REPORT OF CITY PCANIMISSION

October 1 2018¢ 6:00 PM
Police Department 933 Michigan Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481

PRESENMayor Wiza, Alerperson Kneebone&Commissioner ArntseiGommissioner Haine€ommissioner
Hoppe, Commissiondtice and CommissioneCooper.

ALSO PRESEMirector OstrowskiComptroller/Treasurer Ladiclssociate Planner Kearns, City Attorney
BeveridgeAlderperson Jenning#lderpersonShorr,Alderperson NebelAlderpersonJohnsonAlderperson
Dugan Alderperson McComb, Alderpers&hillips Alderperson Morrow, Brandi Makuski, JosdpdchmanJeff
Kraemer, Brett leterman, Ethan Beilfuss, Rob Giese, John Kayser, Gary Hs#fédnek, Ward Wolff, John
Coletta, and Jim Smola.

INDEX:
1. Roll call.

Discussion and possible action on the following:

2. Report of theSeptember 4, 2018 meeting

3. Request fronKraemer Development, LLC for a conceptual project review of two projects Rloisgpn
Street, located at 1616 Academy Avenue (Parcel ID 281240829130022) and 1617 Scholfield Avenue (Parcel
ID 281240829130024)

4. Requesfrom the University of Wisconsin Stevens Point for site plan review to construct a sign structure in
University Parkig Lot Y (Parcel ID 281240832100119) on the corner of Division Street and Portage Street

5. Requesfrom Jim Smola for an exception to the driveway standards (Chapter 23.01(14)(i)(3) at 856 West
Gates Drive (Parcel ID 281240831300506).

6. Request from Robert Gie for an exception to the driveway standards (Chapter 23.01(14)(i)(3) at 4016
Simonis Street (Parcel ID 281240827300212).

7. Artwork near the newly constructed roundabout on Division Street and North Point Drive
8. Land Development Code
CommunityDevelopment BpartmentMonthly Report for September, 2018
10.5 ANBOG2NDE ! LRI GSo
11. Adjourn

1. Roll call.

Present: Wiza, Kneebonérntsen,Haines, HoppeRice,Cooper
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report ofthe September 4, 2018 meeting

Motion by Commissioner Coopdp approve thereport of the September 42018Plan Commission
meeting; seconded b ommissioner Haines.

Motion carried 7-0.
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3. Requesfrom Kraemer Development, LLC for a conceptual project review of two projects along Division
Street, bcated at 1616 Academy Avenue (Parcel ID 281240829130022) and 1617 Scholfield Avenue (Parcel
ID 281240829130024)

Director Ostrowsksummaized the proposed developments ftwo single story, singleccupant,

restaurants with drivehrus, noting that bothprojects would require deviations from the BTverlay

district. The request had been brought forward for a conceptual project review in order for the developers
to obtain initial feedback and guidance from the public and commission. Commissionerghaddowing
comments

1. Inquiry as to what would divide the two developments/parcels.

2. Concern in proceeding without having the Targeted Area Master Plans completed by
Vandewalle & Associates, as well as the Zoning Code rewrite being incomplete.

3. Thoughts @ pausing development for the Division Street corridor until both the study and
code rewrite are complete.

4. Patio placement for the Burger King may want to be reconsidered and repasitemay
from cars and drivghru area.

Status inquiry on 1612 Academyenue, and if it would be included in the developments.

Layout for proposed developments are similar to existing developments along the corridor
regardless of promoting pedestrian friendly developmdmting closer to the street.

7. Positive comments about location and being near Sentry, schools, and other potential
developments.

8. Clarification regarding utility locations.

9. Inquiry on Middletown Developments by Kraemer Developments.
10. Suggestion for a shared dritleru between both devlpments.

11. Preference in the area being developed in a uniform way.

12. Positive feedback on recent Burger King development on Highway 10 E by the developer.

Mayor Wiza asked for comments from the audience.

Alderperson Jennings (District One) stated herasiion to the development design, citing deviations from
the BTIB5 overlay and its low density, nenixed use. She agreed with pausing development until the
Targeted Area Master Plans were complete.

Alderperson McComb (District Nine) stated that while sbuld see increased pedestrian traffic in the area
due to Sentry, and nearby schools and hotels, the design was mainly catered to vehicles. She stated her
concern with the design, and suggested a dgfie layout for the patio area that could be alongeth

sidewalk or street.

