ISSUE STATEMENT / OUTCOME
A plan for the re-use of a real property asset (Sauk County Community Forest), that addresses short term issues and long term capacity needs.
HISTORICAL ANALYSIS
Acquisition and Development
In the 1930’s Sauk County acquired 272 acres of open blow sand, scrub oak and jack pine through tax delinquency.  The County originally intended to resell the land, but because of serious wind erosion problems, it was decided that the County would retain possession. (Jan. 12, 1939 Resolution – Sauk County Board of Supervisors )
The County planted 25,000 trees in open areas of the property in the spring of 1939. During the next ten years, a total of 170,000 trees were planted.  In 1949 the County acquired a second tract of 77 acres and along with subsequent purchases in 1951, 1954 and 1958 brought the final acreage to its present total of 682.47 acres.  From 1939 to 1966 a total of 521,000 trees were planted. During this same period 405 acres of timber stand improvement was completed which included thinning, pruning and release cutting.  In 1972 a second round of timber stand improvement began.
Location

[image: image1.emf]The Sauk County Community Forest is located in the south western portion of Sauk County on the border with Richland and Iowa counties.  The map at right outlines the borders of the forest property.
Property Description
Of the 676 acres of forest, there is some acreage that was platted as streets & alleys but never installed.  Vacation of the plat would result in a slightly larger amount of acreage.  Other than a telephone company right-of-way over 3 parcels, there are no known restrictions.
The community forest property is comprised of sandy loam and loamy sand soil types. Basically 80% of these soils are made up of sand, 16% silts, and 4% clays. This means these soils are very porous.  The area has slopes between 2-12% so slope can be a factor at limited locations within this area.  
The soil types are:  

· Valued for road construction type projects for fill. 
· Suitable for pine plantations.
The soil types are unsuitable for: 
· A septic lagoon or landfill. Seepage from these soils is expected. You could expect poor performance and high maintenance in building a landfill on these soils.  
· Farmland.  These soils are not prime farmland and because the land is sloping and irrigation would be costly.  
· Heavy usage / motorized or recreational activities.  The sandy nature wouldn't hold up well under heavy traffic, expect erosion. The easily eroded soil causes many sand blows, the area has a unique nature for several species of wildlife.
Current Use
The property is open for public access for outdoor recreational activities and has mowed fire lanes / trails.  Hunting and hiking are the two major categories of recreation (non-structured activity).  Snowmobile trails go through the forest in the winter.  No other motorized or biking activity is allowed; and no facilities are located on the property.  Parking is somewhat limited and the property is not advertised as a public recreation area.
The property continues to be managed for timber stand improvement.  In 2000 the fungus annosum (Heterobasidion annosum ) was discovered in the forest. Annosum causes root rot in pine and spruce and eventual mortality. With the guidance of the DNR an attempt was made to slow the spread by cutting buffers around infected pockets and burning infected material on site.  From 2000 to 2007 there were five thinning harvests completed for revenue of $112,803.82.  Revenue per year is expected to average $10,000.  
Surrounding properties
To the south are subdivisions of land and to the north are agricultural fields. The zoning to the north of the forest is Resource Conservancy 35, and to the south is mostly Agriculture with some pockets of Single Family Residential.
Immediately adjacent to the south of the Community Forest are the subdivisions of Laudon and the Pinelands and to the east is Wismar Forest subdivision. The Wismar Forest subdivision has 51 lots, 25 of which are developed.   The Laudon Subdivision has 27 lots of which 10 are developed. The Pinelands consist of 158 lots, 62 are developed.  To the west there are 16 small lots, of which only 4 are developed.  The total number of lots in these subdivisions and small lots equal 252, while only 101 are developed. The vacancy rate is 60%. 

