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ABSTRACT 
This paper presents a case study to illustrate the action-research principles and methods applicable for 
public participation in community land use planning. The case study offers a “tool kit” of the highly 
visual interactive workshop materials, while illustrating how those materials are designed in response to 
specific needs that become evident through the organic action-research process. The paper concludes 
with a brief introduction to the methods CDARG employs to document the community capacity building 
benefits of participatory processes. 
 
Cross Plains Phase One: Partnership Building 
 
“Teach a Community to Fish?” (Quote from one of the project partners). The local partnership included 
professional consultants, local representatives from the various state agencies, and the elected and/or 
appointed leaders of Cross Plains (several of whom were university faculty). Some wanted assurance 
that the results would inform decisions about infill, housing, and economic development, some wanted 
assurance that the results would protect the natural resources, and others that the results would inform 
the land use aspects of the new smart growth laws. Using examples of the visuals we developed for 
other communities to illustrate general processes, intentions, and results, we assured them all that we 
understood their concerns, and recognized our obligation to make productive use of their time and 
resources. But we also made it clear that, while we recognized the importance of these “products”, and 
we would deliver to the best of our abilities, CDARG’s intended “product” was an informed and active 
citizenry who could work collaboratively on community planning and design issues long after this 
demonstration project was over. Although there were still skeptics in the group, they unanimously 
approved moving ahead with the project.1 
 
Cross Plains Phase Two: Participatory Workshops and Service-Learning 
 
CDARG faculty collected and analyzed the most recent data available on Cross Plains, from community 
surveys and demographics, to orthophotos and GIS data, to economic and population trends. We 
synthesized this data with the insights (often conflicting) of the local partners, to design a workshop 
curriculum and materials specific to the unique needs of the community. In keeping with CDARG’s core 
mission, we put out a call for student volunteer facilitators. Thirteen students, graduate and 
undergraduates, from Landscape Architecture, and from Urban and Regional Planning, attended a 
facilitator training session, during which we discussed our approach to participatory design, and walked 
the volunteers through the intentions and “deliverables” expected of each activity.2  These workshop 
activities included: small group mapping activities, a large group “interactive slide show”, a small group 
image sorting activity, a small group “location logic” exercise, and an individual written “vision 
statement”. These activities, the visual materials, their intentions, and their value for capacity building 
are detailed below: 
 

Small Group Mapping: CDARG has incorporated aspects of Wisconsin’s “smart growth” 
language into time tested participatory “assets and opportunities” mapping activities.3  One of the 
refinements involves an activity that asks participants to list “what’s missing” in their community, 



relative to the nine elements of smart growth.4  The participants are then asked to return to the “assets 
and opportunities map” for an exercise in “location logic”, which asks them to match items from the 
“what’s missing” list with locations identified as “opportunities for improvement”. We have found that a 
high resolution, large scale, orthophoto is most helpful for this activity. It is easily understood by lay 
audiences, and it focuses the conversations on physical realities, rather than ideological positions. This 
simple visual tool, combined with the “no right/no wrong” approach (all ideas/concerns are valid and 
recorded), establishes the kind of “dialogic space” so eloquently described by Shneekloth and Shibley 
(1995), while introducing basic concepts of land use planning. 
 

Is This Your Community Character? Interactive Slide Show: A participatory refinement of 
“visual preference surveys”, this large-group activity was designed by CDARG faculty in response to 
multiple requests for assistance with “preserving our community character”. During this activity, the 
facilitator scans through a series of images, eliciting audience responses to the question “is this your  
community character?”.5  The selection and sequencing is carefully orchestrated to begin with images 
we know will elicit consensus, either “yes” or “no”, from all participants. Then, after the audience is 
“warmed up”, we introduce images we know will elicit some “yes” and some “no”. At first participants 
will just look at each other with surprise, but after a few instances, very importantly, they will begin to 
say things like “but that building does not fit in!”, or “but the houses are too close together”, or, in the 
most rural areas, “but there are sidewalks!”. This is the desired reaction, and the segue into the second 
part of the exercise, during which the facilitator will run through the same slides a second time, asking 
the participants to identify different “types” of places. The third and final part of the interactive slide 
show is the most challenging. The facilitator will run through the same slides one more time, stopping at 
the “types” the audience identified as appropriate for their community, and asking “what are the 
characteristics of that type?” (example: “what are the characteristics that make that a “village residential 
street”?”). Answers of “friendly” or “safe” are often the first responses. The facilitator often needs to 
tease out the desired responses by asking questions like “what makes that friendly?” or “what makes you 
think that is safe?”. The of the intentions of this part of the exercise is to generate a level of design 
literacy that recognizes the significance of materials, construction methods, massing, setbacks, street 
widths, and other physical and material characteristics, to their “community character”. This level of 
design literacy is invaluable when the community engages planning and design professionals and/or 
reviews development proposals. 
 

Small Group Image Sorting and Location Logic: The image sorting activity was designed to 
reinforce the concepts introduced during the mapping activities and interactive slide show, while 
eliciting more detailed information about community issues, values, and concerns. Each group was 
given a packet of printed images from the interactive slide show, and asked to work together to sort the 
images into: “always appropriate”, “never appropriate”, and “depends on location”. When they finished 
sorting, we asked them to focus on the “depends on location” images. Building on the concepts they 
engaged during the earlier “location logic” activity, we asked them to select two or three of the “types” 
that “depended on location” and develop a preliminary list of criteria for locating each type. We then 
asked them to return to the orthophoto they used during the first activity, and using colored markers, 
roughly outline areas that seem to fit the location logic criteria they developed for each “type”.  
 

Vision Statements: The wrap up session for the first workshop was designed to engage 
participants in “reflective learning”. We asked them to reflect on the evening’s events by putting their 
ideas into language that could be incorporated into a “vision statement” for their community. We ask for 
“a few words, or a few phrases, or a full length essay”, but we ask them to be as specific, and as 
descriptive, as possible as they try to describe the future they envision for the next generations. 
 
