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The Meeting of the Plan Commission of the City of Onalaska was called to order on Tuesday, 1 
September 22, 2020.  It was noted that the meeting had been announced and a notice posted at 2 
City Hall. 3 
 4 
Roll call was taken, with the following members present:  Mayor Kim Smith, Ald. Tom Smith, 5 
City Engineer Jarrod Holter, Jan Brock, Amber Pfaff, Skip Temte, Craig Breitsprecher 6 
 7 
Also Present:  Planning Manager Katie Aspenson, City Attorney Amanda Jackson 8 
 9 
Item 2 – Approval of minutes from previous meeting 10 
 11 
Motion by Ald. T. Smith, second by Craig, to approve the minutes from the previous meeting as 12 
printed and on file in the City Clerk’s Office. 13 
 14 
On voice vote, motion carried. 15 
 16 
Item 3 – Public Input (limited to 3 minutes per individual) 17 
 18 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone wishing to provide public input and closed that 19 
portion of the meeting. 20 
 21 

Consideration and possible action on the following items: 22 
 23 
Item 4 – Public Hearing: Approximately 7:00 P.M. (or immediately following Public Input) 24 
to consider the Abbey Court Apartments Planned Unit Development Amendment 25 
application filed by Abbey Court Apartments LLC, 9447 Jancing Avenue, Sparta, WI 26 
54656, for the purpose of subdividing the development into three (3) parcels and adding .11 27 
acres of land owned by the City of Onalaska to the development located at 2097 Abbey 28 
Road, 2091 Abbey Road, 2101 Abbey Road, 2107 Abbey Road, 2111 Abbey Road, 2117 29 
Abbey Road (Apts. 101-410), 2121 Abbey Road (Apts. 101-308), & 2169 Abbey Road, 30 
Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-4511-300 & 18-6368-0) 31 
 32 

1. PUD Application Fee of $700.00 (PAID). 33 
 34 

2. Owner/developer shall abide by all requirements and conditions of the Abbey Road Plat 35 
approved by the Common Council on June 11, 2013. 36 
 37 

3. Owner/developer shall abide by all requirements and conditions of the Abbey Court 38 
Apartments Planned Unit Development approved by the Common Council on October 39 
10, 2017: 40 
A. Owner/developer shall abide by all requirements and conditions of the Abbey Road 41 
Plat approved by the Common Council on June 11, 2013. 42 
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B. Owner/developer shall record with the La Crosse County Register of Deeds, the legal 43 
description of the Planned Unit Development and the Conditions of Approval tied to the 44 
development. These conditions shall not lapse or be waived as a result of any subsequent 45 
change in ownership of tenancy. 46 
C. PUD Application Fee of $700.00 (PAID). 47 
D. Park Fee of $922.21 (per unit) due prior to issuance of building permit for each 48 
building and/or lands dedicated and improvements to City as approved by the Park Board 49 
and Common Council which may offset Park Fees. 328 total units * $922.21/unit = 50 
$302,484.88 dollars. 51 
E. Topography Map fee of $10.00 (per acre) = $117.70 dollars to be paid prior to 52 
obtaining a Building Permit. 53 
F. Site Plan Review will be required for individual buildings/parking lots/drives/etc. to be 54 
reviewed and approved by City Staff prior to construction activities. 55 
G. If in the future the owner/developer creates Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and 56 
Deed Restrictions, etc. that at a minimum address maintenance, repair, and replacement 57 
of parking lots/private drives, the buildings including all common areas and green spaces, 58 
stormwater management/easement areas, as well as any ownership or use restrictions for 59 
the parcel/development; a copy shall be provided to the Planning Department and 60 
recorded at the La Crosse County Register of Deeds. Any amendments to the 61 
aforementioned document to be recorded at the La Crosse County Register of Deeds and 62 
a copy provided to the Planning Department. 63 
H. Owner/developer to submit a master signage plan noting location(s) of freestanding 64 
monument signs for internal traffic control. 65 
I. Owner/developer to abide by the Airport Overlay Height Zoning Ordinance and obtain 66 
any necessary permits from the City of Onalaska and/or City of La Crosse as needed. 67 
J. Master Grading and Stormwater plan to be reviewed & approved by the City Engineer. 68 
K. Thirty (30) percent slopes to be identified on a plan and also indicate a ten (10) foot 69 
buffer surrounding the identified slopes. 70 
L. Owner/developer to maintain existing stormwater detention area along southern parcel 71 
line. 72 
M. Owner/developer to submit a digital and hard copy of the WIDNR NR 216/NOI 73 
application, permit, approval letter and associated data prior to construction to the 74 
Engineering Department. A City Erosion Control Permit for greater than one (1) acre of 75 
land disturbance is required before any earth moving activities occur. Permit to be 76 
reviewed and approved a minimum of ten (10) days prior to construction activities. 77 
N. All erosion control BMPs (Best Management Practices) to be installed prior to the 78 
start of any construction activities. Swale areas/stormwater ponds to be dug prior to start 79 
of construction and prior to initial grading to act as sediment traps. Track pad(s) to be 80 
installed with a minimum of 3 to 6-inch stones, one (1) foot deep and fifty (50) feet in 81 
length. All disturbed areas to have black dirt placed and seeded within seven (7) days of 82 
disturbance. 83 
O. Master Utility Plan (including any phasing) to be reviewed and approved by the City 84 
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Engineer including a schedule. Any utilities dedicated to the City of Onalaska shall be in 85 
a dedicated right-of-way, outlot, or easement. 86 
P. Street right-of-way for a future street must be dedicated along north parcel line or 87 
owner/developer to work with neighboring property owner to the north for a mutual 88 
dedication. Future street must be installed to City standards fifty (50) feet beyond any 89 
proposed driveway access. Temporary cul-de-sac to be installed at end of new street. 90 
Applicant/owner to provide a deed or Certified Survey Map dedicating thirty (30) feet for 91 
future street. 92 
Q. Owner/developer to request and have the vacation/discontinuance of Abbey Court 93 
finalized prior to any construction activities. Outcome of this action is that Abbey Court 94 
will become a private drive entrance off of Abbey Road. 95 
R. Provide Fire Department access to courtyards on the three (3) eighty-unit apartment 96 
buildings. 97 
S. Provide a phasing plan that determined what infrastructure/site improvements 98 
(grading, stormwater controls, landscaping, future road, utilities, etc.) are required with 99 
each phase for the development. Have scheduling include a map with a “bubble diagram” 100 
around each area noting proposed construction year. 101 
T. Update Site Plan to include building setbacks from property lines and other buildings. 102 
U. Note tree removal / clearing / grubbing limitations on Grading Plan. 103 
V. Parcels to be combined into one (1) parcel for the principal and accessory structures 104 
and the parking lot to be located on one parcel. Contact La Crosse County Land 105 
Information Department to complete this condition. Parcel modification to be completed 106 
prior to issuance of a building permit. 107 
W. City-furnished Inspector required during utility installations and developer to pay 108 
costs. 109 
X. As-builts of all utility work required to be submitted to the Engineering Department 110 
within sixty (60) days of occupancy of each building. 111 
Y. Water services not utilized as part of development shall be abandoned at main. 112 
Z. Owner/developer has obtained letters from utility service providers noting that there is 113 
adequate power, natural gas, and telephone/internet services available to serve this 114 
project and provided to the Engineering Department. 115 
AA. Owner/developer has received written approval from Dairyland Power regarding 116 
planned development and locations of buildings in relation to easement on the parcel in 117 
question. 118 
BB. Final, colored renderings of all four (4) sides of proposed buildings noting 119 
architectural elevations with details and materials to be reviewed and approved by the 120 
Planning Department. 121 
CC. Final, colored renderings of all four (4) sides of proposed buildings noting 122 
architectural elevations with details and materials to be reviewed and approved by the 123 
Planning Department. 124 
DD. Master Landscaping Plan to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department. 125 
EE. Owner/developer to install sidewalk to City standards along full length of Abbey 126 
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Road upon occupancy of the first apartment building. 127 
FF. Owner/developer to secure water main easement with adjacent property to south and 128 
install a water main loop as outlined in Condition # 19 (s). 129 
GG. All final water, sewer, drainage and grading plans for the entire development are 130 
required to be submitted for review and approval prior to any site plan review requests 131 
for individual buildings. 132 
HH. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits 133 
(i.e., site plan approvals, building permits, zoning approvals). Owner/developer shall pay 134 
all fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City prior to obtaining a 135 
building permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied and improvements 136 
installed per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits. 137 
II. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all 138 
heirs, successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property 139 
does not relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from 140 
meeting any other conditions. 141 
JJ. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in minutes shall not release the property 142 
owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements. 143 
 144 

4. La Crosse Wastewater Treatment Plan Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee (per residential 145 
equivalent connection/unit (REC)) due at time of plumbing permit issuance. Estimated 146 
fee is $730.00/REC. Owner/developer to pay finalized fee for all remaining apartment 147 
buildings and the respective residential equivalent connection counts yet to be 148 
constructed as part of the Abbey Road Development Planned Unit Development. 149 
 150 

5. Lot 1 of the proposed Certified Survey Map is allowed to have a reduced lot frontage of 151 
60.44 feet. 152 
 153 

6. Owner/developer shall record with the La Crosse County Register of Deeds, the legal 154 
description of the Planned Unit Development and the Conditions of Approval tied to the 155 
development and Conditions of Approval and a copy provided to the Planning 156 
Department. These conditions shall not lapse or be waived as a result of any subsequent 157 
change in ownership of tenancy. 158 
 159 

7. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e., 160 
site plan approvals, building permits, zoning approvals). Owner/developer shall pay all 161 
fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City prior to obtaining a building 162 
permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied and improvements installed 163 
per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits. 164 
 165 

8. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs, 166 
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not 167 
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any 168 
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other conditions. 169 
 170 

9. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in minutes shall not release the property 171 
owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements. 172 

 173 
Mayor K. Smith opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the 174 
Abbey Court Apartments Planned Unit Development Amendment application. 175 
 176 
Todd Page 177 
9447 Jancing Avenue 178 
Sparta 179 
 180 
“I would like to speak in support of the amendment.  The purpose of it is really to allow us to 181 
continue the development.  It will ease our financing on the next step.  I believe the city’s deed 182 
of that small parcel also enables some additional access to a future building, which would be 183 
conducive to any Fire Department service that might be necessary there at some point.  I think 184 
it’s a positive for the city as well as us.” 185 
 186 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in favor of the Abbey Court 187 
Apartments Planned Unit Development Amendment application and closed that portion of the 188 
public hearing. 189 
 190 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the Abbey Court 191 
Apartments Planned Unit Development Amendment application and closed the public hearing. 192 
 193 
Katie told commission members this Planned Unit Development (PUD) amendment request 194 
pertains to increasing the boundary of the Abbey Court Apartments PUD and allowing Tax 195 
Parcel No. 18-4511-300 to be subdivided into three parcels.  The PUD is proposed to incorporate 196 
Tax Parcel No. 18-6368-0, which is owned by the City of Onalaska (Outlot 1) and merge said 197 
parcel with Tax Parcel No. 18-4511-300 (Abbey Court Apartments parcel).  This would allow 198 
vehicular access and frontage along Abbey Road.  Subsequently, the applicant is requesting to 199 
subdivide the merged parcel into three separate parcels:  Lot 1 to contain 1.96 acres; Lot 2 to 200 
contain 3.75 acres; and Lot 3 to contain 6.19 acres.  The only deviation from the Unified 201 
Development Code pertains to Lot Area, otherwise the applicant is not proposing any changes 202 
from the original Abbey Court Apartments PUD.  Katie referred to Section 13.02.32 E(2) of the 203 
UDC and noted the applicant is requesting to allow for a reduced frontage requirement from 100 204 
feet to 60 feet.  Katie also noted there are eight conditions of approval tied to this development.  205 
The original Abbey Court Apartments PUD, which the Common Council approved on October 206 
10, 2017, have been included in the conditions. 207 
 208 
Motion by Craig, second by Skip, to approve with the eight stated conditions the Abbey Court 209 
Apartments Planned Unit Development Amendment application filed by Abbey Court 210 
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Apartments LLC, 9447 Jancing Avenue, Sparta, WI 54656, for the purpose of subdividing the 211 
development into three (3) parcels and adding .11 acres of land owned by the City of Onalaska to 212 
the development located at 2097 Abbey Road, 2091 Abbey Road, 2101 Abbey Road, 2107 213 
Abbey Road, 2111 Abbey Road, 2117 Abbey Road (Apts. 101-410), 2121 Abbey Road (Apts. 214 
101-308), & 2169 Abbey Road, Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-4511-300 & 18-6368-0). 215 
 216 
On voice vote, motion carried. 217 
 218 
Item 5 – Public Hearing: Approximately 7:10 P.M. (or immediately following Public 219 
Hearing at 7:00 P.M.) to consider the Century Place Planned Unit Development (PUD) 220 
Amendment application filed by Nick Roush of Roush Rentals, LLC, 707 La Crosse Street, 221 
La Crosse, WI 54601 on behalf of CC of La Crosse, PO Box 1625, La Crosse, WI 54602, to 222 
allow for a multifamily development on the property located at 430 Century Place/2651 223 
East Avenue North, 475 Century Place, 455 Century Place, 435 Century Place, and 415 224 
Century Place, Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-6303-0, 18-6302-0, 18-6301-0, 18-225 
6300-0, and 18-6299-0) 226 
 227 

1. Planned Unit Development Application Fee of $700.00 (PAID). 228 
 229 

2. Park Fee of $922.21 (per unit) due prior to obtaining a Building Permit. Note: if the Park 230 
Fee increases in the future, the property owner will be required to pay the increased Park 231 
Fee at the time of the development. 232 
 233 

3. La Crosse Wastewater Treatment Plan Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee (per residential 234 
equivalent connection/unit (REC)) due at time of plumbing permit issuance. Estimated 235 
fee is $730.00/REC. Owner/developer to pay finalized fee for all apartment buildings and 236 
the respective residential equivalent connection counts yet to be constructed as part of the 237 
Century Place Development Planned Unit Development. 238 
 239 

4. If future lot divisions or lot re-configurations are to occur, applicant/owner to obtain a 240 
Certified Survey Map/Plat as approved by the Common Council. 241 

 242 
5. Adhere to Final Plat and PUD Conditions of Approval for this subdivision as approved 243 

by the Common Council on October 9, 2012: 244 
a. Final Plat Fee of $20.00 + $2.00 per lot x 6 lots = $32.00, due before Final Plat is 245 

approved by the City. 246 
b. PUD Fee of $700.00 (PAID). 247 
c. Site Plan Permit required for new development in advance of building permit 248 

applications, including a detailed landscape, drainage, and erosion control plans. 249 
d. Topo Fee of $10.00 per acre X 23.53 AC = $235.30, due before Final Plat is 250 

approved by the City. 251 
e. Park Fee of $922.21 per unit required at time of building permit issuance. Park Fee of 252 
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$638.47 per acre for commercial sites. 253 
f. East Avenue Sanitary Sewer Fee due of $1,065 per acre X 23.53 acres = $25,059.45, 254 

due before Final Plat is approved by the City. 255 
g. Archaeology study required per local ordinances (waived per Mississippi Valley 256 

Archaeology Center letter). 257 
h. Total acreage to be noted on plat. 258 
i. All easements shall be shown on plat – 10’ snow removal (cul de sac) and utility (all 259 

right of way lines) easement – all streets and cul de sac. 260 
j. Tree Preservation Plan required conforming to local Ordinances. 261 
k. Sidewalk requirement on both sides of Thomas Court and Century Place, and on the 262 

west side of East Avenue along the length of the subdivision. 263 
l. Owner/developer shall obtain approval from La Crosse County Highway for new 264 

drive opening on County Road OT. 265 
m. Owner shall prepare and submit a master drainage/storm-water plan for review and 266 

approval by the City Engineer. Owner shall provide a revised drainage/stormwater 267 
plan with flow arrows for review and approval by City Engineer. All development 268 
shall comply with master drainage/stormwater plan approved by the City Engineer. 269 

n. Owner shall provide City Engineer with complete plans showing locations of 270 
proposed sanitary sewer, streets, erosion control, water, sewer, and storm water 271 
facilities. 272 

o. 30% slopes shall be clearly marked on plan and preserved if over 4,000 contiguous 273 
square feet. 274 

p. 1- 2½” caliper canopy tree required per 25’ of street frontage. Preserved trees may be 275 
credited to total (mature hardwoods). 276 

q. Streetlights required – coordinate with City Engineer. 277 
r. Owner shall note hydrant locations on utility plan – additional hydrants may be 278 

required subject to Fire Dept. approval. 279 
s. Owner shall work with adjacent property owners on buffer areas between existing 280 

residential and proposed commercial uses. 281 
t. Elevated landscape berm to be constructed 5’ taller than ground elevation extending 282 

along south property line between existing residences. Landscape berm shall be 283 
planted with a mix of deciduous trees and evergreens providing an 80% opaque 284 
screen in 3 years. 285 

u. NR 216 Permit required and on file with the City of Onalaska. 286 
v. 1,500 gpm required on all hydrants. 287 
w. As-builts required for all utilities prior to final plan approval. 288 
x. Century Drive shall be renamed to Century Place per City Code 13-7-2(P)(2). 289 
y. Lot frontage shall be a minimum of 100 ft per M-1 Zoning Code. 290 
z. Owner shall submit a schedule for infrastructure installation. 291 
aa. WIS DOT approval letter needed for any drainage onto WIS DOT right of way. 292 
bb. Northeast corner Lot 6 is within FEMA Delineated Flood area. Any construction 293 

within this area will need letter of map revision. All structures to be 2 feet above the 294 
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1% annual chance base flood elevation. 295 
cc. Owner to submit covenants for City records. 296 
dd. Letter of approval required from utility company for construction in or around 297 

overhead utility easement. 298 
ee. Inspector required on all utility work; furnished by City, paid for by developer. 299 
ff. 5-year guarantee required on all improvements equal to 25% total cost of 300 

improvements subject to review by City Engineer for 3 years and an additional 301 
$100.00 per manhole or catch basin for the final 2 years. 302 

gg. The subdivider agrees to make and install all required public improvements or 303 
provide the City with financial security for 100% of the cost of the improvements (as 304 
approved by the City Engineer) to ensure that the subdivider will make the required 305 
improvements, prior to the City’s approval of the Final Plat. 306 

hh. 20-foot easement on the east side of Lot 2, with developer to install 8’ concrete 307 
sidewalk for pedestrian and parks maintenance access to Thomas Farms Park. 308 

ii. Developer to make utility plans available to prospective buyers. 309 
jj. Signed and Recorded copy of Final Plat to be submitted to City Engineering 310 

Department and City Inspection Department. 311 
kk. Subdivision shall notify prospective buyers of required building elevation for sanitary 312 

sewer service for Lot 6. 313 
ll. Approval of plat is to be conditioned upon PUD. 314 
mm. Signage Fee of $75.00 per sign per approved plan submitted by developer, 315 

approved by City, showing all street, stop and other regulatory sign needs. Based on 2 316 
street name signs and 1 stop sign, $225 is due before Final Plat is approved by the 317 
City. 318 

nn. Development area at end of Thomas Court shall minimize disturbance of trees, to be 319 
saved as part of the Tree Preservation Plan. Developer shall enforce this restriction 320 
throughout construction. 321 

oo. Owner/developer must notify the City prior to any utility connection to public 322 
utilities. 323 

pp. Owner/developer must pay all fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the 324 
City prior to obtaining a building permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions 325 
satisfied and improvements installed per approved plans prior to the issuance of 326 
occupancy permit. 327 

qq. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all 328 
heirs, successors, and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property 329 
does not relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from 330 
meeting any other conditions. 331 

rr. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in Plan Commission Minutes shall not 332 
release the developer/property owner from abiding by the City’s Subdivision 333 
Ordinance and Zoning Code requirements. 334 

