REPORT OF CITY PLAN COMMISSION
January 2, 2018 – 6:00 PM
Police Department – 933 Michigan Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481
PRESENT: Mayor Wiza, Alderperson Kneebone, Commissioner Brush, Commissioner Cooper, Commissioner
Curless, and Commissioner Hoppe.
ALSO PRESENT: Director Ostrowski, Associate Planner Kearns, Director Lemke, City Attorney Beveridge,
Alderperson Jennings, Alderperson Shorr, Alderperson Nebel, Alderperson Dugan, Alderperson McComb,
Alderperson Phillips, Alderperson Morrow, Brandi Makuski, Todd Isebrand, Bob Fisch, David Sobczak, and Jim
Smola.
INDEX:
1. Roll call.
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report of the December 4, 2017 meeting
3. Vacation of a portion of Cedar Street (from the railroad to Bliss Avenue) and Shaurette Street (Cypress
Street to west of Maple Street).
4. Public Hearing and Action on a request from the City of Stevens Point Public Utilities Department for a
conditional use permit to construct a municipal service and operational facility garage at 1925 Cypress
Street (Parcel ID’s 281240832300409, 281240832300408, 281240832300501, 281240832300704,
281240832300705, & 281240832300607).
5. Request from Joe Klepps for a waiver from the fence guidelines at 2001 Main Street (Parcel ID:
281240832103527).
6. Lease/license agreement between the City of Stevens Point and Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources for room #121 (approx. 500 sq. ft.) within 933 Michigan Avenue (Parcel ID 281240833200105)
for office use.
7. Certified Survey Map approval for property within and near East Park Commerce Center, north of County
Highway HH and east of Venture Drive (Parcel IDs 281230801340001 & 030230801-12.01).
8. Driveway requirements within the zoning ordinance.
9. Community Development department monthly report for December, 2017
10. Review of Land Development Code (Plan Commissioners, please bring Chapter 5)
11. Director’s Update
12. Adjourn
1. Roll call.
Present: Wiza, Kneebone, Brush, Cooper, Curless, Hoppe
Excused: Haines
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Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report of the December 4, 2017 meeting
Motion by Commissioner Cooper to approve the report of the December 4, 2017 Plan Commission
meeting; seconded by Commissioner Brush.
Motion carried 6-0.
3. Vacation of a portion of Cedar Street (from the railroad to Bliss Avenue) and Shaurette Street (Cypress
Street to west of Maple Street).
Director Ostrowski briefly explained that portions of Cedar Street and Shaurette Street had to be vacated
officially in order for the development of the proposed facility garage, which would be discussed in the
following agenda item. Staff saw no concerns and recommended approval, also noting that the Public
Hearing for the vacation would occur at the following Common Council meeting.
Commissioner Curless asked if the land was high enough to build a development, to which it was confirmed
that it was.
Todd Isebrand (1913 Cypress St) asked whether the proposed triangular vacation portion going through his
property would transfer to him, to which it was briefly explained that the triangular portion would be
transferred to 1913 Cypress, as that is where the portion originally came from according to the subdivision
plat.
Commissioner Curless asked if the City owned the area being discussed, to which it was confirmed that they
did. Director Ostrowski added that Maple Street would still exist as a cul-de-sac, and that access would be
discussed further under Agenda Item 4.
Motion by Commissioner Brush to approve the vacation of a portion of Cedar Street (from the railroad to
Bliss Avenue) and Shaurette Street (Cypress Street to west of Maple Street); seconded by Commissioner
Hoppe.
Motion carried 6-0.
4. Public Hearing and Action on a request from the City of Stevens Point Public Utilities Department for a
conditional use permit to construct a municipal service and operational facility garage at 1925 Cypress
Street (Parcel ID’s 281240832300409, 281240832300408, 281240832300501, 281240832300704,
281240832300705, & 281240832300607).
Director Ostrowski stated that the proposed request was for an approximately 40,000 square feet Public
Utilities operational facility that would house relocated utility staff, along with associated equipment. The
development would be adjacent to the existing water tower and water department administration facility. It
was before the commission due to it being a conditional use, as well as general review because of it being a
city building.
Mayor Wiza declared the public hearing open.
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Todd Isebrand (1913 Cypress St) expressed concern over the location of the automatic gate, to which
Director Ostrowski stated that Mr. Isebrand’s access would not change, and that the automatic gate would
be set back further into the property from the initial access point for the building.
