© 00 N O O b WN P

A DA DWW WWWWWWWWNDDNDDNDNMDNMNDNNDNNMNMDNMNNNPRPRPRPERPERPERERERPRR
N PO O 00 ~NO O WONPFP OOVWONOO P WDNPEPEOOOWOWNO O P~WDNPE O

Plan Commission

of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, January 27, 2015
1

The Meeting of the Plan Commission of the City of Onalaska was called to order at 7:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, January 27, 2015. It was noted that the meeting had been announced and a notice
posted at City Hall.

Roll call was taken, with the following members present: Mayor Joe Chilsen, Ald. Jim Bialecki,
City Engineer Jarrod Holter, Jan Brock, Ron Johnson, Skip Temte, Craig Breitsprecher, Andrea
Benco

Also Present: City Clerk Cari Burmaster, Land Use and Development Director Brea Grace,
Planner/Zoning Inspector Katie Meyer

Item 2 — Approval of minutes from previous meeting

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Andrea, to approve the minutes from the previous meeting
as printed and on file in the City Clerk’s Office.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 3 — Public Input (Limited to 3 minutes per individual)

Mayor Chilsen called for anyone wishing to provide public input.

Alexander Abraham
853 Aspen Valley Drive
Onalaska

“I am talking about the purpose of Item No. 7, [which is] Tax Parcel No. 18-5961-4. | am just
requesting for the committee to waive the owner-occupancy permit for my home which I am
planning to build over there for this tax parcel, which I was totally unaware of that when |
purchased this lot at the very beginning. | was totally unaware, so | am just requesting the Plan
Commission to waive that for me ownership [requirement] until that time [to sell to another

party].”

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone else wishing to provide public input and closed that
portion of the meeting.

Consideration and possible action on the following items:
Item 4 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:00 PM (or immediately following Public Input)

— Discussion and consideration of an amendment to the Unified Development Code (UDC)
regarding variance fees
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Katie said this item is in reference to a potential fee increase for variance applications. Katie
noted that the Board of Zoning Appeals had reviewed and approved a fee increase from $100 to
$300 on September 15, 2014. Katie also noted that staff had reviewed approximately 20
different communities to determine what they charge for a variance fee. Katie said staff
recommends that the Plan Commission consider an ordinance amendment to charge a $300 fee
for all variance application requests.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of an
amendment to the Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding variance fees.

Diane Oldani Wulf
910 Orchid Place
Onalaska

“As a former Board of Zoning Appeals member from 2003 to 2014, | fully support the proposed
increase of all variance application requests from $100 to $300. When | was first appointed to
the Board of Zoning Appeals in 2003, the cost for an application was then $100. Today, in 2015,
it remains $100. The amount of staff time, in addition to the two legal publication postings that
is involved, in my opinion, clearly supports the increase. Thank you.”

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in favor of an amendment to
the Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding variance fees and closed that portion of the
public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to an amendment to
the Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding variance fees and closed the public hearing.

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Craig, to approve an amendment to the Unified
Development Code (UDC) regarding variance fees.

Skip pointed out a typographical error — specifically, an ‘e’ where the number three should be —
in an edited copy of the ordinance included in commission members’ packets.

Brea noted that commission members’ packets include the actual ordinance that would be
adopted and pointed out that the amount ($300) is correct on this copy.

Craig, who also serves on the Board of Zoning Appeals, noted that the board’s support for the
fee increase was unanimous.

On voice vote, motion carried.
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Item 5 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:10 PM (or immediately following Public
Hearing at 7:00 PM) — Discussion and consideration of an amendment to the Unified
Development Code (UDC) regarding determining fence height

Katie said the UDC currently specifies maximum heights for residential and commercial fences.
However, it does not specifically give a method for determining fence height. Katie noted that
the two language amendments have been included in commission members’ packets and read as
follows:

e ““Fence heights shall be measured at a point from ground elevation to top of fence at site
of fence installation.”

e “Inthe event that a fence is placed on top of a retaining wall or similar structures and
shares a vertical support system, the height of the fence shall include the height of both
structures. If the fence and the retaining wall have independent vertical support
structures, the fence and retaining wall heights may be measured separately.”

