
AGENDA 
CITY OF WHITEWATER 

PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION 

1. Call to order and roll call. 

Whitewater Municipal Building 
Community Room 

312 W. Whitewater Street 
Whitewater, WI 53190 

Febmary 14, 2011 
6:00p.m. 

2. Hearing of Citizen Comments. No fonnal Plan Commission action will be taken during 
this meeting ON CITIZEN COMMENTS although issues raised may become a part of a 
future agenda. Items on the agenda may not be discussed at this time. 

3. Approval of the minutes of December 13,2010. 

4. Hold a public hearing for consideration of a conditional use permit to allow for an 
automotive repair business to be located at 265 S. Wisconsin Street for Daryl and Fabian 
Lopez. 

5. Discussion of Potential Measures to Increase Efficiency in Development Plan Reviews and 
Control Developer Costs. 

6. Infom1ation: 
a. Possible future agenda items. 

b. Future discussion of neighborhood preservation implementation, including 
consideration of higher density multiple family residential district. 

c. Next regular Plan Commission meeting- March 14, 2011. 

7. Adjoum. 

Anyone requiring special arrangements is asked to call the Zoning and Planning Office 24 hours prior to the 
meeting. Those \Vishing to weigh in on any of the above~ mentioned agenda items but unable to attend the meeting 
are asked to send their comments to c/o Zoning Administrator, 312 \V. \Vhitewater Street, \Vhitewater, WI, 53190 or 
jwegner@whitewater~wi.gov. 

The City of \Vhitewater website is: whitewater~wi.gov 



CITY OF WHITEWATER 
PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION 
Whitewater Municipal Building Community Room 
December 13,2010 

ABSTRACTS/SYNOPSIS OF THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF THE OFFICIAL 
ACTIONS OF THE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION 

Chairperson Torres called the meeting of the Plan and Architectural Review Commission to 
order at 6:00p.m. 

PRESENT: Torres, Stone, Binnie, Dalee, Miller, Meyer (Alternate). ABSENT: Zaballos, 
Coburn. OTHERS: Wallace McDonell/City Attorney, Mark Roffers/City Plarmer, Bruce 
Parker/Zoning Administrator, Wegner/Secretary. 

HEARING OF CITIZEN COMMENTS. This is a time in the agenda where citizens can voice 
their concerns. They are given three minutes to talk. No fonnal Plan Commission Action will 
be taken during this meeting although issues raised may become a part of a future agenda. Items 
on the agenda may not be discussed at this time. 

There were no citizen comments. 

MINUTES. Moved by Stone and Meyer to approve the Plan Commission minutes of October 
11, 2010. Motion approved by unanimous roll call vote. 

PUBLIC HEARING FOR A CHANGE OF THE DISTRICT ZONING MAP FOR THE 
FOLLOWING AREA TO ENACT AN ORDINANCE TO IMPOSE THE R-0 NON­
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL OVERLAY DISTRICT ZONING CLASSIFICATION UNDER 
CHAPTER 19.25 OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WHITEWATER 
FOR 314 W. NORTH STREET (/WUP 00089), 318 W. NORTH STREET (/WUP 00090), 
326 W. NORTH STREET (/WUP 00091), AND 330 W. NORTH STREET (/WUP 00092). 
Chairperson Torres opened the public hearing for consideration of a change of the District 
Zoning Map for the following area to enact an ordinance to impose the R-0 Non-Family 
Residential Overlay District Zoning Classification under Chapter 19.25 of the Zoning Ordinance 
of the City of Whitewater for 314 W. North Street (/WUP 00089), 318 W. North Street (IWUP 
00090), 326 W. North Street (/WUP 00091), and 330 W. North Street (/WUP 00092). 

Zoning Administrator Bruce Parker explained that the map showed where the proposed 
properties are located and where the properties are that already have had the overlay zoning done 
earlier this year. 

City Planner Mark Roffers explained that this proposal was evaluated against the City of 
Whitewater Comprehensive Plan and it was found to be consistent with the docmnents. Roffers 
recommended approval and stated that the Plan Commission would make a recommendation to 
the City Cotmcil. 

Michael Woller voiced his concern as he had recently purchased the property at 314 W. Nortl1 
Street for a rental prope1iy. He was unaware of the possibility of the R-0 Overlay Zoning and 
asked that the Plan Commission remove his property from this proposal. 

City Plam1er Mark Roffers explained that the purpose of the R-0 Non-Family Residential 
Zoning was to help preserve the single family neighborhoods. The properties with the R-0 
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Overlay Non-Family Residential Zoning designation would be limited to a maximum of2 
unrelated occupants. The R-2 One and Two Family Residence Zoning District allows for 3 
unrelated occupants. 

City Attorney McDonell explained that a large portion of the neighborhood has the R-0 
Residential Overlay Zoning. Councilman Winship has petitioned to increase the overlay zoning 
area to these four properties. The City Council will address this zoning change on December 21st 
at 6:30p.m. and will give a final decision. He explained that Michael Woller has the right to 
give input. The R-0 Overlay Zoning does not prohibit rentals. The Plan Commission can make 
a recommendation of the properties to be included. 

Chris Grady (owner of 318 W. North Street, next door to 314 W. North Street) stated that it had 
been intended for these four properties to be included in the original petition. They were 
attempting to correct the oversight of the original proposal. 

Patty Nicks is the owner of 126 N. Fremont Street, which is also next door to 314 W. North 
Street. She is in favor of the R-0 Overlay Zoning, which would limit the number of students 
renting a property. She stated that they have lived at their address for 11 years. For all of that 
time, the property at 314 W. North Street has had a family living there. 

James Hartwick, 178 N. Franklin Street and President of the Historic Starin Park Neighborhood 
Association, stated that in the original R-0 Residential Overlay Zoning District, these R-2 
properties were inadvertently left off the petition. Some neighborhoods are considered ones to 
be preserved as single family neighborhoods based on the owners of properties in the area. This 
overlay zoning is consistent with the City of Whitewater Comprehensive Plan. 

Plan Commission Member Binnie asked why the Historic Starin Park Neighborhood Association 
did not go forward to include at least the west side ofN. Fremont Street in the R-0 Overlay 
Zoning District. 

James Hartwick explained that when the proposal was first drawn up, the R-0 Overlay Zoning 
only applied to R-1 properties. R-2 is similar and buildings in this area are unlikely to be tom 
down. If it had been clear, they would have asked for the entire area to be included for the 
overlay zoning. At their last neighborhood meeting they decided to at least get the North Street 
properties and try to get Fremont Street as well. Fremont Street has a number of existing rentals. 
The existing properties that have a long status of being a rental to three unrelated persons, can 
continue to rent to three unrelated persons. They did not want to include Fremont Street until 
they asked the people who live there. 

Chairperson Torres closed the public hearing. 

Plan Commission Members Stone, Torres, and Binnie agreed that they would be in favor of 
dropping the property at 314 W. North Street from the proposed R-0 Residential Overlay 
Zoning. Binnie explained that there will still be a limit of three unrelated persons allowed for 
tl1at property without the overlay zoning. 

Moved by Stone and Binnie that this change in zoning is consistent with the City of Whitewater 
Comprehensive Plan, and that the Plan Commission recommend to the City Council to impose 
the R-0 Non-Family Residential Overlay Dish-ict Zoning Classification lmder Chapter 19.25 of 
the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Whitewater for 318 W. North Street (/WUP 00090), 326 W. 
North Street (/WUP 00091), and 330 W. North Street (/WUP 00092). Plan Commission 
Member Binnie clarified that the City Council can go back to the original proposal including the 
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314 W. North Street property. Motion approved by unanimous roll call vote. 

PUBLIC HEARINGFOR A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A "CLASS B" BEER 
AND A "CLASS C" WINE LICENSE FOR ILMI SHABANI, TO SERVE BEER AND 
WINE BY THE GLASS AT "JESSICA'S RESTAURANT" LOCATED AT 140 W. MAIN 
STREET. Chairperson Torres opened the public hearing for consideration of a conditional use 
pennit for a "Class B" Beer and a "Class C" Wine License for Ilmi Shabani, to serve beer and 
wine by the glass at "Jessica's Restaurant" located at 140 W. Main Street. 

Zoning Administrator Bruce Parker explained that Jessica's Restaurant has been approved with 
minor conditions and will be expanding into the property next door at 138 W. Main Street. They 
are asking for a beer and wine license, particularly for their banquet hall. A conditional use 
permit is required to serve beer and wine by the bottle or glass. This area to be licensed will 
include the addition and possible sidewalk cafe area. It is recommended to have the sidewalk 
cafe as part of the approval as long as it meets the Sidewalk Cafe Ordinance. 

The City Planners recommended that the Plan Commission approve the conditional use pennit 
for Jessica's Restaurant, located at 138-140 W. Main Street, to allow the sale of alcohol by the 
bottle or drink within the restaurant and any future sidewalk cafe area, and further to recommend 
Council issuance of"Class B" Beer and "Class C" Wine Liquor Licenses, subject to the 
following conditions: 
1. The conditional use permit shall run with the business owner and not the land. Any change 

in ownership will first require approval of a conditional use permit amendment. 

2. All prior conditions of conditional use permit approval from September 2010 shall continue 
to apply to the property, if the project is cmmnenced and completed in accordance with that 
approval. 

3. The serving and sale of alcoholic beverages in any sidewalk cafe area shall adhere to the 
requirements listed under Section 5.18.070 of the City of Whitewater Mtmicipal Code, 
including, but not limited to, the requirement that the sidewalk cafe m·ea within which 
alcohol is being served shall at all times it is being used be roped off or otherwise enclosed 
by a freestanding barrier that is at least three feet high. If such project adheres to that section 
of the Municipal Code, further Commission approval of a site plan or conditional use permit 
amendment shall not be required. 

Chairperson Torres closed the public hearing. 

Moved by Binnie and Miller to recommend to the City Council to approve the Conditional Use 
Pennit for a "Class B" Beer and a "Class C" Wine License for Ilmi Shabani to serve beer and 
wine by the glass at "Jessica's Restaurant" located at 140 W. Main Street with the conditions of 
the City Planner. Motion approved by unanimous roll call vote. The applicant agreed to all the 
conditions. 

