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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, September 24, 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: Mayor Joe Chilsen, City Engineer
Jarrod Holter, Jan Brock, Skip Temte, Craig Breitsprecher, Steven Nott

Also Present: City Administrator Eric Rindfleisch, City Clerk Cari Burmaster, City Attorney
Amanda Jackson, Planning Technician Zach Peterson, Ald. Diane Wulf, Ald. Boondi lyer

Excused Absence: Ald. Tom Smith

Item 2 — Approval of minutes from previous meetings (August 27" & Auqust 29”‘)

Motion by Craig, second by Steven, to approve the minutes from the August 27 regular Plan
Commission meeting and the August 29 Special Plan Commission meeting as printed and on file
in the City Clerk’s Office.

On voice vote, motion carried.

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

Mayor Chilsen called for anyone wishing to provide public input.

Matt Lewis
1985 Sandalwood Drive
Onalaska

“l wanted to talk about the conversion of the R-160 zoning to the Planned Unit Development.
I’m a little unclear on this, and I’m a little late to the party with the Comprehensive Plan, but it
looks to me like the R-160 zoning is pretty unique in Onalaska. In fact, I think our neighborhood
may be the only one that has it. And if I look at it correctly, it looks like it’s basically R-1
zoning, but it allowed a smaller plot than the typical ‘R’ zoning, which | think was a 70-foot
width versus a 60-foot [width]. And I think there is a different backyard setback as well. The
thing I didn’t understand with the Planned Unit Development application is it doesn’t list
conforming uses or conditional uses. 1’m assuming the intent is that this is no longer an R1
zoning in this neighborhood. If that’s the case — if that’s the way the Comprehensive Plan is
moving, to move all the residential R-1s to a Planned Unit Development — wouldn’t it all occur
at once? Or is it just our particular neighborhood that we’re going to do that with? That’s my
question. My concern is if the intent is to allow a more dense residential occupancy in that
neighborhood versus an R-1, then I’m going to register my objection to that at this point.”

Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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Ryan Root
2011 Sandalwood Drive
Onalaska

“I want to know if there was a little more to this. | don’t know all the zoning codes in Onalaska.
Even though | do work at the County of La Crosse, | don’t work in the Zoning Department. [l
want to know] if there was something more that’s spurring this on. Is there a developer who has
come in, because | thought the timing on this was a little interesting that we have these car lots
that are going in. Then, just within days we get this notice in the mail. 1 just was just curious if
there was any more to this. Is there an actual developer who is coming in and looking at putting
things on this property behind our neighborhood?”

Mayor Chilsen told Ryan the Plan Commission is unable to answer his question as this is the
Public Input portion of the meeting. However, Mayor Chilsen also assured Ryan the Plan
Commission will answer his question when the item to which it pertains is addressed.

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

Consideration and possible action on the following items:

Item 4 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:00 P.M. (or immediately following Public Input)
— Consideration of a Conditional Use Permit application filed by Chris McGuire of Kwik
Trip, Inc., 1626 Oak Street, La Crosse, W1 54601 on behalf of KT Real Estate Holdings,
LLC, PO Box 2107, La Crosse, W1 54601 to allow construction of a 2,000 square foot
attached car wash at the property located at 2800 Abbey Road, Onalaska, W1 54650 (Tax
Parcel #18-6423-0)

Zach said the applicant is requesting a CUP to construct a 2,000 square foot addition of a car
wash facility located at 2800 Abbey Road in Onalaska. The proposed development is currently
zoned as B-1, which is compatible and consistent with businesses surrounding the development.
The applicant states that the Kwik Trip location will be well-lit and staffed 24 hours a day, seven
days a week. Zach said the washing of vehicles on a parcel in the Neighborhood Business (B-1)
District is permitted only by CUP per Section 13-5-17(e), and pursuant to standards set forth in
Sections 13-8-11. While the city has no basis for denial of the CUP, it has found a basis to
impose the following 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
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

Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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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.

Zach noted a public hearing will be held this evening and said only where no reasonable
conditions could exist to allow the Conditional Use, may a CUP be denied.

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

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

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

Motion by Craig, second by Skip, to approve with the four stated conditions a Conditional Use
Permit application filed by Chris McGuire of Kwik Trip, Inc., 1626 Oak Street, La Crosse, WI
54601 on behalf of KT Real Estate Holdings, LLC, PO Box 2107, La Crosse, WI 54601 to allow
construction of a 2,000 square foot attached car wash at the property located at 2800 Abbey
Road, Onalaska, W1 54650 (Tax Parcel #18-6423-0).