Katie noted that commission members’ packets include a copy of the actual ordinance that would
be adopted.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of an
amendment to the Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding determining fence height.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of an amendment to the
Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding determining fence height and closed that portion of
the public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called three times anyone wishing to speak in opposition to an amendment to the
Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding determining fence height and closed the public
hearing.

Motion by Andrea, second by Ald. Bialecki, to approve an amendment to the Unified
Development Code (UDC) regarding determining fence height.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 6 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:20 PM (or immediately following Public
Hearing at 7:10 PM) — Discussion and consideration of an amendment to the Unified
Development Code (UDC) regarding directory/multitenant signage, electronic message
board signage, residential signage, and signage for places of worship and educational
facilities

Katie said staff has been working on temporary signage throughout the community with multiple
Reviewed 1/29/15
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commercial businesses. Staff also has been working with a number of those businesses to invest
long term in the community by erecting additional permanent signage. Katie said that in order to
both accommodate this and also provide more options for signage, staff is proposing a number of
amendments to allow for more effective signage for businesses, places of worship and
educational facilities. Katie noted that commission members’ packets include both an edited
version of this item as well as a final copy.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of an
amendment to the Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding directory/multitenant signage,
electronic message board signage, residential signage, and signage for places of worship and
educational facilities.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of an amendment to the
Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding directory/multitenant signage, electronic message
board signage, residential signage, and signage for places of worship and educational facilities
and closed that portion of the public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to an amendment to the Unified
Development Code (UDC) regarding directory/multitenant signage, electronic message board
signage, residential signage, and signage for places of worship and educational facilities.

Diane Oldani Wulf
910 Orchid Place
Onalaska

“I’m here this evening to address specifically Section 13-6-21 — “Signs Permitted.” What is
being proposed this evening is under ‘b’ — “‘Residential, Places of Worship, and Educational
Facilities,” (1) “‘Home Occupation Signage.” [It reads], ‘One (1) sign per premise, not exceeding
twenty-four (24) square feet in area, stating only the name and business or profession of the
occupant. Sign shall be a permanent sign and not be illuminated.” Earlier today | forwarded a
copy of a picture to staff that | had taken over the weekend showing a 4-foot by 6-foot sign in my
front yard. 1’m assuming everyone has gotten a copy of that. | personally don’t think the picture
did it justice as the background was white with snow and so was the sign, but I think you get the
idea.”

Diane showed commission members what both a 3 square foot and a 4-foot by 6-foot sign area
would look like and said, “I just want you to get an idea of what the size of that [would look
like]. Why the need to increase a sign up to 800 percent is my question. | have a difficult time
envisioning signs such as the 24 square foot popping up throughout Onalaska. Do note that any
business or any individual may put these signs in their front yard. They do not have to have a
Conditional Use Permit. They can have a cleaning business, sell makeup, sell candles — anything
—and have up to a 24 square-foot sign in their front yard. | ask that you consider a more
Reviewed 1/29/15



169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210

Plan Commission

of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, January 27, 2015
5

palatable sized sign, something in-between a 3 square-foot sign and a 24 square-foot sign. I’'m
not against the signs. It’s just, in my opinion, the sheer size of them. Thank you.”

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in opposition to an
amendment to the Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding directory/multitenant signage,
electronic message board signage, residential signage, and signage for places of worship and
educational facilities and closed the public hearing.

Motion by Craig, second by Skip, to approve an amendment to the Unified Development Code
(UDC) regarding directory/multitenant signage, electronic message board signage, residential
signage, and signage for places of worship and educational facilities.