 335 
6. As noted in Condition #4 this development is based upon previously approved 336 
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developments by the Common Council with specific Conditions of Approval. Below are 337 
Conditions of Approval that are still relevant to the proposed development today and the 338 
developer shall be required to continue to complete the following conditions. Conditions 339 
not listed below are either completed, not applicable to this development, or are 340 
duplicative of other Conditions of Approval: 341 
a. Site Plan Permit required for new development in advance of building permit 342 

applications, including a detailed landscape, drainage, and erosion control plans. 343 
b. Sidewalk required along both sides of Century Place and on the west side of East 344 

Avenue along the length of the subdivision. UPDATED CONDITION 345 
c. Owner shall prepare and submit a master drainage/storm-water plan for review and 346 

approval by the City Engineer. Owner shall provide a revised drainage/stormwater 347 
plan with flow arrows for review and approval by City Engineer. All development 348 
shall comply with master drainage/stormwater plan approved by the City Engineer. 349 

d. Owner shall provide City Engineer with complete Utility Plans showing locations of 350 
proposed sanitary sewer, streets, erosion control, water, sewer, and storm water 351 
facilities. UPDATED CONDITION 352 

e. Streetlights required – coordinate with City Engineer. 353 
f. Owner shall note hydrant locations on Utility Plan – additional hydrants may be 354 

required subject to Fire Dept. approval. 355 
g. NR 216 Permit required and on file with the City of Onalaska. 356 
h. WIS DOT approval letter needed for any drainage onto WIS DOT right of way. 357 
i. Letter of approval required from utility company for construction in or around 358 

overhead utility easement. 359 
j. Inspector required on all utility work; furnished by City, paid for by developer. 360 
k. Developer to maintain a 20-foot easement on the east side of Lot 2, for pedestrian and 361 

parks maintenance access to Thomas Farms Park. UPDATED CONDITION 362 
l. Development area at end of Thomas Court shall minimize disturbance of trees. 363 

Developer shall enforce this restriction throughout construction. 364 
m. Owner/developer must notify the City prior to any utility connection to public 365 

utilities. 366 
 367 

7. Owner/developer shall record with the La Crosse County Register of Deeds, the legal 368 
description of the Planned Unit Development and the Conditions of Approval tied to the 369 
development and Conditions of Approval and a copy provided to the Planning 370 
Department. These conditions shall not lapse or be waived as a result of any subsequent 371 
change in ownership of tenancy. 372 
 373 

8. Owner/developer to submit a Vacation/Discontinuance Request for all or a portion of 374 
Century Place to facilitate proposed development. 375 
 376 

9. Developer to maintain a twenty (20) foot wide buffer from the southern boundary be 377 
required to be maintained and no site grading, clearing, or other disturbance could occur 378 



 
Plan Commission 
of the City of Onalaska 
Tuesday, September 22, 2020 
10 

Reviewed 09/25/2020 by Zach Peterson 
 

to protect the integrity of adjoining properties. 379 
 380 

10. Site Plan Permit required for new development in advance of building permit 381 
applications, including detailed architectural plans, water, sewer, landscape, stormwater, 382 
drainage, erosion control, and other required information/plans (fire accessibility, hydrant 383 
locations, etc.). Owner/developer shall pay all fees and have all plans reviewed and 384 
approved by the City prior to obtaining a building permit. Owner/developer must have all 385 
conditions satisfied and improvements installed per approved plans prior to issuance of 386 
occupancy permits. 387 

 388 
11. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs, 389 

successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not 390 
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any 391 
other conditions. 392 
 393 

12. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in committee minutes shall not release the 394 
property owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Ordinance 395 
requirements. 396 

 397 
Mayor K. Smith opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the 398 
Century Place Planned Unit Development (PUD) Amendment application. 399 
 400 
Nick Roush, Roush Rentals, LLC 401 
707 La Crosse Street, Office 102 402 
La Crosse 403 
 404 
“Thank you for having me tonight.  I think that our PUD proposal that we have tonight is a 405 
follow-up to our rezoning request from just a few weeks ago.  I think all the things we’re asking 406 
for are in alignment with our initial proposal and our request there.  I think there’s a couple of 407 
things that we might need to talk about tonight with regard to buffer and some things like that.  408 
But other than that, it seems as though the things that we’re asking for are in alignment with 409 
what the City of Onalaska is looking for.  Obviously, I think we all agree this a great opportunity 410 
and project for the City of Onalaska.  My question and my request is that whatever in here that 411 
we need to talk about tonight, that as there is staff and commission discussion, that we can make 412 
that a dialogue and try to work out anything that we have open in the context of what we’re 413 
asking for.  [I] thank everybody for their thought and consideration and help in the process.  I’m 414 
here for any questions anybody has as discussion comes up.” 415 
 416 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in favor of the Century Place 417 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) Amendment application and closed that portion of the public 418 
hearing. 419 
 420 
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Mayor K. Smith called for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the Century Place Planned 421 
Unit Development (PUD) Amendment application. 422 
 423 
Frances Lee Edwards 424 
2426 Thomas Court 425 
Onalaska  426 
 427 
“Thank you for allowing me to speak.  I have to give my hats off to all of you members because I 428 
know you’re working really hard for the City of Onalaska, and I appreciate that.  I’ve kind of 429 
gone back and forth with thoughts on this development proposal.  In fact, I was close to sold, 430 
with reservations and concerns.  Now I think maybe it might be better to go back to the drawing 431 
board and consider other options.  One option might be to speak to the owners of the property.  432 
Kwik Trip has been a model community builder in our community.  You can’t tell me that they 433 
don’t want what’s best for the community, because I think they do.  They just made a sizeable 434 
investment in the Kwik Trip close to the proposed development, and I guess that would be great 435 
for them financially, but it might not be too ethical, and these are my reasons.  This is just too 436 
many units for this amount of space – period.  Nowhere in Onalaska are there this many people 437 
being considered to be crammed into this small place.  You cannot tell me that rental proposal 438 
would keep people happy for very long.  I worked outdoors, and I’ve seen this many units being 439 
spread over much more space.  Over time, they start to lose their newness when influxes of 440 
renters go in and out without ownership in the property.  In addition, the wave of the future 441 
actually shows more people to be working at home, and I would consider single-family units 442 
may be more viable than investing in a proposal that would be going downhill before it was even 443 
finished. 444 
 445 
Two, the big selling point of 35 percent green space seems to have changed quickly.  He 446 
proposed city property as part of his green space – look at the proposal.  It doesn’t take a rocket 447 
scientist to see that green space is not high on the list.  It can’t be due to how many units are in 448 
the amount of space.  See page 13, [number] 3 [“Lot Area”].  [It says] 32 acres, because he can’t 449 
figure out how many one-, two- and three-bedroom [apartments].  Exactly how is he going to fill 450 
them on 12 acres?  This proposal would take up to eight to 10 years to complete.  Really?  And 451 
then the neighbors are supposed to wait until eight to 10 years before any of the berm is done and 452 
any of the stuff for eye side gets done?  We’re told there are no sidewalks on Thomas Court 453 
when we called in, which we do not want, yet it’s still in the proposal.  The reasoning behind the 454 
no gates or enclosures around the refuse area is weak.  [It is] an easy place to hide [for] an 455 
attacker.  Safety, I don’t buy it.  I think it has to do with money and not with creating a plush 456 
place.  Just who is it that the renters are going to be in this area?  And I would like to think that 457 
there was a solution that’s come up for older people with all of the developments that have been 458 
made by Roush and being a hands-on landlord. … Put up the berm at the beginning rather than 459 
eight years down the road, and do not take any more trees down and keep the trees originally 460 
proposed.  We had since Friday to look this kind of stuff over that was proposed, and this is our 461 
only chance to speak.  I just think it’s way too many people crammed into way too small a space, 462 
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and you’re going to regret it somewhere down the road.  Thank you for allowing me to speak, 463 
and thank you for all that you’re doing.  I really appreciate it.” 464 
 465 
Jamie Dewitt 466 
2418 Thomas Court 467 
Onalaska 468 
 469 
“When Mr. Roush had his meeting, he did a good job being a salesperson on what he was talking 470 
about and what he would be delivering.  I read through most of the information that was 471 
provided, and again, I know that Ms. Edwards talked about the green space went from 35 to 25 472 
[percent].  I also read a few other things with the berm.  We definitely want to protect our 473 
neighborhood and be sure it continues to be safe.  One of the things when I was reading through 474 
some of this is I felt like was a little bit of retaliation on Mr. Roush’s part, especially when it 475 
came to the sidewalk request on Thomas Court on both sides.  I just felt that he was trying to 476 
retaliate a little bit because we’re voicing our concern.  I just really would like this to be looked 477 
at really carefully.  And as Ms. Edwards said, that is a lot of people in that little bit of space.  478 
And the traffic coming in, I know we’ve talked about this before, but the development going 479 
north into Holmen on that right-hand side, that’s also a pretty big development and we’re already 480 
starting to see some traffic flows in the morning and in the afternoon.  Again, any kind of 481 
reconsideration or single-family or something a little bit smaller … I know that we’re looking at 482 
the tax revenue of $30,000 or whatever it is coming in, but again, that’s over eight to 10 years.  483 
Thank you for this time, and good luck.” 484 
 485 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in opposition to the Century 486 
Place Planned Unit Development (PUD) Amendment application and closed the public hearing. 487 
 488 
The following email was submitted by Gail and Jim Connor, 2526 Thomas Court, Onalaska: 489 
“Dear Honorable Mayor, Common Council, Plan Commission and City Staff – We are emailing 490 
in hopes you will truly and thoughtfully consider the ramifications of rezoning Century Place.  491 
Besides the enormous traffic it will increase, there’s noise, increase crime, increase school 492 
enrollment, which will mean more and more referendums.  Has the study of how many rentals 493 
versus single-family homes been done regarding the city?  As noted in our previous email, in our 494 
little pie it is 24 homes versus 39 rentals.  With the 280 apartments, it would make it 319 495 
apartments versus 24 homes.  Is there any other place in Onalaska that has 280 apartments in a 496 
small area?  In fact, is there any place in the county?  Will Onalaska become a ‘stack-‘em/pack-497 
‘em’ community?  Do we want Onalaska to become a rental community where people move in 498 
for a few years, then move out to neighboring communities to build their lives?  Renting in a 499 
community is not the same as home ownership.  We disagree with Nick Roush saying rentals will 500 
be the wave of the future.  Articles have disputed this point.  With the pandemic, businesses have 501 
seen the advantages of having their employees working from home.  Many will be moving farther 502 
from their brick-and-mortar buildings.  Many want to be homebuyers.  It’s now up to each of you 503 
to decide the fate of Onalaska.  The people living here should matter.” 504 
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 505 
Katie said this Planned Unit Development (PUD) request is to facilitate a multi-phased 506 
development located on vacant land surrounding Century Place to allow for a multifamily 507 
housing development consisting of approximately 560 bedrooms (combination of 1, 2 and 3-508 
bedroom units) in six apartments.  The land is currently zoned R-4, which is the required step 509 
prior to beginning the PUD Amendment.  It is the intention that the existing parcels will be 510 
reorganized and subdivided in the future to facilitate the development.  This development is 511 
expected to create high-quality housing for all ages and deliver an overall proposed $30,000,000 512 
development with a positive impact for the City of Onalaska.  Katie noted commission members’ 513 
packets include a cover letter from Nick Roush, a conceptual site plan, a conceptual landscaping 514 
plan, and the following proposed changes: 515 
 516 