On voice vote, motion carried.
Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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Item 5 — Public Hearing: Approximately 7:10 P.M. (or immediately following previous

hearing at 7:00 P.M.) — Consideration of a General Development Plan for a Planned Unit

Development (PUD) application filed by the City of Onalaska, 415 Main Street, Onalaska,

WI 54650 to replace the R-160 Zoning District for the “Country Air Estates Subdivision”

containing 57 (fifty-seven) lots for single-family dwellings

1.

2.

3.

Owners shall abide by all requirements and conditions of the County Air Estates
Preliminary Plat and Final Plat approved by the Common Council on April 12, 1988 and
June 14, 1988, respectively.

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

Amanda said the City of Onalaska is in the process of rewriting the Unified Development
Ordinance/Zoning Ordinance. As part of this project, the city is reviewing all its zoning districts
and making modifications, as needed. Amanda said all properties within the Country Air Estates
Subdivision are currently zoned R-160, as approved in 1988. As part of the project, the city
intends to eliminate the R-160 Zoning District as it only pertains to this one neighborhood and
instead create a Planned Unit Development Overlay District that has the same special property
development regulations as the subdivision currently has, but will be regulated by the city in a
different way. Amanda said the PUD will ensure that the way residents in this subdivision have
utilized their properties will continue in the future.

The special property development regulations for parcels within this area include:

A minimum lot width of 60 feet

A minimum lot area of 6,300 square feet

A minimum building width of the principal structure to be 20 feet
A maximum building of 35 feet

Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson



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

Plan Commission

of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, September 24, 2019
5

e A street yard minimum of 25 feet; a street yard maximum of 40 feet; and a street yard
maximum of 60 feet on a cul-de-sac. Street yard may be averaged between two abutting
property street yard setbacks as determined by the Inspection Department.

e A rear yard minimum of 25 feet

e A side yard minimum of 6 feet

Amanda said the city is requesting approval of the General Development Plan for the PUD,
which has four conditions of approval. Amanda also noted a public hearing will be held this
evening.

Mayor Chilsen opened the public hearing and called for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the
General Development Plan for a Planned Unit Development application.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in favor of the General
Development Plan for a Planned Unit Development application and closed that portion of the
public hearing.

Mayor Chilsen called for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the General Development
Plan for a Planned Unit Development application.

Patrick O’Rourke
1964 Esther Drive
Onalaska

“Most of the folks here, we’re from the neighborhood. We just don’t understand. What’s the
harm of leaving it in the current R-160 [zoning]?”

Amanda said, “Essentially, the city is looking for uniformity within its zoning districts. You are
unique in the sense that you exist and you’re the only zoning district that exists with these
standards. Rather than have an R-160, we’re looking at rezoning you R-1, which would be the
appropriate zoning district. But then, to keep your slightly changed standards as far as setbacks
and not create nonconforming uses, we’re giving you those setbacks in the form of a PUD as
opposed to your own zoning district.”

Patrick asked, “Was there anything that came up that prompted this?”

Amanda said, “Just the rewriting of the Zoning Code.”

Patrick asked, “So there isn’t any planned development or anything going on?”

Amanda said, “No. We’re reviewing all zoning districts across the city.”

Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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Mayor Chilsen said, “At this time we’re rewriting all the zoning codes. We’re just cleaning them
up.1’

Craig said, “There are no secret goings-on here.”
Patrick told the commission there had been rumors as to what was happening.

Mayor Chilsen told Patrick, “There’s nothing nefarious going on here. We’re just cleaning up all
the zoning codes.”

Amanda told Patrick additional rezonings are forthcoming and said, “You are the cleanest
because you are an entire neighborhood. We thought we would do this one first because it’s all
in one neighborhood as opposed to the other ones that will be more speckled throughout the
city.”

Steven told Patrick, “You’re still zoned Residential. Ultimately, it’s just cleaning up the codes to
where there’s not as much confusion. It’s clearing up [the codes] to where somebody from the
outside can look at it and should be able to understand it.”

Patrick asked, “The zone you want to change it to, is it used elsewhere now?”
Amanda said yes and told Patrick it is one of the most common zoning districts.