Brea said, “About the question on signage in residential areas [and] home occupation signage,
this item was brought up to us before the public hearing tonight, so we’ve been looking at it. We
have our list of municipalities that we queried just to see where we fall in relation to those other
communities. There is a wide spread of [municipalities] that are probably using a standard sign
ordinance that has been around for decades — 2 square feet for home occupation signage to a
larger amount such as the 24 square feet. What is the right answer? Katie and | and Craig
Breitsprecher had met, and that’s where the 24 square feet came from. We knew that something
larger than 2 square feet would be necessary, in our opinion, for effective signage. If the
commission wants to discuss this point further, one of the things we could do is pull the section
from what we’re advancing tonight and we could continue discussions on just home occupation
signage at the next Plan Commission meeting. Then if we want to amend the ordinance from 2
square feet and put a special amendment together for that ... That’s Option A, and I think that’s
maybe more of what I’m recommending versus trying to hammer out something tonight and
getting the wording right for the ordinance change [as Option B].”

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Andrea, to amend the previous motion to exclude approval
of Section 13-6-21(11)(b)(1), “Home Occupation Signage.”

Jan asked how a decision had been arrived at regarding home occupation signage not exceeding
24 square feet.

Craig said, “The demonstration was real effective as far as demonstrating the difference between.
However, the person bringing that forward never addressed whether a 3 square-foot sign was
effective or not. That’s a dramatic difference; | can certainly attest to that. But one of the things
that I think over a number of years after dealing with this type of signage is, generally speaking,
what constitutes effective signage? What square footage in an outdoor environment, which isn’t
like bringing a 4-by-6 sheet of paper into a closed environment ... That doesn’t really reflect
how that is absorbed in the outside arena. What we see in the outside is anything, once you take
it outside, decreases in size instantaneously because it’s such a massive area that it’s applied to.
Bringing it in here and demonstrating for [us] is kind of a smoke-and-mirrors situation. One of
Reviewed 1/29/15
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the things I looked at too is, looking at a community like, for example, Rochester, Minnesota —
they allow 24 square feet. So it’s not just me, but it seems to be that’s an effective amount of
square footage that allows for the fonts to be large enough to be easily absorbable by passersby
so they know that that is the business that’s located there. And businesses, whether they’re
located in your home if we’re going to allow those to exist, have the same right to be visible for
their clients as anybody in a commercial area. We need to make sure that that happens
effectively. It was my recommendation that 24 feet should generally suffice to make that
happen. It doesn’t have to be that big. | think painting the picture that, ‘Up and down the street
that’s all you’re going to see is everybody who has anything that they want to do out of their
home is going to have a 24 square-foot sign’ is a little misleading.”

Brea said, “As we were looking at this today and looking at other municipalities, some things
that came to my mind is that right now we aren’t regulating the maximum height. We are, but
the maximum height can be extremely high for a residential area. So one of the things | want to
step back and take a look at is, should these be low-profile signs? Should we have a maximum
[height] of 6 feet versus a 30-foot sign in a residential area? It’s not just changing the maximum
square footage, but I think there are a couple of other pieces we want to look at as well.”

Craig said, “I agree with Brea. | think that’s the one thing that wasn’t addressed in this. When
we look at an overall height, generally | say we need to stay about 30 inches above ground level
to the bottom of the sign. Why? Because we get snow that piles that high periodically. We
want to make sure that the owners have an opportunity to keep that visible. Now, you add
perhaps 4 feet on top of that, you’re looking at about a 7-foot maximum height. Is that where we
want to go? | think that’s what we need to discuss, and that’s why it would be pulled off. As far
as compromising on square footage, | don’t think so because you’re going back in that other
direction and heading back to that 3 square feet again. And I don’t think that that’s even close to
being appropriate. Let’s make sure that we have ordinances that allow for success of these
businesses.”

