State Bar of 
Wisconsin, has established September as Juror Appreciation Month, a time to publicly recognize the 
contribution of those who are summoned and serve. Therefore, be it resolved that the La Crosse 
County Board of Supervisors hereby supports the goals of Juror Appreciation Month:  

• Educate the public about jury duty and the importance of jury service, and  
• Applaud the efforts of jurors who fulfill their civic duty, and  
• Ensure that all jurors are treated with respect and that their service is not unduly burdensome.  

Be it further resolved that the La Crosse County Board of Supervisors extends its sincere thanks and 
appreciation to all employers who pay employees their normal wages while allowing them to serve as 
jurors, preventing financial hardship and fostering community strength. Be it finally resolved that the 
La Crosse County Board of Supervisors honors the service and commitment of citizens who perform 
jury duty, who by participating in the judicial process aid those elected to serve the citizens of La 
Crosse County by preserving the rule of law, the basis for a free society.  
 
Motion by R. Becker/M. Kruse to approve passed on a unanimous voice vote with 25 ayes, 4 excused - 
B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha, A. Richmond and T. Wehrs.  
 
• Xcel French Island Waste to Energy Plant – year in review  

o Mike Harrell from Xcel Energy gave a report on the French Island Waste to Energy Plant. He 
presented the top 10 highlights of the past year. 800 people toured the plant in 2011. They 
collected 76,000 tons of municipal solid waste and produced 55,000 tons of RDF. Their current 
contract expires in 2013.  

• 2013 Budget Overview – Administrator O’Malley gave an overview of the 2013 County Administrator 
recommended budget which will be coming to committees for discussion and the full board in 
November. The total gross budget is $137.599 million which is an increase of 2.38% primarily due to 
highway maintenance and capital and Human Services ES-consortium. After 3 years in a row of 0% 
operating levy, the proposed budget increases levy by 1.15%, raising $314,200 for jail staffing or road 
maintenance. Operating levy tax rate remains $3.13  
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due to increased value of new construction. The recommended levy is $482,000 below the limit and 
going to the max could risk hitting $3.24 rate limit in 2014.  
 
CHAIR CHANGE: Vice Chair S. Hampson took the chair.  
 
APPOINTMENTS  
Appoint Debra A. McKenney to the Economic Development Fund Board to replace Steve Burgess; 
appoint Charles Spiker to the Solid Waste Policy Board to replace Margaret Wood for a term to expire 
April 30, 2014; re-appoint Mike Wobbe to the Solid Waste Policy Board for a three year term to expire 
April 30, 2015.  
 
Motion by T. Johnson/D. Holtze to approve passed on a unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused 
- B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
CHAIR CHANGE: Chair T. Johnson resumed the chair.  
 
CONSENT AGENDA  
Motion by J. Schroeder/A. Londre to approve the minutes of the La Crosse County Board of Supervisors 
Planning Meeting held August 6th, 2012 and the Monthly Meeting held August 16th, 2012 and the claims 
list for $11,398,650.45 passed on a unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - B. Brockmiller, R. 
Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
RESOLUTION NO. 29-9/12 RE: APPROVAL OF COUNTY FARM PROPERTY ANNEXATION 
WHEREAS, La Crosse County owns approximately 34 acres within the Town of Hamilton, adjacent to 
the Village of West Salem and Lake Neshonoc, that is a portion of the former County Farm and part of 
Neshonoc Park South; and, WHEREAS, the Village of West Salem has authority to enforce ordinances 
in all of the adjacent property within the Village that is part of Neshonoc Park South except this 
property that is proposed for annexation; and, WHEREAS, La Crosse County retains ownership and 
administration of Neshonoc Park South; and, WHEREAS, the annexation of the property would allow 
the Village of West Salem to enforce ordinances in the annexed property and improve coordination of 
services. NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the La Crosse County Board does hereby 
authorize the County Corporation Counsel to draft a petition for direct annexation to the Village of West 
Salem of approximately 34 acres, consisting of 3 parcels of which 2 parcels are located in Neshonoc 
Park South and 1 parcel is in Lewis Point, whose legal descriptions are attached hereto as Exhibit A and 
the attached map as Exhibit B. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Wis. Stat. s. 
66.0217(2), the petition for direct annexation shall be filed with the Village Clerk and the Town Clerk. 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Board Chair is authorized to sign the Petition for 
Annexation and any other documents to effectuate this resolution, after approval by Corporation 
Counsel. FISCAL NOTE: the cost of the annexation is $600.00 of which the Village of West Salem will 
pay $400 and La Crosse County will pay $200 from Org. #1149, Account #64306 entitled “Permits”.  
 
PUBLIC WORKS AND INFRASTRUCTURE  
Motion by D. Meyer/R. Ebert to approve passed on a unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - 
B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
RESOLUTION NO. 30-9/12 RE: APPROVAL OF CHANGES TO RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS 
REGARDING WEST SALEM PROPERTY  
WHEREAS, the Village of West Salem owns approximately 9.1 acres located adjacent to the West 
Salem School District sports field complex; and, WHEREAS, there have been discussions between the 
Village of West Salem and the School District of West Salem and the West Salem Hockey Association to 
deed portions of the 9.1 acres for educational and recreational purposes and to build a more modern 
hockey facility; and, WHEREAS, there is a restrictive covenant in the 1947 deed to West Salem from 
La Crosse County that provides La Crosse County with a right to exercise an option to purchase the 
property for the purchase price of $1,251.25 if the property is to be deeded to any other party and also 
limits the purpose for which the property can be used to an athletic field and for other educational and  
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recreational purposes, with the right of reversion of title if violated upon payment of the same purchase 
prices; and, WHEREAS, it would be advantageous to the parties if the County removed it’s right to 
purchase the property upon any transfer to another party and clarified that the reversion and the 
County’s ability to repurchase the property would only apply if the property is no longer used for 
educational and recreational purposes; and, WHEREAS, the current restrictive covenants are outdated 
and overly restrictive, and it is in the best interest of all of the parties to make such changes to the 
restrictive covenants. NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the La Crosse County Board hereby 
authorizes the changes to the restrictive covenants regarding the 9.1 acres subject to the 1947 deed, 
consisting of removal of the right to repurchase the property upon transfer to another entity and 
clarification that the County’s ability to repurchase the property for $1,251.25 shall only occur if the 
property is no longer used for educational and recreational purposes. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, 
that the La Crosse County Board Chair and County Clerk are hereby authorized to execute an 
amendment to the restrictive covenants, after approval of Corporation Counsel. FISCAL NOTE: No 
fiscal impact to La Crosse County.  
 
PUBLIC WORKS AND INFRASTRUCTURE  
Motion by D. Meyer/R. Ebert to approve passed on a unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - 
B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
RESOLUTION NO. 31-9/12 RE: ACCEPT PROPOSAL FOR STUDY AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
STRATEGIC PLAN FOR LAKEVIEW HEALTH CENTER  
WHEREAS, Resolution 24-8/12 authorized the replacement of Lakeview Health Center with small 
neighborhood facilities contingent upon further independent evaluation of the needs and costs; and, 
WHEREAS, the resolution further instructed the County Administrator to forward a recommendation to 
conduct an independent business and management analysis to study numerous factors including 
projected trend of client needs, right-sizing number of beds, identification of potential licenses, 
evaluation of staff configurations and options, efficiencies of co-location versus separate locations as 
well as other cost reduction/revenue enhancement measures; and, WHEREAS, proposals to conduct 
said analysis were received on September 5, 2012 as follows:  
 

Wipfli, LLP  $ 82,000  
CliftonLarsonAllen LLP  $125,000  
  

WHEREAS, a team consisting of County Administration, Finance, Facilities, Human Services and 
nursing home staff reviewed the proposals and interviewed both consultants. NOW THEREFORE BE IT 
RESOLVED, that the La Crosse County Board of Supervisors hereby accepts the proposal from Wipfli, 
LLP in the amount of $82,000. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, upon completion of this study, a 
formal presentation of the consultant’s recommendations shall be made to the Veterans, Aging & Long 
Term Care Committee and the full County Board. FISCAL NOTE: The 2012 Lakeview budgeted capital 
projects are $707,375. Due to the uncertainty surrounding the future of Lakeview, the majority of 
those funds remain unspent. There is sufficient funding in account 4901-86050 Major Capital 
Equipment Other’ to cover cost of this study.  
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE  
VETERANS, AGING AND LONG TERM CARE COMMITTEE  
Motion by A. Richmond/D. Ferries to approve passed on a unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 
excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
RESOLUTION NO. 32-9/12 RE: ACCEPT PROPOSAL FOR ENGINEERING SITE STUDY FOR 
LAKEVIEW HEALTH CENTER NEIGHBORHOOD FACILITIES  
WHEREAS, Resolution 24-8/12 authorized the replacement of Lakeview Health Center with small 
neighborhood facilities contingent upon further independent evaluation of the needs and costs; and, 
WHEREAS, the resolution further instructed the County Administrator to forward a cost estimate to 
conduct a preliminary engineering site analysis comparing the infrastructure costs and options of 
locating the neighborhood facilities on the current Lakeview Campus or the Hillview Campus; and, 
WHEREAS, proposals to conduct said analysis were received on September 4, 2012 as follows:  
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Hoffman Planning, Design & Construction, Appleton  $ 4,750  
HSR Associates, La Crosse  $16,000  
River Architects, La Crosse  $34,960  

 
WHEREAS, the proposals were reviewed by the Facilities Director and the Purchasing Manager. NOW 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the La Crosse County Board of Supervisors hereby accepts the 
proposal from HSR Associates in the amount of $16,000. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, upon 
completion of this study, a formal presentation of the consultant’s recommendations shall be made to 
the Veterans, Aging & Long Term Care Committee and the full County Board. FISCAL NOTE: The 2012 
Lakeview budgeted capital projects are $707,375. Due to the uncertainty surrounding the future of 
Lakeview, the majority of those funds remain unspent. There is sufficient funding in account 4901-
86050 Major Capital Equipment Other’ to cover cost of this study.  
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE  
VETERANS, AGING AND LONG TERM CARE COMMITTEE  
Motion by A. Richmond/D. Holtze to approve. Discussion ensued. Administrator O’Malley responded to 
questions from the Board. The motion to approve passed on a unanimous voice vote with 25 ayes, 4 
excused - B. Brockmiller, S. Doyle, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
RESOLUTION NO. 33-9/12 RE: ACKNOWLEDGE "THE BEST OF PUBLIC SERVICE"  
WHEREAS, the following employees have been a faithful part in providing “The Best of Public Service” 
to La Crosse County:  
 

NAME  DEPARTMENT  YEARS  
             Sheila L. Evans           Hillview Health Care Center       19+  
             Kathleen A. McIntee                Health Department               12+ 
 
WHEREAS, it is the wish of the County Board of Supervisors to acknowledge long and faithful service 
on behalf of the citizens of La Crosse County; NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that a resolution 
extending our congratulations be recorded in La Crosse County Board Proceedings and a certificate of 
our actions be presented as an expression of our gratitude.  
TARA JOHNSON, COUNTY BOARD CHAIR; GINNY DANKMEYER, COUNTY CLERK  
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE  
Motion by S. Hampson/R. Keil to approve passed on a unanimous voice vote with 25 ayes, 4 excused - 
B. Brockmiller, S. Doyle, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
RESOLUTION NO. 34-9/12 RE: NORMAL HOURS OF OPERATION  
WHEREAS, on June 21, 2012, the County Board adopted changes to section 3.07 of Chapter 3 of the 
County Code of Ordinances, which directed that the County Administrator establish hours of operation 
and required that a report on hours of operation be presented “…to the County Board for review and 
approval initially and as often as directed by the County Board”; and WHEREAS, La Crosse County 
strives to make needed services available to the public in person at the most convenient times, after 
hours by appointment or at other times in case of emergencies; and WHEREAS, there is significant 
variance in hours of operation across County Departments depending upon client needs; and, 
WHEREAS, Department Heads in the Administrative Building recommend a change in hours from 
8:30am – 5:00pm, to 8:00am – 4:30pm, because the volume of phone calls and client visits is 
significant before 8:30am and very limited after 4:30pm; and WHEREAS, the Circuit Court Judges 
implemented a change in their hours of operation from 8:30am – 5:00pm, to 8:00am – 4:30pm, on 
July 1, 2012 effecting all offices in the Law Enforcement Center, and that change has been accepted by 
the public without any significant problem or demand for services after 4:30 pm; and NOW, 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the County Board hereby approves the hours of operation for the 
County as described in the attached report, including changing normal hours of operation of 
Departments in the downtown campus buildings to 8:00am to 4:30pm effective October 1, 2012, 
except as noted. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Administrator is directed to keep track 
of client feedback regarding the change in hours and to evaluate means for offering expanded hours 
through shared reception functions in the future. FISCAL NOTE: No fiscal impact to La Crosse County.  
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE  
Motion by S. Hampson/D. Meyer to approve. Discussion ensued. Administrator O’Malley responded to 
questions from the Board. Motion to approve passed on a voice vote with 22 ayes, 3 nays - V. Burke, R. 
Geary and J. Schroeder, 4 excused - B. Brockmiller, S. Doyle, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
FIRST CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE  
ORDINANCE NO. 109 TO CREATE S. 30.81(12) OF CHAPTER 30 OF THE GENERAL CODE OF LA CROSSE 
COUNTY, WISCONSIN REGARDING NO-WAKE ZONES  
Motion by S. Hampson to move to the second reading. The ordinance will be held over for 30 days and 
is on file and open for public inspection in the office of the County Clerk and on the La Crosse County 
website at www.co.la-crosse.wi.us. Upon adoption and publication it will be incorporated into the La 
Crosse County General Code of Ordinances.  
 
SECOND CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 106-9/12 TO CREATE S. 31.06 ENTITLED 
“FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN” AS PART OF THE LA CROSSE COUNTY, WISCONSIN 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, 2007-2027 OF THE GENERAL CODE OF LA CROSSE COUNTY, 
WISCONSIN 
The County Board of Supervisors of the County of La Crosse does ordain as follows: 
Section 1. Section 31.06 entitled “Farmland Preservation Plan” is created to read:  

 
31.06 FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN 

(1) Introduction. 
   
(a) Chapter Overview. 
 

1. Agriculture is a vital part of Wisconsin’s economy and cultural 
identification.  In 2010, agriculture constituted a $59 billion industry in Wisconsin. Despite its 
importance, agriculture faces many challenges. Farmland around the country is being lost at an 
alarming rate, and once it is gone we cannot get it back. In the “Farming on the Edge” report released 
by American Farmland Trust, it was estimated that 1 acre of farmland in the United States is lost every 
minute. In Wisconsin this translates into the approximate loss of 22,500 acres of productive farmland a 
year due to development.  Because of the economic importance of agriculture in Wisconsin and the 
potential for the continued loss of our agricultural land base, farmland preservation planning is crucial 
to preserve the agricultural land remaining in the state. Although well crafted farmland preservation 
plans may not necessarily restrict the rate of land development, they can help to redirect development 
towards more appropriate areas, preserve prime farmlands, promote balanced growth, and keep 
infrastructure costs low while strengthening local economies and protecting the environment. 
 

2. This chapter will define farmland preservation planning activities in 
La Crosse County, past and present, and provide a menu of activities and priorities to accomplish 
farmland preservation in earnest.  The first, and current, Farmland Preservation Plan (FPP) was 
adopted in 1980.  This plan has become outdated which is typical throughout Wisconsin. With the 
adoption of the La Crosse County Comprehensive Plan in 2008, another step toward updating land use 
policies and preserving farmland in La Crosse County was completed. 
 

3. Another important event occurred on June 29, 2009.  On this date, 
the Wisconsin Working Lands Initiative (WLI) was adopted as part of the 2009-2011 Biennial Budget 
known as Wisconsin Act 28.  This initiative became effective on July 1, 2009.  One of the top priorities 
of the WLI is a requirement for every county in the State to update their farmland preservation plan.  
Under the new law, the La Crosse County Farmland Preservation Plan must be updated by December 
31, 2012 with an extension.  This document is meant to fulfill the Working Lands Initiative mandate.  
This document will also provide a process by which La Crosse County will accomplish farmland 
preservation activities and meet the standards of the Working Lands Initiative.   
 
   (b) Purpose and Scope. 
    

1. The purpose for drafting, adopting and implementing a Farmland 
Preservation Plan is achieved by gathering and documenting public input.  In this manner, La Crosse  
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County can create an appropriate process for mapping areas for preservation and define the tools to 
accomplish this systematic approach to farmland preservation.  Upon completion of the initial portions 
of public input, the Steering Committee will develop plan goals, objectives, and criteria for mapping 
Farmland Preservation Areas. 
 