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS
The committee utilized input from officials of the Town of Spring Green as well as from County oversight committees and departments as it pertained to potential future use.  The following stakeholders have been identified as having a compelling interest in the future use of the Community Forest.    
County Board of Supervisors.  Responsible for policy design and programmatic oversight.  The Board of Supervisors’ perspective is one that focuses on providing optimal service within the confines of limited resources, being accountable to taxpayers, and recognizing guidelines from comprehensive and other long range plans.  Exploration of best use of this real property asset is paramount.  
Town of Spring Green.  Consideration should be given to the preferences of the Town when investigating options for re-use.  The town expressed the desire to maintain the integrity of the site as a contiguous forest.  The Town of Spring Green has an adopted Comprehensive Plan that maintains this area as County Forest and Open Recreational Land.   Input from the Town includes a recommendation to leave the forest intact as a resource to all county residents.  Any development plans would need concurrence by the Town as part of the rezoning process.
County taxpayers.  Consideration should be given to the county taxpayer as the funding source of many county initiatives.  
County agencies.  
Conservation, Planning and Zoning Department has had a vested interest in developing appropriate conservation practices with the property as it exists:  
· Demonstrations of conservation practices include:   maintenance of a contiguous forest, and approved forest management techniques.
Parks:  Integration of future recreational activities.
· Snowmobile trails

· Soil types are not conducive to the development of motorized or off-road biking. 
· Continuation of hiking trails, to address those needs prominently identified by responses to the Comprehensive Outdoor Recreational Plan public opinion survey.
· Develop site plan for integrating recreational/conservation/research uses.
· Maintain as a large parcel of public land.
· Develop a recreational trail connection with other public lands (Pine River Trail – Richland County).
· Develop interpretative trails, bird watching
Special Interest Groups

Natural Resource Protection:  There are four citizen groups that have expressed their support for keeping the County Forest intact (represents approximately 1,500 citizens):  The Pineland Association; River Valley Concerned Citizens/ Friends of the Lower Wisconsin Riverway; Private Land Owners of Wisconsin.   
State of Wisconsin:  Department of Natural Resources:  The State manages the Wisconsin County Forest program.  A program of municipal forests, managed by professional forestry staff of the counties with assistance from Department of Natural Resources foresters.  The Department of Natural Resources has statutory oversight of the program.  This partnership has been ongoing for over 76 years and is one of the State’s longest running partnerships.  Currently there are County Forests in 29 of the 72 counties in the State, covering over 2.35 million acres.  The bulk of the acreage was originated from tax delinquent land that had been destructively harvested in the Depression Era.  Collectively the County Forests are the largest public landholdings in the state. The County Forest program recently became 3rd party certified with two nationally- recognized forest certification standards.   To date, they are the largest group certification ever awarded under the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI).  
ANALYSIS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES
Attached as appendices A, and B, respectively; are two studies pertaining to the Community Forest in Spring Green.  The first, Sauk County Community Forest:  Town of Spring Green was conducted by Steve Koenig, Sauk County Parks Director at the behest of the Highway and Parks Committee.  It was commenced with the question, “If development of the forest were to occur, where would the Town prefer that development to occur?”  The report identifies parcels that could be considered for residential development.
The second study dated January 24, 2011, is a report compiled by the Spring Green Community Forest Study Group, a special committee of the Spring Green Town Board, which noted that the highest and best use of the property would be to remain as an open, publicly owned and managed forest.  It also recommends placement of the forest into the State of Wisconsin’s County Forest Law, and that a plan for continued timber stand improvement be undertaken.
The study group analysis cites the following as reasons to keep the community forest:
1.  Future resource
a. Recreational value; trails, hunting, green space
b. Timber value
c. Land value
2. Intrinsic Economic value of non-developed land.
a. Reduced value of surrounding land.
3. Trees in the Community Forest dissipate water, loss of which could mean a higher water table and increased risk of flooding problems.

4. Good example of stewardship.
a. Soil stabilization

5.
Protection of ground water from nitrate pollution.
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan Analysis (CORP). The CORP analysis is the foundation for acquisition and development of outdoor parks and recreational facilities that are to be designated for public use.  The preliminary goal statements indicated that the plan “views public land as an asset”, and recommends that they be “Manage[d as] public forests to receive sustainable forestry certification”.  The table below lists specific management goals for the county forest in the first column.
The plan also references the 2007 Land and Water Resource Management Plan, “The forest contributes to the county’s economy providing wood products and supporting ecotourism”, and further recommends that the county, “4. Utilize state / federal stewardship programs and guidelines for land management, e.g. for County Forest Program.”  Detailed text from the plan is compiled in the second column of the table below with text from the County Comprehensive Plan.
	Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
	  County Comprehensive Plan

	County Forests – Spring Green
The Sauk County Forest covers 663 acres of mainly mixed pine trees. It is located along U.S.  Highway 14 between Spring Green and Lone Rock. No facilities are provided.

· Preserve as open space with a variety of recreational uses consistent with current land

uses and forestry management objectives.

· Generate a recreational use and management plan, including recommendations identified in the recreation plan public opinion survey, consistent with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) restrictions.

· Continue to treat disease and manage for forest health.

· Continue forestry research: experimental plot protected.

· Strengthen connections with the contiguous open space resources.

· Expand forest uses and management.

Develop trails throughout, as appropriate without negatively impacting natural resources.
	Relevant Natural Resources Objectives

Open space and rural character are acknowledged and protected as important community resources.

Objective 1 -Create regional green space programs that preserve permanent regional connections of open space, historic landscapes, environmentally sensitive areas, waterways and low-impact recreational lands.

Objective 2 - Expand the community’s understanding of the economic, ecologic and social impacts of forests.

Objective 3 - Develop and apply development standards that protect the environment and promote the sustainable use of natural resources.

Objective 4 - Establish programs to minimize forest fragmentation, reestablish forested areas and explore techniques that would allow fragmented forests to retain a larger portion of their original ecological, economic, and social values.

Objective 5 - Develop initiatives to maintain and protect threatened natural areas with cultural, ecological and economic significance.

Additional ideas include:

· Encouraging sustainable woodland and forest management,

· Maintaining large blocks of contiguous forest habitat, and minimize breaks in forest canopy.

· Creation of a regional green-space strategy. 
· Promote a forest-based economy and forestry land uses.

Promote the economic advantages provided by forest management and timber harvest plans to landowners.


Comprehensive Plan Analysis
The County Comprehensive Plan makes various recommendations regarding the importance of natural resources and preservation of the resources that contribute to the viability of the character of the county.  The comprehensive plan underscores the importance of the maintenance of contiguous forest land as vital to retaining the rural beauty and natural systems that are dependent upon large tracts of undeveloped forested areas.  Text from the plan is included in the table above in the form of detailed objectives that could influence the re-use of this large tract of land. 
POTENTIAL FUTURE USES
The committee process included general discussion of developed versus undeveloped and sale versus retention.  
Undeveloped and Forest

The unique features and the location of the property offer potential for a variety of short term and long term uses.  Plans which currently exist that can be utilized for informing the process are the Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan and the County Comprehensive Plan (both of which are summarized above ).

