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BACKGROUND & METHODOLOGY 
 
SINSINAWA DOMINICAN PLANNING PROCESS & TIMELINE 
The Sinsinawa Dominicans face a variety of congregational changes, as well as new challenges in 
the issues to which they have dedicated their lives.  In order to face these challenges and seek 
new opportunities to address them, the Congregation undertook a strategic planning process in 
2013 and 2014 in order to realign their internal mission to meet these new challenges. 

 
DEFINITIONS 
The Sinsinawa planning process uses slightly different terms than conventional planning 
processes.  Figure 1, below, illustrates the corresponding terms.  
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Sinsinawa Planning Terms 

 
 

Figure 1: Comparison of Planning Terminology. 
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CENTERS OF ENERGY 
A number of themes were identified as being important to the planning of the Sinsinawa 
Dominicans’ mission.  In this planning process, these themes are referred to as “Centers of 
Energy,” and were created with input from the entire Sinsinawa Congregation. Workgroups 
have been formed to explore and plan for each Center of Energy.  The Centers of Energy are as 
follows: 
 

1. To enhance vibrant community life. 
 

2. To deepen our commitment to a “just church and society”. 
 

3. To foster relationships for mission. 
 

4. To be good stewards of our resources of people, finances, and property. 
 

5. To promote wellness and quality health care. 
 

6. To explore future ways of caring for our land. 
 

7. To enhance our internal and external communications including more effective use of 
modern technology. 

 
8. To expand our understanding of evolutionary consciousness.  

 
The document that follows focuses on Center of Energy number 6:  "To explore future ways of 
caring for the land at Sinsinawa Mound."  A Land Futures Committee consisting of Dominican 
sisters, lay associates, and others was created to lead this process.  A comprehensive list of 
members can be found on page 2 of this document. 
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PLANNING PROCESS 

 
GROW SOUTHWEST WISCONSIN PLANNING PROCESS 
The Sinsinawa Dominican planning process started while the Grow Southwestern Wisconsin 
regional planning project was underway. This highly participatory project brought together over 
100 leaders, thinkers, and doers in southwestern Wisconsin to identify the largest issues in the 
region and develop strategies to address those issues. As part of this process, the Southwestern 
Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (SWWRPC) offered capacity building grants to groups 
with projects which would implement strategies identified in the Grow Southwest Wisconsin 
planning process.  More information about the Grow Southwest Wisconsin project can be found 
by contacting the SWWRPC or by looking online at www.growsouthwest.org.  

 
SINSINAWA MOUND LAND RESOURCES PLANNING  
The Sinsinawa Dominicans saw the values and vision expressed by local communities in the 
Grow Southwest Wisconsin project as similar to their own.  Through a competitive grant process 
overseen by regional community development experts, SWWRPC granted the Sinsinawa 
Dominicans assistance to facilitate a strategic planning process for Sinsinawa Mound’s land 
resources.  SWWRPC brings technical assistance and partnerships to this agreement.  Figure 2 
shows the planning process for 2013, the year the partnership between the Sinsinawa 
Dominicans and SWWRPC was formalized.  

 

 
Figure 2: The Sinsinawa Mound Land Futures Planning Process.  SWWRPC granted the Sinsinawa 
Dominicans technical assistance in the spring of 2013, with the formalized partnership running 
through December 2013.   
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EXPERT INVOLVEMENT  
Throughout the planning process a number of experts were consulted to provide guidance to 
the Sinsinawa Mound Land Futures Committee.  These experts are as follows: 
 

 Rand Atkinson, Adjunct Professor of Reclamation, University of Wisconsin Platteville; 
Owner, Bio-Interlink, LLC 
 

 Ted Bay, Crops/Farm Management Educator, University of Wisconsin Extension Grant 
County  

 

 Willie Bittner, Owner, Great Lakes Trailbuilders; Operations Director, WisCorps 
 

 Jesse Bennett, Co-Owner/Ecologist, Driftless Land Stewardship 
 

 Brittany Bethel, Regional Foods Coordinator, Iowa State University 
 

 Abbie Church, Land Protection and Management Director, Mississippi Valley 
Conservancy 

 

 Patrick Dayton, Driftless Forest Network Forester, Southwest Badger Resource 
Conservation & Development Council 

 

 Lois Federman Director, Something Special from Wisconsin; Marr’s Valley View Farms, 
LLC  

 

 Kevin Koch, Professor of English, Loras College; Author, The Driftless Land: Spirit of Place 
in the Upper Mississippi Valley 

 

 Tom Nelson, Director, Churches Center for Land and People 
 

 Cory Ritterbusch, Founder, Prairie Works Land Stewardship and Ecological Restoration 
 

 Joe Schmelz, Conservationist, United States Dept. of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (Wisconsin) 

  

 Mark Shepard, CEO of Forest Agriculture Enterprises; New Forest Farm; Author, 
Restoration Agriculture 

 

 Steve Swenson, Ecologist, Aldo Leopold Foundation 
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VISION & GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
SINSINAWA DOMINICAN MISSION 
As Sinsinawa Dominican women, we are called to proclaim the Gospel through the ministry of 
preaching and teaching in order to participate in the building of a holy and just Church and 
society. 
 

SINSINAWA DOMINICAN VISION 
In a world graced by the Holy Spirit yet wounded by divisions, exploitation, and oppression, we 
are impelled by God’s tender mercy to commit ourselves in partnership with others to seek and 
foster right relationships among all of God’s people and with Earth that sustains us. 
 

DIRECTION FOR 2011-2016 
Having opened our hearts 
To this profound time of grace 
And being created anew by the Fire of Love, 
We commit ourselves to living boldly 
Together into the next five years. 
We call one another to  
Speak courageously and risk for justice 
Live authentically and relate transparently 
Reverence Earth and expand consciousness 
Dream globally and collaborate intentionally 
Search contemplatively and study communally  
Explore the emerging Wisdom of God.  
 

VISION OF LAND RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
There is a special significance to how Sinsinawa’s Mission and Values are applied to the land at 
Sinsinawa Mound.  The congregation recognizes that the land was here before any of us and it 
will be here long after we are gone.  The way that it is managed will leave a lasting legacy of 
Sinsinawa’s values in action.  The land management at Sinsinawa Mound has the potential to 
live out the recognition that Creation is sacred.  
 

Sinsinawa Mound is a significant geological formation in the driftless 

region of Southwest Wisconsin.  This sacred site offers a unique bio-

diverse setting in which present and future generations will deepen their 

understanding and practice of just relationships with Earth: wetlands, 

prairie, woodlands, stone, food and farming, wildlife, and humans. 

(Continued on the following page).  
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We Dominican Sisters of Sinsinawa presently hold this place in trust.  The 

values of truth, justice, compassion, partnership, and community will 

help shape its movement into the future with care and respect. 

 
This land based vision for Sinsinawa Mound was developed based on historical statements that 
have been approved by the Sinsinawa congregation (Appendix A).  

 
PRINCIPLES OF A LAND-BASED VISION 
 
During the course of the planning process it became clear that articulating the underlying 
principles of this land-based vision would help guide the implementation of projects.  Therefore, 
the Land Resources Working Group developed the following underlying principles of the land-
based vision: 
 

 All Creation, including the human community, is interconnected and functions as one 
living system. 
 

 Land is sacred.  We are stewards, preserving the land’s natural resources. 
 

 All living beings are worthy of care and respect. 
 

 Sustainable and regenerative practices nurture Earth’s natural abundance and create 
resilient living systems. 

 

 Caring for Earth provides an avenue for addressing the interrelated issues of poverty, 
justice, and ecology in this region. 

 

 Recognizing our oneness with the whole human family, we share our abundance with 
those in need. 

 

 Strong partnerships and collaborative relationships foster learning communities and 
assure continuity of the heritage, mission, and values of the Dominican Sisters of 
Sinsinawa. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
The land owned by the Sinsinawa Dominicans consists of 423.5 acres located in southern Grant 
County, Wisconsin, including 203 certified organic tillable acres.  The site includes Sinsinawa 
Mound, an area with geological, religious, and historical significance.  Figure3 is a rendering of 
the site from above; physical assets on the site are listed in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 3: A rendering of the Land Resources of Sinsinawa Mound. 
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Figure 4 shows recreational trails and gardens at the Sinsinawa Mound Complex.  In addition to 
these features, physical assets are listed in Figure 5. All of these features are valuable land-
based assets that will help enable the Sinsinawa Dominicans to accomplish the objectives and 
strategies laid out in this document. 
 

 

 

Figure 4: Trails and additional physical assets at Sinsinawa Mound Complex. 
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PLAN 
 
AUDIENCE 
In order to allow the Land Futures Committee to more strategically pinpoint its initiatives to 
achieve its goals, the planning process needed to consider its messaging to parties both internal 
and external to the Sinsinawa Congregation.  Figure 6 depicts the identified key audiences.  
These audiences are reflected in the projects, programs, and strategies that follow. 
 

 

Figure 6: Audiences. The groups identified in the center circle indicate the primary audiences of 
the Mound Land Futures planning efforts. The groups in the outside circles indicate secondary 
audiences that future efforts hope to engage and benefit.  These audiences were identified by 
the Sinsinawa Mound Land Futures Committee. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mound & Villa 
Residents                

Life & Mission 
Relationships 

 Nature 

Beginning 
Farmers & 

Farm 
Educators 

Spiritual 
Seekers 

Youth and 
Teachers 

University 
Students & 
Educators 

Underserved 
Populations 
& People in 

Poverty 

Conference 
Center 

Participants 
& Visitors to 
the Mound 

Neighbors & 
the Local 

Community 

15



 13 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES 
The following objectives and strategies were drafted by the Sinsinawa Mound Land Futures 
Committee after consulting with experts from the agricultural, natural resources, and 
educational fields.  These drafted objectives and strategies have not yet been approved by the 
entire Sinsinawa congregation and are therefore subject to potential modification. 
Each strategy is followed by a “pathway to implementation” that details the implementation 
status of the strategy, potential partners or case studies, action steps, and financial implications 
of implementation as appropriate.  
 

 
Figure 7: The drafted objectives and the center of energy. 
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OBJECTIVES 
 

Objective A: Building Partnerships 

Build partnerships with others to support the future stewardship of 

Sinsinawa Mound land according to Sinsinawa’s vision and values. 

 
Strategy A1: Articulate the vision and values underlying future directions for stewardship of the 
land and natural resources at Sinsinawa Mound. 

Pathway to Implementation: The Sinsinawa Mound Land Futures Committee’s 
recommended vision and values developed during the planning process can be found on 
page 8.  This recommendation awaits affirmation by the entire Sinsinawa Congregation.  

 
Strategy A2: Explore, identify, and engage partnerships and personnel in areas of agriculture, 
nature and environment, and education whose values, skills, and commitment are consistent 
with Sinsinawa’s vision and values. 

Pathway to Implementation: The experts outlined on page 7 have been engaged in the 
planning process. More information about these experts, along with some additional 
experts who were not able to participate in the planning process, is available in 
Appendix B.  Due to their diverse nature, partnering with some of these experts would 
not require additional funding while some of these experts are independent contractors 
who would charge for their services. 
 

Strategy A3: Research and consider pros and cons of different types of partnerships and define 
various ways partnerships can be structured.  

Pathway to Implementation: A variety of possible partnership arrangements, along with 
the financial implications of the different models, are listed below. 

 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU): An agreement between two or more 
parties indicating a common path of action.  A memorandum of understanding 
is not legally binding or enforceable, however it does formalize a relationship 
through identification of expectations and roles to be played by signatory 
parties.  The agreement between the Sinsinawa Dominicans and the SWWRPC is 
an example of a MOU. 

 Strategic Alliance:  An agreement between two or more organizations to pursue 
shared objectives.  The participating organizations remain independent from 
one another. Each partner in a strategic alliance hopes the alliance will result in 
greater impacts than if the partners worked independently.  Partners develop 
strategies and assess each partner’s strengths, weaknesses, and contributions.  
This cooperative agreement may be formalized through a contract or 
memorandum of understanding.  If Sinsinawa wanted to formally partner with 
environmental organizations, such as Southwest Badger Resource Conservation 
& Development or the Driftless Area Land Conservancy, to advance land 

17
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stewardship objectives in the tri-state area, a strategic alliance may be an 
appropriate partnership model.  

 Joint Ventures:  A business agreement in which those involved develop a new 
entity and new assets for a finite time by contributing equity.  This type of 
arrangement can be used to form a temporary partnerships in order to 
implement a specific project.  A joint venture model could be beneficial if 
Sinsinawa partnered with the University of Wisconsin Platteville to develop an 
agribusiness learning site or a research project.  

 Contracted Work with Consultants:  Such arrangements can be fee based.  Some 
consultants, such as University of Wisconsin Extension and USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Services, may not require a fee.  If Sinsinawa were to 
hire a project director, using a contract to outline responsibilities and 
expectations, that would be an example of work that is contracted to an outside 
party. 

 
Strategy A4: Determine necessary organizational and management structures for sustaining 
partnerships. 

Pathway to Implementation: During the course of this process it has been 
recommended that the Council hire a project director to manage the projects and land 
use at Sinsinawa Mound.  This project director could develop and sustain partnerships 
on behalf of the congregation.  This arrangement could save time, money, and energy 
for the congregation in the long term, as well as provide necessary consistency through 
a multi-phase, multi-year project.  If Sinsinawa views this as a desirable action, they 
would need to develop a Scope of Work for the contractor, a budget, determine the 
level of authority granted this individual (what decisions can they make on their own 
and which need affirmation), and identify where within the Sinsinawa organization this 
position would be located (who would they answer to). 
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Objective B: Land Stewardship Arrangements 

Consider structures for managing the care of Sinsinawa Mound land. 

 
Strategy B1: Establish a method to assure continuity of land use planning for Sinsinawa Mound 
regardless of leadership changes. 

Pathway to Implementation:  Ensuring continuity of implementation efforts regardless 
of leadership changes will be an important consideration across all the centers of 
energy.   
 
There are a number of ways to sustain continuity.  One option could be to make the 
Sinsinawa Mound Land Futures Committee a permanent body, answerable to the 
leadership council, with council representation on the Land Futures Committee.   
Additionally, as a permanent body, the Land Futures Committee could oversee the work 
of the project director recommended in strategy A4 (page 17).  If the Land Futures 
Committee becomes a permanent body, it is recommended that the Committee, or the 
project director overseen by the Committee, regularly provide the Congregation with 
updates on the land management activities at Sinsinawa Mound.  
 
Another option could be to create a multi-disciplinary committee of interested 
Sinsinawa Dominicans, a member of the Sinsinawa Leadership Council, Sinsinawa 
associates, Sinsinawa staff, and technical experts. This multi-disciplinary committee 
could oversee the work of the project director recommended in strategy A4 (page 17) 
and answer to the Sinsinawa Leadership Council.  If such a multi-disciplinary committee 
is created, it is recommended that the Committee, or the project director overseen by 
the Committee, regularly provide the Congregation with updates on the land 
management activities at Sinsinawa Mound. 
 
Additionally, it should be noted that some forms of holding land are permanent 
agreements on how the land will be managed, ensuring continuity.  Technical assistance 
and information regarding continuity of general land use planning is covered in 
Appendix C.  
 

Strategy B2: Research and consider pros and cons of arrangements to hold and manage land, 
including but not limited to conservancy, land trusts, etc. 

Pathway to Implementation: Working with a land trust or creating a conservation 
easement are permanent conservation options that Sinsinawa can use to apply 
Sinsinawa’s values to its land management.  More information about these options, 
along with the financial implications of the different models, are identified in Appendix 
C. 
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Objective C: Ecological Restoration 

Model alternative, land-based practices in the management of 

Sinsinawa’s land resources, incorporating principles of ecological 

restoration and land management in harmony with the natural 

environment. 

 
Strategy C1: Identify principles to guide decisions regarding needs and activities 
that are appropriate to the nature and environment of Sinsinawa Mound. (e.g. 
permaculture design principles). 

Pathway to Implementation:  Preliminary principles have been identified 
and can be found on page 9.   

 
Strategy C2: Conduct multiple land assessments of Sinsinawa land to better 
understand the existing natural and agricultural conditions of the land 
resources. 

Pathway to Implementation: Two land assessments are underway at the 
time of this writing. One assessment is being conducted by Joe Schmelz 
and Steve Bertjens of the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
and will provide various scenarios for grazing opportunities on 
Sinsinawa land.  Schmelz is also working with Bernie Rundie, the farmer 
currently renting Sinsinawa’s crop land, on updating his Conservation 
Plan.  
 
The second assessment is being conducted by Patrick Dayton, forester 
for Southwest Badger Resource Conservation and Development.  This 
assessment consists of a forest inventory of the land and will include the 
density and types of invasive species.  After conducting the basic 
inventory, Dayton will draft a 15-year forest management plan.  This 
work is scheduled to complete in February, 2014. 
 

Strategy C3: Translate Sinsinawa’s guiding principles found on page 9 into land 
management practices that can be implemented on the land at Sinsinawa 
Mound. 

Pathway to Implementation:  Translating these principles will most likely 
require input from outside experts on land management, and could be the role of the 
future project director and Land Futures Committee.  This should be informed by the 
two assessments currently underway as well as any future assessments determined 
necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 

Ecological Program Ideas 

Development of a nature 

center or environmental 

interpretative center that 

could serve multiple 

groups and further 

environmental educational 

efforts in the local 

community. 

 

Green Burial Site  

 

Producing and 

incorporating alternative 

energy, including wind and 

solar energy sources for 

Mound use as appropriate.  
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Objective D: Agriculture & Food Production 

Model and encourage agricultural practices that recognize and promote 

the sacred connections that exist in all of Creation. 

 
Strategy D1: Translate Sinsinawa’s principles into agricultural practices that can 
be applied at Sinsinawa.  

Pathway to Implementation: Implementing this strategy will require 
development and implementation of an agricultural management plan 
in accordance with Sinsinawa’s principles.  It will also require working 
with Bernie Runde, Sinsinawa’s neighbor and current rentor of 
Sinsinawa’s agricultural land, and assisting him with his transition from 
Sinsinawa’s land.   
Potential Partners: The following experts may be able to assist 
Sinsinawa in determining the type of crops to grow and estimate 
production potentials. 

 Mark Shepard, Forest Agriculture Enterprises 

 Joe Schmelz, Conservationist, United States Department of 
Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service 

 Ted Bay, Crops/Farm Management Agent, University of 
Wisconsin Extension Grant County 

 AJ Bussan, Horticulture Specialist, University of Wisconsin 
Extension 

The following experts may be able to assist Sinsinawa in identifying 
potential outside recipients if Sinsinawa decides to provide food 
products to vulnerable populations.  

 Brittany Bethel, Regional Foods Coordinator, Iowa State 
University Extension  

 Southwestern Wisconsin Community Action Program 
 

Strategy D2: Develop educational resources, programming, and mentoring for 
beginning growers and ecologically-mind persons. These programs may include, 
but are not limited to, beginning farmers’ program and/or farm incubator 
program. 

Pathway to Implementation: In order to implement this strategy, the 
following actions should be taken: 

 Action A: Contact successful existing incubator programs for 
specified start-up and management advice. 

 Action B: Create an advisory committee comprised of 
Sinsinawa’s project director, sisters, and academic/partner 
organizations to oversee the educational programming.  This is 
ideally the group created to ensure continuity of land use planning as outlined 
in Objective B1 above. 

Agriculture Program Ideas 

-- A farm that:  

Supports a learning 

community creating 

resilient agricultural and 

ecological systems; 

Models water 

conservation methods and 

erosion control practices; 

Acts as a demonstration 

site for permaculture 

practices; e.g. alley 

cropping, keyline water 

conservation, etc. 

Models sustainable, 

organic, alternative 

agricultural practices; 

Introduces alternative 

crops such as sunflowers, 

etc. and rotational grazing 

of animals, free range, and 

grass fed animals; 

Provides space for 
greenhouses, community 
gardens, or community 
supported agriculture 
development. 
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 Action C: Determine the amount of resources to devote to beginning grower 
programs.  This decision will impact the type of production taught (e.g. diary vs. 
meat vs. produce, etc). These decisions also include decisions regarding the 
amount of space to be provided for participants and whether or not housing will 
be offered to participants.  If housing at the Mound is offered, this will need to 
first be discussed with the Stewardship planning workgroup.  

 Action D: Specify the desired audience and develop appropriate 
marketing/recruiting strategy. 

 Action E: Work with University of Wisconsin Extension and Southwest Badger 
Resource Conservation & Development to develop an agricultural resource 
center to educate local farmers and landowners on stewardship practices.  

Case Studies 

 Angelic Organics Learning Center: A non-profit educational partner to a working 
community supported agriculture farm, Angelic Organics Farm, 
this learning center provides hands on learning experiences and 
creates urban and rural linkages. For more information please 
see www.learngrowconnect.org. 

 Linda and Gene Farley Center for Peace, Justice, and 
Sustainability: A farm incubator and nature preserve, the Center 
also has space for green burials.  For more information please 
see www.farleycenter.org.  

 Green Youth Farm – Chicago Botanical Garden: This site is an 
urban example of engaging high school-aged students in food 
production.  For more information please see 
www.chicagobotanic.org.  

Incubator Resources 

 National Incubator Farm Training Initiative provides resources 
and support to establish land-based beginning farmer training 
programs.  Please see nesfp.nutrition.tufts.edu for more 
information. 

 Center for Environmental Farming Systems, established by the 
North Carolina State University and North Carolina Agricultural 
and Technical State University, provides educational 
opportunities to students from K-12 through graduate school 
students.  For more information please see www.cefs.ncsu.edu.  

Potential Educational & Academic Partners 

 FairShare CSA Coalition 

 Southwest Wisconsin Technical College 

 University of Wisconsin Platteville 

 University of Wisconsin Extension 

 Mark Shepard 

 Local K-12 schools 

 WisCorps 

 Paul Schultz, Resource Management Coordinator, City of Dubuque 

 Laura Carstens, City of Dubuque Planning Services Manager 
 

Food Production Program 

Ideas 

Expand organic food 

production, including 

expanded and enhanced 

orchards and vineyards, 

for: 

On-site use at the Mound 

and Villa; 

Community food pantries; 

Local markets; 

Value-added products. 
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Strategy D3: Consider options for developing research that supports the creation of resilient 
energy, agricultural, and ecological systems. 

Pathway to Implementation: In order to implement this strategy, the following actions 
should be taken: 

 Action A: Consider setting aside some land for research purposes. 

 Action B: Consider creating a research committee comprised of sisters and 
researchers to oversee research projects to ensure projects are managed 
according to Sinsinawa’s values. 

Potential Partnerships:  
University of Wisconsin Platteville and University of Wisconsin Extension are likely 
potential partners in implementing this strategy.  It is possible that implementing this 
strategy may cost money.  However, Grant County University of Wisconsin Extension 
may be able to assist with grant writing if needed.  Additionally, University of Wisconsin 
Platteville Farm may know of resources to support research. 

 
Strategy D4: Produce food for consumption at the Mound and Villa and for distribution at local 
pantries.  Consider the possibility of processing for value-added products. 

Pathway to Implementation: In order to implement this strategy, the following actions 
should be taken: 

 Action A: Work with kitchen staff to determine purchased products for which 
there may be a locally-grown alternative. 

 Action B: Check with Sinsinawa’s food distributor(s) regarding the possibility of 
accessing local food products; consider adding such a clause in the distributor 
contract. 

 Action C: Work with local pantries to determine what local products would be 
most appropriate for their needs. 

 Action D: Work with production experts listed in strategy D1 (page 18) to 
determine appropriate crops and potential yields that can be produced at 
Sinsinawa Mound.   

 Action E: Consider communicating with the Sinsinawa facilities planning group 
regarding the possibility to use Sinsinawa’s kitchen facilities to process fruit 
and/or vegetable “seconds” for consumption either at the Mound or at local 
food pantries. 

 Potential Partnerships:  

 Working Group on Health Center of Energy  

 Brittany Bethel (Iowa State Extension) 

 Second Harvest and local pantries 

 University of Wisconsin Extension and Catholic Workers Farm regarding 
production knowledge for these crops 
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Objective E: Educational Programming 

Leverage conference center resources to provide educational opportunities in 

ways that recognize and promote the sacred connections that exist in all of 

creation and provide opportunities to deepen a spiritual connection to land. 

 
Strategy E1: Promote programming (earth-based retreats and spiritual forums) 
through the Sinsinawa Mound Conference Center and integration into Mound 
events. 

Pathway to Implementation: Implementing this strategy will require 
close partnership with outreach staff for Mound events.  In order to 
implement this strategy, the following actions should be taken: 

 Action A: Engage expertise in areas of history, geology, and 
ecology to develop programs based on the unique 
characteristics of Sinsinawa Mound. 

 Action B: Invite the participation of educational institutions to 
provide programs and activities for their students and for the 
broader community using Sinsinawa Mound as a site for 
environmental/ecological education.  

 Action C: Develop programming on ecospirituality. 

 Action D: Market Sinsinawa Mound as a premier place to hold  
conferences related to sustainability, agriculture, ecology, etc. 

 Action E: Enhance the natural beauty of the Mound through 
flower gardens, restoration/improvement of nature trails, 
grottoes, signage, maps, and descriptive brochures. 

 Action F: Integrate Sinsinawa Dominican values and land 
management principles at the Mound as educational 
opportunities for participants at other Conference Center 
events.   

Potential Partnerships: 
  Education 

 Southwest Badger 
 Southwest Wisconsin Technical College 
 University of Wisconsin Platteville 
 University of Wisconsin Extension 
 Churches Center for Land and People 
Trail Improvement 
 Willy Bittner, WisCorps can help in building trails and 

involving youth   
Marketing Assistance 
 Wisconsin Department of Tourism  

 
 

Conference Center 

Program Ideas  

Film presentations on 

land, water, and climate 

issues; 

Retreats with ecological 

and earth appreciation 

themes; 

Space for art exhibits and 

for artists to gather around 

earth appreciation; 

A place for nature-

centered learning about 

geology, topography, 

animal and bird habitat; 

Space to teach about the 

cosmology timeline and 

evolutionary 

consciousness 

experiences; 

Space for celebrations, 

libraries, presentations, 

educational programs, 

research and study; 

Music programs with 

planetary, earth, and land 

themes 
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Objective F: Communication 

Establish vehicles for communication with the local and regional communities around 

Sinsinawa as well as the Sinsinawa Dominican congregation members. 

 
Strategy F1: Develop ways for communicating the recommendations in this plan with 
congregation members and subsequently progress on implementation efforts. 

Pathway to Implementation: In order to implement this strategy, the following actions 
should be taken: 

 Action A: Consider setting aside specific time for the Sinsinawa Mound Land 
Futures Committee to gather to discuss ways to most effectively communicate 
their recommendations to the rest of the congregation.  Consider ways to use 
social media, photography, and short videos to communicate information. 

 Action B: Make this drafted document available to all congregation members, 
with a particular emphasis on where these recommendations intersect with the 
recommendations of the groups working on the other centers of energy.  

 Action C: Create a specific part of the internal Sinsinawa website equipped with 
the ability to start conversations regarding issues and topics and track 
implementation progress. 

 Action D: Determine whether or not the Sinsinawa Mound Land Futures 
Committee will be a permanent body or if it will dissolve once the planning 
process is complete.  Please note that this action is very interconnected with 
Objective B (page 18). 

Potential Partnerships: 
 The Reid Group 
 Internal web communications personnel 
 Project director 

 
Strategy F2: Participate in building communities of inclusion in the rural community of 
Southwest Wisconsin by reaching out to minority communities and those who are underserved, 
e.g. people in poverty, youth, Spanish speaking, new immigrants, elderly etc. 

Pathway to Implementation: In order to implement this strategy, the following action 
should be taken: 

 Action A: Work with minority and underserved populations, individuals, and 
groups who work with these communities to identify the best way to 
communicate with and market opportunities to minority and underserved 
communities.   

Potential Partners: 
 Churches Center for Land and People 
 Southwestern Wisconsin Community Action Program 
 Darlington Multicultural Center 
 Catholic Multicultural Center 
 Grassroots Wisconsin 
 University of Wisconsin Extension 
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 Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of Dubuque (Cedar Rapids) 
 Project Concern  

 
Strategy F3: Consider holding an open house for surrounding communities, landowners, and 
growers interested in the future land uses at Sinsinawa Mound.  

