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The Meeting of the Plan Commission of the City of Onalaska was called to order at 7:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, May 26, 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, Paul Gleason, Skip Temte, Craig Breitsprecher, Sue
Peterson

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 Craig, 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.

Chris Meyer, Dream Builders of Wisconsin
1589 Medary Lane
Onalaska

“I am here for Items 10 and 11, if any questions come up while you have discussions on those
topics. The one item that | wanted to touch base on quickly is the addition of decks to the project
that we currently have under construction. The original project called for six concrete slabs out
the back, which as we all know is a non-porous area. Changing these areas to above-ground
decks helps in several ways. It gives us porous area for groundwater to soak into. It looks better,
in many people’s opinions. We want to hook the decks to the building. We can build the decks
without them. We can put them on four posts, but we would like to hook them to the building. |
guess that’s where the approval is needed. Hooking them to the building gives us a more stable
area. It is safer, and it’s actually more eye-appealing, too, when you’re looking at it. When |
was out in the neighborhood looking around, each and every deck that is in the neighborhood —
commercial and non-commercial — is attached to the building, just as we’re requesting to have
done. Thank you for your time.”

Dennis King
315 French Road
Onalaska
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“I’m here to speak on the rezoning from R-1 to M-1. | talked to the gentleman here tonight
representing this, and the credit union is probably the best use of that land for us. We are not
opposed to that. However, we were wondering why we’re looking at M-1versus the Transitional
Commercial zoning. We don’t know what’s going to happen with Parcel No. 2, and we’re
wondering why this Light Industrial ... It seems controversial when you say ‘industrial’ next to a
residential [area]. That is my concern. | do like what | see as far as the credit union. | think that
would be the best use for that property for us. But the number is an issue with me. Thank you.”

Alan Ohm
404 French Road
Onalaska

“I’m also on the board of directors of the Deer Creek Condominium Association. | share
Dennis’ concern that he just expressed as to why this should be zoned M-1. It seems to me,
again, that you have the zoning TC, [which is] the Transitional Commercial zoning [and] would
be appropriate for this site. | have no objection to a credit union being located on that corner,
either. The other thing that the Transitional Conditional allows is some aesthetic concerns and
some buffers. This does buffer a dead-end street that is used primarily by the residents. It’s all
residential use, so again, I share the concerns about converting this to M-1. Thank you.”

Keith Heinze
206 South Elm Street
La Crescent, MN

“I’m here for Item No. 6, and first of all | have to say that we truly appreciate Brea and Katie.
I’ve also talked to Cari, and they’ve been very helpful. We have a little bit of an issue with the
R-2 and going to P-1. We would like to build a storage shed, and the setbacks have become an
issue. So at their recommendation we’re getting this mess cleaned up. Also, today I dug into the
safe and | found the Articles of Incorporation . We really are Luther High School Association
and not Mississippi Valley. That was done in 1962, so I’m sure Pam from [La Crosse] County
will be taking care of that. We had some history to untangle a little bit, at your recommendation.
Thank you very much.”

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 P.M. (or immediately following Public
Input) — Consideration of a rezoning request filed by Marianne Buchanan for Wesley and
Florence Spors Irrevocable Trust, W2815 Shorewood Court, West Salem, W1 54669, from
Reviewed 6/1/15
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Interim Single Family Residential District (R-1) to Light Industrial District (M-1) for
development of property located at N4502 French Road and 200 French Road (Tax Parcels
#18-4453-0 & 9-451-0)

1. Rezoning fee of $150.00 (PAID).
2. Rezoning for Tax Parcel #9-451-0 contingent upon completion of annexation.

3. Owner/developer shall pay all fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City
prior to obtaining a building permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied
and improvements installed per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits.

4. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e.,
site plan approvals, building permits, zoning approvals).

5. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
other conditions.

6. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in minutes shall not release the property
owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements.

Brea said the proposed rezoning request is contingent upon the annexation of the parcel of land
on which the single-family residence exists. The rezoning request is for two parcels, which are
identified as Parcel No. 1 and Parcel No. 2 in commission members’ packets. Brea noted the
aforementioned parcels are being requested for rezoning. The parcel located in the City of
Onalaska is currently zoned R-2. Brea said the parcel that is being annexed from the Town of
Medary will be zoned R-1(Single-Family Residential) in the interim. Brea said the surrounding
zoning districts include a mix of residential zoning districts on French Road. A Light Industrial
zoning district is located directly across French Road from the proposal. The properties along
the State Trunk Highway 16 frontage road are zoned Transitional Commercial. Brea said staff is
proposing to extend the M-1 district across French Road both to Parcel No. 1 and Parcel No. 2.
Brea referred to a zoning map on display for the Plan Commission and noted a majority of the
city’s commercial areas are zoned M-1. Brea said this is consistent with how the City of
Onalaska has zoned commercial properties elsewhere in the city. Brea said buffers from
commercial parking lots to residential areas would be required. Lot No. 2 would require buffers
on the north and east sides once it is developed and if there is parking lot use in the area. Brea
said staff recommends approval of the proposal with the six conditions listed in commission
members’ packets.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the
Reviewed 6/1/15
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rezoning request.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the rezoning request
and closed that portion of the public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the rezoning request.

Alan Ohm
404 French Road
Onalaska

“I’m just going to repeat what I said. | don’t understand why, given the map and [the fact] it’s so
close to other TC zones it shouldn’t continue to be a Transitional Commercial zone. Across the
street is Midwest Gas, but it’s not an imposition. It seems to me that Transitional Commercial
would be the best way to zone this going forward. | don’t have the packets, so I’m not sure what
the six conditions are that are being placed on this even though it’s proposed to be changed in M-
1. Again, I’m just repeating that | would like to see this Transitional Conditional. Thank you.”

Dennis King
315 French Road
Onalaska

“I’d like to go along with what Alan says. We had an annual meeting, and all 30 of our members
expressed the same desire that they were scared of this “Industrial” word. And this Transitional
Commercial seemed to allow more flexibility for our neighborhood. Again, we don’t have the
six conditions we’re talking about, so maybe Brea could read them to us.”

Mayor Chilsen promised that the six conditions would be read.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in opposition to the rezoning
request and closed the public hearing.

Brea read the six conditions and said, “The rezoning request that has been asked of the city is the
rezoning from the current district to the M-1 district. The Plan Commission’s actions will be
limited to an up or down vote on the zoning to the M-1 district. Because of publication
requirements we can’t decide to zone to something else. We would have to deny the rezoning to
M-1, republish a notice to zone it to the TC district and go back through this again.”

Craig said, “Brea, let’s talk about the obvious. Why M-1 as opposed to Transitional
Commercial? Obviously the client has requested that. Did we counsel them? Is there a reason,
because clearly a credit union would be allowed under either/or.”

Reviewed 6/1/15
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Brea said the applicant had decided on the M-1 district after being presented with the options of
either M-1 or Transitional Commercial (T-C.). Brea said more commercial uses are allowed
under M-1, while there are very limited outright permitted uses under Transitional Commercial.

Katie noted that both financial institutions and credit unions are outright permitted in the TC
District. Katie also noted that there are approximately only 20 uses under Transitional
Commercial compared to the majority of the other commercial and Light Industrial, which
allows more variety. Katie said, “It has almost the same amount of conditional uses that are
allowed, so it’s much more restrictive in what you can actually do with it. There are other
standards, just as a whole, within screening and buffering that can be done that isn’t necessarily
tied to Transitional Commercial, so we can still accomplish that (screening) without having that
zoning designation.”