Matt Lewis
1985 Sandalwood Drive
Onalaska

Matt thanked the Plan Commission for allowing residents to ask questions and said, “The one
thing I see missing in the Planned Unit Development is in the R-160 [District] right now, it lists
permitted uses: Single Family Dwelling, Community Living Arrangements, and Family Daycare
Homes. That’s not listed with the information in the Planned Unit Development that was
provided with the agenda, and on the website. Is that different? Is that not different?”

Amanda said, “The uses in every zoning district are being rewritten as part of the Zoning Code.
I can tell you what the R-1 uses are that exist today. They should be relatively similar, but I
don’t have the answer as to what they’re going to look like six months from now.”

Matt said, “To me, that’s the big question. If this goes to a Planned Unit Development, then
basically any occupancy will be allowed as long as it goes through an approval process?”

Amanda said, “No. It would be any occupancy allowed in the Residential Zoning District. This
is still zoned Residential, so your uses are going to be limited to single-family uses.”

Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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Matt asked, “Which residential district, because there’s R-1, R-2.”

Amanda said R-1.

Matt said, “It doesn’t say that anywhere in here.”

Mayor Chilsen assured Matt a smelting plant will not be constructed next to his house.

Matt noted the R-1 and R-160 districts are unique in those permitted uses, and he said, “If R-160
is no longer ... If those aren’t going to be the permitted uses, if there’s going to be higher
density, that is what it is. | guess I’d just like to know that, that’s all.”

Joe Depoole

1917 Esther Drive

Onalaska

“Basically what you’re saying is it’s going to stay Residential, but in R-1 there’s not going to be
a limit to what people can have in their houses as far as people staying?”

Amanda said, “The difference between you guys and R-1 are just those things | read off — the
setbacks, essentially. We’re moving you to R-1, and we’re creating a way for you to keep your
setbacks. The reason we’re doing that is because if we don’t do that, you’re all considered
nonconforming uses. If you wanted to remodel your house, you would have to come into
conformance with the R-1 setbacks, which would be impossible. We kind of created a problem
back in 1988 where it’s something that worked in 1988 that maybe doesn’t work in the Zoning
Code today. This is the best way we can fix it and keep you with your same standards.”

Joe asked, “If we do make changes to our houses, it will be the R-1 [zoning] at that point instead
of ...? It’s all based upon what you said with the setbacks.”

Amanda said, “It would be the same R-160 setbacks. That’s why we’re creating the PUD.”
Joe asked if the R-1 District currently exists in the City of Onalaska.

Amanda said yes.

Joe asked if the majority of the city is zoned R-1.

Joe was told it is.

Mayor Chilsen called three times for anyone wishing to speak in opposition to the General
Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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Development Plan for a Planned Unit Development application and closed the public hearing.

Motion by Craig, second by Steven, to approve with the four stated conditions a General
Development Plan for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) application filed by the City of
Onalaska, 415 Main Street, Onalaska, W1 54650 to replace the R-160 Zoning District for the
“Country Air Estates Subdivision” containing 57 (fifty-seven) lots for single-family dwellings.

Jarrod noted staff members from both the Engineering Department and the Planning Department
have been working with the City Attorney on rewriting the Zoning Code, and he said, “This is
just the first of many different changes that are going to come in. As Attorney Jackson said, the
changes tonight are to clean up one particular area that made the most sense because it’s not
spread out throughout the city. This will still give you the same latitude you have with your
current zoning, but you’ll be zoned R-1, which | would guess probably 20 percent of the city is
zoned R-1. That is the most prominent single-family zoning district for your type of housing
stock that you see in your neighborhoods. | just wanted to throw that out there as a vote of
confidence for what we’re doing here from a staff level.”

Jan addressed Condition No. 2 and asked if the permits would be the same as any resident in any
zoning district would have to have.

Amanda said yes.

Jan noted she had not been able to locate 1957 Esther Drive on her map and asked if it is a lot
without a number.

Jarrod said he believes there is a typographical error on the map, noting a lot is present, but no
address is shown.

Craig told the residents, “You’re not losing anything. The PUD status protects what you
currently have in place. But the R-1 designation just brings the overall development in line with
other single-family residential areas within the city. It just makes everything uniform and clean.
But the PUD protects everything that you have now.”