Pathway to Implementation: In order to implement this strategy, the following actions 
should be taken: 

 Action A:  Identify specific contact person for neighbors to contact if they have 
questions about land use at Sinsinawa Mound.  

 Action B: Concretely articulate future plans for land use at Sinsinawa Mound, 
clearly voicing potential impacts for neighboring landowners.  

 Action C:  Consider working with University of Wisconsin Extension and Iowa 
State Extension to host educational walks for neighboring communities.  
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NEXT STEPS  
 
Land Assessment 
During the course of the planning process, outside experts recommended that the Sinsinawa 
Mound Land Futures Committee have one or two land assessments conducted.  The experts 
noted that a land assessment will provide valuable information to assist in the implementation 
of the strategies articulated in this plan.  It was recommended to have multiple land 
assessments conducted, as each land assessment will look at the natural environment from a 
specific perspective.  
 
At the time this document is being written, two land assessments are currently being 
conducted.  See page 19 for more information. 
 
Determine How to Sustain Continuity in Land Management Decision-Making 
A key implementation factor in moving forward will be determining how land management 
practices will be consistent regardless of changes in leadership, as discussed in Objective B (page 
18).  Making this decision will also indicate dedication and forward momentum to outside 
partners.  It is recommended that decisions regarding sustaining continuity be made prior to the 
hiring of a project director. 
 
Hire a Project Director 
A project director will be able to effectively and efficiently build and manage relationships with 
experts and partners while managing projects that implement the objectives articulated in this 
plan.  This position will provide a single, dedicated point-of-contact for all land resource 
management issues and ensure continuity in project development. 
 
Affirmation by Congregation 
Ensure that the recommendations in this document do not run contrary to the 
recommendations of other working groups.  There must be a process for review of the 
intersections between this group and the other group areas. 
 
Prioritize Action 
In order to implement the intentions articulated in this plan, it will be necessary for the 
Sinsinawa Dominicans to strategically prioritize the land management actions they take next.  If 
the Sinsinawa Mound Land Futures Committee becomes a standing committee, they can make 
prioritization recommendations in the coming months with input from committees planning for 
the other centers of energy. 
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APPENDIX A: 

DIRECTIONAL STATEMENTS RELATED TO SINSINAWA LAND 
1982-2011/16 

 

1982 
…to promote the continued practice of stewardship of the land, and the study in cooperation 
with the neighboring communities, of possible new models of land use” 
 
The following values/principles guided decision about the land: 

1. Good land stewardship, i.e. the development of agricultural practices that are 
regenerative and sustainable. 

2. Healthful living environment, i.e. fresh, healthy food, safe, clean, and beautiful 
environment. 

3. Collaboration with the wider community in mutually beneficial projects and programs. 
4. Opportunities for the development of a spirituality rooted in the interconnectedness of 

all creation. 
5. An economically viable operation.  

 
1989 

 Develop our Sinsinawa site as an ecological learning discovery center 

 Our institutional operations (will) model a commitment to a sustainable future. 

 We (will) engage in serious educational efforts to respond to today’s ecological crisis 
 
1994 
…we will work for justice and peace through our ministries with an emphasis on issues 
concerning ecology. 
 
2004 
…compelled by a growing understanding of our oneness with creation, and in solidarity with 
people who work the land, we commit ourselves to responsible land stewardship at the Mound. 
 
2006 
Recognizing our interdependence with all of creation as well as the urgency of the crisis 
affecting Earth, we (will educate ourselves so that) we might implement and advocate practices 
that lead to ecological sustainability. 
 
2011 
Reaffirmed present mission and vision and developed Direction 2011-2016. 
…we commit ourselves in partnership with others to seek and foster right relationships among 
all of God’s people and with Earth that sustains us.  
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APPENDIX B:   

EXPERT BIOGRAPHIES 
Alliant Energy 
Alliant Energy provides community development grants ranging from $500 to $5,000.  Bruce 
Kepner is the community contact; Bruce was an expert who participated in the Grow Southwest 
Wisconsin planning project in the Energy & Utilities group.  For more information about the 
grants please see www.alliantenergy.com.  
 Bruce Kepner, CEcD 
 Economic and Community Development Manager 
 4902 N. Biltmore Lane, Madison, WI 53718 
 Phone: (608) 458-5753 
 Fax: 608.458.0123 
 Email: brucekepner@alliantenergy.com 
 Website: www.alliantenergy.com 
 
Rand Atkinson, Bio-Interlink, Principal/Owner 
Rand has a background in evaluation and restoration of land and water resources. In 1990, 
Aquatic Resources, Inc. was founded to help lake groups study and restore lakes in central and 
northern Wisconsin. In 1994, Glacial Pond Farms was added to that company to provide native 
seeds and plants for lake shore and grassland restorations. Today, Bio-Interlink offers aquatic as 
well as land restoration expertise. 
 Rand Atkinson 
 Bio-Interlink, LLC 
 Phone: (608) 778-1131 
 Email: biointerlink@gmail.com 
 Website: https://sites.google.com/site/biointerlink/about-us 
 
Ted Bay, University of Wisconsin -Extension Grant County, Crops & Farm Management Agent 
As the Grant County Crops & Farm Management Agent, Ted Bay’s work includes: business 
analysis, enterprise budgeting, grain and forage crops, production management, harvesting and 
storage, nutrient management planning, and pesticide management. 
 Ted Bay, Crops/Farm Management Agent 
 UW-Extension Grant County 
 Phone: (608) 723-2125 
 Email: ted.bay@ces.uwex.edu 
 
Jesse Bennett, Driftless Land Stewardship, Co-Owner/Ecologist 
Raised in Bagley, WI, Jesse spent his formative years experiencing life through the lens of the 
Driftless Area. The study of philosophy and sociology helped elucidate his place in the universe, 
and Driftless Land Stewardship LLC was soon founded as an attempt to keep the global life 
support system functioning. He enjoys the study of natural communities, social philosophy, 
food, wine, and funky music. 
 Jesse Bennett, Co-Owner/Ecologist 
 Phone: (608) 778-2832 
 Email: jesse@driftlesslandstewardship.com 
 Website: www.driftlesslandstewardship.com 
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Willie Bittner, WisCorps, Operations Director 
WisCorps is a 501(c)(3) non-profit conservation corps that provides a valuable service to 
Wisconsin’s citizens and environment by engaging youth and young adults (Corps Members) 
aged 16-25 in direct conservation projects on public lands across the state. Crews complete 
projects such as: new trail construction, trail restoration, bridge construction, stream bank 
stabilization, reforestation, and invasive species management. 
 Willie Bittner, Operations Director 
 Wisconsin Conservation Corps 
 Phone: (608) 799-2567 
 Email: willie@wiscorps.org 
 Website: wiscorps.org 
 
Ron Brisbois, Grant County Economic Development Corporation, Executive Director 
Ron Brisbois has spent his career promoting economic development.  He currently serves as the 
executive director of the Grant County Economic Development Corporation and has previously 
served as the president of Prosperity Southwest Wisconsin, a regional economic development 
organization. 
 Ron Brisbois, Executive Director 
 Grant County Economic Development Corporation 
 1800 Bronson Boulevard, Fennimore, WI 53809 
 Phone: (608) 822-3501 
 Fax: 608.822.6019 
 Email: gcedc@grantcounty.org 
 Website: www.grantcounty.org/business/gcedc.html 
 
Abbie Church, Mississippi Valley Conservancy, Land Protection & Management Director 
Abbie Church joined MVC as Land Protection and Management Director in August of 2013. 
Abbie brings a diverse background in natural resources, having worked in the state, federal, 
private and non-profit sectors. Abbie began her career working at the Wright County 
Conservation Board’s Lake Cornelia Park near Clarion, Iowa. Her background also includes 
national non-profit, The Conservation Fund, as well as a role of MVC’s Conservation Specialist at 
MVC from 2007 until 2012. 
 Abbie Church, Land Protection & Management Director 
 Mississippi Valley Conservancy 
 P.O. Box 2611 
 201 Main St, Suite 1001, La Crosse, WI 54601 
 Phone: (608) 784-3606 
 Email: info@mississippivalleyconservancy.org 
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Driftless Area Land Conservancy (DALC) 
DALC is a non-profit land trust that works to create a voluntary conservation organization that 
serves southwestern Wisconsin.  DALC addresses complex conservation and environmental 
needs of concerned citizens and private landowners who seek expertise in botany, geology, 
forestry, archaeology, and legal and policy matters associated with land preservation and 
conservation.  
 David Clutter, Executive Director 
 Driftless Area Land Conservancy 
 P.O. Box 323 
 338 N. Iowa Street, Dodgeville, WI 53533 
 Phone: (608) 930-3252 
 Email: dave@driftlessconservancy.org 
 Website: driftlessconservancy.org 
 
Lois Federman, Marr's Valley View Farms & Director of Something Special from Wisconsin 
Program at DATCP 
Lois is co-owner and co-operator of Marr’s Valley View Farms. Their Black Angus Beef farm has 
been in the Marr family since 1874! Lois is a fourth generation farmer, and part of the second 
consecutive brother-sister team to own and operate the business. She is also director of the 
Something Special from Wisconsin Marketing Program at the Wisconsin Department of 
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP). 
 Lois Federman, Something Special from Wisconsin 
 Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection 
 2811 Agriculture Drive, Madison, WI 53718 
 Phone: (608) 224-5124 
 Email: datcpssfw@wi.gov 
 Website: www.somethingspecialwi.com 
 
Grant County Conservation Department 
The Grant County Conservation Department manages natural resource conservation services 
and zoning in Grant County.  The department director is Lynda Schweikert. 
 Lynda Schweikert, Director 
 Grant County Conservation, Sanitation, and Zoning Department 
 150 W. Alona Lane, Lancaster, WI 53813 
 Phone: (608) 723-6377 ext. 3 
 Email: Lynda.schweikert@wi.nacdnet.net  
 
Kevin Koch, Professor of English, Author 
Kevin Koch is a Professor of English at Loras College in Dubuque, Iowa, where he teaches 
creative non-fiction and nature writing. A native of Dubuque, he loves to hike, bicycle, cross-
country ski, and snowshoe amid the hills and bluffs along the Mississippi River, and to canoe its 
backwaters. Koch is the author of Skiing at Midnight: A Nature Journal from Dubuque County, 
Iowa, and editor/compiler of Rising with Christ: Catholic Women's Voices Across the World. 
 Dr. Kevin Koch, Professor of English 
 Loras College 
 1450 Alta Vista Street, Dubuque, IA 52001 
 Phone: (800) 245-6727 
 Email: kevin.koch@loras.edu 
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Tom Nelson, Churches Center for Land and People, Executive Director 
Tom Nelson wears many hats and has worked in rural development, promoting local foods, and 
arts in rural communities.  Tom provided input in the Grow Southwest Wisconsin planning 
project as an expert in the Culture and Creativity group. 
 Tom Nelson, Executive Director 
 Churches Center for Land and People 
 Phone: (608) 438-7154 
 Email: tomnelson.art@gmail.com 
 
Cory Ritterbusch, Prairie Works, Inc., Owner 
Cory Ritterbusch founded Prairie Works in 2006 to exercise his passion for native plants and 
quality natural areas of the southern Driftless Area. With over 15 years of experience he is 
knowledgeable in many facets of conservation through contracting, consultation and design. 
 Cory Ritterbusch, Owner 
 Prairie Works, Inc. 
 P.O. Box 6623, Galena, IL 61036 
 Phone: (815) 751-7400 
 Email: info@prairieworksinc.com 
 Website: www.prairieworksinc.com 
 
Joe Schmelz, NRCS Soil Conservationist, Grant County District Conservationist 
Joe became the Grant County District Conservationist in August 2013. He is a Wisconsin DNR 
NRCS Certified Planner for Prescribed/Managed Grazing. 
 Joe Schmelz, District Conservationist 
 Natural Resource Conservation Service 
 150 W. Alona Lane, Lancaster, WI 53813 
 Phone: (608) 723-6377 ext 180 
 Email: Joe.Schmelz@wi.usda.gov 
 
Mark Shepard, New Forest Farm, Owner 
Mark Shepard is the CEO of Forest Agriculture Enterprises and runs New Forest Farm, the 106-
acre perennial agricultural forest considered by many to be one of the most ambitious 
sustainable agriculture projects in the United States. New Forest Farm is a planned conversion 
of a typical row-crops grain farm into a commercial-scale, perennial agricultural ecosystem using 
oak savanna, successional brushland and eastern woodlands as the ecological models. 
 Mark Shepard, Owner 
 New Forest Farm 
 P.O. Box 24, Viola, WI 54664  
 Phone: (612) 758-0216 
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Southwest Badger Resource Conservation & Development Council (RC&D) 
RC&D is a non-biased rural development program, focusing on the conservation, development, 
and utilization of natural resources to improve the standard of living in southwestern Wisconsin.  
It joins forces with individuals, agencies, and groups to improve the social, economic, and 
environmental opportunities of the local area.  Forester Patrick Dayton provided input in the 
Sinsinawa Dominican planning process.  
 Cara Carper, Executive Director or Patrick Dayton, Forester 
 Southwest Badger Resource Conservation & Development Council 
 P.O. Box 753 
 1370 N. Water St Ste 3, Platteville, WI 53818 
 Phone: (608) 348-7110 
 Email: swbadger@swbadger.org; cara.carper@swbadger.org;  

Patrick.dayton@swbadger.org 
 
Steve Swenson, Aldo Leopold Foundation, Ecologist 
Steve Swenson has spent his career advancing the relationship between people and land.  As 
ecologist for the Aldo Leopold Foundation, he directs the Science and Stewardship Program at 
the Leopold Family Shack and Farm, a National Historic Landmark.  This work serves as the basis 
for partnership and communication with private landowners and resource professionals 
throughout the Midwest. 
 Steve Swenson, Ecologist 
 Aldo Leopold Foundation 
 P.O. Box 77, Baraboo, WI 53913 
 Phone: (608) 355-0279 ext 29 
 Email: steve@aldoleopold.org 
 Website: www.aldoleopold.org 
 
Rick Terrien, Iowa County Economic Development Corp., Director 
Rick focuses on creating jobs and economic development opportunities.  One of his current 
initiatives involves supporting regional food systems at the Wisconsin Innovation Kitchen in 
Mineral Point. This kitchen involves creating new businesses and jobs for people with 
disabilities.  Rick is also an avid hiker, biker, reader, writer, and learner. 
 Rick Terrien, Director 
 Iowa County Economic Development Corporation 
 P.O. Box 61 Dodgeville, WI 53533 
 Phone: (608) 553-7575 
 Email: rickt@iowacountyedc.org 
 Website: iowacountyedc.org  
 
US Department of Agriculture Rural Development 
This federal department provides resources to improve the economy and quality of life in rural 
communities.  USDA Rural Development offers a number of federally funded grants that could 
help support Sinsinawa Dominican projects.  
 Carol Wetuski, Area Director 
 US Dept. of Agriculture Rural Development 
 138 S. Iowa Street, Suite 2, Dodgeville, WI 53533 
 Phone: (608) 935-2791 
 Email: RD.Dodgeville@wi.usda.gov 
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APPENDIX C:  

POSSIBLE HOLDING ARRANGEMENTS1 

WISCONSIN LAND TRUSTS 

WHAT IS A LAND TRUST? 
Conservation land is essential to the health and beauty of Wisconsin.  Land trusts are non-profit 

organizations that help protect land for public benefit.  There is no legal definition of “land 

trust”: it’s a term used to describe organizations that, in pursuit of conservation missions, own 

land, hold conservation easements, or both.  These organizations permanently protect 

important natural, recreational, scenic, historic and working lands in their communities.  Among 

the great strengths of land trusts is their community focus: local swimming holes, scenic 

features and open parkland may never attract state or national resources for protection.  But 

land trusts, whose missions are determined by their volunteers and members, work to protect 

the special places that make Wisconsin home.  

HOW DO LAND TRUSTS WORK? 
Land trusts use a variety of tools to help private landowners who opt to protect the 

conservation values of their property.  Most commonly, land trusts accept donations of or 

purchase property or conservation easements.   

Once a conservation deal has closed, land trusts hold the perpetual responsibility to manage the 

lands they own and make sure future land owners and land uses uphold the terms of any 

conservation easements they hold. 

In addition, many land trusts work cooperatively with government agencies by acquiring or 

managing land, participating in comprehensive planning endeavors or holding conservation 

easements on public properties.  As private non-profit partners, land trusts can access resources 

that agencies could not otherwise use to help protect important places.  

WISCONSIN’S LAND TRUSTS 
The land trust movement is the fastest growing conservation movement in the country and 

Wisconsin’s land trust community is no exception.  In 1994 there were 12 land trusts working in 

the state.  Formed by citizens and neighbors concerned about the future of their communities, 

today there are more than 50 local and regional land trusts preserving places with special 

                                                           
1 Appendix C is taken from the following documents: Wisconsin Land Trusts.  Madison: 

Gathering Waters Conservancy, May, 2009.  Conservation Options for Landowners.  Madison: 

Gathering Waters Conservancy, May, 2009.  Conservation Easements.  Madison: Gathering 

Waters Conservancy, May, 2009.  Tax Benefits of Working with a Land Trust.  Madison: 

Gathering Waters Conservancy, January, 2011. 
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ecological scenic, recreational, and cultural value.  Collectively they have protected more than 

200,000 acres of land.  

Wisconsin land trusts are a diverse group.  Some are all-volunteer organizations, others have 

several paid staff.  There are a number of land trusts working regionally across many counties.  

Others work more locally, focused on a particular resources.  Wisconsin land trusts have 

accomplished lasting protection of forestlands, working farms, long stretches of undeveloped 

shorelines, acres of native prairie and much more.  

CONSERVATION OPTIONS FOR LANDOWNERS 

DECIDING WHICH OPTION IS RIGHT FOR YOU 
Land trusts provide an opportunity for you to leave a legacy of unspoiled land and water 

resources through a variety of voluntary conservation options.  If you are considering 

conservation, your first step is to talk to your local land trust about how you might work 

together to ensure protection of your property.  This flowchart lists options that might suit your 

family’s goals and the land trust’s mission.  Each private land protection arrangement is unique – 

the result of conversations between landowners and land trusts.  It is also important to talk with 

your legal or financial advisor as you consider your conservation options.  This info-sheet is 

designed to help you start thinking about lasting protection for the land you treasure.  

35



 33 

 

CONSERVATION EASEMENT 
A conservation easement is a voluntary, permanent agreement that legally restricts the use of 

your land in order to preserve its conservation values.  Each conservation easement is designed 

to reflect your land’s special values and goals.  You retain the right to own and sell your property 

but the easement restrictions will always remain with the property’s title.  Most conservation 

easements are donated by the landowner to a land trust, and such donations can provide 

significant tax advantages.  

LAND DONATION 
Some landowners donate full ownership of their property to a land trust.  This option may be 

best suited for you if you do not wish to leave your land to heirs, or no longer use the land.  It is 

important to contact a land trust before making this decision.  Donations can include all or just a 

portion of your property. 

It is possible to donate a property now and retain the right to live on use the property during 

your lifetime.  This is known as a “reserved life estate.”  
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BARGAIN SALE 
With this choice you sell your land or an easement to a land trust at a price below what you 

could receive on the open market.  The difference between the “fair market value” and the 

actual sale price is considered a donation to the land trust, and therefore potentially tax 

deductible (though you may owe taxes on the proceeds of such a sale, as you would on any such 

capital gain).  

BEQUEST 
A bequest is also called a “donation by devise” and transfers ownership of your property to a 

land trust through your will.  This is a good choice if financial compensation is not a necessity 

and you want to maintain the current use of your land.  In addition, this option can confer estate 

tax benefits. 

LAND SALE 
This option provides financial compensation for protecting your land.  While most land trusts 

have limited funding for purchases, it may be possible for them to fundraise in order to 

purchase a particularly important piece of land. Many land trusts in Wisconsin use the Knowles-

Nelson Stewardship Fund, a state fund for land acquisition by the WI-DNR, local governments, 

and non-profit conservation groups.  When land trusts work with the Stewardship Fund or any 

public grant program, landowners should expect that there will be several requirements to 

meet, including perhaps a property management plan, donation of an easement to the state or 

making the land open to the public whenever possible.  

REGISTRY 
If you are concerned with protecting the natural values of your land but are not ready to 

permanently protect it, you may want to consider this option.  By registering your land with 

your land trust you make a commitment to protect the natural elements, features, and 

characteristics of your property.  You also agree to notify the land trust before you plan to sell or 

transfer the property and of any threats to your land.  

CONSERVATION EASEMENTS 

WHAT IS A CONSERVATION EASEMENT? 
A conservation easement is a legal agreement between a landowner and a land trust or 

government agency that permanently limits uses of the land in order to protect its conservation 

values.  Conservation easements allow landowners to continue to own and use their land, sell it 

or pass it on to heirs, and protect the important natural features of their property. 

When you donate a conservation easement to a land trust, you voluntarily give up some of the 

rights associated with the land in order to protect its conservation values.  Conservation 

easements are very flexible agreements.  An easement on property that is home to rare wildlife 

might prohibit any development, for example, while an easement on working farm might allow 
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continued farming and additional agricultural structures.  An easement may apply to all or a 

portion of a property and need not require public access. 

Conservation easements are designed to benefit the public by forever protecting conservation 

values.  Therefore, they are perpetual agreements.  Future owners will be bound by the terms of 

the easement.  The land trust or organization holding the easement is responsible for making 

sure the terms of the easements are upheld.  

Conservation easements can be donated or sold.  If a donation meets the federal tax code 

requirements as a qualified conservation contribution, it can be claimed as a tax-deductible 

charitable donation.  

This information covers some conservation easement basics.  Interested landowners should 

consult with their own financial and legal advisors to learn more about how a conservation 

easement might help them meet their conservation and financial goals.  

Q. Who can “hold” a conservation easement? 

A. A qualified nonprofit, tax-exempt conservation organization – such as a land trust or 

conservancy – may hold a conservation easement, as can federal, state, or local units of 

government. 

Q. Who decides what restrictions are included in a conservation easement? 

A. The landowner and the land trust or other easement holder decide together what is needed 

to protect the land’s conservation values and meet the financial and personal needs of the 

landowner’s family.  If a conservation easement is purchased using particular grant funding, 

grant program requirements may also influence what the easement restricts or allows.  

Q. If I donate a conservation easement, does the land trust have an ownership interest in my 

land?   

A. No. Conservation easements are non-possessory interests in real property.  Once an 

easement is conveyed, the only thing the easement holder “owns” is the legal responsibility to 

ensure that the terms of the easement are upheld. 

Q. What are the easement holder’s roles and responsibilities? 

A. When a land trust or government entity accepts a conservation easement, it takes on 

perpetual obligations to monitor the property and enforce the easement terms.  Once an 

easement is established, the land trust documents the site’s conservation values, performs 

periodic site inspections to ensure all the easement’s conditions are being honored, and keeps 

all future owners of the site informed of the easement agreement.  In the event that the terms 

of an easement are violated, the easement holder is accountable for making sure any damage to 
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the conservation values on the land is repaired.  The easement holder has the right and 

responsibility to take legal action, if necessary, to enforce conservation easements.  

Q. Does a conservation easement grant public access to land? 

A. Conservation easements do not necessarily grant public access, although public access to 

protected land can be a stipulation of an easement if that is mutually acceptable to the 

landowner and the easement holder.  

Q. What effect does a conservation easement have on a landowner’s ability to sell, develop, 

or pass the land to heirs? 

A. While restrictions defined in a conservation easement run with the property forever, land 

protected in this way can be sold, passed to heirs or otherwise transferred.  

Q. What are the financial or tax benefits of donating a conservation easement? 

A. The value of a conservation easement donated to a qualified organization is deductible for 

tax purposes if it meets federal tax code requirements.  There are also rules in the federal estate 

tax laws that favor property protected by conservation easements. 

Q. How is the value of a conservation easement determined? 

A. The value of an easement is the difference between the property’s fair market value before 

and after the conservation easement is conveyed.  Easement values vary greatly: in general, the 

highest value easements are those placing broad restrictions against development on open 

space under intense development pressure. 

The value of conservation easements is heavily influenced by the specific terms of each 

easement.  Therefore, any attempt to “ball park” the value of an easement before those terms 

are defined is speculative, at best.  Conservation easement values, either for purchase or for tax-

deduction purposes, must be determined by a qualified land appraiser and must meet specific 

appraisal requirements.  

Q. Will a conservation easement reduce property taxes? 

A. Land subject to a conservation easement may see a reduced assessment.  Under Wisconsin 

law, local property tax assessors are required to consider the effect of a conservation easement 

when setting the taxable value of the property.  But in practice, assessments of eased land have 

varied widely in the state.  

Q. Can a conservation easement be undone? 

A. Only in rare circumstances and only by judicial decision can a conservation easement be 

extinguished.  They should be understood as permanent agreements.  
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Landowners considering a conservation easement should seek the advice of an attorney with 

conservation easement experience.  

TAX BENEFITS OF WORKING WITH A LAND TRUST  
Most people who donate land or a conservation easement to a land trust are motivated by love 

for the land and their wish to see that land preserved for future generations.  Some donors also 

take advantage of tax benefits associated with land conservation gifts. 

Here is a short summary of the tax incentives for qualified conservation gifts.  Tax laws change 

frequently, and this information only briefly describes potential benefits.  Anyone considering 

conservation gifts as part of their financial or estate plans should consult an attorney or tax 

planner familiar with these conservation tax benefits.  

GIFTS OF MONEY OR OTHER ASSETS 
Outright cash gifts are the simplest way to support a land trust and gain a tax deduction.  You 

can also donate other assets, like securities, stocks, or life insurance.  The IRS rules governing 

donations vary according to the type of gift.  Such donations are deductible up to the value of 

the donated item.  Taxpayers may deduct up to 50% of their adjusted gross income for cash 

donations.  

DONATION OF “QUALIFIED CONSERVATION CONTRIBUTIONS” 
The value of a gift of either land or a conservation easement, if that gift meets IRS qualifications, 

can be deducted from the donor’s federal income taxes.  Under current tax laws, landowners 

who donate conservation easements or land to land trusts or government bodies may be able to 

deduct the fair market value of their donation up to 50% of their adjusted gross income in the 

year they make the gift.  Any remaining value can be carried forward as deductions for 16 years.  

Donations may also be in the form of a bargain sale, in which the landowner sells property or an 

easement for less than fair market value.  The difference between the fair market value and the 

sale price is the basis for any income tax deduction.  

BENEFITS FOR FARMERS 
A recently renewed law allows farmers to deduct up to 100% of the value of a donated 

conservation easement from their income taxes.  Farmers are defined as those who receive 

more than 50% of their income from “the trade or business of farming,” and can be an individual 

or a corporation.  

ESTATE TAXES 
While the federal estate tax expired at the end of 2009, it will return at a $5 million unified 

credit and 35% rate in 2011.  In addition, the 2001 law that removed geographic limitations from 

the section 2031(c) estate tax exclusion for land protected by a conservation easement has been 

extended through December 31, 2012.   
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Land trusts are currently working with partners and supporters in Congress on a variety of 

proposals that would exclude land under easement, or agricultural lands in general, froom the 

estate tax.  

IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS 
Achieving tax savings through a conservation gift is possible; the conservation tax incentives 

have helped thousands of landowners chose lasting conservation.  However, tax savings are 

neither guaranteed nor expeditious.  Conservation gifts can take several months to close and 

potential federal tax benefits vary with the particulars of each donation.  To qualify for 

deduction, gifts of land or conservation easements must: 

1) Be to a qualified organization – The easement must be granted to a qualified charitable 

conservation organization or a public agency charged with overseeing land conservation 

or historic preservation.  The recipient organization “must have the resources 

to…monitor and enforce” the easement restrictions. 

2) Be for conservation purposes – An easement must be granted exclusively for 

conservation purposes.  The IRS has a broad definition of “conservation purposes” that 

includes preservation of natural habitats or resource lands, historic sites, scenic 

landscapes, wildlife corridors, areas for public education or recreation, and open spaces.  