Jan noted that Midwest Gas likely has been at its current location for some time, while other
neighboring properties such as The Treehouse are newer. Jan said it is her understanding that the
credit union will be located on Parcel No. 1 and asked what is intended for Parcel No. 2. Jan
also asked if the residents are aware of other potential uses for the property should the credit
union fail.

Brea said it is her understanding that the credit union intends to hold onto Parcel No. 2 for future
growth and expansion. Brea said the applicant’s representative is present and perhaps would be
able to provide a more detailed explanation. Brea noted the parcel across the street was rezoned
in 1987 for the natural gas holding tank, which was required to be screened. Brea said, “We do
have site plan approval that would be required for new construction on any of those sites.
Through site plan approval we’ll look at compatibility with neighborhoods and design standards
so that it is compatible with neighborhoods. And [we’ll look at] screening and buffering so that
we are protecting residential areas from commercial developments [including] headlights or
noise or trash blowing around. We would try to look at that during site plan review. As far as
future uses, if the credit union were to fail and what can go into the building; it’s going to be
designed as an office. It will lend itself just how the building is built, [which is] more of an
office use and less of an industrial use.”

Skip noted there are several credit unions in the city and asked if the majority of them are located
on parcels zoned M-1.

Brea said yes, noting a new Firefighters Credit Union is being constructed on Midwest Drive,
which is zoned M-1. Brea also noted Bremer Bank is located on a parcel zoned M-1.

Skip referred to two credit unions located on East Main Street that are on parcels zoned M-1and
said it is natural that individuals who wish to construct a credit union would request M-1 zoning
if a majority of the credit unions in the city are located on parcels zoned M-1.

Reviewed 6/1/15
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Paul asked if any M-1 use would be allowed once a parcel is zoned M-1.
Mayor Chilsen told Paul he is correct.

Paul noted that another M-1 use could be constructed with only site plan approval if a structure
on an M-1 parcel is razed and said, “I had the same concern. As I looked through the list of M-1
uses, there were a lot of them that seemed perfectly similar in terms of suitability. But there
were a couple that | was really surprised at. | don’t remember what they were, but | think one of
them was a dry cleaning plant or a cleaning plant.”

Katie noted the list of permitted uses include cleaning, pressing and drying establishments;
commercial bakeries; laboratories; storage; and sale machinery and equipment.

Paul said he believes this would include a dry cleaning plant and a commercial bakery, both of
which he considers to be industrial uses. Paul said, “I think the concern here is a little more
theoretical than real, but that was the same concern I had.” Paul noted he recalls the rezoning
from 1987 to which Brea had referred earlier and said it had been zoned specifically for that use.
Paul said he believes the City of Onalaska had taken the position of wanting to see Transitional
Commercial along this corridor. Paul also suggested that perhaps in the future the natural gas
holding tank could be rezoned Transitional Commercial “after it outlives its usefulness.”

Craig said, “I see nothing wrong with the use as proposed, and I guess | would like to hear from
the representative about what their position is right now as far as future plans for that site. But
one of the things that concerns me additionally is not so much whether it’s M-1 or Transitional
Commercial, but we seem to be jumping back and forth as we go down that property. | realize
there is a road separating them, but we still seem to be jumping back and forth. | just wonder if
that’s really necessary. That would be a question for the owners — can they survive with
something else that their neighbors would be more comfortable with and we could ensure a little
bit better outcome even though like Paul said, | think the concerns are more theoretical than
real.”

Ryan Olson, Coldwell Banker River Valley
118 7" Street South
La Crosse

“I’m here on behalf of the credit union that is looking to locate. First of all, just to speak to the
strength of the credit union and the fear of failure, | would just say that they’re looking to locate
in this area because their territory has increased through acquisition and it’s a period of growth
for them. They are looking to make a significant investment in the parcel and therefore, in the
community. | think they don’t have any plans to go anywhere for a long time. In fact, Co-op
Credit Union is one of the 20 largest credit unions in the State of Wisconsin, and they have
several locations. |1 think this might be No. 12 in the state, but it could be more. As far as the
Reviewed 6/1/15
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two parcels, it’s a package deal. They were purchased together, and therefore the rezoning is
being done together as well. | myself served on the Village of Holmen Board and was on the
Planning Commission as well, and the zoning ordinance is what it is. When we’re given as far as
what the two choices are, the one that offers certainly more flexibility would be the M-1.
Therefore, that’s why it was more attractive to the client — obviously not because they look to
utilize it to its fullest extent in terms of the uses that are underneath it, but just based on the use
that they intend to use it for would allow more flexibility than maybe what your Transitional
Commercial would allow. Again, I understand the concerns. But again, it’s pretty clear what the
intended use is. They’re not looking for any other use other than what they have. To my
understanding, there are no plans to develop that second parcel other than to just maybe allow in
case they need to develop a little bit onto that second parcel.”

Jan asked if the planned credit union will be a repository and drive-through and not an operations
center.

Ryan told Jan she is correct and noted Co-op Credit Union’s headquarters are located in Black
River Falls.

Brea asked Ryan to address the timing of the development.

Ryan said Co-op Credit Union is “very anxious” to come into the City of Onalaska and begin the
project once the annexation and rezoning process is complete. Ryan said Co-op Credit Union’s
original timeline likely was “more optimistic and aggressive” than what the Plan Commission’s
timeline will allow and added, “We’re adjusting accordingly.”

Ald. Bialecki asked Brea what protectors are in place for the residents under an M-1, noting that
a laundry processing plant could be permissible in the future on the second parcel. Ald. Bialecki
asked what protections the residents would have from the city to ensure that this would not
occur.

Brea noted that there are screening protections in place and said, “Historically in the city when
there has been an odor or a noise or a vibration issue from an industrial development, the
Planning and Zoning Department has responded to that and mitigated that so that there are no
negative impacts as far as those three potential impacts are concerned. It does come down to, if
it is a permitted use they don’t need to come back to the Plan Commission. They can go through
site plan approval. There are a number of conditional uses in the M-1 district, so it’s possible
that a conditional use will come forward. But again, the neighbors would be notified within 250
feet and we would have another public hearing and decide on the conditional use that’s proposed
at that time.”

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Skip, to approve with the six listed conditions a rezoning
request filed by Marianne Buchanan for Wesley and Florence Spors Irrevocable Trust, W2815
Reviewed 6/1/15
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Shorewood Court, West Salem, WI 54669, from Interim Single Family Residential District (R-1)
to Light Industrial District (M-1) for development of property located at N4502 French Road and
200 French Road.

Jarrod noted that Hansen Place, a “remnant street,” had been reconstructed within the last couple
of years and is not built for commercial traffic. Jarrod said he would not allow driveway access
to Hansen Place and would enforce this either through site plan approval or conditions. Jarrod
referred to the northern property line and suggested either building a fence or utilizing screening
that is 80 percent cover for the residents. Jarrod said any driveways should exit onto French
Road rather than Hansen Place and reiterated he believes there is a need for screening along the
northern property line.

Motion by Jarrod, second by Skip, to amend the previous motion and add two conditions
prohibiting driveway access off Hansen Place and requiring screening along the northern
property line that is 80 percent cover.

Vote on the amendment:

On voice vote, motion carried.

Original motion restated:

To approve with eight conditions a rezoning request filed by Marianne Buchanan for Wesley and
Florence Spors Irrevocable Trust, W2815 Shorewood Court, West Salem, W1 54669, from
Interim Single Family Residential District (R-1) to Light Industrial District (M-1) for
development of property located at N4502 French Road and 200 French Road.

On voice vote, motion carried, 7-0, with one abstention.