Andrea said, “But | would add that in a residential neighborhood a sign of that size and that
height would be imposing in something that’s supposed to be a non-commercial district. And |
think that’s what you have to balance in residential. This is not a commercial district. I’'m 5 feet
tall, so a 7-foot sign that’s 24 square feet is going to be a big imposition if I’m out for a walk or
chatting with neighbors. | think in residential that maybe 24 [square feet] may be too big and
maybe 7 [feet] is too high, so it needs to be looked at. But I wouldn’t just discount it just
because it doesn’t look that big to you inside this room.”

Craig said, “No. But for demonstration purposes, clearly that misrepresents what’s out there —
clearly. That can be demonstrated in a number of ways.”

Amendment to the motion restated:

Reviewed 1/29/15
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To remove Section 13-6-21(11)(b)(1), “Home Occupation Signage.”

For clarification, Brea said the title “Home Occupation Signage” would remain as No. 1 and
“Reserved for future use” would be placed in brackets where the text is.

Vote on the amendment:

On voice vote, motion carried, 7-1 (Skip Temte).

Original motion restated:

To approve an amendment to the Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding
directory/multitenant signage, electronic message board signage, residential signage, and signage
for places of worship and educational facilities, with Section 13-6-21(11)(b)(1), “Home
Occupation Signage” being removed.

Skip asked if removal of this section means there would be no restrictions.

Mayor Chilsen told Skip he is correct.

Brea suggested perhaps retaining the previous language that states a maximum of 3 square feet is
permitted.

Skip asked, “The current would still stay?”
Mayor Chilsen said, “Not presently. Not the way it’s worded now.”

Craig said, “If we’re pulling that off of consideration, that automatically leaves the previous
ordinance in effect.”

Skip told Craig he is incorrect because this would be a new ordinance.

Brea said, “I think we should leave it at 3 [square feet]. | think we should leave that section in
and replace 24 [square feet] with 3 [square feet].”

Cari said, “I would say that since we’re doing the ordinance, the ordinance would change and
that the old language would be inserted there because we’re not changing that language because
we have an ordinance on the books right now. So without changing the ordinance, that’s what
we have. When you come forward the next time and you’re doing the changes to the ordinance,
that’s where that whole language would be removed because we’re not removing ... If you’re
not going to change it with this ordinance — which is what you just did; you just pulled it out —
then you’re leaving what we currently have on the books. That’s my interpretation.”

Reviewed 1/29/15
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Skip said, “I can see a lot of legal problems there on changing ordinance with that philosophy
because then people can say, ‘But this was in the old one and it isn’t in the new one, and since
you didn’t exactly repeal it in the new one you omitted it by mistake and it needs to be put back
in.”

Cari told Skip he is incorrect and said, “We always address which section of the ordinance is
replaced. Always in the ordinance it lays out which section is replaced. I’m saying when this
goes forward for a reading to Administrative and Judiciary what will need to be done when [City
Attorney] Sean [O’Flaherty] sends this ordinance to me is the old language will appear in that
section because we’ve now removed this language we don’t want there because you’re going to
be addressing that when you do this in a couple of months. That’s normally what happens. We
only replace certain sections. We leave the old sections and we replace the other sections.
That’s the typical process every time we do an ordinance.”

Craig noted that the Plan Commission is exempting the section in question from change by the
motion Ald. Bialecki made.

Cari said there is the option of having nothing on the books.

For clarification, Brea asked Cari if she is recommending that the language in this section state 3
square feet is the maximum size for home signage.

Cari said yes and stated, “If you don’t want to change that at this point in time, I’m saying the
old language would come back in there. Then as you go forward the next couple of months with
the discussion, that’s the section you’re discussing, and at the point where we get the language
that you want we would have to do another public hearing. Then we would do an ordinance just
addressing that particular section, and that new ordinance would repeal that section and replace it
with the new language.”

Brea said the previous language regarding signage measuring 3 square feet would be inserted in
this section.

In response to a question by Andrea, Craig noted that the amendment has been approved and the
motion on the floor is to approve the ordinance changes with the home signage area being
exempted from any changes.

