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Special Plan Commission
of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, July 16, 2019
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The Special Meeting of the Plan Commission of the City of Onalaska was called to order at 2:00
p.m. on Tuesday, July 16, 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, Ald. Tom Smith,
City Engineer Jarrod Holter, Jan Brock, Skip Temte, Paul Gleason, Craig Breitsprecher, Steven
Nott

Also Present: Planning Manager Katie Aspenson, City Legal Counsel Amanda Jackson, Rita
Trapp and Jeff Miller of HKGi

Item 2 — Approval of minutes from the previous meeting

Motion by Ald. T. Smith, second by Skip, to approve the minutes from the May 29, 2019 Special
Plan Commission meeting as printed and on file in the City Clerk’s Office.

On voice vote, motion carried.
(Note: The minutes from the May 29, 2019 Special Plan Commission meeting already were
approved at the June 25, 2019 Plan Commission meeting. The Plan Commission did not vote on

approving the minutes of the June 25, 2019 meeting).

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

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

Consideration and possible action on the following items:

Item 4 — Discussion & Consideration of the Onalaska Unified Development Code
(UDC)/Zoning Rewrite Project

Jeff said this is the third of four work sessions with the Plan Commission to examine the entire
current Unified Development Code and determine how it will be restructured.

A. Principal & Accessory Use Tables

Jeff referred to a copy of the draft Principal Uses Table included in commission members’
packets and noted the following districts are new: R-3 (Middle Density Residential), B-3
(Regional Business), Neighborhood Mixed Use, and Community Mixed Use. Jeff said the R-
160, M-3/1-3, and Traditional Mixed Neighborhood will be eliminated. The M-1 and M-2
(Industrial) districts will become I-1 and I-2. Transitional Commercial Business will merge with
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the B-1 District. Jeff said he and Rita have worked with city staff since the May 29 work session
on revising what is identified as permitted and what is identified as permitted, with standards, in
the Residential District. Jeff said the Group Living category had been simplified as the number
of uses has been reduced from six or seven to four (Adult Family Home, Community Living
Arrangement for Adults, Community Living Arrangement for Children, Senior Care Facility).
Senior Care Facility will be defined in the code as any type of housing that is designated for
seniors, ranging from independent living to assisted living.

Paul addressed “Community Living Arrangement for Children” under the “Group Living”
category, noting that while this type of use is permitted in the R-MMH District, “Community
Living Arrangement for Adults” is not. Paul asked for an explanation behind the rationale of this
decision.

Katie told Paul a “sober house” is an example of a Community Living Arrangement for Adults,
noting such a structure has multiple rooms. By comparison, a Community Living Arrangement
for Children could be a fostering situation. Katie said that while staff would not necessarily want
to prevent a fostering situation in a mobile home community, mobile homes are not large enough
to contain something such as a sober house, which requires more defined spaces. Katie also told
Paul staff’s reasoning is there are smaller setbacks between the two.

Paul told Katie he still sees them as similar enough that, in his opinion, they either would be “in
or out together and not separated.” However, Paul also said he “see[s] the logic a little bit.”

Jeff said he does not believe either “Community Living Arrangements for Adults” or
“Community Living Arrangements for Children” is allowed in R-MMH. Jeff also said he
believes allowing “Community Living Arrangements for Children” in the R-MMH would be
new.

Paul said he believes both “Community Living Arrangements for Adults” and “Community
Living Arrangements for Children” either should be included together or excluded together.
Paul also asked if foster care should be specified somewhere with an explanation, adding he
understands what city staff and HKGi are attempting to accomplish.

Katie said the intent is there will be a definition associated with everything and told Paul
fostering will be listed out specifically.

Paul said he finds that rationale to be logical. Paul next addressed “Bed and Breakfast
Establishment” under the “Lodging” category, noting it only is permitted, with standards, in the
R-2 District.

Jeff said it is HKGi’s interpretation is that bed and breakfast establishments are currently
conditionally allowed in the R-1 and R-2 districts.
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Katie said a Conditional Use Permit is currently required and noted there currently is only one
active bed and breakfast establishment in the city. This establishment is located in the R-2
District, and Katie said it would be grandfathered in. Katie said there is an effort to move away
from CUPs for bed and breakfast establishments and told commission members there would be
extra standards for bed and breakfast establishments that would open. Katie said the intent is not
have such establishments in R-3 or R-4 because they are multifamily-related districts, and she
asked if bed and breakfast establishments should be allowed in the R-1 District.

Paul said he was seeking an explanation.
Katie said the goal was to align it to what the current standards are.

Jan asked if a “Tourist Home,” which also is listed under “Lodging,” is similar to a bed and
breakfast.

Katie said a tourist home is similar to Airbnb and told Jan they likely will be licensed separately.
Katie said they would not be owner-occupied, and she told commission members tourist homes
currently are allowed, with perhaps one currently being active in the city.

Craig said Act 67 is influencing some of the decisions being made related to the city’s zoning,
and he asked if there is any indication that Act 67 will cease to exist in the near future.

Mayor Chilsen said the League of Municipalities is working to remove Act 67, and he told Craig
that Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce wishes to keep Act 67 in place. Mayor Chilsen also
said it is unlikely that Wisconsin State Senate Majority Leader Scott Fitzgerald and Wisconsin
Assembly Speaker Robin VVos will take action to remove Act 67.

Amanda said she believes that from an enforcement and uniformity standpoint the end result
ultimately will be more uniform because it is not possible to ask for different standards. Further,
Amanda said Act 67 establishes “an equal playing field for all development,” as well as an equal
set of standards by which everyone is reviewed.

Craig said that while he sees the benefit on one side, he “also sees the pitfalls on the other side.”
Craig said he believes the City of Onalaska has done “a very reasonable, rational job” over time
of not utilizing the regulatory authority that Act 67 seeks to eliminate.