3) Be permanent – donated conservation easements must be granted in perpetuity. 

4) Be properly appraised – The appraisal to determine the easement value must meet strict 

federal substantiation requirements as specified in federal tax law regarding 

conservation easements. 

5) Be reported using IRS Form 8283 – The easement donor must complete Form 8283 

including the value of the donation, and have the recipient organization sign the form to 

acknowledge receipt of the easement.  

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
An experienced land trust is a good source of information about your land conservation options.  

They can illustrate successful examples of land donations and conservation easements, and 

outline the steps a landowner should take to examine the available options.  Land trusts cannot 

provide legal or financial advice, however, and they cannot guarantee the success of a particular 

plan or give potential donors a “ball park” estimate of a tax break.  Conservation donors should 

seek qualified, independent counsel from legal and financial experts familiar with the laws 

pertaining to charitable gifts of land and easements.  

Additional information about the conservation tax incentive is available at 

www.lta.org/policy/tax-policy.  
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Appendix B - Grant County Heat Vulnerability Index 
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Appendix C - Forest Stewardship Management Plan 
 

45



 Southwest Badger RC&D FOREST STEWARDSHIP MANAGEMENT PLAN 
   
 

 Page 1 of 21 
 
 

  
  
 
Name(s) and Address of Landowner(s): 
 
 Sinsinawa Mound Center 
 585 County Road Z  
 Sinsinawa. WI 53824 
  
 
 Tel: (608) 748-4411  
` Email: dmeneguin@sinsinawa.org 
  

 
 
County: Grant Town: 1N; Range: 2W; Sections: 25 & 36 Town Name: Jamestown 
 Town: 1N; Range: 1W; Sections: 30 & 31 Town Name: Hazel Green 
 

 
 
Covering the management period 2014 through 2038. Total Plan Acreage: 143 
 
Attached maps show the location of Stewardship forestlands.  
 
The purpose of the Forest Stewardship Program is to encourage the growth of future forests through sound forestry practices 
which recognize the objectives of individual property owners for aesthetics, wildlife habitat, erosion control, protection of 
endangered or threatened plants and animals, compatible recreational activities, economic returns, etc.  By state law, "forestry" 
means managing forestlands and their related resources, including trees and other plants, animals, soil, water and air.  To guide 
the forester in developing a management plan to help fulfill this stewardship objective, a statement of the owner's forest 
management objectives is required in the plan.  The following statement has been provided either by the landowner or 
developed with the assistance of the forester.   
 
Landowner Objectives for Management of the Lands: 
 

 

 

 
The following pages include descriptions of related vegetative or physical areas called "stands."  Recommended forestry 
practices are listed.  Landowners are encouraged to actively complete the practices recommended.  The plan may be revised.   
 
"Forest Stewardship" means managing the forest environment for all of its resources.  Good forest stewardship begins with 
YOU, the owner.  YOU can recognize your forest land as a source of personal enjoyment, invest in your forest as a source of 
potential income and leave a legacy for future generations.  This management plan is a first step toward meeting your objectives 
for your land.  

  

 

 Healthy forest 
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Setting: 
 

 Grant County is located in the driftless area of Wisconsin.  The driftless area of southwest Wisconsin, northwest 

Illinois, northeast Iowa, and southeast Minnesota is a significant ecological area due to the fact it has not been covered by 

the glacial periods in the recent past.  It is a deeply dissected plateau characterized by rolling ridges and by steep-sided 

valleys, with the valleys generally 200 to 400 feet lower than the ridge tops.  Forest cover types for the driftless area 

include oak (red, white, black, bur), some walnut, native white pine, central hardwoods (cherry, elm, hickory, oaks, red 

maple, and other hardwoods), and northern hardwoods (sugar maple, basswood, ash, and others).  Forest descriptions are 

covered in more detail on a separate sheet included with this plan.  Prior to European settlement of the area this area was a 

mosaic of dense hardwood forest, scattered white pine (in protected areas), open oak woodlands, savanna, and prairie.  

Clearing of forested lands for agricultural purposes peaked in the late 1930’s.  The percentage of woodlands slowly 

increased for the next half a century or more as more fields were idled and natural regeneration re-invaded the old fields.  

Recently we have begun to lose forest land as farmers push back forest edges or doze down complete lots, combined with 

continued cabin & housing development.  Soils in this area vary from moderately deep windblown loess and stream 

bottom alluvial soils to shallow limestone or sandstone outcrops, with a thin layer of wind-blown loess covering the 

million-year old sedimentary bedrock. There are three different main types of soil on your property according to the soil 

survey: Derinda-Rock outcrop-Elizabeth complex, Fayette silt loam, and Chaseburg silt loam.  A soil map that has more 

details of those soils and others is included with this plan. 
  

 As fire has been suppressed in the last hundred years (as opposed to fires being set by the native people) the fire-

resistant/ shade-intolerant oak woodlands that require large disturbances to regenerate have given way to more fire-

intolerant/ shade-tolerant stable growing northern hardwoods.  Grant County is unique since it is bordered in the north by 

the Wisconsin River and in the west by the Mississippi River.  Both of these rivers have a large amount of forested 

acreage adjacent to them that provide very important habitat to various types of wildlife.  The southern townships of Grant 

County are less steep/ more ‘rolling’ and are significantly comprised of agricultural fields. 
 

This plan covers 143 acres located in sections 25 & 36 in the township of Jamestown, and sections 30 & 

31 in the township of Hazel Green in Grant County.  The property is located adjacent to County Hwy Z, east of 

Dubuque approximately three miles.  The property has been divided up into eight “stands.”  Stands are areas 

where a group of trees are sufficiently uniform in species composition, arrangement of age classes, and 

condition to be a distinguishable unit.  Some stands can be small and some can be quite large.  If certain areas 

have the same management practices they are generally lumped into the same stand even if they have different 

aspects, soil types, etc.  A map is included that shows the location of all of the stands.  Note that the border 

between stands is often a gradual transition and not as distinct as it appears on the map.  A general description 

of different native forest types is included with this plan. The inventory work for this plan was conducted in 

January & February, 2014.  A more complete ground cover survey can be throughout the year to get a good 

understanding of what is growing on the forest floor. 
 

 The forest of Sinsinawa Mound; that is stewarded by Dominican Sisters; offers opportunities of refuge, 

revitalization, contemplation, and interaction.  Sustainable forestry is a method of land management that 

provides us with regeneration of trees; perpetual wood products; maintenance of soil, water, and air resources; 

continual wildlife habitat; and enjoyment of the natural world.  Sustainable forestry uses scientific principles to 

manage land to allow for continuous deviations while keeping all ecosystem functions in place.  It recognizes 

human values along with the intrinsic value of land and nature.  Basically stated, we are called to use the land in 

a non-destructive manner that allows us to derive useful products while at the same time making sure that future 

generations will have the same opportunities.  The sustainable stewarding of our natural resources is both a 

scientific and spiritual challenge.   

General Overview 
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Historical Prologue (written by Winifred Morgan, OP): 
 

The U.S. Land Office did not open in Wisconsin until 1844, so no Euro-American settlers had title to the land 

before that; in 1827, however, George Wallace Jones settled as a squatter on the Sinsinawa Mound. Before that 

date and up to the 1832 Black Hawk War, Fox and Sauk Indians regularly visited the area. They used the woods 

primarily for maple sugaring, hunting, and trapping. In addition, if not at the Mound itself, they too dug out 

galena, the natural mineral form of lead sulfide, and smelted it to extract the lead.  In his memoirs, Jones 

mentions that he traded Fox Indians mercantile goods for lead. 

 

George Wallace Jones used the woods more intensely than the transient Indian population, but both he and they 

would have cut down trees, especially the hardwoods as fuel for their smelters.  By this period owners in Wales 

were using coal in their smelters; however, given the availability of trees, Jones would almost surely have used 

them as fuel. In fact, he chose the Mound site in part because of the abundance of trees. In addition to using 

trees for fuel, Jones built log cabins including a substantial two-story one for himself and his family within a 

few years of his arrival.  He’d already built log cabins for himself and his workers within days of his first 

arrival.   

 

With the help of his seven slaves and dozen or more French laborers, in 1828 Jones set up two furnaces and 

began to smelt the lead his teamsters and ox carts bought to Sinsinawa from area mines.  While Jones was also 

engaged in the mining business, selling the goods he shipped in, and acting as postmaster, smelting formed a 

significant part of his income; so he would hardly hesitate to use his property’s trees for fuel.  His businesses, 

along with his activities as a military man and politician, kept Jones fully engaged at the Mound until he moved 

to Dubuque in 1844.  Before Jones and his family left Sinsinawa, Father Samuel Mazzuchelli had already built 

in 1842 the local parish church, St. Augustine, a substantial building, 25 by 40 feet, “made entirely of timber.” 

 

Jones sold the property to Mazzuchelli in 1845. (Mazzuchelli purchased the Mound in1844; however, he didn’t 

have the title until he paid off the last promissory note in 1845.) On starting building his projected college in 

1845 with lumber purchased in Dubuque, Mazzuchelli commented that a “great quantity” of the trees native to 

the Mound has been “destroyed,” presumably by the voracious appetite of Jones’s smelter.   A sketch dated 

1858 shows three substantial buildings:  the stone building plus a timber church and another, two-story timbered 

building with an attached shed-like annex surrounded by full-sized ornamental trees scattered here and there 

near the buildings.  

General Overview Continued 
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Apparently, no records exist of the use of local woods by the Dominican Fathers of St. Joseph Province from 

Somerset, Ohio, to whom Mazzuchelli turned over the college in 1849. In any case, the Dominican Fathers 

graduated their last class in 1864 and in 1866 sold the Mound property to William and James Ryan of Galena.  

 

In 1867 the Ryan brothers sold the property to the congregation of Dominican Sisters founded by Father 

Mazzuchelli, and the Sisters moved to Sinsinawa from Benton where they had established their academy. Since 

the Sisters took possession of the property, various records indicate a conscientious if sporadic effort to 

maintain the integrity of the woods during the last half of the 19
th

 and early 20
th

 century. The annals suggest that 

well into the 20
th

 century, the Sisters recalled Father Mazzuchelli’s reverence for the gift of trees.   

 

Yet the Sisters also viewed the woods as a useful resource.  We know that in Mother Emily’s time, probably in 

the late 1890s, a kiln was built for firing bricks for the convent building constructed in 1900. This kiln would 

also have been fed with local hardwood.  

 
(Note kiln in foreground of stone building) 
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Over the years, much of what the Sisters agreed to reflects contemporary values regarding use of the land and 

the trees.  For the most part, up until recently the Sisters focused their attention on the ornamental, easily seen, 

trees at the “front” of the property facing County Road Z and on fruit trees.  From the earliest years of the 

Sisters’ tenure at the Mound, the annals and various publications periodically mention the destruction or 

replacement of different trees and shrubs. 

 

The 1930s, for example, evidence awareness of conservation efforts with, for example, 1933 curbing on both 

sides of “the” widened drive so that turning drivers didn’t rip up the grass and cause erosion while the CCC 

undertook a 5-year program of improvement that included reforesting—with government-donated trees: spruce, 

Douglas fir and Norway pine—of areas “where trees [were] needed,” care of the soil to prevent erosion, and 

about 160 acres of farm land prepared for contour planting, as well as crop rotation. 

  

In the meantime, cows grazed in the woodlands behind and to the east of the Mound.  Records indicate that as 

early as 1924, loggers contracted to harvest trees such as the 200 mature walnut trees they took from the “Saint 

Clara forest.”  References to “trimming” and “landscaping” of the front part of the property appear regularly in 

the annals.  From time to time, further logging of one sort or another may also been contracted for.  

 

Following the building of the 1960s structures, however, awareness and care for the entire woodlands appears to 

have become more regular and systematic. A precipitating event may have been a series of letters from the 

owner of a Dubuque landscape service who had been hired to clean up the wood debris and sell whatever was 

feasible for pulpwood.  One letter in particular warned Sister Benita that “a number of years ago” loggers had 

obviously cut down valuable oak and walnut trees leaving everything else, including the tops of even these 

trees, so that much of the woods were cluttered with debris, making it unusable for pasture or anything else.  

More worrisome, he makes clear that loggers are continuing their destructive work. 

 
Beginning with Sister Claretta Easter’s ten-year tenure in the 1970s, more attention has been given to the larger 

picture, and records reflect a more systematic plan for planting and managing trees throughout the property.  

Before the 1990s renovation at the Mound, for example, the minutes of repeated Land Stewardship reports 

included at least some description and commentary on the woods as well as the fields and buildings.  

Nonetheless, toward the end of the 1990s, what had been the committee’s larger purview devolved into a tight 
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focus on the farm. Now, once again, the view is broadening. 

 
Historical Features and Rare Plants and Animals: 

 
 There is particularly high potential for conserving and enhancing wildlife habitat in the Driftless Area.  

The proportion of the landscape presently forested (30-70%) means that modest conservation efforts could 

greatly enhance habitat quality for birds and animals.  Small changes in land-use practices such as consolidating 

fragmented forests, planting native prairie species or trees on marginal agricultural land, and riparian zone 

management could move landscape from moderately to very productive for many wildlife species. 

 

 The Wisconsin Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) was reviewed for rare, threatened, or endangered 

plants and animals occurring near this property.  No species were listed as being on the property.  If any rare, 

threatened or endangered plant or animal species are found on the property this management plan should be 

altered to protect them. 
Two historic sites were noted on the property as needing protection from any forestry activity.  They are the 

burial sites on the property – St. Clara Cemetery and St. Joseph Cemetery.  The necessary protection would 

include: no soil disturbance and no forestry vehicles on site areas. 

 
 
 

 Invasive & Adverse Species: 

 
 Exotic invasive plant species that are non-indigenous and become established in natural plant 

communities eventually replace native vegetation, which can cause economic & environmental damage or harm 

to human health.  This property has exotic invasive species such as garlic mustard, honeysuckle, multiflora rose, 

Japanese barberry, and autumn olive.  All these species need to be controlled or they will continue to displace 

other valuable vegetation. Working with neighbors will aid your fight against these “ecological offenders” since 

neighboring lands will continue to provide a seed source even if you rid this property of them. Invasive species 

occur throughout the property. Various control methods will be discussed throughout the plan.  It might be 

possible to utilize the debris of woody invasive species by chipping them to mulch to use on trails or collecting 

and storing the debris to burn.  The book “Invasive Plants of the Upper Midwest” written by Elizabeth 

Czarapata is a comprehensive guide to identification and management of exotic invasive species. 
 

 A healthy forest is the best defense against insect and disease infestations such as those caused by gypsy 

moth.  The gypsy moth is an insect introduced to the United States from Europe in the mid 1800’s.  This 

damaging forest insect currently inhabits eastern Wisconsin and is slowly migrating west.  Oaks, aspens, 

basswoods, birches, tamaracks, and willows are all favorite trees for the leaf-eating caterpillar of the moth; 

however it will eat other available trees including hickories, maples, and alders.  Defoliation (leaf loss) can 

cause reduced growth and even tree death if combined with other stresses.  Although Wisconsin has always had 

native insects that will eat tree leafs the gypsy moth consumes so much that it has become a serious problem in 

urban and rural (forested) areas.  Do not be upset, this plan encourages improvements in forest composition, 

condition, and vigor to reduce the impact of such pests.  A healthy and diverse forest is the best defense against 

all insect and disease problems.  Contact a DNR forester for more information. 
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General Overview Continued 

 
 
The following instructions are recommended for all timber harvests: 
 

 Do not cut trees from April 15th to August 1st if oak is present in the stand and will remain after 
a timber harvest.  Oak wilt can be transmitted through the air by beetles to wounds on trees 
that are created during timber harvests or other operations.  Oak wilt then is commonly 
transferred to other oak trees through root graphs shared between trees.  
 

 Three to five mature trees per acre can be left for wildlife and aesthetic reasons during any 
harvest.  Large oak trees or other trees that provide mast for animals are good choices to 
leave behind after a harvest. 
 

 Harvest timber when the ground is frozen or dry to prevent soil compaction and rutting.  
Prevent rutting deeper than six inches by moving equipment to drier more stable locations, or 
by halting the operations until weather conditions improve.  Roads and trails used for logging 
should be graded and seeded for erosion control following the harvest.  Use existing trails 
when possible.  Follow Wisconsin’s Best Management Practices for water quality when cutting, 
skidding, building roads, and creating log landings.  
 

 Monitor the timber harvest area for exotic invasive plant species for years after the harvest.  
Timber harvests create disturbance to the soil that can be conducive to invasive plants. Early 
and repeated treatment of any exotic invasive plants after a timber harvest will greatly increase 
the success rate of ridding your property of unwanted plants.  Post-harvest timber stand 
improvement along with monitoring is recommended for almost every harvest.  Cutting excess 
amounts of ironwood, elm, and other over represented species along with cutting damaged or 
cull trees is recommended.  
 

 Contact a professional forester to assist with timber sale advertising and administration.          
A professional forester will represent you and your wishes by marking and inventorying the 
timber to be sold so there can be a fair agreement between the buyer and yourself.  A forester 
will also provide you with a contract that protects your rights as a landowner as opposed to a 
contract that only protects the rights of a timber harvester/logger.  Administration of a timber 
sale includes ensuring payments arrive on schedule, setting a timeline for work to be 
completed, confirming that provisions of the contract are followed (road layout, trail 
maintenance, allowable residual damage, etc.), and arbitrating any disputes between 
landowner and timber harvester.  The highest priority of a forester will be to protect and 
enhance the long-term health & economics of your forest. 
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Key to Forest Cover Type Symbols 
 

Productive Non-Productive or Non-Forest  
 

A Aspen AX Off-site Aspen LB  Lowland Brush 
BH Bottomland Hardwoods F Farmland/crop land LBA Tag Alder 
BW White Birch FG Grazed Pasture LBB Bog Birch 
C Cedar G Grass LBD Dogwood 
CH Central hardwoods, locust GH Herbaceous vegetation LBW Shrub Willow 
FS Fir-spruce, white spruce GLS Low growing shrubs LM Minor Lake 
MR Red Maple I Residential or commercial LMS Minor Stream 
NH Northern Hardwoods IA Parking Area O/ Other  Ownership 
O Oak ICG Campground P Pasture 
OX Scrub Oak K Keg/marsh ROW Right of Way 
PJ Jack Pine KB Muskeg bog SX Noncommercial Swamp 
PR Red Pine, Scotch Pine KEV Emergent Vegetation SXC Noncommercial Cedar 
PW White Pine       KG Noncommercial lowland grass SXSB Noncommercial Bl. Spruce 
SB Black Spruce KH Noncommercial Herbaceous SXT Noncommercial Tamarack 
SC Swamp Conifer  vegetation UB Upland Brush 
SH Swamp Hardwood L Lake Z Rock Outcrop 
T Tamarack  
W Walnut 
 
Key to Size Classes (tree diameters in inches):   
 

0-1”…Seedlings  1-5”… Saplings       9-15” or 11-15”………..Small Sawtimber (Conifers or Hardwoods) 
5-9” or 5-11” ............. Pole-timber (Conifers or Hardwoods)      15+”… .......................... Large Saw-timber 
 

Key to Stocking Levels (symbols shown by superscripts after the size class, ex. 5-112): 
 

 Symbol Density Volume (Cords or Board Feet / Acre)  
 

   Pole-timber Small Saw-timber Large Saw-timber Seedlings Saplings 
   Cords Board feet Board feet Per acre Per acre 
 1 Poor 3-7 1,000-1,500 1,000-2,500 1-600 1-300 
 2 Medium 8-13 1,501-2,500 2,501-5,000 601-1,500 301-900 
 3 Good 14-20 2,501-4,000 5,001-8,000 1501+ 901+ 
 4 Very Good 21-30 4,001-6,000 8,001-10,000 
 5 Excellent 31+ 6,001+ 10,001+ 
 

*Pole-timber = Pulpwood products, Sawtimber = Sawmill logs 

 
County Cutting Notice (Section 26.03, Wis. Stats.): 

A written declaration must be filed with the County Clerk prior to cutting any forest products. Notice 
forms are available at DNR Forestry offices or the County Clerk’s office. 

 
Forest Management Assistance: 

 
It is highly recommended that you seek the assistance of a professional Forester before cutting 
any harvestable timber, both to assure that the timber is cut within sound management 
guidelines and to protect your financial interests.  It is suggested that you require any loggers 
to clean their equipment before they come on your property to protect the land from invasive 
species such as garlic mustard.   
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 Description: 
 
 This stand is composed of central hardwood large sawtimber (15 inches and above in diameter at 
breast height = 4.5 feet) growing over central hardwood poletimber (5-11 inches in diameter).  It is located 
north and west of the mound, east of an open field, and south of the creek (please see map).  It is a relatively 
flat area that is dissected by small ravines. The overstory includes white ash, American elm, bitternut hickory, 
burr oak, black cherry, basswood, white oak, red oak, and black walnut.  There is a high density of ash trees in 
this stand along with a mixture of tree sizes. 

There are an estimated 425 seedlings/saplings per acre in this stand with Norway maple, American 
elm, black cherry, bitternut hickory, and ironwood present in the understory.  Garlic mustard, Japanese 
barberry, honeysuckle, highbush cranberry, and gooseberry were seen on the forest floor.  A more complete 
ground cover survey can be throughout the year to get a good understanding of what is growing on the forest 
floor. 

The basal area per acre in this stand right now is at 105 square feet.  Basal area per acre is a 
measurement of tree density used by foresters instead of trees per acre because it better displays competition 
between trees.  It is often used to schedule harvests or thinnings since it represents tree crown competition.  
Basal area is the cross-sectional area of a tree at breast height.  Basal area per acre is the sum of all cross–
sectional areas of trees over five inches in an acre.     
 
Aspect: Northwest   Common soil:  Fayette silt loam, uplands    Slope: 0-10% 

Cover type symbol Stand Description Volume per acre Basal Area per acre 

CH 15+
2 

CH 5-11
2
 

Central Hardwood large Sawtimber 
Central Hardwood Poletimber 

4200 bf  
9 cords 

105 

 
 

                      
Basswood clump                           Buck rub on a sapling tree 
 
 
 

 STAND 1                  Flat Forest Range         44 Acres 
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Management Objective: 
 

The goals for this stand will be to manage for quality sawtimber products and firewood while allowing 
the stand to continue as a mixture of central hardwoods by using timber stand improvement work and selection 
harvests.  Some retention of oak trees is a goal.  Reduction or removal of exotic invasive species is another 
goal. 
 
 
Practices: 
 
2014+ Recommended Practice:  Remove or reduce exotic invasive plant species 
 
 Remove or kill invasive species such as honeysuckle, Japanese barberry, and garlic mustard in this 

stand in any year beginning in 2014. Pulling, cutting, and spraying herbicides on these plants are 
appropriate practices. Applying a variety of methods at various times of the year will yield the best 
results (pulling in spring, cutting in summer, foliar spraying in late fall or early spring).  Any work that a 
landowner completes with invasive species on their properties is evident in the land’s long term health.  
Priority is low to moderate for this stand since it is so wide spread.  Handouts that detail control 
methods on these invasive species have been included with this plan.  

 
 
2019 Recommended Practice:  All-aged harvest & group-openings  
 

Thin trees to an appropriate stocking of basal area (70-80 sq. ft.).  Cut trees of all sizes using this order 
of removal: cut trees that are high risk of dying or failing, trees competing with crop trees, cull & 
suppressed trees, trees with low vigor, and then enough trees to create the appropriate spacing. Create 
group openings, up to a ½ acre in size, in areas where regeneration of desirable species is already 
present or where there is a high density of ash trees (due to the onset of emerald ash borer). Ash 
should not be removed from this stand completely at this time since it would lower the stocking too 
much and because the emerald ash borer (EAB) has not been found within 15 miles.  Pay attention to 
the movement of EAB, especially in the Dubuque area, which may necessitate more ash trees to be 
removed sooner rather than later.  Retain large white oaks that have open grown characteristics (wolf 
trees), young healthy growing walnuts and red oaks.   Follow general recommendations for timber 
harvests on page 4. 
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Description: 
 
 This stand is composed of central hardwood and white spruce poletimber growing over herbaceous 
vegetation. The stand is the plantation on the north end of the property located alongside the creek. It contains 
primarily swamp white oak, white ash, walnut, and red oak but also has boxelder, and white spruce. Redoisier 
dogwood was also planted in the stand to benefit walnut. Diameters of trees range from three to seven inches, 
heights range from 30-35 feet tall, and a red oak was aged to be around 13 years old.  Trees are spaced 
around 7-10 feet apart.  A small creek runs through the center of the stand and has a mix of species including 
larger walnut, elm, and cottonwood. This drainage also has a lot of invasive species in it, including garlic 
mustard, multiflora rose, and autumn olive.  
 
Aspect: West    Common soil:  Chaseburg silt loam    Slope:  5-15% 

Cover type symbol Stand Description 
Volume per 

acre 
Basal Area per acre 

CH (SW) 5-11
3 

GH 
Central Hardwood (white spruce) Poletimber 

Herbaceous vegetation 
10 cords 

 
100 

 
 
Management Objective: 
 
 The goal for this stand will be to grow a healthy stand of mixed hardwood trees along the creek along 
with a few conifers for habitat. Protection of the water in the creek is a goal.  Keeping invasive species out of 
this area is another goal. 
 
 
Practices: 
 

2015 Recommended Practice:  Release crop trees 
 

Release 150-200 crop trees per acre by cutting or girdling trees that touch or come within 5-7 feet of 
the crop tree’s crown (branches) through the whole stand.  Crop trees after this cut should be spaced 
12-15 feet apart.  Crop trees are the best growing trees with good form that will produce the best 
merchantable timber, wildlife benefits, or aesthetics.  Crop tree species in this stand would be any 
healthy oak, black walnut, or black cherry.  Target ash trees for cutting due to the arrival of emerald ash 
borer. 
 

 
                                                                   Planted trees along creek 
 

 STAND 2            Planted trees along the Creek          16 Acres 
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Practices continued: 
 
2030 Recommended Practice:  Release crop trees 
 

 Release 75-100 crop trees per acre (20-25 foot spacing) by cutting, girdling, or spraying a basal 
herbicide on undesirable trees that touch or come within 5-7 feet of the crop tree’s crown (branches).   

 Follow instructions from the last recommended practice.  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 Description: 
 
 This stand is an open field that had previously been used for grazing.  Exact vegetation was not 
determined but grasses could be seen and autumn olive was seen along the forest edge.  The pockets of trees 
that dot the open field are composed mostly ash with some aspen. 
 
Aspect: North & Northwest  Common soil: Fayette silt loam, uplands    Slope: 0-10% 

Cover type symbol Stand Description Volume per acre Basal Area per acre 

G Upland grasses 
 
 

 

 
 

Management Objective: 
 

The goal for this stand will be to convert open fields to woodland for the purpose of connecting the 
forested acreage to provide a larger contiguous forested area OR use the fields for some other productive use. 
 Reduction or removal of exotic invasive species is another goal. 
  
 
Practices: 
 
2014+ Recommended Practice:  Remove or reduce exotic invasive plant species 
 
 Remove or kill invasive species such as autumn olive in this stand in any year beginning in 2014. 

Pulling, cutting, and spraying herbicides on these plants are appropriate practices. Applying a variety of 
methods at various times of the year will yield the best results. Priority for this practice is high for this 
stand if tree planting is going to occur because we do not want the field to be populated with autumn 
olive.  If tree planting does not occur then this practice is a lower priority.  Handouts that detail control 
methods on this species have been included with this plan.  

 
2014 Recommended Practice:  Plant seed 
 
 Collect and plant seed such as walnuts, acorns, hickory nuts, etc. in this stand after mowing/clearing of 

grass has occurred.  If this is to be done, it will most likely take place in autumn when the majority of 
seed is available.  Seeds should be planted at a depth of twice the width of the seed.  Seed scattered 
on top of the ground is highly likely to be used as forage by squirrels and other animals and that is why 
it should be planted.  Plant seeds 5-10 feet apart from each other depending on seed amount attained. 
 A more detailed plan can be drawn up if this is to take place to address spacing and vegetation control. 