Item 5 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:10 P.M. (or immediately following Public

Hearing at 7:00 P.M.) — Consideration of an Ordinance to Amend the Unified Development
Code, Section 13-6-6 regarding Telecommunication Structures and Towers

Brea noted that changes to State of Wisconsin Statutes in 2013 removed some local control
regarding cellular telephone towers. Brea said the City of Onalaska is looking into revising its
Zoning Ordinance to be consistent with state statutes, which have sections that refer specifically
to cell phone towers and radio towers. Brea said the ordinance amendment refers to both cell
phone towers and radio towers, and also includes a section on any other tower such as a
microwave tower. Brea noted that the proposal was included in the Plan Commission Sub
Committee packet and that a public hearing is being held this evening.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the
Reviewed 6/1/15
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ordinance.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the ordinance and
closed that portion of the public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the ordinance and
closed the public hearing.

Motion by Craig, second by Ald. Bialecki, to approve an Ordinance to Amend the Unified
Development Code, Section 13-6-6 regarding Telecommunication Structures and Towers.

Paul asked Brea if she is confident the ordinance includes every possible way the city is
permitted to regulate the towers.

Brea said yes, noting she has been working closely with the City Attorney’s office. Brea said
she also has met with a consultant from Short Elliott Hendrickson who serves as an advisor to
municipalities. Brea said the ordinance had been reviewed and stated, “I believe this is what
we’re able to do.”

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 6 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:20 P.M. (or immediately following Public
Hearing at 7:10 P.M.) — Consideration of a rezoning request filed by Keith Heinze for
Luther High School, 1501 Wilson Street, Onalaska, W1 54650, from Single Family and
Duplex Residential District (R-2) to Public and Semi-Public District (P-1) for the purpose
of merging three (3) parcels into one (1) parcel for property located at 1501 Wilson Street
(Tax Parcels #18-1023-1 & 18-1037-0)

1. Rezoning fee of $150.00 (PAID).
2. Exterior storage is prohibited.

3. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e.,
site plan approvals, building permits, zoning approvals).

4. Owner/developer shall pay all fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City
prior to obtaining a building permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied
and improvements installed per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits.

5. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any

Reviewed 6/1/15
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other conditions.

6. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in committee minutes shall not release the
property owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code
requirements.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the
rezoning request.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the rezoning request
and closed that portion of the public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called for anyone wishing to speak in opposition of the rezoning request.

Steven Lovrich
1626 Keller Court
Onalaska

“I’m not in opposition, but all 1 get is they want to merge these three [parcels] together and |
don’t know why. Is there a representative who can tell us that reason?”

Mayor Chilsen assured Steven his question will be answered.

Steven noted the map is not current and pointed out there no longer is a wooded area behind his
residence.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the rezoning
request and closed the public hearing.

Katie noted that Luther High School and its athletic fields are currently located on three parcels.
Two of the parcels are zoned Single and/or Family Duplex (R-2), and the parcel where the
primary building is located is zoned P-1. Katie said Luther High School must follow special
setbacks when it needs to apply for Conditional Use Permits associated with future development.
Katie said staff is working with Luther High School to have all three parcels zoned P-1 (intended
to accommodate civic and institutional organizations such as schools and churches) and noted
that the Comprehensive Plan supports this. Katie said staff recommends that all three parcels be
zoned the same and merged together. Any future construction would require a CUP application.

Brea noted that Luther would like to create new athletic fields and an accessory structure north of
the school. Brea invited Keith to discuss Luther’s long-range plans.

Keith noted the property that has been developed is located north of the football field, and also
Reviewed 6/1/15
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noted Three Amigos is developing the property on the west side (north of the large parking lot).
Keith said Three Amigos had taken down trees, moved fill and lowered the berm. As a result,
there now is a site where a storage structure may be constructed. Keith said the structure would
be 40-by-80 feet. Keith also referred to a line on the map between the parcels and said there
were concerns over the 40-foot setback.

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Paul, to approve with the six listed conditions a rezoning
request filed by Keith Heinze for Luther High School, 1501 Wilson Street, Onalaska, W1 54650,
from Single Family and Duplex Residential District (R-2) to Public and Semi-Public District (P-
1) for the purpose of merging three (3) parcels into one (1) parcel for property located at 1501
Wilson Street.

Brea read the six conditions for Steven.
On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 7 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:30 P.M. (or immediately following Public
Hearing at 7:20 P.M.) — Consideration of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application
filed by CADC Investments, LLC on behalf of Paul L. Nelson, 700 Angel Court, Holmen,
WI 54636, for the purpose of developing a multifamily development on the property
located at 2137 Sand Lake Road (Tax Parcel #18-4509-1)

1. PUD Application Fee of $700.00 (PAID).
2. Park Fee of $922.21 (per unit) due prior to issuance of building permit.
3. Topography Map Fee of $10.00 (per acre).

4. Payment of 1998 Special Assessments: $8,399.52 for water and $14,349.18 for sanitary
sewer.

5. Final Implementation Plan to be submitted for review and approval prior to any
development activities.

6. Owner/developer to provide a development schedule indicating construction
commencement and completion, project phases, the dedication of public improvements,
and administration of covenants.

7. FEMA Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) must be submitted to the City Engineer prior to
any grading work.

8. Owner/developer to submit a master grading and stormwater plan to be approved by the
Reviewed 6/1/15
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463 City Engineer.
464
465 9. Owner/developer to submit a master utility plan for utility improvements for each
466 development phase to be approved by the City Engineer.
467
468 10. Owner/developer to submit final, colored renderings of architectural elevations with
469 details and materials to be approved by the Planning Department.
470
471 11. Owner/developer to submit a master open space with provision for maintenance to be
472 approved by the Planning Department.
473
474 12. Owner/developer to submit a master landscaping plan to be approved by the Planning
475 Department.
476
477 13. Obtain a survey from a qualified archaeologist as this site is located in the Sand Lake
478 Archaeological District. Final report to be submitted to the City prior to any earthwork.
479
480 14. Driveway access to Sand Lake Road to be approved by La Crosse County.
481
482 15. Developer to provide site distance calculations for proposed ingress/egress on Sand Lake
483 Road. Developer to install turn lanes if required.
484
485 16. Consideration of bus stop locations.
486
487 17. Owner/developer to install sidewalk to City standards along full length of Sand Lake
488 Road.
489
490 18. Site’s location in B3 Airport Overlay Zoning District requires completion of the Land
491 Use Permit.
492
493 19. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e.,
494 site plan approvals, building permits, zoning approvals). Owner/developer shall pay all
495 fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City prior to obtaining a building
496 permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied and improvements installed
497 per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits.
498
499 20. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
500 successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not
501 relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
502 other conditions.
503
504 21. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in minutes shall not release the property
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owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the
PUD application.

Alexis Meyer
700 Angel Court
Holmen

Alexis said both she and Dale Brott are available to answer any questions and stated, “Our ideas
are the next step in which we already have three big buildings very similar to what we’re looking
to do on this property. It would be very similar to what we’ve already done in exterior looks,
landscaping and providing quality homes for a number of individuals who are seeking them in
the Onalaska area.”

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in favor of the PUD
application and closed that portion of the public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the PUD application.

Dennis Borchert
2225 Sand Lake Road
Onalaska

“I’m about the third parcel north of that. The only question and concern I think myself and my
neighbors have is if you’ve lived out there for 40 years like | have and seen the traffic going to
Menards on a Saturday morning, it’s almost as bad as trying to get on a four-lane. 1 can’t
imagine another 150 bedrooms, two people per apartment and another 300 cars coming out on
that corner along with all the development on the Krause property. | have a real concern on the
road right of way there and what’s going to happen. The road is supposed to be rebuilt in
another four to five years, and they said they’re not changing the design between the curb from
OT to S and SN. If there’s no improvement, it’s getting worse by the day. Thank you.”

