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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, July 23, 2019. 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: Ald. Diane Wulf (acting Mayor and
serving for Mayor Joe Chilsen), Ald. Tom Smith, City Engineer Jarrod Holter, Jan Brock, Paul
Gleason, Steven Nott

Also Present: City Administrator Eric Rindfleisch, Deputy City Clerk JoAnn Marcon, City
Attorney Amanda Jackson, Planning Manager Katie Aspenson, Planning Technician Zach
Peterson

Excused Absences: Mayor Joe Chilsen, Skip Temte, Craig Breitsprecher

Item 2 — Approval of minutes from previous meeting

Ald. Wulf noted the minutes from the July 16 Special Plan Commission meeting had come out
earlier Tuesday, and she asked that the Plan Commission only approve the minutes from the
regular June 25 meeting as the minutes from the July 16 meeting are a little more than 22 pages
long and she assumes commission members have not had time to review them.

Motion by Ald. T. Smith, second by Steven, to approve the minutes from the June 25, 2019
regular Plan Commission meeting as printed and on file in the City Clerk’s Office.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Ald. Wulf noted the minutes from the July 16 Special Plan Commission meeting will need to be
approved at the August 27 Plan Commission meeting.

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

Ald. Wulf called for anyone wishing to provide public input.
James Makepeace

1620 Winnebago Street

La Crosse

James, of Makepeace Engineering LLC, noted two of his clients are in attendance with him this
evening, and he told commission members he will be happy to answer any questions.

Ald. Wulf called three times for anyone else wishing to provide public input and closed that
portion of the meeting.
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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 Conditional Use Permit application to allow the construction of an
automotive dealership/vehicle sales/repairs facility at 2520 Midwest Drive, Onalaska, 384
Theater Road, Onalaska, N4375 Theater Road/N4342 Germann Court, Town of Medary,
submitted by Jansen Dahl of CHASE 2010 LLC, on behalf of CHASE 2010 LLC, 3819
Creekside Lane, Holmen, W1 54636 and Judith Rockwood, N9495 Radcliffe Road,
Mindoro, W1 54644 (Tax Parcel #s 18-3568-40, 18-3570-70, and 9-93-0)

Ald. Wulf opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the
Conditional Use Permit application request.

Ald. Wulf called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the Conditional Use Permit
application request and closed that portion of the public hearing.

Ald. Wulf called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the Conditional Use
Permit application request and closed the public hearing.

Katie said the applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to construct a new light motor
vehicle sales and service facility (Dahl Honda) to be located at 2520 Midwest Drive. All three
parcels have been merged into a single M-1 (Light Industrial) parcel for this project, which
includes the previous Rockwood property that was annexed into the city, and property that was
previously zoned B-1. The proposed development includes an approximately 24,000-square foot
facility containing office, retail showroom, service facilities, and guest amenities. The exterior
will have heavily landscaped display areas for new and used inventory. On-site parking will be
provided for retail inventory, wholesale inventory, customers, employees, and service vehicles.
Hours of operation for service and maintenance will be from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday through
Friday, and 7 a.m. to 1 p.m. on Saturdays. All service work will be performed indoors. Hours of
operation for sales will be 8:30 a.m. to 8 p.m. Monday and Thursday; 8:30 a.m. to 6 p.m.
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Friday; and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday. Parts and vehicle deliveries
will occur daily, with multiple parts and vehicle deliveries per day. The vehicles performing said
deliveries will vary from 18-wheel semi-trucks to box trucks and vans. The sale of vehicles,
vehicle repairs, et cetera, on a parcel in the Light Industrial District is permitted only by CUP per
Section 13-5-16 (g), and pursuant to standards set forth in Sections 13-8-11.

Katie noted there are four conditions of approval. While the city has no basis for denial of the
CUP, it has found a basis to impose said conditions:

1. 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
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and improvements installed per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits.
Substantial Evidence: This condition provides notice to the owner/developer that they
are to follow procedure for orderly development in the City of Onalaska in order to
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

2. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs,
successors and assigns so long as the conditional use is being actively used. Substantial
Evidence: This condition acknowledges and provides public notice of the term and puts
the owner/developer and future owners on notice that they are bound by the conditions
and that they can continue the use as long as they follow the conditions and actively use
the conditional use.

3. Owner/developer shall abide by the City’s Ordinances, Unified Development Code and
Building Code requirements, as amended. Substantial Evidence: This condition
assures the owner/developer understands they must follow the city’s Unified
Development Code and Building Code, which they are required to follow in every way,
and that as they are receiving the benefit of being allowed to have a use that is not within
the standards of the City’s zoning code, failure to follow City ordinances may result in
loss of their Conditional Use Permit.

4. The Conditional Use Permit shall be reviewed every five (5) years to ensure continued
use. Substantial Evidence: This shifts the burden to the owner of the property to
provide proof that the use is active and continuing. Ensuring that existing permits are
still valid and being properly used ensures compliance with the City’s procedures and
ordinances, and promotes interaction and communication with the City, which furthers
orderly development and the health, safety and welfare of the City.

Katie noted a public hearing already has been held and said only where no reasonable conditions
could exist to allow the Conditional Use, may a Conditional Use Permit be denied.

Motion by Ald. T. Smith, second by Steven, to approve with the four stated conditions a
Conditional Use Permit application to allow the construction of an automotive dealership/vehicle
sales/repairs facility at 2520 Midwest Drive, Onalaska, 384 Theater Road, Onalaska, N4375
Theater Road/N4342 Germann Court, Town of Medary, submitted by Jansen Dahl of CHASE
2010 LLC, on behalf of CHASE 2010 LLC, 3819 Creekside Lane, Holmen, WI 54636 and
Judith Rockwood, N9495 Radcliffe Road, Mindoro, W1 54644 (Tax Parcel #s 18-3568-40, 18-
3570-70, and 9-93-0).