 

 STAND 3                        Open Area         6 Acres 
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Practices continued: 
 
2015 Recommended Practice:  Plant trees 
  
 Plant red oak, white oak, walnut, cherry, white pine, and other trees in areas that were not planted with 

seed.  This practice is meant to fill in and diversify the area from the seeding practice.  Consult a 
professional forester to see amount of trees needed if any at all.  This practice will most likely be done 
in the spring. 

 
 

 
 Description: 
 
 This stand is composed of oak large sawtimber growing over northern hardwood poletimber.  It is 
located on the elevated portion of the property or “The Mound” (please see map). The overstory includes 
basswood, red oak, sugar maple, white oak, black oak, burr oak, black walnut, white ash, black cherry, 
American elm, black ash (on the east side of the hill) and white pine.  There is small white pine plantation along 
County Hwy. Z along the northeast boundary. There are multiple buildings on the hill with an old water 
reservoir shed at the top, with a trail leading up to it.  A vast amount of deer activity (tracks, rubs, and 
droppings) was seen all over this area.  Some of the oak was dying and some looked healthy, which indicates 
multiple ages.  A 26-inch red oak was aged to be around 65 years old.  Some of the black walnut looked very 
healthy. 

There are an estimated 770 seedlings/saplings per acre in this stand with white ash, basswood, 
bitternut hickory, sugar maple, boxelder, and Ohio buckeye present in the understory.  Garlic mustard, 
gooseberry, raspberry, multiflora rose, and honeysuckle were seen on the forest floor. 
 
Aspect:  Various   Common soil:  Derinda-Rock outcrop-Elizabeth complex             Slope: 10-40% 

Cover type symbol Stand Description Volume per acre Basal Area per acre 

O 15+
2 

NH 5-11
2
 

Oak large Sawtimber 
Northern Hardwood Poletimber 

3110 bf  
16 cords 

115 

 
 

Management Objective: 
 

The goal for this stand will be to use uneven-aged management to regenerate a mixture of shade-
tolerant species depending on growing conditions at specific locations while producing some timber and 
firewood.  Recreational access through use of trails is a goal of this stand. Another goal will be to reduce or 
eliminate exotic invasive species. 
 

 
         Rock formation on the Mound 

 

 STAND 4                           Mound         33 Acres 
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Practices: 
 
2014+ Recommended Practice:  Remove or reduce exotic invasive plant species 
 
 Remove or kill invasive species such as garlic mustard, honeysuckle, and multiflora rose in this stand in 

any year beginning in 2014. Pulling, cutting, and spraying herbicides on these plants are appropriate 
practices. Applying a variety of methods at various times of the year will yield the best results. Deer, 
squirrel, and humans move garlic mustard seed readily so it is important to treat garlic mustard near 
and around trails. It also might be best to work from the top of the mound downwards due to water 
movement of seed. Handouts that detail control methods on all these invasive species have been 
included with this plan.  

 
2016 Recommended practice:  Cut small elm and culls 
 

Cut or girdle elm and cull trees in this stand to give light to sugar maple and basswood seedlings and 
pole-sized trees.  Snags (dead standing trees) left by girdling provide feeding, nesting, roosting, 
denning, and perching sites for many birds and mammals.  Girdle trees by cutting a ring one inch deep 
into the wood around the entire tree at a comfortable height.  Then cut a similar ring a half a foot above 
or below the first one.  Girdling should not be practiced in areas where there is a high risk the tree could 
fall and hurt someone or damage something in the future. 

 
 
2019 Recommended Practice:  All-aged harvest  
 

Thin trees to an appropriate stocking of basal area (70-80 sq. ft.).  Cut trees of all sizes using this order 
of removal: cut trees that are high risk of dying or failing, trees competing with crop trees, cull & 
suppressed trees, trees with low vigor, and then enough trees to create the appropriate spacing. 
Coordinate this harvest to occur at the same time as the timber harvest in stand 1. Retain large white 
oaks that have open grown characteristics (wolf trees), young healthy growing walnuts and red oaks.   
Follow general recommendations for timber harvests on page 4. 

   
 

   
Old reservoir shed on top of the hill 
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           Old trail sign 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 Description: 
 
 This stand is composed of oak large sawtimber growing over grasses.  It is located just north of County 
Hwy Z with an interior road headed through this stand to a shed and garden (please see map). The overstory 
includes burr oaks, black oak, shagbark hickory, and some maples.  Honeysuckle and garlic mustard were 
seen nearby but the exact vegetation on the ground was not determined.  Trees in the open area are spaced 
20-40 feet apart. There is evidence that this area was mowed this last year. 
 
 
Aspect: North    Common soil:  Fayette silt loam, uplands    Slope: 0-5% 

Cover type symbol Stand Description Volume per acre Basal Area per acre 

O 15+
2 

GG 
Oak large Sawtimber 

Grasses 
7600 bf  

 
95 

 
 

Management Objective: 
 
 The goal for this stand will be to manage it as a savanna for its habitat benefits and possibly expand it.  
Removal or reduction of invasive species is also a goal. 
 
Practices: 
 
2014+ Recommended Practice:  Remove or reduce exotic invasive plant species 
 
 Remove or kill invasive species such as honeysuckle and garlic mustard in this stand in any year 

beginning in 2014. Pulling, cutting, and spraying herbicides on these plants are appropriate practices. 
Applying a variety of methods at various times of the year will yield the best results.   Priority is high for 
this stand since it is unique habitat.  It is recommended that you work from inside of the savanna to its 
boundaries.  Handouts that detail control methods on these invasive species have been included with 
this plan.  

 STAND 5                        Savanna         4 Acres 
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 Practices continued: 
 
2014+ Recommended Practice: Continue savanna management  
 
 Map and decide how much area can be reasonably managed as savanna.  If you choose to expand this 

area, there might be an area to the west that would be suitable.  These types of habitat require 
intensive maintenance, which is one of the reasons they are so rare.  Eliminating or restricting woody 
vegetation by using prescribed fire and mowing is recommended. This type of habitat provides the 
Mound a unique place to show visitors. 

 
 
2016 Recommended Practice:  Cut a few trees 
 
 Remove maple trees, smaller hickory and oak trees to get trees spaced 50-100 feet apart.  This will 

help with prescribed fire/mowing efforts and allow more sunlight to the ground which will encourage 
more prairie species. 

 
 
 

 
  Savanna in the winter 
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 Description: 
 
 This stand is composed of oak large sawtimber growing over central hardwood poletimber.  It is located 
adjacent to County Hwy Z in two sections separated by stand 7 – the savanna (please see map). The 
overstory includes black oak, shagbark hickory, white oak, burr oak, boxelder, black walnut, sugar maple, 
basswood, Norway maple, black cherry, and white ash.  There is a small red pine plantation along the entrance 
drive and a group of spruce along the eastern section.  Some dead oaks were seen in this stand, which are 
probably black oak at the end of their lives.  A 32 inch white oak was aged to be 159 years old. 

There are an estimated 400 seedlings/saplings per acre in this stand with sugar maple, black cherry, 
American elm, boxelder, shagbark hickory, and Norway maple present in the understory.  Garlic mustard, 
gooseberry, sweet cicely, and honeysuckle were seen on the forest floor. 
 
Aspect: West & Southwest  Common soil:  Fayette silt loam, uplands    Slope: 5-20% 

Cover type symbol Stand Description Volume per acre Basal Area per acre 

O 15+
3 

CH 5-11
1
 

Oak large Sawtimber 
Central Hardwood Poletimber 

6880 bf  
8 cords 

130 

 
 

Management Objective: 
 

The goals for this stand will be to manage for quality sawtimber products and firewood while allowing 
the stand to continue as a mixture of central hardwoods by using timber stand improvement work and selection 
harvests AND one goal may be to extend the savanna area as much as possible.  Reduction or removal of 
exotic invasive species is another goal. 
 
 

 
  Large white oaks along County Highway Z 

 

 STAND 6                          County Z         14 Acres 
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Practices: 
 
2014+ Recommended Practice:  Remove or reduce exotic invasive plant species 
 
 Remove or kill invasive species such as garlic mustard and honeysuckle in this stand in any year 

beginning in 2014. Pulling, cutting, and spraying herbicides on these plants are appropriate practices. 
Priority is moderate for this stand, except there is a higher priority of removal near the savanna area.    

 Handouts that detail control methods on these invasive species have been included with this plan.   
 
2015+ Recommended Practice: Expand savanna area  
 

Map and decide how much area can be reasonably managed as savanna.  If you choose to expand this 
area, there might be an area to the west that would be suitable.  The area to the east has scenic red 
pine along the drive which may cut the link of habitat and stop any attempt to expand the savanna in 
that direction.  Prescribed fire and mowing is recommended after some of the smaller trees have been 
removed. 
 

2019 Recommended Practice:  All-aged harvest  
 

Thin trees to an appropriate stocking of basal area (70-80 sq. ft.).  Cut trees of all sizes using this order 
of removal: cut trees that are high risk of dying or failing, trees competing with crop trees, cull & 
suppressed trees, trees with low vigor, and then enough trees to create the appropriate spacing. 
Coordinate this harvest to occur at the same time as other timber harvests on the property. Retain large 
white oaks that have open grown characteristics (wolf trees).  Aesthetics may be more of an issue with 
this harvest due to its proximity to the road, which may require leaving a swath uncut near the road.    

 
 
 

 
 Description: 
 
 This stand is composed of lowland brush/grass with some bottomland hardwood saplings and 
seedlings.  It is the open areas surrounding the ravine south of County Hwy. Z (please see map). The 
seedlings and saplings include boxelder, black walnut, mulberry, black locust, and red cedar.  The saplings are 
growing in groups between open grassy areas. Some of the groups of trees include walnut groves that look 
healthy.  Multiflora rose was also seen in this stand.  
 
Aspect: West, various   Common soil:  Fayette silt loam, uplands    Slope: 0-10% 

Cover type symbol Stand Description 
Volume per 

acre 
Basal Area per acre 

LB
 

BH 0-5
1
 

Lowland brush 
Bottomland Hardwood saplings & seedlings 

  

 
 

Management Objective: 
 
 The goal for this stand will be to grow better quality trees and enlarge the forest habitat around the 
ravines.   
 
 
 
 

 STAND 7                  Ravine Surroundings         14 Acres 
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Practices: 
 
2014+ Recommended Practice:  Remove or reduce exotic invasive plant species 
 
 Remove or kill invasive species such as multiflora rose and mulberry in this stand in any year beginning 

in 2014. Pulling, cutting, and spraying herbicides on these plants are appropriate practices. Applying a 
variety of methods at various times of the year will yield the best results. Priority is moderate for this 
stand.  Handouts that detail control methods on these invasive species have been included with this 
plan.   

 
2015 Recommended Practice:  Plant trees 
 

 Direct seed walnuts in openings and hand plant a mixture of pine, oak, and other hardwood  
seedlings in areas that a tractor cannot drive through.  A more detailed planting plan can be developed if 
planting is to be done.  Cost-share opportunities exist through government programs.  Contact a 
professional forester for a plan and other advice. 

 
2016 Recommended Practice: Prune walnut trees 
 

Prune trees during the winter to promote health and desired form.  Corrective prune the tops of walnut 
trees by keeping one central leader and cutting back any branch that competes with it.  Lateral prune 
lower branches smaller than 2 inches (can be a little larger) 5-9 feet high depending on tree height.  
This creates more knot-free valuable wood.   
 
 
 

 
 Description: 
 

This stand is composed of bottomland hardwood large sawtimber growing over central hardwood 
poletimber.  It is located in the multiple ravines south of County Hwy Z (please see map). The overstory 
includes boxelder, cottonwood, willow, white oak, burr oak, black walnut, black cherry, white ash, elm, black 
locust, hackberry, and black oak.  This stand surrounds the power plant and has very large oak trees near the 
parking lot.  This stand also surrounds a cemetery and a farm field.  Many deer tracks were seen in this area.  
The section just east of the cemetery would be a good place to collect walnuts (for planting or eating). 

There are an estimated 380 seedlings/saplings per acre in this stand with boxelder and bitternut 
present in the understory.  Gooseberry, elderberry, garlic mustard, raspberry, Japanese barberry, grapevines, 
hazelnut, highbush cranberry, and honeysuckle were seen on the forest floor. 
 
Aspect: South, various   Common soil:  Fayette silt loam, uplands                 Slope: 10-30% 

Cover type symbol Stand Description Volume per acre Basal Area per acre 

BH 15+
2 

CH 5-11
1
 

Bottomland Hardwood large Sawtimber 
Central Hardwood Poletimber 

1480 bf  
3 cords 

85 

 
 

Management Objective: 
 

The goal for this stand will be to retain large trees as long as possible and to regenerate to quality 
bottomland hardwoods by using group-openings to produce quality sawtimber and possibly firewood.  
Regeneration of quality trees in this stand also creates quality wildlife habitat. Eliminating or reducing exotic 
invasive plant species is another goal. 
 

STAND 8                  Southern Ravine          12 Acres 
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Practices: 

 
2014+ Recommended Practice:  Remove or reduce exotic invasive plant species 
 
 Remove or kill invasive species such as Japanese barberry, honeysuckle, and garlic mustard in this 

stand in any year beginning in 2014. Pulling, cutting, and spraying herbicides on these plants are 
appropriate practices. Applying a variety of methods at various times of the year will yield the best 
results.  Any work that a landowner completes with invasive species on their properties is evident in the 
land’s long term health.  Priority is moderate for this stand.  It is recommended that you work from the 
top of the ravine down slope.  Handouts that detail control methods on these invasive species have 
been included with this plan.   

 
2014+ Recommended Practice:  Collect walnuts 
 
2017 Recommended Practice:  Cut cull trees 
 

Cut or girdle trees with defects and/or poor form.  Boxelder and poor-formed black cherry will be 
targets. This will hopefully create space for better trees such as walnut, oak, and hackberry to seed in 
and grow.  Planting walnuts in openings is a good way to encourage a better tree mix. 
 

 
        Large white oak behind power plant in the winter mist
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Plan Prepared By:  
 

  

          
 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________________    ________________________ 
Signature of Stewardship Forester     Date Signed 
 
  
 
As owner(s) of this property, I hereby accept this Forest Stewardship management plan, recognizing that this is a voluntary program.  I understand that 
public funds paid for the development of this plan because good forest management is also in the public interest.  I agree to proceed diligently toward 
accomplishing my management objectives. 
 
To be signed by the individual landowners (or legal agent, if any) as listed on the deed or other instrument of title.  If a corporation, must be signed by the 
President and Secretary. 
 
 
           ________________________ 
Signature  (not necessary unless applying for cost-share grants) Date Signed 
 
 
      
 
(Attach additional signature pages, if needed.)  
 
 
 
        ________________________ 
Signature of DNR Forester (not necessary unless applying for cost-share grants)  Date Signed 
 

Summary of Recommended Forestry Activities 
 
                     Stand  
Year             No.                   Practice Completion 

 
2014+ 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 Remove or reduce exotic invasive plant species  
2014 3 Plant seed  
2014+ 5    Continue savanna management   
2014+ 8 Collect walnuts  
2015 2 Release crop trees  
2015 3 & 7 Plant trees  
2015+ 6 Expand savanna area  
2016 4 Cut small elm and culls  
2016 5 Cut a few trees  
2016 7 Prune walnut trees  
2017 8 Cut cull trees  
2019 1 All-aged harvest & group-openings  
2019 4 & 6 All-aged harvest  
2030 2 Release crop trees  

 

Patrick Dayton 

Stewardship Forester 

Southwest Badger RC&D 

220 Airport Rd. 

Viroqua, WI  54665 
Tel. 608-637-5479 

pdayton@vernoncounty.org 
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Appendix D - Sinsinawa Mound Species List 
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Animal Species

Sinsinawa Mound

Compiled by
Mississippi Valley Conservancy

Obs Genus Species Common Name Group State Status Observer Date

X Bufo americanus American Toad Amphibian Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Corvus brachyrhynchos American Crow Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Turdus migratorius American Robin Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Poecile atricapillus Black-capped Chickadee Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Cyanocitta cristata Blue Jay Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Spizella passerina Chipping Sparrow Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Sialia sialis Eastern Bluebird Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Dumetella carolinensis Gray Catbird Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Myiarchus crinitus Great Crested Flycatcher Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Passerina cyanea Indigo Bunting Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Cardinalis cardinalis Northern Cardinal Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Columba livia Pigeon Bird Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Buteo jamaicensis Red-Tailed Hawk Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Baeolophus bicolor Tufted Titmouse Bird Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Sitta carolinensis White-breasted Nuthatch Bird Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Colaptes auratus Yellow-shafted Flicker Bird Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Tamias striatus Eastern Chipmunk Mammal Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Anguispira alternata Flamed Tigersnail Mollusc Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Pipilo erythrophthalmus Eastern /Rufous-sided Towhee Bird Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Contopus virens Eastern Wood Pewee Bird Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Pheucticus ludovicianus Rose-Breasted Grosbeak Bird Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Melospiza melodia Song sparrow Bird Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Thryothorus sp Wren Bird Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Marmota monax Woodchuck Mammal Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Wood Tick Abbie Church 5/13/2015

69



Plant Species 

Sinsinawa Mound

Compiled by
Mississippi Valley Conservancy

Observed on 

Property Genus Species Common Name Nativity Life Cycle State Listing Observer Observed Date

X Agrimonia gryposepala Agrimony Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Medicago sativa Alfalfa Non-native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Heuchera richardsonii Alumroot Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Tilia americana American Basswood Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Campanula americana American Bellflower Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Ulmus americana American Elm Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Scrophularia lanceolata American Figwort Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Panax quinquefolius American Ginseng Native perennial SPECIAL CONCERN Abbie Church 8/19/2014

x Osmorhiza longistylis Anise Root Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Galium aparine Annual Bedstraw/ Cleavers Native annual Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Erigeron annuus Annual Fleabane Native Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Malus sp Apple Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Elaeagnus umbellata Autumn Olive Invasive perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Geum sp Avens sp Native Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Galium sp Bedstraw Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Bidens sp Beggar-ticks Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Monarda fistulosa Bergamot/Bee Balm Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Populus grandidentata Big-Tooth Aspen Native perennial Potentially Invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Carya cordiformis Bitternut Hickory Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Solanum dulcamara Bittersweet Nightshade Non-native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Prunus serotina Black Cherry Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Robinia pseudoacacia Black Locust Non-native perennial invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Quercus velutina Black Oak Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Juglans nigra Black Walnut Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Rudbeckia hirta Black-eyed Susan Native biennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Sanguinaria canadensis Bloodroot Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Picea pungens Blue Spruce Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Lactuca biennis Blue Woodland Lettuce Native annual/biennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Eupatorium perfoliatum Boneset Native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Acer negundo Box Elder Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn Invasive perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Scirpus sp Bulrush Native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Quercus macrocarpa Bur Oak Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Arctium minus Burdock Non-native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Aster lateriflorus Calico Aster Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Cirsium arvense Canada Thistle Invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Smilax sp. Carrion flower Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Catalpa speciosa Catalpa perennial Non-Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Nepeta cataria Catnip Non-native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Matricaria chamomilla Chamomile Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Malva neglecta Cheeses Non-native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Cichorium intybus Chicory Non-native perennial Invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Potentilla sp Cinquefoil sp Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Pilea pumila Clearweed Native annual Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Lycopodium sp Club moss sp. Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Sanicula gregaria Clustered Black Snakeroot Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Aquilegia canadensis Columbine (Wild) Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Taraxacum officinale Common Dandelion Non-native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Chenopodium album Common Lambsquarters Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Asclepias syriaca Common Milkweed Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014
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Plant Species 

Sinsinawa Mound

Compiled by
Mississippi Valley Conservancy

X Ambrosia artemisiifolia Common Ragweed Native annual Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Coronilla varia Crown Vetch Invasive perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Silphium perfoliatum Cup-Plant Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Rumex crispus Curly Dock Non-native perennial invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Cardimine concatenata Cut-Leaved Toothwort Native Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Erigeron strigosus Daisy Fleabane Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Dicentra cucullaria Dutchman's Breeches Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Populus deltoides Eastern Cottonwood Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Juniperus virginiana Eastern Red Cedar Native perennial Potentially Invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Sambucus canadensis Elderberry Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Sambucus sp Elderberry sp Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Solidago ulmifolia Elm-leaved Goldenrod Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Plantago lanceolata English Plantain Non-native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Digitaria cognatum Fall Witchgrass Abbie Church 10/1/2014

x Heliopsis helianthoides False (Oxeye) Sunflower Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Maianthemum/Smilacina racemosum False Solomon's Seal Native perrennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Glyceria striata Fowl Mannagrass Native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Cystopteris fragilis Fragile Fern Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Aster pilosus Frost Aster Native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

x Alliaria petiolata Garlic Mustard Invasive biennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Setaria faberi Giant Foxtail Non-native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Ambrosia trifida Giant Ragweed Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Ribes sp Gooseberry/Currant Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Vitis sp Grape Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Cornus racemosa Gray Dogwood Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Lobelia siphilitica Great Blue Lobelia Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash, Red Ash Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Eupatorium purpureum Green Joe-Pye-Weed Native perrennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Celtis occidentalis Hackberry (Northern) Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Aster drummondii Hairy Heart-leaved Aster Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Prunella vulgaris Heal-all perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Aster ericoides Heath Aster Native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Smilax tamnoides Hellfetter Native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Cannabis sativa Hemp Introduced annual Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Viburnum trilobum Highbush Cranberry Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Verbena stricta Hoary Vervain Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Amphicarpaea bracteata Hog Peanut Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Cryptotaenia canadensis Honewort Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Lonicera sp Honeysuckle Invasive perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Conyza canadensis Horseweed Native annual Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Abutilon theophrastis Indian Mallow Non-native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

71



Plant Species 

Sinsinawa Mound

Compiled by
Mississippi Valley Conservancy

X Lobelia inflata Indian Tobacco Native annual Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Ostrya virginiana Ironwood Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Arisaema triphyllum Jack-in-the-Pulpit Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Berberis thunbergii Japanese Barberry invasive perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Impatiens pallida Jewelweed (yellow) Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Polygonum virginianum Jumpseed/Woodland Knotweed Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Poa pratensis Kentucky Bluegrass Non-native perennial invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Athyrium filix-femina Lady Fern Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Uvularia grandiflora Large-flowered Bellwort Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Trillium grandiflorum Large-flowered Trillium Native Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Syringa sp Lilac Non-native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Prenanthes alba Lion's Foot/ White Lettuce Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Schizachyrium/Andropogon scoparium Little Bluestem Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Podophyllum peltatum Mayapple Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Lysimachia nummularia Moneywort Non-native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Menispermum canadense Moonseed Native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Leonurus cardiaca Motherwort Non-native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Morus sp Mulberry sp Non-native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Verbascum thapsus Mullein Non-native biennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Rosa multiflora Multiflora Rose Invasive perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Typha angustifolia Narrow-leaved Cattail Invasive Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Aster novae-angliae New England Aster Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Trillium cernuum Nodding Trillium Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Lycopus uniflorus Northern Bugle-Weed Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Dactylis glomerata Orchard Grass Non-native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Cornus alternifolia Pagoda Dogwood Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Echinacea pallida Pale Purple Coneflower Threatened Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Helianthus strumosus Pale-leaved Woodland Sunflower Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Vinca minor Periwinkle Invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Desmodium glutinosum Pointed tick trefoil Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Toxicodendron/ Rhus radicans Poison Ivy Vine Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Spartina pectinata Prairie Cordgrass Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Silphium terebinthinaceum Prairie Dock Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Agastache scrophulariaefolia Purple Giant Hyssop Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Eragrostis spectabilis Purple Lovegrass Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Daucus carota Queen Anne's Lace Non-native biennial Invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Rubus sp Raspberry/Blackberry Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Botrychium virginianum Rattlesnake Fern Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Actaea rubra Red Baneberry Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Ulmus rubra Red Elm Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Lonicera dioica Red Honeysuckle Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Quercus rubra Red Oak Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass Invasive perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Leersia oryzoides Rice Cut-grass Native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

x Anemone americana Round-lobed Hepatica Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Juncus sp Rush sp Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Salvia sp Sage sp. Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Salix exigua Sandbar Willow Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Carex sp Sedge Sp Native perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014
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X Onoclea sensibilis Sensitive Fern Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Carya ovata Shagbark hickory Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Anemone acutiloba Sharp-lobed Hepatica Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Galium concinnum Shining/Pretty Bedstraw Native perrennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Ulmus pumila Siberian elm Invasive perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Ranunculus abortivus Small-flowered Buttercup Native perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Polygonum sp Smartweed sp Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Bromus inermis Smooth Brome Invasive perennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Polygonatum biflorum Solomon's Seal Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Eupatorium maculatum Spotted Joe-pye-weed Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Maianthemum stellatum Starry False Solomon's seal Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Urtica dioica Stinging Nettle Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Acer saccharum Sugar Maple Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Aster puniceus Swamp Aster Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Ranunculus hispidus Swamp Buttercup perennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Asclepias incarnata Swamp Milkweed Native perennial hazardous Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Quercus bicolor Swamp White Oak Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Osmorhiza claytonii Sweet Cicely Native biennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Melilotus sp Sweet Clover Invasive Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Panicum virgatum Switchgrass Native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Solidago canadensis Tall Goldenrod (Canadian) Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Oxalis stricta Tall Wood-Sorrel Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Triosteum perfoliatum Tinkersweed Native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Liriodendron tulipifera Tuliptree Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Smilax ecirrhata Upright Carrion Flower Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Viola sororia Violet Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Parthenocissus quinquefolia Virginia Creeper Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Hydrophyllum virginianum Virginia Waterleaf Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Clematis virginiana Virgins Bower Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Pascopyrum smithii Western Wheatgrass Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Actaea pachypoda White Baneberry Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Carex albursina White Bear Sedge Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Silene pratensis White Campion Invasive biennial Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Quercus alba White Oak Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Eupatorium rugosum White Snakeroot Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Erythronium albidum White Trout  Lily Native Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Verbena urticifolia White Vervain Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Hackelia virginiana Wild Comfrey Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Asarum canadense Wild Ginger Native perennial Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Rudbeckia laciniata Wild Goldenglow Native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

x Allium tricoccum Wild Leek Native Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Lactuca canadensis Wild Lettuce Native Abbie Church 10/1/2014

x Maianthemum canadense Wild Lily of the Valley (mayflower) Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Pastinaca sativa Wild Parsnip Invasive Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Fragaria virginiana Wild Strawberry Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

X Dioscorea villosa Wild Yam/Colic Root Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014

x Anemone quinquefolia Wood Anemone Native Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Dryopteris sp Wood Fern Native Abbie Church 5/13/2015

x Lilium philadelphicum Wood Lily perrennial Abbie Church 5/13/2015

X Cyperus esculentus Yellow Nut Sedge Abbie Church 10/1/2014

X Solidago flexicaulis Zigzag Goldenrod Native Abbie Church 9/30/2014
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The Lost Oak Savanna: Savanna Restoration in Sinsinawa, Wisconsin  

By: Jessica Ausel
i 

Introduction 

 Sinsinawa Mound in southwestern Wisconsin is an impressive land feature in the driftless 

area where oak savannas and prairies once dominated the landscape.
2
  Today the Mound’s 

ecosystem is primarily dense woodland, and the surrounding lowlands are agriculture and 

pasture.  There is currently a 3.3 acre area of remnant oak savanna at the base of Sinsinawa 

Mound that has been left to overgrow for many years (Figure 1).  This area has been lightly 

managed in the past, but the invasion of non-native species threatens to destroy the remnant 

native ecosystem.  I propose returning fire to the land through prescribed burns, and seeding with 

a native savanna plant mix appropriate for the conditions of the site in order to replenish the 

native seed bank and to provide competition to limit the encroachment of invasive species.   

This remnant savanna has the potential to become a great demonstration of native 

Ecology and wildlife that can bring the community together and attract people to Sinsinawa 

Mound.  Songbirds, red fox, bats, woodpeckers, and pollinators would be only some of the native 

wildlife to benefit from restoring this habitat.  All improvements to the area will benefit the 

community as this savanna is located near County Road Z and is therefore seen by many visitors 

and travelers.  This project can be accomplished in-house at minimal expense, while providing 

opportunities for community outreach, project expansion, and education for years to come. 