Andrea Gunderson
2209 Sand Lake Road
Onalaska

“We live next to the Hagens, right next door to Denny, and we also have major concerns with the
transportation, with the road being redone, and with the traffic being as bad as it is now on that
road. From what I’ve seen on the plans, it looks like it’s going to have only one access point into
this apartment complex. We’re wondering about school buses and school children. It’s been a
single-family neighborhood out there, and my understanding is they don’t have to get this
Reviewed 6/1/15
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rezoned to have these huge apartment buildings. If this comes in, I just feel like we’re going to
end up changing this to like a frontage road. If Mayo comes in and puts the hospital out here we
have to consider that traffic. We just would really like to keep it a single-family area out there.
Thank you.”

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in opposition to the PUD
application and closed the public hearing.

Brea said the project is at Stage 1, which is a request for a PUD approval, and noted there is no
rezoning necessary. Brea said three multifamily unit structures are being proposed, with two of
the buildings being three-story, 44-unit structures with both one- and two-bedroom apartments.
Approximately 11 townhomes are being proposed for the west side of the property. Brea noted
the area is in a floodplain and said a plan for significant grading work already has been
completed. Ponding areas are being proposed for the south side of the property, and there also
would be a ponding area between the proposed townhomes and the apartment complexes. Brea
said the developers wish to do the project in two phases and referred to a future property line on
the map. Brea said this area eventually could be split off and sold. Brea said staff has had
discussions with the Fire Department and noted the developer has made modifications to the
plans, including a fire lane that would allow Fire Department access to all four sides of both of
the larger structures. Brea pointed out a second access to Sand Lake Road and said it would
have to be controlled so that it only is for emergency access.

Brea said, “As staff has been looking at this, we consulted the Comprehensive Plan, which
identifies the property as Mixed Density Residential District, which is intended to accommodate
primary single family and duplexes or two-flat residential development with a limited amount of
higher density residential in the area along peripheral areas of the district. We also took a look at
the Menards area plan ... As we’re reviewing the Menards area plan, | think what’s being
proposed by the Mayo Clinic is larger than what the city envisioned when the Menards area plan
was done. Because this is on the edge of the Menards area | think we need to consider that, and
that’s a point | wanted to raise for Plan Commission discussion. Should those standards apply
here? The plan does support this type of use — the mixed high-density residential — in this
location, and along the western side of Sand Lake Road.”

Brea referred to a schematic for the multifamily buildings, noting there is brick planned at the
basement area of the structure. The sites will be a couple of feet higher than the elevation on
Sand Lake Road. There also is a proposal to have underground parking and porches. Brea noted
that the developers had submitted photographs of similar projects they had completed both in the
City of Onalaska and the Village of Holmen. Brea said that while there is no architectural
rendering of the townhomes, a photograph of a structure that would be similar in nature had been
submitted. A gazebo was submitted as a potential landscape feature that could be added to the
parcel.
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Brea said, “As staff is reviewing this, the questions we have for the Plan Commission is, is the
density appropriate for this area? Is there enough usable space, because we have a lot of
stormwater ponds. A finalized landscaping plan will be submitted with the final implementation
plan, but staff feels that the architectural standards, landscaping, just the overall appearance, the
density of this site ... it matters. We’re kind of setting the tone for how the Sand Lake corridor
is going to be developed in the future. That’s why we want the Plan Commission to weigh in on
this because it’s a bit outside of the map for the Sand Lake Road [Menards] area. What is
appropriate for this site? Is the density appropriate? Is there enough usable space? The
architectural standards of what is being proposed — is that adequate for this site? There are some
things that we will continue to work with the developers on. The Planned Unit Development is a
two-staged process of the general development plan. Once that’s approved, they come back with
a final implementation plan, then site plan approval, then construction can start. The other
question is, is this the information the Plan Commission needs to make a decision on the general
development plan? Can the Plan Commission give a recommendation for changes needed that
can go into the final implementation plan? Do you have what you need?”

Jarrod referred to the proposed driveway location for the development, which is approximately
200 feet east of the west property line. Jarrod referred to a La Crosse County highway that is
slated to be repaved within the next four to five years and noted there will be no alterations to the
existing geometrics of the roadway. Jarrod said the developer will need to obtain a permit from
La Crosse County to have a driveway opening onto the site. Jarrod said at that time he would
work with the La Crosse County Highway Commissioner and noted that due to the number of
proposed units he utilizes the standard “nine trips per day” for each residential unit. This would
equate to between 600 and 900 trips per day coming out of the facility. Jarrod said it would be
necessary to widen the road and install a left-turn bay. Jarrod referred to an area of CTH S that
the city had reconstructed in 2012. However, the traffic splits, with some motorists continuing
on CTH S and other motorists turning onto CTH SN toward the Village of Holmen. Jarrod noted
the traffic projections will increase with the construction of the Mayo development and said, “If
proper protections are made for a left turn into the development that will be the major traffic
obstacle for this development.

As far as the site itself, it sits low and it’s within the 100-year FEMA delineated floodplain area,
so they will have to get a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) from FEMA in order to fill and
construct in this area. Those would all be approvals we would need before we’d approve any site
plan approvals. Those are approvals that have been received by other developers in this
watershed area recently, so I think that is something they could work out. With that, there is also
the stormwater management onsite. The preliminary plan does show a ponding area along the
rear southern property line ... Right now there is a lower area that goes on to the Hagen property,
which is the property to the west. They’re all approximately at the same elevation. The plan for
this area would be that the housing areas would be built up to get them above flood elevation.
They do show a stormwater ponding area between the townhomes and [one of the larger units]
and along the back property line. They would have to be sized to contain a 100-year storm
Reviewed 6/1/15
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event. The stormwater from these units would have to go to a ponding area.”

Jarrod referred to the west property line that would be a sloped, grassy area and drain down to
the property line. However, the rest of the development would have to be internally contained to
the ponding areas already present. Jarrod said he believes that it is viable “in concept,” but noted
a Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources NR 216 Permit will be necessary. Jarrod also said
the LOMR materials will be evaluated for floodplain approvals, and also to ensure adjacent
properties will not be impacted by runoff from the site. Jarrod pointed out that there is a 12-inch
water main alongside the road, so there will be a water main stubbed in with fire hydrants.

Jarrod also noted sanitary sewer runs alongside Sand Lake Road, so the developer will have to
go out to the roadway to obtain sanitary sewer.

Brea referred to the Sand Lake Road handout and said, “I think there are a few things that could
be changed that would help set this area as a gateway and help create that design standard for this
corridor.” Brea referred to an image on display for the Plan Commission and noted that the
facade on the building on the left is staggered. Brea said this creates some visual interest. Brea
referred to another image and said the larger columns create visual interest. Brea said, “As we’re
moving forward, | think that’s the direction we probably should head architecturally with these
structures because | think that’s the direction we’re going to head for this corridor. 1 think we
also need to look at the usable green space. Creating a gazebo-type area is a nice amenity for the
facility. But as you look at the site plan, there’s not a lot of “high-and-dry’ land where this could
be located. So I think that has to be looked at — in part, looking at density too. Is the density
appropriate? As far as the direction this development is headed, | think we’re consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and we’re consistent with the Menards area plan. The other thing | wanted
to mention was screening. These are very large, very tall structures, so they’re not going to be
completely screened, but screening headlights. As headlights are coming into this parking lot,
putting some sort of fencing up so that the headlights aren’t directed into the properties to the
south. That would be an important feature that could be added to the landscaping plan.