PUBLIC HEARING FOR A CHANGE OF THE DISTRICT ZONING MAP TO REZONE 
FROM R-3 (MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENCE) ZONING DISTRICT TO PCD (PLANNED 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT) ZONING DISTRICT, UNDER CHAPTER 19.39 OF 
THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WHITEWATER AND FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF A GDP (GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN) AND SIP 
(SPECIFIC IMPLEMENTATION PLAN) FOR THE PROPOSED STUDENT 
APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT FOR CATCON WHITEWATER, LLC., WITH THE 
REZONING, GDP, AND SIP ALL ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING PARCELS 
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LOCATED ALONG N. PRINCE STREET AND W. FLORENCE STREET ARE 
REQUESTED TO CHANGE TO PCD FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF STUDENT 
APARTMENTS: TAX PARCEL NUMBERS /WUP 00178C, /WUP 00178, /WUP 00178A, 
CITY OF WHITEWATER, WALWORTH COUNTY, WISCONSIN. Chairperson Torres 
opened the public hearing for consideration of a change of the District Zoning Map to rezone 
from R-3 (Multi-family Residence) Zoning District to PCD (Planned Community Development) 
Zoning District, under Chapter 19.39 of the Zoning Ordinance of the City ofWhitewater and for 
consideration of a GDP (General Development Plan) and SIP (Specific Implementation Plan) for 
the proposed student apartment development for CatCon Whitewater, LLC., with the rezoning, 
GDP, and SIP all associated with the following parcels located along N. Prince Street and W. 
Florence Street are requested to change to PCD for the development of student apartments: Tax 
Parcel Numbers /WUP 00178C, IWUP 00178, /WUP 00178A, City of Whitewater, Walworth 
County, Wisconsin. 

City Plmmer Mark Roffers stated that this project has been in the works for about six months. It 
is a 31 unit student apartment project, a good transition from the public donns to the private 
rentals in the community. In order to do this project, rezoning the properties to a PCD (Plmmed 
Community Development) is required. The PCD Zoning allows the City to enable modification 
for standards in exchange for higher requirements. The PCD Zoning would only include the 
GDP (General Development Plan). If the PCD Zoning and General Development Plan is 
approved, the Plan Commission can act on the SIP (Specific Implementation Plan) which would 
be conditioned upon City Council approval of the rezoning. The main criteria is consistent with 
the City's Comprehensive Plan- future use design. In the rezoning to PCD, there are m1 
additional 5 or 6 criteria to follow. "Do we need this project in Whitewater?" is not a 
consideration in the criteria. The developer has worked 6 sets of plans with different 
configurations. There is no longer underground parking. Since the concept plan, the ownership 
has changed a little. The number of units proposed would not be allowed on the lot in an R-3 
Zoning District, but could be allowed in a PCD. 

The City Planners recommended the Plan and Architectural Review Commission first find the 
rezoning of the property from R-3 Multiple Family Residential to PCD m1d the associated 
General Development Plan (GDP) for The Element apartment project to be consistent with the 
City's Comprehensive Plan, then recommend City Council approval ofPCD zoning and 
associated GDP, and then approve the Specific Implementation Plan, all subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. The applicant shall make building and site improvements in accordance with the plans and 
other supporting docmnents approved by the Plan and Architectural Review Commission on 
12/13/10, a11d including the following, except as any changes to those plans and supporting 
documents are required to meet conditions 2-14 that follow: 

a. Materials dated 10/18/10: Operations and Security Memo 
b. Materials dated 11/7/10: Agreement to Maintain Storm water Facilities 
c. Materials Dated 11111/10: Attachment D: Letter from Calvm·y Lutheran Church 
d. Materials dated 11/12/10: Details Sheet (sheet Cl.6); Building Roof Plan (sheet A1.5); 

Lighting Detail sheet (sheet PXP2); Photo Renderings of building; Attachment A: 
Operation Plan; Stonnwater Management Plan (bound document); Attachment E: 
Parking Infonnation (includes 4 items: Parking Memorandum, Infonnation and 
Parking Form, Terms and Rates, and Rules and Regulations) 

e. Materials dated 12/6/10: Existing Site and Demolition Plan (sheet Cl.O); Site Plan 
(sheet Cl.l); Grading and Erosion Control Plan (sheet Cl.2); Utilities Plan (sheet 
C1.3); Details and Specifications (sheet C1.4); Landscape Plan (sheet Cl.5); First 
Floor Plan (sheet Al.l); Second Floor Plan (sheet Al.2); Third Floor Plan (sheet 
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Al.3); Fourth Floor Plan (sheet Al.4); Elevations (sheets A2.0 and A2.1); Photometric 
Plan (sheet PXPl) 

f. Other Materials with no date: Attachment F: Photos of interior finishes; Catalog Page 
for retaining wall; Sustainable Design Features list 

2. Prior to the issuance of a building permit for this project, the applicant shall: 
a. Address, through plan changes and otherwise, all requested changes in the 12/8110 

email of the Whitewater Fire Inspector over which the applicant has control. 
b. Provide catalog pages for exterior wall-mounted lighting fixtures. 
c. Expand the "Future Parking" label on all plan sheets to indicate that the future parking 

lot shall be installed only following the approval or direction of the City's 
Neighborhood Services Director. 

d. Obtain approval of the City Forester of the street terrace tree planting plan and make 
any adjustments as requested by the City Forester. 

e. Increase the number of 4 inch caliper trees on the site by 10, in higher-impact locations 
as approved by the Neighborhood Services Director. 

f. Address all outstanding issues related to stonnwater management, grading, erosion 
control, and utilities, as detennined by and to the satisfaction of the Neighborhood 
Services Director, in consultation with the City's engineering consultant. 

g. Pay a park improvement fee and a fee-in-lieu of parkland dedication in accordance 
with City ordinance standards for the 31 additional housing tmits being added to this 
property. 

h. Update and resubmit for City staff approval all plans that are necessary to assure 
compliance with the above conditions. 

3. In the grading and development of the site, in the areas with existing mature trees both on the 
subject site and off-site that are proposed for retention, the developer shall follow the tree 
preservation guidelines included within the City of Whitewater Landscaping Guidelines (i.e., 
protect critical root zone radius) to the extent practical. At least 14 days prior to the 
commencement of site construction, the applicant shall notify owners of adjoining properties 
with mature trees that are both proximate to shared lot lines and shown on the Landscape Plan 
of the intent to grade and develop the subject site in the general areas of such trees. That 
notification shall include an offer to meet with the adjacent owner(s) to review plans and make 
provisions to minimize potential root cutting and compaction in the vicinity of those trees. The 
applicant shall invite the City Neighborhood Services Director and City Forester to attend any 
such meeting(s). 

4. The maximum occupancy of each aparhnent unit shall be limited to the number of bedrooms 
in that unit, and the maximum occupancy of each bedroom shall be one tenant. 

5. The site shall be operated at all times in full accordance with the October 18,2010 Operations 
and Secmity Narrative and the November 12, 2010 "Operation Plan for The Element," except 
that the selected management company may change provided that the project maintains, at all 
times, management by a professional management company with qualifications for managing 
student oriented apartment developments, in the detennination of theN eighborhood Services 
Director. 

6. If the apartment building is developed as planned and approved tmder this PCD, the chmch 
use of the property shall be limited as follows: 

a. Occupancy of no more than one office room. 
b. No more than one church employee on site at any one time. 
c. No on-site services, except for residents of the apartment building. 
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d. No on-site parking or shuttle service for church patrons to attend services in another 
location or for any other purpose, except for those who are also residents of the 
apartment building. 

7. The use and function of the first floor meeting space, media room, game room/lotmge, 
exercise room, and study rooms, as indicated on the approved Floor Plan sheet, shall not be 
substantially altered as judged by the Neighborhood Services Director, without the prior 
approval of the City Plan and Architectural Review Commission. 

8. The proposed front yard seating area, as represented on the Site Plan sheet, shall be installed 
no later than one year from the date of initial building occupancy, in accordance with a plan 
prepared by the applicant and approved by the Neighborhood Services Director. 

9. No parking space designated on the site plan shall be used at any time for any other purpose 
than the parking of operable motor vehicles. No snow storage shall be allowed in parking spaces. 

10. Parking pennits shall be allocated for tenants of the project, per the "Parking Rules and 
Regulations" document submitted with the application or any replacement document approved 
by the Neighborhood Services Director. In no case shall the munber of pennits that are issued for 
resident parking exceed the number of spaces available in the off-street parking lots, less 5 
spaces to accommodate visitors and the church/office use of the property as limited through the 
above condition. 

11. The applicant shall include with all leases provisions related to the following, with such 
aspects of the leases subject approval ofthe Neighborhood Services Director and City Attorney 
before the leases are utilized: 

a. Limits on occupancy to (i) one tenant for each bedroom and (ii) a number of tenants in 
each apartment unit not exceeding the number of bedrooms in that unit. 

b. Parking rules and regulations in accordance with this PCD approval, including clear 
restrictions against vehicular parking in any space that is not a designated parking space on 
the approved Site Plan for the project. 

12. In the event that not all site and landscape improvements are completed before occupancy of 
this building, the applicant shall provide the City with a site improvement deposit in the amount 
of$2,000. 

13. Any and all future signage proposed for this site, including directional signage, shall be 
subject to City Zoning Administrator approval. 

14. Specific Implementation Plan approval is null and void if the City Council does not approve 
the rezoning or the General Development Plan. The Specific Implementation Plan is subject to 
alterations if the City Council approves changes to the General Development Plan. 

Matt Burow, President of the company, gave a history of the project. He has been involved with 
it for two years. They have been trying to expand campus ministries not sponsored by the 
Church or the UW. to be owned by private equity members. They have been involved with 
planning a student housing project on this property for the last 12 months. They have met with 
city staff. They started with an over 200 bed unit but have reconsidered the plan and reduced it 
to a 155 to 170 bed unit. Plan Commission was looking for less density and a higher parking 
ratio. They will have a property manager, BMOC out of Madison. It will be a high performing 
property, well managed and maintained. This will be a transitional product. They will provide 
full time activities, full time maintenance, all the amenities you would see in a donn and a high 
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level of security. 

Engineer Tom Schermerhorn explained that "The Element" will be a transitional use from the 
UW to the residential area. All units will be fully furnished in an efficient layout. There will be 
individual bedrooms, two baths in the 4 unit apartments. There will be an on-site manager and 
program director. If they were to apply for the building to be a LEED building, it would be in the 
low gold or high silver range. The building will be made in a residential scale and materials, 
high quality stone and cream city brick. It will be a townhouse style with horizontal and vertical 
elements. There will be a 50 year warranty on the siding. The trim and accent will be gray and 
dark brown respectively. The glazing on the windows will not be institutional. The building will 
be high quality and low maintenance. There will also be a theatre, laundry (looking at putting in 
each unit) and campus ministry. 

William Levy, Manager of BMOC, explained that the building will be operated similar to a donn 
with RA, resident life, programming etc. 

Marilyn Kienbaum voiced her concern of the cost for kids to live there and if the parents could 
afford it. 

Matt Burow explained that it would probably be the highest cost in Whitewater. It would be 
competitive, but on the higher end. 

Sherry Hoffer, W. Florence Street, stated that her home is a part of this proposed project. She 
supports the project and wanted to make the Plan Commission aware of the other changes 
happening in this neighborhood. Ownerships have changed and properties have changed 
drastically. She urged the Plan Commission to support this project. 