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 6 — Discussion regarding proposed changes to the new Sign Ordinance in the
Onalaska Code of Ordinances

Zach presented the following summary of proposed changes to the new Sign Ordinance:

e Sign Permit (permanent and temporary) applications and insurance requirements
provided to the Planning Department (in lieu of or in addition to Inspection Department).
Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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e If signs are installed inappropriately, the city will charge an administrative processing fee
of $100 to the property owner/applicant.

e Signs not requiring permits include:

0 Banners on utility poles (allow private properties to install double-sided
banners on private utilities provided they are less than 10 square feet overall).

0 Removed content-based regulations for what can be shown on an onsite
directional sign. Allow directional signs to be up to 15 square feet overall,
maximum height of 6 feet, maximum of 2 sign faces, and a minimum of 20
feet from another freestanding sign.

0 Removed duplicative language regarding the city’s ability to remove
temporary signage in the boulevard.

e Removed references to Chapter 7: Mobility Standards for vision triangle requirements as
the chapter will no longer exist post UDC Rewrite Project. Instead refer to Unified
Development Code.

e Removed language allowing painting curbs/right-of-way as regulated elsewhere in Code
of Ordinances.

e Sign Structure Area: Only count the square footage of the sign, no longer counting base
as overall usable square footage. This was a change from the 2018 Sign Ordinance
rewrite and it caused issues for new signage. Staff recommendation to return to previous
regulation.

¢ Removed reference for a Conditional Use Permit for static billboards and digital
billboards as the conditions we would have suggested are maintained through required
standards for any new billboard moving forward. All setbacks remain unchanged.

e Removed requirement for Conditional Use Permit for roof signs.

e Updated Zoning District names to complement new Zoning District names in the UDC
Rewrite Project. Added the new districts, removed the proposed removal districts as
needed for new Zoning Ordinance.

e Added a new section called “Special Exceptions” to read as follows: “Special exceptions
to these sign regulations may be granted by the Plan Commission, with appeals of a Plan
Commission determination made to the Common Council.”

Craig complimented the proposed changes, then referred to the second bullet point under “Signs
Not Requiring Permits” and said he believes a maximum of two sign faces should instead read
two signs. Craig noted two sign faces may be mounted back-to-back, while two signs may
designate something such as an exit and an entrance. Craig said this is more logical if one
utilizes directional signs.

Skip noted everything has two sides to it.

Craig told Skip that is not necessarily the case.

Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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Amanda told Craig she will research his question and said she believes the proposed rule is
intended to capture the arrow that might be a two-sided sign pointing someone to a drive-through
entrance or exit or a sign that says “‘entrance’ on both sides. Amanda said she believes the intent
was two sign faces, but she reiterated she will examine that.

Craig noted the faces are mounted back-to-back.
Amanda told Craig he is correct.

Craig asked, “What if you have two accesses? We’ve run into this several times with some of
the new developments. | don’t know what Dahl’s situation is, but they may have the same thing.
I know we ran into this out at Kenworth, where all of a sudden they could not put ... and trying
to get semis maneuvered around is problematic. If they have two accesses, one may be an exit
and one may be an entrance?”

Amanda told Craig this does not limit the number of signs; rather, it limits the number of sign
faces on one sign.

City Administrator Rindfleisch noted the bullet point is which signs do not require permits, and
he said, “We’re eliminating the content based on what is on the sign for a directional sign. ... It’s
not restricting the number of signs on a lot. It’s simply saying this particular sign has these
particular standards.”

Craig said he misunderstood that as it was unclear to him, and he suggested perhaps editing the
rule so that it is clearer.

Amanda noted this is a general discussion on the proposed changes and said an ordinance will be
forthcoming.

Skip noted the CUP requirement for a roof sign is being removed and asked if the roof sign still
must be within the height of the building.

Amanda told Skip there still would be standards for roof signs and said the need for the CUP is
being eliminated.

Skip asked if a sign may be placed on top of a structure with a maximum height of 35 feet.

Steven said the city’s ordinances will have permitted uses with standards, as opposed to
conditional uses, and he noted there still will be standards to the signs.

Craig addressed Ald. Wulf, who chairs the Board of Zoning Appeals, and noted this moves any
variances out of the realm of BOZA. Craig said he sees this as being positive as it allows more

Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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of a broader cross section of opinions, and also perhaps more latitude the Plan Commission is
able to bring. Craig noted BOZA s tied to the five criteria for evaluation purposes.

Steven said, “We don’t want that conditional use piece because by having that in there, it means
they can pretty much do it.”

Amanda noted the city limits the allowable sign height for roofs under the Roof Sign Section. A
roof sign may not exceed 15 feet in height above the parapet line, or higher than 30 feet above
the mean grade of the center line of the street.

