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Minutes 
Portage County Farmland Preservation Ad-Hoc Steering Committee  

Tuesday, February 23, 2016, 6:00 p.m. 
Conference Room 2, County Annex 

1462 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point WI 
 

Committee Members Present:  Matthew Badtke, Patty Edelburg, Gale Gordon, Ron Hensler, 
Chris Holman, Barry Jacowski, John Jazdzewski, Dale O’Brien, Paul Onan, Larry Raikowski, 
Jacqueline Wille 
 
Committee Members Excused/Absent:  Paul Cieslewicz, Tom Domaszek, Doug Nelson, Paul 
Roberts, Tony Whitefeather 
 
Staff/Advisors Present:  Jeff Schuler, Steve Bradley, Patty Benedict, Planning and Zoning 
Department; Nathan Sandwick, UW-Extension 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  The meeting was called to order by Chair B. Jacowski at 6:03 p.m. 
 
1.  Members of the public who wish to address the Committee on specific agenda items must 
register their request at this time, with such comments subject to the reasonable control of the 
Committee Chair as set forth in Roberts Rules of Order.  No one registered to speak. 
 
2.  Discussion/Possible Action – Minutes of December 8, 2015 and January 27, 2016 Meetings 
– Motion by O’Brien, second by Edelburg to approve the minutes as presented.  Motion carried 
by voice vote.   
 
3.  Discussion – Overview of the Present Tasks in This Planning Effort (Nathan Sandwick) – 
Sandwick said there is a lot to accomplish at this meeting, reviewing what was in the past 
Comprehensive Plan and discussions the Committee has had to date.  What are the key vision 
ideas for agriculture adopted in the 2006 Comprehensive Plan?  What was the thinking behind 
those issues and the conclusions drawn?  What were the courses of action, the goals and 
policies in that plan?  With any plan review, there is an opportunity to look at the thinking behind 
the goals and policies formulated.  With the benefit of observing what has happened the last 10 
years, there is a better sense now whether those goals and policies worked. 
 
The meeting discussion will be outlined based on what has been adopted.  A majority of what 
has been said during this Plan process fits into one of the goals already adopted.  Sandwick 
feels the goals specific to agriculture are pretty solid and broad enough to capture everything.  
He invited the Committee to identify goals that may have been missed.   
 
The guiding principle for agriculture adopted in 2002 was:  Sustain an economically viable 
agricultural industry.  The preliminary goals to be validated are:  The agricultural community is 
economically viable; Agricultural practices are unencumbered by development; Educate the 
public about the operations and activities of the agricultural community; Develop a process 
where the general public shares in the cost of protecting agricultural resources; Utilize 
agricultural practices that are environmentally sensitive and protect air, soil, water and wildlife 
resources; Preserve productive agricultural land county-wide.  
 
4.  Discussion/Possible Action – Review of the Existing Agricultural Goals and Policies Related 
to Identified Issues (Nathan Sandwick) and 5.  Discussion/Possible Action – Consideration of 
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What Issues and Related Concerns, Conclusions, and Ideas Remain to be Addressed in the 
Plan in Terms of Goals, Actions, and Policy Recommendations –  
 
As an outline for discussion, Sandwick suggested reviewing the general land use goals, which 
capture the same points.  1) Preserve productive agricultural land in Portage County.  2) 
Maintain a viable agricultural economy in the County.  3) Avoid conflicts between agricultural 
land uses and nonagricultural uses, such as nonfarm housing.  Sandwick noted a great deal of 
the Committee’s discussion to date fits into those three land use goals.  4) Encourage sound 
soil conservation.  5)  Better utilize the opportunities afforded by rural villages to accommodate 
certain commercial, industrial and residential developments.  6)  Protect the quality and quantity 
of the surface and groundwater resources of Portage County.  7) Conserve significant 
environmental, cultural, and historic areas and resources, consistent with agricultural needs.  8) 
Encourage orderly, planned urban growth which is consistent with the efficient use of tax 
dollars.  9)  Encourage public participation and citizen input in the development of this Plan.   
 
Sandwick asked the Committee whether these goals are still valid, adding there will be other 
opportunities to further validate or take issue with the goals before the Plan is final.   
 