Post Workshop Analysis and Materials Development for Workshop #2 
 



After the workshop, students in the Openspace Studio, led by Dr. Samuel Dennis, debriefed by sorting 
through the “deliverables” from the workshop activities and sharing their impressions as facilitators. The 
students returned to the community several times over the following days to photograph, videotape, and 
sketch, checking and verifying specifics as their analyses raised additional questions. Through this 
analysis process, the students identified five core issues for focused study: the development constraints 
posed by the dramatic topography; the declining Main Street commercial district; the encroachment of 
unplanned development into the environmental corridors in and around the village; the underutilized 
stream corridor park that runs directly behind the Main Street; and the larger stormwater issues 
associated with that first class trout stream and its tributaries as they meander through the village. 
Filtering these issues through the values, concerns, and vision of the future elicited through the 
workshop activities, five student teams generated four large format posters and a scale topographic 
model of the village. Each of these visuals was specifically designed to illustrate the complex physical 
realities of one of the five core issues, and, importantly, to illustrate a variety of design and/or planning 
responses to those physical realities that would forward the community’s vision for the future.  
 
While the Openspace Studio engaged these aspects of the project, CDARG faculty met with community 
leaders and our contacts with the various partner organizations. It was obvious from these conversations 
that the community was in a collective panic about the pressures that were eating away at their natural 
and cultural resources while turning their village into a bedroom community. It was also obvious that 
divisiveness was paralyzing them from addressing the complex issues in any systematic way. It seemed 
that, while the local leaders and the residents who participated in the workshop were intelligent, well 
informed, active citizens, they did not have the levels of “design literacy” to engage each other in 
constructive dialogue about the nuances of development versus preservation issues. Thus, once again 
drawing on and refining various tools and methods of participatory processes, the CDARG developed a 
series of workshop activities that would ask participants to apply the concepts illustrated by the student’s 
posters and models to the physical realities of their community, to further refine their vision for the 
future. These activities, their intentions and value for capacity building are briefly reviewed below: 
 

Character Images and Poster Session: The collective results of the image sorting activity from 
workshop #1 were presented during a very brief introduction. We explained that the first part of the 
workshop would be devoted to a poster session, during which they would be presented with ideas and 
concepts that they would be asked to apply during the “hands-on” activities planned for the second half 
of the workshop. The participants spent the next fifty minutes rotating around the room, spending ten 
minutes at each display. The students briefly reviewed the information, answered questions, and 
recorded questions, suggestions, and requests for further information. (see figure 2, top left) 

 
Small Group Activity #1: Cluster Development: the CDARG developed this simple interactive 

visual in response to the demands for public education generated by the smart growth laws. In this 
activity, participants are provided with a large scale orthophoto of 200 acres of land, and packets of 
paper cut to scale to illustrate lot sizes of 20, 10, 5, 2, and 1 acre. Participants are asked to distribute the 
20 acre cut-outs to visualize what the property might look like if the regulations required 20 acre 
minimum per house.  Then, the participants are asked to use any combination of the cut-outs to visualize 
what the property might look like if the regulations gave the owner/developer a choice; either build 
under the 20 acre minimum regulations, or build an equivalent number of houses using cluster 
development principles. The students facilitated the discussion while participants used markers to 
roughly outline a variety of site conditions on the orthophoto. The participants discussed the broad 
implications of various configurations, from affordability, to soil quality. Then, each group roughly 
sketched in a conservation design solution that best illustrated their values and concerns.6 (see figure 2, 
bottom right) 
 

Small Group Activity #2: Design Review: One of the student groups developed a very simple 
visual to illustrate the concept of multi-use infill development on one corner of Main Street. Participants 



were asked to apply the concepts of infill development and pedestrian-friendly streets illustrated in the 
student posters, by critiquing that proposal. Students facilitated the activity by demonstrating the 
usefulness of tracing paper to analyze the relationships between building footprints, pedestrian 
circulation, and parking. Participants were asked to refer to the character images to help them visualize 
the pedestrian experience, understand the relationship of the proposed development to their vision for 
the future, diagram their critique on trace, and annotate their trace with recommendations for the 
developer.  

 
Small Group Activity #3: Street Patterns and Footprints: Participants were provided with another 

large scale orthophoto. This one focused on the agricultural fields adjacent to the village high school. 
However, knowing that the scale topographic model would be there for reference, this orthophoto 
included topographic contour lines. Combining this three dimensional challenge with the skills and 
concepts introduced in the previous activities, we asked participants to analyze the opportunities and 
constraints of the site to propose a street pattern for new development. To do this, participants were first 
asked to trace the adjacent street patterns and shade in existing building footprints (traditional village 
grid and density). Participants were then asked to diagram the opportunities and constraints of the 
topography, hydrology, and existing vegetation. Participants were asked to refer again to the character 
images and ideas of cluster development to help them diagram street patterns for new development that 
would support their vision for the future. 

 
Small Group Activity #4: Buffers and Streetscapes: Participants were provided with a 

hypothetical section through a piece of property, bordered on one side with a stream, on the other side 
with a street. To avoid the need to ask participants to learn how to use a scale, the section was illustrated 
with two human figures, a large tree, and a 10’ grid background.7  Participants were asked to use layers 
of trace to roughly dimension stream buffers and streetscapes for a Main Street commercial district, for a 
residential street, and for an industrial park. Participants were asked again to refer to the character 
images to consider pedestrian safety, public space, bike paths, vegetation buffers, and other 
considerations they thought appropriate for each condition. (see figure 2, top right) 

 
Wrap up: Participants were asked to reflect on how the evening’s activities offered concepts and 

tools that would preserve their natural and cultural resources, and their community character, while 
allowing for economic development. Then we challenged them by asking them to reflect on “what didn’t 
we talk about?”. We asked them to consider each of the nine elements of the “smart growth” legislation, 
and the different demographic groups in the community. We asked them: “what about transportation?”, 
“what about energy?”, “what about jobs?”, and specifically: “what about wind turbines?”, “what about a 
light rail stop?”, “what about working families?”.  We ask them to challenge themselves to consider 
possibilities of dramatic changes that might forward their vision while still preserving the community 
character they hope will be there for future generations. 
 