2. In the past, agricultural land has been treated in many land use 
plans as a “holding” area for eventual developed uses. Where planning has occurred for local 
agriculture, too frequently the plan treats the agricultural sector as an interim use, eventually giving 
way to other land uses. Agricultural land often lacks a legal underpinning to protect it, even relative to 
wetlands and other natural areas, which are often explicitly protected under federal or state law.  The 
mapping of appropriate farmland preservation areas will place a significantly higher emphasis on the 
preservation of these areas.  County farmland preservation plans are not intended to prevent non-
agricultural development. Rather, planning and farmland preservation tools are used to limit non-
agricultural development in areas with favorable conditions for agricultural enterprises and target those 
other areas suitable for non-agricultural development.  Planning for long-term farmland preservation 
and for the economic development of agriculture can help identify and preserve the sufficient land and 
infrastructure base needed to support agriculture. A plan that understands and addresses the needs of 
farm and agriculturally-related business owners can help insure predictability and security for these 
business owners.  Well thought out plans also help minimize conflict arising from incompatible land 
uses while at the same time protecting the rural heritage that has long defined Wisconsin. Planning for 
agriculture can also contribute to other goals, such as preserving wildlife habitat areas and maintaining 
groundwater recharge areas. 
 
   (c) Overview of 1980 Plan.  The previous La Crosse County Farmland  
Preservation Plan was adopted in 1980.  This plan sought to:  

 
1. Acknowledge that the general physical characteristics of La Crosse 

County, being its topography and access to water based resources, has greatly influenced the patterns 
of social and economic development presently existing in La Crosse County. 

 
2. Emphasize that it is desirable to preserve our land and water based 

resources and that to do so will preserve the quality of life in La Crosse County. 
 
3. Preserve that land considered most suitable for agricultural 

production. 
 
4. Minimize the adverse effects of urban growth in agricultural areas 

of La Crosse County. 
 
5. Consider all land within La Crosse County as non-replaceable and to 

encourage land usage within the County to be compatible with the natural environment. 
 

The La Crosse County Planning Department led the development of 
the plan, facilitated through a grant from the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and 
Consumer Protection (DATCP) in 1979. Public meetings provided the opportunity to introduce the 
farmland preservation program and to understand the needs and future visions of County citizens. A 
citizen advisory committee containing at least 1 representative from each town provided regular 
commentary. A technical advisory group with staff from County, State, and regional agencies provided 
general assistance in preparing the report. In addition to the primary document, the Planning 
Department prepared separate planning elements specific to each town.  As a result, the County 
received certification from DATCP for their revised zoning ordinance, which became the primary tool for 
preserving farmland in La Crosse County.   

(d) Overview of 2009 Working Lands Initiative. 

1. After years of program planning and input from stakeholders 
around the state, the Wisconsin Legislature passed landmark legislation in 2009. Wisconsin Act 28  
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(2009-2011 Budget Bill) created what is known as the Working Lands Initiative (WLI).  This new law 
made very significant revisions to Chapter 91 Wisconsin Statutes, which had been - with minor changes 
in the interim period - Wisconsin's farmland preservation law since 1977.  The new law continues a 
long history of relying on local governments to lead program implementation efforts and attempts to 
improve on the success of these efforts by: 

a. Expanding and modernizing the state's existing farmland 
preservation program. 

b. Creating new tools to assist in local program 
implementation, including: 

(i) Promulgation of Agricultural Enterprise Areas (AEAs). 

(ii) Creation of a Purchase of Agricultural Conservation 
Easement (PACE) matching grant program. 

2. One of the first steps in modernizing the existing program is a 
requirement for every county in the State to update their farmland preservation plan.  Under the new 
law, the La Crosse County Farmland Preservation Plan must be updated by December 31, 2011. 

3. The farmland preservation planning effort is coordinated through a 
steering committee made up of farmers, local plan commissioners, town planners, local & county 
elected officials, and staff along with assistance from the DATCP. 

4. Created by Wisconsin Act 28, (2009-11 Biennial Budget Bill), the 
WLI is the result of input by government institutions, non-government organizations, and private 
businesses to provide tools that can be used to help preserve Wisconsin farmland, promote agriculture, 
enhance the natural environment, and minimize conflicts created by competing land uses. 
 

5. Using current agricultural practices and land-use realities, the WLI 
establishes more modern, flexible farmland preservation policies with less state oversight.  This helps 
local governments plan and preserve agricultural land as well as create compact, focused suburban and 
urban development. WLI helps farmers keep land in agricultural use, employ good conservation 
practices, and develop agricultural enterprise areas. 
 

6. The new WLI consolidates and enhances tax credits, maintains the 
use value assessment program, establishes a state working lands trust fund, and creates a new 
program (PACE) for targeted purchases of agricultural conservation easements from willing 
landowners. 
 
   (e) Plan Preparation, Review and Adoption. 
 

1. In 2010, the La Crosse County Zoning and Planning office applied 
for and received a grant to prepare a 5-year update to the Farmland Preservation Plan. The County 
decided to accomplish this process in-house. 

 
2. The La Crosse County Board of Supervisors next adopted a public 

participation plan in September of 2010 that describes the ways in which public and local units of 
government would be involved in the preparation, review, and approval of the plan update. A copy of 
the public participation plan is included as Appendix A. Key elements include: a project web site, 
publication of all meetings, submittal of press releases, and numerous opportunities for submitting 
comments and suggestions. 

 
3. Municipalities within the County were involved in the drafting of this 

plan in a number of ways and were kept abreast of the plan’s progress. A Farmland Preservation  
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Steering Committee was appointed, comprised of local farmers, elected and appointed officials, and 
local administrative staff to provide direction in the preparation of the new La Crosse County FPP. The 
committee structure was very similar to that of the subcommittee that was assembled to guide the 
preparation of the County Development Plan. The committee consisted of 9 members meeting on a 
regular basis to provide the staff direction and act as a conduit to direct information back to the towns 
for their consideration as this plan was being drafted.  

 
4. With assistance from staff, the public and elected officials, the 

Steering Committee prepared numerous plan drafts which were presented to the public, towns and 
county officials and submitted the drafts to DATCP for certification.  A final draft of the plan was 
prepared based on the local government input that was received. The Steering Committee approved a 
resolution supporting this draft.  The Planning, Resources and Development Committee of the County 
Board reviewed this draft on July 30, 2012, and recommended the draft plan to the full County Board 
for its review and action, satisfying the requirement under Wis. Stat. s. 66.1001 to adopt the plan by 
ordinance. 

 
5. On September 20th, 2012 the County Board of Supervisors adopted 

this plan by County Ordinance.   
 
6. Every effort has been made to use the best available data for the 

update. Because the plan uses data from the 2010 census of population and housing, the demographic 
information is the most recent data available and should be appropriate for years to come. 

   
7. The La Crosse County Farmland Preservation Plan must be 

consistent with the La Crosse County Comprehensive Plan, the certified La Crosse County Zoning 
Ordinance, Official Zoning Map for La Crosse County, and in the mapped farmland preservation areas.  
The La Crosse County Comprehensive Plan, La Crosse County Zoning Ordinance, and the La Crosse 
County Farmland Preservation Plan must be certified by DATCP for any landowner in La Crosse County 
to be eligible for Farmland Preservation Program Incentives. 

 
8. Recognizing that land use plans should not be static documents, the 

2008 La Crosse County Comprehensive Plan provides for an amendment process, which allows for 
consideration of amendments to the adopted plan on an annual basis. While the majority of 
amendments over time are anticipated to be property-specific, some amendments take a more 
comprehensive form. The incorporation of the Farmland Preservation Plan is the first such 
comprehensive amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. Following is a list of amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 

a. The Table of Contents has been repealed and recreated as 
part of the 2012 FPP amendment in order to reflect the inclusion of the new Appendix “A - D”. 

 
b. The Future Land Use Map, depicting the County’s 

recommended land use plan map as of the date of plan adoption in 2008, has been amended by the 
adoption of this FPP amendment.  This Future Land Use Map, which is maintained and updated as a 
digital mapping layer on the County Land Records GIS Mapping site at http://www.co.la-
crosse.wi.us:81/GISMapping/, has been updated to reflect the land use category designations that are 
set forth by the new FPP. 

 
c. The FPP text amends the “Agricultural Preservation” land use 

category of the Comprehensive Plan to now become the new “Farmland Preservation” category and 
revises the definition of this category to be consistent with the definition and criteria established for 
farmland preservation areas, as specified in s. 31.04 (4)(a)2. 
 

9. The remainder of the 2008 Plan document text remains unchanged. 
As amended, the Comprehensive Plan document incorporates La Crosse County’s adopted Farmland 
Preservation Plan and meets the consistency benchmark required by statute. 
 

 

http://www.co.la-crosse.wi.us:81/GISMapping/
http://www.co.la-crosse.wi.us:81/GISMapping/
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   (f) Plan Maintenance and Amendment. 
 

1. Wis. Stat. s. 66.1001 requires that an adopted plan be reviewed 
and updated at least once every 10 years.  However, to ensure that the plan remains a viable planning 
tool, it should be reviewed each 5 years and following any significant change in land use, land use 
policy or land use regulation in La Crosse County.  Staff and committee members should review 
statistics of land use changes annually and try to predict any major shifts in land use policy on a local, 
regional, and state level and economic shifts in how land is utilized to prepare for potentially necessary 
plan amendment activities. 
 
 
 
  

2. Annual Review.   
 

a. The Zoning and Planning Department should review and 
monitor this plan and suggest amendments to the Planning Resources and Development Committee in 
November of every calendar year. As part of this review, staff should contact each of the participating 
municipalities to provide them with the opportunity to suggest changes. The primary focus during this 
review will be on Chapter 6 of the FPP which lists the goals, objectives, polices, and activities.  In the 
analysis of demographic shifts that are occurring in La Crosse County, to determine whether 
amendments are needed, the following considerations should be reviewed: 

 
(i) General development trends. 
 

 (ii) Farmland Conversion Rates. 
 
 (iii) Farmland Preservation goals and objectives. 
 
 (iv)    Completed implementation activities and their  
          Effectiveness. 
 
 (v) Recommended strategies. 
 
 (vi)    Available resources for future projects. 
 
 (vii)   Public input. 
 
 (viii)  Input from other stakeholders. 

 
     b. Without periodic review and assessment, this plan has the 
potential to lose its relevance as conditions change, specific projects are implemented, and new 
priorities emerge. 
     

3. History of Adoption and Amendment.   
 

a. 1953 – Initial Adoption of Zoning in La Crosse County 
 

• Original ordinance approved and adopted by the Towns: 
 

Bangor  January 1,  1965   
Barre  August 28,  1953   
Burns  September 14, 1953   
Campbell September 15, 1953   
Farmington August 31,  1953   
Greenfield August 31,  1953   
Hamilton September 2,  1953 
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Holland April 6,  1954 
Medary September 15, 1953 
Onalaska September 15, 1953 
Shelby  September 16, 1953 
Washington September 2,  1953 

 
     b. 1980 – Farmland Preservation Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
Certified* 

• Farmland Preservation Approved and Adopted by Towns: 
 

      Bangor  August 19,  1982    
      Barre  November 11,  1980    
      Burns  July 21,  1983    
      Farmington November 12,  1980    
      Greenfield November 12,  1980   
      Hamilton  November 18,  1982 
      Holland  September 19, 1985 
      Onalaska  November 19,  1980 
      Shelby  November 17,  1980 

Washington  November 12,  1980 
 

*Towns of Campbell and Medary did not adopt Farmland Preservation Zoning. 
 

(2) Background Conditions. 
 
   (a) Chapter Overview. This chapter provides a brief overview of La Crosse 
County to provide the general context for farmland preservation planning.  Due to very recent efforts 
by La Crosse County, there is significant data regarding existing conditions in both the comprehensive 
plan, adopted in 2006, and the land and water resource management plan adopted in 2010.  The 
information in this chapter is intended to supplement those sources or to update relevant data. 
 
   (b) Land Use.  La Crosse County is made up of over 300,000 acres.  While 
nearly 70% of the County remains in agriculture or natural cover, the County is home to a regional 
center and metropolitan area.  It is therefore not surprising that the County includes some of the 
fastest growing communities in the state.  A benefit of the County planning effort is to provide a 
context to consider local growth decisions in conjunction with neighboring communities.  
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 Table 2.1: Existing Land Use Table 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 

Resid. Comm. Manuf. Agriculture 

Swamp 
and 

Waste Forest Total 
LA CROSSE (C) 3,769 2,968 508 93 173 6 14,000 
ONALASKA (C) 1,610 939 46 545 338 346 5,994 
BANGOR  (T) 459 17 146 10,035 292 7,812 22,429 

BARRE (T) 544 141 0 6,756 53 3,545 13,211 
BURNS (T) 511 39 23 16,267 780 11,453 31,070 

CAMPBELL (T) 803 131 11 0 39 0 8,071 
FARMINGTON (T) 680 23 117 24,028 1,439 18,712 48,584 
GREENFIELD (T) 776 101 72 7,815 161 8,468 19,282 
HAMILTON (T) 1,198 340 158 15,023 349 10,698 32,729 
HOLLAND (T) 1,398 273 627 6,727 1,734 7,642 29,064 
MEDARY (T) 716 184 373 1,540 992 2,494 7,492 

ONALASKA (T) 2,138 182 108 9,542 305 6,149 28,975 
SHELBY (T) 4,031 219 7 3,667 272 4,391 18,815 

WASHINGTON (T) 297 20 0 12,877 214 8,002 23,141 
BANGOR (T) 125 31 3 127 155 0 667 
HOLMEN (V) 706 278 50 176 3 25 1,941 

ROCKLAND (V) 111 4 36 55 0 0 357 
WEST SALEM (V) 361 229 61 11 9 0 1,452 

La Crosse County 20,233 6,119 2,346 115,284 7,308 89,743 307,274 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  SOURCE: MISSISSIPPI RIVER PLANNING COMMISSION, 2000 

 
   (c) Population.  As of the census in 2010, there were 114,638 County 
residents, which represents a 7% increase over 1990 (Table 2-2). 
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2Table 2-2. Population; La Crosse County and Civil Divisions; 1980 through 2025 
 

La Crosse County Census Data - Population 

  1980 
Pop. 

1990 
Pop. 

2000 
Pop. 

2005 
Pop. 

2010 
Pop. 

% Change 
2000- 2010 

2015 
Population 
Projections 

2020  2025  

La Crosse County 91,056 97,904 107,120 110,302 114,638 7% 115,538  118,246  122,291  

                    
Un-incorporated                   
    Bangor town 572 598 583 592 615 5% 603 610 623 
    Barre town 901 909 1,014 1,063 1,234 22% 1,148 1,191 1,248 
    Burns town 988 977 979 985 947 -3% 989 993 1,007 

    Campbell town 4,118 4,490 4,410 4,448 4,314 -2% 4,486 4,511 4,587 
    Farmington town 1,603 1,577 1,733 1,820 2,061 19% 1,975 2,052 2,153 
    Greenfield town 1,537 1,617 1,538 1,562 2,060 34% 1,596 1,614 1,651 
    Hamilton town 1,472 1,633 2,103 2,294 2,436 16% 2,646 2,821 3,028 
    Holland town 1,776 2,175 3,042 3,329 3,701 22% 3,867 4,134 4,447 
    Medary town 1,794 1,539 1,463 1,493 1,461 0% 1,538 1,562 1,604 

    Onalaska town 5,386 5,803 5,210 5,445 5,623 8% 5,860 6,071 6,349 
    Shelby town 5,620 5,002 4,687 4,676 4,715 1% 4,613 4,589 4,617 

    Washington town 611 598 738 772 558 -24% 831 861 901 

Incorporated                   
    Bangor village 1,012 1,076 1,400 1,474 1,459 4% 1,606 1,672 1,757 
    Holmen village 2,411 3,236 6,200 6,931 9,005 45% 8,287 8,958 9,729 

    Rockland village 383 509 625 669 594 -5% 750 790 839 
    West Salem 

village 3,276 3,611 4,738 5,076 4,799 1% 5,691 5,998 6,372 

    Onalaska city 9,249 11,414 14,839 15,955 17,736 20% 17,993 19,009 20,238 
    La Crosse city 48,347 51,140 51,818 51,718 51,320 -1% 51,059 50,810 51,141 

                    
Towns Subtotal 26378 26918 27500 28479 29725 8% 30152 31009 32215 
Villages Subtotal 7,082 8,432 12,963 14,150 15,857 22% 16,334 17,418 18,697 
Cities Subtotal 57,596 62,554 66,657 67,673 69,056 4% 69,052 69,819 71,379 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau (counts), Wisconsin Department of Administration, Division of Intergovernmental Relations (estimate),  
                          East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (projections) 
 
Notes: 1. Municipality located in La Crosse County and another county 
 

   (d) Land Use Patterns and Trends. 
 
    1. Map 2.1 and Table 2.1 show the existing land use patterns in 2000.   
 

2. Existing Land Use Patterns.  There are over 300,000 acres of land in 
La Crosse County.  The following table and maps describe and depict these patterns.  Countywide, 
agriculture and forest lands make up for 67% of the County’s land area, with agriculture specifically 
making up just under 38% of the total.  Residential lands make up approximately 7% of the County’s 
acreage.  A detailed set of existing land use acreages has also been prepared by the University of 
Wisconsin – La Crosse.  These estimates were created through a different methodology and provide 
additional detail than those done by the Regional Planning Commission.   
 