Attorney John Olson, representing DLK Enterprises, stated that this proposal should be 
developed under the R-3 Zoning Ordinance regulations, not a PCD (Plmmed Community 
Development). If you go by the Zoning Ordinance, you know what to enforce. This group has 
hired BMOC (out of Madison) as the project operator (Other names are PMM LLC. and PMM2 
LLC.). There are disputes in the Dane County Circuit Court between parents and BMOC, when 
BMOC took over and backed out of a lease that was to provide 19 meals per week. There is a 
list of zoning violations a11d complaints. A building inspection was performed on 1-17-10. It 
was later revealed (1-22 & 1-27-10) that 3 out of 4 items were not completed. Attorney John 
Olson wanted to send the message to go forward with this project tmder R-3 Zoning so that local 
contractors could compete. It is not safe as a PCD. Atty. Olson stated that he would make the 
files of the complaints available for Plan Commission inspection. 

Russell Walton, a Whitewater developer, was mainly concerned about the parking. They are 
proposing 81 stalls for 108 students. This does not include the pastor and the meeting room and 
how many will be coming and taking up parking stalls. In an R-3 Zoning District they must 
comply with those specific parking requirements. Every kid who comes to school has a car. 
Walton was also concerned with the14 foot drop off at the rear of the property to the parking lot, 
with the possibility of the mature trees being undennined. The building should be designed 
around adequate parking. 

City Planner Mark Roffers stated that a condition of approval could be to not allow outside 
meetings to talce place at this facility. 

Bob Freiennuth, a local investor, stated that 8 months of the year there is street parking. The 
parking gets worse November through March when visitors cmmot park on the street. 
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Attorney Mike Grubb, representing the Whitewater Rental Association, stressed the same 
concerns as Attorney Olson. The project should be compelled to comply with the R-3 Zoning 
Ordinance and work within the mles. The rules can be consistently applied. They appreciated 
that the project has been downsized, but it is not downsized enough. The PCD (Planned 
Community Development) in the ordinance offers the flexibility of a project in exchange for 
benefits. It is not to circmnvent the ordinance. The developer cannot choose a PCD to get out of 
R-3 Zoning regulations. The Plan Commission is charged with consistently applying proposals 
to the ordinances. Why a PCD here? There are 5 areas where variances are needed. The main 
ones are density and parking. When looking at the density, this site is 2/3 's of what it should be. 
The setbacks are closer to Prince Street by 3 feet. Other concerns are the drop off from the 
Daniels property; the parking areas are shorter and tighter; how the church works into this mix 
and how it impacts the parking. 
Atty. Grubb brought in a comparison sheet showing how the built project would comply or 
exceed R-3 Zoning. The Regent project did a lot of cleaning up of the site. They closed up 
driveway openings on Main Street; fixed the drainage issue along S. Cottage Street. They 
offered similar parking, but was asked not to do it and have an area held in reserve. The Prince 
Street project, would require that everything be tom down and start over. The improvement 
trade makes it necessary to go to a PCD. The trade off is that the rooms in the apartments are 
smaller; the size of the building requires parking to be cut short. This is not creating a higher 
quality, better project. Why relax the standards now? Atty. Grubb asked that the Plan 
Commission consistently apply the standards and approve this project only as an R-3 Zoning 
proposal. 

Levi Wolf, a student who lives at Starin Hall dorm, stated that students are very excited for the 
potential for new housing in such a great location. He loves the idea and is excited for the 
project. He also stated that lots of students do not have cars. 

Jeff Knight, 405 S. Panther Court, stated that he had been on a Plan Commission for 14 years 
and has also been a landlord. He did a comparison as far as the standard of living for the tenants. 
The rooms are 104 to 108 sq. ft. (sizes look substandard). What are the real mnenities? These 
apartments have 2 stove tops (not viewed as a dorm, but viewed as an apartment). As an 
apartment it is substandm·d. It is a frmne building with 81 parking stalls, possibility of 86 stalls if 
directed by the city to develop the southeast portion of the site. What happened to the 
underground parking? Is parking provided for church activities? What is the impact of Starin 
Hall? What happens if the Church leaves, will it be considered a hardship? What is cmmnitted 
and what is not? Knight urged the Plan Commission to slow down and malce sure it is a good 
project. 

Roy Nosek, 21 0 S. Park Street, a fonner member of the Plan Commission, felt that the Zoning 
Ordinance should take precedence over a PUD (Planned Unit Development). He stated that the 
PCD (Planned Community Development) was adopted in 1980. He has never seen a PCD used 
for what it was meant to be used for. It is a short cut, a cheat of what the intent was to be. It has 
never been used in an innovative project. Nosek asked the Plan Commission to watch the PCD 
proposals. There have been none that have been credible for Plan Commission approval. 

Koller Stettler, property manager for Stettler Properties, explained that R-3 Zoning is the 
standard, the law of the land. It is not right when someone from out of town plays the game to 
see what they can get away with. Development is not all bad if all play by the same rules. 

Matt Burow stated that they intend to use local contractors. They have a 99 year lease with the 
Church at no cost. The outer ring of the mature trees on the Daniels property will not be affected 
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by the development. They plan to put up a retaining wall to protect them. They have the 
opportunity to have a long tenn lease for 10 to 15 stalls fi·mn a retail business about a block 
away. 

Terry Larson, Teronomy Builders, stated that all developers needed to play by the same rules. 
Density is the main concern on this project. Why special consideration for this development? 

Tom Schern1erhorn, Excel Engineering, explained that this proposal is to be high density 
residential for students close to campus. In regard to vacancy rates, the University is looking to 
lease 300 beds and the University is increasing enrollment every year. 

Chairperson Torres closed the public hearing. 

City Planner Mark Roffers explained that the Campus Ministry use is confusing and would need 
understanding. Would the office of the pastor service people in the building only? Parking is 
only adequate for those living there. A PCD allows for knowing more precisely what to enforce. 
There is a specific set of plans to follow. The Plan Commission and City Council has the ability 
to set specific performance standards for a PCD development that we don't have for standard 
R-3 development. However PCD Zoning does require more vigilance in tracking those 
standards, but more details can be enforced through PCD Zoning with more specificity as to 
what the expectations of the City are. The reason why the building was moved closer to Prince 
Street is that city staff suggested that moving the building closer to Prince Street would be a 
better alternative than with the proposed full 35 foot setback. With the full35 foot setback and 
the current building design, at the rear of the building, parts of the building would have been as 
close as 3 feet from the parking lot. We felt that was inadequate and if we were going to trade 
off, it would be a small sacrifice for the added privacy to the apartments in the back. As far as 
the size of the bedrooms, we would ask for better scale drawings to provide clarity. Regarding 
the issue of parking and the number of parking stalls per unit, Roffers agreed that without 
specific controls as to how many parking pern1its could be issued and the ability to enforce that 
standard, that .75 spaces per unit would not be an appropriate standard. If your default standard 

·is one space per occupant, without restrictions, you should go with one space per person 
requirement. The City would be imposing a restriction on how many people they can give 
permits to park. It would then be the developer's responsibility to see if they could market that. 
In regard to vacancy rates of aparhnents, 5 to 10% is fairly typical, fairly common (in Roffers' 
experience). The requirement of deed restrictions and other measures to make sure that they 
follow through with promises they commit are important. Other measures include that the 
property management plan be as promised, their amenities they provide as promised, otherwise 
they would have to come back to get approval for any change. Addressing the Comprehensive 
Plan and Zoning tools, we have three residential districts R-1 which is single family only, R-2 
which is also single family with some allowances for duplexes, & R-3 which is the multi-family 
district. We do not have a zoning district for if you want to go higher than that, perhaps an R -4 
zoning district. It might be a good idea to look at a zoning for more density as the City has gone 
toward a new policy for denser than R-3 development close to the University, to the south and 
now to west. It would be preferable to have a Community discussion and consideration of 
something beyond the R-3 standard. In regard to "playing by the same rules", R-3 has certain 
standards, and a PCD allows the achievement of different standards, an opporhmity to get 
density, proximity to transportation, and proximity to the downtown area. It is guided by the 
Comprehensive Plan. Differently situated properties are different. Roffers recommended 
approval as the project provides enough amenities. 

Plan Commission Members voiced their concerns: Plan Commission Members Dalee, Meyer 
and Torres felt there should be enough parking stalls to accommodate each student, employees 
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etc. Plan Commission Member Binnie questioned why parking was not a problem at the Regent 
Apartments. Why the big concem for this project? The University has a lot of parking across 
from this project, which may be available. If the parking is not resolved, there will be occupancy 
problems. Miller disagreed with the density. 

Moved by Stone and Meyer to recommend to the City Cmmcil to deny the change in the District 
Zoning Map to rezone from R-3 (Multifamily Residence) Zoning District to PCD (Planned 
Community Development) Zoning District. Motion approved with all ayes except Binnie voted 
no. 

REVIEW PROPOSED ONE LOT CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP ASSOCIATED WITH 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF STUDENT APARTMENTS ON THE NORTHWEST 
CORNER OF N. PRINCE STREET AND W. FLORENCE STREET FOR CATCON 
WHITEWATER, LLC. 

City Plarmer Mark Roffers explained that this certified survey map is associated with the Prince 
Street project. The City Planners recommended approval subject to four conditions as amended 
at the meeting. 

1. The CSM may not be recorded until after two or more of the existing principal buildings 
within the CSM area have been demolished. 

2. The CSM shall be recorded prior to occupancy of the apartment building authorized 
through City approval on the same property. 

3. All lands within the CSM are shall be in common ownership prior to recording. 

4. CSM approval shall be null and void within 6 months of the Plan and Architectural 
Review Commission approval if the CSM is not recorded in that time frame. 

City Attomey McDonell recommended action on the certified survey map, either approval or not 
approval. The Plan Commission approval of the certified survey map will become null and void 
if within a certain period of time, the conditions are not met. McDonell asked the developer if 
they wanted to table the review to the next Plan Commission meeting to allow for Plan 
Commission review. 

Matt Burow stated that he wanted to have the Plan Commission review the CSM now to know 
what they have to deal with. 

Moved by Binnie and Meyer to approve the one lot certified survey map with the four conditions 
of the City Planners. Motion approved by unanimous roll call vote. 

REVIEW AND OFFER COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FORMAT FOR THE CITY'S 
ZONING MAP. City Planner Mark Roffers presented a draft format for the City's Zoning Map. 
The City authorized Vandewalle and Associates to redo the Zoning Map to make it clear. It is a 
digital format with one base map with the zoning districts and one overlay district map. It was 
brought to the Plan Commission for comments before it is finalized. There were a couple 
questions. Roffers explained that the wellhead protection zone is a fixed radius around a well. 
The Plan Commission thanked Mark for all their work on the maps. 

INFORMATION: 
For future agenda items, Lynn Binnie suggested that work be done on a Zoning Ordinance that 
would facilitate high density residential. He asked that it be put on the next agenda as a 
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discussion item. 

The next regular Plan Commission meeting will be January 10, 2010. 

Moved by Miller and Stone to adjourn at approximately 9:00p.m. Motion was approved by 
unanimous voice vote. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J{/At ?J~ca'J 
Jane Wegner 
Secretary 
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City of .. 

WHITEWATER 
Neighborhood Services • Code Enforcement I Zoning and Department of Public Works 

312 W. Whitewater Street/ P.O. Box 178, Whitewater, WI 53190 
(262) 473-0540 • Fax (262) 473-0549 

www.ci.whitewater.wi.us 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

TO ALL INTERESTED PARTIES: 

A meeting of the PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION of 

the City of Whitewater will be held at the Municipal Building, Community Room, 

located at 312 W. Whitewater Street on the 14th day of February, 2011 at 6:00p.m. to 

hold a public hearing for the consideration of a conditional use permit to allow for an 

automotive repair business to be located at 265 S. Wisconsin Street for Daryl and 

Fabian Lopez. 

The proposal is on file in the office of the Zoning Administrator at 312 W. 

Whitewater Street and is open to public inspection during office hours Monday through 

Friday, 8:00a.m. to 4:30p.m. 

This meeting is open to the public. COMMENTS FOR, OR AGAINST THE 

PROPOSED PROJECT MAY BE SUBMITTED IN PERSON OR IN WRITING. 

For information, call (262) 473-0540 

Bruce P~dministrator 



A671-2 A709-l A709-2 
DEANKGIESE FORT COMMUNITY CREDIT UNION ROBERT F GAB BEY 
200 E CLAY ST 800 MADISON AVE N421 MARIPOSA LANE 
WHITEWATER WI53190 POBOX160 WISCONSIN DELLS WI 53965 

FT ATKINSON WI 53538 

A-2884-1 GRE-1,3 GRE-2,4-10 
JUSTIN L PETITT LOUNGE DOG HOLDINGS INC RICHARD D VULTAGGIO 
LAURA J PETITT 210ECLAYST P OBOX29 
224 S GREEN ST WHITEWATER WI 53190 WHITEWATER WI 53190 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

TRA-38 TRA-39 TRA-40 
RICHARD H KRAUS JR TRUST GERALD SHROBLE ESTATES LAND & WATER INVESTMENTS 
PAMELA TKRAUS TRUST LLC 503 CENTER ST 
N8039HWY 89 2400 S 84TH ST LAKE GENEVA WI 53147 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 WEST ALLIS WI 53227 

TRA-41 TRA-42 TRA-42A 
RAMON VERDUZCO CHASE J KINCAID RYANR TEVIS 
TERESA VERDUZCO Wl322 SOUTH SHORE DR 246 S WISCONSIN ST 
232 S WISCONSIN ST PALMYRA WI 53156 WHITEWATER WI 53190 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

TRA-43 TRA-44 TRA-45 
SHERIBRONSTAD JOHN C KIENBAUM JR MARILYN M KIENBAUM 
254 S WISCONSIN ST JANICEK KIENBAUM 272 S WISCONSIN ST 
WHITEWATER WI53190 N7351 STATE ROAD 89 WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WHITEWATER WI 53190 

TRA-46 TRP-20 TRP-21 
AMERICAN LEGION POST #173 CURTIS W FELDMAN THOMAS K KOPPS 
WILLIAM GRAHAM 221 S GREEN ST 227 S GREEN ST 
292 S WISCONSIN ST WHITEWATER WI 53190 WHITEWATER WI53190 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

TRP-22 TRP-23 TRP-24 
ANTONIO SANTIAGO DAVE SAALSAA AARON PERSINGER 
BERNALDINA SANTIAGO GRACE SAALSAA KATIE J PERSINGER 
233 S GREEN ST 239 S GREEN ST 247 S GREEN ST 
WHITEWATER WI53190 WHITEWATER WI 53190 WHITEWATER WI 53190 

TRP-25 TRP-26 TRP-33 
DONALD 0 KLITZKE THOMAS J SCHOPEN TERRY A JAECKS 
255 S GREEN ST JUDY M SCHOPEN 1000 DEBONSHIRE LANE #31 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 311 E CRAVATH ST BLOOMINGTON MN 55431 

WHITEWATER WI 53190 

TRP-34 TRP-34A TRP-35, 37A 
JANICE KOSHAREK M&FRENTALS WWBCLLC 
210 S GREEN ST 555 E CLAY ST N777 1 RIDGE ROAD 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 WHITEWATER WI 53190 WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-17 WE1-18 WE1-19 
JAMESR WOOD PAUL H VELD BOOM JOHN E BEERMAN 
DARLENE M WOOD 215 E CLAY ST #34 KATHLEEN B BEERMAN 
215 E CLAY ST #33 WHITEWATER WI 53190 215ECLAYST#35 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 WHITEWATER WI53190 



WEl-20 
TIMOTHY L BIRKENSTOCK TRUST 
CRYSTAL L BIRKENSTOCK TRUST 
W293 N3923 ROUND HILL CIRCLE 
PEWAUKEE WI 53072 

WEl-23 
JASONRPARPART 
215 E CLAY ST #39 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-26 
JAMES D ALLEN 
215 E CLAY ST #42 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-29 
LESHYNUM 
MARYCHYNUM 
215 E CLAY ST#45 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-32 
ASTRID M PETERSON 
215 E CLAY STREET #48 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

DARYL LOPEZ 
FABIAN LOPEZ 
1227 W PENINSULA LANE 
WHITEWATER Wl53190 

WEl-21 
SANDRA K KOSZYCZAREK 
215ECLAYST#37 
WHITEWATER WI53190 

WE1-24 
EDABWILSON 
215 E CLAY ST #40 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-27 
LEON KELLER 
ELISABETH KELLER 
215 E CLAY ST #43 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-30 
RONALD J HART SR 
MARGARET L HART 
511 GERMAINE PLACE 
ELK GROVE VILLAGE IL 60007 

WE1-22 
BENEDICT J WILLMING III 
215ECLAYST#38 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-25 
CHRISTINE E KIENBAUM 
215 E CLAY ST #41 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-28 
LAURA L MASBRUCH 
215 E CLAY ST #44 
WHITEWATER WI 53190 

WE1-31 
MATTHEW R HOLOP 
DARLENE M HOLOP 
33772 N SHAUNEE AVE 
GRAYSLAKE IL 60030 
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NOTICE: The Plan Commission meetinp are scheduled on tbe 2nd Monday of 
the month. All complete plans m1,15t be in by 9:00 a.m. four weeks prior to tbe 
meeting:, If not, the item will be placed on the ntd available Plan Commission · ~ 
meeting. 'JP S 

CITY OF WHITEWATER 
CONDffiONAL USE PERMIT APPL!CA TION PROCEDURE 

I. File the application with the Code Enforcement Director's Office at least four 
weeks prior to the meeting. S I 00.00 fee. Filed on /-to -II 

2. Class I Notice published in Official Newspaper on -'J'---.o;3_----'-'( ( ____ _ 

3. Notices ofthe Public Hearil!g mailed IQ property owners on :J ...: I- If 

4. .Plan Commission holds the PUBLIC HEARING on .;t -I 'I- 1 ( 
They will hear comments of the Petitioner and comments of property owners. 
Comments may be made in person or in writing. 

5. At the conclusion oftb,e Public Hearing, the Plan Cornmission makes a 
decision. , . 

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING APPLICATION. 

Refer to Chapter 19.66 of the City of Whitewater Municipal Code of 
Ordinances, entitled CONDITIONAL USES, for more information on the application. 

Twenty complete sets of nil plans ~hould be subtttitted. All p.lans should be drawn to a sc:ale 
of not less rb.an 50 feet to tl1c inch; replesent actual existing and propo..,d s.itc conditions in 
detail; and indicate the name, ndc:b:es5, and ph<>n<: number of the applicant, hwd owt1,er, 
a.tch.itect, engineer, landscape designee, conttactor, or others respons.ible Eor preparation. It 
is often possible and desirable to include two ot more of the above 8 plans on one map. The 
Znning Administt•tor 01' Plan and Axchitcctw:al Roview Commissi.on may request more 
information. or tn•y reduce the subnuttal ::equi.remcnts. If any of the above 10 plao. is nor 
$ubmil.tc:d, the appllc:mt should provide a writte.n e"planarion of why iris not submitted. 

' 
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SITE PLAN SUBMiTtAL REQUlRE.MENTS 

This checklist must be completed before making appli.carion for a City of Whitewater 
Zoning/Building Permit Ifnot complete, the application will be returned to the owner and will not 
proceed until all in:fuonat\on and forms are complete. 

~Dtawings must be legible and drawn to seal= not less than !14" per foot unless noted. 

~ Acl.dressofProject J..i.,S L·l .. hsc-oos 10 :s+•ee._"t-
Zoning ofPtoperty __ __;,).....,..L_ __ _,_ ______ _ 

~ite Plan, including the location and dimensions of all buildings, parking, loading, vehicle 
and pedestriiUl circulation, signs, walls, fences, other structures, outdoor storage areas, 
mechani.cals, and dumpsters. Adjacent streets and uses and methods for screening parking, 
loading, storage, mechanical, and dumpster areas should. be shown. Statistics on lot area, 
green space percentage, and housing density should be provided. The Plan Commission 
encourages compliance with its adopted parking Jot curbing policy, 

2. Natlu'lll Features Inventory Map, showing the existing limits of all water bodies, wetlands, 
floodplains, existing trees with trunks more than 4 inches in diameter, and any other 
exceptiooal natural resource features oo.ali or part oflhe site. 

Q) Landscape Plan, prepared by a pcofeilsionol, and showing an overhead view of all proposed 
landscaping and existing landscaping to remain. The species, si?.., at time of planting, and 
mature size should be indicated for all plantings.· Areas to be left in green space should be 
clearly delineated. The Plan Commission encourages compliance with its adopted 
landscaping guidelines, availabl~ from the Zoning Department. 

4. Grllding and dra.inage pl11n, meeting the City's stormwater management ordinanc;e if 
required. The plan should show exis~g- and proposed surface elevations on the site at two 
foot intervals or less, and proposed storm water managemen1 improvements, such as 
detention/retention facilities where required. Stormwater calculations may be required. 

5. Utilities plan, showing locations and sizes of existing and proposed connections to sanitary 
sewer, water, and storm sewer lines, a!Cing with required easements. Sampling manholes 
may be required for sanitary sewer. The City's noise ordinance must be met. 

~uilding elevationt, showing tbe dimensions, colors, md materials used on all sides of the 
building. The Plan Commission ~ncourages variety and creativity in building colors and 
architectural styles, while respecting th.e character of the sutTOunding neighborhood. 

c::t;) Sign plan, meeting the C\ty's sign ordinance, and showing the location, height, dimensions, 
color. materials. lighting and copy area of all'signage. 