Ecology of Savanna Restoration 

Human settlement, agriculture, logging, and increasing numbers of invasive species have 

caused the oak savanna of the Midwest to all but disappear.
2
  An oak savanna native to 

southwestern Wisconsin is recognized as having large, widespread trees with an understory 

similar to a mesic prairie.
2
  The current remnant savanna in Sinsinawa contains the characteristic 

oak tree species, but the understory is being invaded by plant species that harm the savanna 

ecotype.  Vegetation surveys of Sinsinawa Mound conducted by Abbie Church of the Mississippi 

Valley Conservancy in 2014 show that many native savanna understory plants can be found on 

the Mound, but are threatened by the aggressive encroachment of invasive plants.
1
  These 

vulnerable plants include the endangered Purple Milkweed (Asclepias purpurascens), and the 

threatened Prairie Milkweed (Asclepias sullivantii) and Prairie Parsley (Polytaenia nuttallii).
1
 

With proper management, this area at Sinsinawa Mound has the potential to restore these 

threatened plants and the native wildlife that need them. 

Oak savannas were prominent in the Midwest before settlement due to high frequency of 

wildfire and animal grazing which prevented shade-tolerant trees, large shrubs, and aggressive 

grasses from taking over the understory.
2, 3

  Invasive plants found in this area includes the 

particularly aggressive Japanese Barberry (Berberis thunbergii), Black Locust (Robinia 

pseudoacacia), and Giant Ragweed (Ambrosia trifida).
1
  A prescribed burn would be the optimal 
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way for managing the invasive species while still benefiting the native savanna plants that often 

require fire disturbance for germination.
1, 2

  A strong advantage of a prescribed fire is that 

restorationists often observe that soil harbors dormant native seed from before the habitat 

became damaged, and that the seeds will germinate once fire is returned to the land.
4
   

Budgeting and Labor 

Implementation – Year 1 

 This restoration project could be accomplished in-house with minimal cost and labor 

through contracting trained students to perform a prescribed fire, followed by the grounds crew 

seeding the site with a native plant mix.  First, the most important thing to do to restore this site 

is to return fire to the land for reasons discussed above.  Reclamation students at the University 

of Wisconsin – Platteville have formed a trained burn crew that will do prescribed fire (under the 

supervision of their certified burn boss) for minimal cost.  A burn at this 3.3 acre site was 

estimated by the team’s supervisor to cost under $250 (Table 2).  Beginning this project with a 

fall burn would be optimal timing because seeding the site after a burn will yield the best results, 

as fire will eliminate invasive competition upon germination in the spring.
5
  Fall seeding is 

generally preferred because the seeds will be able to undergo freeze-thaw periods over the 

winter, which is a vital process for plants native to this climate.
6
  Seeding after a burn will also 

be beneficial to the seeds, as the burn will eliminate competition for germination in the spring. 

Seeding the site is important because the possibility of having a dormant native seed bank 

at the site is not enough to ensure a complete restoration.  Table 1 is a list of native savanna plant 

species in a seed mix supplied by Prairie Moon Nursery.
7
  This mix contains over thirty savanna 

species that are effective at competing with invasives, and would complement the native plants 

already at the site.  The cost of this seed mix is $1,430/acre, totaling $4,290 for the three acres of 

savanna.
7
  This one-time expense will save money on invasive management in the future because 

the plants will eventually compete against the invasive species, requiring less direct maintenance 

within the savanna for future years.  Overall, the combination of fire and seeding with this 

targeted mix in the fall would create the best conditions for ensuring a successful restoration.   

Management – Years 2-10 

In order to maintain the native understory for years after implementation, invasive 

species management must be included in this project.  Fire remains the best option for 

maintaining the native understory and trees in the savanna.  Three burns each decade, at $250 per 

burn, would be sufficient in keeping the invasives in check, and the savanna will only improve 

with each burn.
5 

 Other methods to control invasive species would include selective cutting or 

herbicide treatments by someone trained in plant identification.  This method could be possible 

at Sinsisnawa Mound through hiring an Ecology or Reclamation intern from a nearby university 

to work on the site part-time during the growing season.  One week of selective cutting should be 

sufficient at $460 per year, but this need may decrease or increase based on amounts of rainfall 
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affecting plant growth.  Optimal management in the future would be a combination of prescribed 

fire and seasonal selective cutting, bringing the total 9 year management cost to $4,460 (Table 

2).  The unique approach to hiring students for labor lessens the cost of management while 

simultaneously giving students hands-on experience in Ecology and restoration. 

Educational Benefits  

 This newly restored savanna would be a source of education for students of all ages 

throughout the community. The active restoration of the savanna could be a source for 

experience and education for college students through the prescribed fire and/or an Ecology 

internship.  Once restored, the savanna would be a good place to demonstrate native plant and 

animal species within a landscape that is dominantly agriculture.  Grade school environmental 

science classes could schedule field trip days to visit the Mound, and see an example of 

responsible land management for themselves.  This would provide teachers with a new route of 

educating their students, and would also attract more people to visiting the Mound. 

The opportunities for education with this project are only as limited as the imagination of 

those involved.  An example to increase the educational value of this project would be to 

contract local high school students to build wildlife habitat to add to the restoration.  For 

example, bats are not a purely savanna species, but the savanna would be an excellent place for 

bat houses: there is ample space; the savanna is away from the main buildings; and the savanna 

is in close proximity to vegetable gardens where bats would provide organic insect control.  

Restoration activities could take many different facets to incorporate many different educational 

groups.  Therefore, having a pristine oak savanna amidst so much agriculture and dense 

woodland would provide habitat diversity for wildlife, as well as inspiration for those who 

witness it.  

Conclusion 

In the future, the scope of this project could be increased to restore other, more degraded, 

areas on the Mound property (Figure 1).  There are many advantages to starting with small-scale 

projects and then moving towards achieving larger goals.  Any problems experienced during a 

pilot project would be relatively manageable because of the small scale, so problems experienced 

in the short-term would provide valuable learning experiences for future expansion.  On average, 

restoration success is not an immediate observation, so any expansion to this project should 

begin only after progress is viewed in this test area.  The most success is often observed around 

the fifth year after the initial burn and seeding.
4, 5

  Furthermore, once this site is restored, it could 

potentially provide a source for seed collection for seeding other savanna areas around the 

Mound to reduce the cost of purchasing seeds through a nursery.  Overall, a successful in-house 

restoration at this remnant location would help the project gain popularity on the Mound, and 

would allow for future spending to return the lost oak savanna to Sinsinawa Mound.  
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Figure 1: A map of Sinsinawa Mound with the 3.3 acre area of interest outlined in red. 

Future expansion of this project could include hashed greenspace “Prairie & Savanna” areas 

directly adjacent to this plot, to create a total 10 acres of savanna (See Conclusion). 

 

Figure 2: A graphic of the project timeline, with the annual cost (y-axis) shown in red over 

ten years, starting in 2016 (x-axis). The arrows and text boxes overlain on the graph outline 

the activities that correspond with the cost for that year.  For specific pricing, see Table 2. 
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Implementation Cost: Year 1
Price per Unit Quantity Total Cost

Prescribed Burn $250 1 $250

Seed Mix $1430/ac 3 $4,290

Intern Labor: 

Spreading Seed $11/hr 8 $88

$4,628

Annual Invasive Species Management Cost: Years 2-10
Laborer Price per Unit Quantity Frequency Cost/Year

Prescribed Burn Reclamation Students $250 1 3/decade $250

Hand Cutting Grounds Crew Intern $11/hr 40hr/wk 1 wk/year $440

$440

$690

Cumulative Invasive Species Management Cost
Cost (Above) Quantity Total

$440 7 $3,080

$690 2 $1,380

9 Year Management Total $4,460

$9,08810 Year Total Cost

Non-Burn Management Total

Burn Management Total

Total Cost Year 1

Non-Burn Year Total

Burn Year Total

Table 1: A list of species included in Prairie Moon Nursery’s savanna seed mix.
7
  The mix 

calls for a seeding amount of 9.69lbs/ac.  

 

Table 2: An outline of the costs of different phases of the restoration project. 
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i
 Please send any correspondence to Jessica Ausel at: auselj@gmail.com 
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Appendix G - Solar Energy Proposal 
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Sinsinawa Dominicans  

Nursing home 

 

49,029 kWh per Year * 

RESULTS 
 

Month 

Solar Radiation 

( kWh / m2 / day ) 

AC Energy 

( kWh ) 

Energy Value 

( $ ) 

January 2.47 2,561 307 

February 3.48 3,203 384 

March 4.01 3,980 478 

April 5.15 4,750 570 

May 5.79 5,353 642 

June 6.37 5,515 662 

July 6.17 5,378 645 

August 5.92 5,223 627 

September 5.04 4,449 534 

October 4.12 3,899 468 

November 2.74 2,603 312 

December 2.06 2,115 254 

Annual 4.44 49,029 $ 5,883 
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                  Timmerman's Talents LLC Quotation

DATE 11/16/2015
Quotation # 3012

Timmerman's Talents LLC            Quotation valid until: 12/16/2015
5381 Beagle Lane
Platteville, WI 53818
(608) 642-2262

Quote written for; 
Sinsinawa Dominicans, Inc.

585 County Road Z
Sinsinawa WI, 53824

System Ship Date

       Todd J Timmerman 39.6 WK PV TBA

QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TAX AMOUNT

144 Suniva 275 watt solar panel $320 46,080.00          

3 Fronius 12 KW Symo inverter 3,855.00            11,565.00          

1 Snapnrac roof rail system 20,016.00          20,016.00          

1 DC Wiring 4,600.00            4,600.00            

1 AC wiring 15,889.00          15,889.00          

1 Installation 4,500.00            4,500.00            

1 Shipping 2,633.00            2,633.00            

Total 105,283.00$      

All quotes valid for 30 days.  Payment contract to follow and equipment must be paid for at time of order.

Quote written for nursing home. Size is estimate of what can fit on roof. If contracted exact measurements

will be taken to determine the amount of panels that can fit on the roof of the nursing home. 
 Sign and return quote to accept this bid.

If you have any questions concerning this quotation, Todd Timmerman at 608-642-2262 or
 info@timmermanstalents.com

Customer's Signature ___________________________________________________________________

Todd Timmerman ______________________________________________________________________

DESCRIPTION

SALESPERSON TERMS

Payment contract to follow
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Appendix H - Mississippi Valley Conservancy Proposal 
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Project proposal:  Partnership with Mississippi Valley Conservancy 

Background:  Pope Francis’ Encyclical on the environment could not have been timelier or more relevant to 

the issues plaguing our natural environment. Immediately in the introduction, he acknowledges, through the 

words of Saint Francis of Assisi “Praise be to you, my Lord, thorough our Sister, Mother Earth, who sustains 

and governs us, and who produces various fruit with coloured flowers and herbs.” Pope Francis continues, 

“This sister now cries out to us because of the harm we have inflicted on her by our irresponsible use and 

abuse of the goods with which God has endowed her”. He continues throughout the Encyclical to support the 

need and imperative and obligation of all people to look toward the protection of our biodiversity, continuing 

“Caring for ecosystems demands far-sightedness, since no one looking for quick and easy profit is truly 

interested in their preservation.”  

Within the Strategic Planning process, you have identified Principles of a Land-based Vision, including the 

stewardship of the land’s natural resource, sharing abundance with those in need, forming collaborative 

relationships, and recognition of the interconnectedness of the human community with the need for resiliency 

and regenerative practices for your habitat. 

Mississippi Valley Conservancy (MVC) is a non-profit land trust with a mission of “Conserving native and 

working landscapes that enrich our communities through private, voluntary action, for the health and well-

being of current and future generations.” MVC joins over 1,667 land trusts nationwide in the permanent 

protection of our nation’s natural resources. Land trusts have conserved land since 1891, and offer a higher 

form of legal protection than ownership in the National Park Service or State Department of Natural 

Resources. Legal protection is achieved through permanent agreements called conservation easements. To 

date, we’ve protected over 16,000 acres in a nine-county area in southwest Wisconsin. 

Project Summary:  In the wisdom and vision of Father Mazuchelli, Pope Francis, and the vision and goals 

outlined in your Strategic Plan, MVC offers a two-fold partnership to the Dominican Sisters of Sinsinawa 

Mound to help to attain those goals outlined in your Vision. This partnership proposal would include: 

I. Advisory role – MVC staff is experienced specifically in the assessment of the diversity and 

health of the species and natural communities of this area. Specific areas of expertise include: 

a. Ecological restoration for the promotion of native biodiversity 

i. Connections to state, federal, and private grant funding to assist with land 

management activities 

ii. Past experience in land management to advise as to what practices work 

and what don’t 

b. Sustainable Land Uses 

i. Agricultural uses that promote, rather than reduce, biodiversity 

c. Environmental Education 

i. MVC’s successful Acorns to Oaks Program serves as a model of educating 

children about our natural environment 

ii. MVC’s successful Linked to the Land program and Seasons in the Coulee 

provide interpretive hikes to educate the public about local biodiversity 

 

II. Permanent preservation of the land through a Conservation Easement 
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a. Conservation easement - a legally-binding agreement between a property owner and a 

nonprofit organization - typically a land trust - that restricts development and other 

adverse land uses on the land covered by the easement. 

b. The document is customized based on your plans and vision for current and future land 

use, with an eye towards the protection of the natural resources.  

Conservation Easement Summary - As you explore and implement sustainable land uses and ecological 

restoration of the land, agriculture, & food production you have an opportunity to prevent future adverse land 

uses. As a society, we have learned that maximizing agricultural production or timber management is not 

always synonymous with land stewardship or the preservation of natural resources. We have an obligation to 

care for this diverse creation we were given. Over time, priorities may shift and needs may change. Initially, 

Father M purchased 800 acres of land; today Sinsinawa Mound is 450. A conservation easement ensures that 

as changes occur over time, the integrity of the natural communities as well as the sustainability of the land 

uses are permanently protected. MVC provides an independent third party insight to land use and 

stewardship. We learned quickly that ecological restoration and biodiversity is just as quickly done as undone. 

Without permanent protection, inputs into ecological restoration can become moot in the long-term as land is 

converted from prairie to cropland, from woodland to quarry, from farmland to residential development. 

The goal of the Conservation Easement is to prohibit adverse land uses of mining, residential development, 

and subdivision, while working with you to determine land use restrictions that will best fit the needs of the 

land itself and the wildlife therein as well as the needs of the women of Sinsinawa Mound and the mission to 

which they are called. Specific provisions of the Conservation Easement would be custom-written 

specifically for the needs for current and future plans for the land, including sustainable agricultural use. 

Conservation Easement Advantages: The advantage to a Conservation Easement is that it simplifies decision 

making for future leaders at Sinsinawa. For example:  

1. Agricultural Use – there are crops that generate top dollar, but at the expense of our water quality, 

biodiversity, or soil health. While a tenant may make a very convincing argument for the 

installation of a certain crop, MVC provides insight into the impact on the health of Sinsinawa 

Mound ecosystem itself. The easement can provide an “out” for Sinsinawa leadership to maintain 

sustainable land uses while also maintaining good relationships with tenants. 

2. Third party issues – MVC provides legal defense if the property is compromised by a third party 

(i.e. a neighbor decides to bulldoze out some trees on the Mound without permission.) Issues such 

as these are no longer just yours do address, but ours as well.  

3. Eminent domain – MVC involvement can influence and reduce the impact on the landscape if the 

property is taken by eminent domain for transmission lines, roadways, or other uses.   

4. Annual changes – MVC monitors every site we hold conservation easements on (nearly 100 sites) 

and provides advice and insight as to changes to the land (emerald ash borer, chestnut blight) to 

help landowners to be proactive about impending issues. 
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Appendix I - Food Consumption Study 
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Sinsinawa Mound Farmland Reclamation Study 

Author: Adam Zachary, UW Madison-Wisconsin School of Business 

December 2015 

 

Introduction and Current State 

Located on 450 acres of lush woodlands, orchards, vineyards, fields, and gardens, the Sinsinawa Mound, located 

in southwest Wisconsin, is home to the Sinsinawa Dominican Sisters. The Mound, in addition to serving as the home for 

retired Sisters, also offers retreats, conferences, and workshops to visitors from all faiths and traditions. In years past, 

the Mound utilized 200 acres of their own organic farmland, vineyards, and orchards to feed the inhabitants and guests 

of the Mound, but about 30 years ago the Mound made the decision to lease out their land to local farmers and have 

since relied on the purchase of food to feed Sisters and guests. Just recently, however, the Mound decided to end the 

practice of leasing out their land and, instead, are looking to reclaim the land and begin the practice of vegetable and 

fruit cultivation to reduce their purchases of these items from outside vendors.  

Beyond the purpose of simply providing food to feed the Sisters and guests of the Mound, the reclaimed land 

will also serve the separate, more significant purpose of training individuals, who are interested in becoming farmers 

how to support themselves and their families by working the land. Through a partnership with individuals who have the 

desire to learn farming practices, the Mound will offer land, training, and assistance to those wanting to grow their own 

food for personal use and, potentially, commercial sale.  

The main focus of this study analyzed the consumption patterns of the Mound’s Sisters and guests to determine 

the quantity of specific fruits and vegetables needed to offset some, if not all, of the purchases the Mound makes 

through commercial vendors. An additional layer of analysis was required due to the fact that the population of Sisters 

at the Mound is predicted to steadily decrease over the next 15 years, with guest numbers predicted to rise. Through 

regression analysis, the population of Sisters and guests was calculated in order to define the current and future needs 

of the Mound. 

An additional focus of this study was to calculate the total consumption of meat at the Mound, although a 

specific analysis of the land requirements and associated costs related to raising the requisite number of hogs and cows 

was out of scope for this study. Values provided reveal the total quantity of meat purchased by the Mound in the 

specific categories of beef, pork, sausage, and bacon. Moving forward, this will provide the Mound valuable information 

if they choose to use a portion of their farmland for raising animals for food. 

 

Current Demands of the Mound-Produce 

In order to understand the current purchasing patterns of the Mound, I analyzed two years of the Mound’s 

purchase data from Sysco, who is the primary provider of meats and produce to the Mound, and reveled a selection of 

16 different types of produce and four types of meat that were purchased in the highest volumes. One distinction that 

must be made at the outset is that volume purchased and quantity consumed are two separate values, and the focus of 

this study is on purchases, as they are the best indicator of the specific volume requirements of the Mound. Now, 

looking at purchase history, it is immediately evident that there are certain produce items that are in much higher 

demand than others.  
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-Items in green are those that the Mound has grown in the past five years. Items in blue represent produce varieties ordered in large quantities in 

2014 

 

The selection of produce chosen for this study represents items that have been grown at some point by the 

Mound over the last five years as well as specific items that were purchased in the largest volumes from Sysco over the 

past two years. The garden only produces a small fraction of the needs of the Mound, so supplemental purchases of 

those varieties must be made through Sysco. The quantities purchased are used to feed both the Sisters of Sinsinawa 

and the guests of the Mound. Later sections will discuss the implications of the changing population of the Mound on 

future purchases. 

 

Current Demands of the Mound-Meat 

In addition to the produce purchases of the Mound, meat purchases were also analyzed in this study. The 

following chart shows total meat purchases made by the Mound in 2013-2014 in four distinct categories: Beef, pork, 

sausage and bacon.  
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While sausage and bacon are primarily pork products, four categories of meat served to represent the current state 

more accurately, as sausage and bacon are processed meats that require additional ingredients and preparation. From 

the above data, it can be observed that nearly 10,000lbs of beef was purchased in 2014, representing +5.5% from 2013. 

In 2014, pork purchases were down -10.5%, bacon +3.8%, and sausage -15.2%. 

The future population of Sisters is predicted to decline while guest numbers are set to rise, so the future needs 

of the Mound will change in the coming years. The following section discusses the future state of food purchases 

necessary to sustain the Mound. 

 

Future Population of the Mound: Sisters and Guests 

 In the coming years, the population of Sisters at the Mound is predicted to decline (data provided by 
Sinsinawa), while the number of guests visiting Sinsinawa is predicted to rise. Currently, the Mound has a population of 
152 Sisters, which equates to ≈166,000 meals served per year. Based on population predictions for Sisters through 2030, 
total number of meals served will decline by -3.5% per year through 2023, with a decline of -9.5% per year beginning in 
2024. Predictions for total number of meals served in 2030 is just over 97,000 meals. 
 
 Visitors were served ≈13,000 meals in 2015, and that number is predicted to rise by 4.2% per year for the next 
15 years, coming to around 25,000 meals per year in 2030. That said, visitor predictions were based off of five years of 
data (95% confidence, 4 degrees of freedom), which creates parameter uncertainty and no way to cross-validate. The 
prediction is, however, the most accurate given the number of data points. 
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Total Meat Purchases at Sinsinawa: 2013-2014

2013 2014

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Sisters 174,105 166,440 177,500 171,368 169,725 165,455 158,885 153,191 148,263 142,131 134,904 140,051 132,824 124,611 115,851 106,434 97,346

Guests 13,194 12,785 14,168 14,964 15,760 16,555 17,351 18,147 18,942 19,738 20,534 21,329 22,125 22,921 23,717 24,512 25,308

Total Meals 187,299 179,225 191,668 186,331 185,485 182,010 176,235 171,337 167,205 161,869 155,438 161,380 154,949 147,532 139,568 130,946 122,653

% Sister 93.0% 92.9% 92.6% 92.0% 91.5% 90.9% 90.2% 89.4% 88.7% 87.8% 86.8% 86.8% 85.7% 84.5% 83.0% 81.3% 79.4%

% Customers 7.0% 7.1% 7.4% 8.0% 8.5% 9.1% 9.8% 10.6% 11.3% 12.2% 13.2% 13.2% 14.3% 15.5% 17.0% 18.7% 20.6%

% Change-Total Meals Served -4.31% 6.94% -2.78% -0.45% -1.87% -3.17% -2.78% -2.41% -3.19% -3.97% 3.82% -3.99% -4.79% -5.40% -6.18% -6.33%
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Land Requirements  
 
 Now that a specific subset of produce varieties has been identified, we must turn our attention to 
land requirements necessary to grow the quantity of produce Sinsinawa will need in the coming years. One 
important detail must not be overlooked here, and that is the fact that Wisconsin has a limited growing 
season, with most crops only having a 3-4 month harvest window. Because of this, total yearly purchases of 
produce at Sinsinawa can only be reduced by ≈25%. The availability of these products could be extended for 
some crops e.g. potatoes, carrots, radish, as they can be kept in ground for an extended period of time or 
stored in refrigeration for longer shelf life. But for the majority of produce varieties, consumption must take 
place during the growing season. There are ways to preserve items through pickling and canning, but those 
preservation methods will not serve as replacements for fresh produce items, only supplemental items e.g. 
pickles, tomato sauce, apple butter, etc.… 
 
 Under an intensive crop production scenario, there are 130 hundred-foot rows available for planting 
per acre. In the attached analysis, land requirements per crop and for the total selection can be found in 
“Current Crop Breakdown.” The land area necessary to grow the study’s entire selection of crops for an entire 
year of demand comes to 2.3 acres (299 hundred-foot rows).  If, however, we take into account seasonality, 
which narrows the window for harvest of fresh produce due to weather conditions, only ≈25% of yearly 
demand can be offset through crops grown at Sinsinawa. Land requirements necessary to reduce purchases by 
25% are around .4 acres (85 hundred-foot rows). While some costs per acre were available for the sample set 
of crops, other data was not. From what was available, costs associated with produce production enough to 
offset 25% of purchases comes in just over $800. To grow enough to satisfy the full year of demand, costs 
would be upwards of $4,700, and this does not include the unknown values for specific crops (grapes, apples, 
radish, spinach, kale and iceberg lettuce).6a65 
 
 The attached spreadsheets have broken down demand between Sisters and guests. In 2014, Sisters 
accounted for 93% of all meals served, with the remaining 7% were taken up by guest meals. Based on future 
population predictions, that ratio will be closer to 80/20 by the year 2030. Overall, based on future population 
predictions for Sisters and guests, total demand will fall more than 30% in the next 15 years.  
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Additional Research Needed 

Moving forward, there are a few key areas that would benefit from further analysis: 

1. Carry out a food waste audit to track what percentage of total purchases end up being thrown away. 

Further exploration could look at the possibility of using food waste to produce energy via bio- 

digestion.  

 

2. Further analysis of the land and resource requirements necessary to offset meat purchases of the 

Mound. This would take current data on meat purchases at the Mound and would look at the number 

of acres necessary for grazing as well as the number of head of cattle and pigs needed to produce the 

quantity of meat demanded by Sinsinawa. 

 

3. As the attached document from John Hendrickson of UW Madison’s Center for Integrated Agricultural 

Systems (CIAS) mentions, it’s difficult to give exact per acre production costs for crops. Going forward, 

it would be quite helpful to keep track of production expenses and yields for each crop in order to 

provide more data to John and CIAS to add to their store of data on crop production.  