3. Land Use Density.  Land use density is highest in areas closest to 
the urban areas as well as along the various lakeshores and some of the major road corridors.  In 
addition, isolated pockets of higher density development are appearing in rural areas experiencing 
newer subdivision development. This is particularly evident in the Town of Onalaska and Hamilton.  
Lower density development on parcels more than 20 acres in size are typically found in agricultural 
areas and in or within environmentally sensitive areas. 
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4. Existing/Potential Land Use Conflicts.  There are no known existing 
land use conflicts where La Crosse County has purview over the mitigation of conflict.  Potentially, 
annexation by incorporated communities will have an impact on town land use in some areas.  La 
Crosse County is currently working with several communities to develop boundary agreements to 
forecast annexations and prevent conflicts.  The County continues to provide assistance on land use 
issues where appropriate.  
 
   (e) Development Guidelines.  
 
    1. Future land use projections represent generalized growth scenarios 
based on State projections and current development densities.  The projections indicate the County 
should generally plan to accommodate 5,000 additional combined acres of residential, commercial, and 
industrial land over the next 20 years.  A generalized look at land supply shows that there are nearly 
190,000 acres that are physically suited for development. 
        
    2. If proposed development projects exceed the following guidelines, 
communities shall review and amend their plans.  This is done to ensure all planning documents are 
providing sufficient guidance to residents, property owners, staff, and officials.  The County shall not 
approve development proposals that exceed these guidelines prior to plan amendments being adopted.  
Such amendments shall address considerations for use, location, form, and timing of the proposed 
development.  These projections are intended for 10 years from plan adoption.   
 

Table 2.3:  Plan Review "Guidelines” in Acres 
    

 Town 
 Residential 

Acres 
 Non/Residential 

Acres  
Total 
Acres 

Bangor 120 80 200 
Barre 160 40 200 
Burns 280 40 320 
Campbell * * * 
Farmington 400 40 440 
Greenfield 240 40 280 
Hamilton 520 40 560 
Holland 620 140 760 
Medary 320 40 360 
Onalaska 840 120 960 
Shelby 560 40 600 
Washington 80 40 120 

 
* As Campbell has a very limited supply of undeveloped land, guidelines for new growth have not been recommended. 

 
   (f) Planned Urban Development. 
 
    1. According to the 2008 La Crosse County Comprehensive Plan, urban 
development is planned largely around existing urban centers and existing areas of dense development 
in order to preserve the existing urban and rural development patterns of the County.  The County’s 
development pattern has formed a sideways “T” which centers the leg of the “T” on the central corridor, 
east to west of the La Crosse River and Interstate 90.  The top of the “T” forms along the Western Edge 
of the County north and south along the Black and Mississippi river Corridors and along the State 
Highway 157, Highway 35/53 corridor.  The Plan also acknowledges the fiscal advantages of this urban 
development policy in efficient and economical use of existing infrastructure investment. 
 
    2. The plan also identifies urbanizing districts in the County based on 
the adjacencies to urbanized areas with transportation arterials and services. 
 
    3. Map 2.2 shows those areas slated for development.  
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   (g) Intergovernmental Boundary Agreements. 
 
    1. Definition of Intergovernmental Boundary Agreement.  An 
agreement between local communities created pursuant to Wis. Stat. sections 66.0307, 66.0301, or 
66.0225, typically dealing with annexation, incorporation, consolidation, land use, revenue, service 
provision and other intergovernmental issues. 
 
    2. These agreements attempt to facilitate problem solving through 
citizen involvement, negotiation, mediation, and other cooperative methods.  Generally, boundary 
agreements help both an incorporated community and an unincorporated community forecast future 
lands for annexation so that infrastructure needs can be forecast and funded.  They can also ease 
contentious relationships. 
 
    3. Numerous agreements are in place between municipalities in La 
Crosse County, which include resource and equipment sharing, shared services, County-wide 
emergency dispatch, County-wide household hazardous waste, share planning and economic 
development functions, sewer service area agreements, extra-territorial technical sub-division review, 
and etc.  Most of these agreements are formal, but not created pursuant to this state statute.  The 2 
agreements that exist pursuant to this statute are: 
 

     a. The City of La Crosse and Town of Campbell are subject to a 
boundary agreement that controls annexations to the city. 

 
     b. The City and Town of Onalaska have a boundary agreement. 
 
  (3) Agricultural Context. 
 
   (a) Chapter Overview.  As we complete each chapter of this Farmland 
Preservation Plan, we will continue to build a strong foundation for the decisions which will ultimately 
implement the plan.  In making these decisions, it is important to look at agriculture in La Crosse 
County in an historic context.  Historic farmland conversion trends, economic impacts, and perceptions 
of agriculture by landowners and other residents continue to shape the tools we use to preserve 
farmland.  The effect of demographic shifts on the existing plan may dictate the need for any 
amendments. 
 
   (b) Agricultural Land.  According to the 2007 census of agriculture, there were 
845 farms in La Crosse County, compared to 868 in 2002, representing a decrease of 2.7%. The 
number of acres of farmland declined from 174,213 in 2002 to 165,368. This data translates into a 
2.5% decline in the average farm size – from 200.7 acres in 2002 to 195.7 acres in 2007. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Table 5-1.  Harvested Cropland by Farm Size: 2002 and 
2007  

  2002 2007 

 
 
 

 
    
   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statistically, in the State of Wisconsin some recent observations include: 

 
    1. A sharp drop (-43%) in the number of acres being diverted 
from agriculture. 
 
    2. Value of land diverted fell sharply (–24%). 
 
    3. Value of agricultural land rose 12%. 
 
    4. Cash receipts for crops rose 34%. 
 
    5. Corn up 46%. 
 
    6. Soybeans up 25%. 
 
    7. Projected production increases in 2010.  
 
    8. 2011 La Crosse County only 36 acres were diverted in 2008. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
   
 
 

 Farm Size Quantity Acres Quantity Acres 

1 to 9 acres 23 67 20 79 

10 to 49 acres 86 1468 81 863 

50 to 69 acres 28 (D) 29 1,003 

70 to 99 acres 53 1,779 48 1,340 

100 to 139 acres 62 2,772 56 2,829 

140 to 179 acres 70 4,049 74 4,187 

180 to 219 acres 46 4,606 40 3,578 

220 to 259 acres 42 4,886 38 4,103 

260 to 499 acres 117 20,384 123 21,492 

500 to 999 acres 62 23,330 49 19,574 

1,000 to 1,999 acres 12 10,540 9 7,302 

2,000  acres or more 2 (D) 4 9,150 

 Total 603 177,831 571 75,500 

Source: 2002 Census of Agriculture; 2007 Census of Agriculture 
D = Withheld by source to avoid disclosing data for individual farms 
 

Table 5-2. Farm Use: 2002 and 2007 
 2002 2007 
Value of 
Sales Acres Percent of Total Acres Percent of Total 

Cropland 95,439 54.8 87,654 53.0 
Woodland 58,156 33.4 54,013 32.6 
Per Permanent 

pasture 11,583 6.6 15,316 9.3 

Far Farmstead, 
buildings, 
ponds, 
roads, etc. 

9,035 5.2 8,385 5.1 

 Total 174,213 100  165,368 100  

 Source: 2002 Census of Agriculture; 2007 Census of Agriculture 
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(c) Agricultural Operations 
 
    1. It becomes more important to refine the analysis of 
agricultural land uses in the County. This analysis should include not only the number, size and 
locations of farms in the County, but also the type of farm operations and their economic 
relationship to other farms, markets and farm infrastructure. This involves not only identifying 
production, whether conventional or specialty, but how the farms depend on feed operations and 
other supply sources, custom work, contracting, secondary processing stages and ultimate 
markets. Examination of broader trends in agricultural economics and agricultural land use at a 
regional, national, and international scale would also be a useful part of the planning discussion as 
these trends may impact the future nature, scope, location and focus of local agricultural 
production. Examples of trends might include farm consolidation, product type and processing 
chains, supply needs and sources, changes in ownership, median age of operators, and 
competition of other uses for farm acreage. 
 
    2. Economic Growth and Business Development  
 
     a. Identification and analysis of the economic generators 
in the County, including information on employment, wage rates and average per capita income 
by industry sector, can help provide a picture of economic conditions in the County.  As a part of 
this analysis, the County will consider information about planned or potential areas for agricultural 
related business development, not just commercial uses in general.  The County should always 
consider existing commercial and industrial areas to assess where and how to focus further 
development in order to best avoid farmland preservation areas, and cluster ag-related businesses 
nearer farmland. 
 
     b. It is also useful to consider off-farm employment and 
commuting patterns as these may contribute heavily to decisions of what type of farming is 
engaged in and are often a major source of farm family income, insurance, and retirement 
benefits.  An inventory of trends in the number, composition, skill levels, seasonality, and wage 
levels of jobs in the regional labor market is also relevant to the discussion of maintaining farm 
operations and growing agriculturally related businesses. 
 
     c. The data in Tables 5-3, 5-4, and 5-5 illustrate the 
importance of the agricultural economy in La Crosse County.  It is apparent that due to the large 
number of steep hills, wooded valleys, and river systems, that there is a smaller area for available 
to agricultural operations.  La Crosse County is not typically in the top tier of agricultural 
production in the State of Wisconsin.  This fact highlights the need to preserve the already limited 
areas of agricultural production for the economic benefit and additional environmental protection 
that these agricultural areas will provide, especially to help maintain the integrity of our land and 
water resources in La Crosse County.  
 

Table 5-3.  Taxes Generated by Agriculture 
Tax Type Amount 
Sales Tax $15.7 Million 
Property Tax $20.5 Million 
Income Tax $2.4 Million 
Other Tax $10.0  Million 
    
Source: 2007 Census of Agriculture 
D = Withheld by source to avoid disclosing data for individual farms 
 
 
 
 



 

 

  
 

  

 Table 5-4. La Crosse County’s Top Commodities 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   (d) Agricultural Economy. 
  
    1. How important is Agriculture to La Crosse County’s Economy?  
Agriculture provides 4,062 jobs in La Crosse County, it accounts for $1.4 Billion in business sales, 
it contributes $257 Million in County income, and pays about $49 Million in taxes.  More and more 
County farmers sell directly to consumers.  In all, 63 farms generate $139,000 in direct-marketing 
sales.  Farmers own and manage 165,368 acres, or 57% of the County’s land.   
 
    2. Since agricultural land use within La Crosse County is often in 
close proximity to surface waters, steep slopes and other natural features and resources, it is 
important to both preserve the agricultural use of the land and to provide a buffer to preserve the 
natural areas they border.  It will be important to continue to implement conservation compliance 
standards to ensure that agricultural land use is sensitive to these important natural resources.  
Farmers in La Crosse County must explore ways of doing more with less land.  The best way to 
accomplish this is by adding value to their products, or collaborating with other operations to seek  

Sales by Dollar 
Value, 2007 Commodity 

1.   Milk $29.6 Million 
 

2.   Grains $15.6 Million 
 

3.   Cattle and Calves $8.7 Million 
 

4.   Hogs and Pigs $3.6 Million 
 

5.   Other Crops and Hay $0.95 Million 
 

Source: 2007 Census of Agriculture 
 
 
Table 5-5. Operator Characteristics: 2007 

Value of Sales Quantity 
Percent of 

Total 
Principal operators by primary 

occupation   

 Farming 418 49.4% 

 Other 427  
50.5% 

Principal operators by sex   
 Male 762 90.2% 
 Female 83 9.8% 
Average age of principal operator 

(years) 57.0  

All operators by race   
 American Indian or Alaska 

Native 0  

 Asian 8 0.6% 
 Black or African American 0  
 Native Hawaiian or Other 

Pacific Islander 0  

 White 1,297 99.4% 
 More than one race 0  
Source: 2007 Census of Agriculture 
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out economies of scale.  Added value and direct marketing practices will continue to succeed in La 
Crosse County because of the large urban population and proximity of the agricultural use land to 
these urban centers.  This urban-rural link is important and will be further explored in Chapter 4.  
Agricultural land uses provide rural character in close proximity to urban centers and engages an 
urban population that seeks open space recreation and respects the landscape.  This brings many 
sets of eyes and ears into the rural areas.   These eyes and ears can become critics, or supporters, 
but as discussed earlier, they also bring added markets for agriculture.  It becomes important that 
agriculture is preserved in a manner that is positive, publicly supported, and provides the 
commodities that are in demand locally.  Agriculture Enterprise Areas would enhance the value 
added concept and the collaboration portions of this economic section.  By creating important rural 
agri-business partnerships, the agriculture economy in La Crosse County has a better chance to 
flourish. 
 
   (e)  Agricultural Infrastructure.   Historically, well planned transportation 
routes have been the most important infrastructure for agriculture.  La Crosse County has 
continued to repair, maintain, rebuild and construct excellent highways for commerce and 
agricultural transport.  There continues to be a subsidence of other available infrastructure in the 
form of creameries, feed and seed mills and implement dealers because of the reduction of farm 
acres and farm numbers.  It becomes a longer commute to find these businesses and processors 
on which the agriculture sector depends, and this downward trend will continue if farmland is not 
preserved in La Crosse County.  This infrastructure will continually change and adapt as the 
markets and use of agricultural land continue to change.  With the proliferation of custom 
operators, machinery is maintained and sold on a more regional basis.  More farmers markets and 
local food sales have arisen as the trends toward sustainability continue.  Of note, much of the 
mapped agricultural infrastructure is within the urbanized areas of La Crosse County.  This 
important relationship between urban and rural land use must be acknowledged, supported and 
even further developed to continue to improve the economy for agriculture in La Crosse County.  
Please refer to Map 3.1 for a geographic view of the infrastructure in La Crosse County. 
 
   (f) Specialty Agriculture. 
 
    1. Diversity in agriculture can provide a community with added 
value in agribusiness with more choices for consumers, greater economic sustainability due to 
more resiliency to market products, and environmental fluctuations and growth potential due to 
diversification and differentiation in the market.  The following are examples of specialty 
agriculture markets: 
     a. Christmas tree farms; 
 
     b. Pumpkins, gourds, etc; 
 
     c. Ginseng; 
 
     d. Mushrooms; 
 
     e. Organics; 
 
     f. Specialty grains; 
 
     g. Tree nuts; 
 
     h. Dried fruit products; 
 
     i. Floriculture; 
 
     j. Wildlife and fish farms; 
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     k. Specialty fruits and vegetables; and 
 
     l. Specialty meats and cheeses. 
 
    2. The Wisconsin Department of Agriculture Trade and Consumer 
Protection (DATCP) provides a Specialty Crop Block Grant (SCBG) program aiming to increase 
Wisconsin’s competitiveness in global marketplace. According to the DATCP website, The Farm, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (Farm Bill) authorized the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) to provide these grants to benefit the specialty crop industry.   
 
  (4) Local Food System. 
 
   (a) Chapter Overview. 
 
    1. Food systems are drawing the attention of planners and policy 
makers around the U.S.  The traditional focus of planners on public resources has seldom focused 
on the private nature of food markets.  However, the acknowledgement of the public health, 
economic and environmental effects of food systems is on the cutting edge of modern planning to 
create healthier and economically sustainable communities. 
 
    2. Consider the movement away from local markets in the past 
100 years to giant conglomerates and the vertical integration of producers who ship food from 
long distances to a more centralized big box store.  Questions emerge about transportation costs, 
environmental impacts, effects on vulnerable populations’ financial independence and security of 
populations being able to provide for themselves. 
 
    3. This chapter will propose policy guidance on this important 
topic in promoting a stronger, more economically vital and self-reliant system of providing locally 
grown products for La Crosse County’s population. 
 
   (b) Non-Farm Food Production. 
 
    1. The growing average age of the American farmer along with 
the consolidation of farms and the emergence of large commercial farms, raises questions about 
the future of locally available foods and the biodiversity of crops produced.  Non-Farm food 
production provides valuable opportunities for communities to supplement food supplies and lower 
costs for the delivery and distribution of products.  Local regulations, however, can create 
impediments to non-farm food production.  Careful consideration of the public impacts of certain 
regulations is needed to address benefits and costs of public policy decisions. 
 
    2. The following is a list of non-farm food production ideas for 
communities along with considerations for supportive policies for implementation: 
 
     a. Gardens.  Support local gardening with Master 
Gardener lectures, programs and training.  Encourage home composting to reduce food wastes 
and disposal costs. Foster neighborhood interaction, the sharing of diverse, locally grown foods. 
 
     b. Bee Keeping. Work with local bee-keepers on the 
protection of bee keeping sites and opportunities for growth.  Introduce local beekeepers to farm 
markets. 
 
     c. Poultry.  Identify opportunities for land use regulations 
that support small scale poultry production.  Hold public workshops to identify tolerances for 
adjacent land uses and conditions required for permitting. 
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     d. Community Agriculture.  Look for suburban locations for 
farmstead preservation where a co-op may exist, providing space for gardening and farm 
enthusiasts to interact and produce convenient produce stands. 
 
     e. Edible Landscapes. Thousands of dollars are spent each 
year on public open space landscaping and private landscaping in high employment areas.  Fruit 
trees and other decorative, food producing plants can be used in the landscape with little 
maintenance.  The evolution of new cultivars has provided a new opportunity for low maintenance 
or maintenance free plant types that offer food for the local population. 
  
   (c) Community Gardens. 
 