Additionally, more landscaping overall on the site would help it and just provide some screening
to the adjacent residences. Understand that they are asking for a 51-foot high building and not a
45-foot high building. One of the things about a PUD is that they’re asking for flexibility —
flexibility with the building height, [meaning] 45 feet to 51 feet, a different number of parking
stalls based on the ratio of single, one-bedroom apartments versus two-bedroom apartments. So
I think with that flexibility, there almost have to be some tradeoffs with making this development
more in line with the design standards that the city has envisioned and has adopted through the
Menards Area Plan of 2004.”

Mayor Chilsen asked if the questions to which Brea had referred earlier pertain to architecture,
green space and screenings.

Brea said there also are questions pertaining to density and if the Menards area plan is
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applicable.

Ald. Bialecki said, “There’s one other thing | want to have looked at just one more time, and it
has to do with everything that could go out there in the next five to 10 years, is that road. What’s
proposed out there in five years? Have we covered ourselves out there? And | want to make
sure that we don’t do something similar to the issues we have out in Green Coulee Road right
now, although these are two unrelated things.” Ald. Bialecki also inquired about the
underground parking ramp, asking if it is considered part of the building or considered
infrastructure that could cause difficulties for the city should there be future problems.

Jarrod noted there are no publically deeded streets within the development.

Ald. Bialecki referred to a situation where a request had been made to the city to perform water
and sewer repairs 20 years after a PUD was granted. Ald. Bialecki said he wants City Attorney
Sean O’Flaherty to find out if the city will be responsible for any future financial obligations
with the underground parking ramp should it need to be repaired.

Craig said at times it appears there is the assumption that a PUD will automatically be
established for review. Craig said, “You should have to earn a PUD. As you stated, there are
flexibilities contained in such a development, and I think that’s a two-way street. It’s not just a
one-way street. It’s not just where the applicants come forward with their plan and it’s to be
kind of approved. | have real concerns here on a lot of different levels. Number one, as a
Planning Commissioner there’s nothing I can do to prevent a multitenant, nor do I think it’s
inappropriate at this location. But the sheer density here really concerns me. | think the use that
is being planned for this area may be excessive for what that area may accommodate given what
we know is going to happen in the future. And I think one of the things that can’t be
underestimated is the fact that this has to be part of a gateway coming in from that direction into
the City of Onalaska. And I think we really need to look at this as, this is going to end up being
one of our showpieces. And I think if we can’t project that all the way along there, I think we’re
failing somewhere. I’m concerned about stormwater. 1 think that’s going to continue to be an
issue. | don’t think that’s going to be easily mitigated. Just frankly, I think I have some real
concerns about moving forward with this tonight. 1 think there are so many concerns that need to
be addressed yet. I’m not willing to say, ‘Let’s go ahead.” ”

Mayor Chilsen noted he has seen the developer’s previous work and said he agrees with Craig in
that the development needs to be a showpiece. Mayor Chilsen said he believes the development
will be a showpiece and stated, “Are there issues? Yes, there are issues. But | think we can
work these out. | would really like us to think about that very carefully.”

Paul said that while he agrees with most of what Craig said and stated he would like to address
more specific items that concern him. Paul said he does not agree that the development complies
with the Comprehensive Plan, noting there are two units out of approximately 100 that are in
Reviewed 6/1/15
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two-flat or single-family buildings. Paul said, “This is basically a totally high-density,
multifamily development. | had to go back and refresh myself on the PUD code and see what it
is we were thinking about approving here. In your staff report, you state that it’s proposed as an
overlay zone over R-1. In Section 13-3-5(a) of the code, it states, ‘Permitted uses shall be
defined in the PUD proposal to the city, or in the case of an overlay district shall be consistent
with the permitted uses of the underlying districts.” The underlying district is R-1, so that to me
says unless we rezone it to something else we can only approve R-1. | have concerns about the
common open space requirement, which is also in our code. It is to be 15 percent of the gross
land area, which is about eight-tenths of an acre. And that shall not include setback areas, street
right of way, parking areas and driveways, building sites, and inaccessible stormwater ponds.
Those stormwater ponds are, to me, inaccessible for any reasonable common use. | spent quite a
bit of time looking at that plan today, and | see no common area open space on that plan. [There
is] nothing that could be used for common recreation. I’m also concerned about the stormwater
pond as it’s drawn. It encroaches over onto a park trail that’s already dedicated to the city. And
if that hasn’t gone through the [Parks and Recreation] Board, | think it should. And just more
generally, | agree with some of the statements that this is a gateway to the city. The Menards
plan should apply to it, and I think that overall if this was approved we would be setting a very
low bar for additional development along that corridor in terms of materials and architecture.
And I guess | would extend that to landscaping. That plan is also a landscape plan. It has a plant
schedule, and there are 22 trees proposed and 33 shrubs for a five-acre site.

I am in agreement with Craig that there are so many issues to this that | would be very
uncomfortable going forward, and I think it boils down to trying to put too much density on the
site. And a PUD is supposed to be a give-and-take [process] where the developer gets some
things that make a better development for him or a more desirable development. But the city
also gets some things that make it better than a standard R-4. | don’t see where the city is getting
anything here.”

Brea referred to Section 13-3-5(a) and staff interpreted it “truly as an “or.” ” Brea said the uses
have to be identified in the PUD. If they are not identified in the PUD, they have to match the
underlying zoning district. Brea cited the example of Nathan Hill Estates, noting some higher
density had been approved through the PUD and that the underlying zoning is R-1. Brea agreed
to consult with Sean and determine whether this has been interpreted correctly. Brea addressed
the common open space requirement and said she believes the developer will be close to the 15
percent because the size of the site is substantial. Brea noted there is a 25-foot setback from the
highway and the building is not parallel to Sand Lake Rd, so there are non-setback areas that
could be considered common open space. Brea said she’d ask the developer for calculations
based on the map. Brea said that while she believes the developer will meet the 15-percent
requirement, she is unsure that the intent of the common open space has been met. Brea said that
while she believes the gazebo is a nice feature, she is unsure of where it will fit. Brea suggested
making changes to the landscaping plan would help identify where the usable open space for the
residents would be.
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Paul said the common open space is “functional, accessible, and where possible adds to existing
common or public open space systems.” Paul said, “In my view, that’s intended to be maybe a
trail system or maybe a concentrated area where people can congregate or use. But I think it’s a
stretch to say that something like a 10-foot strip along people’s windows and outside their patio
doors is common open space. It may technically be, but I’m sure a lot of people don’t consider it
in that manner. | would be looking for more of a commonly available open space that is useful
as opposed to simply a measure of green square footage.”

Mayor Chilsen said, “It still boils down to the fact that we’re looking at those questions that were
brought up previously. Correct me if I’'m wrong, but [it’s] architecture, green space, screenings,
and density.”

Craig said he believes there are geographical considerations that also need to be considered.
Craig said, “The more | look at this and the more | think about it, the more I’m concerned about
the water situation and how adjoining properties are going to be affected by whatever happens at
this site. We already know that there’s going to be significant runoff created. I’m really
concerned about that. Jarrod would have a better feel for that, but it still bothers me that we
don’t know enough about that.”

Craig expressed a desire to see more information related to the specific areas that have been
mentioned before voting. Craig said, “I don’t believe that a multi-density type situation is
impossible here. 1’m thinking that this may be excessive, though.”

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Craig, to refer either for one or two months consideration of
a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application filed by CADC Investments, LLC on behalf of
Paul L. Nelson, 700 Angel Court, Holmen, W1 54636, for the purpose of developing a
multifamily development on the property located at 2137 Sand Lake Road.