Todd Isebrand (1913 Cypress St) also expressed concern for removal of surrounding trees which could cause
an aesthetic detriment. He requested taller screening be installed to shield the facility than what was initially
discussed between him and Director Lemke.
Bob Fisch (1033 Smith St) read a prepared statement in which he encouraged the City to use the opportunity
of a new development to create a space for a historical display that could be accessed by the public.
David Sobczak (1909 Cypress St) stated that additional vegetation would be nice to include as their current
forested views would be removed for the development.
Mayor Wiza declared the public hearing closed.
Mayor Wiza stated that while the garage facility would not be accessible to the public, the existing Water
Department could be a good location for a historical display. He deferred to Director Lemke to organize such
a display.
Commissioner Curless asked if any rezoning needed to occur, to which it was confirmed that it did not.
Director Ostrowski stated that adding fencing to shield the 25 foot tall building would be difficult due to its
height, but that they would still need to meet landscaping requirements.
Commissioner Curless asked whether it would be possible to bring in larger trees, to which Director
Ostrowski stated it was a possibility, but the possibility of failure was there, in addition to increased costs.
Mayor Wiza suggested that Director Lemke work with the surrounding neighbors and City Forester to see
what vegetation is workable.
Motion by Commissioner Curless to approve the request from the City of Stevens Point Public Utilities
Department for a conditional use permit to construct a municipal service and operational facility garage at
1925 Cypress Street (Parcel ID’s 281240832300409, 281240832300408, 281240832300501,
281240832300704, 281240832300705, & 281240832300607) with the following conditions:
1. Fencing and/or landscaping shall exist along the north and east sides of the property to
buffer the adjacent residences. Such fencing and/or landscaping shall be approved by
Community Development Department staff, and the City should work with the adjacent
property owners to find suitable screening.
2. Regular vehicular access to the site shall occur on Cypress Street.
3. The parcels shall be combined into a single parcel for the development. Staff shall have the
ability to approve modifications where needed.
4. All exterior mechanical equipment including refuse storage be continuously screened with
fencing and/or landscaping.
5. Minor modifications to the plan may be approved by staff.
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seconded by Commissioner Brush.
Motion carried 6-0.
5. Request from Joe Klepps for a waiver from the fence guidelines at 2001 Main Street (Parcel ID:
281240832103527).
Director Ostrowski briefly explained the request for a waiver from the fence guidelines at 2001 Main Street
where the applicant had indicated that the higher fence was needed for a special needs child. The property
owner had previously installed a solid wood fence within the side yard that exceeded the 6 foot height
limitation, with the owner also noting that the taller fence was more difficult to climb, and reduced noise
and visibility of traffic on Main Street which could act as a trigger for the special needs child. A fence waiver,
he stated, could be granted by the Plan Commission and Common Council. He noted that it was now being
requested by the applicant due to the recent amendment to the fence ordinance that would allow for
certain deviations or exceptions from the ordinance requirements. After further review, staff found that the
property itself was not unique, and the request did not meet the standards of review outlined in the zoning
ordinance. However, the commission was free to use the “other factors” portion of the review criteria to
come to a determination. Staff asked that the fence not exceed a height of 10 feet if the waiver was
approved.
Mayor Wiza asked if the applicant was present, to which there was no reply.
Commissioner Curless asked how staff would handle a situation where a fence was placed on a deck, to
which Director Ostrowski stated that they would have to meet the principal building standards.
Mayor Wiza asked if there had been any complaints of noise in that area, to which staff had no knowledge
of any such complaints.
Commissioner Curless expressed concern over setting a precedent if they granted the waiver due to
hardship.
Director Ostrowski reiterated that staff did not see a unique property characteristic that warranted a higher
fence. He briefly explained that the exception the City had recently granted to AT&T to have a fence up to
the property line was unique in that the downtown district already allowed buildings to be built up to the
property line at a maximum height of 125 feet, as well as other things that were taken into consideration.
Director Ostrowski recommended that the commission provide justification for their determination if the
exception was being granted.
Commissioner Brush asked if they could do a temporary waiver, to which Mayor Wiza added that they could
utilize a sunset clause if the property changed hands.
Director Ostrowski noted that temporary fencing could get very tough to administer as ownership could
change without their knowledge, with Mayor Wiza adding that it could cause confusion if the new owners
found out they had to remove the fence after the fact.
Mayor Wiza deferred to the City Attorney in whether they could utilize a sunset clause on the waiver.
Alderperson Morrow (District Eleven) asked if the fence was put up prior to the fence ordinance existing, to
which it was determined that it was put up prior to the fence waiver exception, but not the fence
requirements.
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Alderperson Jennings (District One) noted that the height of the fence did not seem out of place next to the
large Victorian home. Additionally, it provided screening from the large residence behind them.
Alderperson Nebel (District Three) stated that the property was within her district, as well as confirmed that
the applicant’s child was on the spectrum, in addition to them also fostering children. She noted that visuals
or sounds could be triggers for the special needs child.
Mayor Wiza reminded the commission that they would need to state specific reasoning for their approval.
Alderperson Morrow (District Eleven) asked whether there was any intention in raising or expanding the
fence, to which it was explained that there would be no alterations and the existing fence would remain as is
if approved.
Attorney Beveridge noted initial concern with how they could memorialize the condition and ensure that a
future purchaser would be made aware of it prior to the purchase, noting that a new owner could then
claim hardship at that time if they were forced to remove the fence. Overall he felt it was less of a concern
with the legality of setting the sunset clause as a condition, but more so a practical concern with
enforcement, to which Mayor Wiza added and reiterated that the condition would be difficult to enforce so
it should perhaps be a last consideration.
Director Ostrowski recommended that the condition be recorded on the deed if the commission wished to
move forward with the sunset clause, in addition to the commission providing specifics on why they were
moving forward with the request.
Commissioner Brush asked for clarification that the fence had been put up against ordinance requirements,
and additionally noted that there were other multiple methods to shield a property and reduce noise.
Commissioner Curless asked whether they could postpone the request. He noted that the fence seemed to
be over 10 feet when one of the conditions stated that it could not exceed that.
Director Ostrowski noted that it would be in the commission’s right to table the item, but the fence was
most likely between 8-10 feet.
Mayor Wiza stated that he would have staff go to the site and measure the height of the fence prior to the
council acting on it.
Associate Planner Kearns briefly stated that as the Zoning Administrator, he would be the individual trying to
enforce the conditions on the Conditional Use. He expressed concern over the waiver setting a precedent
for future requests, not just for fencing but driveways as well, in addition to setting up messy and confusing
situations for both staff and residents.
Commissioner Cooper noted that while he did not want to set a precedent for fencing in the City, there
seemed to be a unique situation for the special needs child in regards to quality of life, safety, and wellbeing.
There was a brief discussion in regards to a timeline of when the fence had to come into compliance if
ownership changed, in addition to who would be responsible in doing so. The determination would be to
have the fence removed within 30 days of the property sale or transfer of ownership, and the condition
would need to be recorded on the deed by the applicant.
Alderperson Morrow (District Eleven) asked what would occur if the applicant did not file with the Register
of Deeds within 30 days, to which Mayor Wiza stated that the waiver would be void.
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Motion by Commissioner Brush to deny the request from Joe Klepps for a waiver from the fence
guidelines at 2001 Main Street (Parcel ID: 281240832103527).
Motion failed due to lack of a second.
Motion by Commissioner Cooper to approve the request from Joe Klepps for a waiver from the fence
guidelines at 2001 Main Street (Parcel ID: 281240832103527) with the following conditions:
1. Fencing should not exceed 10 feet in height
2. The applicant shall file on the deed to the property within thirty days of approval, at their
own expense: The existing fence within the side yard (east side) shall be permitted at a
height not to exceed 10 feet. The fence shall be removed within 30 days of the property sale
or transfer of ownership.
seconded by Commissioner Hoppe
Motion carried 6-0.
6. Lease/license agreement between the City of Stevens Point and Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
for room #121 (approx. 500 sq. ft.) within 933 Michigan Avenue (Parcel ID 281240833200105) for office use.
Director Ostrowski briefly explained that the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources was looking to
lease approximately 500 square feet in the Police Department building for office and training space for $325
per month, or $3,900 a year. He further explained that it was before the commission due to any lease of a
public building requiring Plan Commission and Common Council action. Staff felt it would be a good use for
the building and recommended approval of the lease.
Commissioner Curless asked on access into the building, to which Director Ostrowski explained that an
individual would need a key fob with the proper authorization to enter through the second pair of doors into
the building.