Alderperson Morrow (District Eleven) stated his support for the development, noting that the properties had
been vacant for 8 years now. He hoped that the planners would take the future street reconstruction into
consideration.
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WardWolff (3233 Olympia Ave), with First Weber Realtors and representing the Premdig, explained
that they have hachumerous negotiations with the developers regarding 1612 Academy Avenue, but had
not come to an agreement. He noted that thdditionalproperty would be beneficial for the development.

John Colettg2209 EllisS) read a prepared statement opposing deviations from the EBléerlay district,
and promoting unity, sustainability, and diversity in order to create a destin&tionew busineses.

Lisa Pionek (2190 Matrtin Island Dr, Junction City), daughter of 1612 Academy Avenue owners, recounted the
history of the property, as well as issues surrounding traffic and pedestrians for nearby developments. She
stated her preference for a more loan site layoutThe house was notetd have been vacant sin@9d04.

Alderperson Nebel (District Three), while glad of seeing proposed development on the site, stated concerns
regarding deviations from the BTFBoverlay district, potential traffic and pedtrian issues, and the overall
smallsize of the development. A shared drtleu was suggested.

Jeff Kraemer (7601 University Ave, Middleton), with Kraemer Development, explained that they had started
G§KS RS@St2LIYSY(d LINE OS adgthateipibithl-pkns ¥a2l yidiuked &n 8J0D0BqRidNE Y 2
feet multi-tenant development. During that processes they had contacted 300 possible tenants, to which

the two solid developments had originated from. The diilreu were necessary for each developneas

they made half of their revenue through them. He added that they would again be reviewing the site layout

for design and safety based on comments.

Alderperson Johnson (District Fiwtated her appreciation for the development concept, but statedezn
for it potentially not meeting the vision and demand of the area.

Trevor Roarkg01 Washington Ave) read a prepared statement noting that the developments did not fit the
corridor based of deviating from the BTHverlay district conditions and requirements. He also cited a
preference for pausing development until the Targeted Area Master Plans were completed, and added that
fast food chains took away from local farmers and econoasywell for calling for less gdng and more
mixeduse developments.

John Kayser (1624 W".8t, Chicago), with Cave Enterprises, while noting his appreciation for the feedback
being presented, explained that some of that feedback was not financially feasible such as not having drive
thru, also adding that pushing the buildings closer to thewalks would further alter traffic flow on

already narrow and tight lots.

No action was taken.

Requesfrom the University of Wisconsin Stevens Point for site plan review to construct a sign structure in
University Parking Lot Y (Parcel ID 281240832100dri¢he corner of Division Street and Portage Street

Director Ostrowsksummarized the request 2 NBf 20K GS + aA 3y 6AG,Kating GKS |
that the request was before them for plan review as the sign was considered a strustafessaw no
concerns with the request amgcommended approvadith conditions outlined in the staff report.

Mayor Wiza noted that the sign would aid new students and parents in knowing where they were.
Mayor Wiza asked for comments from the audience.
Alderperson Morrow (District Eleven) stated his support for the request, noting it was long overdue.

Alderperson Nebel (District Three) stated her support for the request, adding that it was currently difficult to
find where things were currently locatedrfthe University, and thahe signwould dress up the area.

Commissioner Haines statéer preference for having underground pewin the future, noting the existing
utility pole would obstruct the sign.
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Commissioner Hoppeoted that the sign would beeoe theonlyindicatoralong the Division Street corridor
T2NJ GKS | YyADGSNEAGE® IS aidliSR KAa LiInRMSsyheyning T2 NJ
from either direction.

Motion by CommissioneCooperto approvethe request from theUniversity of Wisconsin Stevens Point

for site plan review to construct a sign structure in University Parking Lot Y (Parcel ID 281240832100119)
on the corner of Division Street and Portage Strd&drcel ID 281240832402008)th the following

conditions

1. Thesign shall not be located within the vision triangle.
2. Thesign shall be setback 5 feet from the property lines.
seconded byCommissioneHaines
Motion carried 70.

Requesfrom Jim Smola for an exception to the driveway standards (Chaptéd.(14)(i)(3) at 856 West
Gates Drive (Parcel ID 281240831300506).

Mayor Wizawas excused for a prior arrangement/al9 PM.CommissioneCooper resumed as
Chairperson.

Associate Planner Kearns summarized the request for an exception from the drisendgrds, and

reviewed the history of the property and case timeline. After review, staff found that the driveway
standardsO2 dzt R 0SS YSG ¢6AGK2dzi AYLI OGAy3 | O0OSaa G2 GKS
request. If the commission would apgve of the request, he asked that sound reasoning be pralidad
cautioned the commission in possibly setting a precedent. Commissioners had the folbawingents

1. Inquiry as to whether staff was initially consulted, to which it was stateddhaeway
permits had not been required at the time, but requirements still needed to be met.

Initial thoughts that approval would not set precedent.

3. Inquiry to whether driveway standards were in place at the time, to which it was
confirmed thatmore strict requirements were in place at the time.

4. Clarification on driveways areas needing to be removed to meet standards.

Inquiry as to whether dimensions were available if the driveway was perpendicular to
the garage, rather than at an angle, notingthattha @S¢l &8 AGaStF RARYQ
take up a large area.

6. Confirmation as to whetherquirementswere being addressed based off whether they
were urban or suburbarto which staff explained that a maximug-foot driveway had
proved to be concerning duringlaand Development Code discussion.

7. Preference for a percentage requirement for impervious surface for lots.
Agreement in differentiating between urban, suburban, and rural lot requirements.

Suggestion to add exceptions for angled driveways.

Commissioar Cooper asked for comments from the audience.

Jim Smola (856 West Gates Dr), applicant, explained that having a permitting process in place would have
initially helped, noting that he was not claiming that it had not been his fault. He disagreed wihtathe
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process for driveways.

Commissioner Rice asked whether the applicant knew the dimensions of the driveway if perpendicular to
the garage, to which Mr. Smola estimated 26 feet.

Alderperson Nebel (District Threayreed that approving the request would not set a precedéurd to the
driveway permitting process now being in plaaad asked that leniency be provided for the applicant.

Alderperson Dugan (District Eight) questioned why staff felt approving the request would set a precedent, to
which Associate Planner Kearns statedttbeveral single family properties had already shown interest in
having a third stall on the side of their driveway, noting that perhaps they needed to add an exception based
off of lot size to address the issue.

Staff stated that a discussion regardaltering the Zoning Code to address unique properties and individual
exceptions needed to occubtaff did not foresee too many more exceptions coming forward due to nearing
the end of the building season. They hoped to have the Land Development Codedgoior to the next
building season to hopefully address many of the issues they were facing.

Alderperson Dugan (District Eight) urged the commission to make changes based off percentages for
impervious surfaces prior to the next building season.

Staff gated that based on the size of the lot, driveway, and residence, the applicant was at about 18% lot
coverage, which was light for a rural ar&aff also clarified that a permitting process was in place at the
time of the home construction, of which the driveway was inclusive of that permit, noting that the driveway
requirements had been in place. However, there was now a separate drivewayt padmieview process.

Motion by Commissioner Hainet® approve therequest fromJim Smola for an exception to the driveway
standards (Chapter 23.01(14)(i)(3) at 856 West Gates Drive (Parcel ID 28124083136i0i5gGhe
following reasons

1. Size of the lot

2. Percentage of coveragef impervious surface.

3. Angle of the driveway.
seconded byCommissioneArntsen
Motion carried 51, with Commissioner Cooper voting in the negative.

Requesfrom Robert Giese for an exception to the driveway standards (Chapted (14)(i)(3) at 4016
Simonis Street (Parcel ID 281240827300212).

Associate Planner Kearns summarized a similar request for an exception from the driveway standards, and
reviewed the history of the property and case timeline, possible detriments to trstexn neighbor, and
right-of-way restrictions for the applicant. After review, staff found that the property did not have unique

OKIF NI OGSNR&aGAOAET FYR yéd KIFINRaAKALEA OfFAYSR gSNB |
recommended dgial of the request, but also noted that if they were they to approve, that they once again
provide sound reasoning for approving the exception. Commissioners had the following comments:
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1. Inquiry as to whether side yard setbacks applied to any structures, to which it was
confirmed that the detached garage needed to meet those setbacks, otherwise the principal
building setbacks would apply.

2. Inquiry as to the use of the paved extension pghstdriveway, to which it was clarified by
the applicant for service door use.

3. Inquiry as to grandfathered status of driveway and gravel use, to which staff could not
comment on previous administration determinations, adding that substrate could be
maintained so long as they met new requirements where applicable.

4. Inquiry as to whether the pad near the service door was being utilized for parking, to which
Staff recommended a separation between the sidewalk and driveway to it could not be
utilized as such.

5. Clarification on areas to allow service door walkway.

Rob Giese (4016 Simonis St), applicant, explained that their intention was not to skirt the system, but rather
was suggested that he use different materials for a driveway expansion in 2013 by prst#ffuHe noted
difficulty in finding a contractor, and in finding driveway information on the City website, adding that he may
be able to meet the requirements if three feet was removed on the left of the driveway.

Alderperson Dugan (District Eightjjinred about the ratio of impervious surface to lot size, noting that the
loss of green space was not great for the City.

Staff estimated 40% of the lot being covered based on the lot, driveway, and main residence size.

Rob Giese (4016 Simonis &ked that while staff was helpful in answering questions, if anything could be
done about finding information more readily on the City website, noting no definitive sources for all
information, and even conflicting sources such as the Public Works Degrartequirements.

Motion by CommissioneRiceto denythe requestfrom Robert Giese for an exception to the driveway
standards (Chapter 23.01(14)(i)(3) at 4016 Simonis Street (Parcel ID 281240827 30&stihded by
CommissioneCooper

Motion carried 51, with Commissioner Haines voting in the negative.
Artwork near the newly constructed roundabout on Division Street and North Point Drive

Director Ostrowsksummarizedhat the City, in collaboration with CREATE Portage County and the
Convention and Visitors Bureau, put out a call to artists for artwork proposals for the new roundabout. The
goal would be to create an entry feature into the CRyoposals and renderinggere now available for

review by the Plan Commission.

GregWright (1217 Franklin St) summariziie proposal and final concepts: Northpoint Sculptures by local
artist Boleslaw Kochanowskinda Solar Mural concept. Commissioners made the following comments:

Northpoint Sculpturegsteel and copper)

1. Clarification of proposed direction @b the Pointto which it was confirmed that it would
act as a welcome sign comimgfrom the rorth along he right of the interstate prior to
hitting the roundabout.

2. Clarification oormaximumheightof To the Pointto which 14 feet tall and 20 feet in width
was noted, with letterdeginningat 8-10 feet.
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10.

3. Difficulty in understandinghe Pine Cone®nceptupon first glance, needed explanation
and history.

4. Metal compments would last a long time, little maintenance required.
Solar Mural Concept
1. Positive comments on having a Gityde competition to determine solar panel skin designs.
2. Inquiry on whether theskins would constantly be changing.
3. While the design skins could last 30 years, there were concerns regarding fading over time.
4

Inquiry as to what the energy created would be used for, and how much maintenandd wo
be required for the panels.

5. Concernsegarding maintenance, longevity, and use.
General Comments

1. Inquiry on pedestrian accefar artwork, to which it was clarified thatew and existing
sidewalks would be used into the priority areas.

2. Inquiry as to how nearby trailheads would interactiwihe artwork, to which it was stated
that the hope would be to have the trailhead provide a draw to and from the artwork and
vice versa. (Ex. Schmeeckle trailheatdsnear sculptures, sculptures draw towards
Sculpture Park trailhead).

3. Preference for having an area concept of metal sculptures near the roundabout, with the
solar mural concept in another location.

Motion by Commissioner Hoppe to approve the two Northpoint Sculpture concepts presented in the areas
identified, with additional solar mural concept research for other areas in the City; seconded by
Alderperson Kneebone.

Motion carried 60.

Land Development Code

The item was postponefbr a future meeting. Staff asked the commission to review the red lined version of
Chapter 7 and provide feedback as they continue to make their way through the LDC.
CommunityDevelopment BpartmentMonthly Report for September, 2018

Director Ostrowskbriefly reviewed the monthly report and explained thiiey had hit$40 million for year
to date value. Code enforcement numbers were also up due to the recent start &dlticellege semester,
and wetter weather which produced more grass orders.

Motion by Commissioner Cooper to approve the ntbiy report for September, 201&nd place it on file;
seconded by Commissioner Hoppe.

Motion carried 60.
5 A NS Opd&teN a
DirectorOstrowskiprovided updates on the following:
1. Budget introduction meetingcheduled for October 29, 2018.

2. Will have complete redlined Chapter 7 for review for Zoning Code Rewrite/Comprehensive
Plan Meeting on October #92018.
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3. Land Use Chapter for Comprehensive Plan has been received and will be brought forward
for further review.

4. Development Status
a. K-Mart dte moving forward
b. Upcoming Downtown projects
c. Belke Propertglosing and redevelopment
d. Ki Mobility addition to soon receivoccupancy
e. Business Par& East Parklevelopment announcements forthcoming
f. Clifton Larson Allen constructed new building on vacant lot
Meijer store development
{ SNBAOS /2fR {G2N}3SQa aSO2yR FIRRAGAZY
Oso Brewing groundbreakiramticipatedin the Spring

s Q@

j-  Maher Water officially open in the Business Park
11. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at8:42PM.
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Attachment pertaining to Agenda Item 3: Conceptual Project Review

W. John Coletta
2209 Ellis Street

Stevens Point

» Narrative: All good business decisions are made based on having a clear vision and then
having a clear plan to help make that vision a reality. My vision—and | think many of us
share this vision—is for Stevens Point to be an economic, educational, and cultural leader in
the state. Indeed, with our central location we are already both a crossroads and a gateway
city; we have tremendous economic diversity and industry; we are a river town and a
university town; Portage County is a leader nationally in sustainability initiatives; we have a
great Green Circle trail—but when | bring prospective employees from Central Wisconsin
Airport into town, | take Exit 161 and then turn left onto Northpoint Drive, driving past
Sentry (high on its lovely hill) and then through Schmeeckle Reserve—all to avoid Division
Street.

» Goal: In order to help transform Stevens Point into a destination for new business and for
the creative class—that group of millennials who are making our economic and cultural
future—we need our Sentry-to-UWSP corridor to stand as an announcement of, as a symbol
for, this exciting, sustainable, and prosperous future—indeed, we need for the Sentry-to-
UWSP corridor to become part of all that it also represents. Thus, my vision for Division
Street (along the Sentry-UWSP corridor) is for it to be not Division Street but Unity
Boulevard, a real boulevard, a physical announcement to visitors that Stevens Point is
where you want to live; that Stevens Point is where you’d love to open a new division of
your company. Unity Boulevard should be a place that announces to the new creative class
and the millennials who are driving our economic future that Stevens Point is bike-able,
walkable; full of green space; a cultural mecca replete with farm-to-table restaurants, local
music, theater and dance, art. So, we just need our Sentry to UWSP corridor to physical
represent all the great things our community has—and therefore to become part of the
place it represents.

» Thesis: Fast-food-chain franchises may be permitted along the Sentry-to-UWSP corridor as
long as the owners of those franchises are required by zoning regulations and codes to build
or amend their buildings and grounds in such a way as to bring them in line with our
Stevens Point community’s vision of a prosperous, sustainable, and thriving community, and
so in such a way as to make Unity Boulevard a beacon of that future. Franchise owners,
then, must provide as part of their business prospectus a plan for attractive outdoor dining,
for green space, for bike-friendly accessibility, for zero-set back, for the elimination of drive-
thru’s, for integrated building occupancy (IBO’s: designing zero-set-back stores that
combine two or more franchises), and for fagades / storefronts that blend with the unique
appearances of local eateries and businesses.
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Speech at Plan Commission - 1 Oct. 2018

Item #3

Trevor Roark, 601 Washington, I’'m here to share my views as a resident and not
represent any group.

In reading over the performance and design standards for B-TID5 Overlay District that
were approved and signed into ordinance this summer, it is evident that these 2
developments don’t fit the corridor. City Staff have made some very important points
on how these properties fall short of the planning goals for North Division. These fast
food businesses would not have zero to five foot setbacks, the buildings wouldn’t
oversee the street with active fronts, they would only be one story instead of the two or
more stories preferred, and these are not compact developments. Further, staff shared
concern that this overlay district permits dense developments that promote connection
with surrounding uses, rather than the auto-oriented development found on the
Division St. corridor today.

The biggest concern in my opinion is sense of place. If we continue to build out Division
the same way it looks now it would remain “Anywhere America.” What will bring visitors
back to this street, to the downtown, to our parks and hotels if all they see is the same
fast food big box arterial road that is seen in hundreds of cities across the United States?
Sure... the sign on the interstate that notifies a driver to stop here and grab some fast
food can get drivers to stop, but this is a fleeting experience. Those drivers, if they’'re
new to the area would see the same Anywhere America, turn right back toward the on
ramp, and head out of town missing even the slightest awesomeness that Stevens Point
can offer.

More and more people in Stevens Point are trying hard to help create a sense of place, a
livable city that visitors want to flock to and residents love to brag about... Development
as proposed, hamper that effort. With this request for conditional use right now, it’s as
almost as if the can is trying to get kicked further down the road... before the new
zoning for the City is formalized and prior to Vandewalle & Associates completing their
corridor study of North Division next year.

My questions are then: What's the rush and are residents demanding these? Do we
truly need more fast food businesses in Stevens Point? In doing a quick count on Google
Maps we already have about 22 different fast food places (2 of them being McDonalds
and one of them a new Burger King).
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