Ultimately, the county’s perspective is focused on appropriate stewardship.  In discussing forest lands a few themes emerge:
· Large contiguous blocks of forested land are preferred.  This is consistent with best use practices regardless of ownership (public vs. private).
· There is an emphasis at both the Town level and County level to maintain the recreational and natural focus of the property.  
· This focus can be maintained in retaining the property and identifying potential programmatic development around forest-based industries.  It is likely that this would require partnership and cooperative ventures.  Vision, identification of needed resources, and time to develop opportunities would be requisite.  
· This focus could be achieved through the sale of large contiguous parcels of forest land with appropriate conservation easement requirements.  There is no current zoning.  (see note in side-bar).
· Conservation easements would not devalue the property and would be appropriate for specific portions.   
· [image: image2.emf]Typically the cost of providing service for rural development is greater than the tax base generated.  The Center for Land Use Education conducted an analysis of the Cost of Community Services.  Based on data collected from 1993 to 2004, in the State of Wisconsin it shows that residential has the largest ratio.  For every dollar of tax generated it costs $1.19 to provide service.  Conversely, agricultural land only costs $0.23 to provide service for every dollar of property tax.   (It should be noted that variances depending upon local conditions significantly impact the actual costs for a specific area.  Downloaded from http://www.uwsp.edu/cnr/landcenter/COCS/COCSpresentationweb.pdf (September 14, 2010.)
Development 
Limitations to development potential abound.  Soils, water quality, flood restrictions, and the ability to site driveways are just some of the issues that have been identified.
The proposal from the study of the community forest previously conducted by the Highway and Parks Committee recommends that any desired development should be by dividing off approximately 29 acres of County Forest south of Kennedy Road in the Town of Spring Green.  The proposal indicates that 12 lots would be created at approximately 2.4 acres each.  The County Forest is currently not zoned as it is County owned property.   Zoning information is included in the side-bar.
 Process for Sale and / or Residential Development:
1.  Policy Direction.  Ascertain desired policy direction for the property based on whether it is deemed desirable to encourage / promote development in rural areas.  This would include ascertaining suitable uses and opportunities for development.
2. Zoning.  Zoning the property requires Town acknowledgement, a County public hearing, action by the Planning, Zoning and Land Records Committee and final action by the County Board. Cost to rezone is $500.
3. Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Spring Green amendment.   The current plan indicates this area as County Forest and Recreation and Public Open Space.   Amendments to existing plans would be required.
4. Full Title Search and survey.
Sale of property

The greatest difficulty in ascertaining the value of the forest is the lack of comparables, the forest is unique in Sauk County due to the sheer size.  Any sale would require a soil analysis as many of the soils are incompatible for many purposes which significantly reduces potential reuses of the property.  Lack of any request for purchase to date indicates it may be unlikely that the property would be attractive in its entirety.  (If the entire acreage were sold at $2,300 per acre, it would be a one-time only amount of $1,554,800.  Per acre sale price is based on amounts paid by the State of Wisconsin as they acquired forested land in the area.  )
Retention of Property
There are a variety of uses for which the forest can be retained, primarily environmental and recreational.  As the chart below demonstrates there is very little financial benefit to be gained from the sale of the property, unless it were to be developed, which creates an additional burden for added resources. 
Analysis of sale versus retention (Analysis projects potential levy savings over a 5 year time frame.)
	
	SALE
	RETENTION

	Expenses
	      150,000 
	 Estimated costs for survey work, rezoning, and auction services. 
	    400
	Ongoing maintenance costs associated general upkeep of property.  Property is mowed once per year.

	Revenues
	  (1,554,800)
	One time only proceeds from sale.  Potential tax revenues from development of the property are minimal, and uncertain based on development.
	10,000
	Annual timber sales.  The state Department of Natural Resources has assisted with providing expertise as the timber harvests are conducted.  

	  Five Year Levy impact (favorable)
	(35,120)  
	 Dependent upon disposition of sale proceeds.  Interest earnings at current levels (Approximately $7.024 per year in interest income) are lower than expected return from timber sales.
	(48,000)
	Timber sales are used to offset Parks Department outlay expense.                                                             

	Asset remaining at 5 years
	1,439,920
	Cash + interest earnings
	1,554,800
	Real property asset (excludes fund balance from timber sales and value of assets acquired.

	Table is based on known expenses.  Further development would change analysis. 


POLICY ALTERNATIVES
The table below summarizes the committee discussion on sale versus retained County ownership within different constructs.  It incorporates discussion over the reality of long term development options and short term needs of the county.  Specifics regarding sale / retention and developed / undeveloped are incorporated into the discussion of the policy alternatives.
	