Ald. Wulf referred to the staff report and noted Dahl Honda’s stated hours of operation on
Saturdays will be from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. However, Ald. Wulf also referred to a letter prepared by
Dahl Honda representatives and noted the stated hours of operation on Saturdays are 8:30 a.m. to
S5p.m.
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Tyler Dahl, of Dahl Honda, told Ald. Wulf hours of operation for sales on Saturdays will be from
8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m.

Katie noted the time stated on the staff report (8 a.m.) is incorrect.

Ald. Wulf addressed the second sentence of the “Site Details and Neighborhood Protections”
paragraph on the handout prepared by Dahl Honda representatives — which reads, “The
perimeter to the west and north around the lower parking lot area will contain vegetation
consistent with reaching the required 80-percent opaqueness™ — and she asked, “Does that mean
that eventually they will get to 80-percent opaqueness within ‘x” number of years? Or upon the
day that they are planted they will be at 80-percent opaqueness?”

Katie responded, “They do not have to have it the day they are planted. They are allowed to
grow into that. That is tied to the landscaping plan the Plan Commission previously approved.
This is referring to that landscaping plan.”

Ald. Wulf asked Katie if there is a specific amount of time.

Katie said Dahl Honda must reach 80-percent opaqueness within a set number of years.

Jan asked if the mention of a lower parking lot is a reference to a separate parking lot, or if the
parking lot will be lower in elevation.

Katie said she believes the parking lot to which Jan is referring will be in the area previously
zoned B-1 and stated, “Lower as in they have the area out front, and lower is south of the
existing facility.”

James Makepeace said the plans always have referred to two distinct parking lots: one
immediately adjacent to and around the building, and another one further to the west. James said
the latter is the one that has been called the lower parking lot, and he noted it will be slightly
lower (an estimated one to two feet) in elevation compared to the other parking lot.

Ald. Wulf noted Paul has recused himself from Item 4 and is currently sitting in the audience.
On voice vote, motion carried, 5-0.

Ald. Wulf noted Paul has rejoined the rest of the Plan Commission members.
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Item 5 — Review and Consideration of an annexation application for a La Crosse County

Parcel (Located North of Onalaska Dog Park) (4.01 acres total) filed by Ryan Wessel of

Broham Investments LLC, 9542 Frontage Road E. Highway 16, Onalaska, W1 54650 (Tax

Parcel #10-1151-0)

1.

2.

10.

Topography Map Fee: $10.00 per acre * 4.01 acres = $40.01 dollars (minimum fee).

Owner/applicant to be aware of a Park Fee in the amount of $922.21 (per unit) to be paid
prior to the issuance of a building permit. $922.21 x 134 units = $123,576.14 dollars.
UPDATED CONDITION

Development is contingent upon City installation of water and sanitary sewer. Installation
of water and sanitary sewer is contingent upon City funding the project through the City
of Onalaska Capital Improvements Budget.

Developer to be aware that a development agreement will be needed to cover such items
as infrastructure costs, land transfer between developer, and parcel access, etc.

Annexed land to be placed in the Multifamily (R-4) Zoning District upon ordinance
adoption.

Annexation approval contingent upon future issuance of a Conditional Use Permit
request for multiple principle structures on a parcel or an approved Planned Unit
Development. UPDATED CONDITION

Owner/developer must notify City prior to any utility connection to City-owned utilities
takes place.

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.

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.

Katie said the Plan Commission is considering an annexation petition of approximately 4.01
acres by Ryan Wessel of Broham Investments LLC. There is no assigned address for this
particular property, which is located in the Town of Onalaska, just north of the Onalaska Dog
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Park. The existing La Crosse County zoning is “Recreation and Natural Resources.” Katie
noted this area is completely surrounded by the City of Onalaska-owned land, including the
Aguatic Center to the north, and the Onalaska Dog Park is to the south and east. Vacant land is
located to the west. The Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as a Mixed Use District
(“Smart Growth Areas”) which allows for complementary land uses including housing (primarily
multifamily), retail, offices, commercial services, and civic uses in an efficient, compact
development. Katie noted Ryan and Aaron Wessel are managing partners of Broham
Investments LLC, and she also noted the Wessels own the property located at La Crosse County
Tax Parcel No. 10-1151-0 in the Town of Onalaska. Katie said they are looking to have their
property annexed into the city in order to propose a project to construct a multifamily residential
project in the City of Onalaska. Katie said the applicant plans to submit a capital improvement
request later this summer to have the city sewer and water extended to the parcel in order to
serve the proposed multifamily development. The applicant is requesting to have the property
annexed into the City of Onalaska with the Multifamily (R-4) District for zoning to
accommodate future proposed development. The proposal includes two apartments totaling 134
residential dwelling units (two 67-unit apartments), with a combination of underground and
surface parking. Katie said the Plan Commission is being asked to consider the annexation
request, and she noted there are 10 conditions tied to the development, including two that have
been updated since the July 9 Plan Commission Subcommittee meeting.

Motion by Paul, second by Ald. T. Smith, to approve with the 10 stated conditions an annexation
application for a La Crosse County Parcel (Located North of Onalaska Dog Park) (4.01 acres
total) filed by Ryan Wessel of Broham Investments LLC, 9542 Frontage Road E. Highway 16,
Onalaska, W1 54650 (Tax Parcel #10-1151-0).

Ald. Wulf asked Jarrod to address the capital improvement request.