Commissioner Curless asked what WDNR department would be within the room, to which Director
Ostrowski stated that it would be utilized by a training officer.
Mayor Wiza added that the WNDR would have the ability to lock the room when not in use.
Motion by Commissioner Curless to approve the agreement between the City of Stevens Point and
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for room #121 (approx. 500 sq. ft.) within 933 Michigan
Avenue (Parcel ID 281240833200105) for office use; seconded by Commissioner Brush.
Motion carried 6-0.
7. Certified Survey Map approval for property within and near East Park Commerce Center, north of County
Highway HH and east of Venture Drive (Parcel IDs 281230801340001 & 030230801-12.01).
Director Ostrowski explained that the City had drafted a certified survey map for a portion of the property
slated for the O’so Brewery development in the East Park Commerce Center. The CSM outlined
approximately 20 acres and fronted County Highway HH, in addition to dedicating approximately 26 feet of
the southern property to Portage County for road right-of-way purposes, and the remaining portion of the
property would be utilized for another development and right-of-way. Additionally, both the Town of Plover
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and Portage County would need to approve the CSM. He briefly added that a site plan for the development
would be provided at a later date.
Motion by Alderperson Kneebone to approve the Certified Survey Map for the property within and near
East Park Commerce Center, north of County Highway HH and east of Venture Drive (Parcel IDs
281230801340001 & 030230801-12.01); seconded by Commissioner Curless.
Motion carried 6-0.
8. Driveway requirements within the zoning ordinance.
Director Ostrowski briefly explained that last year an amendment had been approved to allow the maximum
width of driveways to be increased up to 24 feet, in addition to language being added regarding driveway
flares. The amendment allowed for greater flexibility and increased conformity with driveways slightly.
However, several driveways within the city still remained nonconforming. Historically, permits had not been
required for driveways, driveways expansions, or fencing, but staff found that often time things were
missed. This had led staff to look into modifications that would require anything with a zoning review to
have a permit so concerns or issues could be addressed prior to installation. Currently, it was causing a real
hardship for residents to go back and try to meet the ordinance requirements if they had been improperly
installed, so the idea was to alleviate any issues before it got to that point. Director Ostrowski further
explained that nonconforming driveways that were installed prior to the ordinance being in effect were
allowed to remain, but any that were installed after the fact would need to be addressed, and that staff was
looking for some direction in how to proceed with them. He presented examples of existing driveways that
did not confirm to current requirements.
Associate Planner Kearns also added that another question to keep in mind was if a resident wanted to
repair their driveway, would they want to use that opportunity to require conformity to the new code, or
would they be allowed to remain as is until a complete resurfacing or alteration.
Director Ostrowski stated that staff did not need a decision to be made tonight, but a discussion on how to
deal with existing nonconforming driveways would be beneficial.
Commissioner Curless asked how driveways could be accommodated when residents could have a 1,200
square feet attached garage and 900 square feet detached garage, to which Director Ostrowski noted that is
why they were having the discussion on how to handle existing structures.
Commissioner Hoppe asked what the driveway requirements in Plover were, to which that information was
not readily available.
Director Ostrowski explained several conditions for consideration such as maximum lot coverages and
driveway limits. So while the 24 feet could be exceeded, they would not be able to exceed a certain
percentage of total lot coverage or impervious surface, in addition to maximum driveway widths. They could
also allow the replacement of hard surface material as is so long as its not expanded as they wouldn’t want
deteriorating driveways, which could occur if conformity was required upon repair.
Commissioner Curless asked if the driveway could be wider if it was ‘L’ shaped, to which Director Ostrowski
stated that since they were not within the front yard setback, they were allowed.
Commissioner Brush contemplated on more permeable surfaces as alternatives.
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Alderperson Morrow (District Eleven) asked if the driveway review was part of the new house permitting
process, to which Director Ostrowski stated that it was, but noted situations were plans were revised
without notification and driveways were poured after the fact.
Alderperson Morrow (District Eleven) stated that requiring residents to tear up or jackhammer driveways
into conformity could cause a lot of issues as driveways were expensive to pour as is. He also asked how
they were to enforce the standards when some nonconforming driveways had been in place for over 20
years.