• Lot Dimensions/Site Dimension Standards Tables 517 
• Common/Open/Green Space Standards 518 
• Architectural Design Standards, Building Renderings, and Similar Building Types 519 
• Landscaping and Buffering Standards 520 
• Curbing, Temporary Fencing, Refuse Disposal, and Screening Standards 521 

 522 
Katie provided commission members with the following summary: 523 
 524 

• The site currently has utilities installed.  However, relocations and adjusts may be 525 
necessary to serve the overall development.  The City Engineer will need to approve all 526 
new/updated Utility Plans during Site Plan Review, and prior to construction 527 
commencing. 528 

• The site has been designed for multiple housing options for all ages.  The developer 529 
intends to provide a mixture of parking options including underground, surface, and 530 
garage stalls to serve the residents and guests.  More than 25 percent (25 percent is the 531 
minimum for all R-4 housing) of the total site is dedicated for green/open space and 532 
showcases a connection to the adjacent neighborhood park. 533 

• The buildings are proposed to vary from two- to three-story apartment buildings.  534 
Located throughout the site will be accessory structures which will be required to 535 
complement the principal use structures. 536 

• A variety of elevations have been included in commission members’ packets.  Some 537 
appear to be a little more focused as to what is being assumed will occur.  Katie referred 538 
to the images on pages 25 and 26 and said they appear to be very similar to what is being 539 
shown on page 28, with some additional brickwork.  Katie said the applicant is requesting 540 
some deviations from the city’s design and architectural standards such as not having an 541 
upper-story setback; building facades to have features along the bottom ground story; 542 
horizontal articulations may be added each building (top, bottom, or middle, as needed); 543 
vertical articulations every 80 feet to match the upper and lower stories; not following the 544 
“blank wall” requirement; and constructing the building entries in site-sensitive locations. 545 
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• The applicant has provided a conceptual landscaping plan with key features.  All the 546 
details have not been provided in this particular packet.  If the development proceeds, 547 
much of that detail will occur when the city does a site-by-site basis for each individual 548 
building.  Commission members will be made aware of the appropriate tree counts, tree 549 
species and diversity, and the minimum necessary landscaping. 550 

• The applicant is requesting not to install concrete curbing throughout the site.  The 551 
applicant is similar to another applicant that is requesting to waive the 125-percent 552 
guarantee and instead provide a 100-percent landscaping guarantee to the city if the 553 
landscaping is not complete at the time for a Final Occupancy Permit request, in addition 554 
to any ancillary screening required (fencing, etc.).  The applicant would have a qualified 555 
landscape contractor in lieu of a landscape architect providing these plans. 556 

• There are three requests related to screening and buffering.  The first is tied to mechanical 557 
units in excess of 100 cubic feet be required to have full screening as viewed 6 feet above 558 
ground level.  Second, that any hedges/fences/etc. along the southern boundary are not 559 
required to be constructed until building(s) along the southern boundary are constructed.  560 
Lastly, that refuse disposal areas to only be screened on three sides (no gate 561 
requirements).  Katie said city staff recommends that the refuse disposal areas be fully 562 
screened, including a gate, and to keep this requirement.  If the developer does not wish 563 
to install new screening/buffering along the southern boundary until construction of 564 
structures along the boundary occur, city staff suggests that the current screening (trees, 565 
berm, other vegetation) in place today may not be disturbed until construction activities 566 
commence.  City staff recommends a 20-foot wide buffer from the southern boundary be 567 
required to be maintained and no site grading, clearing, or other disturbance could occur 568 
to protect the integrity of adjoining properties. 569 

• The applicant will be required to follow the International Building Codes regarding how 570 
close the structures may be to one another.  The exact setbacks will be determined on a 571 
site-by-site basis.  Katie said there are some areas in which it appears as though the 572 
buildings or the parking lot is too close to the right-of-way.  City staff will continue to 573 
work with the developer. 574 

 575 
Katie noted there are 12 conditions of approval tied to this development, and she asked to 576 
address the topic of sidewalks along Thomas Court.  Katie referred to Condition No. 5 and told 577 
commission members the Common Council had ordered that sidewalks be installed when it had 578 
approved the Final Plat and the PUD Conditions of Approval for the subdivision in October 579 
2012.  Katie said that condition has subsequently been removed and noted city staff has updated 580 
that condition in Condition No. 6.  Katie told commission members the only sidewalks that will 581 
be required are those along Century Place, and she stressed that there is no reference to Thomas 582 
Court moving forward. 583 
 584 
Motion by Ald. T. Smith, second by Craig, to approve with the 12 stated conditions the Century 585 
Place Planned Unit Development (PUD) Amendment application filed by Nick Roush of Roush 586 
Rentals, LLC, 707 La Crosse Street, La Crosse, WI 54601 on behalf of CC of La Crosse, PO 587 
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Box 1625, La Crosse, WI 54602, to allow for a multifamily development on the property located 588 
at 430 Century Place/2651 East Avenue North, 475 Century Place, 455 Century Place, 435 589 
Century Place, and 415 Century Place, Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-6303-0, 18-6302-590 
0, 18-6301-0, 18-6300-0, and 18-6299-0). 591 
 592 
Skip said, “No proposal is actually 100 percent perfect for everybody.  But I’d like to point out to 593 
the commission that there’s an article in today’s Wall Street Journal, and the headline is: 594 
‘Shortage of homes push prices higher.’  It says that the U.S. has had a shortage of housing for 595 
years, and it’s getting worse.  The pandemic has just made it worse.  Another thing is, if you 596 
study the demographics, people are buying fewer homes today and more [are living in] rental 597 
property today.  I think this has to do with the economy and the fact that it seems like our middle 598 
class is getting it in the neck when it comes to finances.  Rental properties are more and more 599 
needed.  I don’t think that something like this would cause any problem for the neighbors.  I’ve 600 
lived at 11th [Avenue South] and Wilson [Street] for 20 years now, and there is a lot of rental 601 
property within walking distance of my house.  I have had no problem whatsoever in the last 20 602 
years.  I think people are apprehensive about something like this going in in their neighborhood, 603 
and I think we’ll find that this is not a problem that they think will come about.  When I was 604 
living in Norfolk, the house I owned was abutted to a large apartment complex on the other side 605 
of my fence.  We had no problems whatsoever with that.  I think it’s more an unusual situation 606 
where people living in single-family homes with apartments near them have problems.  I think 607 
that if we approve of this – and I recommend we do – that the people living around there will 608 
find that this is really not a problem for them.” 609 
 610 
Jarrod said that while he is favor of the development, he also wants to address some of the 611 
developer’s requests.  Jarrod noted he was serving on the Plan Commission in 2011 when this 612 
had first come forward, and he said, “One of the areas we really worked on was that buffer area 613 
on the south side of this property against the Thomas Court neighborhood.  At that time, we tried 614 
to listen to the neighbors [regarding] not extending Thomas Court, leaving it as a cul-de-sac, and 615 
putting in the large buffer that’s there.  In the proposal tonight, the developer is proposing to 616 
remove the buffer and replant it, which I think is an area of contention with the residents.  We 617 
did look on our mapping system, and currently there is a row of very mature trees.  Some of 618 
those were planted as part of the original development 10 years ago.  I really think that buffer 619 
would really help keep the neighborhood to the south more intact.  I think that would assist with 620 
going from the 35 percent green space to 25 percent green space … I think I would like to see 621 
that buffer stay there.  I know it limits the developer on going toward that property line, but that 622 
was part of what the original development was put together with.” 623 
 624 
Motion by Jarrod, second by Craig, to amend the previous motion and add a 13th condition of 625 
approval that states: “Leave the existing buffer of trees and vegetation along the southern 626 
property line adjoining Thomas Court intact as it is today for the development.” 627 
 628 
Katie asked Jarrod if he is adding a new condition, or if this is to amend current Condition No. 9. 629 
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 630 
Mayor K. Smith read Condition No. 9. 631 
 632 
Katie said it is possible it can work as a starting point to Jarrod’s motion and told commission 633 
members, “We can add to it, if that is what the Plan Commission would like, noting that the 634 
existing trees are not allowed to be impacted during construction if that’s what would satisfy 635 
your condition, Jarrod.” 636 
 637 
Jarrod noted some of the trees are outside 20 feet and said, “If you allow grading in the 20-foot 638 
mark, you’re probably going to lose half of those trees or better.” 639 
 640 
Craig noted he also was serving on the Plan Commission in 2011 and said, “In meeting with 641 
some of the folks in that neighborhood – Jan and I were out there at the same time – that was a 642 
major concern, and [it was] something we did address.” 643 
 644 
Mayor K. Smith read Condition No. 6(k). 645 
 646 
Katie told Mayor K. Smith it is related to the sidewalk and trail installation that connects to the 647 
park and said it would be a different condition. 648 
 649 
Jarrod noted there is an existing sidewalk that cuts through to the park from Century Place, and 650 
he said he would be willing to work with Condition No. 9 to reword it.  Jarrod also said, “I really 651 
think looking at the map, if you go 20 feet, I’d say two-thirds of the vegetation that sets the 652 
buffer is going to disappear.” 653 
 654 
Katie said it would need to be a wider buffer. 655 
 656 
Skip asked, “Would increasing it from 20 feet to a larger amount solve your problem?” 657 
 658 
Craig asked, “Does 50 feet help us?” 659 
 660 
Jarrod said, “It’s probably about 45 [feet]. … I’m trying to be as flexible as I can, but yet protect 661 
what’s there.” 662 
 663 
Jan said there appears to be a proposed building that sits back there. 664 
 665 
Jarrod asked Katie if she wants him to withdraw his motion and redo Condition No. 9. 666 
 667 
Katie told Jarrod, “If you don’t want to tie direct footage, we can always remove that condition 668 
later if it’s more confusing.”  Katie next addressed Jan’s observation and said the building 669 
appears to be approximately 25 to 30 feet.  Katie said, “If we increase that value, they would 670 
have to push their building more northward to accommodate a wider buffer.  We can write a new 671 
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condition.  It was just a suggestion.” 672 
 673 
Mayor K. Smith invited Nick to address the commission. 674 
 675 
Nick said, “To be clear, and maybe a little confusion on my part, I am 100 percent for 676 
maintaining a really nice buffer to the south for all the reasons that all of the neighbors and the 677 
commission have talked about.  I guess it was sort of my impression that I was going to be asked 678 
to redo the buffer – that what was there wasn’t sufficient – and to make it uniform and pretty and 679 
redo the whole thing.  That was one thing we had on our radar that we needed to do when we 680 
took on that particular parcel was redo the buffer in a new, uniform way.  I agree, Jarrod:  681 
There’s a lot of really beautiful, mature trees in there.  I just don’t know the way that that berm is 682 
shaped if it creates any storm water management issues or other site issues.  We haven’t had a 683 
chance to get into that granular level yet.  I want to maintain every mature tree I possibly can in 684 
there.  I certainly don’t want to cut down the whole thing wholesale.  I guess I don’t have a great 685 
answer without getting further into the site design for that particular site but other than to say I 686 
want to maintain that buffer to the best of our ability, and I want to make it look beautiful.  What 687 
I don’t want it to be is an overgrown mess that doesn’t fit with the rest of the site.  It needs some 688 
weeding right now, some cutting out of weed trees and some fixing up.  I’m all for maintaining 689 
that buffer and making it look beautiful.  That’s where we’re at. 690 
 691 
Just really quick about green space, it’s still our intention to meet and exceed all the green space 692 
requirements.  The code requires 25 percent.  The only change we made to our green space in the 693 
entire property was a turnaround and a fire exit lane in our basic plan.  Our intent is still to be 30 694 
percent-plus.  I just don’t want to get hamstrung by being required to something higher than the 695 
code if one particular portion of a site is a little bit less because of how the whole site comes 696 
together.  We still want to maintain as much green space as we possibly can to keep the site 697 
looking as beautiful as possible.  It’s not a bait-and-switch.  It’s just the way the code reads, 698 
which is 25 percent-plus.” 699 
 700 
Craig asked Nick if he is clear on not utilizing the right-of-way as part of the green space. 701 
 702 
Nick told Craig he is and noted there is Wisconsin Department of Transportation right-of-way on 703 
the western border.  Nick also noted it is a significant amount of space on which construction 704 
may not occur, and he pointed out it all would be part of green space to the site.  Nick said that 705 
while he both understands and agrees about not utilizing City of Onalaska right-of-way, he also 706 
said, “If I can’t count the western right-of-way, which is DOT right-of-way, it’s going to be 707 
really hard to meet because that’s a big area that’s all green.” 708 
 709 
Jarrod told Nick he will find an answer for him regarding the right-of-way and said, “You’re in 710 
the highway setback, which counts toward your green space, but you can’t ever use the right-of-711 
way – DOT or city.  You can use your highway setback for it if you own the land. … I can see 712 
trying to get a nice buffer.  But I think this is such an important topic with this development that 713 
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I think you either have to start at the point of … With my original motion I’m not disturbing any 714 
trees, or you can add to that and say you must bring a plan back to the Plan Commission to be 715 
actually approved, or any changes to that.  I wouldn’t necessarily be opposed to that, but I want 716 
to have an actual plan in front of me with cross-sections, elevations, plantings, [and] what’s 717 
going to happen to it before I would approve taking down any of those trees.  That’s my 718 
opinion.” 719 
 720 
Craig told Jarrod he agrees with him. 721 
 722 
Mayor K. Smith asked Jarrod if he can restate his motion in a manner that will capture that, and 723 
she also asked if that should be included in Condition No. 9, or if he wishes to have a 13th 724 
condition. 725 
 726 
Jarrod asked Craig if he would be willing to withdraw his second if he withdraws his motion. 727 
 728 
Craig said yes. 729 
 730 
Motion and second withdrawn. 731 
 732 
Motion by Jarrod, second by Craig, to amend the previous motion and amend Condition No. 9 to 733 
state: “Developer must maintain the existing trees and vegetation buffer from the southern 734 
boundary.  It is to be maintained with no site grading, clearing or other disturbance that could 735 
occur to protect the integrity of adjoining properties.  This may be approved to be changed by 736 
the Plan Commission.” 737 
 738 
Jarrod said, “I don’t want to hold up the development because I think this can get figured out at a 739 
later date.  But I think it’s that important to this development to have a … unless you would like 740 
to have staff do it.  But I think it’s important enough for it come back to the Plan Commission.” 741 
 742 
Jan referred to Nick’s comments about wanting the buffer to look pleasing, and she noted 743 
Jarrod’s motion on the floor mentions all the existing trees and vegetation.  Jan noted there is a 744 
significant amount of underbrush that should be removed in an effort to aid the mature trees, and 745 
also to help the new saplings grow.  Jan asked, “We’ll get a look at that when he brings the plan 746 
back?” 747 
 748 
Jarrod told Jan he believes Nick must develop a plan on how he intends to proceed and then 749 
present it to the Plan Commission, which then would render a decision.  Jarrod said it is too 750 
difficult to make a decision at this time not knowing what is out there as well as what the 751 
definition is of brush or trees to be removed, noting it could be a wide variety of things. 752 
 753 
Mayor K. Smith said she believes that will aid the neighbors as “it won’t change until we know 754 
what it is changing to.  I feel like that is a good compromise.” 755 
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 756 
Vote on the amendment: 757 
 758 
On voice vote, motion carried. 759 
 760 
Jan addressed Condition No. 5(l) and asked if it still is a viable condition. 761 
 762 
Jarrod told Jan, “Part of that is when the distributor went in to the north.  That was part of the 763 
original development.  That was part of their driveway when it went in.” 764 
 765 
Motion by Jarrod, second by Craig, to amend the previous motion and add a 13th condition that 766 
states: “All refuse and disposal areas to be fully screened, including a gate.” 767 
 768 
Vote on the amendment: 769 
 770 
On voice vote, motion carried. 771 
 772 
Motion by Jarrod, second by Ald. T. Smith, to amend the previous motion and add a 14th 773 
condition that states: “A snow storage area required in cul-de-sac, to be approved by City 774 
Engineer during Site Plan Process.” 775 
 776 
Jarrod said the city typically requires 10 feet outside the right-of-way for snow storage and 777 
promised commission members that city staff will work on that with the developer. 778 
 779 
Vote on the amendment: 780 
 781 
On voice vote, motion carried. 782 
 783 
Jarrod referred to page 22 in commission members’ packets, which shows the layout of a 784 
proposed parking lot, and noted it shows part of the required landscaping being located in city 785 
right-of-way.  Jarrod said, “We have never allowed that within the city.  I don’t know if we 786 
really need to change any conditions, but we’ll have to work with the developer on that during 787 
the time of the Site Plan Process just to let them know that we typically do not allow that.”  788 
Jarrod next directed commission members to page 29, which shows an aerial photograph of one 789 
of the developer’s existing developments, and he pointed out the presence of bushes between the 790 
two driveways in the right-of-way. 791 
 792 
Craig asked Jarrod if that is something staff normally would address. 793 
 794 
Jarrod said, “I think it can be.  Technically, though, we’re approving it as part of the PUD 795 
because it’s shown.  It can be addressed, but they’re specifically calling it out.  I just want to 796 
make sure it was addressed in the minutes.” 797 
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 798 
Motion by Jarrod, second by Craig, to amend the previous motion and add a 15th condition that 799 
states: “The city will not allow right-of-way, either being city-owned or Wisconsin DOT-owned, 800 
to be part of the green space requirements.” 801 
 802 
Jarrod said, “I think we’re going to get to the point the developer wants, because I think they 803 
were thinking the highway setback, which is actually property they own, there is a highway 804 
setback.  That would be counted as part of the green space.” 805 
 806 
Vote of the amendment: 807 
 808 
On voice vote, motion carried. 809 
 810 
Jarrod said, “It seems like the 100 square feet for not putting a buffer around a mechanical unit 811 
seems kind of excessive, but I would leave that one open for discussion.  If you had a 10 foot-by-812 
10 foot air conditioning unit, technically you would not need any vegetation or anything around 813 
it.” 814 
 815 
Mayor K. Smith asked what the standard is. 816 
 817 
Katie told commission members that while the city does not have a true standard set forward, the 818 
most recent deviation that was allowed was the Traditional Trades development, where the city 819 
allowed 50 cubic feet.  Katie said, “This is twice that in terms of deviation.” 820 
 821 
Mayor K. Smith asked, “Could we have this one be the same as for the Traditional Trades 822 
property?” 823 
 824 
Katie said, “You’re welcome to make it whatever you like, provided the developer agrees to 825 
adhere to it.” 826 
 827 
Motion by Jarrod, second by Craig, to amend the previous motion and add a 16th condition that 828 
states the following: “Exterior mechanical units exceeding 50 cubic feet shall be screened.” 829 
 830 
Jarrod asked Katie if it should be square feet or cubic feet. 831 
 832 
Katie said cubic feet. 833 
 834 
Mayor K. Smith noted 100 cubic feet was the first term that was utilized. 835 
 836 
Jarrod noted it is 100 cubic feet and said 100 cubic feet is not as large as he believed it was. 837 
 838 
Motion and second withdrawn. 839 



 
Plan Commission 
of the City of Onalaska 
Tuesday, September 22, 2020 
21 

Reviewed 09/25/2020 by Zach Peterson 
 

 840 
Original motion restated: 841 
 842 
To approve as amended, now with 15 conditions, the Century Place Planned Unit Development 843 
(PUD) Amendment application filed by Nick Roush of Roush Rentals, LLC, 707 La Crosse 844 
Street, La Crosse, WI 54601 on behalf of CC of La Crosse, PO Box 1625, La Crosse, WI 54602, 845 
to allow for a multifamily development on the property located at 430 Century Place/2651 East 846 
Avenue North, 475 Century Place, 455 Century Place, 435 Century Place, and 415 Century 847 
Place, Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-6303-0, 18-6302-0, 18-6301-0, 18-6300-0, and 18-848 
6299-0). 849 
 850 
On voice vote, motion carried. 851 

 852 
Item 6 – Public Hearing: Approximately 7:20 P.M. (or immediately following Public 853 
Hearing at 7:10 P.M.) to consider to consider a General Development Plan to create a 854 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) application filed by Elmwood Partners Limited 855 
Partnership, 1859 Sand Lake Road, Onalaska, WI 54650, to allow for Special Building 856 
Envelope Setbacks for the properties located at 676 Marcou Road and 546 Marcou Road, 857 
Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-4479-3 and 18-4479-4) 858 
 859 

1. Planned Unit Development Fee $700.00 (PAID). 860 
 861 

2. Final Implementation Plan to be submitted for review and approval prior to any 862 
development activities. 863 

 864 
3. La Crosse Wastewater Treatment Plan Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee (per residential 865 

equivalent connection/unit (REC)) due at time of plumbing permit issuance. Estimated 866 
fee is $730.00/REC. 867 

 868 
4. Residential dwellings and driveways to be located in the areas noted as “building 869 

envelope” and follow the below stated setbacks. If modifications are to be made to 870 
proposed location the owner/developer shall either (a) follow traditional zoning setbacks 871 
for the Low Density Residential (R-1) Zoning District or (b) amend the Marco Road 872 
Planned Unit Development on a lot-by-lot basis with Plan Commission and Common 873 
Council approval. 874 
a. Street Yard Setback: Twenty-five (25) feet; 875 
b. Side Yards Setback: Twenty (20) feet; and 876 
c. Rear Yards Setback: Thirty (30) feet. 877 

 878 
5. Owner/developer shall record with the La Crosse County Register of Deeds, the legal 879 

description of the Planned Unit Development and the Conditions of Approval tied to the 880 
development (Final Implementation Plan) and Conditions of Approval and a copy 881 
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provided to the Planning Department. These conditions shall not lapse or be waived as a 882 
result of any subsequent change in ownership of tenancy. 883 

 884 
6. Owner/developer shall not allow disturbance to any thirty (30) percent slopes in addition 885 

to a ten (10) foot wide buffer around such slopes on the subject properties. Building 886 
pads/residences/structures may not infringe upon these areas. 887 
 888 

7. Recommend 13R sprinkler systems for Residence on “Lot 4” due to anticipated 889 
topography and potential setbacks of residence. 890 
 891 

8. If future lot divisions are to occur, applicant/owner to complete a Certified Survey Map 892 
for approval by the Common Council. 893 
 894 

9. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits. 895 
Owner/developer shall pay all fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City 896 
prior to obtaining a building permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied 897 
and improvements installed per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits. 898 
 899 

10. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs, 900 
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not 901 
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any 902 
other conditions. 903 
 904 

11. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in minutes shall not release the property 905 
owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Code requirements. 906 

 907 
Mayor K. Smith opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of a 908 
General Development Plan to create a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application. 909 
 910 
Kevin Fry, Elmwood Partners 911 
1859 Sand Lake Road 912 
Onalaska 913 
 914 
Kevin told commission members that Elmwood Partners is attempting to create two building 915 
envelopes for the two larger parcels that were part of the Certified Survey Map from 2008 that 916 
will work within the Unified Development Code.  One parcel is Lot 3, which is located on the 917 
end of the cul-de-sac of Marcou Road.  Kevin said this is a more consistent building envelope 918 
that will be made larger.  Lot 4, which is approximately 13 acres, is located at the corner of 919 
Marcou Road and Emerald Valley Drive.  This is a slightly larger building envelope that is split 920 
by a watermain easement that runs east to west.  Kevin noted an existing residence had been on 921 
the top of the hill, and that residence was razed in approximately 2005.  A pole barn that was 922 
located on the existing envelope was razed in 2007.  Kevin said, “We just basically asking to be 923 
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able to build the new residence where the old one was.” 924 
 925 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone else wishing to speak in favor of a General 926 
Development Plan to create a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application and closed that 927 
portion of the public hearing. 928 
 929 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to a General 930 
Development Plan to create a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application and closed the 931 
public hearing. 932 
 933 
Katie told commission members this PUD request is to define special building 934 
envelopes/setbacks on two existing parcels located at 546 and 676 Marcou Road.  Katie noted 935 
commission members’ packets include the General Development Plan and the Final 936 
Implementation Plan Overall Area Map that identifies building envelopes, as well as the GDP 937 
and FIP applications.  Katie told commission members the following are the requested 938 
deviations: 939 
 940 

• The applicants are not asking to deviate from any setback exclusive of the maximum.  941 
There is a maximum 40-foot street yard setback in the R-1 District.  The new envelope 942 
standards would allow the applicants to develop anywhere within that area, thereby 943 
allowing them to be back further than 40 feet. 944 

• The applicants are showing increased side yard setbacks.  The city’s zoning rule is 6 feet, 945 
and the applicants are proposing 20 feet. 946 

• There is the potential for an accessory structure on Lot 4 to be closer to one of the streets 947 
that abuts it than the primary structure, which would be constructed where the farmhouse 948 
had been located.  The city does not allow accessory structure to be forward a principal 949 
structure. 950 