8. Lighting plan, ·meeting the City's lighting ordinance, and showing the location, height, tYPe, 
orientation, and power of all proposed outdoor lighting-both on poles and on buildings. Cut 
sheets and photometric plans may be required for larger projects. · 

.,·.' 
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Floor plaa wbich shows: 
A. The size and locations of: 

1) ltO<JDlSi 
2) Doors; 
3) Windows; 

4) Slnlctural featmes - size, height and thickness of wood, 
ccmcrete andlot masonry construction; 

5) Exit passageways (hallways) and stairs (including 
aU stair dimensi(ms- riser height, trl:ad width, 

headroom and handr.ail heights); 
6) Plumbing fixtures (bathroom, kitchen, etc.) • 

lavatOry, water closet, water heater, softener, 
7) Chi.mney(s)- i.ll.clude also the~ of construction 

(masonry or factory built); 
8) Heating equipment; 
9) Cooling equipment (central air conditioning, if 

provided); 
10) 
II) 
12) 

Attic and crawl space access; and 
Fin: separation between dwelling and garage. 
Electrical sexviee entrance/transformer location. 

Elevation drawings which show: 
A. Information on exterior appeatance ~one, brick, 
B. Indi.cate the location, si1.e and configUmron of doors, 

chimneys and exterior grade level. ·~""" 
C. !ndicate eo!Cir oHrim \)'\~ Si~ Roofing i{,IG~C\) 
D. Electrical service entrauce/ttansfom:ter location. 

II. Type o.( Projec:t: 
A. Single family; 
B. Duplex; 
C. Multifamily# u.nits:,-----

Condominiwn #units ____ _ 
Sorority #units _____ . 
Fraternity #units ____ _ 

D. Offic:e/Store; 
E. Industrial; 
F. Parkil181ot # of stalls, __ _ 
G. Other; 

width, 

etc.; 

block., colors); 
windows, roof 
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City of Whitewater 
Application tbr Caoditional Use Permit 

Ower of Site, accordillgto cum:t~~ pr~~pcdJ we n:cm11 (ISoflbc dato of !he applklli<m): 
L0 u.J .~C:... L..l-C.... 

S~~~:<taddtess of propelly: ").(.,.$"" LAJ \ sc 0\1\ '::> \"" St'Co::<:::T 

Lepl Dcscriptlon (Name of Subdl'l'lsiml, Bloct IIIli Lo! or Cllbor l.egll Dcscrip1lon): . . 
::L&' 1212"':> ·!' eose..~s S ... cbcJ..,,qs.ci'"\ j3\DS:K \0 

p,-,_,-.~} 2-....i:~ 
·;~, 

Agont or Rcp.n:sanlaUve asslsdn&illllle Appllauiao (lia~, Aldltlee~ Altardey, de.) 

N!!!!!! of lftdividual: :::ft1..c:...\<. 104J~d:;. 
Naa!l:o!Plnn: 
01!lce Adll%o:ss: '7&~12_ :s. C.ool<.. . ')~~ 1... 6-'-'.l 1::\ :o.- i.>O<:\S'~ 

p.4 
' ......... ._ ~.~ .... , .... f 

l'ho/1#: 7o&--&"3" -1o s 'i. 
NllllC ot'Contrac10r: IU{A: 

~-

Has cidter the appUcaat or 1hc a...,., bad ~UW vuiaali!S lssuecl to diem, on 1ft)'~ YBS ( ~ 
If YES, please indicate lhc 1yp« ofvariiall:c ~ lllllll.adlcalc 'l'hc:llw ~oas IJmo been COtllplied wilb. 

l'rillciptl Usc: ''J. A i' "'· AT -
Current Land Use: 

0\\ 1\Je" ,c._\ -e._. f7,, fci e.s:, '':f w~ ~~·~ct_\.ex" 
r"-R a,~' +.-."-'' \:\-'1 

Acceswy or Seccmclacy Uses: 

Aj,,;.±m;:Q o\ ~ .,j .::.. 
l'roposed Use (Describe need ror conditional U3o): 
('Sdf' ,.\.. ~ "(' 

. 

No. of octUPanJS proposed to be ~eeOIUC<btod: I 
No. ofempl~: :a. a 
Zc!llltlt: Dlmict in wbicb propony is located: ;(/4 
Sccr!'::'.::!;'IJ' Zollltlg Ordina!tc:c ~-~~cs ~~ropcl~ lllld ""'as a CcnditioMIIJse in !he Zc!llltlgl>islri.ct ill wbich 
the arc is tcx:aced: ""' · 

' • 

:.: 
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oonfoiiiiS tu llu: purpose and 
illtev.t of the Clt,y Ma!;tcr Plan. 
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STANDARDS 

C,nshV\~\ v(!.<t>-""'r f''""P""'~ Wt~!> t.::,;'""-""'\Y 
Wh,-\.,:_ v..;,ci-:\,e.:.r o . \ \1 <"'i\, c.\ e.. '< 't:.f', -r -
l',o\'.''~'""il.... ~..L-\-z:,,·<lo·~--.J~ (C:f<\.1'< 

U.+,\vhc::s. <'-(c.<'"XI:>'t,'f'"( ·- J..,-"''"'"'-'ie ex,!i>I-IYI"'t 
,;-tnrM :S<"'-'-'"'-'''; <S '\e-o.-r b-'\- ~CC<;>"'-<"·~ 

l--Rvt~l~~tlf> i t-'1<\ il\'\~{c\leme...,\-s .-v.o.<\e ~~ 
"""' "+ oJ;. \:>v.. '\ <\.' 'C\ '\ 

~1( 

"BI..\.1\tli!\C\ --1-c 'be v._;,.,-ol_ c.t~ tpreoJiocc>\y 
I"-k V\. ~~ <" (l... 
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APl'UCATION FEES: 

Date AppiK:ar:lmt Fee u-ivcd 'by City /- /6 -I I 

TO BE COMPLETED BY C()DE ENFORCEMENT/ZONING OFFICE: 

Date IIQiice ICIII to 0\01\ets ofn:catd of opposile.!t. 2bulli.o8 pqellie$: ~ ·I 
Ode SC( tor pobllc hoarirlg bcfote Plan&: An:ltitociWlll Rl:vicw Soon!; d=- (!;I -I I 

AcnQNTAKEN: 

Coudllional Usc Petlllit: ar.1lll:d N'ot CliUI04 by Pllll &: AldlilotUUII RlMcw Cod>milll~ 

CONIImONS PlACED UPON l'UMrr BY PLAN AND AltCR111:CTIJIIA.L REmW COMMISSION I 

Sil!llltaftl of Plan 01~011 Cllairmao Date 
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AGREEMENT OF SERVlCES 

RBIMBURSABLE BY niB PETmONE'R/Al'PUCANT. 'Tho City may retain the 
services of professiooal consulrants (including plllll.llCD, e~~gi.ncas, arcbitects, attorneys, 
emiroll!llental speclaliste, rcoteation specialists, and other experts) to 38$ist in the City's 
re\liew of a pl'Op(lsal coming befuce the Plan Conunission, Board ofZonlng Appeals 
and/or Corn.tnOO Counc:il. The submittd of a development pl0Jl05al application or 
pelition by a Pelirioner slW1 be COIIStnlell1111an e.sr-ent to pay for such professional 
review services applicable to the proposal. The City may applylbe charges for lhe$cl 
services to the Petitioner and/or property owner. The City may delay acc:eptance of the 
application 0t petition as COIIIJI!ete, or may dela;y final appnml of the proposal, until the 
Petitioner pays such ft:a. Rl!Yicw tees wbich ate applied to a Petitioner, but wllic:b are 
not paid, may be assipcd by the City as a special asaesament to tile subject property. 
The Petitionee shall be required to provide tbe City with an o.ecuted copy of the 
foUowing ful'm as a punquisite to the processing oftho proposed application 
(Au;bitecturaJ Review,B.Z.A., Planning. Zoning Chqc): 

Dc.sl},l F La ~ez. z.:q&lotn lfutbe applicant/petitioner fur 

_,. (Owner'sNIII!lc): l.0W'i)<2., t-LC....' ,dated: I- ·7- I I 
"711-P -ooo~'7A 

tax key#(s) A 7D 'i ooqo 2A 

.Agtec8 that in lldditloo to those normal oosls payllblc by ao applieantlpetitloner (e.g. 
filing or per.mit fees, publication eJtpenses,reming tees, etc.), that in lhe event the 
action applied or petitioned for requires the. City ofWbitewatea-, in the judgwJent of its 
staft; to obtain additional pmfessionalservice(s) (e.g. engineering, surveying, planning, 
legal} thllll nonnally would be routinely svailablc "In house'' to eDIIble lhc City to 
properly addreSs, l«ke appropriate action on, or determine the same, applicant/petitioner 
sba.ll teimbUlSe the City for the costs thereof. 

·1)a, ~j l f Lo eez 'Fa{., ;otl) LJ,e-z (Printe4 Name of AppliC811t1Petitioner) 

-:.;,·((........-_· _£..._}...:~:....
11

~~_..::;~::;;___:.1_· ·~7 -...!..:.;/_(Signature of Owner of Property & Date 
~ / Signed) •. _ 

Jo-.c...\:. X)\ ec:k (Printed NaJU.~-~~-:::;-~-ett-y 
i..0L0-&C., LLC. 



LAND-MARK SURVEYING 
Mark· L. Mlritz 

N9330 Knuteson Drive 
Whitewater, WJ 53190 
Phone:(2!12)495-3284 
FAX : (262) 495·8421 

Wisconsin Registered Land Surveyor 5·2582 LAND-MARJ(SURVI!Yl .. G.COM 

ORDERED BY: JOHN TINCHER 
TINCHER REALTY 
532 MAIN STREET 
WHITEWATER, WI 53190 

SURVEYOR'S NOTE: 
THE BIJ'.CKTOP DRIVE AND PARIUNG AREA OVER THE NORTHERl,.Y PORTION 
OF PA'Rca ~ • PARceL 3 .\ND THE BlACKTOP DRIVE OVIi!R TflE SOUT1f'ER1."'T 
PORnON OF LOT 2, C.S.M. NO. 709 APPEAttS 1'0 BE USED FOR INGRESS ll 
EGRESS BY ALL 3 PARCELS. NO EASEMENT WAS FOUND. c; . 

9Ev0-9E9-80l. 

LOT2 
C.S.M. NO. 671 
v••••••••••••••••••••• 

LO 

s 88°47'15" w loJ 
' .. 
I I" G 
I~ .. 
1 ~,r __ _ 

FOuND R. 

dt.T'20 TT 80 u~r 
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(148.42') ., I 

, C.S.M. NO. 2884 
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~j 
~I 
~I 
'"I 
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Jane Wegner 

From: Jane Wegner 
Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2011 10:14 AM 

Jane Wegner To: 
Subject: FW: 265 Wisconsin Street 

From: Megan MacGiashan [mailto:mmacglashan@vandewalle.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2011 9:33AM 
To: Jane Wegner; Bruce Parker 
Subject: 265 Wisconsin Street 

Hi Jane, 
Please forward this email to Mr. Lopez regarding his application for the auto repair shop at 265 Wisconsin Street. We 
have finished a preliminary review of the application and have the following comments. We ask that Mr. Lopez respond 
to these comments no later than Monday, January 31st. 