Jarrod noted the area in question is located between south of Riders Club Road, and north of
Kramer Road and Schnick Road. Both Schnick Road and Kramer Drive are located within the
Town of Onalaska., and Kramer Road comes out to State Trunk Highway 35. Jarrod noted there
presently is no water and sewer along STH 35, and he told commission members that before the
STH 35 road project was installed, the Board of Public Works had gone on record to not have a
project coincide with the highway project to install water and sewer at that time as there was no
impending development occurring at that time. Jarrod said, “With this project, it will have to be
worked out with the developer’s engineer. The only available sewer and water presently is along
Riders Club Road. We would have to look at a couple different scenarios. The one scenario we
have looked at is the Engineering Department is running water and sewer from Schnick Road
and/or Troy Street to the south all the way up to Riders Club Road, or stopping at this parcel.
That would provide service, and it would also provide future service connections for people
either along Sunset Vista or in the Kramer Road/Schnick Road neighborhood that is presently in
the township. That project is probably in the neighborhood of $750,000 to run that water and
sewer into that area. It will have to run against all the other capital improvements requests that
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lie within the Capital Improvements Budget at that time.

We’ll work with the developer’s engineer on looking at other scenarios and other things that we
could do as possibilities, and we’ll try to bring forward a project that seems feasible. Right now,
it looks like that probably is the best way to serve the whole area that we could get gravity sewer
without a lift station in the area and be looping the watermain all the way up through so we
would have a looped watermain in the area and not just a stub into the property. We have some
work to do on that so that will be part of the Capital Improvements Budget process. The
engineer for the developer has stated they probably will be requesting the Capital Improvements
Project within the next couple of weeks.”

Paul asked if the Plan Commission may assume the developer has not been given a timeline by
the city as to when utilities will be available.

Jarrod told Paul that is the reason for Condition No. 3 and said it would have to be funded as part
of the Capital Improvements Budget.

Steven asked if it is correct to say the City of Onalaska is under no obligation to expedite the
funding for this, and that it will be based upon funds and the normal processes involved with the
CIB.

Jarrod told Steven he is correct; that is, unless the developer chooses to install the utilities
himself.

Ald. Wulf addressed the 10 conditions and asked Jarrod, “We’re just saying that it is contingent
upon the city installing it? We’re not promising we’re going to, this commission, by approving
these 10 conditions ... We’re not promising we are. It’s just that the development is contingent
upon us doing it.”

Jarrod told Ald. Wulf he does not believe so and said Amanda could give her opinion on the
matter.

Amanda referred to Jarrod’s previous comments and said if there is an opportunity for the
developer to pay for some installation of water and sanitary sewer to allow for development, she
suggested amending Condition No. 3 to state the following: “Development is contingent upon
installation of water and sanitary sewer.”

Ald. Wulf asked Amanda if the word “City” would be removed from Condition No. 3.
Amanda said the word “City” would be removed from the first sentence, and said the second

sentence of Condition No. 3 should read as follows: “Installation of water and sanitary sewer by
the City is contingent upon City funding the project through the City of Onalaska Capital
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Improvements Budget.” Amanda said revising Condition No. 3 would allow the developer to
self-fund the improvements if he chose to do so.

Ald. Wulf said per Amanda’s suggestion, Condition No. 3 would read as follows: ““Development
is contingent upon installation of water and sanitary sewer. Installation of water and sanitary
sewer by the City is contingent upon City funding the project through the City of Onalaska
Capital Improvements Budget.”

Motion by Paul, second by Ald. T. Smith, to amend the previous motion and amend Condition
No. 3 to read as follows: ““Development is contingent upon installation of water and sanitary
sewer. Installation of water and sanitary sewer by the City is contingent upon City funding the
project through the City of Onalaska Capital Improvements Budget.”

Ald. T. Smith asked, “Approving this tonight is giving us the green light to go ahead and start the
process to take a look at getting answers to all these pieces?”

Katie told Ald. T. Smith he is correct and said this process will last approximately four to five
months. Katie said, “If approved with these conditions tonight, it will go to the Common
Council, and eventually to the Administrative and Judiciary Committee following that process as
they see fit.”

Ald. Wulf said that while she has not yet seen the financial figures associated with the 2020 CIB,
she estimated this project could account for 25 percent of the budget.

City Administrator Rindfleisch told commission members the action being requested this
evening is consideration of the annexation application, and he said he interprets the 10 conditions
as being a form of a pre-annexation agreement so that both parties are aware of the future
considerations to be made. City Administrator Rindfleisch said the action the commission is
taking is either to accept or decline the annexation request.

Vote on the amendment:

On voice vote, motion carried.

Paul said he is concerned that the city is bringing in this land and automatically zoning it as R-4
(Multifamily), and he inquired about the current zoning of the parcel.

Katie it is zoned “Recreation and Natural Resources.”
Paul expressed concern the city is going from what would be zoned Public in the City of
Onalaska’s Zoning Code to an R-4 zoning, “and we’re doing it without giving the public any

[opportunity]. It seems to me that that is a little bit out of the normal course of things, and it
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concerns me that we’re not going through the normal rezoning process. If it were R-4 land in the
township, 1 would probably be OK with it. But since it’s not, I’m not comfortable circumventing
the rezoning process.”