Steven said he does not believe bed and breakfast establishments should not be zoned R-1.
Steven said a tourist home usually has a bedroom which will occasionally be rented out as extra
income, and he compared it to an out-of-house business. By comparison, a bed and breakfast
establishment is a business at which people typically reside, and Steven said it would be a
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business located in an R-1 District as opposed to a home that has a tourist home business out of
it. Steven said he believes the two are “distinctly different.”

Paul said that while he understands Steven’s logic, “to me, that should exclude it from R-2 as
well.”

Katie told Steven and Paul their suggestions can be examined further.

Rita said a bed and breakfast establishment “traditionally has a residential look and feel to it,”
and she told commission members it is difficult to envision “a residential look and feel structure
in a business district or a mixed-use district.”

Steven said he believes the R-1 and R-2 districts that are created for families and stated families
residing in those districts are important. Steven said a bed and breakfast establishment will have
a significantly larger turnover and a greater amount of traffic. It also is a full-service facility as
opposed to a tourist home, which occasionally provides a room for travelers and additional
income for a homeowner in a residential area.

Craig said zoning ultimately is about uses, “and I think the point that it is a business — whether it
be in a residential zone or whatever — it is still a business of sorts.”

Steven said it is first and foremost a business and not a home out of which there is a business.

Skip said he believes the commission is losing sight of the philosophy behind the bed and
breakfast establishment, noting it is an idea to have a place to stay that is like a residential area.
Skip said, “If you treat it strictly as a business, you have defeated the whole philosophy behind a
bed and breakfast, as | see it.”

Steven said that while Skip has raised a valid point, he also believes there must be a location in
the community where there are family-designated areas.

Craig said he sees both sides of the argument, noting that currently “Bed and Breakfast
Establishment” is currently designated permitted, with standards. Craig said perhaps that is the
correct way to treat it as there are standards that go along with that when it is in a location zoned
R-2. Craig asked city staff to contemplate the designation.

Skip noted the philosophy behind Airbnb is to rent out a house located in a residential area to
individuals who are on vacation. Skip said he believes restricting it from R-1 goes against the
philosophy of the idea behind a bed and breakfast establishment.

Steven said he has never seen an Airbnb where a house is rented out, and he asked if they exist.
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Steven was told they do exist, and also that the entire house may be rented out.

Jeff said city staff and HKGi are considering permitting bed and breakfast establishments both in
R-3 and R-4 districts if the structure is a single-family home, a two-family home, or a zero-lot
line home. Jeff said they currently would be allowed if a single-family home was present. Jeff
reminded commission members R-3 is a new district and said it is not applied anywhere. Jeff
said, “It’s likely it’s going to be applied somewhere where there could be a single-family home
that’s there today.”

Craig said he assumes they would be permitted, with standards.

Katie said no because it is an existing structure, and she told Craig the intent of allowing the
existing structure within these districts is to not create nonconforming uses.

Steven said perhaps tourist homes and Airbnb homes should be permitted, with standards, in R-1
and R-2 if entire houses can be rented out.

Katie said this can be a discussion point either at the Plan Commission’s next work session or its
next meeting. Katie also noted this is the lone business establishment the city currently has in
these two districts.

Jeff addressed the B-1, B-2, and B-3 districts and told commission members he and Rita are
seeking input on items in yellow that are permitted, with standards, but do not have standards
identified in the current code.

Rita addressed the draft Accessory Uses table and told commission members it has been
modified since the May 29 work session. Rita said there are three topics for which standards are
needed: “Accessory Dwelling Unit,” “Day Care Center, Licensed Family (Child or Adult),” and
“Helipad or Helistop in Conjunction with a Medical Facility.” Rita said accessory uses generally
are permitted, with standards, or permitted. The lone exception is “Mobile Service Support
Structure or Facility,” for which a Conditional Use Permit is required, per State of Wisconsin
Statute. Rita said it has very specific standards in place; thus, that is why it is different than the
rest of them. Rita said she and staff had discussed removing “Refuse or Recycling Container”
and placing it in the standards needed for when a multifamily or a business structure is created.

Paul noted “Day Care Center][s], Licensed Family (Child or Adult)” are not allowed in R-4, R-
MMH, or any of the Commercial districts (B-1, B-2, B-3). Paul said he believes he has seen
daycare centers in a variety of districts.

Rita noted the commission is discussing the Accessory Uses table and told Paul this refers to a
home that has an in-home daycare. Rita said, “Day care center versus child care provider, the
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state has very specific thresholds. Eight-and-under is why it becomes a day care center versus a
child care provider.”

Paul asked if they are elsewhere in the permitted uses.

Rita said yes and noted it is shown on the Principal Uses table in the Business districts as “Day
Care Center, Licensed Group (Child or Adult)” as permitted, with standards.

Katie said it may be an accessory use if someone has an in-home family daycare.
B. Use Specific Standards

Rita said she and Jeff wanted to identity which Use Specific Standards already exist in the code,
and they have been placed in the same location. Rita noted there are five use types (Bed and
Breakfast Establishment; Dwelling, Zero Lot Line; Dwelling, Apartment with Residential
Support Services; Planned Residential Development; Senior Care Facility) under “Specific
Residential Principal Uses” that have Use Specific Standards, and all five already existed. There
are eight use types (Club, Lodge or Meeting Place of a Non-Commercial Nature; Day Care
Center (Child or Adult); Funeral Home or Mortuary; Hospital; Nursery or Preschool; Place of
Worship; School, College/University/Trade/Business; School, Elementary or Secondary) under
“Specific Public and Institutional Uses.”

Steven asked if more restrictive times are being considered for bars and brewpubs under
“Neighborhood Mixed — Permitted.”

Steven was told yes.

Katie said the city also may request enhanced screening such as fencing or landscaping to
mitigate noise. Katie said the city likely will ask that a fence be installed between an
establishment with a drive-through and a residence. Katie said the city also could request
additional or less parking, landscaping and/or screening, and increased setbacks.

Craig asked if the city can prohibit bands from performing in a neighborhood establishment such
as a bar or a brewpub.

Amanda said the city can institute noise requirements in Mixed Use.

Steven said a broader noise restriction would be ideal because it would apply to noise not limited
to musical performers.

Rita asked if it is more about outdoor patio space or bands performing inside the establishment.
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Craig said, “I think overall, because that sound in a quiet neighborhood would tend to resonate.”
Steven said, “More restrictive at the property line when you do measuring.”

Paul addressed “Theater, Drive-in” under “Specific Commercial Uses,” inquiring about the
source for not allowing access to or within 1,000 feet of an arterial street. Paul also asked if
there another use where 1,000 feet is required.

Katie said not from a street, but there are setback requirements for adult-oriented establishments.

Paul said a theater almost has to be located near a primary travel route, meaning an arterial.

Rita said she assumes the goal is to have the actual entrance to the drive-in be from a local road
or a non-arterial road.

Paul said that while he does not understand the logic behind the rule, there likely will never be a
drive-in theater in the City of Onalaska.

Amanda asked if commission members do not want to allow access from an arterial street, but
not necessarily have the 1,000-foot rule.

Paul said there must be access from an arterial street, noting that all commercial uses do.
Rita suggested examining how other cities have addressed this issue.
Craig said he does not want traffic routed through a residential area.

Rita said perhaps “Theater, Drive-in” should not be a permitted use if there is no road on which
it may go or there is no space for such an establishment in the city.

Paul said drive-in theaters no longer are financially viable due to land prices either in or near a
metro area, and he told commission members a drive-in theater will not be proposed unless there
is a radical change in the business model.

Steven said the city is attempting to create codes that are flexible enough not to be rewritten if
technology or cost ever changes.

Paul asked if something that is proposed and is not addressed in the code is allowed.

Rita said an applicant may approach with the zoning, and the Plan Commission can determine at
that time if something is allowed.
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Paul said he is inclined to eliminate “Theater, Drive-in” and let it be addressed in the future.

Craig said that while he agrees with Paul, he is concerned about attempting to regulate after the
fact.

Paul said an applicant would have to create a zone that would allow this business if he/she were
not approved anywhere.

Amanda said an individual would have to apply for a text amendment, which then would allow
it.

Katie noted the city has done this in the past.

Paul said he is certain there will be situations in which something has not been caught and
individuals will ask if modifications may occur.

Katie told Paul the Zoning Code is meant to be a living document and no one is trying to guess at
every type of business that will occur five to 10 years from today. Katie said, “The intent is to
have a document that is mobile enough that we can find an appropriate district where we think it
would work. We want it to be able to change, even though it is not fun to change the code after
we just wrote it. We can’t regulate everything.”

Paul said he believes eliminating “Theater, Drive-in” is a reasonable option at this time.
Amanda asked if this is an Accessory Use or a Principal Use.

Katie told Amanda it is a Principal Use.

Amanda asked if the city has it as an Accessory Use.

Rita said no.

Amanda said it is possible Gundersen Health System could place a movie screen in its parking
lot as an Accessory Use and told commission members she sees more examples of that occurring
in the future as a temporary use.

Jeff noted it only would be permitted in the A-1 District.

Paul asked Amanda if the city is able to reject an adult-oriented entertainment business, which is
listed under “Specific Arts, Entertainment or Recreation Uses.”

Amanda said no and said, “This is how we say ‘no.
Reviewed 7/23/19 by Katie Aspenson
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Paul noted the city has said ‘no’ to such establishments in the past and said, “To me, it’s
blatantly obvious there is probably nowhere it can go in the City of Onalaska, given those
dimensions.”

Steven addressed “Brewery, Winery or Distillery” listed under “Specific Industrial Uses,” noting
that there are individuals who find the smell of hops offensive and asking if odors can be
addressed in the standards.

Katie said it is more associated with the disposal of hops and the frequency in which it occurs.
Katie referred to a brewpub that used to operate within the city and told Steven there were rules
addressing how often the spent grains needed to be disposed of so the odor does not linger.
Katie told Steven they could be standards.

C. Potential Rezoning Areas on Zoning Map

Jeff noted commission members had received an 11-by-17 map and said he believes the only
change pertains to an area potentially being rezoned from R-160 to R-1.

Skip referred to three lots zoned Commercial located at the corner of 11™ Avenue and Wilson
Street and noted these lots were developed as Residential and thus should be zoned Residential.

Katie said city staff will be examining the entire map.

Jeff said the general goals being utilized to update the Zoning Map include attempting to achieve
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map; to achieve consistency with
the Downtown Redevelopment Study and the State Road 16 Redevelopment Study; and to
restructure the zoning districts. Jeff said he and Rita are proposing the following:

e Mixed Use: The new Community Mixed Use District should be applied to the
downtown core area, the State Road 16 area across from Valley View Mall, and east of
the Gundersen Health System medical campus. Community Mixed Use would not allow
lower-density housing.

Jarrod noted the Gundersen Health System is labeled R-1 zoning.

Katie told Jarrod there was a portion of the Gundersen site that was intended to be residential;
specifically, senior housing.

Jeff said he does not believe that location should be labeled R-1.

Katie said the area east of Gundersen includes single-family residential housing, EO Johnson, the
Reviewed 7/23/19 by Katie Aspenson
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Coulee Region Humane Society, and Springbrook Assisted Living.

e Neighborhood Mixed Use: This would be applied to smaller areas, including 2™
Avenue/State Trunk Highway 35 north of Quincy Street; Sand Lake Road north of Main
Street; Main Street west of U.S. Highway 53; and Sand Lake Road north of U.S.
Highway 53. Neighborhood Mixed Use would allow all housing types.

Jarrod asked if Neighborhood Mixed Use is more restrictive than Commercial Mixed Use.
Katie and Jeff said it is.

Jeff asked if the Altra Federal Credit Union site, which is shown as Mixed Use, and he asked if it
should be rezoned to Mixed Use, or if it should be zoned B-2.

Paul said he believes it should be zoned B-2, and he asked if it is a business use.

Katie told Paul that Altra owns a sizeable portion of vacant land and said the intended future use
for the land has not yet been revealed. Currently there is a path for employees to utilize, and
Katie said possible uses that have been discussed include selling part of the land for residential
use or another use, and keeping it for future expansion.

Paul said he does not want Altra to be prevented from expanding, if it chooses to do so.

Katie said it is the city’s intent to notify everyone so that Altra’s representatives may provide
feedback.

Craig said he would let Altra’s future plans drive how the city zones the property, adding he sees
no reason to opening up the site to Neighborhood Mixed Use if Altra’s representatives do not
have an opinion regarding future development on the site.

Jeff pointed to an area on the map that is currently zoned Agricultural, noted it is guided toward
a Mixed Use area in the Comprehensive Plan, and asked if now is an appropriate time to rezone
it Mixed Use.

Paul told commission members he is speaking as representative to the owner when he says he
and the owner would prefer to see this area retain its Agricultural zoning status for the time
being. Paul said he and the owner see it as an expansion in the future of whatever occurs on the
Mayo Health System property.

Craig said he agrees with Paul.

Jeff said the area in question could be rezoned Medical Campus District in the future.
Reviewed 7/23/19 by Katie Aspenson
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Katie noted this area includes land owned by the City of Onalaska and the Onalaska School
District, and she said staff will have to work on this area separately.

Jarrod noted the property Mayo Health System owns is the final large piece of developable
property within the city limits, and he said he believes it should be left “as low as possible” to
force it to come in with a plan. Doing so will allow the city to develop a division of that plan for
the final sizeable piece of property.

Katie noted the Future Land Use Map designated the land currently owned by Mayo as Medical
Campus District, and she said the intent is that people will rezone into that district because a plan
must be provided. Katie said she is unsure if the city should force the Medical Campus District
if Mayo does not have a plan in the books as the city has very specific requirements as to what
must be done.

Paul said based on what he has heard, it is “highly questionable” as to whether Mayo ever
develops anything on that site. Paul said he believes that area is “wide open” to virtually any use
the city might permit. Paul also said he believes zoning both parcels A-1 gives the city the best
opportunity when someone comes forward with a proposal.

Craig said he believes the city should keep this area available for someone who comes forward
with a development plan.

Paul referred to land owned by Mississippi Valley Conservancy and asked if it is appropriate to
leave it zoned R-1. Paul said he believes it should be zoned P-1.

Jeff next addressed Business zoning and said the number of business districts would expand from
two to three. They would reflect neighborhood, regional, and community scales in terms of
market range, size of the district (space-wise or area-wise), and size of the buildings and
businesses. There would be regional business areas, community business areas, and
neighborhood business areas. Jeff said the goal is to focus on zoning business areas rather than
individual properties. Transitional Commercial (T-C) zoning is being eliminated, and Jeff said
those properties could be rezoned B-1. The new B-3 District would be for the regional
mall/State Road 16 corridor, and also Menards. The B-2 areas and corridors would be 2™
Avenue/STH 35, Oak Forest Drive, and some areas along East Main Street. An area zoned B-1
would include East Main Street that are close to downtown. Jeff noted the Comprehensive Plan
shows Mixed Use zoning along Main Street, and he asked commission members if they believe it
is appropriate to start identifying mixed use areas along Main Street.

Craig said he believes there eventually needs to be a discussion regarding Main Street and Sand
Lake Road/12™ Avenue South. Craig said he does not know where to begin such a discussion
and stated, “No matter what you do, there is going to be a fair amount of pushback. But I think

Reviewed 7/23/19 by Katie Aspenson



461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480
481
482
483
484
485
486
487
488
489
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502

Special Plan Commission
of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, July 16, 2019

12

unless we’re willing to look at that and what can and can’t be done with that, | think we’re being
shortsighted.”

Jeff noted Sand Lake Road had been identified as a study area in the Comprehensive Plan and
said he does not believe a plan for Sand Lake Road has been completed. Jeff pointed out an area
he said HKGi believes should be Neighborhood Mixed Use, and another area that perhaps should
be zoned Residential — possibly R-3.

Katie said the area to which Jeff had referred is south of Quincy Street and north of Well Street.

Mayor Chilsen said the owner of Center 90 is making a substantial financial investment in the
facility.

Ald. T. Smith asked Craig to expand on his thoughts.

Craig said he is not sure it is wise to make it overly restrictive at this time as he is concerned
about that. Craig further stated, “It’s a corridor that certainly has significance in the future for
development. 1 don’t know what that means exactly, but I think it’s certainly right for
development — especially in some areas. And | think we need to leave that as flexible as
possible, however we choose to do that. | don’t have a quick and easy answer for you, but that’s
kind of my gut feel.”

Amanda asked Craig if he would prefer Neighborhood Mixed Use in the proposed R-3 District.

Craig said, “I would go more that direction than R-3. | think we have to leave that door open; |
think it’s the smart thing to do. Not that it has to happen, but it allows it to happen should that
develop.”

Jeff said HKGi is proposing areas that could change and “it doesn’t have to include all this, by
any means. It should just include what is appropriate at this time.”

Craig said he believes an R-3 designation limits the city “in the not-too-distant future,” adding,
“I’m not sure it’s smart to do that.”

Steven said he agrees and stated, “It reinforces why the definition of the permitted, with
standards is important, too, because Neighborhood Mixed Use is something new.” Steven said
he believes R-1, R-2, Neighborhood Mixed Use, and the Environmental/Agricultural areas are
the most crucial regarding how the city defines permitted use, with standards.

Paul noted there is an area zoned B-1 near the end of Green Coulee that still is vacant and said he
has a difficult time seeing any type of Commercial use at that location.
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Craig said B-1 zoning would exacerbate any issues that already exist in Green Coulee.

Jeff next addressed Industrial and told commission members the State Road 16 regional business
area would be rezoned B-3 from M-1. The number of industrial districts would be reduced from
three to two (Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial). The majority of the city’s Industrial zoning
would be I-1 (Light Industrial), with only two areas being zoned I-2 (Heavy Industrial). Jeff
addressed Residential and told commission members existing manufactured mobile home parks,
none of which are currently zoned R-MMH, would be rezoned to that district. Jeff also said
HKGi is proposing that R-160 be rezoned to R-1 and approved as a Planned Unit Development.

Amanda said the reason to do what HKGi is suggesting with rezoning R-160 to R-1 and
approved as a PUD is someone had raised a concern at a past meeting about making those
structures nonconforming uses. Amanda said a PUD would allow someone to remodel or rebuild
under his/her existing R-160 standards.

Jeff said HKGi is suggesting establishing an R-3 District in the downtown area as part of the
Downtown Redevelopment Study. Jeff said HKGi has identified the area along 3" Avenue, the
area north of the downtown district along STH 35, and the Sand Lake Road area as R-3 zones.

Katie said city staff will examine potential areas within the city where R-3 zoning could exist in
terms of redevelopment opportunities. However, Katie also cited the land owned by Mayo as an
example of possibly remaining zoned R-2. Katie said individuals could come in and propose
rezoning parcels from R-2 to R-3 based on where they believe the market is viable for R-3
zoning. Staff then would consider those proposals on a case-by-case basis. Katie said, “We can
try to be prescriptive. But on the same token, I don’t necessarily want to paint people’s property
R-3 based on our opinion because we’re not developers. We’re not the ones who are taking out
the loans and making that. The R-3 District may not be very extensive for the sole purpose that
we now have a district that allows for this type of housing that may be more palatable for a
neighborhood on a case-by-case basis. You might not see a lot of R-3 in general, but it would be
that way for a reason.”

Jeff addressed R-4 zoning and said HKGi has identified the waterfront area as R-4.
D. Lot & Size Dimensional Standards Tables

Rita said she and Jeff had performed an analysis to determine how many lots were conforming to
the city’s current standards. Rita referred to a map on display for commission members and
pointed out the R-1 District. Areas colored green are the lots that conform with the city’s current
standards. Lots colored orange and red are lots that are 80 to 100 percent, or less than 80
percent. Rita pointed out that most of the lots in the R-1 Districts are in conformance. Rita next
showed commission members a map of the R-2 District and noted there are several more lots that
are coming in as nonconforming. Rita noted the city has larger lot size standards for the R-2
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District (7,700 square feet) than the R-1 District (7,200 square feet). Rita noted a majority of the
lots currently zoned R-2 (nearly 3,000) are in conformance. Approximately 200 lots are between
7,200 and 7,700; approximately 100 are just slightly less than that; and approximately 400 are
what Rita described as being “small.”

Rita next showed commission members a table showing lot dimensions and explained that what
HKGi qualifies as lot dimensions are lot area and lot width. Rita pointed out the first column
shows the city’s existing standards, and HKGi also has listed proposed standards. Rita said she
does not believe there is a reason to change R-1, and she pointed out the use type column on the
table that separates the actual single-family dwellings from other permitted or permitted, with
standards uses. Rita said city staff will discuss whether 10,000 is an appropriate number, and she
pointed out that while the code currently states the minimum lot size in R-1 is 7,200 square feet,
it does not differentiate between uses and use types very well. Rita said she wishes to focus on
the R-2 District, or “Low-Medium Density Residential District.” Rita noted the use types
include single family, two family/duplex, zero lot line, and twindos, and she said the code
currently states 7,700 square feet for everything. Rita said the zero lot line is not described in
detail, and she said she and Jeff are suggesting reducing the 7,700-square foot minimum,
especially given the fact 7,200 square feet is the minimum for R-1. Rita said it is her
understanding the R-2 District “basically covered everybody,” and she told commission
members that having use types makes it easier to differentiate between the different uses. Two-
family structures still are at 7,700 square feet.

Jarrod said someone would be zoned into a single-family situation if a platted subdivision is
zoned R-2 and measures 6,500 square feet because the lot size would dictate that no one could
construct an R-2 structure.

Paul said a developer would utilize the R-2 zoning if the goal was maximum density and small,
single-family units.

Katie said reducing the single-family dwelling means more residences that are currently
conforming would become nonconforming because they don’t meet city standards. Katie said,
“We’re increasing conformity for existing by dropping that number.”

Rita asked commission members if they believe reducing the 7,700-square foot minimum for R-2
IS a positive or a negative.

Paul said if the purpose of R-2 is to encourage smaller single-family lots, what HKGi is
proposing is a positive thing. However, Paul also said, “That’s not the way it’s been used in the
past. That’s why there was the R-160 at one point in one subdivision: to allow for narrower
lots.”

Rita told Paul that is where the Plan Commission must provide the direction and said, “From the
Reviewed 7/23/19 by Katie Aspenson
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outside coming in, it would seem like you use the R-1 for the certain size to get to the R-2 to
have smaller lots and smaller density, and you’re thoughtful about where it gets rezoned. And
then you are going for smaller lots and different types of neighborhoods than you were. But
that’s what this discussion is about.”

Paul said he is confused as to whether that is the city’s purpose.

Steven said he approves what he has seen because “it takes into consideration the changes in the
Residential zoning. ... I’m seeing flexibility being put into this. If | am a family that is going to
move into Onalaska out of choice or financial means and I really need a smaller lot, this gives
me the opportunity to do that. | don’t see why this is a bad thing.”

Jeff told commission members 6,500 square feet “is not a magic number.”

Paul addressed lot size and said he is not sure the city needs one at all, noting there already is a
width as well as front yard, rear yard and side yard setbacks. Paul said the size of a house
dictates the lot size that is needed because all the setbacks and the width requirement must be
met. Paul further stated he has never found lot size to be a limiting factor as “all those other
things control size. And the lot size restriction itself becomes kind of a moot point.” Paul used
as examples 6,500 square feet and 60-feet minimums and said it would dictate a minimum depth
of 105 feet. This total would be reduced to 50 feet when the rear yard (30 feet) and front yard
(25 feet) setbacks are subtracted. Paul said the garage likely would be “pushed out in front
some” and, “As a practical matter, you’re virtually never going to be under 6,500. And if the
house is small enough that you could be on an odd parcel here and there, what’s wrong with
that? It’s just never been a meaningful restriction, in my experience.”

Katie said there traditionally have been vacant lots in the city that are not developable because
they do not have the overall lot area. Katie said they either were split off at one point and told
commission members they will be discussing that as part of irregularities in terms of lots that do
not meet city standards. Katie also noted the impact of the lot area is there is vacant land without
homes on it.

Paul asked why the city would not want homes on the scattered parcels as long as they meet the
front, side and rear-yard setbacks.

Jarrod said he believes there are instances where building setbacks override everything. Jarrod
cited the example of a lot next to his mother’s house that has an abandoned, dilapidated house on
it, and he noted the lot is 50 feet wide. Jarrod said the lot will be almost unbuildable once the
house is razed.

Paul said he believes there always will be individuals who look at a situation such as the one
Jarrod had described and believe they can construct on it. Paul added, “Those lots should be
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useable.” Paul said that while he is not opposed to having the minimum lot areas, he also
believes there are few cases where that comes into play. Rather, the widths and the setbacks
come into play.

Rita addressed setbacks and told commission members what is before them is what is followed
today for R-1 and R-2. The city currently has 25-foot street yard setbacks, a minimum of 25 feet
and a maximum of 40 feet, with cul-de-sacs being the exception. Rear yard setbacks are 30 feet,
and side yard setbacks have a minimum of 6 feet. There is a 10-foot side yard setback when
there is a two-family structure. Zero lot line and twindos have zero feet on the interior lot line,
and 10 feet on the exterior lot line. The building width is 20 feet, and 35 feet is the maximum
height. There also is a street yard averaging provision that allows the city to average the street
yard setback. Rita said the city could make adjustments if it chooses to be supportive of the
smaller lots. However, no adjustments have been made at this time.

Paul noted the city has a building width minimum in its code.

Katie said it is for mobile home purposes.

Rita asked commission members if 20 feet is a number that concerns them.

Paul said he is not sure why it is even there and noted it does not apply in the R-1 District.

Rita said it applies, but the city does not have houses that do not qualify.

Katie said everyone “checks that box” of 20 feet.

Paul asked if 20 feet applies both in R-1 and R-2.

Katie said 20 feet is the current minimum width for a house.

Paul said he does not believe it will be an issue to leave it as is.

Rita noted there is a substandard lot section and said activity may occur on it as long as there are
certain requirements. This will be put into the code, and it refers to lots that were created prior to
1969. However, certain setbacks still must be met. Rita next addressed irregular lots and said it
is her understanding after speaking with Katie and Amanda that the city has a practice that
allows the averaging of side yard or rear yard setbacks. This means if the lot is not rectangular in
shape, the setbacks may be averaged so that they may be shorter on one side and longer on the
other. Rita said there had been a discussion regarding the city memorializing this in the code as
it is only practiced at the present time. Rita said work will begin on creating a definition, noting
it is important to define what an irregular lot is so it is not something everyone can do. Rita

recommended that whatever definition is created state city staff determines if a lot is irregular,
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and which factors will be utilized to determine it. Rita said someone who disagrees with staff’s
decision may state his/her case before the Board of Zoning Appeals. Rita noted a majority of the
lots in question are historical lots.

Craig asked Amanda if the city would face legal jeopardy for rendering an arbitrary decision.

Amanda said the city would utilize uniform factors and told Craig there might be *“a strange,
historical reason” the city cannot capture in those factors that it would allow Katie to factor into
her decision. Amanda said there would be clear factors for staff to review.

Skip believes it is necessary, noting the lot on which he lives should not be an irregular lot. Skip
pointed out the lot lines along that street are not perpendicular to the street, and he also noted the
rear corner of his neighbor’s garage is located on his land because developers create layouts
perpendicular to the street. Skip said he does not believe those lines should be considered
irregular lots.

Katie noted city staff has been utilizing a set of factors for years and said the intent is to put that
set of factors in the code.

Paul said he believes the city can continue utilizing its current practice, “and if it gets
memorialized a little bit in the code, that’s great. But | think staff has been doing a good job of
it.1’

Rita next addressed R-3 and R-4 and said she is asking for the Plan Commission’s assistance on
understanding the differences between R-3 and R-4. Rita noted some portions of the R-3 District
could be applied before there is a project and said, “There may be some existing residences that
are in that district, and we want to allow those. We’re not going to have new single-family
residences in the R-3.” Rita noted R-3 is two families, zero lot line, attached townhouses, and
rowhouses. Rita said R-4 is townhouses, rowhouses, and apartments.

Jeff said there had been a discussion about removing single family, two family, and zero lot line
from R-3.

Rita said R-3 would consist of attached townhouses, and also possibly small apartments, and she
posed the following questions:

e How many townhouses or rowhouses should be in a particular unit?

e How many units should be in a particular apartment building?

e Could a small apartment building be allowed in R-3? And if so, what determines if
something is small?