1. Since this project is located directly across the street from single-family homes, it is important that the potential 
impacts to surrounding properties will be minimized. So that we can understand how this will be achieved, the 
applicant should submit written information about the proposed operations of the auto repair business, taking 
into consideration the following guidelines: work should be performed only during daytime and weekday 
business hours so that there is no activity when most nearby residents are home; all repair activity should be 
conducted indoors, with garage doors closed, to control noise; no body or painting work should be performed 
on site, as this type of work tends to create odors and noise; no unlicensed (junk) vehicles may be kept on the 
premises and a maximum amount of time for licensed vehicles awaiting work should be proposed; the on-site 
sale of vehicles should not be allowed; other efforts should be proposed to minimize noise, odors, vibrations 
and other potential negative impacts on surroundings; no equipment, tools, car parts, or scrap materials should 
be stored outdoors, other than in a screened dumpster (see comment 1110 below). Please place a date and a 
name and phone number on this written operational plan. 

2. The survey of this property indicated that the access driveway along the north property line is shared with the 
adjacent property to the north, but no easement or cross-access agreement has been recorded. What are the 
applicant's intentions with respect to recording such an easement/agreement? We would recommend that as a 
condition of approval of this proposal a cross- access agreement be recorded for these two properties ensuring 
legal access to both sites and clearly indicating who is responsible for maintenance of the driveway. 

3. Related to the above, the proposed site plan shows a fence along the entirety of the north property line. It 
appears this would divide the existing (shared) driveway, affecting ease of access to both this site and the site to 
the north, and making it more difficult for vehicles to pull in and out of the proposed garage doors along the 
north side of the building. Therefore, we suggest the fence not be installed along the north property line. If the 
applicant wishes to restrict cross access between the rear parking areas of these two properties, the fence could 
be installed only along the eastern-most segment of the north lot line, or another appropriate and stable barrier 
could be installed there, such as a landscaping island. 

4. The applicant should submit details on the design of the proposed fence. How high would it be? What would the 
fence be made out of (chain link? Wood?)? Would it be solid/opaque or would it be see-through? 

5. The applicant should submit more details on the current appearance of the building and what changes will be 
made to the exterior ofthe building. The application form indicates that the exterior of the building will be dark 
brown and brown. Is this a change from what the building looks like today? Will the building be painted that 
way? Other than the garage doors on the north side of the building, will any other modifications or repairs be 
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made to the building? This could be included in a written description or, better yet, a sketch or photo of the 
building with labels of what will change and how. 

6. Will any outdoor lighting be installed on the site or on the outside of the building? If so, the applicant should 
submit information about the types of fixtures being installed and where they will be located. Their proposed 
location may be shown on a revised site plan sheet. All new exterior lighting would have to meet the City's 
lighting ordinance. 

7. On a revised site plan, the applicant should submit details on the proposed layout of the parking lot, including 
the number and dimensions of all parking spaces and driveways. The applicant should indicate where cars that 
are waiting for repair or pick up will be stored. The revised site plan should indicate that the parking spaces will 
be striped within the parking lot. 

8. The signage information that was submitted is not very clear to me. The applicant should submit details on the 
dimension of the front of the building and clearer information a bout the proposed dimensions of the sign. Per 
the City's sign age regulations, the sign cannot be larger than 10% of the area of the front wall of the building, or 
50 square feet, whichever is greater. The applicant should also indicate the proposed colors and materials of the 
sign. If the details on the design of the sign have not yet been determined, the applicant can apply for a sign 
permit separately and at a later date, but should still more precisely draw a rectangle around the maximum area 
of the proposed sign on the front wall of the building. 

9. The application form suggests that additional landscaping will be added to the front of the site, but we have not 
seen a landscaping plan. The applicant should modify the site plan to show the types of plants, the number of 
plants, the location of the plants, and the size of the plants at time they are planted. The City's Landscaping 
Guidelines should be used as a guide for this. 

10. Where will the dumpster be located on the site? The dumpster must be screened with a fence or materials that 
generally match the building. The applicant should submit details on both the location and screening of the 
dumpster. The proposed location can be shown on a revised site plan sheet. 

As the application now stands, we do not think we will be able to recommend Plan and Architectural Review 
Commission approval of this project at the February meeting. Answering the above questions with more detailed 
operational, site, and building plans as requested will make it easier for us to recommend approval. Please let us know if 
and how we could be of further assistance to get this proposal to that point. 

Thank you. 

Megan MocGioshon, AICP 
Associate Planner 
Growth Management Team 

VANDEWALLE & ASSOCIATES INC. 
Shaping places, shaping change 
120 East Lakeside Street 
PO Box 259036 
Madison, WI 53725-9036 
608.255.3988 
www.vandewalle.com 
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WWBC, LLC 
N7771 Ridge Road 
Whitewater, WI 53190 
Phone: 708-721-9560 

RE: 265 Wisconsin Street 

1) Proposed auto repair business will adhere to City standards concerning 
hours of operation and noise restrictions. Painting and/or body work will not be 
allowed in the building. Garbage I scrap will be contained in dumpster type 
container at the rear of property, existing enclosure to be removed and relocated to 
rear of property (as shown in picture and sketch). Unlicensed or junk vehicles will 
not be kept on site. Reasonable efforts will be made to ensure integrity of the 
neighbor hood is not compromised. 

2) It is not our intention to compromise existing cross access between 
properties. The Carquest Auto Parts store to the north of our property has their own 
driveway to the north of their building giving them full access to their parking and 
rear of their building. Each property in question has full access via drives on their 
own property negating the necessity of a drive sharing agreement. Maintenance of 
driveway in question to be our responsibility as it is located on our property. 

3) There is no plan to install fencing on the north property line. Leaving cross 
access between properties in tack. 

4) N/Aseeabove 

5) The current color of the building is light gray with medium gray trim. At this 
time there is not intention to change color scheme. Building will be cleaned/ power 
washed in the spring. 

6) Existing security lighting at rear of building to remain. An additional light on 
the front of the building will be added above the sign on the face of the building. 

7) Refer to parking sketch enclosed. 

8) The proposed signage for the business will not be greater than 20 sq.ft. Sign 
design to be submitted and approved by the City. 

9) There are currently four spirea shrubs planted along the front of the building. 
There is one forsythia located on the south corner of building in front. There is a 
large box elder tree on the southeast corner of the property. The south side of 
building is a grassy area the entire length/ width of property, to be maintained on a 
regular basis. If City of Whitewater requires additional landscaping we will comply. 



WWBC, LLC 
N7771 Ridge Road 
Whitewater, WI 53190 
Phone: 708-721-9560 

10) There will be a garbage f scrap enclosure constructed on the southeast 
corner of the property. (see parking lot sketch for location). Enclosure to be 
constructed of steel poles with wood side panels and gates. 

T+ yov._ hA.\.le.. ,._f\.Y qu<" s+\ot\S or Ccv,c.en.lS 

pl-et.~.se. L'D~c.X .::f£l.-c..k.. V\1\.ec..k.. 7D'6 -721- 15:/,6 



-~----------------------

Front view showing driveway access to property 



Proposed Parking Area 
behind building 

View looking north from south property line (behind building) showing north property 
line and proposed parking area. See sketch for more parking detail. 



View of parking area behind building (refered to on page 8) 

~------~---~·--~~~~ 



View of north side of adjacent property showing driveway access to rear of building I parking 
area behind building. 



--..... ------- .. ·-- -----------·-·-···----------~~ 

West side (front of building on Wisconsin St.) showing existing driveway approach and access to 
parking and rear of adjacent property. 



Rear view of building showing existing dumpster enclosure to be removed 
and relocated to rear of lot as shown on sketch 



--------- ----

Front view of building showing existing landscaping recently planted. And proposed sign to be 
approximately 20 sq.ft. Security lighting to be added above sign. 