Mayor Chilsen asked the motion be modified to state “refer it for not less than one month.”

Ald. Bialecki said he wants to give everyone involved sufficient time to prepare and answer all
the questions that have been asked this evening.

Mayor Chilsen said the developer will be given more time if the motion is stated “not less than
one month.”

Craig noted that this item will be referred for at least one month.
Paul said, “That’s open-ended on the long side.”

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Craig, to bring back before the Plan Commission in no less
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than one month consideration of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application filed by CADC
Investments, LLC on behalf of Paul L. Nelson, 700 Angel Court, Holmen, W1 54636, for the
purpose of developing a multifamily development on the property located at 2137 Sand Lake
Road.

Cari noted that the Plan Commission’s next two meetings are scheduled for June 23 and July 28.

Ald. Bialecki stressed that this motion is not a reflection on the builder, who “has quality work
elsewhere in the city.”

On voice vote, motion carried, 7-0, with one abstention (Skip Temte).

Item 8 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:40 P.M. (or immediately following Public
Hearing at 7:30 P.M.) — Consideration of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application
filed by Paragon Associates on behalf of 1&B of Hudson, LLC, 422 Callaway Boulevard, La
Crosse, W1 54603, for the purpose of subdividing Walnut Grove, Lot 2, into two (2)
buildable lots on the property located at 1005 Summers Day Lane (Tax Parcel #18-6307-0)

1. Owner/developer shall abide by all conditions of Walnut Grove PUD approvals and all
plat approvals, including but not limited to:

A. All dwellings that are set back more than 50” from the public right of way must
have the following fire protection:
I. Driveway no steeper than 10% grade
ii. Driveway width 18" minimum
iii. Driveway must be designed to accommaodate fire truck loading
iv. Structure must be maximum 400’ laying distance to the nearest fire
hydrant

B. Structures shall not be permitted on ridgelines where they are sky-lined per
comprehensive plan recommendations.

2. A copy of the amended 20” Stormwater Easement across Lot 2 shall be provided to the
City prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

3. Ingress/Egress and Utility Easement across Lot 3, which serves Lot 2, to be amended as
needed for proposed reconfiguration of lots. A copy of the amendment easement to be
provided to the City.

4. Owner/developer must notify the City prior to any utility connection to public utilities.
Water and sanitary sewer for Lot 21 to be served from easement along South lot line.
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5. At the beginning of the private road, Walnut Place (which provides access to Traci’s
Plat), all house numbers accessed off that road shall be signed or the private road shall be
named as a private street.

6. All future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e.,
building permits, zoning approvals) and additional City fees (i.e., parks fees, green fee).
Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied and improvements installed per
approved plans prior to issuance of the occupancy permit.

7. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
other conditions.

8. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in minutes shall not release the property
owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements.

Brea said this is a proposed modification to the Walnut Grove Subdivision PUD. It would
subdivide the existing Lot 2 into two buildable lots. Both of the new lots on Lot 2 would have
frontage on Summers Day Lane. The access for the second lot would be off the private Walnut
Place. Both of the new lots will have the minimum amount of frontage. The existing driveways
and sewer/water services all would be utilized as the density of the subdivision will be increasing
by one single-family unit. Brea said staff recommends approval with the eight listed conditions
of approval. Brea noted some of the original conditions of the Walnut Grove PUD, including the
steepness of the driveway and Fire Department access as well as the existing stormwater
easement which would have to be modified but could be completed after this PUD change would
occur.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the
PUD application.

Jeff Moorhouse, Paragon Associates
632 Copeland Avenue
La Crosse

“We’re here just to answer any questions that you may have regarding the technical aspects of
this.”

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the PUD application
and closed that portion of the public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the PUD
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application and closed the public hearing.

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Craig, to approve with eight conditions a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) application filed by Paragon Associates on behalf of 1&B of Hudson, LLC,
422 Callaway Boulevard, La Crosse, WI 54603, for the purpose of subdividing Walnut Grove,
Lot 2, into two (2) buildable lots on the property located at 1005 Summers Day Lane.

Skip asked Brea why Outlot No. 1 isn’t just part of Outlot No. 2, noting that Outlot No. 1 has to
exist to have access to Outlot No. 2.

Brea said Outlot No. 1 was created to serve as a future access either as a driveway or a public
road. Brea referred to the map on display and noted that there are developable sites on the
adjacent VVogel property. Therefore, Outlot No. 1 would serve as the access to that area. Brea
said she does not recall why the two are separate.

Jeff noted that the two pieces of land have specific restrictions on them. One parcel is restricted
to ingress/egress, while the other parcel simply is land not to be used for ingress/egress.
Therefore, this is why they are separate. Jeff noted they are adjacent to each other, but serve
different purposes within the previous agreements.

Skip asked if the owner of Outlot No. 1 could be different that the owner of Outlot No. 2 and
said, “You’ve got two relying on a driveway who somebody else pays taxes on? That just
doesn’t make sense to me.”

Jeff said that while this may appear illogical, this was the intent of the agreements that were
being made at the time. Jeff said that while there is buildable land on Outlot No. 2, it is not
buildable as an outlot. In other words, some other activity such as a plat would have to occur in
order for it to become a buildable site. Jeff said this is why it was not made into a lot and it is
serving as an outlot that is not buildable.

Paul pointed out that there is a notation on the survey stating all of Outlot No. 1 and Outlot No. 2
are an access easement in favor of Parcel No. 10 to the east of Outlot No. 2, which is unplatted
parcels. Paul asked if there is a requirement that Outlot No. 1 and Outlot No. 2 are owned by the
same party who owns the unplatted land.

Jeff said the creation of the two outlots is not part of this current proposal and is part of the
previous plat approval. Jeff said he recalls the original requirement for access as well as extra
land in dealing with the neighboring VVogel property.

Craig said it seems as though the Plan Commission revisits this development every six to 12
months and alters something.
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Jan asked if there are two parties who wish to build on each of the lots.

Jeff said yes and noted this originally was planned for a much denser development. Jeff also
noted that the market has changed and said, “The idea here is to do something that makes sense
at the time, and that does change. We apologize. The economy is a moving target, and we try to
make good guesses as best as we can. But | don’t think this proposal is contrary to the benefit of
the city.”

Sue, who serves as the Parks and Recreation Board representative, asked what previously has
come before the Plan Commission.

Brea noted the history of the subdivision is somewhat outlined on the staff report and said the
final implementation plan was approved in 2007. Brea said it originally was approved for 30
lots. Brea agreed with Jeff in that the market has changed and noted the subdivision was brought
back in 2009. Brea said at that time it was contemplated that larger lots would be more saleable.
Former Land Use and Development Director Jason Gilman performed an economic analysis on
30 lots versus 7 lots, and Brea said the result “looked to be kind of a wash” for the increased
dollar amount that the lots were going to be sold for as compared to the number of lots that were
originally proposed. Brea noted seven lots were approved in 2009 and said there were changes
to the configuration in 2012.

Paul described the request as “perfectly reasonable” and said he agrees that markets change.

Jan described the area in question as “beautiful”” and noted there is currently only one residence
in this area.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 9 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:50 P.M. (or immediately following Public
Hearing at 7:40 P.M.) — Consideration of a Conditional Use Permit application filed by
Steve Peters of Two Beagles Brewpub, 403 Cedar Bird Lane, Holmen, W1 54636, to allow
the operation of a brewpub at 910 2" Avenue North (Tax Parcel #18-1276-0)

1. Conditional Use Permit Fee of $150.00 (PAID).

2. Contingent upon Site Plan Permit Approval prior to any construction activities (including
location of a cooling unit outside of the building), as well as necessary Building &
Plumbing Permits.