Katie told Paul there are two methods by which the city handles annexation requests, and she
said the city’s standard is that every annexation that comes into the city is zoned R-1 (Single
Family Residential). Katie said the applicant subsequently is requested to make another
application, typically one month later, to rezone to whatever it is he/she intends to do. Katie
noted the city’s ordinances allow, per the applicant, to state a different one up front, and she said
she believes this has occurred twice in the last couple years. Katie cited the Rockwood
annexation as an example of being zoned Business after it had entered the city being zoned Light
Industrial, and she noted the applicant had not had to go through the second round of rezoning.
Katie said the neighbors had been notified because a different property as part of that included a
rezoning, and she noted that is not the instance in this case. Katie said the Plan Commission
does not have to accept the R-4 zoning if its members are uncomfortable with doing so, noting it
can be zoned R-1 and the applicant then may be asked to apply for R-4 zoning at the next
available opportunity, which is Wednesday, July 31. The public would be notified via the
rezoning.

Katie said, “Bear in mind, depending on when the development moves forward, if it’s in this
year they could attempt to do a Conditional Use Permit. That would have a public hearing to
have two structures on a single parcel. Granted, we know the restrictions that are tied to a
Conditional Use Permit that it’s very difficult for the city to deny it, and to listen to the feedback
of the public, as different from a rezoning application. There is also the potential for a Planned
Unit Development if they either meet the five acres via working with the city on the development
agreement, or if we change our ordinance to reduce that number, there is a public hearing
associated with a General Development Plan at that time. Those are the different applications
that may or may not come forward as tied into here. That is something the Plan Commission
could change; it would be amending Condition No. 5 from Multifamily and instead going to
Single Family Residential, which is what we do typically do.”

Paul said he is aware the Plan Commission has the authority to do what is proposed here and
reiterated he is uncomfortable with it, stating, “It’s a big leap for me.”

Ald. T. Smith said he understands Paul’s point of view and his desire for consistency, and he also
asked if the parcel could be something different than R-4.

Katie said the applicant could apply for a rezoning application, “and depending upon the public
feedback, the Plan Commission and the [Common] Council may not approve it. That is
definitely a possibility. It doesn’t guarantee it. What this does is if you approve it that it comes
in as R-4, it just is R-4 and there is no neighbor notification required as part of the annexation
petition process.”

Reviewed 7/26/19 by Katie Aspenson
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Jan asked if there are other multifamily dwellings in that area, noting a majority of the homes
located to the east are single-family dwellings.

Katie told Jan there are single-family dwellings on 3" Avenue North and Red Cedar Court,
which are located directly east of the Aquatic Center. Katie also noted there are multifamily
dwellings, twindos, and single-family houses to the south and close to Stuhr Court.

City Administrator Rindfleisch said, “If we look at this as a pre-annexation agreement without
the assurances of what their plan is, why would they come into the city at all? They’re being
open about what the plans are here. We have a diagram. They’re interested in being in the city.
They’re announcing to the public what their intention is. If we accept the annexation, it’s in the
city. We’d have to detach it later on. For you as a Plan Commission to then say, ‘Maybe we’ll
accept it, [and] maybe we won’t accept it,” I’m not sure why they would come in the first place.
There are multifamily [dwellings] in the area and they are in the town, so it’s an opportunity for
us to decide long-term how you want this development to occur. As Plan Commissioners, do we
wish to accept the annexation? We’re doing a project down here [Great River Residences] of
just over 100 units ... At this point [there are] potentially 134 units coming in [with this project].
All the stories of what benefit the City of Onalaska may gain from the 103 units we have on the
waterfront is probably the same argument | have for 134 units on Highway 35 as well. | would
much rather see this development occur within the city than in the Town [of Onalaska].”

Paul asked if the Town of Onalaska is in a position to provide utilities to the proposed
development.

City Administrator Rindfleisch said that while it is not, he told Paul there are other forms of
multifamily that it could provide. City Administrator Rindfleisch said it would have to be less
dense, and that he is certain they need the density to offset the costs for the park fees and
infrastructure costs.

Steven said it is his understanding the developer still could proceed with the development if the
Plan Commission does not approve the annexation application — it just would not be located in
the City of Onalaska.

City Administrator Rindfleisch said, “My policy recommendation generally is if there is an
annexation request — and we have 10 conditions here that really establish the pre-annexation
agreement, if you will — we know what the intent to be at this point in time. If they don’t
purchase it, someone else may purchase it or not annex it or develop it. We don’t know. It’s the
bird in the hand of what we’re aware of versus the two that perhaps we don’t.”

Paul said the Plan Commission does not know if there would be public input either in support of
or in opposition to this project. Paul referred to the minutes of the July 9 Plan Commission
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Subcommittee meeting and said he remembers reading about a person who resides to the north of
this property who had expressed some concerns about the project. Paul said that while he is
uncertain how this citizen had found out about the project as there was no public notice, “perhaps
there is some concern over it. | realize that city property surrounds this. It’s a little bit of a
unique situation, but that doesn’t mean that the public shouldn’t have a right to have input.”

Katie said, “If they wanted to do any sort of development outside of what their current zoning is
if they didn’t annex, they would have to rezone in [La Crosse] County, and that would require a
public hearing if they didn’t come into the city for that. The reason that Ms. Schuppel [Margo
Schuppel, the citizen whose letter Katie read into the record at the July 9 Plan Commission
Subcommittee meeting] was aware of it is because the developer took it upon themselves to
contact neighbors and show them the plans to let them know it was their intention. It was not a
formal public hearing notification. I don’t know if the residents were aware they could make
comments to the city regarding it. | think it was just more of the fact that it was this is what
they’re intending on doing and the city is considering an annexation. The developer did that on
their own regard. City staff have talked with the neighbor to the north to try to answer some of
her questions in addition to after that letter did come in.”

Paul asked about the extraterritorial rights the city would have in a case such as this.

Katie told Paul the last time a project moved forward on this particular property the developer
was seeking to construct mini-storage warehousing. Katie said city staff was notified because
the city was within 250 feet of the proposed development, attended the public hearing and stated
the city did not support that type of project. Katie said, “We were involved in their rezoning
request.”

City Administrator Rindfleisch said, “We don’t have any say. We can’t reject it outright.”

Katie noted the City of Onalaska was only an interested party at that time as a neighboring
property owner.

Paul said, “My original opinion stands that I’m uncomfortable with doing this. And that’s not
even to say | wouldn’t vote for rezoning at some point, but I’m uncomfortable with the way it’s
happening.”

City Administrator Rindfleisch asked Jarrod if the property being referred to is in the City of
Onalaska or the Town of Onalaska.

Jarrod said the residential neighboring property to the north is located in the Town of Onalaska.

Jarrod also said, “There is actually some of the city-owned lands, and there are a couple of
residential houses just to the south of those, in the township.”
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Jan referred to the minutes from the July 9 Plan Commission Subcommittee meeting and
inquired about a family who had expressed concern, stating she did not understand the cause of
their concern.

Katie referred to the letter from Margo Schuppel she had read into the record at the July 9 Plan
Commission Subcommittee meeting, and she told Jan both she and Jarrod had spoken to Margo
separately and attempted to answer her questions. Katie told Jan both she and Jarrod had invited
Margo to attend this evening’s meeting, but she was unable to due to an illness in the family.
Katie said Margo has raised questions regarding access and drainage, as well as a significant
amount of information that likely would come forward during the site plan review process. Katie
also referred to Condition No. 4 and said the information pertaining to this condition likely
would be prepared during the development agreement process. Katie added it is too soon to
answer some of Margo’s questions at this time.

Ald. T. Smith noted Margo Schuppel had contacted him before sending her email, and he told
her he had encouraged her to come to City Hall, but she had instead sent the email. Ald. T.
Smith said, “She has concerns, but I think it’s premature. ... There are some concerns, but she
definitely will have an opportunity to speak that.”

Jan asked if the Plan Commission may approve the annexation, but the remainder of her question
was inaudible on the recording.

Ald. Wulf told Jan she may make an amendment either to change or remove Condition No. 5.

Katie said if that is the Plan Commission’s intent, her recommendation is to amend it to state the
preferred zoning district instead of deleting it in its entirety. Condition No. 5 would read:
“Annexed land to be placed in the Single Family (R-1) Zoning District upon ordinance
adoption.”

Ald. T. Smith said, “With that, then we would be going back to our regular process — to approve
itas an R-1. Then it would go through the zoning process.”

Katie told Ald. T. Smith he is correct and said, “They would have an opportunity to do it as
quickly as possible. We have another application period next Wednesday [July 31] that they
would have an opportunity to petition to go to R-4, and it would be a one-month delay beyond
the annexation request.” Katie also encouraged commission members to speak to the applicant,
who is attending this evening’s meeting, and ask him his thoughts regarding changing the request
to R-1.

Ald. Wulf said, “I personally appreciate the developers talking to your neighbors. That’s
something that the City of Onalaska has taken a stand for as long as I’ve been here the last 20
years almost, and | very much appreciate that you are talking and communicating, because you
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flesh out a lot of the apprehension and the fear and the questions that people have. Thank you
for doing that.” Ald. Wulf then invited the developer to address the Plan Commission.

Aaron Wessel
W4551 County Road B
West Salem

Ryan Wessel
Address inaudible on the recording

Aaron explained that one of the reasons he and Ryan are seeking R-4 zoning is to save the one-
month period, and he said they wish to proceed with the project “as quickly as possible.” Aaron
said an R-1 zoning would delay the project.

Ryan said he does not want his and Aaron’s project to compete with the Great River Residences,
noting Marvin Wanders of Three Sixty Real Estate Solutions has a larger budget than the two of
them do.

Ald. T. Smith asked Aaron and Ryan if their decision to begin construction also would be
dependent on the capital improvements timeline. Ald. T. Smith also noted the start of
construction might or might not occur in 2019, depending on if funding comes from the City of
Onalaska.

Jarrod said December is the earliest the Common Council will approve the Capital
Improvements Budget, noting there have been years the Council has not passed the CIB until
January.

Ald. T. Smith asked Aaron and Ryan if it is correct to assume the project will not proceed if the
CIB is not approved or they do not have a yes or a no.

Ryan said the project cannot proceed if that is the case.

Paul asked if the rezoning could be finalized in September if it goes through the normal
procedures.

Katie said, “It would be before the December meeting date.”
Paul said, “Well before the December meeting.”
Katie said, “It could be October or November, depending on it. But it would be before

December.”
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Steven asked if the two actions would be the rezoning request and the Conditional Use Permit
request.

Katie said it goes back to which route the developers choose to take, noting they have different
options for development and stating it likely would occur subsequently. Katie added they would
need to have the zoning designation in place.

Ryan asked if they could pull the annexation petition if the R-4 zoning wasn’t approved.
Katie told Ryan he may pull the annexation petition at any time.

Motion by Steven, second by Paul, to amend the previous motion and amend Condition No. 5 to
read as follows: ““Annexed land to be placed in the Single Family (R-1) Zoning District upon
ordinance adoption.”

Ald. T. Smith said he feels better going in that direction because even though it will be an extra
step for the developers, they likely can rezone to R-4 in the timeline before they begin
construction.

Steven said he does not believe there will be an additional delay based upon the discussions
pertaining to the CIB.

Ald. T. Smith asked if the zoning from R-1 to R-4 is independent of the CIB at this time.

Katie told Ald. T. Smith he is correct and said, “If they did choose to suspend the readings to
speed up the process, which may or may not occur, it’s possible the annexation could be
finalized before capital improvement is made. They might have to request to suspend their
annexation application until after or do something interesting, but we would work with that as
staff and make sure we’re following all of our zoning ordinances, with advice from legal counsel
on that end.”

Steven addressed Ryan and Aaron and told them, “This doesn’t necessarily indicate an
opposition to the project. It’s just getting a public input period that we’re interested in, is what
I’m hearing. | can’t speak for everyone else, but that’s my understanding.”

Ald. T. Smith told Ryan and Aaron, “We welcome you to come into Onalaska. That’s great for
us, and that’s great for you. We just have to make it work. It has to be a win-win for both
sides.”

Vote on the amendment:

On voice vote, motion carried.
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Original motion restated:

To approve with the 10 stated conditions — including amendments to Condition Nos. 3 and 5 —an
annexation application for a La Crosse County Parcel (Located North of Onalaska Dog Park)
(4.01 acres total) filed by Ryan Wessel of Broham Investments LLC, 9542 Frontage Road E.
Highway 16, Onalaska, W1 54650 (Tax Parcel #10-1151-0).

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 6 — Review and Consideration of Invoice No: 018-021-14 from Hoisington Koegler
Group, inc. for Onalaska Unified Development Code (UDC)/Zoning Rewrite Project

Katie said the 14™ invoice for this project totals $2,526.25.

Motion by Steven, second by Ald. T. Smith, to approve Invoice No: 018-021-14 from Hoisington
Koegler Group, inc. for Onalaska Unified Development Code (UDC)/Zoning Rewrite Project.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 7 — Discussion related to Onalaska Unified Development Code (UDC)/Zoning Rewrite
Project ~ Discussion about regulations for Accessory Structures

Katie noted Plan Commission members had raised additional questions at the June 25 meeting
pertaining to accessory structures, and she also noted commission members’ packets include
highlights of a few items, including:

e A principal use structure has to be established prior to allowing an accessory structure.
e Detached accessory structures shall not exceed 15 feet in height, nor shall they occupy
more than 25 percent of the rear yard.

Katie told commission members she had done additional research based on the municipalities
and maximum accessory structures in rear yards, with the research staff had performed in 2017.
Katie said a majority of them had their residential accessory structures, from yard sheds varying
from 10 feet of a maximum height up to 20 feet. Katie noted the commission also had discussed
four detached structures in non-residential districts and said it currently is 20 feet in overall
height. Katie asked if perhaps this height could be raised, noting the building code does not have
that particular rule. Katie noted the City of Onalaska does not specify a maximum overall square
footage of detached accessory structures; rather, the 25-percent value is applied overall to each
residential lot. Katie said she is seeking direction on the three points (maximum lot coverage,
height of accessory structures for residential properties, height of accessory structure for
commercial properties).
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Ald. Wulf asked if the rear yard percentage was 20 percent prior to being changed.
Katie said it was 20 percent.
Ald. Wulf noted it was increased to 25 percent.

Katie said yes, and she also noted Commercial increased from 15 feet to 20 feet. Residential
accessory structures remained at 15 feet.

Steven asked if the city has encountered any unforeseen consequences due to the rear yard
percentage being increased to 25 percent.

Katie said citizens are happy they are allowed to construct a larger detached accessory structure
because they have more use of their land.

Steven asked, “But no unintended consequences that we see?”

Katie said, “Not in the last two years.”

Ald. T. Smith asked Steven if he wishes to leave the rear yard percentage at 25 percent.

Steven said, “I think so. If it isn’t broken I don’t know what we’re trying to fix.”

Ald. T. Smith asked if there has been negative feedback.

Katie said no and told Ald. T. Smith, “The only situation is if you reduce it, city staff would have
to go back and look at the permits issued in the last two years. If anyone went above the 20
percent [and] if you brought it back down, they would have to be notified [and told] they
couldn’t do anything additional if they hit the 25 percent. If they were, they would be considered
legal nonconforming status. And if in the future they removed anything, they couldn’t go back
up to 25 [percent]. They would be re-limited at 20 percent. That’s the main output of going
backwards to 20 percent. That would be the main change that we would see.”

Steven noted the discussions pertaining to this topic “were very in-depth” and said the Plan
Commission had decided to approve the 25 percent. Steven said, “I don’t know what has

changed that we would want to go back on it.”

Katie told Steven the Plan Commission had selected to keep the rear yard percentage at 20
percent and noted the Common Council voted to increase it to 25 percent.

Ald. Wulf, who was not serving on the Common Council at the time, said she remembers this
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topic as being contentious, noting the Plan Commission had voted to keep the rear yard
percentage at 20 percent; the Common Council sent the matter back to the Plan Commission,
which then again voted to keep the rear yard percentage at 20 percent; and then the Common
Council voted to override the Plan Commission’s decision and increased the percentage to 25
percent. Ald. Wulf said that while she understands there have not been any problems associated
with the increase the last two years, “I didn’t think there was anything wrong with it at the time,
either.”

Steven referred to the table showing maximum accessory structures in rear yards for
municipalities around the state and noted the percentages range from five percent to 35 percent.

Katie noted the percentages shown on the table are the same as last time and said some of them
have greater allotments in terms of percentages, while some of them also have caps. Katie cited
the City of La Crosse as an example, noting one may have 35 percent of his/her rear yard or
1,000 square feet, whichever is less. Katie noted the City of Onalaska does not have a maximum
cap.

Paul said he does not “have a great issue” either with 20 percent or 25 percent.

Ald. T. Smith and Jan both stated they do not want to go back to 20 percent.