Post Workshop Handoff  
 
The project partners gathered with CDARG faculty and students to reflect on the process and the results 
of the workshops, and strategize next steps. Student assistants compiled the agendas, digital copies of 
the posters, the character images, samples of the visuals produced during the workshop, and transcripts 
of the written responses into a “Vision Planning Report” that was distributed to the partners and to the 
local leaders. The professional consultants and local leaders are using the results to forward the 
comprehensive planning process, inform design studies, and recruit investment in downtown 
redevelopment. The DOT is including the results in their ongoing transportation and street improvement 
study. And the UW-Extension is working with CDARG to develop a state-wide “action research” 
program that will offer field training opportunities for County Extension faculty, support service 
learning opportunities for students in our professional program, while enhancing community capacity 
and focusing investment in underserved communities around the state. 



 
 
 
 
ONGOING RESEARCH and PRELIMINARY RESULTS 
 
“This community has an idea of itself as being very divided, but get us all around a table and I guess we 
really are not that far apart.” (An observation voiced by one participant at the end of the second 
workshop). The visual “deliverables” from each workshop activity are treated as qualitative research 
data for our ongoing research programs. These visuals are analyzed to assess participants’ ability to 
apply concepts (educational outcomes), and the levels of agreement and/or disagreement within and 
between groups, relative to community design and planning issues (consensus building outcomes). In 
addition to analyzing visual data, CDARG administers pre and post-workshop surveys, and in some 
communities, random sample community-wide surveys, to evaluate levels of community capacity 
relative to land use planning. The results are analyzed for evidence of change in community capacity, 
specifically levels of consensus and conflict (Goodman, et al, 1998). These quantitative results inform 
our internal evaluation, proposal writing, and fundraising, while informing the development of processes 
and visual materials for future projects (Thering, 2002, 2005).  
 
In the case of Cross Plains, we administered pre and post-workshop surveys. These surveys included a 
question we have found to be particularly helpful for measuring levels of consensus and conflict in a 
community undertaking a comprehensive planning process: “When planning for the future of Cross 
Plains, we should carefully consider the following.” Participants were asked to circle “strongly 
disagree”; “disagree”, “neutral”; “agree”; “strongly agree” for each of thirteen issues. We presented the 
results of the surveys from the first workshop during the introduction to the second workshop. Seeing 
that the lowest mean of was 3.7 on the 5 point scale, and the difference between the highest and lowest 
means was less than 1 point, one member of the audience asked if that level of consensus was unusual. 
We were careful to tell them that the results were just one measure of the levels of consensus and 
conflict of the participants in that one workshop, and not a statistically reliable measure at that. We 
suggested that the participants were the best judge of the representation of the various views of the 
community at the workshops, thus we would leave it up to them to determine how representative the 
results were. The participant quoted at the beginning of this paragraph offered some verification that the 
various views were represented. The results of the same survey at the follow-up workshop were 
comparable. 
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1 For those unfamiliar, the original Chinese proverb: “Give a man a fish and you feed him for a day. Teach a 
man to fish and you feed him for a lifetime.” 



                                                                                                                                                                         
2 We assure hesitant volunteers by telling them that it has been our experience that the presence of student volunteers 
contributes to a “learning community” atmosphere very different from the atmosphere of most workshops facilitated by 
professionals. The participants appreciate the educational value of service-learning, and are usually very appreciative of the 
service to their community. 
3 “Assets” are defined, after Hester (1990), as “scared space”. “Opportunities” are defined as “opportunities for 
improvement” AKA “problem areas” or “underutilized resources”. 
4 The nine elements of Wisconsin’s Smart Growth legislation include: housing, transportation, arts and culture, education, 
energy, goods and services, jobs, inter-municipal cooperation, and public participation. 
5 This “interactive slide show” was originally developed for a County-wide “Vision Planning” process in 2002 (Thering and 
Watson, 2002). We avoid conflict, but keep the images regionally appropriate, by selecting images of places in the region, 
but well outside the community. Often, a community will identify a selection of slides to include in a “Vision Planning 
Report”, along with descriptive language about the land use and design issues it is intended to illustrate, to include in a 
Request For Proposals when engaging professional assistance for comprehensive planning. 
6 We have used this cluster development visualization activity in many workshops, and distributed materials through the UW-
Extension network to assist County Faculty with their smart growth programming. One of the professional consultants told us 
that he “spent a whole thirty seconds” on cluster development. They understood the concept and approved the legal language 
without need of explanation. 
7 In workshops that are designed specifically for  local elected and/or appointed officials, we design activities that ask them to 
learn how to use a scale, but we find that technical skill less important with the general public, and use the limited workshop 
time to introduce and apply basic concepts. 
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Project Overview 

In the Fall of 2004, the Village Board and the Economic Development Committee of the Village 
of Cross Plains submitted a request in response to the UW-Madison Department of Landscape 

Architecture’s annual Request for Proposals for community service partnership projects. That 
request coincided with an initiative, spearheaded by the Dane County Department of Planning, to 

bring local leaders from design and planning together to establish a “Dane County Design 

Center”. Thus, the request from Cross Plains became an opportunity for a case study to explore 
the possibilities of trans-disciplinary partnerships in service to the communities of Dane County. 

This project report summarizes the process and results of the “Village of Cross Plains 
Community Visioning Project”.  