Hensler asked whether the policies will be subpoints under each of the goals.  Sandwick replied 
yes.  The Committee will review the policies related to each goal.  For each goal, there are three 
things to be accomplished:  1) Review the adopted policy recommendations related to each 
goal; 2) Review the adopted issues and conclusions as part of the 2006 Comprehensive Plan; 
and 3) Consideration of the proposed issues and conclusions.  Sandwick tried to categorize the 
statements made over the past year at Ad Hoc Committee meetings as they related to issues 
discussed.  Most fit into goals and policies already adopted; however, there are some loose 
ends.  Sandwick distributed a handout listing each goal.  With any of the goals, Sandwick said 
more time can be dedicated later to fully explore and/or and learn from experiences of other 
communities if necessary.   
 
Hensler suggested including – Educate the public about the cost of development and 
maintenance and costs of procuring services for a country home relative to costs in a 
municipality.   
 
(Paul Onan arrived at 6:25 p.m.) 
 
Sandwick said Goal 1 is fairly broad and captures a fair amount of what the Committee has 
been talking about and relates to the guiding principle for agriculture - Preserve productive 
agricultural land countywide.  Regarding the strategies and policy recommendations made in 
2006 to address this goal, he asked:  Were they followed?   Are they effective?  Are they 
complete?  Are they still relevant?   
 
Referring to the vision statement and key vision ideas included in the packets, a key vision idea 
for housing states, “Residential growth in rural areas is limited to low-density, large lot single-
family developments where land is not suitable for agriculture, to ensure that rural landscapes 
and character are maintained.”  B. Jacowski believes farmland is not saved by increasing lot 
sizes. 
 
Jazdzewski said the vision statement related to agriculture, adopted by the Rural Area Steering 
Committee for the Comprehensive Plan in 2006, was used as a guideline to give power back to 
the municipalities, as it should be.  B. Jacowski said all the county can do is set a policy.  
Jazdzewski said a common thought at the town level is there needs to be more houses to 
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increase the tax base.  Each municipality views their situation differently.  B. Jacowski said as 
policies and goals are set in this Plan, he opposes taking more farmland for each house.  He 
said it costs just as much to provide services whether there is one house or 100.  It is more cost 
effective to have more houses. 
 
In terms of relevancy for the vision, Holman suggested encouraging large lot sizes where land is 
not suitable for agriculture, and possibly expanding the statement, if you are going to insist on 
using productive land, smaller lots should be required.  B. Jacowski feels using more farmland 
cannot be rationalized. 
 
Schuler suggested removing “low density large lot single family developments” and leave 
“residential growth in rural areas is limited to where land is not suitable for agriculture to ensure 
that rural landscapes and character are maintained”.  B. Jacowski said towns, county residents, 
and people worldwide have to be convinced that more acreage cannot be taken for houses.  
The Plan needs to make the statement to keep those lot sizes small.  For the general ag related 
goals and policies, Sandwick suggested the best fit for such a statement may belong under 
Goal #1.  This is a key issue.  By putting it on paper, it gives weight.  The issues and 
conclusions support the recommendations that you make.   
 
Wille suggested a statement about clustering, proposing multiple houses on a road.  Edelburg 
recommended removing limited to low density and replace with higher density.  Holman 
believes this fits under Goal 1, letter d or add clustering language to letter c - Support large 
contiguous plots of farmland and highly concentrated blocks of residential housing.  B. Jacowski 
suggested: Residential growth in rural areas is limited to high density, small lot, single family 
development, while not necessarily what is considered a subdivision development.  Wille said 
many times houses are located in the middle of the acreage.  That is where something needs to 
be said about clustering.  Schuler feels it might be useful to turn the thought about the density 
around from the ag perspective – rural residential areas located near agriculture need to take up 
the least amount of land possible.  That may be letter f.  Bradley said that fits well with the 
handout, adding to the proposed conclusion “Build on non-farmable land. Encourage non-farm 
development on rough areas, and add a bullet to support taking up the least amount of farmland 
as possible.  B. Jacowski believes there should be covenants on the land.  If you are going to 
build in the country, if you are going to build next to a dairy operation, you have to realize there 
is agriculture in the area.  There may have to be legislation passed.  People move out to the 
country and want urban amenities and aesthetics, but are not willing to accept agriculture.  
 
