
 

      11333 N. Cedarburg Road 

Mequon, WI  53092 
 Phone: 262-236-2904 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us Department of Community Development 
 Taped and Televised 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Regular Meeting 

Monday, November 13, 2017 

7:00 PM 

Christine Nuernberg Hall 

 

Agenda 

 

 

 

1) Call to Order, Roll Call 

a) Approval of Minutes from October 12, 2017. 

2) Public Hearing 

a) Allume Architects for Splash! Swim & Wellness.  The applicant is seeking conditional use 

grant amendment and building and site plan amendment approval to allow for a 3,228 sq. ft. 

addition for the property located at 10636 N. Commerce Street (Mequon Business Park). 

3) Regular Business 

a) Zhenghau Wu.  The applicant is seeking a fill permit to allow for 7,000 C.Y. to modify the 

lot grading for landscaping for the property located at 12813 Highgate Court in the Highgate 

subdivision. 

b) Badger Lighting and Signs.  The applicant is seeking reconsideration of the master sign plan 

amendment approval for the property located at 11120 N. Cedarburg Road (Mr. B's 

restaurant). 

c) SBA Towers, LLC.  The applicant is seeking building and site plan amendment approval for 

a 120' monopole and 5' lightning rod for a cell tower for the property located at 9809 N. 

Cedarburg Road (River Barn Park). 

d) Chapter 58 of the Zoning Code as it relates to Stormwater Management 

4) Announcements 

2018 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 

Next meeting is Monday, December 4, 2017 at 7:00 pm. 

5) Adjourn 
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Dated:  November 9, 2017 /s/ Dan Abendroth, Chairman 

Notice is hereby given that a quorum of other governmental bodies may be present at this meeting to present, discuss 

and/or gather information about a subject over which they have decision-making responsibility, although they will not 

take formal action thereto at this meeting. 

Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations for attendance at this meeting should contact the City Clerk’s 

Office at 262-236-2914, twenty-four (24) hours in advance of the meeting. 

Any questions regarding this agenda may be directed to the Department of Community Development’s Office at 262-

236-2904, Monday through Friday, 8:00 AM – 4:30 PM 



 11333 N. Cedarburg Rd 

 Mequon, WI 53092-1930 

 Phone: 262-236-2902 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us  Department of Community Development 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM: JAC ZADER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

DATE: November 8, 2017 

SUBJECT: PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

 

 

 

Memorandum 
 

Attached please find the City of Mequon Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of October 9, 

2017 for your review. 

 

Attachments: 

10.09.17 DRAFT (DOC) 

1.b
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      11333 N. Cedarburg Road 

Mequon, WI  53092 
 Phone: 262-236-2904 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us Department of Community Development 
 Taped and Televised 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Regular Meeting 

Monday, October 9, 2017 

7:00 PM 

Christine Nuernberg Hall 

 

Minutes 

 

 

1) Call to Order, Roll Call 

Present: 

Chairman Dan Abendroth 

Commissioner John Mason 

Commissioner Brian Parrish 

Commissioner James Schaefer 

Commissioner Rebecca Schaefer 

Alderman John Wirth 

Commissioner Rick Lemke 

Alternate Stephanie Hawley 

 

a) Approval of Minutes 

Ald. Wirth made a correction to page 29 of the minutes to change the bank to Ziegler. 

 

Action 

Ald. Wirth made a motion to approve the minutes from August 7, 2017 & September 11, 

2017 

Mayor Abendroth seconded the motion. 

A voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0) 

RESULT: APPROVED BY VOICE ACCLAMATION [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: John Wirth, Alderman 

SECONDER: Dan Abendroth, Chairman 

AYES: Abendroth, Mason, Parrish, J. Schaefer, R. Schaefer, Wirth, Lemke, 

Hawley 

EXCUSED: Choren, Stoker 

b) PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

2) Consent/Public Hearing 

1.b.a
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a) Marcus Theatres Corporation.  The applicant is seeking conditional use grant and lighting 

waiver approval to allow for an expansion of operations and capacity with an expanded 

outdoor dining patio for the property located at 11700 N. Port Washington Road (Zaffiro's 

Pizzeria). 

Action 

Ald. Wirth made a motion to go into public hearing. 

Commissioner Mason seconded the motion. 

Voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0) 

 

Action 

Ald. Wirth made a motion to close public hearing. 

Commissioner Mason seconded the motion  

Voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0) 

RESULT: APPROVED [7 TO 0] 

MOVER: John Wirth, Alderman 

SECONDER: John Mason, Commissioner 

AYES: Abendroth, Mason, Parrish, J. Schaefer, R. Schaefer, Wirth, Lemke, 

Hawley 

EXCUSED: Choren, Stoker 

3) Regular Business/Consent 

a) Crossroads Presbyterian Church.  The applicant is seeking certified survey map approval for 

2 lots to be created for the properties located at 6031 and 6125 W. Chapel Hill. 

Action 

Ald. Wirth made a motion to go into public hearing. 

Commissioner Jim Schaefer seconded the motion  

Voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0) 

 

Action 

Ald. Wirth made a motion to close public hearing. 

Mayor Abendroth seconded the motion  

Voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0) 

 

Action 

Ald. Wirth made a motion to approve the consent agenda items. 

Mayor Abendroth seconded the motion  

Voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0) 
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RESULT: APPROVED [6 TO 0] 

MOVER: John Wirth, Alderman 

SECONDER: Dan Abendroth, Chairman 

AYES: Abendroth, J. Schaefer, R. Schaefer r, Wirth, Lemke, Hawley Mason, 

Parrish 

EXCUSED: Choren, Stoker 

4) Regular Business 

a) Alex Leykin.  The applicant is seeking rezoning recommendation and certified survey map 

approval of 3 lots for the properties located at 14097, 14115, 14137 and 14207 N. Birchwood 

Lane. 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that this item was on the agenda a few months ago and was tabled. 

The applicant is seeking to rezone the property from R-1/PUD to R-1. A plan was previously 

approved that was part of the PUD that had 4 lots that abut the roadway and the wetlands 

were located in the outlot to the rear. The applicant wants to remove the PUD to allow him to 

develop the land to the R-1 standards. The applicant has a new plan showing 3 lots instead of 

4 lots. The new plan shows the 3 lots that run the length of the road next to each other. These 

lots still encroach into the wetlands but the plan allows for 6 acre lots that are more 

developable than the 4 box lots previously submitted.  

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that he provided an alternative plan for the Commission to consider 

which would amend the PUD to allow for the new concept plan which is identical to the 3 lot 

CSM. One issue is that the CSM shown in the packet does not show wetland delineation and 

the old one expired over 5 years ago, so it is no longer valid. Staff will make a 

recommendation that prior to action by the Common Council the wetland delineation is done 

to ensure that there are upland areas on all 3 lots and that there are viable buildable lots.  

Staff recommends denial and prefers to have the PUD remain in place and the 4 lot concept 

plan that was originally approved but there is an alternative plan offered in the report for a 3 

lot plan. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader answered the Commission that if the R-1 zoning is approved, the applicant is 

not required to finish the 3 lot CSM and could come back at a later date with a 4 lot CSM 

again. The original request was for a 4 lot land division and a number of neighbors 

complained at that time about the wetlands and the protection of the wetlands, so the 

previous owner of the property agreed with the city to do the PUD to still allow the 4 lots and 

have the open space protected in the back. He also stated that wetlands are typically better 

protected on outlots than on private property.  

 

Regarding the proposed concept plan, the biggest concern is Lot 3 is somewhat constrained 

and the wetlands may have grown there and that is the reason for the required wetland 

delineation update to ensure buildable area. It is somewhat misleading because it is 7 acres 

but there are two soil boring sites right in the middle of the lot. 
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The applicant, Alex Leykin, stated that he has had a number of conversations with Mr. Zader. 

He believes his proposal is an improvement all around. He plans to rezone to 3 large parcels, 

build a home on each parcel, sell two of the parcels and live on one of them. He stated the 

concerns from the neighbors in the previous rezoning was due to the potential for a high 

density development which is not proposed with the new concept plan. He stated that the 3 

lot plan is much more desirable and will meet all of the R-1 requirements; no variances or 

exceptions are being requested. He stated that his rezoning request will improve the density 

of development of the land, improve the city’s position on what can be done on currently 

restricted land and will improve uniformity and community acceptance. 

 

Mayor Abendroth stated that he agrees with the applicant and that the CSM meets all the R-1 

standards. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that the property is currently zoned R-1/PUD. It would need to be 

rezoned to apply the R-1 standards. The PUD is an ordinance and the R-1 standards cannot 

be applied to it.  

 

Mayor Abendroth stated that a PUD cannot be forced on the rural property and that the 

applicant should be allowed to develop the land as proposed. 

 

Ald. Wirth stated that the current zoning is the current zoning. There is not a right to rezone 

the zoning under the law. He stated that the surrounding area has smaller lots. He stated that 

in regards to what is being proposed; he feels that the Commission should defer to private 

property owner rights, there is nothing wrong with the proposed lots and he feels that it is a 

fine looking small development. The city has rights that the previous property owner gave 

up.  

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that action was previously taken to protect the wetlands from 

encroachment. He added that there are numerous examples of wetlands in rural areas that 

have been taken away or disappeared on private lots. There is a vested interest to have the 

wetlands on an outlot rather than a private lot. 

 

Mr. Leykin stated that he fully understands the process of asking for rezoning from R-1/PUD 

to R-1. He also asked that he be permitted to do the wetland delineation only for the lot that 

he is going to build on first, as the delineation is only good for 5 years and he does not know 

when the other lots will be built on and does not want to have to pay twice for the 

delineation. 

 

Commissioner Parrish stated that he is in favor of removing the PUD and allowing a 3 lot 

subdivision. He does not feel there would be a great impact on the wetlands as they are set 

relatively far back. He stated that the outlot would need to be managed by a homeownership 

and that typically is not managed well. He feels that requesting 3 big lots is appropriate for 

this area and he is supportive of this request. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that regarding the timing of the wetland delineation done at different 

times, he suggested that a deed restriction be placed on lots 2 and 3 from being developed 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES – October 9, 2017 Page 5 of 16 

that will act as a trigger that shows up on a title search. This is a way to protect those lots and 

to put any new owner on notice that development is restricted until the wetland delineation is 

completed.  

 

Commissioner Jim Schaefer stated that he is in favor of changing the zoning to allow for the 

3 lot development.  He feels that if wetlands are on private property that do get altered and 

that they are better protected when in outlots. 

 

Action 

Mayor Abendroth made a motion to approve the R-1 zoning for the 3 lots and the lots will be 

deed restricted until the wetland delineation is completed. 

Commissioner Parrish seconded the motion. 

Roll call vote was called, vote passed (8-0) 

RESULT: APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Dan Abendroth, Chairman 

SECONDER: Parrish 

AYES: Abendroth, Mason, J. Schaefer, R. Schaefer, Wirth, Lemke, Hawley 

EXCUSED: Choren, John Stoker 

b) John Mikkelson. The applicant is seeking fill permit approval to allow for 8,105 C.Y. of fill 

due to the high water table for the property located at 12875 Highgate Court (Lot 3) in the 

Highgate subdivision. 

Action 

Mayor Abendroth made a motion to approve subject to staff comments. 

Ald. Wirth seconded the motion. 

Voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0) 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Dan Abendroth, Rebecca Schaefer 

SECONDER: John Wirth, Alderman 

AYES: Abendroth, Mason, Parrish, J. Schaefer, R. Schaefer, Wirth, Lemke, 

Hawley 

EXCUSED: Choren, Stoker 

c) New Section 

d) Mequon Clark.  The applicant is seeking a consultation for a proposed addition for the 

property located at 10335 N. