CITY OF MARSHFIELD

MEETING NOTICE

PLAN COMMISSION
CITY OF MARSHFIELD, WISCONSIN
TUESDAY, April 15, 2014
Council Chambers Lower Level, City Hall Plaza
7:00 p.m. or
Immediately Following the Reorganization of the Common Council Meeting

Call to Order. — Chairman Meyer.
Roll Call. — Secretary Knoeck.
Approval of Minutes. — March 18, 2014 Meeting

Rezoning request by PCO Real Estate Investment Company to change the zoning from “LI” Light
Industrial to "CMU” Community Mixed Use District, located at 2505-2515 West Veterans Parkway.
Presenter: Josh Miller — Planner/Zoning Administrator

Public Hearing Required

Conditional Use Request by PCO Real Estate Investment Company for an exception to the hard
surfacing requirements for off-street parking and traffic circulation areas, located at 2505-2515 West
Veterans Parkway, currently zoned “LI"” Light Industrial District, proposed to be rezoned to “CMU”
Community Mixed Use District.

Presenter: Josh Miller — Planner/Zoning Administrator

Public Hearing Required

Conditional Use Request by Wood County to install a 156 foot Communication Tower and Antenna,
exceeding the 150 foot maximum height, and allow a 288 square foot equipment shelter, located on the
parcel west of 1600 North Chestnut Avenue (parcel 33-03211AF), zoned “CMU” Community Mixed Use
Commercial District.

Presenter: Josh Miller — Planner/Zoning Administrator

Public Hearing Required

Conditional Use Request by Prairie Run Group to construct two — 4 unit townhouse style multiplex
buildings as part of a group development, including an exception to the parking lot design standards, in
the designated commercial area within the Prairie Run “"PUD” Planned Unit Development, zoned “PD”
Planned Development, located on the property just west of the Prairie Drive and Wildflower Drive
intersection (parcel 33-OMMQ72).

Presenter: Josh Miller — Planner/Zoning Administrator

Public Hearing Required

Municipal Code Amendment Request by the City of Marshfield to amend Section 18-158 and 18-159 the
City of Marshfield Municipal Code to increase the distance to which parties-of-interest are mailed a
notice of a public hearing, define who can request a zoning amendment, and to specify when a map is
needed in the notice.

Jason Angell, Director of Planning and Economic Development

Public Hearing Required
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9. Municipal Code Amendment Request by the City of Marshfield to amend Section 18-159 and 18-160 of
the City of Marshfield Municipal Code to clarify the language for majority vote of the Common Council
for a zoning amendment in the circumstance that there is protest petition or adverse recommendation
by the Plan Commission.

Jason Angell, Director of Planning and Economic Development
Public Hearing Required

10. Municipal Code Amendment Request by the City of Marshfield to amend Section 18-26 through 18-32,
18-54, and 18-65 of the City of Marshfield Municipal Code, pertaining to Onsite Ancillary Uses. The
amendment is being proposed to permit and define onsite ancillary uses for nonresidential and
multifamily uses in the “"SR-2, SR-3, SR-4, SR-6, TR-6, MR-12, and MR-24" residential zoning districts.
Presenter: Josh Miller — Planner/Zoning Administrator
Public Hearing Required

11. Alternative Sign Request by Karen Mueller of Mueller Investment Properties, LLC., for a wall mounted
sign with an exception to extend above the roofline and be mounted on the parapet on top of the roof,
located at 601 South Central Avenue, zoned “"DMU"” Downtown Mixed Us District.

Presenter: Josh Miller — Planner/Zoning Administrator

12. Appointment of new Town of McMillan Joint Plan Commission Member.
13. Adjourn.

Posted this 10™ day of April, 2014 at 4:00 PM by Daniel G. Knoeck, Secretary, City Plan Commission

For additional information regarding items on the agenda, please contact Jason Angell, Director of Planning & Economic Development at
715.486.9139 or Josh Miller, Planner/Zoning Administrator at 715.486.2075.

NOTE

It /s possible that members of and possibly a quorum of other governmental bodies of the municipality may be in attendance at the above-stated meeting to
gather information; no action will be taken by any governmental body at the above-stated meeting other than the governmental body specifically referred to
above in this notice.

Upon reasonable notice, efforts will be made to accommodate the needs of disabled individuals through appropriate aids and services. For additional
Information or to request this service, contact Mary Anderson, Public Works Department at 630 South Central Avenue or by calling (715) 387-8424.




CITY PLAN COMMISSION
MARSHFIELD, WISCONSIN
MINUTES OF MARCH 18, 2014

Meeting called to order by Chairman Meyer at 7:00 PM in the Council Chambers of City Hall
Plaza.

PRESENT: Mayor Meyer; Dan Knoeck, Ken Wood, John Beck; Ed Wagner and Chris
Jockheck
ABSENT: None
ALSO PRESENT: Aldermen Earll, Feirer and Hendler; City Administrator Barg; Planning &
Economic Development Director Angell; Planner/Zoning Administrator
Miller; Planning Intern Schroeder; Fire Chief Haight; Jeff Gaier — Airport;
Library Director Belongia; Police Lieutenant Larson; Pat Stuhr, Michelle
Boernke, and Roxy Wetterau, UW Marshfield/ Wood County; Trent Minor,
Steve Kreuser, and Eric Engel, Wood County; Bill Penker; and others.

PC14-16 Motion by Wagner, second by Beck to recommend approval of the minutes of the
February 18, 2014 City Plan Commission meeting.
Motion Carried

PUBLIC HEARING — Rezoning request by Russ and Elliott Weiler to change the zoning from
“TR-6” Two Family Residential District to “MR-12" Multi-Family Residential District, located
North of East Emerald Street, between North Hume Avenue and North Anton Avenue right-of-
way.

COMMENTS: Chris Egger, 312 East 3™ Street, has a shared appreciation agreement with the
current owner of the property. The school has contacted them regarding a stadium and track.
They also have had contact with an apartment developer who is interested in 96 units on the
property. He feels that it is important to rezone the land at this time.

PC14-17 Motion by Wagner, second by Beck to recommend approval of the rezoning request
by Russ and Elliott Weiler to change the zoning from “TR-6" Two Family Residential District to
“MR-12” Multi-Family Residential District, located North of East Emerald Street, between
North Hume Avenue and North Anton Avenue right-of-way and direct staff to prepare an
ordinance for Common Council consideration.

Motion Carried

PUBLIC HEARING - Conditional Use Amendment request by the Villas at Marshfield on
behalf of University Foundation — UW-Marshfield/Wood County for the 24-unit student housing
complex to amend the site plan, with a larger building and an exception to the parking lot design
standards, located at 2313 West 5th Street, zoned “CD” Campus Development District.

COMMENTS: None
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PC14-18  Motion Beck, second by Wood to recommend approval of the Conditional Use
Amendment request by the Villas at Marshfield on behalf of University Foundation — UW-
Marshfield/Wood County for the 24-unit student housing complex to amend the site plan, with a
larger building and an exception to the parking lot design standards, located at 2313 West 5th
Street, zoned “CD” Campus Development District subject to the following conditions:

1. The 24 unit student housing complex, parking area and access drive may be constructed
as presented.

2. The Landscape Plan is approved as presented including the placement of a 6-foot privacy

fence along the Larch Avenue right-of-way (minimum 3 foot setback from the right-of-

way) to the south edge of the stormwater pond.

The landscaping must be installed prior to the certificate of occupancy being issued.

4. The Site Plan is approved as presented including any minor changes to the site plan and
the building may not be shifted more than 10 feet closer to the west, north, or east
property lines than presented.

5. The parking lot design is approved as presented including an exception to allow 13
adjacent parking stalls between landscaped islands along the south parking row aisle and
allow up to 103 parking stalls — exceeding the minimum required number of spaces by
more than 25%.

6. Sidewalks and other minor site improvements may be installed at a later date without the
need for an amendment to the Conditional Use Permit.

Motion Carried

[98)

PUBLIC HEARING - Conditional Use request by Wood County to install a 228 foot
Communication Tower and Antenna, exceeding the 150 foot maximum height, with an exception
to allow for a reduction to the required setback for the tower and allow a 288 square foot
equipment shelter, located on the parcel west of 1600 North Chestnut Avenue, zoned “CMU”
Community Mixed Use Commercial District.

COMMENTS: Jeff Gaier, Marshfield Airport Management, would like to go on record that
they are opposed to any obstruction that exceeds the established height limitation for the City of
Marshfield. The City has established a height limitation zone around the airport for the safe
transition of airport traffic into and out or the city. A height limitation zone is required by the
FAA and the State of Wisconsin for the city’s eligibility requirements for federal and state
funding for airport projects. In 2007, a compliance inspection for eligibility requirements did
find discrepancies that the airport has since addressed. The compliance inspector praised the City
for a well-planned, updated GIS height limitation zone and the fact that the City did not grant
variances to allow obstructions into the zone. He disagrees with the FAA's recent assessment of
a non-hazard determination for the proposed tower. The FAA only has what is available on
paper to determine how it would affect the airports existing approaches. The FAA cannot
estimate the future impact that any obstruction may have on future approaches and certainly do
not anticipate the current or future uses at the airport. In 2013 the FAA informed the airport of 5
obstructions that would change the minimums of the approaches at the airport if not addressed.
Most of these were trees that were easily addressed. They also flagged two electric poles
adjacent to the airport which required the installation of a red light to mark the hazard, since the
poles could not be removed. They also flagged a tower south of the airport that the FAA had
previously determined as a non-hazard in the 1990’s but determined it as a hazard now. We
should also consider that the city has one of the best emergency medical helicopters in the state
whose



CITY PLAN COMMISSION
March 18, 2014
Page 3

helipad is in close proximity to the proposed tower. The helipad is not just used by Spirit
transport but by other helicopters throughout the state and Minnesota. Marshfield has a
beautifully maintained, modern airport. Protecting the airspace around the airport is a
responsibility that airport management takes very seriously.

Steve Krueser, Emergency Management Director at Wood County along with Eric Engel,
Communications Officer. The purpose of this tower is for emergency services, not just Wood
County, but both Wood County and the City. IN 2018, frequencies will be splitting which means
that ranges will be shorter than what it is now. The FAA takes everything under consideration,
the runways, the planes, the helicopters, etc. The map he distributed shows the flight paths and
the proposed tower location is right in the middle of the flight path. And looking at the
elevations, the water tower is currently at 1477 feet. St Joseph Hospital is at 1494 feet and they
are proposing to be at 1470 feet. Further north there are towers up to 1665 feet. Again, if you
look at the flight path the runways, according the FAA guideline, none of the paths are in line
with the runway. Part of the height requirement is not just for Wood County but also for the City
of Marshfield Police and Fire Departments. They do have areas in the north end of Marshfield
where they have a hard time with communication with portable radios.

PC14-19 Motion Wood, second by Jockheck to recommend approval of the Conditional Use
request by Wood County to install a 228 foot Communication Tower and Antenna, exceeding the
150 foot maximum height, with an exception to allow for a reduction to the required setback for
the tower and allow a 288 square foot equipment shelter, located on the parcel west of 1600
North Chestnut Avenue, zoned “CMU” Community Mixed Use Commercial District, subject to
the following conditions:

1. The Applicant must receive a variance for any height exception to the Height Limitation
Zoning Overlay district.

2. The Applicant must submit engineering documents of the structure showing that failure
characteristics of the structure will not adversely impact abutting property owned by
others.

3. The equipment shelter must be screened from residential uses with either a 6-foot solid
fence or vegetative screen.

4. The tower may exceed the 150 foot height limitation, allowing a 228 foot tall tower.

Exceptions to the setback requirements are allowed from the center of the tower at the

following proposed setbacks:

a. 133 foot setback to the east property line.
b. 395 foot setback to the north property line.
c. 185 foot setback from parcel number 33-03211AG

W

The Plan Commissions had many questions about the proposed tower, what other alternatives
were considered and how their action will mesh with the Zoning Board of Appeals consideration
coming up in April.

PC14-20 Motion by Beck, second by Jockheck to postpone action on Motion PC14-19 until
the April 12, 2014 meeting.
Motion Carried
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PC14-21 Motion by Beck, second by Wood to recommend approval of the request by Insite
Inc. to allow Verizon Wireless a three month extension, until May 31, 2014, for their temporary
shelter and antenna structure, located at 725 West Upham Street, zoned “SR-2” Single-Family
Residential District, subject to the following conditions:

e The antenna and equipment vehicle must be removed no later than May 31, 2014.
Motion Carried

Angell presented 4 items of possible ordinance change or policy amendments related to new
development for consideration by the Plan Commission. There was consensus that staff should
prepare a code amendment to bring back to the Plan Commission at a future meeting.

Barg provided a summary presentation of the proposed 2015 — 2019 CIP plan as prepared by the
CIP Administrative Committee.

PC14-22 Motion by Jockheck, second by Wood to recommend approval of the proposed 2015
— 2019 CIP plan as prepared by the CIP Administrative Committee, and refer to the Common
Council for consideration.

Motion Carried

Motion by Beck, second by Wagner that the meeting be adjourned at 8:35 PM.
Motion Carried

'—b%mj /él/ %wﬁ.

Daniel G. Knoeck, Secretary
CITY PLAN COMMISSION
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Dan Knoeck


City of
Marshfield

Memorandum

TO: Plan Commission
FROM: Josh Miller, Planning/Zoning Administrator
DATE: April 15, 2014

RE: Rezoning request by PCO Real Estate Investment Company to
change the zoning from “LI” Light Industrial District to “CMU”
Community Mixed Use District, located at 2505-2515 West Veterans
Parkway.

Background

PCO Real Estate Investment Company is requesting to rezone one parcel
located at 2505-2515 West Veterans Parkway from “LI” Light Industrial District to
“‘CMU” Community Mixed Use District. The existing property is used for
warehousing, light industrial, and has some vacant office space. The Applicant
has an interested buyer that would use the property for the sale/repair of
recreational vehicle, office space, storage space, and to sell/storef/fill propane.
The current tenants (light manufacturing and warehousing) would remain and
would be considered grandfathered in for the use of their present space.

Analysis

Reviewing the 2007 City of Marshfield 20 year Comprehensive Plan, this area is
identified as General Commercial, which includes a wide variety of retail, lodging,
office uses. The proposed use of the property is in harmony of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Looking at the neighborhood context and the surrounding land uses this property
should be rezoned to Community Mixed Use. Both adjacent properties with
abutting side yards are zoned Commercial. The property to the north is currently
occupied by Prosthetics Plus, a company that makes prosthetic limbs for people
that have suffered an amputation. The property to the south is a vacant woodland
parcel. The property directly abutting the rear yard is zoned “TR-6" Two-Family
Residential. Residential properties normally do not directly adjoin industrial uses
but often transition from commercial uses. There are still types of commercial
uses that can be intense adjacent to residentially zoned properties, which are
usually solved by requiring specific landscape requirements. For instance, in-
vehicle sales and services such as fuel stations (propane) require an opacity of
0.5 between that type of use and residential used property. Currently, there is



adequate buffer between the subject property and the abutting uses.

The Community Mixed Use District will permit the Applicant/Owner to conduct in-
vehicle sales or service, vehicle sales/service/repair, and have office space by
right. The existing uses (light industrial and warehousing) would be
grandfathered in at their present location and would be considered legal
nonconforming. The limitation there is they would not be able to expand and if
the use or intended use is discontinued for a period of 12 months, the use would
no longer be allowed. The CMU district allows light industrial uses as a
conditional use if there would be a need to expand the light industrial component
for the existing tenant.

Plan Commission Options

The Plan Commission can make the following recommendations:
1. Approval of the request with any exceptions or conditions the Commission
feels are justifiable and applicable to the request.
2. Denial of the request with justification stated by the Plan Commission.
3. Table the request for further study.

Recommendation

APPROVE the rezoning request by PCO Real Estate Investment Company to
change the zoning from ‘LI’ Light Industrial District to ‘CMU’ Community Mixed
Use District, located at 2505-2515 West Veterans Parkway with the
understanding that the existing uses are allowed at their present use and area
and direct staff to prepare an ordinance for Common Council consideration.

Attachments

1. Application
2. Rezoning Report
3. Location Map

Concurrence:
Jason Angell Steve Barg

Planning and Economic Development Director City Administrator


Mary
Jason

Mary
Steve Barg





City of
Marshfield

Memorandum

TO:  Plan Commission
FROM: Josh Miller, Planner/Zoning Administrator
DATE:  April 15, 2014

RE: Conditional Use Request by PCO Real Estate Investment Company
for an exception to the hard surfacing requirements for off-street
parking and traffic circulation areas, located at 2505-2515 West
Veterans Parkway, currently zoned “LI” Light Industrial District,
proposed to be rezoned to “CMU” Community Mixed Use District.

Background

The PCO Real Estate Investment Company has an interested buyer for the
property, located at 2505-2515 West Veterans Parkway. The buyer is proposing
to use the property for the repair, service, and sale of recreational vehicles (RVs),
office space, storage space, and to sell/store/fill propane. Currently the property
is zoned “LI” Light Industrial and is used for light industrial uses including
warehousing and offices. Because the proposed principal use, vehicle
repair/sales, is not permitted in the LI district, the Applicant is also requesting to
rezone the property to “CMU” Community Mixed Use district. The change of
zoning is reviewed by the Plan Commission as a separate item.

According to the Zoning Code, a change in land use that triggers an increase in
parking requirements requires all additional required parking spaces and new
parking areas to be hard surfaced within one year of occupancy. The Applicant is
requesting an exception to this requirement.

Analysis

At its current state the property is required to have approximately 10 parking stall
(not including clinic assembly area). The buyer is proposing to convert 1,250
square feet of area into additional offices and 4,200 square feet into vehicle
repair, service, sales, and indoor display. The zoning code requires 1 parking
space per 350 square feet of area for each of these uses. This would require the
site to have a total of 22 parking stalls (not including the clinic assembly area). By
code this change in land use would require the 12 additional parking stalls to be
hard surfaced within one year of occupancy. Based on existing parking are, the
property currently has an estimated 23 parking stalls. Because the Applicant
does not have to extend the gravel parking area to accommodate the change in
land uses, the Applicant is requesting an exception to the hard surfacing



requirement.

The zoning code also requires any new or expanded parking areas or traffic
circulation areas to be paved. The buyer has possible future plans to replace the
pedestrian door located in the back of the building with a full size garage door to
be able to drive recreation vehicle out of the building. Currently, there is a small
gravel path between the back parking lot and the rear entrance of the building.
The Applicant would like to include in the approval of the conditional use that,
they may widen this path between the building and the back parking lot to
accommodate a recreation vehicle.

Conditional Use Decision Criteria of 18-161(6)(c):

(a) The Zoning Administrator shall review the complete application and
evaluate whether the proposed amendment:

1. Is in harmony with the recommendations of the Comprehensive
Plan.

Yes. The subject property is identified in the Comprehensive Plan
as General Commercial. Vehicle repair and sales are a commercial
land use and the existing storage spaces will not increase.

2. Will result in a substantial or undue adverse impact on nearby
property, the character of the neighborhood, environmental factors,
traffic factors, parking, public improvements, public property or
rights-of-way, or other matters affecting the public health, safety, or
general welfare, either as they now exist or as they may in the
future.

There are residentially zoned properties located in the rear of the
property, but there is large bufferyard and dense landscaping
between the adjacent residential properties and the parking area
and building.

3. Maintains the desired consistency of land uses, land use
intensities, and land use impacts as related to the environs of the
subject property.

The existing parking lot has been gravel for decades and will only
see a modest increase in use with the proposed rezoning. The
existing parking area hasn’t been problematic for the City at its
current use and it doesn’t appear that additional RV traffic will
change that.

4. The conditional use is located in an area that will be adequately
served by, and will not impose an undue burden on, any of the



improvements, facilities, utilities or services provided by public
agencies serving the subject property.

The property does not require any additional services.

5. The potential public benefits outweigh any and all potential adverse
impacts of the proposed conditional use, after taking into
consideration the applicant’s proposal and any requirements
recommended by the applicant to ameliorate such impacts.

There will be no adverse impact to the City.

Plan Commission Options

The Plan Commission can make the following recommendations:

1.

Approval of the request with any exceptions, conditions, or modifications
the Commission feels are justifiable and applicable to the request.

2. Denial of the request with justification stated by the Plan Commission.
3.

Table the request for further study.

Recommendation

APPROVE a conditional use request by PCO Real Estate Investment Company
for an exception to the hard surfacing requirements for off-street parking and
traffic circulation areas, located at 2505-2515 West Veterans Parkway, currently
zoned “LI” Light Industrial District, proposed to be rezoned to “CMU” Community
Mixed Use District with the following conditions:

1.

2.

An exception shall be granted to allow the proposed land use changes
without hard surfacing the additional required parking spaces.

An exception shall be granted to permit the expansion of the gravel path
between the rear of the building to the back parking lot.

Any expansion of the parking area except described in 2 above must be
hard surfaced.

The landscaping in the back, adjacent to residentially zoned properties,
may not be reduced to less than the standards for the required bufferyard.
The propane area and gravel path in the rear of the development must be
completed within 365 days of Common Council approval.

If any failure or washout situations occur regarding the gravel driveway,
staff may require a review of the Conditional Use Permit, or may require
improvements to be made to prevent future washouts from happening.

Attachments

1.
2.
3.

Application
Site Plan
Photo



Concurrence:

ALY

Jason Angell
Planning and Economic Development Director
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City of
Marshfield

Memorandum

TO:  Plan Commission
FROM: Josh Miller, Planner/Zoning Administrator
DATE:  April 15, 2014

RE: Conditional Use Request by Wood County to install a 156 foot
Communication Tower, exceeding the 150 foot maximum height and
allow a 288 square foot equipment shelter, located at 1600 North
Chestnut Avenue (parcel number 33-03211AF), zoned “CMU”
Community Mixed Use Commercial District.

Background

Last month the City Plan Commission tabled Wood Counties request to install a
228 foot communication tower with a 288 square foot equipment shelter, located
west of 1600 North Chestnut Avenue (parcel number 33-03211AF), zoned ‘CMU’
Community Mixed Use District. By postponing the conditional use by a month,
the request would have the opportunity to go the Airport Committee and the
Zoning Board of Appeals for a variance to the height. Prior to the these meetings
taking place, the Applicant rescinded their request for a 228 foot tower and
decided to propose a tower that would not encroach into the Height Limitation
Zone Overlay (HLZO) district. The newly proposed tower including antenna is
156 feet tall, which is still taller than the maximum 150 foot tower allowance, but
just under the 1399 feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL). The Applicant will no
longer need a variance from the HLZO at a proposed elevation of 1398 feet
AMSL.

Analysis

The Applicant is requesting an exception to allow the tower to exceed 150 feet in
height. The proposed tower and attached antenna is 156 feet tall, 6 feet greater
than allowed. The proposed use will be operating 24 hours a day, 7 days per
week, and will be unmanned, except for an occasional visit. The new equipment
building will be approximately 288 square feet. This equipment building will be
located to the southeast of the proposed tower and be screened from residential
properties to the south and to the west. In addition to the landscaping the mobile
service facility will be enclosed by a chain link security fence. The tower will no
longer include the antennas that were initially in the proposed conditional use, it
will only contain the microwave antennas for data communication purposes.

The Applicant is proposing to combine the 4 abutting properties owned by Wood



County. In doing so, the Applicant will not have any setback issues and the
subject property will no longer be land locked and an access drive off the
Norwood Health building parking lot would be permitted.

The FAA reviewed the initial 228 foot tower and made a “Determination of No
Hazard to Air Navigation.” The new proposed tower is 72 feet less than the initial
proposal tower, so it should also have no negative impact to Air Navigation.

Conditional Use Decision Criteria of 18-161(6)(c):

(a) The Zoning Administrator shall review the complete application and
evaluate whether the proposed amendment:

1.

Is in harmony with the recommendations of the Comprehensive
Plan.

Yes, the Future Land Use map identifies this area as institutional
use which includes governmental utilities.

. Will result in a substantial or undue adverse impact on nearby

property, the character of the neighborhood, environmental factors,
traffic factors, parking, public improvements, public property or
rights-of-way, or other matters affecting the public health, safety, or
general welfare, either as they now exist or as they may in the
future.

Because the tower is unmanned except for an occasional visit, after
the tower is constructed it should not have an adverse impact on
the neighborhood. Existing and proposed landscaping will supply
adequate screening of the equipment shelter from adjacent
residential properties.

Maintains the desired consistency of land uses, land use
intensities, and land use impacts as related to the environs of the
subject property.

As far as land use is concerned the majority of the property will not
change and will continue to be undeveloped.

The conditional use is located in an area that will be adequately
served by, and will not impose an undue burden on, any of the
improvements, facilities, utilities or services provided by public
agencies serving the subject property.

The existing property is currently not served by the utilities, but the
proposed use does not require sewer and water and will not have
an undue burden on any public agencies.



5. The potential public benefits outweigh any and all potential adverse
impacts of the proposed conditional use, after taking into
consideration the applicant’s proposal and any requirements
recommended by the applicant to ameliorate such impacts.

Other than any concerns the height may have on the approach
minimums, there will be no adverse impact to the City. At this
point, the FAA is stating there is no hazard to air navigation at the
present location and elevation.

Plan Commission Options

The Plan Commission can make the following recommendations:

1.

Approval of the request with any exceptions, conditions, or modifications
the Commission feels are justifiable and applicable to the request.

2. Denial of the request with justification stated by the Plan Commission.
3.

Table the request for further study.

Recommendation

APPROVE a conditional use request by Wood County to install a 156 foot
Communication Tower with a 288 square foot equipment shelter, located at 1600
North Chestnut Avenue, zoned “CMU” Community Mixed Use Commercial
District with the following conditions:

1.

2.

o s

The site plan is approved as presented with a flexibility to allow the tower
to be moved 10 feet in either direction of the proposed location.

The equipment shelter must be screened from residential uses with either
a 6-foot solid fence or vegetative screen.

The tower and attached antenna may exceed the 150 foot height
limitation, allowing up to a 156 foot tall tower.

If lighting is required, it must meet the FAA standards.

A Certified Survey Map must be completed and recorded to combine the
abutting properties owned by Wood County, including: parcels 33-
03211AF, 33-03211AG, 33-03211AD, and 33-03210B.

The tower must be constructed within 365 days of Common Council
approval.

Attachments

oL

Applicant Letter

Location Map

Site Plan

Photo of Shelter

Photos of Proposed Tower Structure
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March 20, 2014

Josh Miller

City of Marshfield
Planning & Zoning Administrator
630 South Central Avenue
Marshfield W1 54449

Dear Josh:

As we discussed on the phone on 03/20/14, Wood County would like to amend the
conditional use permit regarding the height of the tower. We would like to change the
height of the requested tower from 228 feet to 156 feet. In addition, we would like to
rescind our application for a variance.

Thank you for all of your help in this matter. If you should need anything else, please
feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

<

Steve Kreuser, Director
Wood County Emergency Management

SK/bin

400 Market Street « PO. Box 8095 « Wiscgnsin Rapids, Wisconsin 54495-8095 « Telephone (715) 421-8500 « Facsimile (715) 421-8726
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City of
Marshfield

Memorandum

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

RE:

Plan Commission
Josh Miller, Planner/Zoning Administrator
April 15, 2014

Conditional Use Request by Prairie Run Group to construct two — 4
unit townhouses style multiplex buildings as part of a group
development, including an exception to the parking lot design
standards, in the designated commercial area within the Prairie Run
“PUD” Planned Unit Development, zoned “PD” Planned Development
District, located on the property just west of the Prairie Run Drive and
Wildflower Drive intersection (parcel 330-MMO072).

Background

The Prairie Run Group created a “PUD” Planned Unit Development in 2006. The
Prairie Run Subdivision is a mixture of different development types including
condos, single family, multifamily, and commercial developments. Since 2006 the
Applicant has received many approvals to amend the development plan in an
effort to keep up with ever changing development needs. The latest amendment
in 2012 approved the following changes:

Multifamily developments will now be allowed in the commercial
designated areas through a conditional use permit. A maximum of 28
total multifamily dwelling units are allowed in this district.

Up to 41 condo units will be permitted in the condo and condo expansion
area of Block 7 (area just north of the “commercial/multifamily” areas in
the same block).

The commercial building size restrictions were removed (no longer
limited to 5,000 square feet).

Conditional uses were specified for the commercial areas.

Height restrictions and parking calculations were included for the
commercial areas.

Covenants now include landscape, lighting, and screening requirements
for the commercial districts.

The Applicant is requesting a conditional use, as approved in 2012, to construct
two — 4 unit townhouses style multiplex buildings in the commercial area, located
on a corner lot, adjacent to the designated condo area, just west of the Prairie
Run Drive and Wildflower Drive intersection.



Analysis

The commercial designated area in the Prairie Run PUD has similar restrictions
as the official “CMU” Community Mixed Use Commercial District. According the
Zoning Code all proposed townhouses and/or multiplexes greater than 3 units
per building, located within the “CMU” Community Mixed Use Commercial District
must be approved by a conditional use. As previously stated, the Prairie Run
PUD is permitted to also develop multifamily residential units within the
commercial designated area, but must do so through a conditional use process.

The proposed development is two 4-unit townhouses style buildings. Each unit
will have either a 1 or 2 stall garage that is located on the lowest floor. The
primary living areas are located on the upper two stories. The main access and
front door entrance will be located on the middle floor facing Prairie Run Drive.
Each unit will have 2 to 3 bedrooms. These proposed rental units have a very
unique design that will be targeted to younger families.

Site Plan.

The front stoop of the buildings sits about 25 feet from the Prairie Drive right-of-
way and the north wall of the north building sits about 25 feet form Wildflower
Drive. A pond separates the south building from the adjacent lot to the south and
a 20+ foot bufferyard separates most of the parking area from the adjacent
property to the west.

The buildings would be separated by 25 feet, which is what is required for the
condo area.

The front elevation of the proposed building facing the street would be about 30
feet tall from grade and the back elevation would be about 39 feet when
measured from grade.

Landscaping.

The required landscaping is based on the covenants outlined in the Planned Unit
Development Specific Implementation Plan (PUD-SIP) which requires any
combination of evergreen tree or shrub, shade tree, deciduous tree or shrub,
when at full mature height, provides at least 75% screening of the parking lot
from the adjacent property a minimum of 4’-0” high. The proposed landscaping
does meet that requirement. In addition, there will be landscape plantings along
the street frontages and along the foundation of the buildings.

Lighting.

There is only one proposed light pole for the parking area and that will by placed
near the dumpster enclosure. The other lighting sources will be wall lighting. All
light fixtures in the parking area will be full cutoff fixtures and no more than 0.5
foot candles will be measured at an adjacent property line per the lighting
requirements of the Zoning Code.



Parking.

Generally, the minimum parking drive aisle width for parking areas is 24 feet. The
Applicant is requesting an exception to allow a 20 foot wide drive aisle. Given
the minimal number of tenants, the City Engineer doesn’t have any issues with
the proposed reduction. The Zoning Code also limits parking to 125% of the
minimum required parking. The proposed development will have more than that
as garage spaces are also counted towards the minimum required parking
spaces. The Applicant is proposing 7 surface parking spaces and tuck under
garages for all units. Four of the units will have two car garages and four units
will have one stall garages.

Conditional Use Decision Criteria of 18-161(6)(c):

(a) The Zoning Administrator shall review the complete application and
evaluate whether the proposed amendment:

1.

Is in harmony with the recommendations of the Comprehensive
Plan.

The Comprehensive plan identifies this area as existing suburban
residential, less than 5 units per acre. The proposed development,
following the zoning classification is approximately 7.11 units per
acre for this parcel. The original proposal showed 12 units for this
area which would have put the density for the entire development at
4.99 dwelling unit per acres. With a reduction to 8 units, the density
is approximately 4.84 dwelling units per acre. Factoring the entire
development, this proposal would maintain the desired density in
the Comprehensive Plan.

Will result in a substantial or undue adverse impact on nearby
property, the character of the neighborhood, environmental factors,
traffic factors, parking, public improvements, public property or
rights-of-way, or other matters affecting the public health, safety, or
general welfare, either as they now exist or as they may in the
future.

The proposed use will not result in a negative impact of nearby
properties. Increase in traffic will be minimal and all parking shall be
provided onsite, with a landscape bufferyard in the rear yard
between the condo area and the proposed development.

Maintains the desired consistency of land uses, land use
intensities, and land use impacts as related to the environs of the
subject property.

The land use is designated for commercial development, but the
Plan Commission approved the allowance of multifamily
developments in the commercial area as a conditional use.



4. The conditional use is located in an area that will be adequately
served by, and will not impose an undue burden on, any of the
improvements, facilities, utilities or services provided by public
agencies serving the subject property.

The existing property will not require any additional services.

5. The potential public benefits outweigh any and all potential adverse
impacts of the proposed conditional use, after taking into
consideration the applicant’s proposal and any requirements
recommended by the applicant to ameliorate such impacts.

There will be no adverse impact to the City.

Plan Commission Options

The Plan Commission can make the following recommendations:

1.

Approval of the request with any exceptions, conditions, or modifications
the Commission feels are justifiable and applicable to the request.

2. Denial of the request with justification stated by the Plan Commission.
3.

Table the request for further study.

Recommendation

APPROVE a Conditional Use Permit request by Prairie Run Group to construct
two — 4 unit townhouse style multiplex buildings in the designated commercial
area within the Prairie Run Planned Unit Development, located on the property
just west of Prairie Run Drive and Wildflower Drive intersection (parcel 33-
O0MMO072) with the following conditions:

1.
2.

3.

The property must be subdivided through a Certified Survey Map.

The townhouses may be constructed at the presented setbacks from the
street.

The building footprint may be modified plus or minus 5% of the size shown
on the proposed site plan, provided the minimum setbacks are met
(building separation, street, and yard).

The buildings, parking area, and trash enclosure may be shifted to the
west up to an additional 4 feet and south up to an additional 8 feet,
provided the bufferyard not be reduced to less than 15 feet along the main
drive aisle (excluding the south visitor parking area).

Landscaping plan is approved as presented.

Construction of the proposed development must be initiated within 2 years
of Common Council approval.

An exception is allowed for the parking lot and drive aisle to be approved
as presented with a 40 foot wide parking area and 20 foot wide drive aisle.
The development may exceed 25 percent over the minimum required
stalls as presented.



Attachments

Application
Location Map
Site Plan
Elevations
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Concurrence:

A

Jason Angell
Planning and Economic Development Director
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Site Plan Must include the following information:

[<] Vicinity Map

<] North arrow

[X] Scale

[<] Legal Description of the subject property

[X] Proposed conditional use(s) of subject property
[X] Lot layout, including all required setbacks

Building types, with square footage
Locations of existing and proposed streets, dives, alleys, easements
rights-of-way, parking areas, vehicular and pedestrian access points,
and sidewalks
Landscaping buffers and other existing and proposed trees and
X landforms

[X] Location and details of existing and proposed signs
[ Location and details of existing and proposed exterior lighting

[<] Other unique property features

%4 Boundaries included on this map should extend 100' beyond the
subject property's boundaries and should include:

[X] Existing zoning
[X] Adjacent streets
[X] Adjacent existing buildings
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City of
Marshfield

Memorandum

TO: Plan Commission
FROM: Josh Miller, Planner/Zoning Administrator
DATE: April 15, 2014

RE: Amendment to Section 18-158 and 18-159 of the City of Marshfield
Municipal Code to clarify language pertaining to public hearings,
increase the required notice distance for public hearings from 100 feet
to 200 feet and to clarify language and define who can request a
zoning amendment and when a map is needed in the notice.

Background

As discussed at last month’s March Plan Commission Meeting, staff is
recommending amending the zoning code to clarify language pertaining to public
hearings and since we were amending this section, staff wanted to address a
couple of other amendments in the zoning code.

Analysis

Section 18-159(4) requires that the Zoning Administrator evaluate whether the
proposed amendment meets the following:

1. Advances the purposes of this Chapter as outlined in Section 18-03.

The proposed amendment improves the notification of land use
applications to surrounding properties and supports the purpose of
protecting the health, safety, morals, comfort, convenience, and general
welfare of the public.

2. Advances the purposes of the general Article in which the amendment is
proposed to be located.

This amendment clarifies the notification process to the general public
which improves overall communication with the general public.

3. Advances the purposes of the specific Section in which the amendment is
proposed to be located.



This amendment improves communication for notices to the general public
which is the purpose of Section 18-158.

4. Is in harmony with the recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan.

In general, the Comprehensive Plan encourages public participation in
reviewing new development. This amendment would likely lead to a
greater level of public involvement as projects are proposed.

5. Maintains the desired overall consistency of land uses, land use
intensities, and land use impacts within the pertinent zoning districts.

The proposed amendment does not affect land use.

6. Addresses any of the following factors that may not be addressed in the
current zoning text:

a. A change in the land market, or other factors which require a new
form of development, a new type of land use, or a new procedure to
meet said change(s).

b. New methods of development or types of infrastructure.

c. Changing governmental finances to meet the needs of the
government in terms of providing and affording public services.

The proposed amendment addresses a modification of an existing
procedure to improve communication with properties abutting a land use
application that triggers a public hearing.

The following are the proposed ordinance amendments:
Section 18-158: Public Hearings

The first amendment relates to increasing the notice requirement for a public
hearing to 200 feet within the City Limits and adds statutory language of what is
required in the notice when an amendment has the effect of changing the
allowable use of any property within the City. From an administrative standpoint,
staff is planning on no longer including a map in the public hearing notice as it's
not required by statute. In the future we will give the address or parcel number
and state that a map will be available.

18-158(5):
“Notice of the public hearing shall be mailed to all parties-in-interest at
least 10 days before the hearing. Parties-in-interest shall be defined as the
petitioner; the Clerk of any municipality whose boundaries are within 1,000
feet of any lands included in the petition; the owners of all lands included
in the petition and all lands, within the City Limits lying within 460 200 feet
of lands included in the petition; and the owner or operator of an airport




lying within 3 miles of lands included in the petition. The failure to give any
notice to any property owner shall not invalidate the action taken by any of
the aforementioned bodies. If the proposed amendments have the effect
of changing the allowable use of any property within the city, the notice
shall include either a map showing the property affected by the
amendment or a description of the property affected by the amendments
and a statement that a map may be obtained from the City Clerk.”

The next amendment changes the term “zoning change” to a “zoning ordinance
amendment” as that is the term that is used in the zoning code and so it isn’t
confused with a zoning map amendment.

18-158(6):
“Except for hearings required for-azening-change _a zoning ordinance
amendment, such request for a hearing shall be presented to the City
Clerk in writing and shall be accompanied by a map or description clearly
identifying the property involved and by a fee in accordance with the City
fee schedule, payable to the City, to defray the cost of notification and
holding of a public hearing.”

The next amendment makes the language similar to a zoning map amendment.
Section 18-159: Zoning Ordinance Amendment

18- 159(2)

“Initiation of Request for Amendment. Proceedings for amendment of this
Chapter may be initiated by ene-ofthe-following-3-methods: an application
by any member of the general public; a recommendation by the Plan
Commission to the Common Council; or by action of the Common
Council.”

The next amendment adds a section for when the zoning code can be amended
and clarifies that amendments can be made to the zoning code due to errors,
omissions, corrections, and clarification to the regulations.

18-159(4)(b)6:
‘6. Addresses any of the following factors that may not be addressed in the
current zoning text:

a. A change in the land market, or other factors which require a new
form of development, a new type of land use, or a new procedure to
meet said change(s).

b. New methods of development or types of infrastructure.

c. Changing governmental finances to meet the needs of the
government in terms of providing and affording public services.

d. Errors, omissions, corrections, and clarification of regulations.”




The next amendment fixes an incorrect reference.

18-159(4)(b)7:
“The Zoning Administrator shall prepare a written report addressing items
Zya—through{2)fHisted in 4(b)1 - 6., above, and forward said report to the
Plan Commission for the Comm|SS|on s review and use in making its
recommendation to the Common Council. If the Zoning Administrator
determines that the proposal may be in conflict with the provisions of this
Chapter or the Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Administrator shall note
this determination in the report.”

Plan Commission Options

The Plan Commission can make the following recommendations:
1. Approval of the request with any exceptions or conditions the Commission
feels are justifiable and applicable to the request.
2. Denial of the request with justification stated by the Plan Commission.
3. Table the request for further study.

Recommendation

APPROVE the proposed amendments clarify language pertaining to public
hearing notifications, increase the distance to which parties-of-interest are
notified for a public hearing to 200 feet, and clarify language pertaining to
ordinance amendments.

Attachments

1. Map of Notice Distance

Concurrence:
Jason Angell Steve Barg

Planning and Economic Development Director City Administrator


Mary
Jason

Mary
Steve Barg
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City of
Marshfield

Memorandum

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

RE:

Plan Commission
Josh Miller, Planner/Zoning Administrator
April 15, 2014

Amendment to Section 18-159 and 18-160 of the City of Marshfield
Municipal Code to clarify language for a zoning amendment when
there is a protest petition or adverse recommendation by the Plan
Commission.

Background

As discussed at last month’s March Plan Commission Meeting, staff is
recommending amending the zoning code to clarify language of the vote needed
to approve an application when an official protest petition has been filed or in the
case of an adverse recommendation by the Plan Commission.

Analysis

Section 18-159(4) requires that the Zoning Administrator evaluate whether the
proposed amendment meets the following:

1.

Advances the purposes of this Chapter as outlined in Section 18-03.

The proposed amendment addresses an administrative procedure that
likely won’t have an impact on Section 18-03, but will be in line with the
standards of the State Statutes.

Advances the purposes of the general Article in which the amendment is
proposed to be located.

This amendment clarifies the voting approval required by the Common
Council in the event of a protest petition or adverse recommendation by
the Plan Commission. Clarifying rules will only improve the administrative
process.

Advances the purposes of the specific Section in which the amendment is
proposed to be located.



This amendment clarifies the voting approval required by the Common
Council in the event of a protest petition or adverse recommendation by
the Plan Commission. Clarifying rules will only improve the administrative
process.

Is in harmony with the recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan administrative process improvements are made
to the Zoning Code.

Maintains the desired overall consistency of land uses, land use
intensities, and land use impacts within the pertinent zoning districts.

The proposed amendment does not affect land use.

Addresses any of the following factors that may not be addressed in the
current zoning text:

a. A change in the land market, or other factors which require a new
form of development, a new type of land use, or a new procedure to
meet said change(s).

b. New methods of development or types of infrastructure.

c. Changing governmental finances to meet the needs of the
government in terms of providing and affording public services.

The proposed amendment addresses a modification of an existing
procedure in the event of a protest petition or adverse recommendation by
the Plan Commission to put the voting requirements in line with State
Statutes.

The following are the proposed ordinance amendments:

Section 18-159: Zoning Ordinance Amendment

The first amendment relates to adding language of needing % vote of the
Common Council voting to approve a proposed change where a protest petition
has been filed or when there is an adverse recommendation by the Plan
Commission for a zoning ordinance amendment. State Statutes only refer to
amendments to existing ordinances and don’t address an adverse
recommendation by the Plan Commission, but it was included in the zoning map
amendment section and staff thought it would be appropriate to include in the
zoning ordinance amendment section.

18-159(7)(c):

“If the Common Council wishes to make significant changes in the
proposed text amendment, as recommended by the Plan Commission, the
procedure set forth in Section 62.23(7)(d) of the Wisconsin Statutes shall



be followed prior to Common Council action. Any action to amend the
provisions of proposed amendment requires a majority vote of the
Common Council. The Common Council’s approval of the requested
amendment shall be considered the approval of a unique request, and
shall not be construed as precedent for any other proposed amendment.
Any action to amend the Zoning Ordinance requires a majority vote of the
Common Council, except that in case of adverse recommendation by the
Plan Commission or of a protest against such change duly signed and
acknowledged by the owners of 20% or more either of the areas of the
land included in such proposed amendment, or by the owners of 20% or
more of the area of the land immediately adjacent extending 100 feet
therefrom, or by the owners of 20% or more of the land directly opposite
thereto extending 100 feet from the street frontage of such opposite land,
such amendment shall be considered the approval of a unique request,
and shall not be construed as precedent for any other proposed
amendment.”

The next amendment fixes an incorrect reference.
Section 18-160: Zoning Map Amendment

18-160(4)(c):
“The Zoning Administrator shall prepare a written report addressing items
4a-through4d in 4(b)4., above, and forward said report to the Plan
Commission for the Commission’s review and use in making its
recommendation to the Common Council. If the Zoning Administrator
determines that the proposal may be in conflict with the provisions of this
Chapter or the Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Administrator shall note
this determination in the report.”

The last amendment relates to clarifying language of needing % vote of the
Common Council voting on a proposed change where a protest petition has been
filed or when there is an adverse recommendation by the Plan Commission for a
zoning ordinance amendment. This language is included in both the ordinance
and zoning map amendment sections and now matches the language in the
State Statutes for a protest petition. Previously, if a protest petition was filed, the
requirement for an application to pass an affirmative vote of % vote of the entire
Common Council, not just those present.

18-160(7)(c):
“If the Common Council wishes to make significant changes in the
proposed amendment to the Official Zoning Map, as recommended by the
Plan Commission, the procedure set forth in Section 62.23(7)(d) of the
Wisconsin Statutes shall be followed prior to Common Council action. Any
action to amend the Official Zoning Map requires a majority vote of the
Common Council, except that in case of adverse recommendation by the



Plan Commission or of a protest against such change agned—and

Qrepesed—amendmem—dulv S|qned and acknowledqed by the owners of
20% or more either of the areas of the land included in such proposed

amendment, or by the owners of 20% or more of the area of the land
immediately adjacent extending 100 feet therefrom, or by the owners of
20% or more of the land directly opposite thereto extending 100 feet from
the street frontage of such opposite land, such amendment shall be
considered the approval of a unique request, and shall not be construed
as precedent for any other proposed amendment.”

Another option to amend the sections pertaining to the requirements for a vote in
the event of a protest petition (Sections 18-159(7)(c) and 18-160(7)(c)) would be
to reference the State Statute. That way if Statutes change, the City would not
have to go back and make changes to the Zoning Code.

Plan Commission Options

The Plan Commission can make the following recommendations:
1. Approval of the request with any exceptions or conditions the Commission
feels are justifiable and applicable to the request.
2. Denial of the request with justification stated by the Plan Commission.
3. Table the request for further study.

Recommendation

APPROVE the proposed amendments clarifying language of the vote needed to
approve an application when an official protest petition has been filed or in the
case of an adverse recommendation by the Plan Commission and direct staff to
prepare an ordinance for Common Council consideration.

Attachments
1. None.
Concurrence:
Jason Angell Steve Barg

Planning and Economic Development Director City Administrator
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City of
Marshfield

Memorandum

TO: Plan Commission
FROM: Josh Miller, Planner/Zoning Administrator
DATE: April 15, 2014

RE: Amendment to Section 18-26 through 18-32, 18-54, and 18-65 of the
City of Marshfield Municipal Code pertaining to permitted Onsite
Ancillary Uses. The amendment is being proposed to permit and define
onsite ancillary uses for nonresidential and multifamily uses in the “SR-
2, SR-3, SR-4, SR-6, TR-6, MR-12, and MR-24" residential zoning
districts.

Background

Recently staff was discussing with the Parks and Recreation Department about a
possible concession stand in the Wildwood Park. As consulted, parks and
institutional uses do not have their own zoning district and they fall within a
district similar to the surrounding area. Wildwood Park is zoned “SR-3” Single
Family Residential. Reviewing the ordinance, staff found that onsite ancillary
uses such as a concession stand are not allowed in any of the residentially
zoned districts. This would include schools that have small retail stores for the
students or a bookshop in a church. In the new Zoning Code staff’s intention was
to accommodate these types of situations, not prohibit them.

Staff is proposing an amendment to permit onsite ancillary uses within the
residential zoned districts, when the principal use of the property is nonresidential
or multifamily, such as a park or school. The ordinance amendment will allow
onsite ancillary uses within the residential districts as a permitted by right
accessory use, update the table of land uses and clarify the language of the land
use — Onsite Ancillary Use.

Analysis

Section 18-159(4) requires that the Zoning Administrator evaluate whether the
proposed amendment meets the following:

1. Advances the purposes of this Chapter as outlined in Section 18-03.

The proposed amendment will address an unintended omission that would



now allow ancillary uses that are secondary to primary uses such as
concession stands at the zoo, small retail shop at a school, or
office/amenity in an apartment complex. This amendment supports the
purpose of protecting the health, safety, morals, comfort, convenience,
and general welfare of the public in Section 18-03.

Advances the purposes of the general Article in which the amendment is
proposed to be located.

Articles Il and Il currently limit ancillary uses unintentionally for
institutional uses and multifamily development which was not the intent
when the Zoning Code was rewritten.

Advances the purposes of the specific Section in which the amendment is
proposed to be located.

In all residential sections of the Zoning Code, ancillary uses were
unintentionally prohibited for institutional uses and multifamily
development which was not the intent when the Zoning Code was
rewritten.

Is in harmony with the recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan encourages the use of added amenities to
improve the quality of life. Allowing these types of uses as proposed would
allow improved services for institutional uses and amenities in multifamily
complexes.

Maintains the desired overall consistency of land uses, land use
intensities, and land use impacts within the pertinent zoning districts.

Ancillary uses are minor in nature and would generally not have an
adverse impact to surrounding land uses.

Addresses any of the following factors that may not be addressed in the
current zoning text:

a. A change in the land market, or other factors which require a new
form of development, a new type of land use, or a new procedure to
meet said change(s).

b. New methods of development or types of infrastructure.

c. Changing governmental finances to meet the needs of the
government in terms of providing and affording public services.

The proposed amendment addresses an omission of a use that was
intended to be allowed with institutional and multifamily uses.



The following are the proposed ordinance amendments:
Section 18-65(18) shall be further defined and amended to read as follows:

(18) Onsite Ancillary Use: Uses incidental to the principal uses, including the
sale and display of merchandise or equipment outside of an enclosed
building, indoor sales, concession stands, and light industrial activities.

Regulations:
(a) Ancillary uses shall not exceed 25 percent of gross floor area of
principal building(s) on the site.
(b) Ancillary uses may be in detached structures when part of a group

| . | |-|- I |I I . | F || . . | I ’ | _
(d) Onsite Ancillary Uses in Residentially zoned districts. All onsite

ancillary uses shall only be permitted in residentially zoned districts

if the principal use of the property is multifamily or institutional and

when the use is intended for those already on the premises.

a. Common examples for multifamily include indoor or outdoor
gather spaces and on-site recreation facilities.

b. Common examples for institutional uses include concession
stands, small indoor sales, and personal service space in parks,
schools, churches, large community living arrangements, and
similar institutional uses.

These uses would now be permitted by right in the SR-2, SR-3, SR-4, SR-6, TR-
6, MR-12, and MR-24 zoning district.

Plan Commission Options

The Plan Commission can make the following recommendations:
1. Approval of the request with any exceptions or conditions the Commission
feels are justifiable and applicable to the request.
2. Denial of the request with justification stated by the Plan Commission.
3. Table the request for further study.

Recommendation

APPROVE the proposed amendments to permit onsite ancillary nonresidential
and multifamily uses within residentially zoned properties and direct staff to
prepare an ordinance for Common Council consideration.

Attachments

1. None.
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Memorandum

TO:  Plan Commission
FROM: Josh Miller, Planner/Zoning Administrator
DATE:  April 15,2014

RE: Alternative Sign Request by Karen Mueller for exceptions to the
height requirements for wall signs to allow two wall signs to be
mounted on each side of the parapet that extends above the top of
the roof line, located at 601 South Central Avenue, zoned “DMU”
Downtown Mixed Use District.

Background

A Master Sign Plan was approved by the Plan Commission in December of 2006
for multi-tenant building located at 601 South Central Avenue. The plan included
4 wall signs for a total of 126 square foot of signage and the following conditions:
1. Individual tenant wall signs shall be limited to one per space, mounted on
the cornice above storefront entrances, as shown on the plan — exception
given to the style and location of sign for the Children Service Society.
2. Individual tenant wall signs shall not exceed 30 square feet in size.
3. Final review/approval of the plan by the Downtown Design Committee.

The Applicant is now requesting an alternative sign permit to allow two additional
60 square foot wall signs with the intention to identify the multi-tenant Mueller
Investment Properties building. The proposed signs are to be located on the
parapet, which is extends above the roof. The Mueller Investment Properties
building is located within the “DMU” Downtown Mixed Use district, but just
outside of the new Downtown Design Corridor that was created with the adoption
of the new Sign Code, January 1, 2014.

Analysis

Section 24-03(21)(b) of the Municipal Sign Code restricts the height of all wall
signs to not extend above (the) top of the roof or parapet line of the building to
which it is attached. The proposed signs are proposed to be located on an
existing parapet, which is located on the roof and above the top of the roof line.
The Applicant is proposing two 60 square foot signs on each side of the parapet,
one directed to East 6™ Street and the other directed toward the customer



parking located south of the building. The parapet is approximately 1 foot thick,
basically the thickness of a brick wall.

The proposed sign will be a channel letter sign that is externally illuminated by
lighting from below the sign.

The Applicant also has possible future plans for an additional sign the purpose of
building identification. This plan includes a non-illuminated sign located on the
cornice of the north facade facing 6™ street. This proposed sign would be able to
be approved administratively, but since we are talking about a multi-tenant
building that had a master sign plan at one time, staff feels Plan Commission
review is warranted.

The sign code does allow for unique signs under the alternative sign criteria.
Signs where an alternative sign permit is specifically required elsewhere in this
chapter such as an off-premises, multiple freestanding signs on one lot,
marquee, mural, or temporary sign, may not need to meet all of the above criteria
for approval. These are unique signs and the Plan Commission may grant
approval on a case by case basis. Because the sign consists of channel lettering,
identifies the building rather than the commercial tenants, the parapet is a unique
architectural feature, and the sign won'’t be internally lit, staff feels that the sign is
unique and should be considered under the alternative sign criteria.

The alternative sign criteria also allows for exceptions when there are site
difficulties. Below is the alternative sign criteria for site difficulties (Section 24-

11(1)(b)):

(b)  Site difficulties. If there are unusual site factors, which preclude an
allowed sign from being visible to the street immediately in front of the
site, an adjustment may be granted to achieve visibility standards. This
adjustment is not intended to be used to make signs visible to other
streets, but to address site difficulties of visibility to the street on which
the sign has direct frontage. Site difficulties may include the sign face
being blocked due to topography of the site, elevation of street,
setback of the existing development, existing development or
landscaping on the site, or from abutting development or landscaping.
This set of adjustment criteria is generally intended to allow greater
flexibility in placement and dimension requirements of the sign. The
adjustment may be approved if the following criteria are found to be
met:

1. There is no reasonable place on the site for an allowed sign without
an adjustment to achieve visibility standards to the street
immediately in front of the site.

2. If the proposed sign extends into the five-foot setback requirement,
the sign will not create a traffic or safety hazard.



3. Of potential adjustments to meet the visibility standard, the request
is the most consistent with the surrounding development and sign
patterns.

4. The adjustment is the minimum needed for a sign to meet the
visibility standards.

5. Additional signage may not constitute an over proliferation of signs
on a property or cause needless repetition or redundancy of
signage.

6. The sign would not be located so as to have a negative impact on
adjacent property.

7. The size and height adjustment is the minimal to adhere visibility
standards.

Because the building is setback about 15 feet, a projecting sign wouldn’t be very
visible. The Applicant has looked into possible monument signs, but with limited
space in front of the building (due to a private sidewalk), there wasn’t enough
room for the required landscaping. Additionally, the location would likely be
causing a possible visibility obstruction for traffic on 6™ Street. A wall sign might
be feasible, but given the architecture of the building, it would either be
somewhat hidden under the overhang, or it wouldn’t be able to be externally
illuminated, which is more desirable for signs in the Downtown Mixed Use
District.

Plan Commission Options

The Plan Commission can make the following recommendations:
1. Approval of the request with any exceptions or conditions the Commission
feels are justifiable and applicable to the request.
2. Denial of the request with justification stated by the Plan Commission.
3. Table the request for further study.

Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the alternative sign request by Karen Mueller to
allow a wall sign to be mounted on the existing parapet that is located above the
top of the roof line, with the following conditions:
1. The sign may be attached to the parapet located above the roof line and
approved as presented.
2. The presented parapet sign shall not be internally illuminated, but may be
externally illuminated.

Attachments

1. Application
2. Location Map
3. Sign Rendering
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