 

The intended product of this project, in addition to information to inform the comprehensive 
planning process, is a group of citizens who understand the conventions (concepts, language, 

graphic communication, and practice) of community design and physical planning, and 
importantly, are able to apply this understanding to assess the issues in their community, request 

technical assistance from professionals, and formulate constructive critiques of development 

proposals. This “Design Literacy” approach to public participation is intended to complement 
ongoing “Smart Growth” initiatives underway in the Village of Cross Plains. 

 
The Village of Cross Plains Community Visioning Project involved two public workshops. The 

first workshop was designed to produce archival materials (graphic and texts) that record the 

issues, relative to comprehensive planning, deemed salient by members of the community. In 
addition, the workshop activities were designed to produce images that illustrate the spectrum of 

land use and development characteristics deemed desirable and/or appropriate by those 
community members. Transcripts and copies of the materials produced during these activities are 

included in this report. 

 
The second workshop was designed to present the priority issues identified in the first workshop 

back to participants in a form they can use to communicate their concerns to design and planning 
professionals, and inform their critique of development proposals. These “Community Design 

Evaluation Tools” include posters, a topographic model, and a set of ‘Community Character 

Images” that were identified by participants during the first workshop. Activities in workshop 
two included a series of “hand-on” exercises that asked participants to apply the concepts 
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illustrated in these visual aids to hypothetical development scenarios in their community. Copies 

of these Community Design Evaluation Tools and samples of the workshop activities are 
included in this report. 

 
This report also includes copies of the press releases and posters announcing the workshops, 

workshop agendas, sign- in sheets. Thus, this report will also serve as a record of public 

involvement in local land use decision-making. 
 

In addition, and importantly, this report includes transcripts of a workshop activity that asked 
participants to write “a description of what they hope their community will be in the future”, and 

the results of a survey administered to participants at the beginning and end of the first workshop 

(survey questions were the same in both). A review of the combined results of these individual 
“vision statements” and the survey indicate that the residents of Village of Cross Plains are 

extraordinarily united in their vision for the future: A diverse economic base, a healthy 
ecological system, and a thoughtfully designed built environment that together support a healthy 

and active quality of life for all ages and income levels. It is the hope of the workshop design and 

facilitation team that the process and the results of the Village of Cross Plains Vision Project will 
contribute toward that vision.  

 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Credits: The workshop materials and visuals were developed by students in the Junior Class in 
the Professional Program in Landscape Architecture under the supervision of studio faculty Sam 
Dennis and Eileen Kelly. Workshop facilitators included student volunteers from the Department 
of Urban and Regional Planning and the Department of Landscape Architecture. Many thanks to 
all these good people, and to the Village of Cross Plains for their willingness to partner and their 
kind hospitality. 
 
 
Report Submitted by  
Susan Thering, PhD. Assistant Professor Department of Landscape Architecture 
UW-Extension State Specialist 
Room 42 B Agriculture Hall 
1450 Linden Drive 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 
Madison WI 53706 
P: 608.263.6506 
F: 608.265.6262 
sathering@wisc.edu 
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PRESS 

RELEASE 
For Immediate Release 

January 7, 2005 
 

 
Cross Plains Community Visioning Workshop 
 
Residents of the Village of Cross Plains are invited to participate in a unique and exciting 
program to help envision the future of the community.  On January 19th, students and faculty 
from the University of Wisconsin-Madison’s Landscape Architecture program and UW-
Extension will facilitate a series of "hands-on" activities designed to help residents explore and 
learn about the physical development assets and opportunities within the community.  
Participants will work with aerial photographs and community character slides to help generate 
alternative development scenarios and to examine points of consensus and contention.  The 
workshop is free and open to the public and will be held from 7:00 – 9:30 p.m. at the Glacier 
Creek Middle School. 
 
The workshop is organized around several themes including "preserving community character", 
"conservation development vs. traditional development", "community assets", "underutilized 
resources", and "location logic for new development”.  The students and faculty will then utilize 
the results of the workshop to generate alternatives for future land use.  These alternatives will be 
presented at a second workshop tentatively scheduled for February 8, 2005. 
 
This educational effort is being conducted at the invitation of the Village Board and the Cross 
Plains Economic Development Committee.  The results of this project will be coordinated with 
the other current planning projects underway in the Village, including the Highway 14 Needs 
Assessment being conducted by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation and HNTB, and 
with the comprehensive plan update and commercial corridor study currently being conducted by 
MSA Professional Services. 
 
The January 19th workshop will be held from 7:00 - 9:30 p.m. at Glacier Creek Middle School.  
All residents are encouraged to participate. 
 
For More Information, contact: 
Susan Thering, Ph.D.    David S. Boyd, AICP 
UW-Landscape Architecture   MSA Professional Services, Inc. 
(608) 263-6506     (608) 242-7779 
sathering@wisc.edu    dboyd@msa-ps.com 
 
 

-- end -- 
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Village of Cross Plains Community Vision Workshop #1,  19 January 2005 
7:00-7:20: Introductions, Village Trends, and Survey Results  
7:20 Activity One: Mapping  
1.a. Orienting: use markers to note landmarks, main streets, your house, church, school etc. 
1.b. “Community Assets”: Use red stickers to note places that are important to the community 

(economic, cultural, historic, social, etc.). Number each dot and anno tate in the margins. Use 
pads of paper to record “community assets” that are not specific to any location (example: 
“community organizations” and “friendly neighbors”). 

1.c. “Underutilized Resources/Opportunities for Improvement”: Use yellow stickers to note 
places that might contribute more to the community and/or detract from the community 
(economic, social, recreational, educational, etc.) Number each dot and annotate in the 
margins. 