Director Ostrowski explained that prior to 2012, the City did not have driveway width standards for the front
yard setback. The Engineering Department could allow for a wider driveway, but in 2012 when they changed
the parking regulations, they also added a driveway width standard to 20 feet. Most recently it was
increased to 24 feet. The 24 feet, he noted, was fairly standard for a 2-car garage.
Alderperson Dugan (District Eight) expressed concern over the amount of impervious surface with some of
the nonconforming driveways as it could lead to storm water management issues. She noted that several
homes in the newer subdivisions had similar issues, adding that it was not environmentally smart.
Jim Smola (856 W Gates Dr) expressed issue with the current code requirements, stating that his short
driveway made it difficult to conform to the standards. The proposed modification to limit lot coverage to a
percentage could also cause issues with having a second driveway if a lot was on the smaller end. He asked
for flexibility to the standards as three car garages were becoming very common, in addition to having larger
vehicles. Mr. Smola distributed a CSM for his property, in addition to several site photos.
Alderperson Kneebone (District Seven) stated that while it wouldn’t solve all issues, having the permitting
process could help, in addition to possibly allowing for exceptions during that process.
Commissioner Curless stated that it could be difficult with larger vehicles.
Mayor Wiza stated that several concerns had been brought forward regarding seeing boats, RVs, and other
vehicles parked in driveways. While he understood the need for flexibility, they didn’t want fully paved front
yards, adding that waivers or variances could be an option.
Alderperson Morrow (District Eleven) asked if the city inspected driveways during a final inspection.
Director Ostrowski confirmed that they did, and while some had been corrected, some had been missed. He
asked for additional feedback in how to proceed, and what Alders or Commissioners were seeing in their
own neighborhoods.
Alderperson Nebel (District Three) stated that there were huge differences from district to district, and that
they should look into requirements for maximum driveway widths and surface coverage.
Mayor Wiza agreed with looking into maximum driveway widths and surface coverage, adding that they
needed to be flexible and provide an avenue for unique situations.
9. Community Development department monthly report for December, 2017.
Mayor Wiza noted that due to pending information, the department monthly report would be provided at
the February meeting for December 2017.
10. Review of Land Development Code (Plan Commissioners, please bring Chapter 5)
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Director Ostrowski summarized the beginning of the Development Standards chapter and invited comment
from the Commission throughout his summary.
Commissioners had several comments as described below:
1. Differentiate between modular homes and mobile homes when using the term manufactured
homes.
Commissioner Brush asked how an alley would affect developments, to which Director Ostrowski explained
that while an alleys would still be allowed, they would need to be planned for on a larger scale to make sure
there was interconnectivity between alleys, as well as being an appropriate width to provide services.
Whether to continue approving alleys was a question they needed to address as they could often be
problematic.
Commissioner Brush asked if staff would advise where changes would be needed or recommended for
Stevens Point specifically, to which Director Ostrowski confirmed that minor modifications would be pointed
out for review, but he wanted to introduce the layout of the chapter first.
Commissioner Curless disagreed with the driveway width restrictions and flare requirements, noting that
driveways should be straight to the road, to which Director Ostrowski noted that the requirements may not
be appropriate for every zoning district.
Mayor Wiza disagreed with Commissioner Curless, adding that driveway flares could be appropriate in some
situations as lot sizes could affect it.
Commissioner Hoppe asked if they would be able to see where changes were made, to which Director
Ostrowski confirmed that changes would be tracked going forward.
Commissioner Brush asked if a glossary of terms could be provided, to which staff pointed to Appendix A,
Definitions and Rules of Interpretation, on page 389.
Alderperson McComb (District Nine) referred to section 5.13.1.5 Roofs (B)(1), and stated that requiring
dormers as an architectural feature was odd.
Commissioner Curless expressed concern over the slope requirement under 5.13.1.5 Roofs (A).
Director Ostrowski, in regards to concerns for roof requirements, reiterated that his intent was to get the
commission familiar with the chapter, and that local modifications and amendments would be made to fit
the City specifically.
Alderperson Kneebone asked what section solar would be addressed.
Director Ostrowski noted that elements of sustainability were present in Chapter 5, but added that they had
very limited review authority locally. He would be providing copies of State laws regarding solar.
11. Director’s Update.
Director Ostrowski had no further updates.
12. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 8:09 PM
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Attachments Pertaining to Item 8: CSM & Site Photos of 856 West Gates Drive
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