	Sale of Property
	Sale:

Transition to other public ownership
	Retention:

County ownership (expanded programs)
	Retention:

County ownership (status quo)
	Retention:

Transition to official “County Forest”

	Cost
	Results in proceeds from the one time sale of the property.  Property goes back on the tax roll.  Limited return on taxation.  Appendix C contains scenarios regarding potential tax revenue.
The choice to retain or sell the property is not based on “cost” or “savings” but on a public policy platform.
	No known costs in the transference of ownership.
Unlikely that it would be accomplished by sale.
	Would require influx of tax levy dollars to subsidize expanding programming.
May be able to develop fee-paid programs.
	Long term investment in “speculative” ventures - availability of funds and resources to invest in emerging technologies.   
Potential for development of forest-related industries.


	Potential cost share associated with a state investment.  

Revenue recognized from the state cost share would be used to provide for  added services / programming.

	Future Consequences
Future Consequences
(continued)
	Loss of recreational opportunities and value associated with an undeveloped contiguous forest.
Loss of control over development / disposition.

Potential for issues with rural development.
	Loss of control over development / disposition of the property.
	Programming should be developed consistent with Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan.  

Ongoing costs for additional services may be an issue.
	Potential need of the property for County operations.  Identifying potential relationships and uses of properties based on long term needs minimizes consequences and risk for the future.
	Limited in sale of property in County Forest Program without state approval.  
Potential for added programming and healthier forest.

	Constraints / Political Feasibility
	High availability of unimproved lots in the town.

Soil types would limit the ability to develop as would flooding.

Because of water quality issues and high nitrates, cluster septic systems with pretreatment units will be required.  Cluster wells will be recommended.
Road access / driveways could be problematic.


	No governmental unit or non-profit conservation organization has been identified that would have an interest in acquiring the forest.  State prefers membership in County Forest Program versus assuming ownership of the property.
	Question of whether county should continue to own a large tract of undeveloped forest that is not used for explicit recreational purposes.
	The public purpose of maintaining ownership rests in the maintenance of a large tract of contiguous forest.   
	Some loss of control over future sale.

	Flexibility-Can the alternative serve more than one purpose?
	Yes – multiple development opportunities may exist.
	Highly dependent upon purpose for which the land is acquired.
	Yes – options for public private partnership and development of new programmatic directions.
	Yes – options for public private partnership and development of new programmatic directions.
	Yes – timber health and recreational opportunities could be developed.

	Risk-Does the alternative have a high chance for failure?
	Dependent upon type of development.  Lots could remain unsold / vacant.
	Highly dependent upon purpose for which the land is acquired.
	Unlikely – can be reverted to minimal forest management depending upon resources available.  Risk is incurred with development of new programmatic directions that would be tied to the reuse of the property.
	Unlikely – unless issues regarding forest health arise or worsen.
	Unlikely.  Proven program in the state for many years.

	Merit-Is the issue addressed?
	Yes – it allows for the reuse by outside parties of a county asset. 
	Highly dependent upon purpose for which the land is acquired.
	Would allow for an enhanced use of a county asset.
	County ownership retains contiguous forest consistent with current plans.
	Would allow for an enhanced use of a county asset.

	CompatibilityDoes the option comport with comprehensive plans?
	Residential development is not compatible with soil types,   Sale would not be consistent with comprehensive plans as lots are composed to address an ongoing forest / natural focus.
	Conservation easements needed.
	Yes.
	Yes
	Yes

	Reversibility-How difficult will it be to return to the prior conditions if the option fails?
	Once the property is sold, reversion to County ownership is highly unlikely.
	Unlikely.
	Highly reversible as Board makes policy decisions regarding uses and programming.  
	Potential “sales” of the property as a whole or portions of the property remain viable at any time and are dependent upon market conditions and lease terms.
	Some limits would be imposed on uses and development.  Removal of the property from the County Forest program requires State approval.


ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
The committee viewed the options within the context of recommending a public policy that contributes to the greater good of Sauk County, as it pertains to this property.  Each alternative is discussed for cost, future consequences, feasibility, flexibility and reversibility in the above table.  The alternatives are summarized briefly below.
Alternative 1 – Sale of the property.  This option anticipates that the property would be sold to private individuals or corporations, potentially for development.  This alternative is one that pertains to the philosophical perspective that the county is better served by disposing of real property assets for which there is no immediate need or specific value to county operations;  those for which the original public policy purpose has changed;  and / or, where  private ownership is deemed a higher / better use of the property.
Advantages

· One-time revenue opportunity. 
Disadvantages

· Soil types, water quality issues and the potential for flooding create environmental impediments to development.