 
Activity Two: What’s Missing? 
List what’s missing in your community. Consider: Housing opportunities, employment 
opportunities, access to goods and services, diversity of recreational opportunities, diversity of 
arts and cultural events, access to health care, child care, adult day care, transportation, utilities 
and public services, educational opportunities, civic and other social groups/events, public 
gathering places, other?  Consider all demographic groups. 
 
8:00: Activity Three: Interactive Slide Show: “Is this Your Community Character?” 
Materials: Each participant should have pencil and paper. 
Activity: “Protecting our Community Character” was one of the main concerns that came out of 
the community surveys.  This interactive slide show will ask participants to clarify what 
“Community Character” means to residents of the Village of Cross Plains. 
Participants will be asked to: 
a. View a series of slides and identify images that reflect the “community character” they hope 

to preserve and/or attain in the future; 
b. View the same slides again, but now identify different Types of “community character” 

(examples include agricultural, village residential, main street, recreational); Keep Notes! 
c. View the slides once more and begin to list Elements that are typical in each type of 

“community character” (examples of “Elements” in an agricultural area may include pasture, 
pond, cropland, hedgerows, woodlot, gardens, farmhouse, barns, silos, outbuildings.  
Examples of “Elements” in a “Traditional Village Main Street” may include sidewalks, 
storefront windows, street trees, upstairs resident ial). Keep Notes! You will refer to your 
notes in the next activities! 

 
RETURN TO SAME SMALL GROUPS 
Activity Four: “Location Logic” 
4.a. What’s Missing and Location Logic:  
Activity: Participants will be asked to work in teams of two or three. Each team will select one 
item on the “What’s Missing” list. Each team will be asked to make a list of the “location logic” 
considerations specific to each item, THEN study the orthophoto for the various “Underutilized 
Resources/Opportunities for Improvement” (yellow stickers) that might be logical locations for 
the item they selected. Each team will be asked to present their list of considerations, and the 
logical locations they identified to the other teams (example: if someone thinks the community 
needs “senior hous ing”, considerations may include: access to a bus stop, a grocery, a laundry, or 
the post office). 
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4.b. Is this Community Character? and Location Logic:  
Activity: Quick Sort #1: Participants will be asked to work together to do a “quick sort” the 
images of into three piles: “Always Appropriate”, “Never Appropriate”, and “Depends on 
Location”. If the group can not find consensus on an image, start a fourth pile for “Conflict”.  
 
Activity: Quick Sort #2: Participants will be asked to sort ONLY the “Depends on Location” pile 
into the “types” of “Community Character” identified during the slide show, and note the “type” 
on each image (participants may make up additional “types” if needed). 
 
Activity: Color Coding: Participants will be asked to work in teams of two or three. Each team 
will select one “type” and make a list of the “location logic considerations” specific to that 
“type”. THEN participants will be asked to study the orthophoto for logical locations for the 
“type” they selected. Each team will be given a colored marker to frame their images and 
roughly outline some logical locations on the orthophoto. 
 
Activity Five: Scenario Visualization: “Cluster Development/Traditional Development”  
Scenario One: Current regulations require 40 acre minimum for residential development. The 
owner/developer is proposing to develop the entire 280 acres.  
Activity: Participants will be asked to distribute the 40 acre cut-outs to visualize a development 
scenario under the current regulations (owner/developer will be able to build up to 7 houses in 
this scenario).  
 
Scenario Two: New regulations are adopted that will allow the owner to choose between the 
existing regulations, or “cluster development” for the same number of houses allowed under 
current regulations (7 houses).  
Activity: Participants will be asked to distribute the 40, 20, 10, 5, 2, and 1 acre cut-outs to 
visualize various cluster development scenarios, discuss the pros and cons of each scenario, 
relative to site considerations. Participants will then be asked to use markers to indicate the 
important site considerations, and sketch in the development scenario they think is most 
appropriate for that specific site (site considerations may include: infrastructure costs, hydrology, 
privacy, preservation, affordability, soils, etc.). 
Activity Six: Envisioning the Future and Survey Follow-up 
Activity: Participants will be asked to reflect on the evening’s activities and discussions, and 
write a description of what they hope their community will be in the future.  
 
Activity: Participants will be asked to fill out the post-workshop survey. 
 
 
9:20: Wrap-up 
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Transcripts of Notes and Map Keys from Workshop #1, Activities One and Two 
 
GROUP 1 
Notes:  
-Housing Opportunities- senior housing and affordable housing 
-Business- environmental, pizza, and specialty shops 
-Cultural/Arts- Educational programs for kids and seniors, Art Co-op, Environmental Center 
-Health Facilities 
-Cross Walks, Bridges across HW 14 
-High School 
-Transportation- Shuttles 
-Sidewalks 
-Parking 
-Park and Ride 
-Rail station 
-Golf Course 
-Hotel 
 
Key: Community Assets (red stickers) 
1. Old Stone Fire Station 
2. St, Francis School and Church 
3. Baer Park 
4. Black Earth Creek 
5. Old Lutheran church 
6. Bluffs 
7. Lutheran church 
8. PI 
9. Library 
10. Park Elementary 
11. Ice Age Trail 
12. Brewery Creek 
13. Pool 
14. Legion 
15. Terry’s Piggly Wiggly 
16. Glacier’s Edge Shopping Center 
17. Old Fire Station 
18. Green Space 
19. Roessler Re. 
20. Melody Acre Park 
21. Black Earth Creek Corridor 
22. Post Office 
23. Zander Park 
24. Lands End 
25. B&B 
26. New fire Station 
27. PI property to be developed 
 
 
 



 11 

Key: Underutilized Resources/ Opportunities for Improvement (yellow stickers) 
1. Zander’s Creamery 
2. Citco 
3. Glacier’s Edge 
4. Entrances to Ice Age Path 
5. Conservancy (Oak savannah) 
6. Overpass opportunity 
7. Park 
8. Liquor Store 
9. Kurt’s 
10. Zander Park 
11. Hardware Store 
12. Pharmacy 
13. Storage Facility 
14. Public facility 
15. Trails 
16. Motel/Hotel Area (trailer park) 
 