3. No outdoor storage.

4. Applicant agrees to install odor mitigation measures as dictated by negative impacts to
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adjacent land uses as required by the Land Use & Development Director or Plan
Commission.

Compliance with City Ordinance 9-2 including but not limited to obtaining a Discharge
Permit.

Removal of spent grain and other byproducts from the premise in a timely manner as
determined by the Land Use & Development Director.

CUP to be re-reviewed by the Plan Commission prior to onsite business expansions (i.e.,
packaging operations) and at the time of any significant expansions in quantities brewed
(either as a singular expansion or a cumulative effect).

Owner/developer shall pay all fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City
prior to obtaining a building permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied
and improvements installed per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits.

All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
other conditions.

10. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in the minutes shall not release the property

owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements.

Katie said Steve Peters has requested a CUP to allow the operation of a brewpub at the restaurant
previously known as Seasons by the Lake. Katie said the intention is to repurpose the restaurant
and install a small brewing system with a full bar and restaurant. Katie noted that Steve and his
wife are in attendance this evening and willing to answer questions. Katie also noted that staff
utilized the following five decision criteria to review the development:

Compatibility: The restaurant is zoned B-1 (Neighborhood Business). The majority of
land within this area is commercial, with some residential.

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan: The Comprehensive Plan defines this area as
Commercial, and thus the use is consistent.

Importance of Services to the Community: One of the land use objectives within the
Comprehensive Plan states “to capitalize on opportunities for infill and redevelopment
along the corridors.” State Trunk Highway 35 is a major commercial corridor as the
Great River Road within the City of Onalaska, and this development has the potential of
creating a destination on the Great River Road.

Neighborhood Protections: There have been at least two restaurants in this area. What
the applicant is proposing is similar, with the addition of the small brewing system that
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would be within the facility. Steve plans to coordinate with a local farmer to utilize the
spent brewing materials on a routine basis.

e Conformance with Other Requirements of City/State Ordinances/Statutes:
Applicant to obtain all required city, state and federal licenses as required.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the
CUP application.

Steve Peters
403 Cedar Bird Lane
Holmen

Steve stated he will answer any questions the Plan Commission may have for him.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the CUP application
and closed that portion of the public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the CUP application.

Bob Muth, Second District Alderperson
317 Spruce Street
Onalaska

“I live just a block and a half from the restaurant, and I still have the same concerns I brought up
at the [May 19 Plan Commission] Sub Committee [meeting], that being any odor. I’ve lived near
a brewery. Skip and I had a conversation about that after the meeting, but I’m still concerned.
I’ve talked to some of my neighbors since that meeting. They have the same concerns | have
about any odor. 1 don’t like it like the brewery down in La Crosse. | understand it’s a small
brewery and contained, but I’m also worried about hauling the stuff away, the noise, and the
odor. That’s going to change the environment around this restaurant where we have a lot of
senior residential folks who live in that area. 1’m concerned about what this brewery is going to
entail. Is it going to involve odor? Is it going to involve large trucks coming to haul away the
leftover material? At what time? 1’ve got a lot of questions about what the impact is going to
be.”

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in opposition to the CUP
application and closed the public hearing.

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Craig, to approve with 10 conditions a Conditional Use
Permit application filed by Steve Peters of Two Beagles Brewpub, 403 Cedar Bird Lane,
Holmen, W1 54636, to allow the operation of a brewpub at 910 2" Avenue North.
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Ald. Bialecki noted that Condition No. 4 discusses odor control and asked that this condition be
clarified. Ald. Bialecki asked that the concerns expressed by Ald. Muth be addressed.

Steve said he understands Ald. Muth’s concerns, noting he was a brewery employee for 10 years.
Steve said, “The biggest consideration is to get rid of the spent grain as rapidly as you can. The
spent grain is where that odor comes from. The other place the odor comes from at the
commercial brewery in downtown La Crosse is they have an anaerobic reactor on that site. We
won’t have an anaerobic reactor. All of our __ will be dumped down the drain. It has no time
to build up that odor. It’s a really bad odor, and | agree. I’m not sure if there is any way to
measure the odor, but if we ever have any complaints we will definitely address them
immediately.”

Ald. Bialecki asked, hypothetically, if the Plan Commission has the authority to call back the
CUP if any or all of the conditions are violated over time.

Brea told Ald. Bialecki he is correct.
On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 10 — Review and Consideration of a substantial alteration determination for the
Nathan Hill Estates Subdivision Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 402-412, 422-432,
and 442-452 Coronado Circle (Lots 3 and 4 of Certified Survey Map 1601242), submitted
by Chris Meyer of Dream Builders of Wisconsin, LLC, 1589 Medary Lane, Onalaska, WI
54650 on behalf of Brian Miller of Nathan Estates, LLC (Tax Parcel #18-5955-4 & 18-5955-

5)

1. Obtain site plan approval for the proposed modifications to the principle structures.

2. Accessory structures for residential properties are allowed up a maximum of twenty (20)
percent of rear yards. Proposed deck square footages (109 SF/deck) to be included as
part of the allotted twenty (20) percent calculation. If proposed decks are not
constructed, the full twenty (20%) area for accessory structure square footage may be
utilized.

a. Building #1 (Units 402-412) has approximately 5,850 square feet in the rear yard
allowing a maximum total of 1,170 square feet for accessory structures. Six (6) decks
at 109 SF/deck amount to 654 square feet. Approximately 516 square feet remain for
future accessory structures on this lot.

b. Building #2 (Units 422-432) has approximately 7,650 square feet in the rear yard
allowing a maximum total of 1,530 square feet for accessory structures. Six (6) decks
at 109 SF/deck amount to 654 square feet. Approximately 876 square feet remain for
future accessory structures on this lot.
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c. Building #3 (Units 442-452) has approximately 10,805 square feet in the rear yard
allowing a maximum total of 2,161 square feet for accessory structures. Six (6) decks
at 109 SF/deck amount to 654 square feet. Approximately 1,507 square feet remain
for future accessory structures on this lot.

3. Applicant shall abide by all requirements and conditions of previous Drainage and
Stormwater Plan approvals and with previous subdivision and plat approvals for Nathan
Hills Estates.

4. Rear yard to maintain a 10-foot buffer along rear property line for drainage purposes.
5. The addition of decks will restrict future accessory structures.

6. Owner/developer must pay all fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City
prior to obtaining a building permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied
and improvements installed per approved plans prior to issuance of the occupancy permit.

7. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
other conditions.

8. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in the minutes shall not release the property
owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements.

Katie said this request is to review and determine whether the proposed changes to the Nathan
Hill Estates Subdivision PUD constitute a substantial alteration. This pertains to Lots 3 and 4 of
the noted Certified Survey Map, which are the remaining parcels on the outer ring of Coronado
Circle. The proposal is for one modification to the PUD; specifically, the construction of
attached decks to the rear of the six-unit structures in place of the approved concrete patios. The
proposed change would decrease the required 30-foot setback from 30 feet to 17 feet. Katie
noted the approved site plan layout and the modification request in letter form had been included
and said, “As the applicant is requesting the approval of the proposed changes, we would ask that
the Plan Commission first determine if in fact this is a substantial or a non-substantial change. If
the change is non-substantial, the requested modification may be approved or denied by the Plan
Commission. The Plan Commission Sub Committee did move it forward as a non-substantial
change.”