Rita asked for feedback regarding density.
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Katie said R-4 zoning in the current code has different standards that go based on green space,
and the city to a degree already regulates four-, six-, and eight-plexes as “different.” Anything
larger than that could jump to a 66-unit apartment complex, and Katie said the intent with the R-
3 District is to ask a developer if an eight-plex will be eight stories tall, or will it be two stories
tall with four units on each floor. Katie said the intent of R-3 is to examine scale.

Craig asked if some of R-4 will shift more toward R-3, and vice-versa.

Katie said it potentially could happen based on what the city currently has. Katie noted there are
smaller sites upon which there are four- and five-row townhomes, and they are zoned R-4 and
located next to a 100-unit apartment complex, which also is zoned R-4. Katie said the intent is to
divide up R-4 and make it more tangible. Katie said examining redevelopment is the other
intent, pointing out R-1 and R-2 zoning typically is found in the center of the city, which is the
older part of Onalaska, and where redevelopment is desired. Katie asked how many units would
the city be comfortable with, and she said if R-4 is defined as eight units or less, a developer may
break up a development however he/she chooses, meaning apartments or rowhouses, for
example. Katie said properties neighboring such developments will know the density when a
developer attempts to rezone.

Craig said he is thinking of R-3 and some of the potential areas where it could be applied. Craig
told Katie he tends to gravitate toward a two-story structure, and he suggested perhaps that
means eight apartments in two stories. Craig said he thinks of four units when he thinks about
townhomes.

Jarrod told commission members he envisions eight units and said green space also would be a
driving factor. Jarrod also said it would be possible to create two lots and construct two eight-
plexes side-by-side with 20 feet between them. Jarrod said there still would be an opportunity to
do more.

Rita said building height for R-3 would be 35 feet maximum, and 45 feet maximum for R-4.
Rita said 45 feet has been the city’s maximum, but she noted that is to peak instead of to
midpoint. Rita asked if there is any interest in modifying that, noting 45 feet has concerned
individuals.

Paul said 45 feet can limit a structure to three stories, but a structure could be four stories if it has
a flat roof.

Craig said he prefers to either stay with peak or eliminate it, and he asked Paul if five feet makes
a difference.

Paul told Craig a competent architect “could squeeze more or less,” and he asked how many
Reviewed 7/23/19 by Katie Aspenson



755
756
757
758
759
760
761
762
763
764
765
766
767
768
769
770
771
772
773
774
775
776
777
778
779
780
781
782
783
784
785
786
787
788
789
790
791
792
793
794
795
796

Special Plan Commission
of the City of Onalaska
Tuesday, July 16, 2019

19

stories should be allowed in the R-4 District. Paul noted it will be possible to construct a three-
story structure in the R-3 District, and he asked if R-4 should be limited to four stories. Paul also
stated he believes there needs to be a foot maximum and said he is looking at stories and
proceeding from there.

Katie referred to the senior living facility that was constructed near Festival Foods and said the
developers had applied for an amendment to allow them to go up from 45 feet. Katie said 45 feet
was for a flat roof, and she noted the developer had three or four options that showed pitched
roofs and higher roofs. This increased the height and made the structure look more residential in
nature. Katie noted the developers’ request was denied and said, “In theory, if you would have
wanted a more residential character, allowing that extra height may be looking at the midpoint of
the roofline instead of just saying 45 feet, no issue. We have seen this come forward, and it’s a
common thing with Abbey Road and the Great River Residences. This is a common theme that
developers are coming in and asking for flexibility. It’s because it’s the peak height. Maybe if
we looked more at the midpoint of the roof, we’d have some additional flexibility.”

Craig told Katie he is not interested in going six stories, and he asked what is a fair midpoint the
city can call out that allows that to occur.

Paul said he believes there is a trend in nicer apartments to utilize higher ceiling heights. This
action increases the maximum height, and Paul said there are instances in which an apartment
complex could be limited to three stories. Paul also said that while it appears there is no
sentiment to allow more than four stories, 45 feet is not enough to accommodate design
flexibility in four stories.

Amanda asked Paul if he would have a stories limit, perhaps allowing 55 feet and four stories.
Jeff suggested allowing whichever is greater.
Craig suggested having the 45 feet at a midpoint.

Rita told commission members HKGi works with cities that utilize midpoint, and some cities
have three stories or 45 feet.

Craig said he recommends allowing four-story structures in R-4 and, “I think we need to look at
whatever we use for a definition. If it’s midpoint, that’s fine and we do that in all categories.”

Skip said he is hearing commission members discussing what they believe will fit in the present
and not looking toward the future. Skip said the commission needs to look at how high they
believe structures will be in 50 years, and he told commission members that when he was a child
no structures in the City of La Crosse were larger than two stories — perhaps some with a peak on
top and an attic for another story. Skip noted there currently are a number of large apartment
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buildings that have multiple stories, and he pointed out this has occurred approximately over the
last 50 years. Skip said, “We need to look at not only what is good today and what looks
beautiful today in our city, but what we want the future to look like. Do we want to restrict it so
that there are apartment buildings in La Crosse and there are apartment buildings in Holmen, and
we have this old, flat-looking in Onalaska? Don’t just limit yourself to what looks good today.
Think about what we might need in the future as well. 1 think that maybe six stories, with an
architectural building of another 20 feet on top of that. [Perhaps] you need 11 feet for a story if
you have nine-foot ceilings. It’s things like this you have to take into consideration. I’m not
recommending any particular level. I’'m saying, think.”

Mayor Chilsen said the city would need to purchase new fire apparatus if structures exceed four
stories, and he noted it would be costly to do so. Mayor Chilsen said, “We certainly don’t want
to do it for one building.”

Katie noted 100-foot buildings are allowed in the Industrial District and pointed out multifamily
structures are limited to 45 feet.

Paul said it depends, to an extent, where the apartments were constructed and stated he believes
there are locations where 80- to 100-foot structures would be out of place. Paul said, “If we’re
looking at getting higher density in our downtown area, more than four stories would maybe not
be inappropriate there. That gets into a whole different thing if we start setting different
standards for different locations.”