 

Conclusion 

In the coming years, the Sinsinawa mound will see a declining population of Sisters and a growing 

number of visitors. In the coming years, these changes in population at the Mound will directly affect the 

volume of necessary food purchases, so it is exceedingly important to understand the implications of this 

changing population on future demand. The Mound, with 200 acres of organic farmland at their disposal, has 

the opportunity to offset purchases of produce from Sysco, who is their primary supplier of fresh produce. 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Sister Population 137 147.1 141.5 140 136.1 130.1 124.9 120.4 114.8 108.2 112.9 106.3 98.8 90.8 82.2 73.9

Addt'l Sisters Eating Meals 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15

TOTAL Population per Meal 152 162 157 155 151 145 140 135 130 123 128 121 114 106 97 89

% Change - 6.6% -3.5% -1.0% -2.5% -4.0% -3.6% -3.2% -4.1% -5.1% 3.8% -5.2% -6.2% -7.0% -8.1% -8.5%

Total Sister Meals per Year 166,440 177,500 171,368 169,725 165,455 158,885 153,191 148,263 142,131 134,904 140,051 132,824 124,611 115,851 106,434 97,346

% of total 92.9% 92.6% 92.0% 91.5% 90.9% 90.2% 89.4% 88.7% 87.8% 86.8% 86.8% 85.7% 84.5% 83.0% 81.3% 79.4%

Total Guest Meals Per Year 12,785.00 14,168.10 14,963.80 15,759.50 16,555.20 17,350.90 18,146.60 18,942.30 19,738.00 20,533.70 21,329.40 22,125.10 22,920.80 23,716.50 24,512.20 25,307.90

% of total 7.1% 7.4% 8.0% 8.5% 9.1% 9.8% 10.6% 11.3% 12.2% 13.2% 13.2% 14.3% 15.5% 17.0% 18.7% 20.6%

Total Meals per year 179,225 191,668 186,331 185,485 182,010 176,235 171,337 167,205 161,869 155,438 161,380 154,949 147,532 139,568 130,946 122,653
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Although the farmland cannot obviate the need for produce purchases from Sysco altogether, it can serve to 

reduce the Mound’s reliance on them. In addition, these 200 organic acres will further the Mound’s mission of 

supporting the local community through training programs geared towards teaching men and women 

sustainable farming practices. The goal of this training is to provide men and women the opportunity to 

become farmers and, in so doing, help them learn valuable skills that they can use to support Sinsinawa and 

themselves both now and in the future.  
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Sinsinawa Mound Organic Farm Reclamation 
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Project Goal:
Determine the volume and assortment of vegetables to be 
grown in order to meet the needs of the changing Sinsinawa
Mound population
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Research: 
• Analyze current produce needs of Sinsinawa

• Produce Grown
• Produce Purchased

• Determine acreage requirements of potential 
crop production and potential production 
output of 200 acres
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Population Statistics:
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Total Population: St. Clara and Siena

Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Sister Population 161 145 137 144 137 147.1 141.5 140 136.1 130.1 124.9 120.4 114.8 108.2 112.9 106.3 98.8 90.8 82.2 73.9

% Change - -9.9% -5.5% 5.1% -4.9% 7.4% -3.8% -1.1% -2.8% -4.4% -4.0% -3.6% -4.7% -5.7% 4.3% -5.8% -7.1% -8.1% -9.5% -10.1%
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Service Statistics: 
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Current State: Grown vs Purchased

Grown-3,861 lbs (11%)

Purchased- 29,788 lbs (89%)

Grown-2,257 lbs (6%)

Purchased- 33,044 lbs (94%)

11%

89%

2013

grown purcahsed

6%

94%

2014

grown purcahsed

105



Produce: Grown vs Purchased 2013 
Vegetable Type Amount Grown (lbs) 2013 Amount Purchased (lbs) 2013

Cucumbers 325 400

Zucchini 250 185

Peppers 311 796

Tomatoes 1290 1249

Sweet Corn (dozen) 105 0

Onions 50 1448

Grapes 375 750

Spinach - 253

Radish - 127

Snap Peas - 30

Kale - 50

Carrots - 1190

Broccoli - 1120

Cauliflower - 1710

Apples - 6701
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Grown vs Purchased: 2013 Comparisons
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Produce: Grown vs Purchased 2014 
Vegetable Type Amount Grown (lbs) 2014 Amount Purchased (lbs) 2014

Cucumbers 100 394

Zucchini 175 250

Peppers 74 926

Tomatoes 658 1491

Sweet Corn (dozen) 79 0

Onions 77 1632

Grapes 225 765

Spinach - 295

Radish - 150

Snap Peas - 20

Kale - 65

Carrot - 1575

Broccoli - 1340

Cauliflower - 1950

Apples - 7719
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Acreage Requirements (based on 100ft rows)

• Under current demand:
• 2 acres

Provide fresh produce during growing season (purchase remainder)
• 4 acres

• Provide enough produce to meet yearly demand
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Future State Opportunities: Additional Crops 

Vegetable Type

Romaine

Red Leaf

Iceberg (heads)

Iceberg (Shredded)

Acorn Squash

Butternut Squash

Yellow Squash

Sweet Potato

Red Potato

Baking Potato

Amount Purchased (lbs) 2013

492

20

1032

280

710

20

25

760

2000

8000

Amount Purchased (lbs) 2014

446

60

36

90

850

95

5

1440

1450

8350
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Production Potential per Acre
Crop

Pounds per 
plant

Plants per 
acre

Total Yield per acre Cost

Grapes 5-30lbs 530-800 4,000-16,000lbs -

Apples 340 132 14,000lbs -

Cucumber 4 4250 17000lbs $2,866 

Zucchini 3.2 8,700 28,000lbs $2,376 

Bell Pepper 2 9000 18,000lbs $7,537 

Carrots 0.35 104000 36,000lbs $399 

Tomato 11 3,900 45,000lbs $7,047

Corn 1.5 5,500 8250lbs $2,472 

Onions 0.75 39,000 32,800lbs $3,767 

Radish 0.08 78000 6500 lbs -

Spinach 0.3 19,500 6500lbs -

Kale* 1.75 17400 12,000lbs -

Potatoes 2.9 13,000 37,500lbs $1,444 

Winter Squash 3.75 6500 24,000lbs $2,098 

Iceberg Lettuce (heads) 1 8,000 16,000 -

Snap Peas 0.35 17400 6,000lbs $2,018 

Broccoli 2.3 6,500 15,180lbs $4,731 

Cauliflower 2.5 5600 14,000 $5,277 112
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Conclusion:
• 200 acres of organic farmland has the potential 

to produce a large variety and quantity of fruits 
and vegetables

• The plot could be used to replace a majority of 
produce currently purchased from Sysco

• The new plot of farmland could serve to employ 
many people from the surrounding area

• The demands of the Sinsinawa Mound could 
easily be met with conversion of 3-4 acres of 
farmland. 
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Appendix J - Collaborative Farming Charrette Meeting 
Minutes 
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Sinsinawa Mound 
Incubator Farm Charrette 

 
Meeting Minutes 

 
February 5 2015 

9:30 - 4:30 

 
Attendees: 
Ian Aley   Farley Center for Peace and Justice 
Ruella Bouchonville  Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Alice Ann Byrne  Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Patty Caraher  Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Joan Duerst   Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Oscar Ferreira  Farley Center for Peace and Justice 
Emmet Fisher  Farley Center for Peace and Justice 
Sheila Fitzgerald  Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Paul Horton   The Athena Group 
Catherine Houtakker Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Sarah Anne Kaminski Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Cindy Kelly   Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Dorothy Kennedy  Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Cella Langer  Farley Center for Peace and Justice 
Gary Lindeman  Farley Center for Peace and Justice 
Troy Maggied  Southwestern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
Dan Meneguin  Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Alfonso Morales  University of Wisconsin - Madison 
Wally Orzechowski  Southwestern Wisconsin Community Action Program 
Paul Ohlrogge  University of Wisconsin Extension – Iowa County 
Laura Paine   Southwest Badger Resource Conservation & Development Council 
Carolyn Scherf  Iowa State University Extension – Dubuque County 
Julie Schwab  Sinsinawa Dominicans 
Jarucha Sirikaew  Farley Center for Peace and Justice 
Yee Ythao   Farley Center for Peace and Justice 

 
1) Driving Tour of Sinsinawa – Most of the group toured the land to gain a feel for the terrain, extent of Sinsinawa 

Dominican lands, and the size and condition of the existing barns 
 

2) Welcome & Introductions (included brief farmer stories) 
 

3) What do we want to get out of the day 
a. Sheila:  

i. Learn from and find practical aspects of how to introduce a collaborative farming model at 
Sinsinawa. Identify what we can learn and how can we apply it 

ii. Gain some indication about what the audience is for a collaborative farm in southwestern 
Wisconsin, and how we can connect with them 

iii. Allow this day to be a creative moment wherein we can create something specific to this place 
and its needs. We have no solid model at this time 
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iv. Identify elements to use in a whole farm plan, and to identify ways we can bring it all together 
v. How could we structure the management of this system? Have a general discussion of 

operations, land, labor capital, transportation, etc. 
b. Joan – Learn about the experience of first year farmers and how we dovetail this effort with other 

Sinsinawa enterprises 
c. Julie – Determine the need and audience for this project 
d. Yee – Determine the potential market for this project 
e. Troy – Identify resources that are missing, or that we do not see 
f. Catherine – Create a place of education and social gathering around food and rural issues 
g. Wally – Establish a project that results in the creation of small businesses and lots of jobs around food 

production and agricultural. Lots of young people leave due to lack of opportunity – what can we do for 
them? What can we do for the growing, ag-oriented Hispanic group of workers on dairy farm? 

h. Dan – Identify the functional and operational needs of such an enterprise 
i. Ian – Where do we want to focus? 
j. Alfonso – Name the needs of the community the project will serve to identify the project’s priorities 
k. Ian – Question to be answered is how to implement a collaborative farming program 

 
4) Introduction to Sinsinawa: What is this place? Who’s here? 

a. Women of Sinsinawa shared the history and farming tradition of the Sinsinawa Dominicans 
i. History - Sinsinawa is the motherhouse of Dominican women religious in the Catholic tradition. 

Dominican women work globally. There are approximately 450 vowed members, 250 associates, 
and 140 partners in ministry (employees). Sinsinawa’s place of beginning here at Mound is also 
place of local ministry evolving into future. More information on Sinsinawa History can be found 
here: http://www.sinsinawa.org/about_us/dominican_history/congregation_history.html. In 
their evolving sense of spirituality, land is very important and has a deep focus. The 
motherhouse was a place where people came to learn the Dominican way and went out to all 
countries, then returned to meet with each other or retire. Now 140 live here, many consider it 
their retirement 

ii. History of farming - Sinsinawa has a history of being a place of education, hosting conferences 
and retreats, and hosting other community groups. It used to host Organic Farming Conference, 
however they have since outgrown Sinsinawa. Sinsinawa has always had a farm as part of their 
life. They are now returning to reconnect to the land. Up to the last several years, Sinsinawa 
managed a kitchen and much of the food was accessed from land. This is a value and way of 
living to which they want to desire. Cindy oversees the gardening and works with the kitchen to 
reeducate about what it means to eat local and fresh. They now contract with Cisco, but are 
working with Iowa State Extension to expand their gardens and kitchen knowledge, and to 
source meat and dairy products locally. They still have a full industrial kitchen 

b. The planning process to date, assets at Sinsinawa, and other supporting regional initiatives 
i. Planning: 

1. Beef farming has been discussed in other meetings. Laura has provided some guidance 
on this work and will hopefully be a partner in the future 

2. The Sinsinawa archives document what was historically grown and used at the Mound 
when it was self-sustaining 

3. The labor-intensive nature of this work needs taken into consideration. Few look to 
vegetable production for this reason 

4. Sinsinawa owns other institutions, such as schools. These need considered during the 
planning process and while broadening their partnerships 

5. Troy comments on planning process, where we are, other aspects, and timeline 
6. Sheila – own other institutions, need to consider these and need to broaden 

partnerships to continue to exist in the future despite dwindling population 
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ii. Assets: 
1. Sinsinawa could look at the internal demand for a market for meat and vegetable 

production. Farmers could start farming knowing they have a market for their product, 
then expand to new markets as their farms grow 

2. The kitchen and bread delivery trucks are huge assets 
iii. Regional Initiatives: 

1. The Innovation Kitchen has been successful in buying food and sourcing and selling 
everything they get. 

2. Schools can be a great market to reach populations that don’t get healthy food. 
Sinsinawa could be a place to experiment with batch cooking, and then then teach 
schools 

3. Wisconsin has a dynamic farm to school program 
4. SWCAP conducted a study looking at wholesale sales to institutions and it came back as 

being very viable 
 

5) Lunch 
 

6) Opening Prayer 
 

7) How to start an incubator farm: What assets are found at The Farley Center? What would Sinsinawa need to 
have in place to attract farmers and meet their needs? 

a. Staffing & Operations (Emmet & Cella) - The Center is in Verona and was founded by Linda and Gene 
Farley, who built a house on the property in the 80s. They started renting land to farmers in the 
Madison area. The land officially transferred to the Farley Center, and now has a house & meeting 
space, pole shed, tractor, truck, shop & garden tools 

i. Land & use - 8 acres are in vegetable production, divided into ½ acre plots. Plots are assigned at 
the beginning of each season. New farmers start with between 1/8 and ¼ acres. Land is allotted 
based on the following criteria: 

1. How well farmers meet the requirements of incubator 
2. Weed upkeep 
3. Setting and meeting business planning & production goals 
4. Seniority – Farley wants to recognize the value and effort of investing in soil fertility 
5. Investment in marketing & sales 
6. Land is limited – the Center struggles to take on new farmers due to this constraint. This 

impacts funding since many grants require programs to add farmers 
7. Self-management of farms and sweat equity is crucial to success. The Center couldn’t 

function without this investment and time input by farmers. Farmers are required to put 
in a minimum of 10 hours per week, however most put in more. They spend time 
maintaining irrigation, hoop houses, general land management, mowing field edges, etc. 

ii. Administration – farmer support and work for farm upkeep allows Emmet and Cella to maintain 
communications, write weekly bulletins, etc. They are at the farm 3 days a week. 

1. Farmers are required to attend monthly farmer meetings to assist with the decision-
making process. They also do some farmer-to-farmer education, etc. 

2. From 2011-2012, the Center had 2 part-time staff. In 2013 – 2014 there were 3 part-
time staff. There will be 2 part-time staff in 2015. Many other people offer support, such 
as the green burial facilitator and other outreach staff funded through grants. 
Interpreters are contracted when needed 

3. Staff provide grant oversight, general land management, and other support for farmers 
4. There are two boards associated with the Farley Center, the Center’s Board and the 

Natural Path Sanctuary Board. Farmers are invited to be on both of these boards 
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5. Insurance – Farmers are required to have $1 million in insurance for expenses (about 
$300/year). The Center has its own policy to cover volunteers at center. 

6. Funding – The Center is not currently grant funded. It is funded by donations to the 
center and sales for burial lots and rights to buy burial lots  

iii. Goals of the Center – The Center is currently “shape shifting”. The initial intent was to be a 
traditional incubator where farmers would graduate from the land to land of their own once 
their business is successful. They still would like to see this and use the Land Link program to 
find farmers homes off the Center, however land prices are a substantial barrier for farmers 

1. Emmet and the farmers recommend a collaborative farming center for Sinsinawa, 
providing infrastructure that draws farmers to the site and allows them to start a farm. 
This wouldn’t result in a USDA grant since they want graduation from programs 

2. The Center is now building long-term administrative support for increasing farming 
operations and sustainability 

iv. Break out discussion (comments below are recommendations and discussion items for future 
consideration) 

1. Sinsinawa needs to hire a farm manager. Physically, it’s all here. However, they need the 
consensus of the larger Sinsinawa community. This will come at their Chapter meeting 

2. Idea - Rent land to 3 farmers next year instead of 8 or 10, and have someone look at 
management pieces for this pilot. Start small and work to grow the program. Giving 
someone an opportunity to start would give Sinsinawa an opportunity to try things out 

3. Farley center has one-year leases. This allows farmers or the Center to get out after the 
initial year if the farm isn’t working.  

4. A long-term plan would be valuable to ensure that you’re meeting goals, know where 
you want to go long-term. 

b. First year farming - Gary & Jarucha 
i. Jarucha came with farming experience – coffee, rubber, jasmine rice. She was looking for work 

as a new immigrant, but most jobs she found were not great. She found an ad for “non-
traditional work” and connected to the Center. The Centre also offers winter work experiences 

ii. They grow sweet and hot peppers, squash, beets, flowers, snap peas, & carrots. They planted 
2000 seeds in an apartment in Madison, starting in February. They started on 1/8th of an acre.  

iii. First year farmers have priority at a market created by Farley Center at St. Mary’s hospital. Other 
markets include those at Meritor and in Stoughton and Oregon 

iv. Jarucha was working full-time and then went to work at farm until dark 
v. Starting at Farley Center provides all tools you’ll need. Land, tools, shed, cooler, washing sink, 

etc. Farmers buy seeds or transplants and fertilizer. The Center provides cover crop seeds and 
compost. (farmers buy more if needed).  

vi. Educational opportunities are covered through grants, as are common capital assets 
vii. Small group 

1. The Center could attract high school kids through outreach to councilors 
2. Only 1 of the 9 farmers at the Center is not an immigrant. The region of southwest 

Wisconsin has lots of immigrants from Mexico, central America, etc. working on local 
farms and cheese plants. Not all are here legally and many women don’t have jobs at all. 
Some want to grow and process their vegetables, some want to sell. This could be a 
small business opportunity or secondary business opportunity. Connecting to people on 
the margins is very important to the Sinsinawa Dominicans 

3. Sinsinawa could serve as a land owner/manager. SWCAP has contacts in immigrant 
communities through their multi-cultural outreach center, WIC, Food pantries, etc. Their 
transportation programs can loan money for cars and offer public transit  
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4. Sinsinawa shouldn’t try to solve all the issues of the program. Farmers will find the way 
to get their produce off the land and make things work if they want. They can 
coordinate and collaborate on trucking and transportation 

5. Barriers exist to working with undocumented immigrants, such as funding requirements 
that require you to ask for residency.  Farley Center doesn’t ask if farmers are 
documented and it doesn’t matter for funding or insurance issues. They could also form 
a cooperative to manage undocumented workers 

c. Infrastructure & equipment – Oscar 
i. The Center’s operations are not GAP certified, and as a result are not supplying to many 

institutions that require this 
ii. The Center doesn’t organize or coordinate sharing of equipment. There are some conflicts at 

times, but there is no current structure for coordinating this 
iii. See the list of equipment sent via a previous email 

d. Marketing – Ian 
i. Three ways to sell – wholesale, farmer’s markets, CSAs 

1. Processing is lumped in under wholesaling due to large quantities required for this work. 
All processing must be done through certified kitchen 

ii. No one was marketing towards hospitals, so the Center set up a stand at select hospitals and at 
WIC clinics. Due to their structure, they could bring produce from many farmers and have one 
farmer staff the table selling the products of all farmers 

iii. Each farmer is a business, responsible for their own marketing. They can also pool together to 
market collaboratively  

iv. Running a collective CSA works well if there is a lot of staff time to organize– boxing, delivery, 
picking up boxes, etc. Each farmer can run their own CSA, then market together 

v. Farmers from the Center started a marketing cooperative, Spring Rose, and market together in a 
way they wouldn’t otherwise be able to do 

vi. Farley farmers sometimes work with existing farmers to supplant this farmer’s veggies with their 
own, providing them access to larger markets. Larger farmers charge a 4% sales commission 

vii. During the middle of winter, farmers go through every crop they’re going to grow and identify 
priority grower and back up growers for each crop in order to ensure they can meet market 
demand and maintain product quantity throughout the growing season 

viii. Farley Center farmers have 150 subscribers for 5 to 8 CSAs. This is considered large for CSAs 
ix. Vegetable growers need to go “all in” and invest in boxes, storage space, washing space, etc. 
x. Small Group Discussion 

1. Processing is a good use for seconds since they’re “ugly” and can’t be sold at markets 
2. Sinsinawa could either allow each farmer to brand their own products, or they could 

join together and brand all vegetables grown under a unified Sinsinawa brand. The 
innovation kitchen in Mineral Point markets both ways 

3. Selling to institutions can provide additional marketing since some institutions market 
their local food purchases and identify the sources of food 

4. Connecting your brand to a social good could be marketing strategy  
 

8) Thoughts from Sinsinawa – questions, thoughts, concerns 
a. Sara – Branding should be a consideration. Capacity exists in the kitchen, and so this should be a 

consideration since you always have seconds  
b. Practical ideas to implement at Sinsinawa 

i. Julie – Oscar’s presentation on tools & equipment was useful and provided operating costs 
1. Wally – there may be grant funds available to purchase some of this equipment 
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ii. Sheila – We need some kind of structure that can hold this that goes beyond the existing 
Sinsinawa structure that makes decisions about life at the Mound. This must be in place to allow 
initiatives to unfold and develop, and this structure must be long-term.  

1. Wally – Sinsinawa could form some type of separate corporate entity to be a contractual 
organization to work with so you can be nimble and quick, and work as fast as other 
businesses. The entity also needs to be sustainable in terms of leadership 

iii. Ian – If Sinsinawa is starting vegetable production in the coming years, they could start now with 
cover crops and begin building up organic matter on the land that will be used 

c. What is the market for potential farmers, and how would Sinsinawa tap into this 
i. Wally – SWCAP could tap into several now that have the personality, interest, and skill set 

ii. Cella – Dubuque multicultural center might be a target population 
1. Carolyn – There is not a lot of agricultural interest in this group, but these populations 

could be served through providing food 
2. Wally – SWCAP has a relationship with the Catholic Multicultural Center in Madison 

iii. Ian – Farming and planning can occur simultaneously. Farmers in initial group could help plan for 
future programs based on their expertise and the local need and desire for new programs 

iv. Cella – Sinsinawa could try to find farmers or families of farmers who could also work “off farm” 
and be employed at Sinsinawa for their other skills 

v. Alfonso – The Sinsinawa Mound community is also a ready market for CSAs 
d. Potential markets for food – There are multiple food deserts in the region 
e. Who’s missing from this conversation? 

i. Potential farmers and current farmers 
ii. Southwest Tech is very much interested in agriculture 

f. UW Platteville – Amy Seeboth-Wilson was invited and has been engaged on different issues  
g. Ian – Where does Sinsinawa see itself in this timeline? How does it see itself progressing? 

i. Julie – We can move ahead, incrementally.  
ii. Wally – One or several members of the group gathered today could submit a proposal to start 

the conversation and hopefully act as a catalyst for the projects to move ahead 
h. Alfonso – more scoping and thinking need to be done from an infrastructure perspective 

i. To tell people “come farm” we need to know where water is, where they can go, scope out 
infrastructure, etc. 

ii. Wally – Farmers can come with that too. They’ll tell you what they need and work with you to 
put it in place. 

iii. Julie – We should have forethought and planning to incorporate perennials, not just annuals. 
i. Sheila – Sinsinawa is considering a partnership with the Catholic worker community in Dubuque 

 
9) Evaluation: Take-aways and next steps – Did we answer the initial questions? 

a. Emmet will get Oscar’s equipment list and costs to Sinsinawa 
b. Troy will distribute the original Strategic Plan and the study performed by Alfonso’s student to the group 
c. Alfonso is taking away a sense of opportunities 
d. Oscar – There is so much land here! Huge potential for so much land and easy access to water 
e. Joan – We’re honoring the sacredness of this place, with so many people coming together to join in 

mission at Sinsinawa 
f. Sara wants records of waterlines, utilities, etc. that are underground and also identify what the land can 

produce. We could look at old kitchen records, what they’ve sourced where, and what comes from Cisco 
g. Troy felt a reaffirmation of people in the region being very interested in this place, and sees their voices 

spurring on work at Sinsinawa, and supporting them as they move ahead 
h. Ian was very inspired by seeing this community gathering together and bringing their principles to life, 

and was also inspired by seeing people live their principles and commit to a long-term vision 
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i. Wally knows more about where Sinsinawa is at in their process, what they want, and where they want 
to go. It’s up to folks like him to come back with proposals to try 

j. Sheila felt great affirmation of the work completed to date. Words that stand out are “begin” and 
“emergent,” the same words used in their other planning. She is extremely grateful for this opportunity 

k. Carolyn was honored to be brought into this process. There are lots of great ideas and resources and she 
hopes to connect to resources here and stay connected to this process 

l. Julie expressed gratitude for everyone’s time, and how practical this presentation was in terms of the 
concrete ideas and information created 

m. Yee was glad to meet everyone. Sinsinawa needs a committee or a group to focus on enacting their 
identified principles. 

n. Catherine was grateful for meeting new people, getting down-to-earth ideas. Sinsinawa needs some in-
house planning  

o. Emmet expressed gratitude for the audience, for being in this place, and for the opportunity to share in 
this mission 

p. Cella – It was good to see some progress start to take shape after a year since their last visit, and she is 
excited to see what comes of it 

q. Sheila – Working with the Farley Center was a great opportunity to get Sinsinawa focused on the future 
 

10) Adjourn  
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2 February 2015 
 
This list was generated by Farley Center staff and farmers to 
show the equipment that the Farley Center chose to invest in 
for small scale vegetable farming. Prices are shown as paid in 
2013 – 2014. Pictures are stock photo and do not represent the 
exact style or brand that we own. A Spanish version is also 
available. 

 

Cultipacker 
 
$750 (used) 

 

A cultipacker is essentially a 
textured roller that levels and 
lightly compacts the soil, 
breaking up dirt clods for a finer 
seed bed. It can be used to 
press seed into the soil after 
broadcasting seed over a field. 

Subsoiler 
 
$334 (new) 

 

A subsoiler penetrates deep 
into the soil to introduce air and 
water holding capacity below 
the topsoil without destroying 
soil structure or inverting soil 
layers.  

Flail 
Chopper 
 
$1,050 
(used) 

 

A green flail chopper mows and 
chops green material with a 
fast spinning ‘flail’ or a series of 
knives hanging from a chain. 
The flails throw the green 
material up the shoot (see 
photo) and onto a wagon. This 
tool provides an easy way to 
harvest green mulch for 
vegetable crops.  
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Disc Harrow 
 
$800 (used) 

 

There are many types of 
harrow. A harrow is tool used to 
level and break up the soil, 
usually after plowing. A disc 
harrow, often referred to simply 
as a disc, slices and turns the 
soil slightly and can be used to 
incorporate many cover crops. 
It can replace a rototiller in 
many situations.  

Bed Shaper 
 
$1,462 
(new) 

 

Many vegetable growers prefer 
to grow in raised beds. Bed 
shapers mound and smooth the 
soil in beds of different heights 
and widths.  

Cultivating 
Tractor 
 
$9,500 
(used) 

 

Cultivating tractors tend to be 
small tractors with low horse 
power designed for 
maneuverability and visibility. 
While pull or three point type 
cultivators can be mounted to 
any tractor, cultivating tractors 
have ‘belly mount’ cultivators 
that mount under the tractor 
between the front and rear 
wheels in clear view of the 
operator.  

Grain Drill 
 
$700 (used) 

 

A grain drill is similar to a 
garden seeder like the 
Earthway seeder at the Farley 
Center. Instead of planting only 
one row, they plant many rows 
at once. Grain drills come in 
different lengths 8 and 10 feet 
are common, with row spacing 
8 inches apart.  
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Chisel Plow 
 
$1,300 
(used) 

 

A simple tool with no moving 
parts.  It is used for initial tillage in 
a new field or following deep 
rooted cover crops.  It digs deep 
(which is important), without 
disturbing soil structures or 
creating or hard panning beneath 
the tilled area of soil. 

Transplante
r 
 
$3,220 
(new) 

 

A water wheel transplanter is a 
simple machine for pacing 
plants into the ground. The 
transplanter has trays to hold 
plants and a seat for the 
operator to ride on. A spiked 
wheel creates a whole in the 
ground and simultaneously fills 
it with water. The rider places 
the plant in the mud hole and 
the mud covers the plant. 

Plastic 
Mulch Layer 
 
(combo w/ 
bed shaper) 

 

Plastic mulch layers stretch and 
cover plastic mulch over a bed 
or row. Attachments allow for 
simultaneously punching holes 
for transplants or laying down 
drip tape. 
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Pallet Fork 
 
$500 

 

A pallet fork attaches to the 
front of the tractor just like the 
bucket. The forks allow you to 
pick up pallets of goods. This is 
especially handy for bulk 
delivery of farm goods such as 
seed, fertilizer, etc. 

3-Point 
Rake 

 

The three point rake is a giant 
comb that you can pull behind 
the tractor, lift, and tilt.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Precision 
Seeder 
 
$550 (new) 
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Broad Fork 
 
$228 (new) 

 

 
 
 

Large 
Capacity 
Scale 
 
$100 (new) 

 

 

High tunnel / 
Hoop house 
 
$10,000 
(new) 
 

 

 

Composting 
Toilet 
 
$100 
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Stock tank 
 
$75 

 

 

Folding 
tables 
 
$100 new 
 

 

 

Elevated 
Diesel 
transfer tank 
 
$190 (used) 
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Chemical 
cabinet 
 
$40 (used) 

 

 

Air 
compressor 
 
$250 used 

 

 

Cooler 
space 
(Refrigerated 
truck box) 
 
$1,500 
(used)  
 

 

 

Disc hillers 
 
$200 (new) 
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Loader 
Tractor 
 
 
$17,490 
(new) 

 

 

Salad 
spinner 

 

 

Wheel hoe 
 

$285 (new) 

 

 

Well pump 
upgrade 
 
$6,500 
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This project was supported by the Beginning Farmer and Rancher Development Program of the 
National Institute of Food and Agriculture, USDA, Grant # 2011-49400-31216.  To find more 
resources and programs for beginning farmers and ranchers please visit www.Start2Farm.gov, 
a component of the Beginning Farmer and Rancher Development Program. 
 
This project is supported by the Office of Advocacy and Outreach, U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, under Award No. 59-2501-14-016. 
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Without justice there can be no peace.  Without peace there can be no sustainability.  Without sustainability there is no future. 
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This project is supported by the Office of Advocacy and Outreach, U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, under Award No. 59-2501-14-016. 

Start Up Expenses Farley Farm Incubator

Overhead (Not Including Program Staff) Startup Ongoing

Soil Testing 75$                               75$                                      

Cover Seed 655$                             1000 - 1400

Organic Cerfification 590$                             1,400$                                 

Commercial Insurance Share 620$                             620$                                    

Accounting Share 500$                             500$                                    

Office Supplies 300$                             385$                                    

Interpreter Services 5,600$                           7,591$                                 

Printing 244$                             737$                                    

Farmer Insurance - 6 farmers 1,700$                           1,700$                                 

Packing Shed Utilities 242$                             888$                                    

Equipment Repair/Maintenance 550$                             750$                                    

Workshops/Education/Conferences w/mileage 5,103$                           6,000$                                 

Fuel 500$                             700$                                    

Workshop Supplies 1,390$                           

General Farm Supplies 3,054$                           2,000$                                 

Totals 21,123$                       23,346$                              

Equipent and Infastructure 86,000$                       3,000$                                

Totals 107,123$                     26,346$                              

 

133

mailto:info@farleycenter.org


 

Appendix L - Vegetable Incubator Feasibility Report 
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Abstract:  

 
This analysis explores the potential design and feasibility of a collaborative vegetable production and 
shared-use kitchen model for Sinsinawa Mound. Included in the analysis is an overview of county 
economic and demographic trends, a review of published literature as it relates to collaborative 
production and shared-use kitchens, and suggested next steps.  