Katie reviewed the eight conditions of approval with the Plan Commission.
Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Craig, to approve with eight conditions a non-substantial

change for the Nathan Hill Estates Subdivision Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 402-412,
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422-432, and 442-452 Coronado Circle (Lots 3 and 4 of Certified Survey Map 1601242),
submitted by Chris Meyer of Dream Builders of Wisconsin, LLC, 1589 Medary Lane, Onalaska,
WI 54650 on behalf of Brian Miller of Nathan Estates, LLC.

Paul said it is his understanding that the decks could be constructed and placed on four posts
without being attached to the homes. Paul asked if doing so would be within the current code.

Brea said the Commercial Building Inspector has determined that it would be considered an
accessory structure if it is a detached structure. However, the moment it is attached to the
principal structure it becomes part of the principal structure. Thus, the deck would be required to
follow the 30-foot required setback for the principal structure.

Paul said it is his understanding that the Plan Commission is deciding whether or not the
developer will be required to install two more posts per deck.

Craig said it is not unusual to be viewed in this way.
Skip questioned the wording of Condition No. 2¢ and Condition No. 5.

Katie noted that every lot is allowed to have up to 20 percent of the land to be accessory
structures. Katie noted she had examined the original site plans that were proposed and looked
at how much land was available. Katie said it is an estimate and admitted she did not have exact
amounts. Katie said this is an attempt at noting how much rear yard is currently present versus
the size of the decks, the total number of the six decks, and the subtraction.

Skip asked if there will be more green space if decks are installed.

Katie said this is a possibility.

On voice vote, motion carried, 7-0, with one abstention (Sue Peterson).

Item 11 — Consideration of a Certified Survey Map (CSM) submitted by John Schmitz of
Point Surveying on behalf of Brian Miller of Nathan Estates, LLC, 121 West Franklin
Street, Sparta, W1 54656 for the purpose of subdividing Lots 3 & 4 of Certified Survey

Map 1601242 into three (3) buildable lots on Coronado Circle in the Nathan Hills Estates
Planned Unit Development (Tax Parcels #18-5955-4 & 18-5955-5)

1. CSM Fee of $40.00 + $10.00 per lot x 3 lots = $70.00 due before final approval of CSM
by the City.

2. Recorded copy of Final CSM to be submitted to City Engineering Department.
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3. New lot pins required. Intermediate lot stakes required for all lots over 150” in depth.
Lot lines shall be up at time of footings. Verify setback of existing structure upon
placement of pins.

4. New revised plans required for all firewalls (roof sections).
5. Re-grade the 20’ stormwater easement along the southern lot line.

6. Final lift of asphalt on Coronado Circle to be installed as required by Nathan Hills PUD
approvals.

7. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e.,
site plan approvals, building permits, zoning approvals) and additional City fees (i.e.,
parks fee, green fee).

8. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
other conditions.

9. Any omissions of any conditions not listed shall not release the property owner/developer
from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements.

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Paul, to approve with six conditions a Certified Survey Map
(CSM) submitted by John Schmitz of Point Surveying on behalf of Brian Miller of Nathan
Estates, LLC, 121 West Franklin Street, Sparta, W1 54656 for the purpose of subdividing Lots 3
& 4 of Certified Survey Map 1601242 into three (3) buildable lots on Coronado Circle in the
Nathan Hills Estates Planned Unit Development.

Brea noted that there are nine conditions in the Plan Commission packet, compared to six
conditions in the Plan Commission Sub Committee packet. Brea noted that the CSM had been
routed through staff for comments, and these comments had been returned after the May 19 Plan
Commission Sub Committee meeting.

Motion by Ald. Bialecki, second by Paul, to approve with nine conditions a Certified Survey
Map (CSM) submitted by John Schmitz of Point Surveying on behalf of Brian Miller of Nathan
Estates, LLC, 121 West Franklin Street, Sparta, W1 54656 for the purpose of subdividing Lots 3
& 4 of Certified Survey Map 1601242 into three (3) buildable lots on Coronado Circle in the
Nathan Hills Estates Planned Unit Development.

On voice vote, motion carried, 7-0, with one abstention (Sue Peterson).
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Item 12 — Consideration of a Certified Survey Map (CSM) submitted by Jeff Moorhouse of
Paragon Associates on behalf of 1&B of Hudson, LLC, 422 Callaway Boulevard, La Crosse,
WI 54603, for the purpose of subdividing Walnut Grove Lot 2 into two (2) buildable lots on
the property located at 1005 Summers Day Lane (Tax Parcel #18-6307-0)

1. CSM Fee of $40.00 + $10.00 per lot x 2 lots = $60.00 due before final approval of CSM
by the City (PAID).

2. Park Fee of $922.21per residential unit x 2 = $1,844.42. Park fee to be paid prior to
issuance of a building permit.

Recorded copy of Final CSM to be submitted to City Engineering Department.
New lot pins required. Intermediate lot stakes required for all lots over 150 in depth.

Verification of square footages of existing and new lots.

I

A copy of the amended 20” Stormwater Easement across Lot 2 shall be provided to the
City prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

7. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e.,
site plan approvals, building permits, zoning approvals) and additional City fees (i.e.,
parks fee, green fee).

8. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any
other conditions.

9. Any omissions of any conditions not listed shall not release the property owner/developer
from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements.

10. Certified Survey Map approval contingent upon approval of Planned Unit Development
(PUD) amendment to split Lot 2.

Brea said this subdivision would be contingent on the PUD occurring. The proposed subdivision
would create the lot line as proposed as part of the amendment to the PUD for Lot 2. Brea said
staff recommends approval with the 10 conditions listed in the Plan Commission packet.

Motion by Craig, second by Ald. Bialecki, to approve with 10 conditions a Certified Survey Map
(CSM) submitted by Jeff Moorhouse of Paragon Associates on behalf of 1&B of Hudson, LLC,
422 Callaway Boulevard, La Crosse, WI 54603, for the purpose of subdividing Walnut Grove
Lot 2 into two (2) buildable lots on the property located at 1005 Summers Day Lane.

On voice vote, motion carried.
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Item 13 — Review and discussion of Amendment to Title 2 Chapter 4 of the City of
Onalaska Code of Ordinances pertaining to powers of the Plan Commission (FI1O)

Brea said as staff was scrutinizing the CUP process for cell phone towers, it was discovered in
the Zoning Ordinance that the Plan Commission has final approval authority for CUPs. The
Common Council is the appellate body. Brea noted that the city has not been following this as
the Common Council has been giving final approval of CUPs. Brea said staff is “taking a pause”
and recognizing that the Zoning Ordinance identifies the Plan Commission is the body that has
final approval authority for CUPs. Brea also noted that the Plan Commission has the final
approval authority on site plans brought before the commission. Brea noted that the
Administrative and Judiciary Committee held the First and Second Reading at its May 6
meeting, and this item also appeared on the May 12 Common Council agenda.

Skip noted he had suggested that the duties of the Plan Commission Sub Committee also should
be stated.

Brea noted she had spoken with Sean and said there is a separate ordinance that refers to the Plan
Commission Sub Committee. Brea said Sean does not recommend any changes to the ordinance
that establishes the Plan Commission Sub Committee.

Item 14 — Review and discussion of 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 8 —
Intergovernmental Cooperation

Katie noted that all of the chapters that have been reviewed are viewable on cityofonalaska.com
and said the Long Range Planning Committee is moving forward on Chapter 9 — Land Use.

Brea noted that the list of intergovernmental agreements is under review.
Adjournment
Motion by Ald. Bialecki to adjourn at 8:57 p.m.

Mayor Chilsen noted he had reviewed Robert’s Rules and said there is no need for a second on a
motion to adjourn.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Recorded By:
Kirk Bey
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