 
Group 2 
Notes: What’s missing? 
- Business Park 
- Downtown Redevelopment (ex. Mt. Horeb) 
- High School 
- Planned Residential development (so it works) 
- Parking for downtown, all along corridor 
- Access from Main St. to Creek 
- Main Street Traffic Control- difficulty crossing, cross walks 
- Tourism Development, (Biking, Fishing are draws) 
- Condos for seniors 
- Tennis Courts 

 
Key: Community Assets (red stickers) 
1. Vacant 
2. Vacant 
3. Rental Units in questionable shape 
4. Rental Units in questionable shape 
5. Rental Units in questionable shape 
6. Main St. 
7. Vacant storefront 
8. Historical Building- could be updated, underutilized 
9. Historical Building- could be updated, underutilized 
10. Hardware Store 
11. Building without occupants 
12. Gas Station 
13. Historical Building- Could be in better use 
14. creek 
15. Bourbon Rd. Corridor 
16. vacant lots 
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17. vacant lots 
18. HWY P and Main Street intersection 
19. Day Care 
 
Key: Underutilized Resources/ Opportunities for Improvement (yellow stickers) 
1. Historical Society 
2. Library 
3. Bear Park 
4. Swimming Pool 
5. Church 
6. Trail on bluffs, Indian chief buried 
7. Ice age trail 
8. Historical Marker, Haney’s Tavern 
9. Trail head 
10. Black earth Creek 
11. Fire Station 
12. Trail head 
13. Bank 
14. Elementary School 
15. Conservancy 
16. Recreational Park 
17. School 
18. church 
19. pedestrian bridge 
20. Shelton’s Coffee Shop 
21. Main Street Lanes 
22. Day Care 
23. Lumber Yard 
24. Office Buildings 
25. Office Buildings 
26. MG & E 
27. wetland 
28. snowmobile bridge 
29. Monk’s Restaurant 
30. County Barn 
31. Rental units 
32. Park 
33. park 
34. water tower 
35. PJ Muellers Restaurant 
36. Nature Trail 
37. Plastic Ingenuity 
38. Furniture Store 
39. Water Tower 
40. Lands End 
41. Christmas Tree 
42. Middle School 
43. Girlie’s Manor assisted living 
44. Subsidized Housing 
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45. Piggly Wiggly 
46. Housing 
47. UW Health Clinic 
48. Legion Post and Park 
49. Day care 
50. Open Lot owned by Dr. 
 
Group 3 
Notes:  
-Senior Housing- Needs more duplex/condo senior housing (affordable) 
-Employment Opportunities- Broader Base/ Business Park 
-Teens- Place to Go, Local High School 
-Adults- Upscale Dining/ coffee shop. Near new parking lot. Back from street with landscape 
and courtyard 
-Parks- soccer fields, baseball 
-Downtown parking- Main Street, Public Parking Lot, at pharmacy, central 
 
Key: Community Assets (red stickers) 
1. Village Hall 
2. Library 
3. St. Martins Church 
4. St. Francis Church 
5. Fire Station 
6. Shelton’s 
7. Legion Hall 
8. Post Office 
9. EMS Office 
10. Plastic Ingenuity 
11. Cross Plains Bank 
12. Park School 
13. Pool 
14. Black Earth Creek 
15. Piggly Wiggly 
16. B&B 
17. Land’s End 
18. Baer Park 
19. Conservancy area 
20. Glacier Creek Middle School 
21. Zander Park 
22. Sewer Plant 
23. Historic Society 
24. Water Tower 
25. Christmas Tree (Post with lights) 
26. Walker Trail 
27. Clinic 
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Key: Underutilized Resources/ Opportunities for Improvement (yellow stickers) 
1. Empty Commercial Lots 
2. Conservancy areas (underused) 
3. Future Business Park 
4. Commercial lots and empty businesses 
5. empty lots 
6. Zander Creamery (out of business) 
7. Unused Retail/ office space 
8. Future residential, rental 
9. Future walking trails/ Ice Age 
10. Underused athletic fields 
11. Add bridge and road 
12. Potential for senior housing 
13. future parking 
14. Future business park 
15. multifamily 
16. Future High school 
17. Future Soccer and park 
 
Group 4 
Key: Community Assets (red stickers) 
1. St. Francis 
2. Glacier Creek School 
3. Baer Park 
4. Black earth Creek 
5. Bluffs 
6. Swimming Pool 
7. St. Martins 
8. Park School 
9. Plastic Ingenuity 
10. Seamon’s 
11. Sewer 
12. Pig and shopping center 
13. Land’s End and B&B 
14. Fire Station 
15. Businesses on Bourbon St.  
16. Post Office 
17. Legion 
18. Main Street Businesses 
19. State Bank-O 
20. Zander’s 
21. Kalschuers Impl. 
22. MG&E 
23. Shelton’s 
24. Senior Housing 
 
Key: Underutilized Resources/ Opportunities for Improvement (yellow stickers) 
1. Blanchard Lot 
2. Vacant Commercial Lots (Both sides of fire station) 
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3. Hillenbrand Farm 
4. Zander’s Cremery 
5. Four Vacant Business Lots 
6. Village Land, not used 
7. Retail Space in shopping center 
8. Main street square (Rosseler Developing) 
9. HM Zander Park 
10. Park 
11. Plastic Ing. Land 
12. Buechner (Possible Developing) 
13.  
14. Senior Housing Project 
15. Shep Property 
16. Webber (commercial or housing) 
17. Zander Farm (commercial or housing) 
18. Ziegler Farm (commercial or retail) 
19. Under utilized 
20. Seamon’s 
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Transcripts from Workshop #1 Activity Six: Envisioning the Future 
 

1. “Areas coming into town present positive first impression” 
“Well kept businesses” 
“Shopping opportunities for residents (don’t use Madison as much)” 
“Well laid out” 
 

2. “Protect creeks, hillsides, and wooded lands for future residents” 
“Planning all development using resources available (environmental groups, Dane 
Co., DNR), no need to recreate the wheel” 
 

3. “Cross Plains should be a welcoming destination of specialty shops, creekside walk, 
environmental center, art, and co-op.  Well integrated buildings into landscape 
attracting passers through village” 

 
4. “Relaxed with opportunities” 

 
5. “Picturesque” 

“Somewhat rural” 
“Businesses thriving” 
“Including high school” 
“Nice main street area” 
“Good parks” 
 

6. “Growth at a rate of 40 homes per year” 
“High school” 
“Business park” 

 
7. “Excellent schools” 

“Affordable housing” 
“Retain downtown area and use hilltops for planned housing developments” 

 
8. “Opportunities for home ownership” 

“Locations for seniors to live” 
“Recreational opportunities for all age levels” 
“A business park” 
“A high school” 
“A new library and new pool” 
“Revitalized (in built) commercial” 

 
9. “Showcases its natural resources—bluffs, creek corridor, open spaces, wetlands, and 

adjacent farmland” 
“A village surrounded by working, rural landscape” 
“A place where people want to linger—both tourists and residents—rather than go 
through or commute” 
“Downtown trail to Black Earth Creek, a vibrant, utilized downtown” 
“An undivided citizenry” 
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10. “An attractive, well-planned village famous for its protection of natural and cultural 
amenities” 

 
11. “Preserve hillsides” 

“Good family development area” 
“High school” 
“Creek atmosphere” 
“Affordable housing” 
“No tract development” 
“Possibly different style housing” 
 

12. “Strong community groups working together” 
“Good business base—retail and commercial” 
“Healthy, well-kept, nice place to live” 

 
13. “Cross Plains would be a balanced community.  Balance with residential single, multi 

family. Business i.e. restaurants, store office, commercial, to allow residents to stay in 
Cross Plains.” 
“Service business” 
“Schools, churches, etc.” 

 
14. “Business development, planned growth/residential-business park, redevelopment 

downtown, high school” 
 

15. “Small town, parks, bike path from Madison to Spring Green, slow growth, vibrant 
cultural arts, creek a center piece of downtown shopping, sidewalks, Black Earth 
creek environmental corridor to west” 

 
16. “The Cross Plains of the future will be known for its protected bluffs and streams.  

The downtown will be sage and accessible to pedestrians.  Businesses will serve the 
local market as well as travelers on Hwy 14.  Downtown will be clearly defined with 
attractive buildings and streetscape amenities.” 
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Pre and Post Workshop Survey: (Please circle one response for each item) 
 
When planning for the future of Cross Plains, we should carefully consider: 
 
1. Attracting good paying jobs 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
2. Protecting groundwater 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
3. Protecting private property rights 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
4. Attracting new home construction 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
5. Increasing outdoor recreation opportunities 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
6. Preserving and rehabilitating old or historic sites and buildings 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
7. Protecting agricultural land 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
8. Affordable Housing 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
9. Protecting streams and/or wetlands 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
10. Protecting woodlands 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
11. Citizen participation in land use planning and decision-making 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
12. Attractiveness of the community to visitors 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
 
13. Improving the quality of life for next generations 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly Agree  
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Workshop 1: Pre and Post Survey Results (17 Respondents) 
Issue Rank: Post workshop Mean 
#1 Q 13: Improving the quality of life for next generations 4.80 
#2 Q 1: Attracting good paying jobs 4.53 
#3 Q 2: Protecting groundwater 4.53 
#4 Q 11: Citizen participation in land use planning and decision making 4.47 
#5 Q 12: Attractiveness of the community to visitors 4.47 
#6 Q 6: Preserving and rehabilitating old or historic sites 4.27 
#7 Q 9: Protecting streams and/or wetlands 4.27 
#8 Q 5: Increasing outdoor recreation opportunities 4.20 
#9 Q 10: Protecting woodlands 4.13 
#10 Q 3: Protecting private property rights 4.07 
#11 Q 7: Protecting agricultural lands 3.87 
#12 Q 4: Attracting new home construction 3.87 
#13 Q 8: Affordable housing 3.80 
     
  difference in spread: 4.80- 3.80 = 1.00 
  mean average: 4.25 
   

 

Issue Rank: Pre workshop Mean 
#1 Q 2: Protecting groundwater 4.53 
#2 Q 13: Improving the quality of life for next generations 4.47 
#3 Q 9: Protecting streams and/or wetlands 4.35 

#4 
Q 11: Citizen participation in land use planning and decision 
making 4.35 

#5 Q 12: Attractiveness of the community to visitors 4.35 
#6 Q 1: Attracting good paying jobs 4.29 
#7 Q 3: Protecting private property rights 4.24 
#8 Q 10: Protecting woodlands 4.18 
#9 Q 5: Increasing outdoor recreation opportunities 3.88 
#10 Q 6: Preserving and rehabilitating old or historic sites 3.88 
#11 Q 8: Affordable housing 3.88 
#12 Q 4: Attracting new home construction 3.76 
#13 Q 7: Protecting agricultural lands 3.69 
     
  difference in spread: 4.53- 3.69 = 0.84 
  mean average: 4.14 
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Village of Cross Plains Community Vision Workshop #2:  
“Responding to Community” 
 
PART ONE: Visualizing the Issues 
7:00: Introductions and review of Workshop One 
 
7:15: Visualizing the Issues: Poster and topographic model session. The Landscape 
Architecture students prepared four posters and a scale topographic model to “visualize the 
issues” in the Village of Cross Plain. Participants will be asked to circulate around the room, 
taking 10 minutes at each display. 
 