    1. Vacant, underutilized or temporarily undeveloped lands can 
offer great opportunities for community gardens.  Synergistic land use relationships such as a 
corporate headquarters with a grove of fruit trees that offers produce to workers or the temporary 
donation of land on a medical or senior housing campus can create a win-win situation for 
partners. 
 
    2. There are many prospective user groups that can be engaged 
to create community gardens from local gardening or master gardener clubs to ethnic and 
culturally diverse groups to school programs and business interests such as a local seed supplier.  
New opportunities for community gardens can emerge from community workshops or lectures by 
locally successful organizers of existing gardens. 
 
    3. Beneficial community gardens can be all sizes and 
configurations from larger suburban plots to small square foot urban gardening. 
 

Table 6-1. Community Gardens: 2011  

Name Municipality Address  

International Gardens La Crosse Front Street  

Kane Street Gardens La Crosse Kane Street  

Mayo Washburn 
Neighborhood Gardens La Crosse Division Street  

  
 

   (d) Farmers Market.   
 
    1. The number of farmers markets in the United States continues 
to grow, reports USDA’s Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS), reaching a total of 4,685 in August 
2008.  Local Farm Markets provide a great opportunity for local growers to converge and offer a 
greater diversity and quantity of products to the public.  The public benefits from the social 
aspects of farm markets as a community event, often combined with local music, arts and 
instructive presentations. 
 
    2. As the popularity of farmers markets grow, attention must be 
given to the logistics of these markets to create rewarding environments for both the consumer 
and producer.  Ideas such as limiting the number of green bean sellers can affect the overall 
diversity of the market, while allowing the seller to sell enough product for their mobilization of 
goods to pay off.  Additionally,  conveniences such as truck-farmer provisions, where producers 
can simply park and open their tailgate, takes the work out of setting up and taking down tables. 
 
    3. Lastly, Farm Markets can grow exponentially in popularity with 
effective programming and the integration of music, sales or coupon events, promotions and 
synergistic markets such as arts and crafts. 
 
   (e) Food Stores. 
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    1. Definitions of Food Stores. 
 
     a. Convenience Store.  A retail store that offers a limited 
range of foods often with non-food product lines. 
 
     b. Supermarket.  A retail food store that offer a full range 
of foods. 
 
     c. Specialty food store.  A retail food store that specializes 
in a single food category, including bakery, ethnic food, meat, produce, gourmet food, candy, and 
so on. 
 
    2. Local food stores can also contribute to local food systems by 
working with local as well as national producers and considering convenience to all segments of 
the population.  The recent trends of big box food stores moving to suburban locations can leave 
poorer areas of metropolitan areas with fewer choices, and often higher priced and less nutritious 
choices. 
  
    3. Land use planning that encourages urban infill over suburban 
sprawl can keep commercial nodes backfilled when stores go dark, promoting dense compact 
development patterns that provide good centralized locations for food stores. 
 
    4. Additional models in food stores are emerging with smaller 
convenience sized prototypes in urban centers to the public market concept whereby centralized 
stores are offered an opportunity to lease smaller booth type configurations with other local food 
stores, offering the consumer an Asian-style dense market with a large variety of choices in both 
indoor and outdoor locations. 
 
    5. Retail Food Establishment License.  A license from the state is 
required for establishments, permanent and mobile, to sell most processed food directly to 
consumers in a retail setting. This includes grocery stores, convenience stores, mobile units, 
knockdown stands, and pushcarts. This does not include restaurants. 
 
    6. The tables below will provide current information on Food 
related activities in La Crosse County: 
 
    7. Agriculture Related Fairs. 
 
     a. Holmen Korn Fest – 3rd Weekend in August, Halfway 
Creek Park, 300 W. Roberts St., Holmen, WI.  Contact: Holmen American Legion at 608-527-
4444. 
       
     b. June Dairy Days – 1st Weekend in June, 1st Weekend in 
June, Village Park, Corner of Hamilton & Mill Streets, West Salem, WI 54669.  Contact: 
junedairydays@yahoo.com.      
 

    c. La Crosse County Interstate Fair – 3rd Week in July, 
Intersection of Hwy 16 and County Road M, West Salem, WI 54669. 

 
    8. Farmer’s Markets 
 

    a. City of La Crosse: 
 

(i) Bridgeview Plaza, Rose St.: 20-25 vendors, 
 Wednesdays- 8 a.m.- 1 p.m. 
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(ii) Hmong Mutual Assistance, 1815 Ward Ave, 
 Thursdays- 7 a.m.-4 p.m. 
 
(iii) Cameron Park, King St. between 4th and 5th: 12-
 15 vendors, Fridays- 4 p.m. - dusk. 
 
(iv) Village Shopping Center, 2418 State Rd, 4 p.m. 

- 7 p.m. 
 
(v) County Parking Lot, between 3rd and 4th street: 
 40-50 vendors, Saturdays- 6 a.m. until items 
 sold. 
 

b. County of La Crosse. 
 

(i) Festival Foods Parking Lot, Onalaska, 30-40 
vendors, Sundays, 8 a.m. - 1 p.m. 

 
(ii) Festival Foods, Holmen, Wednesdays, 3 p.m. – 

7:00 p.m. 
 
(iii) Jefferson and Mill Streets, West Salem, 

Wednesdays, 3 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. 
 

     c. In addition to these 8 public markets, there are an 
estimated 7 community supported agriculture farms serving the La Crosse Area in the 2010 
season: 
 

(i) Driftless Farm CSA, Stoddard, WI; 
 

(ii) Harmony Valley Farm, Viroqua, WI; 
 
(iii) Keewaydin Farms, Viola, WI; 
 
(iv) Lynwood Farm CSA, Stoddard, WI; 
 
(v) Old Oak Family Farm, Bangor, WI;  
 
(vi) Ridgeland Harvest, Viroqua, WI; and, 
 
(vii) Small Family CSA, La Farge, WI. 

 
   (f) Emergency Food Resources. 
 
    1. Definition of Emergency Food Resources. 
 
     a. Community Meal Center – a place where prepared 
meals are offered to the hungry on a regular basis and generally at no cost.  Community meal 
centers are often operated by church groups or other local community organizations.  Also known 
as “soup kitchens”. 
 
     b. Food Bank – a nonprofit organization that collects food 
from a variety of sources and distributes it to food pantries, community meal centers, homeless 
shelters, and similar organizations that exist to fee low-income residents in the community.  Food 
is generally donated to a food bank by for-profit growers, manufacturers, distributors and retailers 
who in the normal course of business have exceed food that they cannot sell. 
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     c. Food Pantry – a place where food is offered to low-
income residents for free or a low cost.  Food pantries are often operated by church groups or 
other local community organizations.  
 
    2. According to a the American Planning Association’s Policy 
Guide on Community and Regional Food Planning, 2007, Hunger and Food Insecurity are prevalent 
in the United States. APA’s Policy Guide references The US Department of Agriculture’s Economic 
Research Service (2006) report that indicates in 2005, 11% of all US Households were “food 
insecure” because of a lack of sufficient food. 
  
    3. Centralization of food producers, transport costs and 
convenience in local markets may exacerbate the problem, making communities more and more 
reliant on outside sources. 
 
    4. In order to address this growing threat to local sustainability 
and self-sufficiency, consideration may be given to the realm of opportunities listed in this chapter 
for local food production, public education on topics such as food preservation, canning techniques 
and local resources such as community gardens. 
 
    5. Assessing a region’s local food needs during a crisis such as a 
major natural disaster, terrorist attack or disease can assist planners and policy makers in 
understanding what emergency food resources may be needed in case of a disaster, but may also 
create less reliance on outside food sources through the implementation of various local food 
systems planning objectives. 
 
    6. Emergency Food Resources. 
 
     a. A Place of Grace Catholic Worker House – 919 Hood 
Street, La Crosse, 608-781-6224. 
 
     b. Community Garden – corner of Kane Street and St. 
Cloud Street, La Crosse, 608-386-3319, http://www.lacrossehtf.org. 
 
     c. First Evangelical Free Church Food Pantry – 1950 State 
Road 35, Onalaska, 608-782-6022. 
 
     d. Onalaska Emergency Food Basket – 735 Sand Lake 
Road, Onalaska, 608-783-7722. 
 
     e. Salvation Army – 223 8th Street North, La Crosse, 608-
782-6126, http://www.salvationarmylacrosse.org. 
 
     f. WAFER Emergency Food Shelter – 403 Causeway 
Boulevard, La Crosse, 608-782-6003, http://waferlacrosse.org. 
 
     g. West Salem Area Community Care & Share Pantry – 
359 North Leonard Street, West Salem, 608-786-1142. 
 
     h. Come for Supper – Our Savior’s Lutheran Church, 612 
Division Street, La Crosse, 608-782-3468. 
 
     i. Monday’s Meals – St. Luke’s United Methodist Church, 
1022 Caledonia Street, La Crosse, 608-782-6421. 
 
     j. Bethany Lutheran Home Delivered Meals – 1315 Cass 
Street, La Crosse, 608-796-1092, http://www.bethanylutheranhomes.org. 

http://www.bethanylutheranhomes.org/
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   (g) Implementation and Policy Outcomes for Local Unites of Government. 
 

1. A variety of implementation tools related to food systems 
planning are available to local units of government for consideration.  Typical implementation tools 
include zoning ordinances, master planning, promotion and marketing, public-private partnerships 
and collaborative agreements.  Zoning tools may include: 
  

a. Flexible zoning districts such as Planned Unit 
Developments or Conservation Developments allowing urban agriculture or home based business. 

 
b. Conditional uses for a variety of agricultural uses.  

 
c. Permitted temporary uses for produce stands or farm 

markets. 
  

2. Promotion and marketing may be subsidized by local units of 
government that wish to promote buy local programs or local food based businesses or events 
supporting local agriculture.   
  

3. Public private partnerships may involve leveraging public 
assets such as land or public parking lots for events such as farmers markets, truck farmer 
parking or community gardens.  Municipalities can offer public land for various agricultural uses in 
exchange for private maintenance of public spaces or lease revenue. Other collaborative 
agreements may invite local producers to use community facilities for winter events or the sharing 
of public equipment in the maintenance of community gardens.  
  
  (5) Farmland Protection Tools. 
   (a) Chapter Overview. 
 
    1. This chapter describes farmland protection tools that are 
intended to help protect farmland from incompatible land development. Some of the tools are 
unique to Wisconsin, while others have been used in various parts of the United States.  
 

2. The tools are grouped into broad categories for organizational 
purposes. The last section of this chapter presents a summary of those tools that the towns and 
the County can use to help protect farmland. Benefits and limitations are described along with 
funding requirements’; availability and status of current implementation. 
 
   (b) Educational Tools. 
 
    1. Options Review for Developers.  The County could request (or 
require) property owners who wish to urbanize their property to meet with government institutions 
or non-government (conservation) organizations to discuss farmland and open space preservation 
alternatives. This may require additional government resources to manage such as design 
consultants, design review committees or a landscape architect who can advise property owners 
on land development scenarios. 
 
    2. Educational Workshops.  University Extension Agents, 
conservation organization representatives, experienced land owners, tax advisors and others can 
be invited to give presentations to local land owners in order to educate local officials and 
interested land owners.  UW Extension can also be a resource for statewide ‘webinar’ events that 
offer statewide sharing of information and question and answer sessions at very reasonable costs. 
 
     (c) Financing Tools. 
 
    1. Use Value Assessment. 
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     a. In 1974 the Wisconsin Legislature amended the Rule of 
Uniform Taxation (Article VIII, Section 1) in the Wisconsin Constitution to permit the preferential 
treatment of agricultural land. The 1995-1997 Budget Act changed the standard for assessing 
agricultural land in Wisconsin from market value to use value. The goal of this legislation, known 
as “use value assessment”, was to protect Wisconsin’s farm economy and curb urban sprawl by 
assessing farmland based upon its agricultural productivity, rather than its potential for 
development. Specifically, the value of agricultural land for assessment purposes was changed 
from market value to use value.  
 

b. In a use value assessment system, the use of the land 
is the most important factor in determining its assessed value. Use value in Wisconsin is specific to 
land only. The use value legislation passed in 1995 requires that the assessed value of farmland 
be based on the income that could be generated from its rental for agricultural use. Income and 
rental from farming are a function of agricultural capability. Because any land could theoretically 
be used for agricultural purposes, statutes and administrative rules limit the benefit of use value 
assessment to only those lands that qualify as “land devoted primarily to agricultural use.”  The 
implementation of use-value assessment in Wisconsin has helped farmers maintain lower property 
taxes on their agricultural land.  

 
2. Managed Forest Law. 
 

a. Wisconsin’s Managed Forest Law promotes sustainable 
forestry practices on private property by providing significant tax savings to property owners. 
Parcels with at least 10 acres of forestland used for wood products are eligible. 

 
b. The goal of the Managed Forest Law (MFL) program is 

to encourage long-term sound forest management.  MFL is a tax incentive program for industrial 
and non-industrial private woodland owners who manage their woodlands for forest products while 
also managing for water quality protection, wildlife habitat, and public recreation. In return for 
following an approved management plan, property taxes are set at a lower rate than normal. 
 
   (d) Planning Tools. 
 
    1. Comprehensive Plans. 
 
     a.  Comprehensive Planning is an essential method of 
defining a long range, citizen driven vision for land use planning.  Although the planning process is 
involved and can take a year or more to complete, depending on the size of the jurisdiction, a 
comprehensive, citizen driven plan that articulates a vision and the objectives required to 
implement the vision can be a very effective tool in shaping local land use policy and regulation.  
In addition, comprehensive plans can serve to assure granting agencies, conservation 
organizations and other potential partners in a publicly supported vision, resulting in a greater 
likelihood of participation by potential partners in farmland preservation. Comprehensive plans can 
also provide support to local decision making bodies when difficult land use decisions need to be 
made. 
 

b. Under Wisconsin’s Comprehensive Planning Law, Wis. 
Stat. s. 66.1001, 9 elements must be included in a comprehensive plan: (issues and opportunities; 
housing; economic development; transportation; utilities and community facilities; agriculture, 
natural and cultural resources; land use; intergovernmental cooperation; and implementation. 
These 9 elements offer an organized method of comprehensively addressing and analyzing 
farmland preservation impacts on the community.   
 

c. The State of Wisconsin Department of Administration 
commissioned the creation of element guides after the Comprehensive Planning legislation was 
passed in order to provide guidance on each section of the comprehensive plan.  The “Guide to 
Planning for Agriculture in Wisconsin, 2002” is available online at the Department of  



 

 

(95-12/13) 
 

Administration’s website: http://www.doa.state.wi.us/dir/documents/ag_guide.pdf.  This element 
guide provides excellent guidance on farmland preservation inventory techniques and 
implementation strategies. 
 

d. The land use element of a comprehensive plan typically 
includes an inventory of the planning area’s resources.  Modern Geographic Information Systems 
(G.I.S.) provide a valuable tool for analyzing land information data in layers to best understand 
where valuable agricultural resources exist. 

 
e. Typically, the implementation element of a 

comprehensive plan will offer short, medium and long range objectives and an action plan to 
accomplish each objective, which can articulate the tools needed by community officials to 
accomplish the objective.  This section is particularly helpful in setting annual priorities for the 
community and a quick reference for officials to understand the tools available to accomplish 
planning objectives. 
 
    2. Sewer Service Plans. 
 

a. Wisconsin Administrative Code, NR 121 establishes 
sewer service area (SSA) planning in order to provide structure to wastewater treatment for both 
individual communities and communities sharing wastewater treatment facilities.  The WDNR is 
responsible for working with local agencies to develop Sewer Service Area plans that guide publicly 
sewered growth to protect water quality.  

 
b. Sewer service area planning helps protect communities 

from adverse water quality impacts by anticipating growth patterns in the planning area and 
making recommendations on growth patterns that best serve water quality goals. A sewer service 
area plan identifies land most suitable for new development and land use planning options that 
can mitigate adverse water quality impacts on the community. Plans typically identify 
environmentally sensitive areas where development would have an adverse impact upon water 
quality that may be considered for farmland preservation initiatives. Geographic information 
systems can be a useful tool in analyzing layers of geographic data that can serve both farmland 
preservation initiatives and water quality preservation goals. 
 
   (e) Regulatory Tools. 
 