Wille said agriculture is going to become much more intense.  She does not believe some 
people have caught up with that concept.  B. Jacowski said fewer people understand farms and 
where their products come from.  Gordon said he has a problem with the statement that there 
undoubtedly will be irrigated land converted.  He believes this should be strongly resisted.  B. 
Jacowski said the City of Stevens Point and Village of Plover have extraterritorial rights, and 
keep moving the boundaries out further.  The City can move out three miles and the village 1.5 
miles.  When they move out the allowed distance, the extraterritorial area extends an additional 
three or 1.5 miles.  B. Jacowski said it is economically driven.  Gordon wants the Plan to make 
strong statements that it should be resisted, it should not happen.    
 
Hensler proposed encouraging nonfarm development in rough areas, or discouraging 
development of residential, commercial, industrial, recreational on productive ag land 
countywide.  Also suggested was to discourage policies and incentives, such as tax breaks and 
TIF districts, that help development in outlying areas and implement policies that encourage infill 
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or repurposing. Hensler believes municipalities are too eager to extend infrastructure and help 
development, noting agriculture and forestry are developed uses.   
 
Sandwick pointed out the recommendations will essentially become continued policy, creating a 
draft document to recommend.  On the left are the statements, which would actually be in a 
document.  Some were already adopted and those are noted.  Not all of them have answers yet.  
Referring to an adopted issue, Sandwick questioned to what extent will local municipalities 
place a value on protection of productive agricultural land?  This was identified as important and 
recognizes that the municipalities have a lot of formal authority in determining the land use in 
these types of conversion situations, and provides an opportunity to fill in some conclusions 
and/or convincing arguments that suggest this issue should be taken seriously.  The right 
column contains discussions to date that relates to that topic.  Sandwick assured the Committee 
that is not document language yet, but summarizes discussions by the group.   
 
Edelburg said there is a lot of land other than the Stevens Point area where development should 
be discouraged.  There is not a lot that can be done about the area just outside of Stevens 
Point.  B. Jacowski stated if land has a pivot, it is unlikely there will be a house built.  Money is a 
driving factor adjacent to the urban area because that is where everybody wants to expand.  It is 
easy to put water and sewer, it is near consumers, but is not as large a factor in the outlying 
areas.   
 
Holman said his goal is if someone wants to develop land, they cannot use the Plan to support 
their argument, and someone that wants to preserve the farmland can use the Plan.  He 
believes the Committee is justified in using strong language to preserve farmland and hinder 
rural development.  Jazdzewski said the focus of the Plan must be preserving farmland.  
Municipalities have been given opportunities to justify zoning land for farmland preservation.   
 
Schuler said the plan becomes the directive for County staff to represent a perspective with the 
cities and villages with their long range planning.  When the small rural villages or the larger 
core communities think about expanding, what can be done to time development and take 
agriculture into consideration?  An important part of this Plan is implementing policies to have 
the County work with communities to make farmland a priority.  Staff becomes a voice when 
towns, villages, and the City are talking about land use, to keep this in mind.   
 
Schuler noted if someone wants to sell their farm, it is a town land use decision.  It is not up to 
the county.  The landowner would work with the town and request land use and zoning 
changes.  None of this has any effect on property rights.   
 
Wille believes that towns should be able to make the policies they want, whether it is developing 
residential neighborhoods, or preserving productive farmland, giving them the right to 
discourage the types of development they don’t want in their town.  Jazdzewski believes the 
Plan should give towns the ability to do that.  If the plan is written right, this is the document that 
gives towns the right to protect farmland.   
 
Goal 2 – Maintain a viable agricultural economy in the County.   
 
Under d, Hensler suggested highlighting the importance and value of irrigated vegetable crops 
and other ag enterprises in the county, state, nation, and world, covering small to large 
enterprises and everything in between.   
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B. Jacowski agrees with the statement: Develop a process where the general public shares in 
the cost of protecting agricultural resources.  However, he noted the general public may ask 
why their tax dollars are going to go to protect farms.  Wille said costs for large improvements 
place a financial burden on farmers.  Is the public willing to pay more for products and food?  
Referring to protecting the rural landscape and character, Wille said that cannot be done if there 
is industrial development.  Holman said there are compelling arguments that can be made for all 
kinds of different things, such as hardening roads.  B. Jacowski said the public knows 
government programs are paid with tax dollars.  Edelburg suggested amending the previous 
statement to read:  Whereas Portage County produces the most abundant, diverse, highest 
quality, safest food supply in the world, we need to maintain a process where the general public 
shares the goal of protecting agricultural resources.  Raikowski said while farmers provide 
affordable food, at the same time our agriculture is not sustainable.  Farmers have to make 
money.     
 
Hensler said agriculture is in a cycle now of cheap corn, beans, dairy, hay, which can be a 
trigger for farm sales.  He heard a radio reporting 100 farms being sold.   
 
Edelburg added another education piece could be how much ethanol is going into gas 
production.  How much does it cost for cheap corn going into the cheap oil keeping your gas 
prices low.  It’s not just food production.   
 
Sandwick referred to another issue under the general land use goals: Maintain viable 
agriculture.  How will increasing demands for residential be weighed against the loss of 
productive farmland?  Who has to make that evaluation?  What weight should be given to 
decision or recommendations this Committee wants to make?  That is an issue that was raised 
before that didn’t come with any bullet points or strong conclusions.   
 
Holman stated ag land is finite.  Why should we encourage any weighing whatsoever?  It might 
makes sense to him to strengthen the language, along with other areas in favor of productive 
farming and be more explicit against residential use.  Wille suggested a residential analysis.  If 
farmland is taken out of production and converted to residential, what is the economic impact? 
What is the difference in taxes for residential, commercial or industrial?   
 
Schuler asked how to make a statement that portrays the value of farmland so it is understood, 
and works against the idea of residential development?  Gordon said farmland is irreplaceable.  
Holman favors strengthening the language in the Plan to prevent residential development, 
especially on productive farmland.  B. Jacowski suggested including other types of 
development, such as commercial or industrial.  Hensler suggested stating:  Productive 
farmland is irreplaceable.  Direct residential use to nonproductive land.   
 
Sandwick asked to reaffirm the statement in overall development goals, on the bottom of the 
Guiding Goals and Policies page included in packets.  He feels this is where Holman’s 
statement would fit best.  Holman offered to find areas to reflect the ideas.  B. Jacowski believes 
issues that stand out to the Committee should be printed in bold in the Plan to stand out to the 
reader.  B. Jacowski said towns will have another opportunity to respond to the Plan.   
 
Sandwick referred to other ideas under Goal 2.  Related to transportation, how can damage to 
roads be reduced?  The existing conclusions recognize, if the county has a role, it may be to 
provide assistance to municipalities.  A proposed conclusion is to harden segments of some 
roads.  There was discussion on the Implements of Husbandry law.  Hensler offered 
statements:  Support development of road and bridge infrastructure compatible with Implements 
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of Husbandry.  Support development of Implements of Husbandry that recognize limits of weight 
and size of transportation systems.  Wille said she believes that is beginning to happen; 
however, farmers are being forced.  The State enforces the law.  Farmers use town roads when 
necessary and some will pay to repair damage they cause.   
 
Wille suggested encouraging contiguous farms.  When possible, encourage farmers to 
purchase adjacent land for sale and engage in inter-farm cooperation.  B. Jacowski said it is a 
good idea, but is economically driven.  If a farmer is offered more than a neighbor will pay for 
land, the farmer is more likely to take the higher price.  Wille added there could be more sharing 
of field roads among farmers.  Jazdzewski noted there are areas with no field roads, so farmers 
must drive on roads.   
 
Sandwick said conversion of farmland for urban purposes can be lucrative for the landowner.  
Purchase of development rights was discussed.  Sandwick proposed a conclusion:  Determining 
if there are any areas where a strong case could be made to purchase development rights, 
enabling the landowner to benefit from foreseeable development pressure, while keeping the 
land in production.  Jazdzewski asked how extraterritorial limits and purchase of development 
rights fit?  Sandwick said he believes agreements such as purchase of development rights have 
clout.  Jazdzewski said the irrigated land south of Stevens Point that is threatened would be an 
excellent opportunity to implement purchase of development rights.   
 
Holman asked whether trusts would fit in terms of land preservation.  Sandwick mentioned that 
he did not remember exactly how one expert had replied about a trust’s role in the face of 
annexation and rezoning. He thinks it was basically that a trust would enforce restrictions on 
development.  If annexation is successful, it is the responsibility of the trust to try to make a 
case that the land should not be developed regardless of whether it is within city or village limits.  
Holman asked whether a trust is stronger than development rights.  Sandwick replied the trust 
becomes the owner of the development rights and would be an advocate for keeping it how it is.  
B. Jacowski said it could be subject to all kinds of legal challenges.  Once the City or Village 
takes ownership, it is theirs to do as they please.  The County has no control.   
 