PART TWO: “Hands-On” ACTIVITIES: VISUALIZING CHANGE 
8:00 Activity One: Cluster Development 
Products: 
o Orthophoto basemap with proposed “cluster development” conservation design. 
o Orthophoto of Cross Plains with area appropriate for cluster development indicated. 
Materials: 600 scale Orthophoto of 200 acre site unfamiliar to the residents; sheets of paper cut 
to represent various lot sizes at 600 scale (20, 10, 5, 2, and 1 acre). 
 
Scenario One: Current regulations require 20 acre minimum for residential development. The 
owner/developer is proposing to develop the entire 200 acre site. Activity: Participants will be 
asked to distribute the 20 acre cut-outs to visualize a development scenario under the current 
regulations (owner/developer will be able to build 10 houses in this scenario). 
 
Scenario two: New regulations are adopted that will allow the owner to choose between the 
existing regulations or “cluster development” for the same number of houses allowed under 
current regulations. Activity: Participants will be asked to use markers to indicate the important 
site considerations. Participants will then be asked to distribute the 20, 10, 5, 2, and 1 acre cut-
outs to visualize various cluste5r development scenarios, discuss the pros and cons of each 
scenario, relative to the site considerations, and sketch in the development scenario they think is 
most appropriate for that specific site (site conditions may include infrastructure costs, 
hydrology, privacy, preservation, affordability, soils, etc. ) 
 
Taking it home: Activity: Study the orthophoto of Cross Plains to identify areas where cluster 
development might be appropriate. 
 
8:20: Activity Two: Design Review 
Products 
o Annotated images 
o One or more sheets of trace annotated with infill studies 
Materials: Plaza design proposal, trace, markers, pencils. 
 
Activity: Participants will be asked to refer to the “character images” and proposed Main Street 
design guidelines to review and critique the proposed plaza infill and propose alternate solutions. 
 
 
 



 22 

8:40: Activity Three: Traditional Village Patterns  
Products: Analysis layer of trace 
One or more sheets of annotated trace with street studies 
Materials: Base map, straightedge, trace, markers, pencils 
Activity: Street Patterns: Participants will be asked to use trace and markers to outline existing 
street patterns and shade in existing building “footprints” adjacent to the proposed site for new 
development. Participants will then be asked to indicate conditions that should be considered 
when planning for new development (steep slopes, prime ag soils, low/wet spots, vegetation, 
views, other?). Participants will be asked to lay additional pieces of trace over this “site analysis” 
to explore options for street patterns that reflect the character of Cross Plains that the resident 
hope to preserve/attain (refer to the community character images, and keep the ideas of 
traditional street patterns and cluster development in mind). 
 
Activity: Footprints: Select one of the street layout sheets from the previous exercise. Sliding the 
trace over the orthophoto, study the existing building footprints and density patterns, relative to 
the street system you are proposing. Use your markers to line a few streets and/or fill a few 
blocks with development patterns that reflect the community character of Cross Plains that the 
residents hope to preserve/attain (refer also to the character images). 
 
9:00 Activity Four: Buffers and Streetscapes 
Product: One or more sheets of annotated trace with buffer and streetscape sketches to scale 
Materials: Base sections, rulers, markers, trace, character images. 
 
Activity: Participants will be asked to refer to the proposed stream corridor and streetscape 
guidelines presented in the poster sessions. Using additional layers of trace, roughly dimension 
vegetated buffers, streetscapes, and/or bike/pedestrian path you think would be appropriate in a 
Main Street/mixed use area. For each scenario, estimate the width of the section left for building 
driveway and/or parking. 
 
9:15 Envisioning the Future and Wrap up 
Products: page of ideas 
Materials paper and pencils, smart growth elements handout 
 
Activity: Participants will be asked to review the “elements” of smart growth planning and 
generate a list of activities, land uses, place types (other?) that are not currently in Cross Plains, 
but should be considered when planning for the future. 
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Workshop 2: Posters and Model  
Large scale posters and a scale topographic model were prepared for the Workshop 
2. The photo below shows participants studying the topographic model.  
 
Poster Titles: 

Cross Plains Open Space 

Cross Plains Downtown 

Cross Plains Creeks 

The following pages show copies of the posters. Full Sized Digital Copies of the 
Posters may be accessed on-line: www.la.wisc.edu/CDARG 
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Presentation of Results of Workshop #1  
Interactive Slide Show and Image Sorting Activities 
 
“Always Appropriate” (Unanimous) 
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“Depends on Location” (Unanimous) 
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“Always Appropriate” and “Depends on Location” (Mixed Response) 
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Workshop 2: Envisioning the Future “What didn’t we discuss?” 
Group Transcriptions          
 
 

• Pedestrian walkway along creek, Mazo to Madison 
• Bike path: Mazo to Madison 
• Light rail 
• Living and working in same proximity 
• Walking access throughout the community including shopping areas 
• Schools  
• Pedestrian movement 
• Traffic/roads 
• Types of businesses- development plan 
• Public transportation 
• Cohesive look and feel 
• Traffic/parking/one-way 
• Commerce park 
• Condos fro elderly 
• Recreational areas/green space 
• Ball diamonds/soccer/youth programs 
• Schools 
• Filling in retail 
• Main Street improvement 
• Stoplights/cross streets 
• Cultural things for kids 
• Other sports 
• Winter recreation 
• Light rail/park and ride 
• Main Street parks 
• Clean business parks 
• Employment: Infill 
• Mass transit (transportation layouts) 
• Recreation 
• Arts 
• High school/elementary school 
• West end  of town 
• Business environment and inter-relate with residences 
• General zoning- plan/long-term goals 
• Rate of growth 
• Extra territorial (1 ½ miles) 
• Traffic volume/speed (i.e. Hwy 14 project) 
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