Katie asked how many commission members wish to keep the rear yard percentage at 25 percent.
Ald. T. Smith, Steven, Jan, and Paul all raised their hands.

Katie asked how many commission members wish to reduce the rear yard percentage to 20
percent.

Ald. Wulf raised her hand.

Katie asked for feedback regarding the maximum roof height of 15 feet for residential accessory
structures, noting that citizens consistently ask the Inspection Department if they may increase
the overall height to accommodate the objects they own. Katie also commission members
citizens have argued if they have an attached garage, it may be as tall as the residential structure,
meaning they would be allowed another 20 feet. Someone who owns a detached structure would
not be allowed to do this. Katie noted researched performed by city staff showed 10 to 20 feet is
the average of residential detached accessory structures.

Jan asked how this is being measured.

Katie told Jan the code notes it is from the average grade of the foundation to the peak of the
roof.
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Ald. Wulf asked if a homeowner should be allowed to have a structure that is possibly 20 feet
tall where he/she may store his/her items, or if the city should keep 15 feet, which means
homeowners’ yards will be littered with objects. Ald. Wulf said, “It’s weighing that balance for
property maintenance.”

Steven said there is the assumption homeowners will clean their yards if they construct a larger
structure.

Paul asked if the city allows two-story accessory structures.
Katie said a detached accessory structure may only be 15 feet in height.

Paul said if someone wants to architecturally match his/her house and they have a taller roof
pitch, it is possible a typical two-car garage could exceed 15 feet at the peak. Paul said, “You’re
not allowing bigger buildings by going from 15 to 20 [feet]. You might just allow a little more
design flexibility.”

Ald. T. Smith inquired about the citizens who request to exceed the 15-foot maximum.

Katie told Ald. T. Smith it is one of the most common questions asked by the public and said this
is the time to make a change if the Plan Commission chooses to do so.

Ald. T. Smith asked what city staff recommends.

Katie told Ald. T. Smith city staff recommends somewhere between 15 and 20 feet and said this
is very similar to the accessory dwelling maximum coverage in that staff has declined requests
from many citizens for many years. Katie said, “Now saying ‘yes’ is good for anyone coming
forward or anyone who re-asks, but we don’t necessarily have a way of notifying everyone
we’ve said ‘no’ to over the years.” Katie said that while there could be public hearing notices,
and citizens could find out about the change by reading it in the paper, “On a case-by-case basis,
that we wouldn’t be able to do.”

Paul asked what complications would be caused for staff if the Plan Commission states 20 feet
will be allowed, but in no case may an accessory structure be taller than the primary structure.

Katie said staff would be required to do some additional thinking when permits are issued, and
she asked if it is common for a house to be less than 20 feet tall.

Paul said he believes there are older houses, including the Raymond homes, that have shallow
roof slopes and are less than 20 feet tall.
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Ald. Wulf asked if a 20-foot structure would be out of character.

Paul said it would not be aesthetically pleasing if the accessory structure were taller than the
house.

Katie said, “The only caveat | would add is they still get the 15 feet. They basically get an extra
five-foot allowance with that as long as it doesn’t exceed it, because then we’re being more
restrictive than we are today.”

Paul said, “Allow 15 feet in any case, but up to 20 feet as long as the primary structure was at
least 20 feet tall.”

Jan asked if someone could get two stories in 20 feet on a low-pitch or a flat roof.
Paul said it is his understanding the code does not allow a two-story accessory structure.

Katie told Jan it is only the overall height and said, “It’s not that it can’t be two stories. Right
now, 15 feet is your maximum height.”

Paul said it is conceivable a structure could be two stories.

Katie said, “We don’t not allow two stories. We just have a maximum height.”
Katie asked commission members who support the proposal to raise their hands.
Ald. Wulf, Ald. T. Smith, Steven, Jan, and Paul raised their hands.

Katie next addressed the maximum roof height of 20 feet for commercial accessory structures,
noting she had not had the opportunity to perform an in-depth examination of how other
communities address these types of structures. Katie said the commercial height was increased
because commercial properties tend to have larger pieces of equipment and thus require taller
garage doors. Katie told commission members an individual had requested a 24-foot high
structure because he had purchased a piece of equipment and then had to go down to 20 feet,
which she said caused “intriguing” construction issues. Katie noted the previous maximum was
15 feet and said the building code allows for greater than 50 feet. Katie said it is the city’s rule
that is holding commercial structures at 20 feet, and she asked commission members if they see a
need to increase the current 20-foot maximum height.

Steven asked Katie if she has received several requests to increase the commercial height from
20 feet.

Katie said, “Not nearly to the extent of residential. Again, people typically tried to get around
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that rule of height by requesting a Conditional Use Permit to have two principal structures on a
single parcel. They would get around that rule by going that direction, and that we did see fairly
common. That rule will not be in effect any longer. They won’t have that opportunity because
we’ll likely be taking that Conditional Use Permit option out of the new code. They will have to
stay at 20 feet, and there likely wouldn’t be a variance opportunity available to them for that.”

Ald. Wulf inquired about a possible downside associated with increasing the height.

Katie said it could be the look of a pole structure, and she said the reason a 15-foot maximum
was established for residential structures is because the city did not want large pole structures to
occur. Katie said it is something that could be considered and stated, “Some people need that for
their equipment. It depends on the business.”

Steven said, “Since this is the Commercial district, this goes straight to the development and
growth of the city as well. | don’t know that I’m convinced yet that 20 feet is overly restrictive if
you’re not receiving a lot of requests to exceed that. But if it is restrictive for growth of business
in a Commercial area, then maybe it is something we should consider.”