Item 7 — Review and Consideration of the new Sign Ordinance in the Onalaska Code of
Ordinances pertaining to Special Exceptions Requests

Zach said that as the Sign Ordinance will no longer be part of the Zoning Ordinance/Unified
Development Code, exceptions/allowances to the ordinance will not be reviewed by the Board of
Zoning Appeals. Rather, Special Exceptions to the Sign Ordinance will be reviewed and may be
granted by the Plan Commission, with appeals of Plan Commission determinations made by the
Common Council. Zach noted commission members’ packets include copies of a “Request for
Special Exception Application.” This application specifies what is to be considered for granting
Special Exceptions. Zach said he is seeking a recommendation of approval from the Plan
Commission to the Common Council.

Amanda said, “Because it’s no longer going to be in the Zoning Code, that did open it up for a
different review mechanism. Katie [Planning Manager Katie Aspenson] and I did look at
different alternatives that other cities do. We felt this kind of gave us the same latitude that we
previously had, and then we incorporated that into that information we thought would be
appropriate for you to review. It does require that it not create an unnecessary burden, so there
are different criteria to consider with that. That’s what those questions walk through.”

Motion by Craig, second by Steven, to recommend to the Common Council approval of the new
Sign Ordinance in the Onalaska Code of Ordinances pertaining to Special Exceptions Requests.

Craig said he believes the application is “fairly comprehensive, but not unduly so.” Craig also
said he believes it provides all the information that staff needs to bring to the Plan Commission
so that its members may make an intelligent decision.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 8 — Review and Consideration of Invoice No. 018-021-16 from Hoisington Koegler
Group inc. for UDC/Zoning Rewrite Project

Amanda noted commission members’ packets include copies of the 16™ invoice for the
Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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UDC/Zoning Ordinance Rewrite Project. The invoice totals $12,826.02. The original contract
amount is $90,000, and $89,999.25 has been billed to date.

Motion by Steven, second by Skip, to approve Invoice No. 018-021-16 from Hoisington Koegler
Group inc. for UDC/Zoning Rewrite Project in the amount of $12,826.02.

Skip noted the original contract is for $90,000, and also that there is nothing in the agenda item
stating the Plan Commission has any authority over the $90,000.

Amanda stated for clarification a payment of $12,826.02 would bring the billed to date amount
to $89,999.25.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Item 9 — Discussion related to Onalaska Unified Development Code (UDC)/Zoning Rewrite
Project ~ Discussion about requlations for:

A. Home Occupations

Steven referred to Item No. 3 under “Minor Home Occupations,” which reads, “The home
occupation shall not have outside employees. The home occupation shall not have more than
one customer at a time, and no customer shall be allowed between the hours of 8 p.m. and 8
a.m.” Steven said based upon the input given at the August 27 Plan Commission meeting, he
asked if perhaps this item should be changed to read, “The home occupation shall not have
outside employees that work on the premises.” Steven noted the Plan Commission had discussed
circumstances in which employees work for someone via an internet connection in other
municipalities, and he asked, “Are we really concerned about that? Or is it that we don’t want
them as full-time employees inside that house?”

Amanda referred to the “Major Home Occupations” section and noted the employees are referred
to as onsite employees. Amanda said a change could be made under “Minor Home Occupations”
so that the item reads, “The home occupation shall not have onsite outside employees.” Amanda
said, “The idea of outside means you’re not related.”

Craig said the Plan Commission must keep in mind that “these are things that are developing.”
Craig also noted items may be modified if the Plan Commission sees they are not working as
intended. Craig told Steven he agrees with his point and said, “I believe we should do that.”

Jan addressed Item No. 1 under “Minor Home Occupations,” which reads, “The home
occupation is conducted entirely within the enclosed portion of the residence and does not
exceed 25 percent of the area of any floor,” and she asked if a home occupation could occupy 25
percent of every floor in a three-story structure.

Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson



504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527
528
529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539
540
541
542
543
544
545

Plan Commission

of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, September 24, 2019
13

Amanda told Jan, “No, one floor.”
Jan noted Item No. 1 states “of any floor.”
Amanda said, “But not total floor. [It’s] not cumulative.”

Steven asked if perhaps Item No. 1 could be clarified and said he understands how it might cause
confusion.