    1. Definitions. 
 
     a. Use Value Assessment.  The assessment of farmland 
based on agricultural production rather than on the potential for development. 
 
     b. Transfer of Development Rights (TDR). The 
transmission of a parcel’s bundle of development rights to another parcel slated for development 
in order to preserve an intended use such as agriculture on the transferring parcel. 
 
     c. Conservation Easement.  A legal restriction recorded on 
a parcel intended to preserve the parcel from certain levels of development. 
 
     d. Urban Growth Boundary.  A regional boundary placed to 
control urban sprawl and mandate certain levels of development density in and out of the 
boundary. 
 
     e. Conservation Subdivision.  Wisconsin’s “Smart Growth” 
Law defines a conservation subdivision as “a housing development in a rural setting characterized 
by compact lots and common open space, where the natural features of the land are maintained to 
the greatest extent possible”.  
 

http://www.doa.state.wi.us/dir/documents/ag_guide.pdf


 

 

(96-12/13) 
 
    2. Urban Growth Boundaries. 
 
     a. According to the Farmland Preservation Center, 
Wisconsin has seen the conversion of over 500,000 acres of agricultural land to urbanization since 
1982 prompting debate over whether or not regulatory control over urban sprawl is necessary to 
protect prime agricultural lands around urban centers.  
 

b. Urban growth boundaries are defined as a regional 
regulatory boundary that is set in place in an attempt to control urban sprawl and mandate certain 
land use densities in and out of the boundary.  Urban growth boundaries are a planning tool that 
can serve to promote urbanization while protecting valuable agricultural assets in a region.   
 

c. Arguments for urban growth boundaries cite the 
importance of promoting urban infill, utilizing existing infrastructure investment to its highest and 
best use and discouraging costly sprawl and protecting the rural aesthetic.  Cons include the 
potential for higher real estate prices within the urban area and the removal of market options for 
land owners outside the boundary.  
 

d. Urban growth boundaries must be considered carefully 
due to these factors and may be considered along with other tools such as the purchase of 
development rights (PDR) or conservation easements. 
 

e. Urban growth boundaries are commonplace around the 
world from the “greenbelt” cities of Europe and Canada to Scandinavian countries which have a 
more abrupt transition from urban to rural land use patterns. 
 

3. Infill Development and Increased Densities in Urban Areas. 
 

a. Local units of government may use density bonuses as 
part of their development review and/or subdivision approval process. This approach assumes that 
if specified criteria are met, then a proposed development would be approved with more use of a 
site (such as more dwelling units per acre) than would otherwise be permitted by the community. 
That is, greater development density would be allowed if certain conditions are met. These 
“density bonuses” are a form of incentive that a community can offer to a developer who does the 
kind of development that a community seeks. Thus, a local government can legally and equitably 
say to each developer: if you do what we would like in your development, then you can increase 
the amount of development and thereby pay for more of the improvements we request. 
 

b. Density bonuses may be used to achieve a wide array 
of community objectives, such as preservation of agriculture land, open space, and view sheds, 
and conservation of wetlands, water bodies, forests, meadows and other natural features that the 
community values. A list of density bonus criteria is not a freestanding document, but would need 
to be incorporated into a community’s subdivision, zoning, or other development review 
regulations. 
 

(i) Allows for the protection of environmentally 
sensitive areas while providing development to occur on the property. 

 
(ii) Does not impose any direct costs on landowners 

and developers. 
 
(iii) Neighbors may oppose due to concerns of 

increased density of development. 
 
(iv) May not be mandatory tool; thus there is little 

assurance that desired project designs will be implemented by developers. 
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(v) Can be difficult for local officials to enforce 

unless bonus criteria are clearly spelled out in an ordinance or policy document. 
 

    4. Traditional Agricultural Zoning. 
 

a. Agricultural protection zoning designates agriculture as 
the preferred primary land use. Its defining characteristic is the extent to which it permits new 
non-agricultural development. It keeps agricultural land contiguous, maintains a sense of rural 
character, and prevents large-scale residential developments whose residents may find 
agricultural activities to be a nuisance. It usually establishes a large minimum requirement for 
parcel sizes, usually around 35 acres. This type of zoning, however, does not permanently 
preserve agricultural land and does not protect it from annexation.  Its characteristics include: 
 

(i) Helps prevent agricultural land from becoming 
fragmented by residential development. 

 
(ii) Clearly identifies agriculture as primary land use. 

 
(iii) Easily implemented by municipalities. 

 
(iv) Able to protect large areas of agricultural land. 

 
(v) Does not permanently preserve agricultural land. 

 
(vi) Does not protect agricultural land from 

annexation. 
 

b. Large lot zoning, also known as low-density residential 
zoning, is a zoning technique creating lot sizes 40 acres or more. The perceived effectiveness of 
large lot zoning is based on the theory that limiting development density will preserve the open 
space and agricultural character of an area. The premise of large lot zoning is to select a minimum 
lot size that is large enough to prevent fragmentation of agriculture and to discourage non-farm 
homebuyers from purchasing land to build on in the country. Lot sizes ranging from 3 to 10 acre-
lots have proven ineffective in preventing non-farm homebuyers from purchasing agricultural land 
for residential development. In areas where farmland preservation is particularly important to the 
community, individual lot sizes of 40 to 160 acres may be applicable. Minimum lot sizes in this 
range may be utilized by niche agricultural industries such as gardening and greenhouses. 
 

c. Large lot zoning, however, is generally not considered 
to be an effective farmland preservation tool since low density development patterns create parcel 
sizes which are “too big to mow, but too little to plow”. In areas of marginal farming production, 
this technique can have a detrimental effect by requiring large lots for individual homes and taking 
large parcels out of production for that purpose. This technique may be effective in maintaining 
rural character, but not farmland. Maintenance of rural character is enhanced if low residential 
densities are combined with conservation subdivision design in communities that wish to 
accommodate residential development. 
 

5. Conservation Subdivision Design. 
 

a. Conservation or cluster development is a development 
pattern for residential, commercial, industrial, or institutional uses, or a combination of these uses, 
in which buildings are grouped together rather than evenly spread over the land as in a 
conventional development. The intent of conservation development is to concentrate structures in 
those areas most suitable for building while preserving natural or cultural features residential 
conservation subdivisions cluster houses on smaller parcels of land while additional land that 
would have been allocated to individual lots is preserved as open space. 
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b. Conservation developments can keep land available for 
agricultural use, but generally the land is kept as open space. In a typical conservation 
subdivision, each homeowner has access to all of the open space areas, which may be 
permanently preserved by a conservation easement. To provide maximum protection of 
subdivision open space, the conservation easement should be assigned to organizations such as a 
homeowner’s association, a government agency, or a land trust. This tool can achieve a variety of 
comprehensive planning objectives such as reducing the visual impacts of development, 
preserving rural character, natural features, environmentally sensitive lands, permanent open 
space or agricultural land, creating opportunities for nonpublic ownership of open space, and 
increasing the efficiency of infrastructure development. 
 
     c. Figure 1 illustrates how conservation/cluster zoning can 
accommodate development and conserve natural/open spaces. Although not commonly done in 
Southeastern Wisconsin to date, conservation subdivisions can also reserve areas for farming 
within the subdivision as shown in Figure 2.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

d. It is important that when implementing a 
conservation/cluster ordinance that a community incorporates design principles for rural character 
preservation such as preserving open space adjacent to existing perimeter roadways, clustering 
houses, separating cluster groups and providing open space adjacent to each lot. If design 
principles are not taken into account, developments may look more like a conventional subdivision 
layout and will not likely achieve the goal of preserving rural character.  
 

e. The Town of Caledonia in Racine County provides a 
good example of a conservation subdivision ordinance (See Appendix B for Town of Caledonia 
ordinance). Conservation subdivisions can also be accommodated through a local zoning 
ordinance. 
  
     f. Benefits. 
 
      (i) Helps maintain a rural character of an area. 
 

(ii) Provides permanent open space protection for a 
community. 

 
(iii) Protects best natural resources of an area. 

 

 
Conservation  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 2.  Conservation Sub-Division Design 
Using higher density to preserve surrounding cropland. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  Conservation Sub-Division Design 

Density preserves open space 
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(iv) Developers may experience greater profits by 
selling parcels next to open space. 

(v) Reduces impact of development on watersheds. 
 

(vi) Less expensive to provide municipal public 
services to development depending on how clustering can be accomplished. 
 

g. Limitations. 
 

(i) Maintenance costs of created open space. 
 

(ii) Limited accessibility to low-income households. 
 

(iii) Protected land is typically owned by 
homeowners association – little to no public access. 
 

(iv) Improper implementation of tool may create 
conventional subdivisions. 

 
(v) Minimum lot sizes may not be small enough to 

offset costs of land preservation. 
 
(vi) Limits, but does not stop residential 

development in agricultural areas. 
 
    6. State-Certified Farmland Zoning.   
 

a. La Crosse County has chosen to adopt and have a 
County-wide certified farmland preservation zoning ordinance to ensure that landowners covered 
by the ordinance are eligible to claim farmland preservation tax credits, (Chapter 91, Wis. Stats.). 
Certification of a local farmland preservation zoning ordinance must be obtained through 
application to the department.  A farmland preservation zoning ordinance does not qualify for 
certification under s. 91.36, if the farmland preservation zoning ordinance allows a land use in a 
farmland preservation zoning district other than the following: 
 
      i. Agricultural uses. 
 
      ii. Accessory uses. 
 
      iii. Agriculture−related uses. 
 

iv. Nonfarm residences constructed in a rural 
residential cluster. 

 
v. Undeveloped natural resource and open space 

areas. 
 

vi. A transportation, utility, communication, or other 
use. 

 
vii. Other uses identified by the department by rule. 

 
     b. Farmland Preservation Areas.  As part of certified 
Zoning, there are 2 Farmland Preservation Areas mapped in La Crosse County.  These mapped 
“Tiers” are administered using program incentives, but also, specially certified County Zoning 
Ordinances.  The following is a description of the Tiers: 
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      i. Farmland Preservation Area Tier I.  Land Uses in 
Tier 1 include All agricultural uses, including farmsteads, agri-business, agricultural buildings, 
primary residences, limited additional residential uses, wetlands, open water, open space and all 
other areas not planned for any type of development other than agriculture and agri-business. 
This area was delineated using the criteria adopted by the Farmland Preservation Steering 
Committee.   All available farmland preservation program incentives, including income tax credits, 
should be made available on a voluntary basis to landowners within Tier I areas. 
 

ii. Farmland Preservation Area Tier II.  Land Uses 
within Tier II include all of the land uses as in the Tier I area.  The only exception is that the 
vacant land in the Tier II category has been identified by the County Future Land Use Map as 
planned for future non-agricultural development.  This development, however, is not projected to 
occur within the next 15-years.  Therefore, these Tier II areas can benefit from short term 
farmland preservation program incentives.  The short term incentives would include state 
approved tax credits, agricultural enterprise areas, and Farmland Preservation Zoning.  They 
would not include Purchase of Development Rights.  These Tier II areas must also remain within a 
certified farmland preservation zoning district while they receive program incentives. Periodically, 
when the County Farmland Preservation Plan is updated, portions of this Tier II area must be 
remapped, based on the 15-year forecasted land use demand. Only short term farmland 
preservation program incentives should be made available on a voluntary basis to landowners 
within this Tier II area. 
 
    7. Transfer of Development Rights. 
 

a. The County could establish a program that allows 
individuals to shift a “bundle” of development rights from a parcel in a defined “sending” area to a 
parcel in a defined “receiving” area, an area designated as appropriate for development. This 
allows a community to preserve natural features and agricultural land, while at the same time, 
helps it to concentrate development around existing population centers and infrastructure. The 
process is managed through dual zoning that provides property owners a choice whether or not to 
participate. Owners who sell development rights are properly compensated without having to 
endure complications of actually developing the site. They can also continue to generate income 
from agricultural, forestry, or other natural land uses. It is noted that because of this complexity, 
TDR’s require additional government resources to manage and are only feasible in areas where 
there is pressure for high density urban development. 
 

b. The Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) is a tool that 
establishes areas within a community, called zones, that define areas for preservation (sending 
zones), and areas for more growth (receiving zones). Sending zones can be areas of agricultural 
land, open space, historic properties or any other properties that are important to the community. 
 

c. Receiving zones are areas that the community has 
designated as appropriate for development. Often these areas are selected because they are 
located close to existing development, jobs, shopping, schools, transportation, infrastructure and 
other urban services. 

d. In a traditional TDR program, sending area properties 
are rezoned to a form of dual zoning that gives the property owners a choice. The owners can 
choose not to participate in the TDR program and instead use and develop their land as allowed 
under the baseline zoning. Alternatively, they can voluntarily elect to use the TDR option. Under 
the TDR option, the sending site owner enters into a deed restriction that spells out the amount of 
future development and the types of land use activities that can occur on the property.  When that 
deed restriction is recorded, the sending site owner is able to sell a commodity created by the 
community’s TDR ordinance called a transferable development right or a "TDR". By selling their 
TDR’s, sending site owners often are fully compensated for the development potential of their 
property without having to endure the expense and uncertainty of actually trying to develop it.  
Also, when the sending sites have income-producing potential from non-urban uses, such as 
farming or forestry, the owners can continue to receive that income.  A traditional TDR ordinance  
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creates a form of dual zoning for receiving areas as well. Developers can elect not to use the TDR 
option provided under this dual zoning. Under the baseline option, they do not have to acquire 
TDR’s, but they also are limited to a lower, less-profitable level of development. Under the TDR 
option, developers buy and retire a specified number of TDR’s in order to achieve a higher, more-
profitable level of development. The price of TDR’s is typically freely negotiated between willing 
buyers and sellers. The TDR ordinance can influence the price through the number of TDR’s that 
the sending site owners are allowed to sell.  When TDR’s remain affordable, developers are able to 
achieve higher profits through the extra development allowed under the TDR option despite the 
additional cost of the TDR’s. 
 

(i) Permanently protects land from development 
pressures. 
 

(ii) Landowner is paid to protect their land. 
 

(iii) Local government can target locations 
effectively. 
 

(iv) Low cost to local unit of government. 
 

(v) Utilizes free market mechanisms. 
 

(vi) Land remains in private ownership and on tax 
roll. 

 
(vii) Can be complex to manage. 
 
(viii) Receiving area must be willing to accept higher 

densities. 
 
(ix) Difficult program to establish, especially in areas 

without county zoning. 
 
(x) Program will not work in rural areas where there 

is little to no development pressure on the area to be preserved. 
 
(xi) Limited to cities/villages/towns, no statutory 

authorization in Wisconsin for county-wide program. 
 
(xii) May require cooperative agreements among 

several local governments to establish sending and receiving zones. 
 
   (f) Right-To-Farm Laws. 
 

1. The County should be proactive in distributing information on 
policies that protect agricultural activities from overly restrictive land-use regulations. These state 
laws protect agricultural activities from threat of nuisance-based lawsuits. The County may 
consider requiring those selling property near farms to disclose information about these laws. 
 

2. Right-to-farm laws are a state policy that states commercial 
agriculture is an important activity. The statutes help support the economic viability of farming by 
discouraging neighbors from filing lawsuits against agricultural operations. Twenty-three right-to-
farm laws also prohibit local governments from enacting ordinances that would impose 
unreasonable restrictions on agriculture. 
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3. Wisconsin's "Right-to-Farm Law” (Wis. Stat. s. 823.08) was 
enacted in 1981 to protect farmers from lawsuits, or the threat of lawsuits, where a plaintiff 
alleges that a normal farming practice poses a nuisance. The law was designed to protect farm 
operations, which use good management practices from nuisance lawsuits that challenge 
acceptable farming practices and the ability of farmers to responsibly continue producing food and 
fiber. The “Right-to-Farm Law” was strengthened in 1995 to provide recourse for farmers to collect 
on expenses they incurred from frivolous nuisance lawsuits brought against their operations. 
 

4. Local communities may supplement the protection provided by 
the State with their own, more protective ordinance. Local ordinances may require that buyers of 
land in agricultural areas be provided with an Agricultural Nuisance Notice. Such notices inform 
buyers of agricultural land that agriculture is the primary economic activity of the area and that 
the buyer may experience inconvenience or discomfort arising from accepted agricultural 
practices. In some cases, the notice may be recorded on the deeds to new homes. Such notices 
may help to ensure that people who purchase houses in agricultural areas will recognize, and be 
more tolerant of, the sometimes inconvenient impacts of agricultural activities. 
 
   (g) Voluntary Tools. 
 
    1. PACE Program. 
 

a. As part of the 2009 Working Lands Initiative, the State 
of Wisconsin established the Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement (PACE) program to 
help fund the acquisition of farmland in the state to permanently protect it from development.  
Conservation easements are legally-binding (recorded on the property deed), voluntary 
agreements between a property owner and government institution that places restrictions on the 
use and development of that property. They are usually structured in perpetuity, but may be for a 
predefined term. Easements may also only include parts of property instead of the entire parcel. 
Property owners may benefit from tax incentives. 
 

b. This program is a voluntary program, compensating 
landowners for their willingness to limit future non-farm development.  The compensation is based 
on a professional appraisal, which determines the value of the easement. That appraised value is 
estimated as the difference between the value of the land for development, and its value for 
farming. This voluntary incentive program is primarily financed by a grant from the state of 
Wisconsin. A local agency, usually a local unit of government or a non-profit conservation 
organization, assists the landowner in applying for a grant award from the state. This award can 
be matched by a federal grant award, local grant dollars, or even the landowner. The local agency 
then uses these grant dollars to negotiate an offer to purchase the easement. A real estate 
transaction then occurs between the landowner and the local agency. This easement purchase is 
then recorded and placed on the deed of the property; the easement is to go with the deed in 
perpetuity. There are typically no stipulations for public access, hunting rights or other activities, 
which the landowner may consider to be invasive. Because this is a voluntary program, negotiated 
between 2 willing parties, the terms must be acceptable to both. More information can be found at 
http://Workinglands@wisconsin.gov. 
 

c. Benefits of Purchasing Agricultural Conservations 
Easements include: 
 

(i) Perpetual protection of farmland for agricultural 
production. 