· Driveways, zoning, and the cost of providing services to development in rural areas create additional obstacles to development.

· Large contiguous tract of forested land would be lost for public use. 
· Cost to provide services probably higher than tax levies from developed property.

Alternative 2 - Sale: Transition to other public ownership or non-profit (NPO) conservation group.  This recommendation explores whether public ownership by another governmental agency has value.  The committee arrived at the conclusion that very little enhanced value could be realized through the transfer of the asset.  Additionally, the state encourages county government to make use of the County Forest Program as a mechanism for management of county owned forested properties. Probability of an NPO having an interest is slim.
Advantages

· Provides for ongoing forest property under other public ownership. 
· Large contiguous tract of forested land may be lost for public use.

· May provide for the development of additional recreational activities.

· Retains benefit of forest to protect groundwater.

Disadvantages

· Loss of control over property use.
· Loss of revenue from timber harvest.

Alternative 3 – Retention: County ownership (expanded programs).  This would entail retaining the Community Forest in public ownership and continuing to develop the forest management program for forest health and sustainability (revenues generated from timber sales providing a resource for maintenance and development of recreational alternatives.  
Advantages
· Maintains a large section of contiguous forest in public ownership.

· Provides the real property asset necessary for development of additional recreational activities.
· Retains benefit of forest to protect groundwater.

Disadvantages
· Potential revenue issues associated with ongoing programmatic development / additional development (need a funding source).
Alternative 4 – Retention: County ownership (status quo).  Retain portions of the forest as a contiguous forest. 
Advantages

· Continues as a minor revenue source (timber sales). 
· Retains benefit of forest to protect groundwater.

Disadvantages

· Fails to address best use of the real property asset. 
Alternative 5 - Retention: Transition to official “County Forest”.  This alternative takes Alternative number three and expands it to include participation in the County Forest Program.  It is possible that the county could choose to participate in the program in a level that exceeds the boundaries of the county forest in Spring Green.  Multiple county properties could be included in the program.  Below is a table which identifies the largest tracts of land for potential inclusion in the program, excluded are smaller park areas such as Hemlock Park. Non-forested properties that are within the forested properties can be included, making the total acreage for inclusion closer to 1,700 acres for all potential properties.  The cost share formula for grants from the state is derived from the total acreage included in the program.  
To the right of the chart is a map of counties that are part of the Wisconsin County Forest Certification, including county forests in light green.  Appendix D is a copy of Wisconsin State Statutes § 28.10 and 28.11. Appendix E provides a narrative on the Description of a State of Wisconsin County Forest.
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	Locations of acreage for inclusion in County Forest program

(excludes small parcels such as Hemlock Park)
	Total (acres)
	Wooded (acres)

	Health Care Center Farm
	525
	100

	Landfill
	340
	240

	Community Forest
	680
	680

	Dellona
	80
	80

	Totals
	1,600
	1,100


Advantages

· Provides additional resources for the development of the recreational opportunities the property affords.
· Provides additional resources towards forest management by providing forest administration grants for a county forester. 
· Eligibility for forestry grants that are only available to properties enrolled in the forest program.

· Retains benefit of the forest to protect ground water.

Disadvantages

· Uses of the property must be consistent with the County Forest program.
· Removing property from the program requires Department of Natural Resources approval.