Steven noted the proposed R-3 Districts and one of the R-4 Districts are located along the river,
and he said, “When it comes to height standards there, 1’d be looking at effect. | don’t care what
the height is as long as we’re not overly restricting the view of the river. That’s my number one
concern along there, because that is part of who Onalaska is. We sell ourselves as that with
tourism. | don’t know what that would be; I’d leave that up to the engineers. | know that was a
lot of the conversation with the more recent development down in that R-4 area: What will
restrict and what won’t restrict these views? Does that mean there will be different restrictions
on an R-4 there versus an R-4 out on the east side? Then probably, yes, there would be different
heights that would be allowed.”

Rita noted there currently is a green space requirement in the R-4 District. It is 35 percent for
four-plexes, 40 percent for six-plexes, and 45 percent for eight-plexes. Rita said this has been a
source of concern for developers because they believe a majority of their lot is devoted to green
space. Rita noted the city does not use green space in its PUDs, but rather common open space.
The apartment complexes that are bigger than five acres may take advantage of the PUD, and
they only need 15 percent of open space. That does not include setbacks, but it includes all the
other green space. Rita suggested having only one term and not two.

Steven inquired about the impact of runoff if they were decreased.
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Jarrod said that is partially held accountable through the Stormwater Code, and he told Steven
the City Engineer may dictate there must be onsite storage or accommodate runoff if the
stormwater facilities cannot handle it. Jarrod said that while some green space will be required,
he believes 45 percent is a significant amount of land and that amount is not needed for
stormwater retention.

Amanda said it is her understanding the city does not dictate what is done with the 45 percent —
only that it be green space. Amanda said it is possible for that space to simply be mowed, and
installing a playground or beautifying that space is not required.

Craig noted he had strong feelings regarding accessory structures and the amount of square
footage they may consume on an existing property. Craig said he believes the direction the city
is heading in is appropriate and told commission members he believes they must be conscious of
this. Craig also said he agrees that 45 percent seems like a significant amount of space to be
devoted to green space on a major development. Craig suggested reducing that amount “at least
modestly” on the three mentioned on the screen, and he also said he does not favor going down
to 15 percent.

Steven said there might be different standards for a different R-4 and told commission members
perhaps 45 percent of green space might be ideal along the river. By comparison, perhaps it is
not as important for the larger R-4 area in the east.

Paul questioned the 35, 40 and 45 percent green space requirements and said it does not make
sense to him that the city would have a different percentage for different building sizes. Paul
noted the land required gets bigger as the size of buildings increases, also noting the 35 percent
gets bigger and stating, “We’re already compensating for that. | would think that one number is
sufficient for all sites. | do see the benefit in areas along the river where it would be nice to have
more, but I’m not sure we’re really complicating the situation. Are we going to create a 4-D for
downtown? Or an R4R that will have different standards than R-4? We’re trying to simplify.”

Steven said that while there is no doubt complications would arise, he is not sure that would be a
bad thing. Steven described the river area as being a sensitive area for the entire community, and
he said he believes the large green space would improve the visual, and it probably would create
a better visual of the river. Steven said he is not sure it would be bad to have more complexity to
ensure the river views are managed properly.

Jarrod told Steven he sees it from the opposite side, noting the 45 percent green space is
unnecessary if someone is within two blocks of Dash-Park and the waterfront as the goal is to get
someone to walk to those facilities and utilize the green space rather than on the developable site.

Paul said if he were to develop an apartment building along the river, he would want to put all
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his green space along the river where his tenants would receive primary benefit for it, “and then
it doesn’t do any good for the public, anyway.”

Craig asked if there is a percentage city staff believes has been requested in several instances, or
a percentage that seems logical.

Katie referred to the Downtown PUD and said anyone who wishes to create a development and
has more than a quarter acre may propose to do none due to the close proximity of Dash-Park.
Katie said staff has allowed greater flexibility only in the downtown district if a developer
chooses to apply the overlay district. Katie said, “If we’re looking at doing additional standards,
maybe it’s not in our base code lot side dimensions. Maybe it belongs in the overlay district and
we can play with that.”

Rita showed commission members a slide showing lot and site dimensions for the city’s other
districts, and she said she and Jeff are not proposing any changes. Rita said Mixed Use was not
included because she and Jeff will be coming up with some differentiation between Residential
and Non-Residential.

Craig asked if having the table serves a purpose.
Rita said she believes it clearly tells people they do not have something.

Rita showed commission members site dimensions and noted there currently is no street yard
setback unless, due to the building material, the Building Code requires additional separation
between buildings. Rita noted she and Jeff had discovered when putting together the table that
45 feet is the maximum height in the Business Districts, and 100 feet is the maximum height in
the Industrial Districts. Rita asked if 45 feet works in the Business Districts, and she also asked
if the commission wishes to have the 100-foot maximum in the Industrial Districts.

Paul asked what the tallest building in the city currently is.

Jarrod said it likely is Gundersen Health System. Jarrod also noted individuals who develop
four- and five-story hotels typically wish to stack them.

Amanda noted hotels would be in the B-3 District.

Rita showed commission members a slide of the topics that will be discussed at the next meeting,
including revisiting the Specific Use and District Standards, as needed, discussing topics that
have not yet been addressed, and asking the Plan Commission for direction on the areas for
which she and Jeff have questions. Rita said the next Special Plan Commission meeting will be
at 2 p.m. on Thursday, August 29.
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Katie said the Plan Commission likely will address parking, home occupations, and daycares at
its regular August meeting, which is Tuesday, August 27.

Adjournment

Motion by Craig, second by Skip, to adjourn at 4:17 p.m.

On voice vote, motion carried.

Recorded by:

Kirk Bey

Reviewed 7/23/19 by Katie Aspenson