(ii) Confidence by Ag landowners that conflicting 
development and land uses will not occur in the future. 

 
(iii) The agriculture economy is bolstered by an 

infusion of capital. 
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(iv) A landowner is compensated for the benefits the 

public receives in open space and rural character. 
 
(v) Minimizes urban sprawl and increases urban 

density levels. 
 
(vi) Increases the efficiency of delivery of 

government services. 
 
(vii) Minimizes public investment in additional 

development driven infrastructure. 
 

d. What are some criteria for delineation areas that qualify 
for PACE Grants?  
 

(i) Productive, prime, or unique soils. 
 
(ii) Farmland faced with development pressure. 
 
(iii) Preserved farmland that will compliment and be 

part of a comprehensive plan. 
 
(iv) Agricultural land that compliments other 

preservation efforts by creating a block of agricultural land. 
 
(v) Agricultural land that utilizes other programs, 

which help keep the land in active production. 
 
(vi) Agricultural land that has matching funds from 

other sources to assist in the easement purchase. 
 
(vii) Land with important conservation features/ 

natural resources. 
 

2. Agricultural Enterprise Areas. 
 

a. An agricultural enterprise area (AEA) is a significant 
prong of the 2009 Working Lands Initiation. By definition, an AEA is a contiguous land area 
devoted primarily to agricultural use and locally targeted for agricultural preservation and agri-
business development. In 2009 a pilot program was authorized to establish 15 AEAs in the state of 
no more than 200,000 acres. The pilot program is to run 2 years. 
 

b. If successful, the state will allow up to 1,000,000 acres 
to be placed in AEAs statewide. If land is in an AEA, subject to a farmland preservation 
agreement, and meets eligibility and conservation requirements, the farmer can receive a tax 
credit of $5 per acre. Land in an AEA is not required to be within a certified farmland preservation 
zoning district. However, if it is, the tax credit can go up to $10 per acre. The designation of an 
AEA is voluntary and can be initiated by landowners by filing a petition with the Wisconsin 
Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP). Petitions filed with DATCP 
must meet minimum criteria, but additional evaluation criteria may be used to review competing 
petitions.  As a minimum, the land subject of the petition must be identified as being in a farmland 
preservation area in the county’s farmland preservation plan, be a contiguous land area, and 
primarily be used for agriculture. There must be a minimum of 5 separate landowners who sign 
the petition. Petitioners must also gain support from the local political sub-divisions, (towns and 
villages.) Once an AEA is accepted and established, the landowners will sign a farmland 
preservation agreement, in order to collect the tax credits, and continue to promote agricultural 
land use within the AEA. More information can be found at http://Workinglands@wisconsin.gov. 

http://Workinglands@wisconsin.gov/
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c. Purposes. 
 

(i) The preservation of valuable agricultural land 
use.  

 
(ii) Promotion of agri-business. 
 
(iii) Cooperation between the AEA landowners. 

 
(iv) Additional tax credits to landowners to infuse 

capital into the local agricultural economy. 
 

3. Federal Programs. 
 

a. The Farm and Ranch Land Protection Program (FRPP) 
provides matching funds to help purchase development rights to keep productive farm and 
ranchland in agricultural uses. Working through existing programs, USDA partners with State, 
tribal, or local governments and non-governmental organizations to acquire conservation 
easements or other interests in land from landowners. USDA provides up to 50% of the fair 
market easement value of the conservation easement. 
 

b. To qualify, farmland must meet the following 
requirements:  

 
(i) Be part of a pending offer from a State, tribe, or 

local farmland protection program;  
 
(ii) Be privately owned;  
 
(iii) Have a conservation plan for highly erodible 

land;  
 
(iv) Be large enough to sustain agricultural 

production;  
 
(v) Be accessible to markets for what the land 

produces;  
 
(vi) Have adequate infrastructure and agricultural 

support services; and,  
 
(vii) Have surrounding parcels of land that can 

support long-term agricultural production.  
 
Depending on funding availability, proposals must be 

submitted by the eligible entities to the appropriate NRCS State Office during the application 
window. More information at: www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/frpp. 

 
4. Bargain Sales and Property Donations. 
 

a. If there is a willing seller, a government institution or 
non-government (conservation) organization may consider permanent protection by purchasing 
full title to property, which includes the full “bundle of development rights” that come with it. The 
parties may also structure transaction as a “bargain sale”, where the owner sells at a below-
market price, and contributes the remaining value as a charitable gift, which the owner can claim 
as an income tax deduction. The buyer can also consider leasing land back to previous owner to 
generate rent. Fee-simple purchase work best in time-sensitive situations or where there is a  

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/frpp
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vision of community use for the land. The buyer should consider the increased costs of owning 
land and government institutions should note that a purchase may lower value of parcel, thereby 
reducing tax revenues. This loss may be offset, however, as it may increase the property values of 
adjoining parcels. 

 
b. There may be instances where a property owner seeks 

to transfer his/her land title to a government institution or non-government (conservation) 
organization as a charitable gift (or to benefit from tax incentives). This donation may take place 
immediately, or be a reserved life estate, where the owner continues to own and live on property 
until death. The recipient should consider that more resources may be needed for continued 
operation and maintenance of the property. 

 
    (h) Summary of Tools Available for Town/County Implementation.  Table 
5.1 provides a summary of those tools that the towns and the County can use to protect farmland 
from development. 
 
Table 5-1. Summary of  Farmland Protection Tools Available for Town/County Implementation 

Tool Benefits Limitations 
Funding Requirements 
and Availability 

Status of Current 
Implementation 

 
“Options” Review for 
Developers   
 
 
 
 
 

 
• Provides opportunity to 

incorporate farmland 
and open space 
preservation into a 
development project 

• Voluntary 

 
• Voluntary nature  
• Can result in sized 

Farmland Parcels 
• may not be permitted by 

local regulations 
 

 
• no additional funding 

would be required if able 
to manage with existing 
staff 

 
• Currently not a required 

step in the development 
review process 

Sewer Service Plans 
 
 
 
   

• Restrains development 
from encroaching on 
agricultural and other 
natural lands 

 

• Does not ensure long-
term protection 

• Only defines higher 
density development 

• Current cost is an on-
going expense 

• Already in practice 

Urban Growth Boundaries   
 
 
 
 
 

• Establish clear line 
between growth and 
preservation areas 

• Promote efficient use 
of exist. infrastructure 
 

• difficult to reach 
agreement  boundaries 

• Require additional 
regulations to implement 

• Would need to amend 
comprehensive plans 

• Funding for amending 
comprehensive plans and 
implementation would be 
required 

• Not being done 

Infill Development and 
Increased Densities in Urban 
Areas   
 
 
 
 

• Efficient use of exist. 
infrastructure 

• Does not impose any 
direct costs on 
property owners or 
developers 
 

• Nearby residents may 
oppose increased density 

• Does not help to ensure 
preservation if density 
bonuses are not 
mandatory 

• Aside from potentially 
revising local regulations, 
no additional funding 
would be required 

• Some municipalities 
along with La Crosse 
County encourage infill in 
their comprehensive 
plans 

Transfer of Development 
Rights (TDR) 

• Permanently protects  
farmland  

• Farmers get 
“development value” 

• targets specific areas 
for protection 

• Land remains on tax 
rolls and in private 
ownership  

• Implementation can be 
complex and an ongoing 
commitment  

• May be difficult to craft a 
countywide program 
including cities and 
villages 

• Nearby residents may 
oppose increased density 

• Cost involved with 
revising local regulations 

• Would likely require 
additional institutional 
resources to manage 

• Not being done – there 
are a few examples 
elsewhere in Wisconsin 

Conservation Subdivision 
Design 
 
 
 
 

• Permanently protects  
farmland  

• Promotes more 
efficient use of new 
transportation and 
utility infrastructure 

• May increase values of 
adjacent residential 
properties 
 

• ongoing maintenance 
obligations for 
homeowners association 

• May be limited access to 
open space 

• May limit home 
ownership opportunities 
for some households 

• Aside from potentially 
revising local regulations, 
no additional funding 
would be required 

• Not a general 
requirement but 
authorized in the updated 
zoning ordinance 

Traditional Zoning – Minimum 
Lot Size 

• Can slow the rate of 
fragmentation of larger 
agricultural parcels 

• Institutionally feasible 
for local governments 
to implement 

• May encourage low-
density development 

• Does not ensure 
permanent preservation 

• May increase costs of 
infrastructure 
 

• No additional funding 
required 

• Already in practice 

State-Certified Farmland 
Zoning   
 
 

• Property owners are 
eligible to receive state 
income tax benefit 

• Allows non-farm land 

• Does not ensure 
permanent protection 

• Conversion fee required if 
rezoning is approved by 

• Land development 
regulations would need to 
be revised to meet state 
requirements and 

• Already in practice 



 

 

 
 
 

divisions  the jurisdiction certification process 

PACE Program   
 
 

• Property owner is 
eligible to receive 
income tax benefit 

• Permanently protects  
farmland 

• Can reduce future 
land-use conflicts 

• Land remains in 
private ownership and 
on tax rolls 

• Voluntary involvement 
 

• Requires two willing 
parties 

• Negotiations may be 
complex 

• A competitive process is 
used to only fund the top-
rated applications – state 
funding is not guaranteed 

 

• Petitioner needs to 
secure 50 percent of the 
cost of the easement cost 
from a participating entity 
such as a local or 
statewide land trust or a 
governmental jurisdiction 

• This is a new state 
program already 
authorized and 
administered by La 
Crosse County 

Designation as an Agricultural 
Enterprise Area (AEA) 
 
 
 
 
 

• Property owner is 
eligible to receive 
income tax benefit 

• Promotes agricultural 
businesses 

• Voluntary involvement 
 

• Does not ensure 
permanent protection 

• Difficult to find qualified 
and willing areas 

• Agreement is for 15 years 
• only funds the top-rated 

applications  

• No governmental 
expenditure required 
other than the adoption of 
a resolution of County 
Board supporting the 
petitioner’s application for 
designation as an AEA 

• Not being done 

 
  (6) Implementation. 
 
   (a) Chapter Overview.  The farmland preservation plan, by its nature, 
covers a wide number of topics.  Although there is much to address, it is also necessary to identify 
the most important issues.  This helps to focus our goals, recommendations and implementation 
strategies.  The plan will develop detailed recommendations that address the following. 
 

   1. Varied Growth Management Needs.  Address the growth 
management and land use planning needs of urban, rural, and suburban regions in the County.  
For example, by increasing demand and density in the urban and suburban areas, the demand will 
be reduced in the rural areas, promoting the preservation of important farmland.  
 
    2. Quality of Life. Identify the distinct factors that contribute to 
the livability of La Crosse County.  Evaluate and develop strategies to maintain and enhance these 
features. 
 

3. Improved Local & County Decision Making.  Develop a 
framework that encourages informed planning, zoning, and development review decisions at the 
local level.  Continue to support County coordination, oversight, and facilitation of these efforts.   

 
4. Policies for Agricultural Transition Areas.  Develop clear criteria 

to guide any changes in areas that are currently agricultural use, but planned for other uses after 
the 15 year window.  As this is a 10-year plan, consider both short and long-term policy. 

 
5. Prime and Productive Agricultural Lands. Develop realistic 

strategies to protect prime and productive agricultural lands from the encroachment of 
development.  Define and differentiate between lands with high and marginal agricultural value.  

 
6. Maintain Natural Resources.  Continue to protect the various 

natural resources that exist in different parts of the County as they significantly contribute to the 
quality of life. Promote consistency among different standards managed at the Federal, State, 
County, and local levels.   

 
7. Regional Economic Coordination. Identify strategies that 

promote cooperation in economic development efforts that promote the agricultural economy. 
Include local and county governments and all levels of educational institutions within and adjacent 
to La Crosse County.   

   
8. Strategy for Transportation Options.  Plan for a variety of 

viable transportation options that meet the projected needs of residents and businesses.  This 
transportation infrastructure should be designed with agriculture in mind, and not fragment viable 
agricultural operations.   
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9. Efficient and Effective Services.  Maintain the efficiency and 

quality of County services while identifying areas for improvement. 
 
10. Implementation. Identify feasible implementation tools that 

the County and local governments can utilize to implement the plan.   
 

   (b) LESA Analysis.   
 

1. As a precursor to the farmland preservation planning effort, 
several members of the farmland preservation Committee served as a portion of a committee that 
formulated a LESA analysis for La Crosse County.  The results of this analysis are listed below. 

 
2. To utilize a LESA model to rank the quality of a parcel in La 

Crosse County as a “High Priority Working Land,” for its preservation using the PACE program.  
Our Committee’s Goal was set early as follows:  “Designate high priority working lands for 
protection from non-agricultural development, through a Purchase of Agriculture Conservation 
Easement (PACE) Program.” 
 

3. This LESA model has a map (Map 6.1) that should be easily 
accessible to all landowners to understand their rating.  This map was generated based on hard 
criteria that were developed by the LESA committee.  We would recommend that you utilize the 
following criteria that we as a committee have developed through consensus.   
 

4. Nine LESA criteria for evaluating working lands for PACE: 
 

a. Soils – 30% 
 
b. Stewardship (Watershed Quality) – 15% 

 
c. Future Land Use Designation – 14% 

 
d. Proximity to Protected Working Lands – 10% 

 
e. Proximity to Developed Land – 10% 

 
f. Proximity to Protected or Important Open Space – 7% 

 
g. Irrigation Availability – 5% 
 
h. Distances to Urban Services – 5% 
 
i. Size of Base Farm Tract – 4% 
 
j. Total  - 100% 

 
5. We would also recommend that you appoint a Farmland 

Preservation Committee (FPC) to review applicants for this PACE program based on the above 
criteria, and a set of “soft” criteria which evaluates the applicants for PACE as they relate to each 
other (each applicant of that enrollment period).  Even though we recommend a very public 
evaluation process with significant transparency of every decisions made, the LESA committee 
members were not convinced that just using the above 9 criteria would give this FPC the ability to 
make an accurate assessment of all applicants.  The additional evaluation using the following soft 
criteria will allow the FPC to consider additional information.  It is important that the hard criteria 
are considered the primary criteria, and would recommend that they be considered at least 80% 
of the decision, and that the soft criteria be secondary, utilizing them for 20% of the scoring.  We 
would also recommend that certain of the soft criteria be of greater importance and weight and  
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others be of lesser importance.  We would recommend that you consider the following “Soft 
Criteria” for the FPC’s final evaluation process in combination with the above mentioned “Hard 
Criteria”: 
 

6. Potential Additional Criteria for Evaluation PACE Applicants: 
 

a. The personal commitment of the landowner to farmland 
preservation. 

 
b. The landowner’s commitment to allow varying levels of 

public access to the site.  This includes the educational, historic or cultural significance of the site. 
 
c. Conservation ethic and compliance of the landowner. 

 
d. Willingness to donate a portion of the value of the 

Conservation Easement. 
 

e. Value of farming practice (value added farming, 
organic, etc). 

 
f. Special circumstances (Conservation Easement may 

accomplish land use goals). 
 

g. The value of the site to the local economy, job creation, 
retention, etc. 

 
h. The landowner’s final personal statement making a case 

as to why this site should receive the public’s investment in the PACE program. 
 
   (c) Issues, Opportunities and Trends. 
 