RECOMMENDATION
[image: image4.png]


In developing re-use recommendations the committee considered the overall mission and vision of the county as well as the best return for the county taxpayer.  Predominant goals:  The Sauk County Community Forest is a significant county asset.  It is a large contiguous plot that encompasses a pine plantation.  It has significant value that exceeds valuation by monetary measures alone.  The re-use recommendation focuses on maintenance of the unique components that define the property by recommending Alternative Number 5.  The recommendation therefore is to retain the property, place the majority of the forest in the State of Wisconsin County Forest Program.  This allows for ongoing maintenance of the forest, additional cost sharing and revenue sources as the County partners with the State.  The areas recommended for enrollment in the County Forest Program are: 
Additional county properties as identified under Alternative 5 may be added as well at a later date.
This recommendation does not preclude the development of the parcels located along Kennedy Road at a future date, as identified in the Community Forest Study.  The study accounts for terrain, topographical, and potential flooding issues in identifying areas for development.  Additional work on zoning, driveway locations, and water quality would need to be addressed.  The primary assumption being that the development and retention of a forest block are not incompatible or mutually exclusive.  It has been noted that Town of Spring Green concurrence is essential if development is to occur.
APPENDICES
A
Sauk County Community Forest:  Town of Spring Green.
B 
Report dated January 24, 2011, compiled by the Spring Green Community Forest Study Group, a special committee of the Spring Green Town Board.
C
Tax revenue(s) for forested lands (2010).
D
Wisconsin State Statutes §28.10 – 28.11.
E
State of Wisconsin County Forest Narrative Description
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Legal Descriptions of Units E, F, and G shown as “Areas Preserve as Forest” On Sauk County Community Forest Map





Unit E





The NW1/4 of the NE1/4 EXCEPT Certified Survey Map (CSM) No. 5281 and Except the highway land adjoining said CSM;  The SW1/4 of the NE1/4;The NE1/4 of the NW1/4;The NW1/4 of the NW1/4; The SW1/4 of the NW1/4;The SE1/4 of the NW1/4;That part of the NE1/4 of the SW1/4 lying North of the railroad right of way;That part of the NW1/4 of the SW1/4 lying North of the railroad right of way;And that part of the NW1/4 of the SE1/4 lying North of the railroad right of way; All located in Section 8, Town 8 North, Range 3 East, Town of Spring Green, Sauk County, Wisconsin.  





(Said Unit E contains approximately 315.4 acres more or less, and includes all of  tax parcels 032 0254-00000,   032 0255-00000, 032 0256-00000, 032 0257-00000,  032 0258-00000, and 032 0259-00000, and part of tax 


parcels 032 0260-00000, 032 0261-00000, and 032 0264-00000)





Unit F





The NE1/4 of the NE1/4;   The NW1/4 of the NE1/4; The SE1/4 of the NE1/4; 


The NE1/4 of the Fractional NW1/4; And the NW1/4 of the Fractional NW1/4;All located in Section 7, Town 8 North, Range 3 East, Town of Spring Green, Sauk County, Wisconsin.  





(Said Unit F contains 197.15 acres more or less, and includes tax parcels 032 0193-00000, 032 0194-00000,


 032 0199-00000, 032 0200-00000, and 032 0201-00000)





Unit G





The SE1/4 of the Fractional SW1/4, subject to an access easement as recorded in Document No. 759092 in the office of the Sauk County Register of Deeds;And the SW1/4 of the SE1/4, subject to a tree cutting agreement as recorded in Document No. 824526 in the office of the Sauk County Register of Deeds; All located in Section 6, Town 8 North, Range 3 East, Town of Spring Green, Sauk County, Wisconsin.





(Said Unit G contains 80 acres more or less, and includes tax parcels 032 0188-00000 and 032 0191-00000)














Note: Wis. Stats. § 59.59(9) states, “Zoning of County-Owned Lands. (a) The County Board may by ordinance zone and rezone lands owned by the County without the necessity of securing the approval of the Town Boards of the Towns wherein the lands are situated and without following the procedure outlined in sub. (5), provided that the County Board shall give written notice to the Town Board of the Town wherein the lands are situated of its intent to so rezone and shall hold a public hearing on the proposed rezoning ordinance and give notice of the hearing by posting in 5 public places in the Town.”  Sub. (5) is the ability of Towns to override the rezoning of lands through a specific process.
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