City Administrator Rindfleisch said, “It’s of any one floor. You only get one floor, and no more
than one floor can be more than the percentage.”

Amanda said Item No. 1 can be clarified.
B. Landscaping, Screening, Fencing, & Tree Preservation

Amanda noted commission members’ packets include copies of a memorandum from Jeff Miller
and Rita Trapp of HKGi regarding proposed landscaping standards.

Steven addressed Paragraph | under “Landscaping,” which reads as follows:
The minimum size of plantings shall be as follows:
a. Canopy trees — 2.5-inch caliper
b. Ornamental trees — 1.5-inch caliper
c. Evergreen trees — 6-foot height
d. Deciduous or evergreen shrub — 5-gallon pot
Steven asked for a definition of a caliper.
Jarrod said it is trunk diameter.

Craig asked Amanda, “This is a general rule: Under a specific PUD, for lack of a better term, this
can be altered, correct?”

Amanda said, “If you did a PUD, yes.”

Skip asked if a permit is required if he wishes to plant a tree in the boulevard, which is city
property.

Jarrod told Skip, “Correct. Technically, you’re not allowed to plant anything in the city
boulevard. Our Conditions of Approval do have, as part of some of the plats that come in, it says
Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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you have to plant two boulevard trees when you [construct] the house. That would be part of the
landscaping plan submitted with the home building permit.”

Skip asked if he needs permission from the city to expand his home sprinkler system into the
boulevard.

Jarrod said there is a permit for such activity.

Jan addressed Item C under “Landscaping,” which reads, ““Landscape plans shall be prepared by
a registered landscape architect for Planned Unit Developments or development where there is
greater than one acre of site disturbance.” Jan asked if all landscapers are registered landscape
architects.

Jarrod told Jan some of the larger landscaping firms typically have registered landscape
architects, and he said this rule has been included because the city wants to have a professional
plan for developments that are greater than one acre. Jarrod suggested perhaps adding the
verbiage, “Other professional, as approved by the city.”

C. Personal/Mini-Storage Facilities

Amanda noted she had distributed to commission members a document listing proposed new use
specific standards. Amanda said staff is considering whether or not to establish a minimum
acreage requirement for mini-storage. Amanda also noted that under the new Zoning Code,
mini-storage facilities would only be permitted in the Industrial Zoning District. What is before
the Plan Commission this evening would be the necessary standards.

Steven what the purpose would be for the minimum acreage.

Amanda said it would be to ensure that it is a well-designed site, and she told commission
members there are instances in which individuals attempt to fill space. Thus, the mini-storage is
a secondary use and there is leftover acreage. Amanda said mini-storage facilities are being
constructed on properties for which they were not intended. Amanda said, “It’s a standard that’s
out there, so we’re putting it forth to you to see if there is any interest.”

Jarrod said he believes it leads to orderly development, and he told commission members staff is
seeing irregular-shaped lots. There also are instances in which someone is not utilizing the back
of a structure and wishes to put in mini-storage for extra income. Jarrod said, “Typically, it’s not
been the primary purpose of the parcel.”

Craig said, “Or people using existing lots that aren’t anywhere near this just to store things for
other people. That really diminishes the quality of the neighborhood.”
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Amanda asked Plan Commission members if they would be interested in minimum acreage.
Steven asked in which zones mini-storage would be allowed.
Amanda said Industrial.

Steven said he would think the acreage requirement would be determined by the market demand,
and he asked if one acre is random. Steven said, “Maybe | could have an Industrial zoned plot of
land with half an acre and I could make a reasonable profit off of that.”

Craig asked why the city would not include B-1 zones, and he said, “I can almost understand not
dumping a storage facility in the middle of a single-family residential area. That makes sense to
me because of all the ins and outs and other goings-on. But I think allowing that in any
Business, Commercial, Industrial-type zone might leave things open for development purposes.”
Steven said Industrial zoning would have permitted uses in it and noted, “This would actually be
changing the Commercial.” Steven added this might not be a good fit for Commercial zoning.

Craig noted it already is established as a permitted use in Industrial zones, and he said, “To do
anything different would be to change what currently exists. | guess I’m not anxious to do that,
either.”

Steven asked, “If it’s only in Industrial, is there really a need for a one-acre ... Any designs they
have, Jarrod, wouldn’t they have to go through the city?”

Jarrod said it would be necessary for a developer to obtain a Site Plan Permit, and the developer
would be required to show there is adequate drainage and facilitation of access and traffic.
Jarrod said, “They do get reviewed.”