Project Background & Goals 
 

Sinsinawa Strategic Plan  
 
Sinsinawa Mound, located in Grant County in southwestern Wisconsin (Figure 1), is the home to the 
Sinsinawa Dominicans, a group of Catholic Sisters who do service, education, and spiritual work 
throughout the surrounding area and beyond. Sinsinawa Mound is comprised of several different 
components including a convent, retreat center, parish, retirement home, and over 400 acres of arable 
and forested land. In recognition of their changing membership, the Sinsinawa Dominicans began a 
strategic planning process in partnership with Southwestern Wisconsin Regional Planning 
Commission (SWWRPC) and several topical experts to identify priorities and develop plans for how 
to best manage the Sinsinawa Mound land moving forward. 
 
 

Figure 1: Sinsinawa Mound Location 
 

 
 
 
The final version of this plan, “Strategic Plan for Sinsinawa Mound Land Resources,” was finalized in 
2014 and includes 6 key objectives. These objectives outline the organization’s goals for guaranteeing 
proper management of the Sinsinawa land and resources. These objectives, as specified in the 2014 
report, are listed below: 
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1. Building Partnerships: Build partnerships with others to support the future stewardship of 
Sinsinawa Mound land according to Sinsinawa’s vision and values. 

2. Land Stewardship Arrangements: Consider structures for managing the care of Sinsinawa 
Mound land. 

3. Ecological Restoration: Model alternative, land-based practices in the management of 
Sinsinawa’s land resources, incorporating principles of ecological restoration and land 
management in harmony with the natural environment. 

4. Agriculture & Food Production: Model and encourage agricultural practices that recognize 
and promote the sacred connections that exist. 

5. Educational Programming: Leverage conference center resources to provide educational 
opportunities in ways that recognize and promote the sacred connections that exist in all of 
creation and provide opportunities. 

6. Communication: Establish vehicles for communication with the local and regional 
communities around Sinsinawa as well as the Sinsinawa Dominican congregation members.  

 
The focus of this report is to investigate further strategies for advancing the goals as they relate to 
agriculture and food production, the fourth objective. As is clear from this list above, the overall 
project involves many different areas each with their respective moving parts. Any successful plan 
involves seamless integration of the various parts. For this reason, this analysis seeks to not only 
highlight areas over potential overlap, but also bases any recommendations in the context of the 
strategic plan as a whole. 

 
 

Focus on Vegetable Production & Shared-Use Kitchens 
 
The Sinsinawa strategic plan gives some additional detail on the goals and objectives for agriculture 
and food production. Images of several program ideas included in the Sinsinawa strategic plan are 
included in Figure 2 on the next page. As is clear from these images, Sinsinawa is looking to create an 
integrated agricultural system based on sustainable agricultural practices that incorporates ideas of 
education and training. Sinsinawa has approximately 200 acres of arable, certified organic land, a 
commercial kitchen on-site, and many other resources available to support their objectives. 
 
This report seeks to build upon the preliminary framework included in the strategic report to answer 
a few key questions identified during the first on-site visit: 

 

 What are the different models of partnership between for-profit and non-profit entities? 

 What mix of profitable businesses can be on the land?  

 How can the Sisters best help the poor and disenfranchised get started with business ideas? 

 What learning and educational opportunities are there? 
 
This report seeks to answer these questions in the context of diversified vegetable production and 
shared-use kitchen arrangements. Laura Paine has also been exploring these questions, but with a 
focus on grass-fed beef production. 
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Figure 2: Sinsinawa Agriculture and Food Program Ideas 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Activities & Meetings 
 
Throughout the Fall 2014, I was involved with activities to help answer these questions and design 
plans for the best use of the Sinsinawa land.  
 
First, I visited Sinsinawa on two separate occasions to clarify project goals and gather information 
on available resources. On the first trip, I met with a few key members of the land committee to 
hear their goals and plans firsthand. During that meeting I was also able to further clarify 
expectations and goals. On the second trip, I met with several key participants involved with 
developing various aspects of the strategic plan. We each updated one another on our work and 
were able to ask questions to better understand how our work fits together. I also spoke at length 
with the kitchen manager about available kitchen resources and capacity. After these meetings, we 
toured the kitchen and storage spaces as well as the farmland, barn, and prairies.  
 
Through the semester, I researched collaborative production and shared-use kitchen models to 
better understand the challenges associated with these entities. I focused most specifically on models 
in which nonprofit groups that engaged low-income populations with the goal of small business 
development.  
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To build upon this knowledge, I also reached out to area producers and shared-use kitchen 
managers to ask about successful production models. I met with the current facility manager of 
FEED Kitchens in Madison, Wisconsin, Adam Haen, to gain a better idea of operations and the 
regulatory environment. I also met with Ellen Barnard, founder of FEED Kitchens, who was 
heavily involved in determining the feasibility and fundraising for FEED Kitchens before it opened. 
I also exchanged several emails with Rick Terrien of WINK Kitchens in Mineral Point, Wisconsin.  
 
In terms of vegetable production, I met with Ian Aley of the Farley Center. Given the Farley 
Center’s experience doing similar work in the Wisconsin area, he agreed to become involved in 
providing a plan for vegetable production for Sinsinawa. These plans are highlighted later in the 
report. I also met with Peter Oushakof of the Dane County Government to discuss further funding 
possibilities for small business. 
 
Finally, I conducted some preliminary data analysis to gain a broader view for Grant County’s 
economic and demographic trends. A list of additional resources and contacts is included at the end 
of the report. I will also provide documentation of my meetings, research, and other materials to 
pass on to the next student involved with this project. 
 

County & Regional Trends 
 
It is important to consider Sinsinawa within the context of larger socio-demographic and socio-
economic trends. This section highlights a few key metrics to understand how Grant County, 
Wisconsin, where Sinsinawa is located, is changing. These statistics, taken together, begin to answer 
the question of if the local economy can support new local food businesses. Results for Chippewa and 
Marathon County are also included on some graphics as points of comparison. 
 
Figure 3 provides the racial break-down for Grant County in 2000 and 2010. For reference, the 2010 
racial break-down for Wisconsin Overall is also provided. As the graphics demonstrate, Grant County 
racial demographics are changing. While the overall population remains overwhelmingly White and 
less racially diverse than the state overall, all racial categories increased between the two census years. 
Of particular note is the change in the Hispanic population from .5% to 1.4% of the population.  
 

Figure 3: Racial Break-Down 

Wisconsin (2010)Grant County (2010)Grant County (2000)
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Figure 4: Population Changes  
 

Figure 4 provides two standard statistics for population growth, the natural increase and the net 
migration. Natural increase shows the net result of population growth after accounting for births and 
deaths. As you can see, Grant County, while growing, grew more slowly in 2012 than in 2011. Also, 
compared to both Marathon and Chippewa counties and the state overall, Grant County is growing 
more slowly. The net migration gives an understanding of population is changing after accounting for 
migration in and migration out of the county both domestically and internationally. Again, it is 
interesting to note that Grant County is experiencing negative net migration in 2012. This negative 
net migration is not only down from the previous year, but also much lower than the comparison 
counties and the state overall. Overall, Grant County is experiencing migration out of the county. 
 

Figure 5: Population & Demographics for Grant County Municipalities 
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The nearest metro area to Grant County is just over 
the state border in Iowa: Dubuque. Dubuque is 
located in Dubuque County, Iowa. A quick look at 
the demographic changes in Dubuque County in 
Figure 6 show that the rate of natural increase is 
positive and higher than in 2012 than in 2011. 
Further, net migration is also positive. At nearly 4% 
in 2012, this is much higher than Grant County and 
Wisconsin overall. This growth is a good indicator 
for any type of business venture at Sinsinawa Mound 
as Dubuque would be a natural market for any 
products produced there.  
 
Another key demographic to consider is the 
educational profile of an area. Figure 7 shows a series of educational metrics. These are important 
because they give a bird’s eye view of the workforce. 

Figure 7: Educational Metrics 
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As you can see from the graphs, Grant County has trended fairly consistently with the state in terms 
of educational attainment across time. Though the educational attainment overall remains lower 
than the state average in terms of college completion, Grant has consistently displayed similar 
educational attainment to that of the two comparison counties, Chippewa and Marathon. In 2000, 
26% of the population had completed some college and 17% had at least a 4 year college degree.  
 
In terms of economic performance, there are several metrics to consider. First, Figure 8 shows a few 
key poverty indicators for 2012. As you can see, Grant County is facing poverty levels higher than the 
state average. Further, when compared to the selected county comparisons, Grant County’s 
performance looks worse. Grant County has a higher percentage of people in poverty at nearly 15%, 
higher than both Marathon and Chippewa counties by nearly 5%.  
 

Figure 8: Poverty Statistics for 2012 
 

 
A quick look at the median household income for 
2012 in Figure 9 confirms this fact. The median 
household income for Grant County is 
approximately $46,500. This is lower than the state 
level by nearly $5,000 and is also significantly lower 
than Chippewa and Marathon counties. 
 
Despite these poverty and income figures, Grant 
County has seemed to fare well in terms of another 
key metric of economic performance: 
unemployment. Figure 10 shows the 
unemployment rate over time. Grant County has 
performed well relative to the state and to the 
comparison counties. The current unemployment 
rate is just under 6%, approximately a full 
percentage point lower than the state level of 
unemployment. While this level is higher than 
unemployment levels experienced in the early parts 
of the 2000s, they are consistent with the rest of 
the state post-Great Recession. 
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Figure 10: Unemployment Over Time 

 
 
Reports published by the State of Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development help give a 
better understanding of the composition of the Grant County economy. The top industries by 
employment in 2014 are listed below:  
 

Top 5 Industries by Employment in Grant County (2014) 
 

1. Educational Services 
2. Food Services & Drinking Places 
3. Executive Legislative & General Government 
4. Nursing & Residential Care Facilities 
5. Administration and Support Services 

 
Included in the report is a list of the prominent employers and industries for Grant County. These 
tables are featured in Table 1. As you can see form the tables, the top industries for Grant industries 
tend to be more service or manufacturing based. The service industries appear to be growing at the 
county level. Perhaps more interesting is the growth in the manufacturing industry. This is particularly 
interesting in light of the shrinking manufacturing sector in the state overall. Key to note, as well, is 
that in addition to the manufacturing employment expanding, the average wages are also increasing, 
and quite drastically. This suggests a switch towards higher-skilled jobs.  
 
As noted, the dominant industries in Grant County remain service oriented. These wages are also 
growing, particularly with regards to educational services. Two of the top three industries by 
employment are related to education, the other is related to local government. Glancing down the list, 
the other main employers in Grant County are the SW Hospital, Walmart, the correctional institution, 
and some manufacturing firms.  
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Table 1: Prominent Industries & Employers for Grant County 
 

 

One last fact to consider is how far people have to travel to work. Commute times are given in Table 
2. As you can see, residents of Grant County do not have to travel far to get to their place of 
employment. Over 30% of residents travel fewer than 10 minutes to arrive at work. While 30.7% 
commute more than thirty minutes, the average commute time is 21.5 minutes. Which is consistent 
with the state average.  
 

Table 2: Commute Time to Work 
 

 
 
Agricultural employment and support does not appear in any of these metrics of economic 
performance. While agriculture and agricultural businesses may not dominate the economy, there have 
been changes in agricultural activity for Grant County. This is most easily demonstrated in the change 
in measures of Direct Sales. Direct Sales data is published by the US Cenus of Agriculture every 5 
years and captures direct-to-consumer sales and the number of farms with Direct Sales. Examples of 
Direct Sales would be sales via retail outlets such as farmers markets, roadside farm stands and 
community supported agriculture (CSA) farms. 
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Figure 11: Direct Sales Across Time 
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Figure 11 shows three key measures of Direct Sales measured across time for Grant, Chippewa and 
Marathon counties. These measures are the number of farms with Direct Sales, the value of Direct 
Sales overall, and the value of Direct Sales per farm. As you can see from the charts, direct sales has 
been steadily increasing across time and across all measures. This is consistent with trends towards 
local food production and consumption across the United States. Also key to note is that the overall 
levels of direct sales for Grant County remains low as compared to Chippewa and Marathon.  
 
While overall levels of direct sales remain low for Grant County, this figure has grown significantly 
over the past 15 years by over 300%. This growth suggests that local food activity is growing in 
popularity in Grant County as it is across the country. The gap in Direct Sales levels between Grant 
and the comparison counties could suggest room in the marketplace for more local food activity. 
Further investigation would be necessary to say this definitively. 
 
Grant County overall is experiencing some moderate changes in terms of demographics and economic 
development. Recent demographic figures show a move towards both a more diverse and more highly 
educated population. Further, though Grant County has lower levels of household income and higher 
levels of poverty, the economy seems to be performing well in terms of employment. Agriculture is 
not a large part of the current economy in Grant County, education and manufacturing are the 
dominant industries and employers. Direct Sales, a measure of local foods, has grown rapidly though 
since 1997.  
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Collaborative Vegetable Production Models 
 

Overview  
 
Collaborative vegetable production models are an alternative production model gaining popularity 
with community groups across the country. These models are typically coupled with educational and 
financial resources to help new and low-income farmers mitigate the risk of farming (Scott 2011). As 
Williams and Zimmerman (2010) explain, these models help address barriers to entry for new farmers 
such as: 

 Lack of knowledge 

 Lack of experience 

 Lack of equipment 

 Lack of land 
 

As well, these collaborative production models typically seek to encourage small and medium size 
farm operations in response to increasing land prices and decreasing amounts of land available for 
agricultural production (Williams and Zimmerman 2010). Key to these models are the collaborative 
or cooperative frameworks under which they operate. This typically means one or a collection of not-
for-profit entities are involved in the management and operations of vegetable production. Given the 
unique business model, these enterprises face their own set of challenges.  

 

Design 
 
A collaborative vegetable production model could take many different forms. While each individual 
structure is unique to the local environment and circumstance, the types of models can generally be 
broken down into three main categories (Williams and Zimmerman 2010): 
 

1. Educational Incubators: These would give educational support and business training. These 
act more as a consultant would, providing access to information and resources, but not hands-
on training.  

 
2. Land-Based Farmer Training Incubators: These incubators provide hands on farmer training. 

These models are not solely aimed at starting new businesses. Instead, they are most concerned 
with training people in good farming practices. 
 

3. Land-based Agricultural Incubators: In addition to offering training in farming and business 
skills, this style of incubator helps ease the barriers to farming in terms of lack of land and 
capital.  

 
The use of the word ‘incubator’ is indicative of the ultimate goal of these programs which is to 
encourage new farm businesses (Scott 2011). The term incubator also suggests that these programs 
are temporary in that they train program participants who then ‘graduate’ to the next level of 
independent business operation. This is the most difficult part of design, particularly with land-based 
incubators.  
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Mills-Nova (2011) provides an in-depth look at farm mentorship programs across the country. The 
results of the mentorship program survey included in this article highlight how young most 
mentorship programs are: most have fewer than 5 years of operation. Further, most came into being 
due to funds available from the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 2009. The average length 
of program was one to two growing seasons. The most common style of program was a program 
which matched new and experienced farmers one to one. The second type most common category 
was land transition programs, though these typically included mentorship as well. Mills-Novoa (2011) 
summarizes the qualities necessary for effective program design which, among other attributes, 
include:  
 

 Creating opportunities for informal networking between participants. 

 Developing an intensive application process to ensure successful candidates. 

 Letting experienced farmers involved with mentoring choose mentees themselves. 

 Holding a conference for information sharing and networking. 

 Establishing strict guidelines for new farmer eligibility. 

 Providing on-line resources to program participants. 

 Paying experienced farmers for their involvement. 

Each individual characteristic may matter more or less depending on a specific style of program.  
 
Affordable access to land is one of the largest obstacles facing beginning farmers (Grillon, Minkoff, 
and Thistlewaite 2006; Smithers and Sethuratnam 2013), thus designing a program that acknowledges 
the difficulty of access is key. It is a delicate balance, though, between encouraging the entry of new 
farmers and helping established farmers expand production (Scott 2011). Having well-articulated land 
tenure agreements is crucial for preventing future issues down the line (Gillon, Minkoff and 
Thistlehwaite 2006). 
 
Another key aspect of design is involving the farmers the program is intended to help in the design 
process earlier rather than later. Flora and colleagues (2012) detail in a Iowa case study how the failure 
to involve Latino immigrants in the planning and design process led to low participation in the 
program overall. This was likely due to disconnect between the goals that farmers had for themselves 
and the goals that organizers had for farmers. Here, a vegetable incubation model was created to 
specifically target Latino immigrants settling in the area. Farmers involved in production were more 
interested in using foods produced as a form of ‘cultural capital’ rather than solely as a source of cash 
income. In other words, participants wanted goods to share with friends and family, not solely to sell. 
Not all farmers will be solely motivated by profit goals, thus hearing and incorporating other needs 
into the plans will ensure a more successful model.  
 
Estimating costs is necessary to understand the immediate feasibility of a particular production 
scheme. A piece to consider here is where the products will go post-production: i.e. who will buy these 
goods? The selection of products must match area preferences. For example, if programs are 
developed to help immigrant populations, for example, the plan might want to account for growing 
enthno-cutural crops (Smithers and Sethuratnam 2013). As well, there must be a way to get these 
products to the customers. Designing a model for collaborative production must include plans for 
selling and distributing the products as these are elements that could drastically change the scope of a 
budget. 
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Operational Risks 
 
This section highlights a few challenges to unique to vegetable production models.  

 
Shared Spaces & Equipment: Collaborative production models require a high degree of coordination 
across all areas of program design, implementation and operation. As Scott (2011) notes, because 
collaborative production models involve many different actors with many more moving parts, 
problem solving requires creativity. It also is key to have clearly outlined policies and rules up front. 
This could be in terms of land tenure agreements, shared equipment guidelines, or other policies.  
 
Finding participants: Finding appropriate participants for farmer training and farmer mentorship 
programs is difficult. Many programs are full-time which represents a huge risk to new farmers who 
would have to resign their current employment to become involved in a program (Smithers and 
Sethuratnum 2013). Even after successfully recruiting participants, it can be difficult to maintain 
engagement (Mills-Novoa 2011). Low engagement can occur on the part of new farmers as well as 
experienced farmers involved in teaching (Mills-Novoa 2011).  
 
Funding: The funding burden varies based on the style of program, but regardless it remains a burden 
both in terms of times and resources (Mills-Novoa 2011). Further, as programs age, grant funding can 
be harder to come by as money is awarded to new programs (Gillon, Minkoff and Thistlehwaite 2006). 
Understanding ways to lessen this burden and plan for diversified sources of income is important to 
long-run viability. 
 
These are not the only challenges facing collaborative vegetable production programs. They do 
represent crucial topics for Sinsinawa to consider when making their design decisions. 
 

Sinsinawa Model: Farley Center Partnership 
 
Sinsinawa is in a unique position to create a meaningful collaborative vegetable production model to 
benefit new and immigrant farmers as they initiate new agricultural businesses. Their unique position 
comes from the fact that they have available land and that they can be a primary customer.  
 
Sinsinawa has approximately 200 acres in certified organic land. While current production does not 
focus on diversified vegetable production, they have a lot of land available to help new farmers develop 
their skills in a low-risk environment. Further, because Sinsinawa itself needs to buy produce for its 
cafeteria, they can be the dominant purchaser of goods. This cuts transportation and transactions costs 
in general.  
 
The Linda & Gene Farley Center for Peace, Justice and Sustainability is located near Verona, 
Wisconsin. They run a series of program aimed at enhancing sustainable farming practice and 
knowledge. The Farley Center was recently awarded a USDA grant that is aimed at expanding 
collaborative CSA’s and farm stands and enhancing cooperative equipment sharing practices. 
Additionally, a part of this grant was to support incubator sites, like Sinsinawa, especially with outreach 
and recruiting participants.  
 
Thus, acknowledging the Farley Center as experts in the area of vegetable production and interested 
in expanding their operations, they worked to develop a possible plan for partnership with Sinsinawa. 
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This plan is based off of their years of experience running a collaborative production system on their 
own land. Further, it incorporates key elements of Sinsinawa’s strategic plan. Overall, it represents a 
tangible way Sinsinawa could consider moving forward towards achieving their sustainable agricultural 
production goals.  
 

The collaborative production model design plans outlined below come from 
the work of the Farley Center, particularly of Ian Aley and Emmet Fisher.  

 

Overview 
 
The proposal is to create an integrated community of farming and production much in line with the 
current model employed on Farley Center land. The long term land use plan would be a layered system 
of production that incorporates many sorts of growing and thus business enterprises: vegetables, 
woody perennials (fruit and nuts), multispecies rotational grazing, beekeeping, and cut flowers are 
examples of the varieties of production possible.  
 
As mentioned above, the word ‘incubator’ implies new farmers using the land would have strict limits 
on their length of tenure. Rather, the Farley Center is proposing to set up the model as a long term 
collaborative farming space. This would allow people to invest in their relationship with the land as 
well as with the Sinsinawa Community. The Farley Center would also propose that the amount of land 
a farmer gets to grow on would be contingent upon a combination of their prior farming experience 
and the length of their time at Sinsinawa. A limit on acreage could then be used to help farmers 
‘graduate’ off the land. Farley Center uses a 3 acre limit thus as farmers get more comfortable and 
look to expand, they will naturally move to a different site freeing the land for new trainees. While the 
exact details of this would need to be put in writing, the general idea would be that this policy would 
ensure proper care for the land.  
 
The production model would be a partnership between Sinsinawa, the Farley Center, and the farmers. 
The farmers should be engaged early on so that the specifics of production can be based around their 
skills and interests. They would be asked to provide the inputs and small equipment specific to their 
own production such as vegetable seeds, row covers, drip irrigation lines and hardware, and seedlings. 
Sinsinawa’s role then would be twofold. First, Sinsinawa would provide shared community items such 
as tractors, tools, buildings, and compost. As well, Sinsinawa would play a large role in terms of the 
purchase of goods produced. Integrating the food products produced on the land into the sourcing 
policy for the Sinsinawa kitchen is key for the new farmers still figuring out their production flows. 
The Farley Center plays the role of mentor and teacher to the new farmers. They would be responsible 
for sharing their experiences and learnings, helping with outreach to new growers, and sharing in the 
burden of grant writing and fundraising.  
 
In order to facilitate good communication and smooth operations, there are two positions that would 
need to be created from the onset of this plan.  
 
First, Sinsinawa would need a dedicated point person or committee. This person or group of persons 
would act as a governing board of directors and have final approval on all decisions as it relates to the 
land. They would also serve as a go-between facilitating communication and collaboration between 
the farmers and the Sinsinawa community.  
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Second, Sinsinawa should select and hire a Farm Manager. This person would act as the Chief 
Executive Officer of the production model and could start part-time. Given Sinsinawa’s desire to 
reach out to Hispanic growers in the area, this person would ideally speak Spanish. The Farm Manager 
would be responsible for implementing elements of the farm plan as well as supporting the farmers 
in their production. Given the collaborative nature of production, the farm manager would also be 
responsible for ensuring the harmonious integration of the various production types. This would likely 
involve facilitating monthly group farmer meetings to discuss work plans, address issues and concerns, 
and encourage farmer-to-farmer learning and collaboration.  

 

Timeline 
 
The plan would begin with vegetable production and would expand slowly, depending on interest. 
For example, they could start with 20 acres of vegetable production and cover crops in the next 
growing season. Then, with successful farmer recruiting, the amount of land in production and the 
types of crops planted could begin to grow. An example of the layered system would be setting up the 
vegetable production in the alleys on the land contours so that perennials could be planted on the 
same parcel.  

 
Included below in Figure 12 is a small snapshot of the timeline that the Farley Center followed as it 
developed its farm incubator. While the specific model will be different for Sinsinawa, this can serve 
as an example to understand the slow growth of the system. As you can see from the timeline, growth 
between periods is gradual. 
 

Figure 12: Farley Center Farm Incubator Staff & Farmer Timeline 

 
 

Sinsinawa’s plan would start over the winter. The first steps would be to appoint the Sinsinawa point 
person, hire a part-time farm manager, and begin recruiting farmers. The next steps then would be to 
develop a formal farm plan, conduct a resource assessment and understand the specific budgetary 
needs. Next, logistics such as soil testing, planting cover crops, buying equipment, and creating shared-
use policies and land tenure agreements could commence. 

 

Budget Estimates 
 
The exact budget for this collaborative vegetable model is contingent on a variety of factors such as 
scale of production, types of foods produced, and resources available on site, among others. Without 
a firm idea of the plan, it is impossible to give a firm estimate for costs. Figure 13, though, provides 
an estimated budget from the Farley Center. This gives a snapshot of their start-up and on-going 
budgetary needs. This can serve as a starting point for Sinsinawa’s plans when they are ready to begin 
the formal budgetary process.  
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Figure 13: Farley Center Farm Incubator, Start-Up and Ongoing Expenses 
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Shared-Use Kitchen Models 
Overview 
 
A 2013 study of shared-use kitchens in the United States found that there were 135 shared-use kitchens 
in operation. While these kitchens follow a variety of design models, the underlying framework behind 
the shared-use kitchen is not dissimilar to that of collaborative vegetable production: shared-use 
kitchens help reduce the costs and risks associated with starting and operating food-based businesses.  
 
Producing food for sale to the general public necessitates having a commercial kitchen space up to 
regulation. For those clients who are new businesses trying to test product ideas, building such a space 
represents a significant barrier to market entry. Shared-use kitchens provide the access to equipment 
and space necessary for food production without individual business owners bearing the brunt of the 
cost. 
 
Key to note, though, is that while most kitchens are funded and established with an eye on small-
business development, the range of clientele is typically more diverse. The Northeast Oregon 
Economic Development District’s 2012 feasibility study provides some examples for how shared-use 
kitchens might most commonly be utilized: 
 

 Small scale production of value-added items (jams, pickles, salsa, etc.). 

 Small scale production of ready-to-eat products (soups, cookies, salads, etc.). 

 Caterers prepping for events. 

 Gardeners wanting space for large batches of pickling and canning. 

 Non-profit organizations needing space for holiday and event meal preparation. 

 Teaching space for cooking and food training classes for a variety of audiences. 
 
Beyond simple access to physical resources, shared-use kitchens typically offer support services such 
as help in licensing and legal certification, distribution and packaging support, and business planning 
and advising. More detail around the design of shared-use kitchen models is included in the next 
section. 
 

Design 
 
A 2013 study of the U.S. Kitchen Incubator Industry by Econsult Solutions found 135 shared use 
kitchens in operation. Of those, here are a few quick statistics:  
 

 39% were non-profit entities.  

 19% were located in rural areas 

 77% have fewer than 3 Full-Time Employees  

 68% rent space by the hour (versus on a membership basis) 

 Most have an operating budgets under $100,000 per year 

 86% of the kitchens are open for use 24/7 and 82% are not always staffed when open 

 52% charge between 10-19$, 36% charge 20-29$, 12% charge 30-39$ 

 29% offer job training 

 53% of kitchens breaking even financially, 31% are earning a profit 
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Based on my research and reading of many different feasibility studies and operational plans for 
shared-use kitchens across the US, there appears to be three dominant models for shared-use kitchens: 
 

1. Contract Kitchens: These kitchens have a production and packaging staff on site that can 
be hired for producing small batches of food products. The commercial kitchen space is 
for hire in the sense that a business owner can contract this team to produce their product 
without needing to go through the lengthy certification process themselves. WINK 
Kitchens in Mineral Point falls into this category. 

  
2. Kitchen Incubators: Kitchen incubators include a wide variety of kitchen models. The 

main theme is that they are specifically aimed at supporting the creation and growth of 
small businesses. Thus in addition to having kitchen and storage space and equipment 
available for rent, these kitchens also offer a variety of support services to help small 
businesses grow and thrive. FEED Kithcens in Madison falls into this category. 

 
3. Shared-Use Kitchens: Shared-use kitchens, while similar to kitchen incubators, are more 

targeted towards the casual user. These kitchens also offer space and equipment for rent, 
but products produced would not be for sale to the general public. This lowers the 
regulatory burden associated with building this kitchen and certifying the producers. It is 
an arrangement typically found where existing commercial kitchen spaces lease the excess 
capacity of their space and equipment. 