Sandwick offered a proposal to consider regarding the issue of access to land for smaller 
market, new farms, and some generally related points.  There have not been conclusions made 
about what the County might want to do.  Holman suggested encouraging clustering, sharing of 
equipment, and formal or informal coops on smaller farms.  Beginning farmers may benefit from 
clustering even more.  When talking about farmland preservation, we tend to talk about larger 
tracts, A1 zoning, but there are smaller pockets of good farmland as well.  Holman suggested 
encouraging towns to identify smaller parcels that a larger farm may have no use for, and make 
interested people aware.   
 
Goal 3 – Holman said he is glad to see the education piece.  He would like to make sure there 
are regular opportunities for public education on a wide variety of pertinent topics.  Schuler 
thanked Holman for providing an actionable item.  Groundwater and roads were mentioned as 
possible topics.  
 
Sandwick said B. Jacowski mentioned disclosures and covenants.  Holman suggested 
educating realtors to pass information onto potential homebuyers moving to the rural areas.  
Jazdzewski added banks are another source to provide information.  Sandwick said covenants 
can be one form of agreement, which becomes a permanent part of the deed, and is drafted by 
an attorney .  Compared to the alternatives, zoning is among the more efficient and flexible of 
the options to show what is allowed in an area.  The flexibility can be a pro and a con.  It is not 
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necessarily set in stone, but it gives a sense of what scene are we trying to create.  Jazdzewski 
said it helps to prevent a conflict, which is easier than dealing with a conflict.  B. Jacowski 
referred to H1 under Adopted Issues and Conclusions – How can conflicts between residential 
development and agricultural uses be mitigated? (Bulleted item)• setback could be added as a 
covenant.  He does not believe setting setbacks is the way to go.  If someone wants to build and 
they have to be a certain distance it forces buying larger acreage, which eats up more farmland.  
He feels there should be a covenant that says if you are going to live in an agricultural area, you 
are not going to complain about manure, aerial spraying, etc.  A buyer may feel the setback 
should be furnished in the agricultural area.  There are already laws in effect regarding the drift 
of pesticides.  There are going to be smells in the country from manure, rotting potatoes, etc.  
Wille believes these topics would also be good for monthly education meetings.  Many 
residential people do not understand what’s happening on farms in the first place.  Jazdzewski 
said laws and regulations are in place.  If there is a violation, it is usually pretty evident. 
Jacowski feels farmers are self-patrolling.  Edelburg said UW-Extension already does a lot of 
education, which could be better utilized, directing people to them to help with educational 
pieces on farming.  
 
Wille said there has been talk about best management practices.  If followed to the letter, all of 
the farms would be perfect, right?  What do you do with a farmer who consistently has manure 
running down hills?  How do you approach them and correct the situation before it becomes an 
issue at a town board meeting?  Holman said the committee is in a unique position to have a 
discussion about the things that cause trouble.  Jazdzewski said you can inform people what 
they can legally do in the instance of a violation – i.e. call the appropriate agency to report 
abuse.  He said you can’t use a county plan to deal with a violator.   
 
Sandwick asked how to hold down restrictions on farm operations, i.e. EPA setback regulations, 
which complicate fumigating fields.  How can the county help to enhance the effectiveness of 
collaboration among various stakeholders seeking local solutions to conflicts?  How can we 
advance local solutions?  Wille said it lines up with what Holman said about education.    
 
Regarding an education component, Hensler said Lowell Klessig had a pamphlet/book about 
living in the country.  That idea could be incorporated to make people aware.   
 
Jazdzewski said many dairy farmers used to spread manure daily or twice a day.  Now, they 
spread twice a year.  The smell may be stronger, but not as often.  People should be made 
aware of things like this.   
 
As a potential actionable item, Holman suggesting having UW-Extension provide education on 
how far manure spray drifts and other ag related information.  People have ideas they hear, but 
are they accurate?  He suggested targeted mailings from the UW-Extension.  B. Jacowski 
mentioned a manure irrigation study that shows the drift of pathogens is less than 30 feet from 
the machine, even in a gusty wind.  B. Jacowski said pumping manure is one of the safest ways 
for infrastructure, not having to haul.  There are pathogens and nitrates, but it is organic and 
disappears.   
 
Goal 4 – Sandwick said there is very little that has been discussed by the committee.  It is in 
there because it was in the old plan.  Under proposed conclusions, Hensler suggested, Support 
ongoing “research and” education in pursuit of ideal practices… Better management practices 
are discovered through research.   
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Goal 5 – Sandwick said this goal/category relates to rural villages.  “Better utilize the 
opportunities afforded by rural villages to accommodate certain commercial, industrial and 
residential developments.“  Sandwick asked whether the adopted policy recommendations are 
typically done.  Recognize the advantages of the orderly growth of high density residential 
developments within a rural village.  He believes a lot more of this could be done.  Support the 
efficient extension of appropriate infrastructure into areas identified for planned growth and 
development.  Jazdzewski said the recommendations are aimed at rural villages, but the City of 
Stevens Point and Village of Plover are the issue.   
 
Holman said the Town of Stockton has developments that are not full.  He feels a statement 
should be made to encourage filling existing developments versus starting new ones elsewhere.  
B. Jacowski agreed, as long as the development is not taking farmland.  Holman said because 
Stockton is close to Stevens Point and Highway 10, there is a push for more development.  It 
was pointed out that it takes the same amount to build and maintain a road and provide school 
buses, ambulance, fire and police services whether there is one house or 100 houses.   
 
Sandwick referred to the Proposed Issue & Conclusion.  The first was taken directly from 
committee discussion – How can we minimize the loss of valuable farmland to expanding 
municipalities, including rural villages?  (Bulleted item) • The County Farmland Preservation 
Plan should encourage the City and Villages to consider other areas for growth, including 
infilling and redevelopment within their boundaries and allow farmers in close proximity to the 
urban areas.  Holman suggested striking “should” and change to “encourages”.   B. Jacowski 
suggested changing “farmers” to “farming”.  B. Jacowski said Amherst is limited as far as 
development, but they have some rough areas around the village.  Almond and Bancroft do not 
grow because there is heavy farming around the villages.  If a large industry locates in those 
villages, there may a viable reason to sell off some of the ag land.  Areas having established 
pivots are typically not sold off.  Around the City of Stevens Point and Villages of Plover and 
Whiting municipal areas, there is enough dollar pressure so expansion takes place.   
 
Holman suggested this may be the part of the plan to address focusing on developing areas of 
the City/Village that are already there, developing so people don’t have to come out to the 
country to build.  B. Jacowski added water and sewer would not have to be extended.   
 
B. Jacowski said younger people are interested in living in urban areas where they don’t have to 
travel.  Sandwick said a lot of those issues come under Goal 8.  He sees the differences as 
ways to address some of the things in rural villages, doing what a lot of cities are doing – 
encouraging development by using existing parcels and making a point to find those areas.  
Also, recognizing the advantages to the community, embracing some of the same principles; in 
many cases it may save money in terms of costs of services, etc.  Holman said you can also 
acknowledge what has happened in larger cities, refocusing back on the center of town and 
taking advantage of what is there.  B. Jacowski said some of those developments are 
happening because of incentives to revitalize downtown areas.   
 
Either on Goal 5 or 8, Jazdzewski suggested including a strong statement that the public 
respect the proximity of productive agriculture land.  B. Jacowski added the public needs to 
value the land.  Holman said there are parts of the country, Colorado being a huge one, where 
the cities buy land for greenspace, sometimes a park, to provide buffer areas between ag land 
and other uses.  Onan suggested changing “allow” to “keep” farmers in close proximity to urban 
areas.  Holman said using “keep” and add “in the urban” areas, it will include the possibility of 
urban farms as well.  
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Goal 6 – Protect the quality and quantity of surface and groundwater resources of Portage 
County.  Holman said this is being addressed in a lot of different areas.  What part of this is 
most relevant to this committee’s mission?  How do we address that and leave what is being 
addressed elsewhere?  B. Jacowski feels it has to be addressed as a whole.  The Committee 
needs to come to a general consensus, working toward the same goal.   
 
Schuler asked what statement the committee wants to make about the resource.  How can we 
maintain water rights and the ability to farm using water needed to grow crops?  The ag industry 
requires access to groundwater at the times and amounts needed for crop health and success.  
Most farmland in Portage County needs irrigation.  That is the perspective we’ve had working 
through the Plan process.  The existing policies deal with identifying and recognizing the 
potential for pollution, but do not address access.  He asked Sandwick to walk through the 
proposed issues and conclusions, and focus on what the group really wants to say about the 
groundwater resource.   
 
B. Jacowski referred to letter b under Adopted Policy Recommendations – Recognize the 
potential for groundwater contamination due to agricultural practices, particularly irrigated 
agriculture… He strongly suggested removing “particularly irrigated agriculture”.  It is covered 
under agricultural practices.   
 
Schuler said he does not want to talk about the recommendations at this time.  He wants to 
establish reasons why the focus is something different.   
 
Sandwick reiterated for each goal, when looking at needs and conclusions, to focus on the right 
questions.  He referred to the questions under Proposed Issues and Conclusions.  How do we 
continue to coordinate with agencies supporting protection of water resources?  This might be a 
good place to acknowledge, and tie to the Land and Water Resource Management Plan.  The 
other question tries to wrap up a lot of qualifying clauses, recognizing there are a lot of people to 
make happy.  How can we ensure protection of the groundwater resource – over the course of 
future growth and investments in diverse uses and activities that the resources supports – while 
also assuring stakeholders of reasonable use?  He believes it is important to acknowledge we 
are talking about future growth and investments that people are continuing to make.  
Jazdzewski said, in all practicality, agriculture is using as much as agriculture for production is 
going to use.  As yields increase, there may be a little more demand, but the technology in 
applying has become so advanced, that demand is down.  The demand for groundwater is 
going to come from residential, manufacturing, or entertainment purposes.  It can’t be pinned on 
the farmers anymore.  B. Jacowski said this conversation has been ongoing.  How are we going 
to invite more industry to the county if we don’t have ample water for them?  You can only invite 
so much industry and still have a viable working economy.  Wille said we are not just talking 
about inviting industries diverse from what we already have.  Without adequate water, industries 
that are water dependent and are supportive of agriculture, such as Del Monte or McCain, 
cannot expand. 
 
Jazdzewski said the mills improperly used water.  They took from the LPR basin and dumped it 
in the Wisconsin River.  Industrial water need not be potable water.  It is a nonissue now, but 
there is water available.   
 
Holman feels this is another good area to bring back the public sharing in the goal.  Across the 
U.S., approximately 1/3 of the water use is for landscape/lawns.  This is a good place to say 
irrigation is getting more advanced, the same type of innovation should be encouraged in 
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private homes and companies.  New industry that comes in should implement water preserving 
practices indoors and outside.   
 
Under Policy a, Holman suggested replacing “agricultural” with “all”.  Parking lots are a problem 
along with other serious nonpoint pollution in urban areas.  Those need to be included and 
addressed if you are genuinely concerned.   
 
Schuler referred to the column on the right containing items discussed at previous meetings.  
He asked whether there are any other statements on water and water rights.  Are there any 
other perspectives on quality or quantity to be added?  He said you really want to set up good 
reasons for coming to conclusions.  This is the list of statements to make about water, which will 
lead to the policies.  Holman believes it makes sense to lead with the statement that most 
farmland in Portage County needs water to survive, not limited to irrigation.  Wille noted when 
there is adequate rainfall, irrigating can drop significantly.  Research is showing the aquifer is 
being recharged every year. If agriculture is to be supported in this document, Wille said it is 
essential to stress the point that agriculture, plants, and animals require water.  If precipitation 
does not provide adequate water, irrigation is used.   
 
Holman said he likes the bullet points as they read.  B. Jacowski said he has some concern with 
the comment from April 1, 2015 – “it appears there has been (Table 9) an increase of irrigation 
of the smaller direct marketing farms.  There has also been an increase of irrigation being used 
on dairy farms and smaller crop farming operations.  Large farming operations have become 
more stable with regards to irrigation usage”.  He believes that implies that the smaller crop or 
dairy farmer is less stable with water use.  It was suggested to strike that statement. 
 
O’Brien said he believes this is the part of the Plan where you pat the farmer on the back for 
being excellent stewards of the land and stress that water is used as needed.  B. Jacowski said 
farmers own and pay for the recharge area for everyone else.  All the land, when not growing a 
crop, it is a recharge area for the City of Stevens Point, the Little Plover River, etc.   
 
Sandwick said the Committee must not only review what is here, but also make certain what 
has been discussed is complete and add ideas that are missing.   
 
B. Jacowski thanked the committee and staff for their work this evening. 
 
6.  Next Meeting Date(s) – The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, March 21, 2016 at 6:00 
p.m. 
 
7.  Adjournment – Motion by Raikowski, second by Jazdzewski to adjourn.  Motion carried by 
voice vote.  Meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Patty Benedict, Recording Secretary 
 
 