Andrea asked if the original motion may be discussed.

Mayor Chilsen said yes.

Motion by Andrea, second by Ald. Bialecki, to amend the previous motion and change Section
Reviewed 1/29/15
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13-6-27(6b) of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Onalaska to state that electronic signs may
only be operational between 7 a.m. and 9 p.m.

Andrea said this will be uniform with the ordinance that closes down businesses such as car
washes at 9 p.m. Andrea said the last line of 6b would read as follows: “Electronic signs may
only be operational between 7 a.m. and 9 p.m. to preserve the integrity of the surrounding
neighborhood.”

Jan said she believes electronic signs should be operational until 11 p.m., noting that Kwik Trip
is open until midnight.

Ald. Bialecki said, “Why do | feel like we’ve had this conversation on this and voted on
something already? 1I’m sitting here thinking right now — and unfortunately, we’re going to go
another month with this — we’ve been at signs for two years now or more. Do we need a
separate sign committee? But nonetheless, continue the conversation.”

Craig said, “It seems like, and I’ve done some more checking since Andrea brought that up last
time, schools and churches have lots of functions that are going on at 9 o’clock. There’s lots of
information that they feel like they can impart to those people who participate in those functions
between those hours. Now, to go all night, I agree. I don’t think 10 o’clock really hurts
anything, and it certainly serves those institutions better. And that’s what we’re here to try to
serve.”

Skip said he believes 9 p.m. is too early to ask those with electronic signs to turn them off.

Vote on the amendment:

On voice vote, motion failed, 7-1.

Original motion restated:

To approve an amendment to the Unified Development Code (UDC) regarding
directory/multitenant signage, electronic message board signage, residential signage, and signage
for places of worship and educational facilities, as amended.

On voice vote, motion carried, 7-1 (Andrea Benco).

Item 7 — Consideration of a non-substantial modification determination to the Nathan Hill

Estates Subdivision Planned Unit Development (PUD) for a portion of Lot 21 (Lot 2),
submitted by Alexander Abraham, 853 Aspen Valley Drive, Onalaska, W1 (Tax Parcel #18-

5961-4)

Reviewed 1/29/15



379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388
389
390
391
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418
419
420

Plan Commission

of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, January 27, 2015
10

Brea noted that both Alexander and Ann Mary Isacc purchased the property, two parcels on
Emerald Drive East, a few years ago with the intention of constructing rental homes on the
property. Alexander and Mary Ann came forward with a Certified Survey Map and did land
divisions. Brea said that when Alexander and Mary Ann brought this forward in 2013, the
northern of the two lots was intended to be a twin home. Alexander and Mary Ann subsequently
constructed a twin home on this property. The southern parcel, which is located at 3807 Emerald
Drive East and identified as Parcel B in commission members’ packets, was a vacant lot
identified as a single-family home site. When the CSM was approved both by the Plan
Commission and the Common Council in 2013, one of the conditions was compliance with the
original conditions of the Nathan Hill Planned Unit Development.

Brea said, “As we discussed in length last spring, some of the conditions from that Planned Unit
Development were owner-occupancy requirements so that we didn’t exceed a certain percentage
of rental-occupied in this neighborhood. The land that Alexander Abraham purchased was part
of the original Lot 21. When the plat was passed and when the Planned Unit Development was
passed, Lot 21 was conditioned to be a [owner]-occupied property, and any other homes put up
there were to be [owner]-occupied. As Alexander Abraham stated, he was unaware of this
condition when he purchased the property. He is asking for an exemption in the sense that he’s
asking to put up the single-family home on Parcel B, and once he sells the property that it be
owner-occupied at that time. In reviewing the request, staff has looked back at what the city’s
position has been previously. Last summer Terry Herbst came in with a request on Crestwood
Drive to put in a multiunit apartment complex and to, upon his transfer, then have it be owner-
occupied. The Plan Commission and Council denied that request last summer. Staff had
informed Mr. Abraham that the twin home that was up, that was his requirement — when the twin
home was sold on Parcel A, it had to be owner-occupied. He’s asking that essentially that same
condition be granted to a home that’s not yet constructed. I’m concerned with this because there
are a lot of other lands that haven’t been developed yet, specifically on Lots 1, 2 and 3. We have
to be conscientious about consistency throughout this subdivision. | think that building a spec
home would be OK, but having it be rental-occupied is something that ... We just have to look at
consistency and how that would be applied across the board throughout the subdivision.”

Andrea referred to the minutes from the January 20 Plan Commission Sub-Committee meeting
and asked, for clarification, if the Plan Commission can determine that this is a non-substantial
and would still have the right either in the future or this evening to deny the request to construct
a rental-occupied property.

Brea said she had asked Sean for clarification on this and stated that the Plan Commission could

determine this to be non-substantial this evening and then either approve or deny the request this
evening. Brea said, “If it’s determined to be substantial, that’s when it has to go to Council, have
a public hearing, and then a decision can be made on the request.”

Ald. Bialecki sought further clarification from Brea, asking, “Are you saying that if this is
Reviewed 1/29/15
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approved as non-substantial then we can also make a second motion even though it’s not listed?”
Brea said yes.

Motion by Andrea, second by Craig, to determine that the Nathan Hill Estates Subdivision
Planned Unit Development (PUD) for a portion of Lot 21 (Lot 2), submitted by Alexander
Abraham, 853 Aspen Valley Drive, Onalaska, W1 is a non-substantial modification, and also to
deny a request to allow the construction of rental-owned property.

Ron asked that the motion be reread.

For clarification, Cari stated that the motion is to approve this as a non-substantial change to the
PUD, but to deny a request to have the property be not owner-occupied. Cari also asked Brea if
she wants these items together or if she prefers the two to be separated by motions.

Brea said keeping the items together would be fine.

Ald. Bialecki asked Brea to obtain clarification from Sean to see if it is necessary to separate the
two items.

Craig said, “As much as | like to let people do what they like with their properties, and it’s
always that struggle of how do we let them have their property rights as owners, we’ve kind of
established a philosophy on this area based on what this was originally approved at. And our
recent past actions would fly in the face of those decisions if we went ahead and approved this.
And quite frankly, I think it turns into at that point a precedent-setting thing which | don’t want
to be involved in — and it sounds like nobody else here does, either. As much as I’d like people
to be able to do what they want, it’s just not possible here.”

Jan said, “I still have a problem with this. | had a problem when Mr. Herbst came in and we told
him that he couldn’t [build rental properties and later sell]. We have two letters sitting before us,
both saying that these people were told when they purchased these lots in good faith they could
build rental properties on them. | agree — the best thing for us to do is to go back to the original
conditions where the property should be owner-occupied. That’s what the original owners in this
Nathan Hill Subdivision purchased into. That’s what they should be having. But that’s not
occurred. Katie and Brea gave us a whole list here of violations that we have; we even have that
in our packet here. | don’t know what the right answer is here, but | feel like two wrongs don’t
make a right here. And I just have a real problem. We had several violations. | don’t know who
told whom what. Brea said that he was told when he built the first one ... | don’t know. I can’t
go back and find out that information. But I have some real concerns about this.”

Craig said, “l don’t disagree with you, Jan, and that’s what makes it complicated. But the
problem is, this planned development was pretty clearly specified originally. It was sold
Reviewed 1/29/15
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supposedly under different pretenses by the developer. It’s not the city’s responsibility to get
involved in that discussion. That’s something that the buyer has to have with the developer who
told him or failed to tell him the conditions that existed here. | don’t think we can go back now
and change those just because somebody has been misinformed by a developer. That’s not our
job.”

Brea said, “I think there’s one thing we can do better. | agree that it’s not the city’s
responsibility. But on that CSM when the CSM was approved, the condition was to comply with
the original terms of the plat and the original [PUD] conditions. It was very brief, and it never
was ... Staff didn’t go out and pull those original conditions and hand them to the new buyer.
We didn’t realize there was such a sticking point at that time, otherwise we would have provided
some helpful information. Nor were we ever asked to pull those original conditions, either.
We’ll do what we can to get information out there, but | think it is the buyer’s responsibility to
do their due diligence on the site before they purchase.”

Jan inquired about Alexander’s twin home on the second lot.
Brea said this was a condition on the CSM.

Mayor Chilsen reminded the Plan Commission there is a motion and a second on the floor and is
contingent upon Sean’s approval. Mayor Chilsen also noted that an “aye’ vote is a vote to deny.

On voice vote, motion carried, 6-1-1. (Jan Brock votes no. Skip Temte abstains).

Item 8 — Review and consideration of a request to allow outdoor display and storage for
greater than thirty (30) at HotSpring Spas and Pools at 576 Theater Road, submitted by
Melissa Staige of HotSpring Spas & Pools, 576 Theater Road, Onalaska, W1 (Tax Parcel

#18-3583-1)

Brea said this is a request from the owner of HotSpring Spas & Pools to utilize the business’
parking lot on Theater Road to both display and sell pre-owned hot tubs. Brea said the request is
to allow outdoor sales year-round and noted the city’s ordinances currently allow outdoor sales
up to 30 days per calendar year unless approved by the Plan Commission.

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Craig, to deny a request to allow outdoor display and storage
for greater than thirty (30) at HotSpring Spas and Pools at 576 Theater Road, submitted by
Melissa Staige of HotSpring Spas & Pools, 576 Theater Road, Onalaska, W1.

Skip said, “I think the city idea is that things like this are supposed to be indoors generally for all
businesses. This person is trying to do things different than what the city desires. If we were to
approve something like this it’s sort of setting a precedent to change the whole idea of what we
want here.”
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Ald. Bialecki said he agrees with Skip.

Andrea asked if it would make a difference if HotSpring Spas & Pools erected a tent and held a
tent sale.

Brea said, “Per the Commercial Building Code, a tent can be erected up to six months a year, and
then it is considered a permanent structure and then there are a whole set of commercial codes
that apply. We looked at a temporary tent policy, and the temporary tents are allowed up to six
months. We had discussions about how long is too long. So far with temporary tent sales, we’ve
only allowed those twice — | think two 30-day periods. This is going quite a bit from currently
allowing 30 days to allowing it year-round.”

Andrea asked if the city allows some 180-day tent sales for garden centers.
Brea told Andrea she is correct.
Andrea said, “So they could do the same kind of thing if they put up a tent, or no?”

Brea said no and stated, “When we brought that [tent sale] policy forward it... addressed the
garden centers specifically.”

Skip said, “I think that something contained by a tent of this type is quite different than just
being opened out in the open. A tent would be a whole different thing and yes, | think that if
they wanted to put up a tent and have it in that, | might approve that. But the idea of having
things out in the open, that’s almost like open storage.”

Jan noted that the area where HotSpring Spas & Pools wanted to place the tent is located in front
of the Salon Professional Academy and another business. Jan said she had driven around to the
rear of the building and discovered hot tubs stacked above the fence. Jan also noted there is a hot
tub sitting on the drive between Slumberland and HotSpring Spas & Pools. Jan said, “From what
I see in the back, I certainly couldn’t approve what they’re wanting in the front.”