    1. Throughout the planning process a range of issues and 
opportunities were identified and are described in this section. Most of these relate specifically to 
agriculture, while some relate to the state’s farmland preservation program and its 
implementation. They are grouped together for organizational purposes. 
 

a. Organic foods. In recent years, the demand for organic 
food has been steadily increasing. While some consumers have always been interested in eating a 
healthy diet, commercial food stores are now stocking and promoting a growing variety of organic 
foods. 

 
b. Eat local. When you buy direct from local farmers, your 

dollars stay within your community, and strengthen the local economy. More than 90¢ of every 
dollar you spend goes to the farmer, thus preserving farming as a livelihood and farmland.  This is 
important because as mergers in the food industry have increased, the portion of your food dollar 
paid to farmers has decreased. Vegetable farmers earn only 21¢ of your dollar; the other 79¢ goes 
to pay for marketing, distribution, and other costs. 
 

c. Food as medicine. Increasingly, food is not only as 
necessary for sustenance, it is seen as vital for maintaining good health.    (See inset box) 
 

d. Distrust of state programs. Some farmers harbor a 
strong distrust of state programs and regulator controls.  In order to overcome this and ensure 
participation, this plan will need to fully and transparently inform landowners of the programs 
components.  Even then, some landowners will continue to be unwilling. 
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e. Conservation compliance – Under the Working Lands 
Program, farmers who claim a farmland preservation tax credit must comply with state soil and 
water conservation standards.  Some farmers view conservation compliance as a cost prohibitive 
to implement nutrient management plans, a conservation plan and implementation of appropriate 
conservation practices.  It will be important to utilize local staff, and cost share programs to  
include additional incentive for this level of compliance.  Please refer to The La Crosse County Land 
and Water Resources Management Plan - 2011 for details on the administration of this important 
feature of Farmland Preservation in La Crosse County. 

 
f. Incentives too low. It has become clear that many 

landowners feel the incentive to participate in these programs is not at a sustainable level.  This 
will continue to be a difficult discussion, due to the current economic conditions and the resulting 
lack of political support for increased incentive levels. 

 
g. Wait and see attitude.  Some farmers indicated that 

they would wait to see how farmland preservation is implemented on the county level and how the 
state proceeds before they decide if they want to be “in” or “out” of a farmland preservation area. 
During the meetings, County staff and the consultant reiterated that getting in after the plan is 
adopted is not necessarily that easy. The mapped farmland preservation areas may need to be 
redrawn which would potentially affect the criteria used to define the farmland preservation areas 
in the first place. 

 
h. Extraterritorial jurisdiction of cities and villages. Once a 

positive tool for planning development in Wisconsin, extra-territorial subdivision jurisdiction allows 
those incorporated municipalities adjacent to Wisconsin towns to have a signature and approval 
process for subdivisions proposed within those towns.  This tool has now become a divisive 
argument creating animosity between towns and incorporated municipalities due to the political 
leveraging and animosity created by strong annexation legislation.  The farmland preservation 
planning process should encourage additional boundary agreement discussions, the importance of 
mutual respect between municipalities, and the importance of continued farmland preservation, 
even in extra-territorial jurisdictions.  

 
i. Local control. Throughout the preparation, review, and 

adoption of this plan, there was 1 common theme – retain local control and input.  The County’s 
comprehensive plan was built on the direct input from the towns and the future land use maps 
prepared by the towns. 

 
j. Declining numbers of farmers and farm workers. Since 

the industrial revolution in the United States, the proportion of those earning their livelihood from 
agriculture has been declining. In the past 40 years, the United States has lost 800,000 farmers 
and ranchers.  

 
k. Aging of farm operators.  Farmers are aging.  From 

2002 to 2007, the average age of a farmer increased from age 55 to 57.  And the number of 
farmers aged 75 years or older increased by 20% over the same period, meanwhile, the number 
of operators under 25 years of age decreased by 30%. 

 
l. Size of operations. As is true in many economic sectors, 

the size of farm operations in acres per operation has increased. Farm consolidation has been an 
ongoing trend. Expanded operations take advantage of economies of scale. While most operations 
have grown in size, there have been an increasing number of small operations who do not require 
a large land base. Those growing a specialty crop are prime examples. 

 
m. Specialization. Farming operations in Wisconsin have 

historically been diversified. It was not uncommon for a farm to raise a variety of crops and 
animals. Increasingly the norm is to specialize in a particular area. For example, those in the dairy 
industry may specialize as a calving operation.  Mega dairies and milk processing facilities have  
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also seen a strong increase over the past 10 years.  See the grant below:  The competitive Special 
Agricultural Facility Grant funding, allocated in the 2009-2011 budget, will provide $3.1 million in 
support for a $47.2 million expansion in Appleton that would increase milk processing capacity by 
1.5 million pounds per day at Foremost Farms USA – a dairy cooperative headquartered in 
Wisconsin. Construction is expected to employ 60 to 70 workers for over a year, and the expanded 
capacity is expected to create 35 additional full-time jobs at the plant, which currently employs 
91. 

 
n. Commodity prices.  In the past 2 years, cash receipts 

for crops statewide rose 34% with corn up 46% and soybeans up 24%.  This has spurred a slow-
down in acres being diverted from agriculture to development.  In La Crosse County in 2008, there 
were only 36 acres diverted from agriculture.  Statewide, the number of acres being diverted from 
agriculture decreased 43% and the value of agricultural land rose 12%.  This is due to the slow 
economy in development and the economy of commodities finally catching up to modern values.  
However, we cannot expect this trend to continue and must use this short reprieve to put in place 
farmland preservation measures. 

 
o. On-farm energy production. Production of energy from 

farm resources such as ethanol is making news, but another source of energy is sometimes 
forgotten.  A company called USEMCO from Tomah, WI has developed an anaerobic digester to 
efficiently process electricity from manure generated at an average size dairy farm.  The following 
grant was awarded to USEMCO in 2009: a $200,000 project conducted by USEMCO in Tomah to 
develop and demonstrate an anaerobic digester that is cost effective for small farms. Wisconsin 
has nearly 13,000 dairy farms, with an average herd size of fewer than 100 cows. By bringing the 
economy of scale down for manure digesters, many more farms will have the ability to take a 
potential disposal cost and turn it into a source of homegrown, renewable energy. 

 
p. International trading policies. Agricultural export 

opportunities are hindered by daunting MRL challenges due to confusing and burdensome import 
regulations on pesticide residue levels for U.S. ag exports.  Agricultural trade operates in a global 
market and is subject to the capricious nature of governments, weather and evolving trade 
agreements. Economic development policies for agriculture in La Crosse County should explore the 
ever-changing landscape of commodity markets and offer insight in ways to take advantage of 
international trade. 

 
q. Perceived decline in agriculture’s role in economic 

structure of La Crosse County. There is a general perception that the agricultural sector is not 
important to the County’s overall economic strategy. As the importance of other economic sectors 
have grown in scale and influence in the County and region, the role of the agricultural sector in 
the local economy has diminished. 

 
r. Important Trends.  All of the above indicate important 

trends in farming practices.  Of utmost importance is to point out and plan for those trends that 
will assist in the future preservation of farming for our community.  The trends that this 
Committee feels most important to recognize and utilize in our preservation practices include 
specialization, higher commodity prices and a reduction in the demand on conversion of 
agricultural lands, and an increase in the demand for locally grown organic products for human 
consumption.  We will need to pay attention to the demographics of farm workers, and reduce the 
perception that farming is not important in our local economy.  All of our efforts need to take a 
comprehensive approach to continue to improve the economic climate for farming and reduce the 
development pressure which will assist in limiting the number of acres converting from farmland 
into another form of development. 
 
   (d) Goals, Objectives, and Policies.  Overall goal to acknowledge that the 
general physical characteristics of La Crosse County, being its topography and access to natural 
resources, has greatly influenced the patterns of social and economic development presently  
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existing in La Crosse County.  It is desirable to preserve our land and water based resources and 
to do so will preserve the quality of life in La Crosse County.  
 

1. Additional Goals:  
 

a. Preserve the rural character of large areas of La Crosse 
County. 

  
(i)  Utilize farmland preservation tools encouraging 

landowners to preserve their farms’.  
 
(ii)  Encourage landowners to cooperate to preserve 

contiguous tracts.  
 
(iii) Utilize zoning and subdivision ordinances to 

protect areas planned for agriculture.  
 
     b. Preserve a strong agricultural economy.  
 

(i)  Promote educational tools to encourage “Buy 
Local” programs.  

 
(ii)  Provide incentives to promote value added 

agriculture.  
 
(iii) Maintain Use Value Assessment.  
 
(iv) Promote home based businesses in agricultural 

areas.  
 
     c. Preserve a healthy natural environment.  
 

(i) Provide additional funding and technical 
assistance for conservation practices.  

 
(ii) Promote the preservation of open space, and 

agricultural land adjacent to important resources.  
 
(iii) Promote sustainable agriculture, organic 

practices and local food supply planning.  
 

d. Promote a strong balance of landowner rights and 
community benefit.  

 
(i) Ensure that the public participation is 

encouraged and utilized in drafting plans.  
 
(ii) Promote open and transparent government.  
 
(iii) Policy must be made while respecting the 

landowner’s comments.  
 

e. Foster effective, cooperative government units. 
  

(i) Include all levels of local government in 
decisions.  
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(ii) Respect the activities of local governments.  
 
(iii) Build open, honest and supportive relationships 

between government units.  
 
(iv) Collaborate, cooperate and compromise.  

 
f. Support agriculturally related businesses. 

  
(i) Promote Agricultural Enterprise Areas.  

 
(ii) Educate the public on the benefits of local agri-

business.  
 

(iii) Support agri-business with technical assistance 
and revolving loan funds. 
  

(iv) Include agriculture in economic development 
discussions.  
 

g. Promote aesthetic beauty and bluffland preservation. 
  

(i) Support public/ private partnerships which 
promote bluffland preservation. 
 

(ii) Promote an active recreational use of preserved 
blufflands.  
 

h.  Respect local comprehensive plans and encourage 
development that is consistent with those Plans.  

 
(i) Ensure that the Farmland Preservation Plan and 

Comprehensive Plans are consistent.  
 
(ii) Promote development with density bonuses and 

streamlined approval processes in areas planned for development.  
 

(e) Designation of Farmland Preservation Areas.   
 

1. Below are the adopted criteria for the designation of FPA’s.  
These criteria, once adopted allowed the steering committee to draft an appropriate map of these 
areas.  “The criteria were developed with assistance from similar criteria from a number of other 
counties in the state in a similar time frame of adopting farmland preservation plans.  These 
criteria, however, are unique to La Crosse County, showing respect to public input activities, and 
the unique personality of the County itself.   

 
2. Criteria for Delineating Farmland Preservation Areas. The 

Committee used the LESA Criteria as approved by the LESA committee and the Planning 
Resources and Development Committee of La Crosse County, and the above goals for farmland 
preservation as their basis for adopting the following 6 criteria listed below for mapping Farmland 
Preservation Areas:  

 
a. Farmland Preservation Plan Criteria  

 
(i) Productive agricultural soils (See Map 3.2)  
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(ii) Consistent With Future Land Use Plan (See Map 
2.2) 
 
      (iii) Large contiguous Farmland Preservation Areas 
(See Map 3.3) 
 

(iv) Proximity to protected or important open space 
(See Map 3.4) 
 

(v) Consideration of landowner interests  
 

(vi) Cooperative input from local municipalities 
 

b. Upon determination of the above 6 criteria, it became 
evident that the Committee needed a method to evaluate the importance of each individual 
criteria, and utilize a prioritized decision making method for designating the Farmland Preservation 
Areas. We met several times to discuss this mapping process. In the end we settled on the 
process of utilizing maps, spreadsheets with data, staff expertise and further research. This 
process was by far the most time consuming and difficult process of completing this Farmland 
Preservation Plan. Once the map was completed, however, it was also the most rewarding 
process. Following is a brief description of the steps taken to designate the map.  

 
(i) First, the Committee determined that it was 

important for the soils to be productive for successful farming. Therefore the Committee discussed 
removing areas that were of very poor soil types. Those soils that were found to be so poor that 
agricultural production was severely limited, however, were important for farmland preservation 
because they were typically rocky and steep.  In the County’s Future Land Use Map these soils 
were shown as important for open space are, therefore, also shown in the Farmland Preservation 
Areas map as Farmland Preservation Areas, because of their importance as open space.  Since La 
Crosse County has a limited percentage of class 1 soils, the Committee felt that it was very 
important to preserve as many acres of class 1 soils as possible.  At the same time, many of these 
soils are within very close proximity to developing municipalities.  Therefore, we utilized the LESA 
analysis that was completed to determine proper locations for preservation of these class 1 soils.  
This balancing of criteria extended our debate, but produced a high quality plan.   

 
(ii) Second, we looked at the Future Land Use Map 

to find areas that were not planned for development. These areas not planned for development 
became potential Tier 1, areas.  Again, further separation will occur as we get to other criteria. We 
then determined where the areas resided that may be planned, in the longer term for 
development, and where they would not develop for at a minimum of 15 years. These areas 
quickly became potential Tier 2 areas as shown in the following paragraphs. The Committee 
removed those areas that were planned for development in the near future. 
 

(iii) Third, the Committee felt it was important to 
preserve large blocks of farmland to promote a long term culture of farming and provide the 
proper infrastructure to ensure farming success.  These areas are very evident on the plan maps.  
La Crosse County is developing in a T-shaped pattern.  This pattern is due to public infrastructure 
and historic patterns of development.  The T-shaped area of development then separates the 
remainder of the County into 3 large blocks of farmland preservation, north and east of the T, 
south and east of the T, and west of the T.  These 3 large blocks of preserved land will assist an 
creating a “frame” effect of farmland and open space for production, but also the enjoyment of 
those residents of La Crosse County to dwell in the dense urban areas that make up the “T.”   
 

(iv) Fourth, we utilized our GIS mapping information 
to assist us in finding those areas of contiguous natural resource or open space that were in public 
control and contiguous to mapped Farmland Preservation Areas. These contiguous open space 
areas were added as Tier 1 Areas, and as stated above include some very poor soils.  
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(v) Fifth, the Committee felt it very important to 
show early success with the program, and so it felt that giving some weight to the criteria of 
landowner interest was important. It was very significant to the Committee that certain landowner 
were past participants, and, therefore, very likely to continue the program in the future. We 
determined that some landowners, even if they did not currently have the appropriate zoning to 
participate in the farmland preservation program, would have a significant likelihood of 
participating in the future. These areas were assumed to be pursuing a future farmland 
preservation zoning district, and to minimize a significant amount of amendments to the farmland 
preservation plan over the next few years, the Committee decided to include these likely areas 
within the mapped Farmland Preservation Areas.  
 

(vi) Sixth, the Committee discussed the mapped 
Farmland Preservation Areas with the local municipalities.  These municipalities had opportunities 
at numerous public informational meetings, and through their representation on the Committee to 
provide input into the planning process.  This collaborative relationship will be very important as 
we pursue farmland preservation activities into the future.   
 

(vii) Finally, the Committee looked at the minimum 
standards in the Wisconsin State Statutes and determined if the areas that were delineated for a 
Farmland Preservation Area met with these minimum statutory standards. We utilized the 
following 2 tier approach to separate the Farmland Preservation Areas to clearly delineate the 
programs available, both at the local and state level, to assist in preserving the farmland. These 
mapped “Tiers” are administered by providing program incentives, and enforcing certified zoning 
ordinances. The Farmland Preservation Area Tiers are described on page 26. 

 
In Table 6-1 below are the activities specifically defined within this Farmland Preservation Plan to 
assist in the preservation of farmland at the local and statewide level in an easy to find and 
implement format. 
 

Table 6-1       Action Plan 

 
 
 

Action Who is Responsible Schedule 
Certified Zoning Ordinance 
 County or Town Board December 31, 2011 

Certified Farmland Preservation Plan County Board December 31, 2011 

Develop a PACE education program County Land Conservation and Planning 
Staff Complete 

Assist in the development of Cooperative Boundary 
Agreements. 

County, City, Village and Town Planning 
Staff Ongoing 

Update County Subdivision Code. County Planning and Zoning Committee 2013 
Develop Standards to review plan implementation 
progress. 
 

County Staff Annually starting in 2012 

Develop Standards to judge consistency of land use 
decisions with adopted comp plan. 
 

County Staff 2012 

Local Farmland Planned Areas 
 Town and County Staff 2012 

Local Zoning/ Sub-division and Incentive Programs 
 Town and County Staff 2012 

Develop Standard Ag Enterprise Area Petition for 
General Landowner Use 
 

County Staff Complete 

LESA Analysis for PACE applications and Rezoning 
requests  
 

County Staff and Committees Complete 

Update Land and Water Resource Management Plan County Staff and Committees 2012 
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Appendix 
Map 2.1 
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Map 2.2 
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Map 2.3 
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Map 2.4 
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Map 3.1
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Map 3.2 
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Map 3.3 
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Map 3.4 
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Map 3.5 
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Map 3.6
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Map 3.7 

 
 

2011 

Section 2. This Ordinance shall take effect the day after its passage and publication. 
TARA JOHNSON, County Board Chair  
GINNY DANKMEYER, County Clerk  
 
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
Motion by M. Pedretti/V. Burke to approve passed on a unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 
excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
FIRST CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE  
ORDINANCE NO. 107-9/12 TO CREATE SS. 17.04(44A), 17.36(8A), AND 17.41(1)(C)15. 
AND TO AMEND SS. 17.36(1) AND 17.36(12) OF THE REPEALED “ZONING CODE” OF THE 
GENERAL CODE OF LA CROSSE COUNTY, WISCONSIN  
The County Board of Supervisors of the County of La Crosse does hereby ordain as follows: 
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Section 1. Section 17.04(44a) is created to read: 
 17.04(44a) Vehicle Trip.  The event of a vehicle entering or leaving a location.  Each time a 
vehicle enters or leaves a location is a separate trip. 
Section 2. Section 17.36(8a) is created to read: 
 17.36(8a) USES AUTHORIZED BY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IN AGRICULTURAL 
DISTRICT “B”.  Any use generating more than 200 vehicle trips per day. 
Section 3. Section 17.41(1)(c)15. is created to read: 
 17.41(1)(c)15.   Any use generating more than 200 vehicle trips per day. 
Section 4. Section 17.36(1) is amended to read: 
 17.36  CONDITIONAL USE PROVISIONS.   