 
There are a variety of different details to consider when designing the kitchen. Molnar and colleagues 
(2005) conclude that the success for their kitchen rested on the following strategies: 
 

 Successful marketing of the kitchen 

 Gaining community support 

 Basing offerings on potential tenants 

 Planning for adequate storage 

 Involving regulatory agencies in the design process 

 Setting rental rates close to market rates.  
 
Clark & Rossi (2009), after surveying potential businesses, found it would be recommended to create 
enough space so that 2-3 people or businesses can work at the same time. A large kitchen space such 
as this means that there must be a large clientele pool. This is the next main point: anchor tenants 
should be pre-identified before moving ahead with building and renovation (Murphy and Davis 2014). 
Most failed kitchens do so due to a lack of demand (Molnar et al 2005).  
 
As with collaborative vegetable production, shared-use kitchens involve many actors using and sharing 
equipment and space. This mandates clearly defined rules and protocols in order to maintain a safe 
and clean working environment. A 2014 study by ChangeLab Solutions examined how one spiritual 
organization opened their kitchen space to the community. This congregation found it necessary to 
formalize several policies such as a Facility Use Policy and Agreement and Shared-Use Agreement. 
These policies stipulate rules to follow, the fee schedule, proof of insurance, and allocates costs and 
liabilities. This organization also found it important to consider changes to the insurance policy. In 
order to mitigate risks, they recommended regular inspections and to have participants sing waivers.  
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While the particular plans, budgets, and operating plans will adjust based on the specific environment, 
the main message is this: ahead of building or remodeling any kitchen space, the planning team must 
do the due diligence to ensure the model is worth the investment and that plans will properly meet 
the needs of future clients. This involves surveying clients, talking to insurance and state regulatory 
agents, and forecasting cost and revenue streams. 

 

Operational Risks 
 
This section highlights a few challenges to unique to shared-use kitchen models.  
 
Entrepreneurial Risk: Perhaps the largest challenge facing shared-use kitchen is that the success of the 
kitchens relies on the success of the entrepreneurs using the space (Econsult Solutions 2013). Small 
businesses are unstable clients as there is a high risk of failure associated with starting a new business. 
If a kitchen must maintain a certain number of clients in order to break-even, then offering business 
advising support is necessary. Marketing and diversified revenue streams can also help mitigate this 
challenge. 
 
Funding & Cash Flow: Several organizations cited issues with cash flow and funding as key challenges 
in the operation of their kitchens (Econsult Solutions 2013; Haen 2014, Barnard 2014). To address 
these challenges, having access to additional funding or lines of credit, a good pool of entrepreneurs, 
and honest projections of revenue streams is key. Finding ways to diversity kitchen income can also 
help mitigate this risk. 
 
Client Use of Space: A wide variety of clients producing a wide variety of goods on a wide variety of 
schedules indicates the need for a manager adept at running logistics. Scheduling, cleaning, and 
organizing the equipment and layout are key to smooth operations of any kitchen space (Econsult 
Solutions 2013). Further, getting clients to pay on time can be tricky. Having set guidelines that punish 
clients both for failure to pay and failure to clean up after themselves is crucial (Haen 2014). 
 
One additional risk I see for Sinsinawa stems from the kitchen currently being in daily use. 
Transitioning towards a shared-use model would mean ensuring no disruption in current kitchen 
service. Involving current staff in any kitchen plans and decisions is important. 
 

Case Study: FEED Kitchens 
 
Over the course of the semester I met with Ellen Barnard and Adam Haen of FEED Kitchens in 
Madison. Ms. Barnard was heavily involved in founding FEED Kitchens and Mr. Haen is the current 
kitchen manager. Below is an overview of their experiences and lessons learned through the 
establishment and operations of FEED Kitchens. 
 
The two questions Ms. Barnard stated that every organization must ask themselves before endeavoring 
to establish a shared-use kitchen are these: 
 

1. Is there really a need for another kitchen? 
 

2. If there is a need, does the organization know how to manage the kitchen? 
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Ms. Barnard stressed the need for a dedicated person to spearhead the creation of the kitchen due to 
the heavy time constraints. Additionally, she underscored how important it is that this person must 
not just want to help, but be business-minded. To this end, she also highlighted how important a 
formal feasibility study was to examine the demand for a kitchen given the enormous cost that exists 
to build and maintain a shared-use kitchen, particularly of the size of FEED Kitchens in Madison. In 
order to assess their need, they distributed surveys to all producers and farmers in the area, interviewed 
inspectors and restaurateurs, and spoke with University experts to understand what demand there was 
for the kitchen space. During the feasibility plan for FEED Kitchens, they identified potential clients. 
These potential clients were a mixture of private businesses and non-profit organizations. While many 
private businesses back out due to the lengthy process (i.e. they found other kitchen spaces to use), 
their involvement helped ensure that there would be sufficient future demand and that the kitchen 
was built with their business needs in mind. 
 
There were a few surprises along the way, as well. First, after conducting the feasibility plan, the team 
realized that they needed to drastically increase the size of their kitchen space and the number of 
workspaces. Second, they were surprised by the high cost of insurance. The actual insurance premium 
turned out to be over six times higher than what they were originally quoted. Finally, in the building 
of the kitchen, they worked very closely with the inspector to ensure everything was built to code. For 
this reason, Ms. Barnard underscored the need for Sinsinawa, if interested, to get an inspector on site 
sooner rather than later to understand what changes need to be made to the current kitchen space.  
 
FEED Kitchens caters to a mix of clientele such as nonprofits, food carts, and business start-ups. In 
order to manage this kitchen, they have a dedicated staff person, Mr. Haen. The surprising aspect of 
their operations, though, was the type of clientele: most clients are middle or upper class individuals. 
This is because the costs of renting space and fulfilling the necessary requirements to produce goods 
is too expensive for lower class individuals. As Ms. Barnard indicated, it costs between $550-$1000 to 
get from “I want to make this product” to “I am legally allowed to make this product.” Formal 
approval on the recipe alone can cost up to $400. Further, it has been difficult to get funding to bridge 
this gap. FEED does offer some business support services but this remains fairly limited. To do more 
business consulting, FEED would need a dedicated person which is beyond the current budget.  
 
In terms of daily operation, FEED Kitchens supports 21 regular business clients and 18 casual clients. 
They rent kitchen and storage space at an hourly rate and base the fees on the type of clients. 
Commercial users, users who make and sell products to the general public are charged more than 
casual users, users to want the space to produce for auto-consumption or to share with family and 
friends. To ensure smooth operation, FEED has clearly delineated rules outlined in their User 
Handbook. They also have one Full-Time Employee, Mr. Haen, who does all of the scheduling, 
marketing, and training. They contract the accounting and billing to an outside firm. While Mr. Haen 
does connect clients with resources and supports them in achieving the proper licensing, business 
advising support remains limited due to time constraints.   

 

Sinsinawa Model: Shared-Use Kitchen 
 
While on site, I was able to meet with Sara Wiegel, the current nutrition manager at Sinsinawa to ask 
about kitchen operations and assess the current resources. The information below regarding current 
operations of the kitchen is based on this visit.  
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Current Kitchen Operations 
 
Sinsinawa Mound has a commercial kitchen on site that is currently used for two reasons: to prepare 
all meals served to residents and guests in the cafeteria and to supply the bakery on site. CISCO has 
long been the dominant supplier for the Sinsinawa kitchen. Recently, though, the kitchen is turning 
focus towards sourcing more ingredients form local vendors. The kitchen is currently sourcing some 
produce from Two Onion Farm and is hoping to expand local sourcing to at least 10% of all food 
purchases. The shift in sourcing stems from broader acknowledgement of Sinsinawa Leadership that 
focusing on locally grown, non-processed foods is important in order to not shift labor costs of today 
into higher health costs for tomorrow. 
 
Being a fully functioning commercial grade kitchen, Sinsinawa has on site a wide variety of equipment 
available for use. There is a loading dock for trucks to make deliveries, several coolers and freezers 
which currently have some excess capacity, a large dishwashing room, an elevator to the loading dock, 
and a range of production machinery. 
 
This equipment and space is used to cook approximately 400 meals per day: 100 breakfasts, 200 
lunches, and 100 dinners. The menu is set on a 6 week cycle by Ms. Wiegel and beyond needing to 
meet the health needs of the sisters on site, there is a lot of flexibility in the menu.  
 
The kitchen operates from 6 AM until 7 PM seven days a week with the exception of Sunday where 
no staff are on site from 2 until 4 PM. The bakery operates in an independent kitchen and its hours 
are from 4 AM until 4:30 PM five days a week.  
 
In terms of licensing, the kitchen is licensed as a cafeteria. Ms. Wiegel was not aware of any special 
licensing for the bakery; this might be due to Sinsinawa’s status as a nonprofit. All employees are 
certified to handle food through the SafeServe certification.  
 

Suggested Future Operations 
 
Sinsinawa expressed interest on several occasions to explore the idea of an incubator kitchen. While 
Sinsinawa does have a comparative advantage in terms of the pre-existing kitchen and equipment, the 
level of commitment and resources necessary for an incubator kitchen seem infeasible for the near-
future. This is because while there is excess capacity in the Sinsinawa kitchen, this excess capacity 
remains limited to some evening and weekend hours. What could be more beneficial to both 
Sinsinawa, any new farmers, and the surrounding community would be developing a system for a 
shared-use kitchen. This would cater to users who would not be looking to sell products to the general 
public. Some examples of use include families needing space to prepare for weddings, nonprofit 
organizations needing space for food preparation for large events, and farmers and gardeners needs 
space to can and preserve food after harvest. 
 
The Sinsinawa Shared-Use kitchen would rent space to individuals and community groups to use the 
kitchen resources during the hours when the kitchen is not producing for the cafeteria. These products 
would not be for sale to the general public thus lessening the regulatory burden. This type of plan 
could easily be integrated into any collaborative vegetable production plan that is adopted as well. 
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The rental fees could be below market and could be set to cover the costs of operating such an 
endeavor. Initial renovations, though, would likely need to be subsidized by Sinsinawa or some other 
funding source. 
 
Logical next steps to set up such a kitchen would involve the following: 
 

1. Assign a dedicated person to spear-head the shared-use kitchen endeavor. 
 
Developing a shared-use kitchen will take a lot of work, particularly up front. Having a 
dedicated person responsible for moving the process forward, recruiting people to use the 
space and coordinating among the affected parties is important to ensure smooth 
operation. 
 

2. Meet with an Inspector and Insurance Agent 
 
First things first, Sinsinawa must ensure that its insurance covers any liability possible 
through outside individuals producing food products in its kitchen space. It must also 
assure that the current kitchen space is up to state code in terms of design, ventilation, and 
available resources and storage. The most transparent way to do this is to meet with a state 
inspector and its insurance agent once Sinsinawa decides a rough plan for how it would 
like to offer the space.  

 
3. Formally Assess Kitchen Resources and Design Shared-Use Policy 
 

Once Sinsinawa is aware of what changes need to be made to the kitchen space in order 
to allow for shared-use, it must draft policies to ensure smooth operation. Sinsinawa is a 
cafeteria responsible for daily meals. Whatever plan put in place must not affect current 
operations. This means establishing dialogue with current kitchen staff to plan for shared 
use and manage conflicts as they arise. It also means deciding what equipment and 
resources are available for use and what should remain off-limits. 

 
4. Market the Kitchen 
 

The shared use kitchen will only be successful if there are people to use the space. The 
dedicated shared-kitchen project manager should work to market the kitchen both before 
and after it opens to area nonprofits, farmers, and gardeners. Before opening the kitchen, 
this marketing would focus on gathering information related to if and how people would 
want to use the space. After opening, marketing would focus on recruitment. 

Notes on Insurance & Licensing  
 

Insurance 
 
While many studies highlight the importance of insurance and the potentially high cost burden, I was 
unable to find very clear ideas about insurance needs for either collaborative production or shared-
use kitchens. The Farley Center’s budget does include a line item for insurance. For 6 farmers this was 
$1,700 annually. Ms. Barnard’s interview did highlight the high cost burden of insurance, though 

159



25 | P a g e  

 

FEED Kitchens is a different model than the one proposed. Meeting with the Sinsinawa Insurance 
agent should be a priority to better understand the costs that would be associated with any changes in 
activity on site.  
 

Licensing 
 

In terms of licensing, there are two areas I looked into: kitchen requirements and product 

requirements. As the nature of my proposal changed to not recommend an incubator kitchen, I 

have omitted the details on product packaging and labelling, though the article is still included in 

the References in case it is of interest.  

 

The kitchen requirements do change according to what type of production is planned. Some 

general guidelines are highlighted in Brancel’s 2012 memo, “Wisconsin Food Processing and Food 

Sales Requirements.” The key kitchen and personnel requirements listed include the following:  

 

 Kitchen Requirements: 

o Proper zoning 

o Commercial grade kitchen (no home kitchen) 

o Good drainage, cleanly site, safe water supply, good plumbing 

o Dedicated hand washing facility with soap, paper towels 

o Dedicated dish washing 3 compartment sink 

o Dedicated equipment (stoves, refrigerators, etc) up to standards 

o Utensils (bowls, pans, spoons, etc.) must be smooth & nonabsorbent 

o Tables & counters must be easily cleaned and in good condition  

o Proper sanitizer must be available 

o Good ventilation present 

o Walls & floor must be smooth, in good repair and easily cleaned 

o All processing areas must be cleaned the same day as production 

o Sufficient lighting present 

o Restrooms provided and must not open into the kitchen 

o Food storage must be sanitary, orderly, maintain 41 degrees F 

o Control for insects, rodents, etc. 

o Poisonous/hazardous materials handles according to label instructions 

o All food ingredients must come from a licensed processing facility 

o Labelling must meet requirements and label for allergens 

o By weight sales must have a scale that passed inspection 

o Personnel Requirements: 

o Clean clothing, hair restraint, no jewelry except plain wedding rings 

o No one with disease or open sore can work if there is risk of contamination 

o No bare-hand contact with ready-to-eat foods 

o Food/drink/tobacco use restricted in kitchen areas 

Sinsinawa likely adheres to all of these guidelines in order to maintain cafeteria operation. Thus, given 

what I read of regulation, Sinsinawa should not have to change much. More, I think it will be necessary 
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for Sinsinawa to draft terms of use agreements for individuals wishing to use the space to sign. This 

would be helpful for the collaborative farming model proposed above as well. 

Conclusions 
 
This analysis sought to identify strategies Sinsinawa can follow to further its strategic planning 
objectives. Research presented sought to better understand the types of collaborative production and 
shared-use kitchen models possible as well as broader socio-demographic and economic trends 
occurring in Grant County. Also included in the discussion are tangible next steps relevant no matter 
which direction Sinsinawa takes with its specific plans. 
 
Sinsinawa is in a unique position to develop collaborative production and shared-use kitchen systems 
that benefit the surrounding community. This unique position stems from the land, equipment, 
funding, and community partners currently available to Sinsinawa. The suggested courses of action 
presented in this document took into account the specifics of Sinsinawa’s goals and objectives, what 
the current research suggests in terms of best practice, and the opinions of experts working in the 
area.   

Contacts & Resources  
 
The content of this analysis synthesizes content from a variety of different sources. As Sinsinawa 
continues to solidify its plans, the below contacts and resources may be of interest. 
 
Contacts: 
 

 Ian Aley, Farm/CSA Manager, Spring Rose CSA/Farley Center 
o ian.aley@gmail.com 

 

 Ellen Barnard, Founder, FEED Kitchens 
o cherokeemarsh@gmail.com 

 

 Ron Brisbois, Executive Director, Grant County Economic Development Corporation 
o 608-822-3501 
o gcedc@grantcounty.org 

 

 Adam Haen, Kitchen Manger, FEED Kitchens 
o feedmanager@northsidemadison.org 

 

 Mark Lehman, Licensing Specialist, DATCP 
o 608-224-4682 
o DATCPDFSLicensing@wiconsin.gov 

 

 Peter Ouchakof, CDBG Administrative Specialist, Dane County Office of Economic & 
Workforce Development 

o ouchakof.peter@countyofdane.com 
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 Rick Terrien, Founder, WINK Kithens 
o rick@innovationkitchen.org 
o 608-577-7546 

 

 Dan Viste, Kitchen Manager, Heritage Kitchen 
o dviste@chorus.net 
o 608-575-9390 

 
Resources: 
 

 Clark, Sarah, Harvell Howard, and Viviane S.V. Rossi. Exploratory Study for a Kitchen Incubator 

in West Memphis, Arkansas. Clinton School of Public Service, University of Arkansas. Apr 

2009. 

o Includes a list of potential funding sources in the end of the document. 
 

 FEED Kitchen Documents 
o From Adam Haen, a series of documents used in operating FEED Kitchens. 

Documents include kitchen use applications, rental rate sheets, food processing 
requirements, user hand book, and user binder documents. 

 

 Mills-Novoa, Megan. "Sustaining Family Farming Through Mentoring: A Toolkit for 

National Family Farm Coalition Members." National Family Farm Coalition (2011). 

o Included are several resources for designing a mentorship program including guides 
for promoting the program. 

o Included are a series of mentoring tools that could be used for assessing skills, 
appropriateness of involvement in program, training needs, etc. 

 

 Molnar, Lawrence, et al. Huron County Kitchen Incubator: Market and Feasibility Analysis & 
Business & Operating Plan. EDA University Center for Economic Diversification, University 
of Michigan Business School. 2005. 

o Includes blank surveys used in data collection.  
o Includes forecasting for use of space & revenue that could serve as an example. 

 

 Williams, Donna, and Rick Zimmerman. "Greene County Agriculture Incubator Study." 

(2010). 

o Includes a list of potential funding sources in the end of the document. 
o Includes forecasting for use of space & revenue that could serve as an example. 

 

 Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection. “Wisconsin Local 

Food Marketing Guide: A Producer’s Guide to Marketing Locally Grown Food, Second 

Edition.” State of Wisconsin. May 2010. 

o Great resource for new businesses. Goes through all of the elements necessary for 
processing, packaging, and selling local food. 

 

162

mailto:rick@innovationkitchen.org
mailto:dviste@chorus.net


28 | P a g e  

 

References  
 
Adams, Barry. “Rural commercial kitchens form local food network.” Wisconsin State Journal. 22 

Jun 2011. 
 
Aley, Ian. The Linda & Gene Farley Center for Peace, Justice and Sustainability. Interview. 30 Oct 

2014.  
 
Barnard, Ellen. FEED Kitchens, Madison, WI. Interview. 23 Oct 2014. 
 
Brancel, Ben. “Wisconsin Food Processing and Food Sales Requirements.” Department of 

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection, State of Wisconsin. 12 Feb 2012. 
 
ChangeLab Solutions. “Congregation to Community: Shared Use by North Carolina Faith-Based 

Organizations.” North Carolina Division of Public Health. Sept 2014. 
 
Clark, Sarah, Harvell Howard, and Viviane S.V. Rossi. Exploratory Study for a Kitchen Incubator in West 

Memphis, Arkansas. Clinton School of Public Service, University of Arkansas. Apr 2009. 
 
Crawford, C. "An Agro-ecosystem Design Plan Hilltop Farm." North Carolina State University. 

 
Economic Development and Employer Planning System. Population Profiles and Trends by Age, 

Household, and Race. 2014. Web. <http://www.edeps.org/Population.aspx?psc 
=39&pcmc=0&rbcm=0>. 

 
Economic Development and Employer Planning System. Industry Trends by State/Sub-State. 2014. 

Web. <http://www.edeps.org/SelectIndustry.aspx?isc=11&ifips=01000&icmc=00000>. 
 
Economic Research Service. Poverty estimates for the U.S., States, and counties, 2012. United States 

Department of Agriculture. 2013. Web. < http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/county-
level-data-sets/download-data.aspx#.U3TS1ihLpzg>. 

 
Economic Research Service. Population estimates for the U.S., States, and counties, 2010-13. United States 

Department of Agriculture. 2013. Web. < http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/county-
level-data-sets/download-data.aspx#.U3TS1ihLpzg>.  

 
Economic Research Service. Unemployment and median household income for the U.S., States, and counties, 

2000-12. United States Department of Agriculture. 2013. Web. <http://www.ers.usda.gov/ 
data-products/county-level-data-sets/download-data.aspx#.U3TS1ihLpzg>. 

 
Econsult Solutions, Inc. U.S. Kitchen Incubators: An Industry Snapshot. Aug 2013. 
 
Flora, Jan L., et al. "New immigrants in local food systems: two Iowa cases." International Journal of 

Sociology of Agriculture and Food 19.1 (2012): 119-134. 
 
Gillon, S., L. Minkoff, and R. Thistlethwaite. "Grounding ourselves: Innovative land tenure models in 

California and Beyond." California Food and Justice Coalition, Berkley, CA (2006). 

163



29 | P a g e  

 

 
Haen, Adam. FEED Kitchens, Madison, WI. Interview. 15 Oct 2014. 
 
Linda & Gene Farley Center for Peace, Justice and Sustainability, The. “Sinsinawa Budget & Workplan 

Recommendations,” “Incubator Timeline,” and “Expense Report.” Fall 2014. 
 
Macias, Thomas. "Working Toward a Just, Equitable, and Local Food System: The Social Impact of 

Community‐ Based Agriculture*." Social Science Quarterly 89.5 (2008): 1086-1101. 
 
Mills-Novoa, Megan. "Sustaining Family Farming Through Mentoring: A Toolkit for National Family 

Farm Coalition Members." National Family Farm Coalition (2011). 
 
Molnar, Lawrence, et al. Huron County Kitchen Incubator: Market and Feasibility Analysis & Business & 

Operating Plan. EDA University Center for Economic Diversification, University of Michigan 
Business School. 2005. 

 
Murphy, Brad & Linda Davis. Proposal: Mt. Horeb Food Processing Facility Market Research. Mt. Horeb 

Economic Development Corporation & Virtual Management Solutions. 2014. 
 
Northeast Oregon Economic Development District. Feasibility Study for a Commercial Shared-Use Kitchen 

for Wallowa County. Dec 2012. 
 
Pfeiffer, Anne and Amy Bruner Zimmerman. Madison Area Kitchen Incubator: FEED Madison Feasibility 

Report. 2010. 
 
Scott, Charlotte. “Incubator Farms.” The Canadian Organic Grower. Spring 2011. 
 
Sinsinawa Site Visits 13 Oct 2014 and 29 Oct 2014.  
 
Smithers, John, and Sridharan Sethuratnam. "New farms and farmers in ethno-cultural communities: 

Aspirations, barriers and needs." Journal of Rural and Community Development 8.3 (2013): 98-112. 
 
Southwestern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission. “Strategic Plan for Sinsinawa Mound Land 

Resources.” 2014. 

 
United States Bureau of Economic Analysis. Local Area Personal Income. United States Department of 

Commerce. 2012. Web. < http://www.bea.gov/iTable/index_regional.cfm>. 
 
United States Bureau of Economic Analysis. Personal Income by major source of earnings by NAICS 

industry. United States Department of Commerce. 2012. Web. <http://www.bea.gov/ 
iTable/index_regional.cfm>. 

 
Williams, Donna, and Rick Zimmerman. "Greene County Agriculture Incubator Study." (2010). 
 
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection. “Wisconsin Local Food 

Marketing Guide: A Producer’s Guide to Marketing Locally Grown Food, Second Edition.” 
State of Wisconsin. May 2010. 

164



 

Appendix M - Sinsinawa Land Enterprises, LLC Memo 
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To:  Sheila Fitzgerald and Troy Maggied 
From:  Melissa Auchard Scholz, Scholz Nonprofit Law 
Date: May 12, 2015 
Re: Sinsinawa Land Enterprises LLC 
 
I enjoyed meeting you last month and having the opportunity to discuss your plans for utilizing the 
land owned by Sinsinawa Dominicans, Inc. (INC) to more closely align with your mission.  We 
discussed the possibility of forming a limited liability company, Sinsinawa Land Enterprises LLC 
(Enterprises or LLC), to manage the land-related activities.  We understand that you are considering 
opportunities to lease the land for more mission-related purposes such as to the Catholic Worker 
Farm community or, possibly, for a cooperative venture involving immigrants, or beginning farmers, 
or those with disabilities.  You may also want to convert some of the land to a conservancy. 
 
You have asked for our advice on the best way to structure the ownership of this project to insure 
that INC’s status as a 501(c)(3) organization is protected and to maximize opportunities for 
Enterprises to both serve the mission of INC and generate revenue for INC as possible. 
 
Advantages o f  a “whol ly -owned” LLC 
 
To maximize your opportunities and flexibility, we are advising that Sinsinawa Dominicans, Inc. 
create a limited liability company that is owned solely by INC and taxed as a “pass through” entity.  
The benefits of such a structure include the following: 
 

1) The LLC creates a “liability shield” around the Enterprise activities, which means that 
liabilities incurred by Enterprises are obligations of only the LLC and not of INC. Of course, 
to take advantage of this liability shield, INC must be careful to maintain the legal 
separateness of the two entities and avoid or limit any financial guarantees made on behalf of 
the LLC. 

 
2) As a “sole-member” LLC, Enterprises would have the same 501(c)(3) status as its owner 

(INC) and have the benefit of income, property and sales tax exemptions on the same basis 
as INC.  Enterprises could accept directly tax-deductible gifts or grants from foundation or 
government entities on the same basis as INC. 

 
3) The LLC could be a visible entity with its own name and brand or it could be a “behind the 

scenes” legal structure, depending on what makes sense from a legal standpoint. 
 

4) As a “pass through” entity, the income from the LLC will flow back into INC and will be 
classified as either “related” or “unrelated” income.  Enterprises should work closely with its 
accountants to insure that the activities are structured and documented in a way to maximize 
the “related” income.  Based on the activities we discussed, I believe the income from these 
activities would qualify as related but as you add new sources of revenue, an analysis of each 
activity should be performed. 
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5) A separate legal structure also facilitates separate accounting and record keeping.  While the 
separateness can represent additional expense, it enforces a discipline that is important for 
keeping track of how INC’s resources are used and ensuring that they are used for exempt 
purposes and/or accounted for if used for investment purposes.  

 
6) The LLC can serve as a partner with another legal entity if needed.  For example, if 

Enterprises wanted to enter into a deal with a for-profit partner, it would be appropriate to 
have the LLC serve as a partner or shareholder in that entity.   

 
Governance 
 
While the LLC would be closely tied to INC, as a distinct corporate entity, it will be important to 
maintain the entities separately by having a separate governance structure.  Generally, the sole 
member (INC) would appoint a Management Committee to oversee the day-to-day operations but 
INC would retain certain basic controls over the LLC.  For example, common powers that are 
reserved for the sole member include the power to: 
 

(a) sell, or otherwise transfer or dispose of all or substantially all of the property or assets of 
the Company (e.g., an asset sale);  

(b) merge or consolidate the LLC with any other entity;   
(c) dissolve the LLC;  
(d) establish and control a subsidiary of the entity (e.g., for a joint venture with another 

entity);   
(e) appoint the auditor and corporate counsel;  
(f) approve of borrowing by the LLC;  
(g) amend the Articles of Organization or the LLC Operating Agreement; and, 
(h) take any action necessary to preserve the tax-exempt status of the Sole  Member.  

 
Possible roles for a Management Committee include: 
 

a) Naming signatories for an Enterprises bank account; 
b) Developing and approving an annual operating budget for Enterprises; 
c) Determining and approving terms of other contracts for services between 

Enterprises and other third party vendors; and, 
d) Delegating certain authority and responsibility to agents of Enterprises (e.g., 

employees). 
 
The Management Committee could include members of the Sinsinawa community as well as 
persons with particular expertise from the community at-large. 
 
Process  
 
To form the LLC is a simple process that includes the following steps: 
 

1) File articles of organization with the State of Wisconsin, which costs $130; 
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2) Prepare an operating agreement between INC and the LLC.  The operating agreement will 
include provisions that outline the role of the LLC Management Committee and their 
responsibilities versus the “member” (INC); and,  

 
3) If applicable, enter into a shared services agreement through which the LLC could reimburse 

INC for costs INC incurs to help manage Enterprises. 
 
As a single-member LLC, Enterprises would not need to obtain its own tax identification number 
from the IRS (EIN), unless it plans to have its own employees.   
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or would like to discuss any of the issues addressed 
above.  We look forward to working with you on this project. 
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