Brea noted that when she began serving as Land Use and Development Director in 2012 she and
former Assistant Planner Deena Murphy had worked on enforcement of outdoor storage,
including at the property being discussed. Brea said outdoor storage is allowed when screened
and noted that in 2012 HotSpring Spas & Pools had put up the screening behind the building
with the intention of having everything back there. Brea said the business had brought the site
into compliance, but added it seems as though it is “slipping back out of compliance.” Brea said
there is a significant amount of storage on the back side that needs to be cleaned up. Brea said,
“It’s outdoor storage that needs to be screened behind that fenced-in area or removed from the
site. There are two issues here. One is the outdoor storage; it’s just not allowed. The second is
Reviewed 1/29/15
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allowing outdoor sales and whether those hot tubs are allowed to be out for display and sale.”
On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 9 — Review and consideration of a request to extend the Final Plat submittal
requirement for three years, as requested by Kevin Fry, on behalf of EImwood Partners,
1859 Sand Lake Road, Onalaska, for the 4™ Addition to the Country Club Estates Plat
(Tax Parcels #18-3566-100 & 18-4479-0)

Brea said that when the Plan Commission had last reviewed this item it had made a
recommendation for a one-year extension for the final submittal of the plat. Brea said she had
erred when she transferred the agenda item from the Plan Commission agenda to the Common
Council agenda, noting she had put the three-year request in the agenda item. This item was
approved for three years by the Council on the Consent Agenda. Brea said this is an opportunity
for the Plan Commission either to work with the three years or recommend a one-year extension
to the Council.

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Andrea, to approve a one-year extension for EImwood
Partners, 1859 Sand Lake Road, Onalaska, for the Final Plat submittal for the 4™ Addition to the
Country Club Estates Plat.

Skip asked, “Does this mean that anytime the Council does not agree with what we have
recommended that we can bring it up again and make a second recommendation to them?”

Ald. Bialecki told Skip that the Plan Commission had approved a one-year extension, but it had
erroneously appeared on the Council agenda as a three-year extension. Ald. Bialecki said this
will correct the mistake and reflect the Plan Commission’s original intention.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 10 — Review and discussion of 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 5 — Utilities
& Community Facilities

Katie noted that the fifth chapter of the Draft Comprehensive Plan is before the commission this
evening. Included in the staff report is a list of all of the chapters that have been reviewed by the
Plan Commission thus far, and also the chapters that have been reviewed by the Long Range
Planning Committee. Katie said she welcomes any comments pertaining to this chapter and
added that this chapter will be reviewed by the Board of Public Works at its February 3 meeting.

Ald. Bialecki noted that the Plan Commission Sub-Committee had examined this item at its
January 20 meeting and had no questions.
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Mayor Chilsen asked Katie if she needs any comments this evening.

Katie said she welcomes comments now, but added she will take them throughout the entire
process.

In response to a question by Ald. Bialecki, Katie said the Common Council will see the entire
document. Katie also noted that there will be a public hearing at the Plan Commission level,
adding that there also will be an open house.

Brea explained that the Long Range Planning Committee is serving as the steering committee
that is putting together the document. However, Brea also noted that statutorily it is the Plan
Commission that must hold the public hearing on the Comprehensive Plan and then make the
formal recommendation to the Council. Brea said the Long Range Planning Committee wants to
bring the Plan Commission the document in pieces so its members can make comments and she
and Katie can go back and work with the Long Range Planning Committee. Brea said there will
be a public meeting prior to a public hearing.

Jan said she has enjoyed reading each chapter.
Jarrod said all the documents have been “very well-written.”

Skip said it seems as though there will be a significant effect on the draft if the Town of
Onalaska becomes the Village of Midway, particularly on the water district going into Brice
Prairie.

Jarrod said the city’s elected officials would have to decide whether to offer those services to
another municipality.

Brea said it becomes necessary to update the Comprehensive Plan anytime a large area is
annexed or anytime there is a significant change. Brea said, “If we’re annexing a huge area it’s
worth coming back and looking at that particular piece of property and figuring out utility
services and parks and fire and police services. That probably would be an amendment to the
plan.”

Adjournment
Motion by Andrea, second by Ald. Bialecki, to adjourn at 8:03 p.m.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Recorded By:

Kirk Bey
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