City Administrator Rindfleisch told Steven this traditionally has not been an issue as people will
obtain CUPs to create two principal structures. City Administrator Rindfleisch said a past
definition of a principal structure having water and sewer might have eliminated some instances
in the past. However, City Administrator Rindfleisch also said going forward the city is
eliminating the CUP that allow multiple principal structures on the property. City Administrator
Rindfleisch said it could become an issue, and if so, “how flexible is the Plan Commission to
review this in the future immediately after having a full rewrite done?” City Administrator
Rindfleisch said Commercial zoning includes other types of properties than retail, such as
construction companies that have taller equipment. City Administrator Rindfleisch said he is
attempting to identify something that would need more than 20 feet, but has come up with
nothing.

Katie noted this is non-residential and not just Commercial zoning, and it would include
Industrial.

City Administrator Rindfleisch inquired about the height of the city’s salt sheds.
Jarrod said they are taller than 20 feet.

City Administrator Rindfleisch asked if there are other similar type businesses that could need
structures such as parking spans for equipment.

Jarrod said it is typical to see a Commercial Industrial use if someone is attempting to fit heavy
equipment, telling commission members there will be a 14- to 16-foot tall door. Jarrod said it
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would be necessary to have a flat roof with a 20-foot height, and he said it would be “very tight”
with a joist system. Jarrod noted the city’s salt shed has a 16-foot tall door, an 18-foot tall wall,
and a 4-to-1 roof, and he estimated the five-year-old structure to be approximately 30 feet in
height.

Paul said he finds 20 feet to be “really restrictive” if Industrial zoning is being discussed.

Steven and Ald. T. Smith suggested increasing the height to 30 feet, and Steven asked if it would
be possible for city staff to research what surrounding areas do.

Katie said she intends to proceed with this direction and not have another agenda item as the
Plan Commission will be discussing different topics at its August 27 meeting. Katie said, “When
they do propose the language | can note and give you at least an average at that time and you can
pick whatever number you feel comfortable with.” Katie said she is able to do additional
research.

Item 8 — Discussion related to Onalaska Unified Development Code (UDC)/Zoning Rewrite
Project ~ Discussion about regulations for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUSs)

Katie noted that at its June 25 meeting, the Plan Commission had two to three pages of
guidelines related to accessory dwelling units that are located on the same lot as a primary home
and have their own entrance, kitchen, living area, and bathroom. Katie said ADUs are only
allowed in the Traditional Neighborhood Development District, which no longer will exist in the
new code. That district stated ADUs had to be, in addition to the number of dwelling units under
that section, no more than 10 percent of the total number of single-family attached and detached
units. In mixed residential areas, parking had to be on site, with one parking space for each
secondary dwelling unit. Guidelines for garages had to be placed within the principal structure
or an accessory structure, provided the second dwelling unit not exceed 800 square feet. Katie
said staff had listed potential standards that, based off the feedback received June 25, is what
staff is proposing. The standards include:

e The ADU must be a detached structure.

ADUs must meet all the required setbacks for detached accessory structures. The 25

percent would include this in the overall total.

The minimum size is 300 square feet, and the maximum size is 800 square feet.

The owner-occupied for the primary structure would have to be there.

There would be one parking space for the ADU, and two for the primary home.

Outside entrances serving an ADU either would be on the side or in the rear of the

building.

e Regarding a water/sewer connection, some communities require said connection to be
connected to the existing home, while others require it to come from the street. One
reason for the standard to come from the house may be to prevent the units from being
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separated.

e Only one ADU may be created with an existing single-family dwelling per parcel in the
R-1 and R-2 districts. There are no limits for the R-3 or R-4 districts.

e The deed restriction limiting independent sale and restrictions to the size limitations and
other requirements.

Jarrod addressed the water/sewer connection and said he believes the city would want the same
connection from the house as complications would arise if it is subdivided. Jarrod told
commission members there have been instances in which older duplexes have been converted
into zero lot line twindos, and there is one service. Jarrod said the city faces challenges if there
are two different owners and one does not pay his/her bill as there is one service to two different
owners, adding, “As long as it’s going to stay with the property and not be subdivided, it would
be fine with one.” Jarrod addressed the setback requirements being the same as for a detached
structure, and he asked if the side yard should be the same as the principal structure.

Steven said he would feel more comfortable if the water/sewer connection was to the existing
home.

Katie said she likes the suggestion of a detached ADU following the six-foot minimum side yard
setback for the privacy of both the resident and the neighbor.

Amanda addressed the height of a garage and asked if the garage is set back the same as the
primary structure if a second story were added.

Katie asked, “So if it was an existing garage and you raised it up, would this prevent you from
doing that? That would have to be an exception that would have to be built into it.”

Steven said, “I have no problem with that being restricted because it is the privacy issue with the
setbacks. If there is a preexisting structure that is closer than that and you put an occupant in
there, the neighbor could potentially have privacy concerns. | have no problem with the
restriction remaining in place with the prior existing structure.”

Katie asked commission members if they would be open to allowing the three-foot setback, or no
one could convert a garage unless the existing accessory structure met the six-foot setback.

Steven said, “I like the six-foot [setback] myself.”

Paul noted it still is a dwelling unit and said the six-foot setback will restrict some from being
converted.

Katie told commission members they will discuss two to three new topics at the August 27 Plan
Commission meeting, and she said there also will be a Special Plan meeting in August.

Reviewed 7/26/19 by Katie Aspenson



926
927
928
929
930
931
932
933
934
935
936

Plan Commission

of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, July 23, 2019
23

Adjournment

Motion by Steven, second by Paul, to adjourn at 8:21 p.m.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Recorded by:

Kirk Bey
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