South view of building showing landscape area, which is currently grass. 



~~~-~---~---------------~ . ----------- ---- ------- ----------------------------~-~-~--~--~~~~ ~~~-

View of south side of building. 



---- --- -----------------~-

Proposed overhead garage door on north side of building. 



--------------------- --~---------- ----- -------- ---------------------------

North face of building showing proposed overhead garage door. 



VANDEWALLE & 
ASSOCIATES INC. 

To: Gty of Whitewater Plan and Architectural Review Commission 

From: Mark Roffers and Megan MacGlashan, AI a>, Gty Planning Consultants 

Date: Februaty9, 2011 

Re: Conditional use permit and site plan approval request to establish a new auto repair 
business in the existing building located 265 Wisconsin Street 

Requested Approval: Conditional Use Permit, Site Plan Approval 

Proposed Use: Auto Repair Business 

Location: 265 Wisconsin Street 

Current Zoning: B-3 Highway Commercial and Light Industrial 

Current Land Use: Vacant Metal Commercial Building 

Surrounding Zoning (Existing Land Use): To North: B-3 (Carquest); To East: B-3 
(storage use); To South: B-3 (warehouse/ distribution); To West: R-3 (Mostly single family 
housing) 

Brief History of Project or Site: 
Property was formerly Whitewater Oil Vehicle Repair. Site and building is currently vacant. 
New business would occupy former building. 

Recommendation and Suggested Conditions of Approval: 
We recommend that the Plan and Architectural Review Commission approve the request for 
conditional use permit and related site plan approval for an auto repair business at 265 
Wisconsin Street, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The project shall be developed in accordance with the site and operational plans 
submitted on 1131/11, except as changes to such plans are required to meet the 
conditions that follow. 

2. Prior to the commencement of the auto repair operation, the applicant shall revise and 
resubmit the site plan for City staff approval, including the following changes and 
additions: 
a. Reduce the width of the 6 parking stalls along the rear property line to 9 feet to allow 

adequate space in the southeast comer of the site for a dumpster and enclosure. 

120 East Lakeside Street • Madison, Wisconsin 53715 • 608.255.3988 • 608.255.0814 Fax 
611 North Broadway • Suite 410 • Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202 • 414.441 .2001 

414.732.2035 Fax 
www. vandewolle .com 
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b. Provide details on the fence or wall that will be used to enclose the dumpster at the 
southeast comer of the site, with such enclosure being completely opaque and tall 
and wide enough to completely screen the dumpster from view. 

c. Provide a catalog page or other detailed information on the proposed light fixture(s) 
for City staff approval. All proposed lighting shall be directed downward at a 90 
degree angle with the ground to avoid spill-over onto nearby properties. 

d. Indicate through a label that all parking stalls will be painted! striped and that wheel 
stops will be installed at the eastern ends of the parking stalls along the rear lot line. 

e. Indicate the location of three additional mid-level shrubs ( 4-6 feet at marurity) in the 
southwest grassy area of the lot. The plantings shall meet the City's landscaping 
guidelines in terms of species, size at time of planting, and installation method. 

f. Indicate that rooftop water drainage will be directed to the grassy area south of the 
building, to the extent practical. 

g. Include a title and date of the latest revision on all plan documents. 

3. The following ongoing standards regarding operation of the auto repair business shall 
apply: 
a. There shall be no vehicle painting or body work performed on site. 
b. No equipment, tools, or car parts shall be stored outdoors. 
c. All garbage and scrap materials shall remain in the building or be placed in an outside 

dumpster, completely enclosed by an opaque fence or wall, in the rear yard of the 
property. 

d. At no time shall any unlicensed or junk vehicles be kept outdoors on the site. 
e. Vehicle maintenance and repair work shall be performed only between 7 a.m. and 6 

p.m., Monday through Friday. 
f. All vehicle maintenance and repair activities shall be conducted inside the building 

with the garage doors closed. 
g. No vehicle shall be kept outdoors on the site for more than 14 consecutive days, nor 

deliberately removed and returned to the site in an attempt to circumvent this 
requirement. 

h. No vehicle awaiting service or pick-up shall be kept in any other location than inside 
the building or in a striped parking space to the rear of the building. 

1. The on-site sale or rental of motor vehicles is prohibited. 

4. Signage shall be installed only after the applicant has submitted complete signage plans 
and received a sign permit. Plans shall be consistent with City signage requirements and 
shall clearly indicate the sign dimensions, materials, and colors. 

2/9/2011 2 



Analysis of Proposed Project Against City Plans and Ordinances 

Stand'il:rd ' Evaluation I Comments 

• Consistency with Comprehensive Plan's 
Future Land Use Map designation. 

Consistency with other applicable 
Comprehensive Plan policies. 

Consistency with any detailed 
neighborhood plan covering area. 

The establishment, maintenance, or 
operation of the conditional use will not 
create a nuisance for neighboring uses or 
substantially reduce the values of other 
property. 

Adequate utilities, access roads, parking 
drainage, landscaping, and other necessary 
site improvements are being provided. 

The conditional use conforms to all 
applicable regulations of the district in 

Met/Not Met 

Met 

~otMet 

which it is located, unless otherwise '---;;:r::J."~· 
< Met specifically exempted in this ordinance [or 1---. _ ____. 

through a variance]. 

The conditional use conforms to the 
ptupose and intent of the city master 
[comprehensive] plan. 

2/9/2011 

Met 

Planned for "Community Business" use, a 
category that is intended accommodate high­
quality commercial development. Land uses such 
as auto repair are not envisioned in the long-term. 
Still, implementation of the future vision for this 
area will occur over time and will likely require 
redevelopment. Since this use would be filling a 
vacant building built for this purpose, auto repair 
seems an appropriate interim use, one that would 
not preclude future redevelopment. 

See above. 

No neighborhood plan covering area. 

The applicant submitted a letter stating that there 
will be no painting or bodywork, all garbage and 
scrap materials will be placed in an enclosed 
dumpster at, and no urilicensed or junk vehicles 
will be kept on site. We suggest the Commission 
require these and other operational conditions to 
ensure that negative impacts to surrounding 
properties and the public are minimized. We 
believe that if all these conditions are met, this 
business should not be a nuisance to or reduce the 
value of surrounding properties. 

See below. 

This is a legal, nonconforming structure and lot. 
See below for additional details 

See "Comprehensive P !an and Detailed 
Neighborhood Plan" section above. 
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The proposed structure, addition, 
alteration, or use will meet the minimum 
standards of this title for the district in 
which it is located. 

The proposed development will be 
consistent with the adopted city master 
[comprehensive] plan. 

The proposed development will be 
compatible with and preserve the 
important natural features of the site. 

The proposed use will not create a 
nuisance for neighboring uses or unduly 
reduce the values of an adjoining 
property. 

The proposed development will not create 
traffic circulation or parking problems. vrvr::;r,.TA, Met 

The mass, volume, architectural features, 
materials, and/ or setback of proposed 
structures, additions, or alternations will 
appear to be compatible with existing 
buildings in the immediate area. 

Landmark structures on the National 
Register of Historic Places will be 
recognized as products of their own time. 
Alterations which have no historical basis 
will not be permitted. 

The proposed structure, addition, or 
alteration will not substantially reduce the 
availability of sunlight or solar access on 
adjoining properties. 

2/9/2011 

Met/Not Met 

Met 

See "Applicable Ordinance Standards" section 
below. 

See "Comprehensive Plan and Detailed 
Neighborhood Plan" section above. 

Existing mature tree on site will be retained. No 
other notable natural features on site. 

See "Conditional Use Permit Standards" section 
above. 

See "Other Applicable Zoning Ordinance 
Standards" and "Engineering Design Standards" 
sections below. 

No proposed exterior alterations to existing 
building other than the addition of a garage door 
on the north side of the building and a future sign 
on the Wisconsin Street side. 

Not a historic building. 

No new buildings or additions planned. Addition 
of garage door will have no impact. 
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Setbacks 

Building and site dimensions 

If project is residential, non-family 
household size requirement 

If project is residential, minimum housing 
unit size requirement 

Exterior lighting 

Parking (including curbing policy) 

Signage 

Stormwater and grading 

Sewer and water utilities 

2/9/2011 

Met/Not Met 

Met/Not Met 

Met/Not Met 

~tMet 

Met/Not Met 

Met 

Met 

This building is a legal, nonconforming structure 
tbat does not meet front, side, or rear setbacks for 
the B-3 district. No alterations are being proposed 
tbat would increase the degree of nonconformity. 

This is a legal, nonconforming lot, which is 
smaller and narrower than normally required in B-
3 district. No alterations are being proposed that 
would increase the degree of nonconformity. 

Not a residential use. 

Not a residential use. 

Existing lighting on rear of building proposed to 
remain. One new light is proposed for the front of 
the building. Prior to installation, the applicant 
should get Gtystaff approval (see conditions). 

Required to have 7 off-street parking spaces by 
ordinance; proposing 8 spaces at 10'x20' each. 
Reducing each parking space to 9' wide would 
allow additional space in tbe southeast comer of 
tbe lot for the dumpster and fenced enclosure, 
which we believe will be necessary (an unscreened 
dmnpster is not allowed). Site plan should be 
revised to indicate that all parking stalls will be 
striped. Wheel stops should be placed at the ends 
of spaces along tbe rear lot line to ensure parking 
will not extend beyond paved area. 

Signage details have not yet been submitted, but 
will be required before installation of tbe sign. 

Existing hard-surfaced areas will not change. 
Recommendation to direct rooftop drainage to 
grassy area to south of building. 

Existing service will be adequate. 

5 



Completeness/ accuracy of submittal 

Landscaping guidelines 

Building design 

Site design 

Business park or other covenants 

Downtown design guidelines 

2/9/2011 

Met 

Met 

Met 

Met/Not Met 

Met/Not Met 

There are currently five spirea shrubs, 1 forsythia 
bush, and 1 box elder tree on the site. We 
recommend three additional shrubs within the 
grassy area on the south side of the building, 
toward the front of the lot, to buffer the building's 
south side and the parking/ dumpster area. 

No proposed change in existing building design. 

Paved area between this lot and the lot to the 
north (Carquest) is continuous, but each has 
enough room whereby cross-access easements 
would not be required. Informal recommendation 
is that property owners get survey and potentially 
cross-access easements. 

Not applicable to area. 

Not applicable to area. 
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VANDEWALLE & 
ASSOCIATES INC. 

To: Gty of Whitewater Plan and Architectural Review Connnission 

From .MarkRoffers, AICP, andMeganMacGhshan, AICP, GtyPlanning Consultants 

Date: February9, 2011 

Re: Potential Measures to Increase Efficiency in Development Plan Reviews and 
Control Developer Costs 

Over the last month, we have been working with Gty staff to develop a comprehensive approach for 
reducing planning consultant costs to the Gty, and specificallyto people who make development 
proposals before the Gty. For well over a decade now, the Gty's policy has been to pass on the 
costs associated with planning (and engineering) consultant review of development proposals to the 
person(s) proposing the development activity. Gtyofficials have considered this the preferred policy 
over having such costs being borne by the general taxpayer. Recently, the Gty has heard concerns 
that these pass· through costs can be high and unpreclictable, which we are sure is particularly an issue 
in this very challenging economic climate. 

Kevin Brunner, Bruce Parker, and we have been working on an approach to this issue that has 
several components. We would like to present, cliscuss, and obtain feedback from the Plan 
Commission on our ideas at this time. There may be other ideas that Connnissioners may have aside 
from these to reduce costs or increase efficiency; we would love to hear these too. 

The several components of our proposed approach thusfar are as follows: 

1. Reduced Travel Time Costs for the Gtyand None for Applicants: The Gtyhas for the past five 
or so years billed applicants for a proportional share of planning consultant costs associated with 
travel time to and from Plan Commission meetings where their items are heard. Gtystaff is now 
cliscussing a new approach that would involve the Gty assuming all costs associated with our 
travel to and from meetings, which under the new planning consultant contract with the Gty, 
will be cut in half from former levels. In other words, costs associated with travel to and from 
Commission meetings would no longer be charged to development review applicants. 

2. New Plan Commission Repon Template: The repons we have prepared for the Plan 
Commission can be lengthy and include a high level of detail about the proposal, our analysis, 
and our recommendations. The benefits of this approach have been more thorough cliscussion 
of the "whys" behind the recommendations, a strong paper trail for the future, and clear and 
thorough recommendations so that actual results meet expectations. The drawbacks have no 
doubt been clifficulty among Commission members and applicants in wacling through the 
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reports, and applicant costs associated with report preparation. The costs associated with 
preparing the reports are passed on to the development review applicant. In an effort to reduce 
the arnOlmt of time we spend preparing these reports, we have developed a new, streamlined 
report template, which we have "test-driven" on the proposal for 265 WISconsin Street (also on 
the Februaty 14th Plan Commission agenda). The proposed template would result in reports that 
are more concise, provide less detailed analysis and explanation, and foctJS more on out final 
recommendation and suggested conclitions of approval. 

3. Fewer Reviews and Less Formal Reviews of Simple Projects: For less complex or controversial 
projects, we will make a point of trying to reduce out reports even further. These can include 
simple email recommendations or not writing a report at all (instead clirecting any comments we 
have verbally to Bruce to share with his comments). This practice is already in place, but there 
may be expanded opportunities in the futute to follow this route. 

4. Timely Delivery of Reports: At times, we have not been as timely in finishing and clistributing 
out reports to the Commission as we should be. To the extent we are not waiting for late­
arriving materials, we will make every effort to have out reports complete and to Jane by mid-day 
on the Wednesday before each Commission meeting. This will provide more time for both 
Commission members and applicants to read and respond to out reports and recommendations 
than we have at times provided. 

5. Selective Attendance at Commission Meetings: Also, as before, Otystaff and we will continue to 
seek opportunities when Mark's attendance at Commission meetings is not necessary, because 
the items on the agenda or not nutnerous or not complicated. We will particularly focus on 
Mondays when the Packers are on Monday Night Football. 

6. Oearer Cost Expectations for Development Review Applicants: Attached you will find three 
documents that are intended to supplement the standard materials clistributed to development 
review applicants. In general, the putpose of these docmnents is to make the potential costs 
associated with development review more preclictable for applicants up front, and to 
communicate information about how the applicant can contribute to minimizing their 
development review costs. We will be prepared at the meeting to cliscuss each of the new 
documents in more detail. 

7. Incentive for Preliminary/Conceptual Review: In most instances, an early conceptual review of a 
development proposal by Oty staff, the planning consultant, and/ or the Plan Commission saves 
the applicant and the Otytime, money, stress, and fnJStration in the long nm. To provide an 
incentive for applicants to initiate conceptual reviews of their project before spencling the time 
and money on more formal plans and applications, Oty staff is proposing to offer the first $200 
of planning consultant costs associated with conceptual (pre-application) review of any 
development proposal at no cost to the applicant. This will, in almost all cirnmJStances, cover 
the full cost of conceptual review, except for very large projects, like the student apartment and 
Walmart projects we reviewed in 2010. 

In conclmion, we are fully committed to helping to reduce planning consultant costs to the Oty and 
development review applicants, without substantial sacrifices in the quality of the services we 
provide. We will welcome all input on these and other approaches in this clirection. 
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CITY OF WHITEWATER 
COST RECOVERY CERTIFICATE AND AGREEMENT 

The City may retain the services of professional consultants (including planners, engineers, architects, 
attorneys, environmental specialists, and recreation specialists) to assist in the City's review of an application 
for development review coming before the Plan and Architectural Review Cmmnission, Board of Zoning 
Appeals, and/ or Common Council. In fact, most applications require some level of review by the City's 
planning consultant. City of Whitewater staff shall retain sole discretion in determining when and to what 
extent it is necessary to involve a professional consultant in the review of an application. 

The submittal of an application or petition for development review by an applicant shall be construed as an 
agreement to pay for such professional review services associated with the application or petition. The City 
may apply the charges for these services to the applicant and/ or pro petty ovmer in accordance with this 
agreement. The City may delay acceptance of an application or petition (considering it incomplete), or may 
delay final action or approval of the associated proposal, until the applicant pays such fees or the specified 
percentage thereof. Development review fees that are assigned to the applicant, but that are not actually paid, 
may then be imposed bythe City as a special charge on the affected propeny. 

Section A: Background Inf01'mation 

------------------------To be filled out by the Applicant/Property Owner------------------------

Applicant's Information: 

Name of Applicant: 

Applicant's Mailing Address: 

Applicant's Phone Number: 

Applicant's Email Address: 

Project Information: 

Name/Description of Development: 

Address of Development Site: 

Tax Key Nmnber(s) of Site: 

Property Owner Information (if different from applicant): 

Name of PropenyOwner: 

PropenyOwner's Mailing Address: 
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Section B: Applicant/Property Owner Cost Obligations 

------------------------To be filled out by the City's Neighborhood Services Director-----------------------­

Under this agreement, the applicant shall be responsible for the costs indicated below. In the event the 
applicant fails to pay such costs, the responsibility shall pass to the property owner, if different. Costs may 
exceed those agreed to herein only by mutual agreement of the applicant, property owner, and Gty. If and 
when the Gty believes that actual costs incurred will exceed those listed below, for reasons not anticipated at 
the time of application or under the control of the Gty administration or consultants, the Neighborhood 
Services Director or his agent shall notify the applicant and property owner for their approval to exceed such 
initially agreed costs. If the applicant and property owner do not approve such additional costs, the Gty may, 
as permitted by law, consider the application withdrawn and/ or suspend or terminate further review and 
consideration of the development application. In such case, the applicant and property owner shall be 
responsible for all consultant costs incurred up until that time. 

A Application Fee .................................................................................................................. $ ____ _ 

B. Expected Planning Consultant Review Cost ................................................................ $ ____ _ 

C. Total Cost Expected of Applicant (A+B) ..................................................................... $ ____ _ 

D. 25% of Total Cost, Due at Time of Application .......................................................... $ ____ _ 

E. Project Likely to Incur Additional Engineering or Other Consultant Review Costs? o Yes o No 

The balance of the applicant's costs, not due at time of application, shall be payable upon applicant receipt of 
one or more itemized invoices from the Gty. If the application fee plus actual planning and engineering 
consultant review costs end up being less than the 25% charged to the applicant at the time of application, 
the Gty shall refund the difference to the applicant. 

Section C: Agreement Execution 

------------------------To be filled out by the Applicant and Property Owner------------------------

The Lmdersigned applicant and property owner agree to reimburse the City for all costs directly or indirectly 
associated with the consideration of the applicant's proposal as indicated in this agreement, with 25% of such 
costs payable at the time of application and the remainder of such costs payable upon receipt of one or more 
invoices from the Gty following the execution of development review services associated witl1 the 
application. 

Signature of Applicant/Petitioner Signature of Property Owner (if different) 

Printed Nan1e of Applicant/Petitioner Printed Nan1e of Property Owner (if different) 

Date of Signanrre Date of Signatme 
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City of Whitewater 
Typical City Planning Consultant Development Review Costs 

The City often utilizes assistance from a planning consultant to analyze requests for land 
development approvals against City plans and ordinances and assist the City's Plan and Architectural 
Review Commission and City Council on decision making. Because it is the applicant who is 
generating the need for the service, the City's policy is to assign most consultant costs associated 
with such review to the applicant, as opposed to asking general taxpayer to cover these costs. 

The development review costs provided below represent the planningii£Cmsultmt.'s range of costs 
associated with each particular type of development review. some initial 
analysis of the application well before the public meeting date, with the applicant at 
that time if there are key issues to resolve before the and preparation of a 
written report the week before the meeting, meeting minor follow-up 
after the meeting. Costs vary depending on a wide the type of 
application, completeness and clarity of the complexity of the 
proposed development, the degree of · and 
the level of community interest. The 
Development Review Costs" with information on 

Type 

lot 

$900 to $1,500 

on Review Costs: retams a separate engmeenng 
consultant, who is typically involved in larger projects requiring stormwater management plans, 
major utility work, or complex parking or road access plans. Engineering costs are not 
included above, but will also be assigned to the development review applicant. The consultant 

and · · their reviews to control costs. 
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Tips for Minimizing Your Development Review Costs: 
A Guide for Applicants 

The Oty of White-water assigns its consultant costs associated with reviewing development proposals to 
the applicant requesting development approval. These costs can vary based on a number of factors. 
Many of these factors can at least be partially controlled by the applicant for development review. The 
Oty recognizes that we are in a time when the need to control costs is at the forefront of everyone's 
minds. The following guide is intended to assist applicants for Oty development approvals understand 
what they can do to manage and minimize the costs associated with review of their applications. The tips 
included in this guide will almost always result in a less costly and of an application. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

planning on 
is have a discussion · the Oty's Neighborhood Serviri~<: 
either by dropping by the Neighborhood Services 
appointment with the Neighborhood Services Di~c;ror. 
your project, the Department can help you unct~rand 
plans and ordinances will apply, what type of revle;w,pr•ocess 
complete application. 

~~mig~:. If you are 
first things you should do 

This can be accomplished 
Hall, ~r by making _an 

rmure··~lSUJ!tcaJGt mvestments m 
votif':orooc>saL what Oty 

prepare a 

p~~>tesswnal engineers, land planners, 

:r~~~~~~~~.{r;~:~rr~ familiar with standard development 
l£xjJectahc>fi~,. r: capable of preparing high-quality plans 

caac,,.r¥,~ uJtirr1ately Jleq~~,Jess rK<~"tr,ryou) for the Qty's planning and engineering 
u~L'{ii~,~~,~~~-~l~ong run. Any project that includes significant site 

~~auut~.r:\ torm,l'at.er nlanagi!Ifu~nt, significant landscaping; or significant building 
get1~~[lliy• re.qulres professionals in the associated fields to help out. 

,~~~~~~!~::U':~~:~;: For less complicated proposals, it 
IS ~~ plans yourself rather than paying to have them prepared by a 
professional. Ket:pJ.el mind that even though the project may be less complex, the Oty's 
staff and planning ~}llj\U1I still need to ensure that your proposal meets all Oty requirements. 
Therefore, such ~-~"" ''''"'"0 be prepared with care. Regardless of the complexity, all site, building, 
and floor plans oavcuu. 

a. Be drawn to a recognized scale and indicate what the scale is (e.g., 1 inch ~ 40 feet). 
b. Include titles and dates on all submitted doetilllents in case pieces of your application get 

separated. 
c. Include clear and legible labels that identify streets, exisring and proposed buildings, parking 

areas, and other site improvements. 
d. Indicate what the propenyand inlprovements look like today versus what is being proposed for 

the future. 
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e. Accurately represent and label the dimensions of all lot lines, setbacks, pavement/parking areas, 
building heights, and any other pertinent project features. 

f. Indicate the colors and materials of all existing and proposed site/building improvements. 
Including color photos with your application is one inexpensive and accurate way to show the 
current condition of the site. Color catalog pages can be included to show the appearance of 
proposed signs, light fixtures, fences, retaining walls, landscaping features, building materials, or 
other similar improvements. 

5. Submit your application well in advance of the Plan and Architectural Review Commission meeting: 

6. 

7. 

The Gty normally requires that a complete application be submitted four weeks in advance of the 
Commission meeting when it will be considered. For simple · not requiring a public 
hearing, this may be reduced to two weeks in advance. The further. you can submit your 
application, the better for you and everyone involved in · Additional review 
time may give the Gty's planning consultant and staff an 
about potential issues with your project or application 
issues before the Plan and Architectural Review 
contact information on your application form and 
requests in a timely manner. 

accomplished ways dep•enclmg 
rev[ewcan be 

uc:~~~;u outcomes. 

Jlarmintg consultant quick, a. Preliminary plans may be sub•mi1;t~.d 
informal review. This will allow 
identify key issues; 

•c"'"Jd!dlf> to your proposal and help you 

b. 

tmJe~fm<)m!y, stress, and frustration in the long nm 
K•>l!JlL!bs•~rb up to $200 in consultant review costs for 

~~~~~~~~~~~:g~¢_pQ1rutJ!afu:..!lliliT..=IJ:Q:=;llilj;lffi~: If you believe 
"' two categories (Gtystaff can you decide), one way 

developmefit;re,rie,lfnrnre." go more smoothly is to host a meeting for the 
surrotmamg ll.~i~hc>ors interested members of the community. This would happen 

'\rc:hi1:ec1t~al R~view Commission meeting and often before you even submit a 

vel·op,ne:ih~lr,7r~~ewi;i~g~iv~:e:,yo:~u;;an opportunity to describe your proposal, respond to 

questions and • ·and generally address issues in an environment that is less formal and 
potentially less emotional than a Plan and Architectural Review Commission meeting. Neighborhood 
meetings can help you build support for your project, understand others' perspectives on your 
proposals, clarify mistmderstandings, and modify the project and alleviate public concerns before the 
Plan and Architectural Review Commission mretings. Please notify the Gty Neighborhood Services 
Director of your neighborhood meeting date, time, and place; make sure all neighbors are fully aware 
(Gtystaff can provide you a mailing list at no charge); and document the outcomes of the meeting 
to include with your application. 
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