 951 
Katie noted the applicants are proposing more than 70 percent of green space, and also that there 952 
are very few deviations, if any, from the Unified Development Code in terms of architecture.  953 
Katie noted the parcels are required to adhere to the Country Club Estates Declarations and 954 
Covenants requiring the architecture of structures be approved by the associated Architectural 955 
Review Committee prior to application for building permits.  Katie said there are 11 conditions 956 
of approval tied to this development. 957 
 958 
Motion by Craig, second by Ald. T. Smith, to approve with the 11 stated conditions a General 959 
Development Plan to create a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application filed by Elmwood 960 
Partners Limited Partnership, 1859 Sand Lake Road, Onalaska, WI 54650, to allow for Special 961 
Building Envelope Setbacks for the properties located at 676 Marcou Road and 546 Marcou 962 
Road, Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-4479-3 and 18-4479-4). 963 
 964 
Jan noted her previous house had been located more than 40 feet from the street, and also that 965 
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she had not needed a PUD.  Jan asked if this is a new method by the city’s new codes. 966 
 967 
Katie said, “Generally any time you do not follow a rule, you are supposed to obtain a PUD if 968 
you don’t obtain a variance.  Historically in the past we’ve had some Planned Unit 969 
Developments, but we’ve also had some plats where they’ve listed building pad location.  We’re 970 
trying to be more uniform with that where any time you want to show an actual building pad that 971 
it not go on a plat and that it go in the Planned Unit Development so that staff can adhere to that.  972 
If there are any changes to in the future, you don’t have to go and amend your plat and you don’t 973 
have to do resolutions and a lot of other paperwork.  With this, it just goes to the Plan 974 
Commission and you propose.  One of our previous rules was you needed 5 acres minimum.  We 975 
now only require 1 acre.  You will likely see more PUDs coming forward in the future.” 976 
 977 
Jan referred to Condition No. 8 and said she does not like speculative designations.  Jan asked 978 
Kevin if there is an actual proposal for a home. 979 
 980 
Kevin told Jan someone had asked this summer what approvals Elmwood Partners had for 981 
constructing on a larger parcel on top of a hill.  Kevin said Elmwood Partners knew a PUD 982 
would be necessary to modify the 2008 approval. 983 
 984 
Jan asked Kevin if Elmwood Partners is looking at subdividing the 12-acre lot into further 985 
properties in the future. 986 
 987 
Kevin told Jan that is not Elmwood Partners’ intent. 988 
 989 
Mayor K. Smith addressed the pole structure being located closer to the road than the residence, 990 
asking if the architectural covenants allow that in that neighborhood. 991 
 992 
Katie said the city’s rule states the pole structure cannot be forward to the residence.  Katie also 993 
said it does not state what type of structure it may be, noting it could be any type of accessory 994 
structure such as a swimming pool, a garage, or a gazebo.  Katie said that would need to be 995 
approved the architectural review committee. 996 
 997 
Kevin said Elmwood Partners does not have anything he can think of that is farther forward than 998 
the residence at the La Crosse Country Club.  Kevin also said, “We do not want to take this out if 999 
somebody wants to do a pool or something in the future that is forward of the residence since it 1000 
is such a large parcel.  We’re just trying to leave options open at this time, but we do not have a 1001 
plan that I can speak of.” 1002 
 1003 
On voice vote, motion carried. 1004 
 1005 
Item 7 – Public Hearing: Approximately 7:30 PM (or immediately following Public 1006 
Hearing at 7:20 PM) to consider text amendments to the Unified Development Code (UDC) 1007 
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regarding Open Space Requirements for the Medium Density and High Density Residential 1008 
Districts (R-3 & R-4 Districts) and such developments in the Mixed-Use Neighborhood and 1009 
Mixed-Use Community Districts (MU-N & MU-C Districts) in Sections 13.02.51.C. and 1010 
13.02.54., respectively, and parking stall striping requirements found in Section 1011 
13.03.21.B.4 and Table 13.03.21-1 (Off-Street Parking Spaces Required) 1012 
 1013 
Mayor K. Smith opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of 1014 
text amendments to the Unified Development Code (UDC). 1015 
 1016 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of text amendments to 1017 
the Unified Development Code (UDC) and closed that portion of the public hearing. 1018 
 1019 
Mayor K. Smith called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to text amendments 1020 
to the Unified Development Code (UDC) and closed the public hearing. 1021 
 1022 
Katie noted existing and proposed languages for the sections Mayor K. Smith had mentioned 1023 
have been included in commission members’ packets.  Katie addressed Section 13.02.51.C, 1024 
which is related to open space standard, and said there was an error in the Unified Development 1025 
Code city staff has since found.  Previously as part of the minimum open space requirement, the 1026 
city did not allow setback areas.  Setback areas are allowed, and they have been previously 1027 
allowed in the code.  Katie said city staff wishes to remove that from an exemption to being 1028 
allowed in the overall count.  Katie noted the city previously did not have an R-3 District, only 1029 
an R-4 District.  City staff recommends that any development in the R-3 District also have a 1030 
minimum of a 25-percent green space to be consistent for the city’s low medium density and its 1031 
high density residential districts. 1032 
 1033 
Katie next addressed Section 13.02.54 and said, “Tying into that, when we now have the 1034 
opportunity for a mixed-use district, you are not required to do a mixed-use development.  You 1035 
could do, if you wanted, 100 percent multifamily.  In that event, we would now be requiring you 1036 
to follow that 25 percent minimum space.  We do not have that today, so in theory you could in a 1037 
mixed-use district build it up entirely without any green space requirement.  If you want to do 1038 
strictly a multifamily development in a mixed-use district, we would require you to have that 1039 
green space requirement – again, as a minimum of 25 percent.” 1040 
 1041 
Katie next addressed parking, stating city staff wants to ensure that when there are site plans 1042 
coming forward and applicants show that they will be creating parking stalls, the stalls are 1043 
striped accordingly.  Katie said, “This is basically noting that it’s not just strictly for handicapped 1044 
and employee/customer parking, but all parking spaces shall be clearly identified.”  Katie noted 1045 
the lone exemption is related to automobile sales and leasing services.  This is based on feedback 1046 
the Plan Commission had received at its August 25 meeting.  Katie said the new language that is 1047 
specific only to this use states: “Parking stalls for inventory only are not required to be 1048 
individually striped, but shall be delineated in a way to demonstrate compliance with parking 1049 
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stall minimum.”  Katie noted it has been written that way to allow a developer flexibility in these 1050 
areas, and she said, “We’re trying to find middle ground with our developers, but at the same 1051 
time make sure that customers know where they’re supposed to park and [where] employees 1052 
park … And also to make sure that we’re requiring the minimum number of ADA stalls per 1053 
development.” 1054 
 1055 
Motion by Craig, second by Skip, to approve text amendments to the Unified Development Code 1056 
(UDC) regarding Open Space Requirements for the Medium Density and High Density 1057 
Residential Districts (R-3 & R-4 Districts) and such developments in the Mixed-Use 1058 
Neighborhood and Mixed-Use Community Districts (MU-N & MU-C Districts) in Sections 1059 
13.02.51.C. and 13.02.54., respectively, and parking stall striping requirements found in Section 1060 
13.03.21.B.4 and Table 13.03.21-1 (Off-Street Parking Spaces Required). 1061 
 1062 
On voice vote, motion carried. 1063 
 1064 
Item 8 – Review and Consideration of a Certified Survey Map for the Abbey Court 1065 
Apartments to reconfigure and subdivide two (2) parcels into three (3) new parcels at 2097 1066 
Abbey Road, 2091 Abbey Road, 2101 Abbey Road, 2107 Abbey Road, 2111 Abbey Road, 1067 
2117 Abbey Road (Apts. 101-410), 2121 Abbey Road (Apts. 101-308), & 2169 Abbey Road, 1068 
Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-4511-300 & 18-6368-0) 1069 
 1070 

1. CSM Fee of $75.00 + $10.00 per lot x 3 lots = $105.00 due before final approval of CSM 1071 
by the City. (PAID) 1072 

 1073 
2. La Crosse Wastewater Treatment Plan Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee (per residential 1074 

equivalent connection/unit (REC)) due at time of plumbing permit issuance. Estimated 1075 
fee is $730.00/REC. Owner/developer to pay finalized fee for all remaining apartment 1076 
buildings and the respective residential equivalent connection counts yet to be 1077 
constructed as part of the Abbey Road Development Planned Unit Development. 1078 
 1079 

3. Approval of proposed Certified Survey Map is contingent upon approval of the 1080 
associated Planned Unit Development Amendment by the Common Council. 1081 
 1082 

4. The City of Onalaska to transfer Outlot 1 of Abbey Road Estates Plat less that area 1083 
outlined as Outlot 2 in Certified Survey Map (CSM) Vol. 17 Pg. 132 .(11 acres), to 1084 
Abbey Road Development and Developer/Property Owner to draft a Warranty Deedto 1085 
complete the land transfer. Developer/Property Owner to provide a check in the amount 1086 
of Thirty Dollars ($30.00) made payable to the La Crosse County Register of Deeds to 1087 
record the land transfer to the City of Onalaska. The City will have the document 1088 
recorded at the La Crosse County Register of Deeds and will provide the 1089 
Developer/Property Owner the original recorded document. 1090 
 1091 
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5. After Outlot 1 is transferred to Abbey Road Development, the City of Onalaska may sign 1092 
the associated Certified Survey Map (CSM) for the lot reconfiguration from two (2) 1093 
parcels into three (3) parcels. Developer/Property Owner to record the CSM at the La 1094 
Crosse County Register of Deeds and provide the City a copy of the recorded document. 1095 
 1096 

6. New lot pins required. Intermediate lot stakes required for all lots over 150’ in depth. 1097 
 1098 

7. CSM shall note all easements (water, sewer, storm, access, etc.). 1099 
 1100 

8. Cross-lot access easements for orderly flow of traffic. Cross lot access maintained for 1101 
emergency vehicle access. 1102 
 1103 

9. Utility installations and connections shall be installed per original overall water, sanitary 1104 
sewer, stormwater, drainage, etc. plans. Any alterations to be approved by City 1105 
Engineering Department. 1106 
 1107 

10. Developer/Property owner to record said CSM with the La Crosse County Register of 1108 
Deeds and provide a copy to the Engineering Department. 1109 
 1110 

11. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits (i.e., 1111 
building permits, site plan, zoning approvals). 1112 
 1113 

12. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs, 1114 
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not 1115 
relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any 1116 
other conditions. 1117 

 1118 
Katie said the applicant is requesting to merge two parcels and further subdivide into three 1119 
parcels.  Lot 1 is proposed to be combined with Outlot 1 (.11 acres), which is owned by the City 1120 
of Onalaska (Tax Parcel #18-6368-0).  The City of Onalaska would transfer Outlot 1 to Abbey 1121 
Court Apartments LLC Development and once merged, Lot 1 to contain 1.96 acres, Lot 2 to 1122 
contain 3.75 acres, and Lot 3 to contain 6.19 acres.  Through a Planned Unit Development 1123 
(PUD), the applicant is asking for a deviation from the Unified Development Code (UDC) to 1124 
allow for reduced street frontage from 100 feet to 60.44 feet.  All of the parcels (with the 1125 
exception of Lot 1) meet minimum lot requirements in the High Density Residential (R-4) 1126 
Zoning District.  Katie noted there are 12 conditions of approval tied to this development. 1127 
 1128 
Motion by Ald. T. Smith, second by Craig, to approve with the 12 stated conditions a Certified 1129 
Survey Map for the Abbey Court Apartments to reconfigure and subdivide two (2) parcels into 1130 
three (3) new parcels at 2097 Abbey Road, 2091 Abbey Road, 2101 Abbey Road, 2107 Abbey 1131 
Road, 2111 Abbey Road, 2117 Abbey Road (Apts. 101-410), 2121 Abbey Road (Apts. 101-308), 1132 
& 2169 Abbey Road, Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-4511-300 & 18-6368-0). 1133 
 1134 
On voice vote, motion carried. 1135 



 
Plan Commission 
of the City of Onalaska 
Tuesday, September 22, 2020 
28 

Reviewed 09/25/2020 by Zach Peterson 
 

Item 9 – Review and Consideration of a Final Implementation Plan to create a Planned 1136 
Unit Development (PUD) application filed by Elmwood Partners Limited Partnership, 1859 1137 
Sand Lake Road, Onalaska, WI 54650, to allow for Special Building Envelope Setbacks for 1138 
the properties located at 676 Marcou Road and 546 Marcou Road, Onalaska, WI 54650 1139 
(Tax Parcels # 18-4479-3 and 18-4479-4) 1140 
 1141 

1. Residential dwellings and driveways to be located in the areas noted as “building 1142 
envelope” and follow the below stated setbacks. If modifications are to be made to 1143 
proposed location the owner/developer shall either (a) follow traditional zoning setbacks 1144 
for the Low Density Residential (R-1) Zoning District or (b) amend the Marco Road 1145 
Planned Unit Development on a lot-by-lot basis with Plan Commission and Common 1146 
Council approval. 1147 
a. Street Yard Setback: Twenty-five (25) feet; 1148 
b. Side Yards Setback: Twenty (20) feet; and 1149 
c. Rear Yards Setback: Thirty (30) feet. 1150 

 1151 
2. La Crosse Wastewater Treatment Plan Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee (per residential 1152 

equivalent connection/unit (REC)) due at time of plumbing permit issuance. Estimated 1153 
fee is $730.00/REC. 1154 

 1155 
3. Owner/developer shall record with the La Crosse County Register of Deeds, the legal 1156 

description of the Planned Unit Development and the Conditions of Approval tied to the 1157 
development (Final Implementation Plan) and Conditions of Approval and a copy 1158 
provided to the Planning Department. These conditions shall not lapse or be waived as a 1159 
result of any subsequent change in ownership of tenancy. 1160 
 1161 

4. Owner/developer shall not allow disturbance to any thirty (30) percent slopes in addition 1162 
to a ten (10) foot wide buffer around such slopes on the subject properties. Building 1163 
pads/residences/structures may not infringe upon these areas. 1164 
 1165 

5. Recommend 13R sprinkler systems for Residence on “Lot 4” due to anticipated 1166 
topography and potential setbacks of residence. 1167 
 1168 

6. If future lot divisions are to occur, applicant/owner to complete a Certified Survey Map 1169 
for approval by the Common Council. 1170 
 1171 

7. Any future improvements to these parcels will be subject to additional City permits. 1172 
Owner/developer shall pay all fees and have all plans reviewed and approved by the City 1173 
prior to obtaining a building permit. Owner/developer must have all conditions satisfied 1174 
and improvements installed per approved plans prior to issuance of occupancy permits. 1175 
 1176 

8. All conditions run with the land and are binding upon the original developer and all heirs, 1177 
successors and assigns. The sale or transfer of all or any portion of the property does not 1178 
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relieve the original developer from payment of any fees imposed or from meeting any 1179 
other conditions. 1180 
 1181 

9. Any omissions of any conditions not listed in minutes shall not release the property 1182 
owner/developer from abiding by the City’s Unified Development Ordinance 1183 
requirements. 1184 

 1185 
Katie said that when an applicant is prepared to do so, the city can run a General Development 1186 
Plan and a Final Implementation Plan concurrently, which is the Final Implementation Plan that 1187 
is before the Plan Commission this evening.  Katie said there are no changes in terms of the staff 1188 
report from the General Development Plan to the Final Implementation Plan, and she noted there 1189 
are nine conditions of approval tied to this development. 1190 
 1191 
Motion by Craig, second by Jarrod, to approve with the nine stated conditions a Final 1192 
Implementation Plan to create a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application filed by Elmwood 1193 
Partners Limited Partnership, 1859 Sand Lake Road, Onalaska, WI 54650, to allow for Special 1194 
Building Envelope Setbacks for the properties located at 676 Marcou Road and 546 Marcou 1195 
Road, Onalaska, WI 54650 (Tax Parcels # 18-4479-3 and 18-4479-4). 1196 
 1197 
On voice vote, motion carried. 1198 
 1199 
Item 10 – Discussion related to modifications to Conditions of Approval for “Minor 1200 
Amendments” to Planned Commercial Industrial Districts (PCIDs) and Planned Unit 1201 
Developments (PUDs) in the City of Onalaska, WI 54650 1202 
 1203 
Katie noted more PUDs are being created, and more amendments also have come forward to the 1204 
Plan Commission.  Katie noted there are three rules, and individuals who hit one of those rules 1205 
are required to bring it forward a major amendment.  The rules are: 1206 
 1207 

• If the uses proposed are allowed in the original. 1208 
• Does the development result in a significant increase in density? 1209 
• Does the development reduce setbacks or other applicable standards? 1210 

 1211 
Katie said all are considered major amendments in those cases, and city staff would request a 1212 
public hearing at the Plan Commission level.  The Plan Commission then would take action, 1213 
followed by the Common Council.  Katie said city staff has a question that is not strictly covered 1214 
by the code, and she noted there are several conditions the city installs on a Planned Unit 1215 
Development.  Katie also noted there are examples that have occurred, citing the example of the 1216 
former Carlos O’Kelly’s building, which was proposed for demolition.  Katie said, “When that 1217 
originally went in, they were required to put a sidewalk on the northern part of the building 1218 
facing McDonald’s.  That was listed as a condition on the Planned Commercial Industrial 1219 
District.  Later, what they requested to do is they said they’re not providing parking on that area.  1220 
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They would rather do a landscaping buffer along the building foundation in lieu of that area for a 1221 
sidewalk.  Because it wasn’t considered a major or necessarily a minor amendment because it 1222 
was changing a condition, staff made that determination on our own in order to allow that 1223 
development to continue. 1224 
 1225 
However, I would like to know if that is something the Plan Commission would like to have.  It’s 1226 
essentially, if there is a condition that they want to do to change a condition [or] to modify it [or] 1227 
to remove it, is that something that the Plan Commission would like to have on your agenda for 1228 
consideration?  If we add a condition, it has to come back.  But if we want to modify a condition 1229 
or delete a condition, does the Plan Commission want to be notified?  Or do you want staff to 1230 
handle that internally?  Our ordinance does not tell us one way or the other.” 1231 
 1232 
Mayor K. Smith asked where pedestrians are supposed to walk if there is no sidewalk in the area 1233 
Katie had mentioned. 1234 
 1235 
Katie noted there was a sidewalk on the eastern side of the building, and she said it was an 1236 
additional sidewalk the developer believed was better served with a planting buffer.  Katie noted 1237 
the developer had no place to put a planting buffer which, per ordinance, was required on that 1238 
side.  Katie said it would have been necessary to reduce the width of the sidewalk, and the 1239 
amount of parking also was reduced significantly.  Katie added, “That’s why we moved forward 1240 
with that.” 1241 
 1242 
Mayor K. Smith noted the other side of the building is quite a distance, and thus would not aid a 1243 
pedestrian.  Mayor K. Smith stated she has a general concern for pedestrians, especially in the 1244 
areas where neighborhoods are located in close proximity to retail establishments. 1245 
 1246 
Jarrod said the sidewalk around the perimeter along the street frontage is still present and part of 1247 
the development.  Jarrod noted this was the sidewalk along the building, and the sidewalk was 1248 
from the parking area that had an irregular layout.  Jarrod said it really was not taking away any 1249 
pedestrian access, and he noted it still will be possible to walk on the sidewalk along the street.  1250 
Jarrod noted there was irregular angle parking present, but the parking lot has been reconfigured.  1251 
Jarrod said, “It’s actually better than it was originally, plus they put the landscaping where the … 1252 
Nobody ever used the sidewalk right next to the building.  Everybody walked through the 1253 
parking lot.”  Jarrod told Mayor K. Smith that is an example of something city staff most likely 1254 
would bring back to the Plan Commission. 1255 
 1256 
Katie told commission members city staff can send a site plan to the Plan Commission and said, 1257 
“It’s written into the ordinance that staff are in charge of it.  But if we think there are things that 1258 
the Plan Commission should need to weigh in on, we can automatically bring it to you regardless 1259 
as to what the developer would like.” 1260 
 1261 
Craig said he believes the Plan Commission needs to continue to allow city staff do its job, and 1262 
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should staff members feel the need to bring something to the Plan Commission, he feels very 1263 
comfortable they will do so. 1264 
 1265 
Ald. T. Smith said he agrees, stating he believes city staff is competent and knows when to bring 1266 
something forward to the Plan Commission. 1267 
 1268 
Katie said if she is interpreting the discussion correctly, the process should continue as it does 1269 
currently.  If city staff feels uncomfortable or believes the Plan Commission should take action, 1270 
staff will bring forward anything pertaining to deleting a condition or modifying a condition to 1271 
better a development.  Any instances when a condition must be added must come before the Plan 1272 
Commission. 1273 
 1274 
Amber said she believes city staff is very competent, and that the city should proceed with taking 1275 
action as long as there is no reason that the public would want to provide input. 1276 
 1277 
Adjournment 1278 
 1279 
Motion by Craig, second by Ald. T. Smith, to adjourn at 8:27 p.m. 1280 
 1281 
On voice vote, motion carried. 1282 
 1283 
 1284 
Recorded by: 1285 
 1286 
Kirk Bey 1287 