Steven said, “I’m not sold on the one-acre, especially if it’s in Industrial.”

Jan referred to both Item b, which reads in part, “Individual storage units shall be used for dead
storage only,” and Item c, which reads, ““Storage of flammable, hazardous or perishable
materials and keeping of animals is prohibited.”” Jan asked for a definition of “dead storage.”

City Administrator Rindfleisch said dead storage is keeping of materials that do not need to be
insulated, heated, lit, or dried. City Administrator Rindfleisch said it is not a question of if
something is alive or dead; rather, dead storage is not expected to be maintained at a particular
temperature or quality. City Administrator Rindfleisch also described dead storage as something
that is not meant to be accessed on a regular basis.

D. Parking Facilities
Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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Amanda said parking facilities will not be a use standard, but rather parking standards, and she
told commission members the standards still are being developed.

E. Animal Boarding/Day Care Facilities

Amanda noted this is a popular use that has been seen in the city, and she said it was not
previously addressed in the Zoning Code. The standards that have been brought forward for the
Plan Commission include hours of operation, odor mitigation, and distance from residential
property lines.

Skip asked if the Coulee Region Humane Society is in compliance with the items on the handout
Plan Commission members received, and he said he believes they should be tailored to what the
CRHS is doing.

Amanda told Skip she believes the CRHS would be in compliance with all the items, and she
said the CRHS likely did not need an odor mitigation plan as it would not have been a
requirement when they were created. Amanda said that while she believes the CRHS would be
in compliance, it could be verified.

Jan addressed Item b, which reads, “All outdoor areas for animals shall be enclosed with a
fence,” and she noted children who reach in to pet dogs or cats could be bitten.

Amanda asked Jan if she is seeking more direction regarding the type of fence.
Jan said, “Maybe.”
Craig asked Jan if she is suggesting that the hole sizes in any fencing be reduced.

Jan told Craig there are instances when children attempt to stick their fingers through a chain-
link fence to touch animals.”

Craig noted that a finger is not very big.

Jan told Craig she worries about safety concerns for small children.

Craig said he believes it becomes very difficult for the city to police every situation, every
individual, and every eventuality. Craig said, “I think all we can do is just take standard care,

and fencing does that. What’s done beyond that, | hate to start getting into too much of that.”

Skip said he believes there is not enough personal responsibility in society today, and he stated
he believes children should be taught not to stick their fingers through a fence to touch animals
Reviewed 9/30/19 by Zach Peterson
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they do not know about. Skip added, “We can’t prevent everything. Otherwise you’re going to
have a Draconian society.”

Steven said he believes the standards are applying to ensure that animal boarding, shelter, or
daycare center facility is not allowing animals to interfere off property with others, and not
necessarily to ensure they are addressing every possibility for people who are trespassing.

City Administrator Rindfleisch asked if the city in the Zoning Code rewrite is restricting the
zones in which an animal boarding, shelter or daycare may operate.

Amanda said there will be specific zones in which they may operate.

City Administrator Rindfleisch addressed both Item e, which reads, ““All outdoor designated
areas shall be located a minimum of 125 feet from a residential property line,”” and Item f, which
reads, ““An indoor facility must be located at a minimum of 50 feet from a residential property
line.”” City Administrator Rindfleisch said parts of a home and a property could be 200 feet
away, but it might not be logical if the line is 125 feet from the outdoor area. City Administrator
Rindfleisch also said it might be an issue if animal boarding, shelters or daycares are only
allowed in certain areas that are not Residential zoning. City Administrator Rindfleisch noted
there is a facility located on South Kinney Coulee Road that has an outdoor area adjacent to the
property line. However, the residence is located 300 feet up.

Steven asked City Administrator Rindfleisch if he is suggesting that an outdoor facility be
located a minimum of 125 feet from the property line or the structure, whichever is greater.

City Administrator Rindfleisch said he wanted to pose the question and noted there are three
establishments in the city that would need to be monitored. City Administrator Rindfleisch said
the establishment to which he had referred potentially could be in violation, as could Pet Me
Scratch Me. City Administrator Rindfleisch said, “That would be my one concern. 1’d look at
rewriting to make sure it is the distance from where people would be habituating. That’s the
issue — not where the property line is the issue.”

Adjournment
Motion by Craig, second by Skip, to adjourn.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Recorded by:

Kirk Bey
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