(1)   APPROVAL REQUIRED.  Certain uses and situations which are of such a special 
nature, or are so dependent upon actual contemporary circumstances as to make impractical the 
predetermination of permissibility, or the detailing in this chapter of specific standards, regulations 
or conditions which would permit such determination in each individual situation, may be permitted 
as conditional uses in the residential districts, Agricultural District "A", Agricultural District “B”, the 
Exclusive Agricultural District and the Agricultural Transition District, subject to such requirements as 
are hereinafter specified for each situation. 
Section 5. Section 17.36(12) is amended to read: 
 17.36(12) CONDITIONS WHICH MAY BE ATTACHED TO A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IN 
AN INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT AND IN AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT “B”.  Upon consideration of information 
supplied at the public hearing, the following conditions may be attached to the granting of a 
conditional use permit: 
   (a) Increased setbacks and yards. 
   (b) Specifications for water supply, liquid waste and solid waste disposal 
facilities. 
   (c) Landscaping and planting screens. 
   (d) Sureties. 
   (e) Operational controls and time of operation. 
   (f) Air pollution controls. 
   (g) Erosion prevention measures. 
   (h) Location of the use. 
   (i) Similar requirements found necessary to fulfill the purpose and intent of 
this chapter. 
   (j) Compliance with the County Solid Waste Management Plan and any 
other county comprehensive plan provided in this Code or otherwise approved by La Crosse County. 
   (k) For garbage, trash or recycling transfer stations used for the purpose of 
unloading and reloading garbage, trash, or recycling materials, the following conditions shall also 
apply: 
    1. The location is at least 500 feet from a flood plain, wetland, 
endangered and protected flora and fauna habitats, sites of historical, archeological or cultural 
significance, prime agricultural land, park land or preserves. 
    2. The location and operation complies with Federal regulations for 
operation in proximity to airports. 
Section 6. This Ordinance shall take effect the day after passage and publication as required by 
law. 
TARA JOHNSON, County Board Chair  
GINNY DANKMEYER, County Clerk  
 
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
Motion by M. Pedretti to move to second reading. Discussion ensued. Planner Charlie Handy 
responded to questions from the Board. Motion by S. Hampson/R. Becker to waive the rules to act on 
an ordinance at its’ first consideration. Discussion ensued. The motion passed on a roll call vote with 
20 ayes, 6 nays - V. Burke, R. Ebert, D. Holtze, R. Keil, L. Pfaff and C. Spiker, 3 excused - B.  
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Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs. Motion by M. Pedretti/D. Meyer to approve passed on a 
unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
RESOLUTION NO. 35-9/12 RE: FEES FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS FOR HIGH VOLUME 
COMMERCIAL OR INDUSTRIAL USES  
WHEREAS, it is anticipated that there may be applications for conditional use permits for uses that 
generate more than 200 vehicle trips per day, such as for frac sand mining or processing facilities; 
and, WHEREAS, it is estimated that the La Crosse County Zoning, Planning & Land Information 
Department staff would spend approximately 100 hours reviewing applications, notifying property 
owners, providing appropriate notices, and doing further work to process such applications; and, 
WHEREAS, the County Zoning Department currently assess a standard conditional use permit fee of 
$372.00, which will not cover the costs of processing such permits; and, WHEREAS, a fee of $5,000 
for a conditional use permit for such high volume use applications will reasonably reflect the 
anticipated costs of processing such permit; and, WHEREAS, it is recommended that the County 
have a conditional use permit fee for such uses prior to the approval of fees in November, 2012. 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the La Crosse County Board hereby approves a fee of 
$5,000 for a conditional use permit application for any use generating more than 200 vehicle trips 
per day. FISCAL NOTE: The fee will provide revenue to cover the cost of processing such 
applications.  
 
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
Motion by M. Pedretti/P. Jerome to approve. Discussion ensued. Planner Charlie Handy responded to 
questions from the Board. The motion to approve passed on a voice vote with 24 ayes, 2 nays - L. 
Berg and R. Ebert, 3 excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
ZONING ORDINANCE NO. Z299-9/12 RE: PETITION NO. 1908 TO AMEND THE LA CROSSE 
COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE FILED BY SCOTT G & CHRISTINE S BAKKUM TO REZONE 
FROM TRANSITIONAL AGRICULTURE DISTRICT TO AGRICULTURE DISTRICT “A”, A 39.87 
ACRE PARCEL FOR THE SALE OF A PROPOSED 7.72 ACRE PARCEL TO AN ADJOINING LAND 
OWNER, THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED LAND IN THE TOWN OF GREENFIELD  
The La Crosse County Planning, Resources and Development Committee, having considered Petition 
No. 1908 to amend the La Crosse County Zoning Ordinance filed by Scott G & Christine S Bakkum, 
N2381 Yanzer Rd, La Crosse, WI 54601 and having held a public hearing on the 4th day of 
September, 2012 for a petition to rezone from Transitional Agriculture District to the Agriculture 
District “A”, a 39.87 acre parcel for the sale of a proposed 7.72 acre parcel to an adjoining land 
owner, the proposed parcels to be rezoned will be for continued residential and agricultural use, the 
following described land in the Town of Greenfield: Part of the SW/NW and part of the SE/NW, 
Section 5, T15N, R6W, Town of Greenfield. Tax parcel 6-112-0 and part of 6-117-0. Property address 
is N2381 Yanzer Rd. And pursuant to s. 59.69 Wis. Stats.: the Committee did publish and receive 
proof of a Class II notice of the hearing; did receive receipts of mailing of the notices to the affected 
Town Clerk(s); did hold a public hearing to hear testimony and official correspondence; and, did 
receive and consider action from the affected Town Board(s). The Committee, under s. 59.69(5)(e)4, 
and under s. 91.48(1), Wis. Stats., has the authority to approve the petition as submitted; to 
disapprove of the petition; or, to modify and approve the petition. Having considered the entire 
record the Committee’s recommendation is to: By unanimous vote, the committee recommended 
approval of Zoning Petition No. 1908 subject to the recording of deed restrictions indicating the 
following: 
 1. Only one existing single family residential use is allowed on the approximately 39.87 acres 
     that is the subject of this rezone petition;  
 2. No further subdivision is allowed; and  
          3. These restrictions can only be amended or lifted by the La Crosse County Board of               
     Supervisors.  
(If this petition is approved as a conditional zoning, deed restrictions must be recorded before zoning 
takes effect.) The County Board, under s.59.69(5)(e)5 Wis. Stats., has the authority to effectuate 
the petition by ordinance or to disapprove it. The County Board took the following action this 20th  
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day of September, 2012. Approved the petition with amendments/conditions, becomes an ordinance, 
after recording conditions.  
 
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
Motion by M. Pedretti/D. Holtze to approve as recommended by the Committee passed on a 
unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 839 FILED BY SYLVESTER G & PATRICIA A CLEMENTS, FOR 
AN AFTER-THE-FACT LIVESTOCK FACILITY EXPANSION FOR 259 ANIMAL UNITS ON LAND 
ZONED EXCLUSIVE AGRICULTURE DISTRICT IN THE TOWN OF WASHINGTON  
The La Crosse County Planning, Resources and Development Committee, having considered an 
application filed by Sylvester G & Patricia A Clements, N3620 Old M Rd, West Salem, WI 54669 and 
having held a public hearing on the 4th day of September, 2012 for a Conditional Use Permit for an 
after-the-fact livestock facility expansion for 259 animal units on land zoned Exclusive Agriculture 
District in the Town of Washington and described as follows: Part of the NE/SW, part of the NW/SE 
and the SW/SE, Section 7, T15N, R5W, Town of Washington. Tax parcels are 12-157-0, 12-158-0, 
12-168-0 and 12-170-0. Property addresses are W2333 & W2337 State Road 33, Coon Valley, WI 
54623. And pursuant to s. 59.69 Wis. Stats. and s. 17.36 Zoning Code: the Committee did publish 
and receive proof of a Class II notice of the hearing; did receive receipts of mailing of the notices to 
the affected Town Clerk(s); did hold a public hearing to hear testimony or correspondence from the 
people; and, did receive and consider action from the affected Town Board(s). The Committee, under 
s. 91.48(1), Wis. Stats., along with the affected Town Board(s), under s. 17.36(4), have the 
authority to approve the application with integral conditions or to disapprove of the application. 
Having considered the entire record the Committee’s recommendation is to: By unanimous vote, the 
committee recommended approval of Conditional Use Permit No. 839 subject to one (1) condition as 
follows:  
 1. Compliance with the submitted complete ATCP 51 application is required, based upon the 
     findings of the La Crosse County Land Conservation Department that this application meets 
     the definition of complete application under Wisconsin Administrative Code ATCP 51 for                 
     expansion of an existing livestock facility.  
THE COUNTY BOARD took the following action this 20th of September, 2012. Approved subject to 
conditions as outlined.  
 
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
Motion by M. Pedretti/R. Becker to approve. Discussion ensued. Planner Charlie Handy responded to 
questions from the Board. The motion to approve as recommended by the Committee passed on a 
unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs. 
 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 860 FILED BY TERRY W STONE & RHONDA L PETERSON-
STONE TO CONSTRUCT A FARM RESIDENCE ON A 35.22 ACRE, MORE OR LESS, BASE FARM 
TRACT ON LAND ZONED EXCLUSIVE AGRICULTURE DISTRICT IN THE TOWN OF HOLLAND  
The La Crosse County Planning, Resources and Development Committee, having considered an 
application filed by Terry W Stone & Rhonda L Peterson-Stone, 1125 East Ave N, Onalaska, WI 
54650 and having held a public hearing on the 4th day of September, 2012 for a Conditional Use 
Permit to construct a farm residence on a 35.22 acre, more or less, Base Farm Tract on land zoned 
Exclusive Agriculture District in the Town of Holland and described  
as follows: Part of the NE/NE, Section 32, T18N, R7W, and part of the SE/SE, Section 29, T18N, 
R7W, Town of Holland. Tax parcel is 8-370-0. Property is located on the south side of Casberg 
Coulee Road. And pursuant to s. 59.69 Wis. Stats. and s. 17.36 Zoning Code: the Committee did 
publish and receive proof of a Class II notice of the hearing; did receive receipts of mailing of the 
notices to the affected Town Clerk(s); did hold a public hearing to hear testimony or correspondence 
from the people; and, did receive and consider action from the affected Town Board(s). The 
Committee, under s. 91.48(1), Wis. Stats., along with the affected Town Board(s), under s. 
17.36(4), have the authority to approve the application with integral conditions or to disapprove of  
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the application. Having considered the entire record the Committee’s recommendation is to: By a 
vote of 6 in favor, 0 No, 1 Excused (Becker), the committee recommended approval of Conditional 
Use Permit No. 860 subject to the recording of deed restrictions indicating the following:  
 1. Conditional Use Permit No. 860 is transferrable in its entirety to all future owners, heirs or 
     assignees;  
 2. The entire base farm tract of 35.22 acres shall be limited to one (1) single family residence    
     as authorized under CUP #860, and future agriculture development & uses only. No future 
     farm or non-farm residences are authorized on this base farm tract; and  
 3. These restrictions shall apply until lifted by the La Crosse County Board of Supervisors.  
THE COUNTY BOARD took the following action this 20th of September, 2012. Approved subject to 
conditions as outlined.  
 
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
Motion by M. Pedretti/A. Londre to approve as recommended by the Committee passed on a 
unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs. 
 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 861 FILED BY GREG H SACIA FOR AN EXISTING FARM 
RESIDENCE ON LOT 1 (2.43 ACRES) OF A PENDING CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP LOCATED 
WITHIN A 111.71 ACRE, MORE OR LESS, BASE FARM TRACT ON LAND ZONED EXCLUSIVE 
AND GENERAL AGRICULTURE DISTRICT IN THE TOWN OF HOLLAND The La Crosse County 
Planning, Resources and Development Committee, having considered an application filed by Greg H 
Sacia, N8870 County Road Tt, Holmen, WI 54636 and having held a public hearing on the 4th day of 
September, 2012 for a Conditional Use Permit for an existing farm residence on Lot 1 (2.43 acres) of 
a pending Certified Survey Map located within a 111.71 acre, more or less, Base Farm Tract on land 
zoned Exclusive And  
General Agriculture District in the Town of Holland and described as follows: Part of the SW/SE, 
Section 9, T18N, R7W, Town of Holland. Part of tax parcel 8-151-0. Property address is W6269 
County Road T, Holmen, WI 54636. And pursuant to s. 59.69 Wis. Stats. and s. 17.36 Zoning Code: 
the Committee did publish and receive proof of a Class II notice of the hearing; did receive receipts 
of mailing of the notices to the affected Town Clerk(s); did hold a public hearing to hear testimony or 
correspondence from the people; and, did receive and consider action from the affected Town 
Board(s). The Committee, under s. 91.48(1), Wis. Stats., along with the affected Town Board(s), 
under s. 17.36(4), have the authority to approve the application with integral conditions or to 
disapprove of the application. Having considered the entire record the Committee’s recommendation 
is to: By a vote of 6 in favor, 0 No, 1 Excused (Becker), the committee recommended approval of 
Conditional Use Permit No. 861 subject to the following four (4) conditions:  
 1. Conditional Use Permit No. 861 is approved for one (1) single family residence on Lot 1 of 
     the proposed 2.43 acre Certified Survey Map and is transferrable in its entirety to all future  
     owners, heirs or assignees for continued single family residential use;  
 2. All future farm residences proposed on the 111.71 acre Base Farm Tract shall be allowed     
     by conditional use permit approval only and at densities authorized by the La Crosse     
     County Zoning Ordinance;  
 3. The remainder of a minimum 35 acres of the BFT (32.57 acres), shall be deed restricted to 
     allow future agriculture development & uses only. No future farm or non-farm residences    
     are authorized within this deed restricted area; and  
 4. These conditions and restrictions shall apply until lifted and/or amended by the La Crosse 
     County Board of Supervisors.  
THE COUNTY BOARD took the following action this 20th of September, 2012. Approved subject to 
conditions as outlined.  
 
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
Motion by M. Pedretti/P. Jerome to approve. Discussion ensued. The motion to approve as 
recommended by the Committee passed on a unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - B. 
Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
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ZONING ORDINANCE NO. Z300-9/12 RE: PETITION NO. 1909 TO AMEND THE LA CROSSE 
COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE FILED BY RICHARD A BERG ACTING ON BEHALF OF RUTH E 
MARCO TO REZONE FROM TRANSITIONAL AGRICULTURE DISTRICT TO THE AGRICULTURE 
DISTRICT “A”, AN APPROXIMATE 5 ACRE PARCEL TO ALLOW FOR A PROPOSED TWO (2) 
LOT CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP IN THE TOWN OF ONALASKA  
The La Crosse County Planning, Resources and Development Committee, having considered Petition 
No. 1909 to amend the La Crosse County Zoning Ordinance filed by Richard A Berg, W7463 Sylvester 
Rd, Holmen, WI 54636, acting on behalf of Ruth E Marco, W5992 Bucklin Rd, Onalaska, WI 54650 
and having held a public hearing on the 4th day of September, 2012 for a petition to rezone from 
Transitional Agriculture District to the Agriculture District “A”, an approximate 5 acre parcel to allow 
for a proposed two (2) lot Certified Survey Map, proposed lot one will be for an existing single family 
home and proposed lot two will be for a future single family home, the following described land in 
the Town of Onalaska: Part of the SE/SW, Section 27, T17N, R7W, Town of Onalaska. Tax parcel is 
10-731-0. Property address is W5992 Bucklin Rd. And pursuant to s. 59.69 Wis. Stats.: the 
Committee did publish and receive proof of a Class II notice of the hearing; did receive receipts of 
mailing of the notices to the affected Town Clerk(s); did hold a public hearing to hear testimony and 
official correspondence; and, did receive and consider action from the affected Town Board(s). The 
Committee, under s. 59.69(5)(e)4, and under s. 91.48(1), Wis. Stats., has the authority to approve 
the petition as submitted; to disapprove of the petition; or, to modify and approve the petition. 
Having considered the entire record the Committee’s recommendation is to: By a vote of 6 in favor, 
0 No, 1 Excused (Becker), the committee recommended approval of Zoning Petition No. 1909 with 
no conditions. (If this petition is approved as a conditional zoning, deed restrictions must be 
recorded before zoning takes effect.) The County Board, under s.59.69(5)(e)5 Wis. Stats., has the 
authority to effectuate the petition by ordinance or to disapprove it. The County Board took the 
following action this 20th day of September, 2012. Approved the petition as submitted, becomes an 
ordinance.  
 
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
Motion by M. Pedretti/D. Holtze to approve as recommended by the Committee passed on a 
unanimous voice vote with 26 ayes, 3 excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha and T. Wehrs.  
  
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE AGENDA TOPICS  

• Supervisor Spiker asked for an update on the West Salem Business Park.  
 
ADJOURN  
Motion by R. Ebert/K. Johnson to adjourn at 7:53 PM passed on a unanimous voice vote with 26 
ayes, excused - B. Brockmiller, R. Plesha, and T. Wehrs.  
 
STATE OF WISCONSIN )  
 
COUNTY OF LA CROSSE )  
 
I, Ginny Dankmeyer , La Crosse County Clerk, in and for the County of La Crosse, 
Wisconsin, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Journal of 
Proceedings of the La Crosse County Board of Supervisors at the La Crosse County Board 
of Supervisors Monthly Meeting held Thursday, September 20, 2012 and that it is the 
whole thereof. IN WITNESS THEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO SET MY HAND AND AFFIXED THE 
OFFICIAL SEAL THIS DAY 2 OF OCTOBER 2012. 
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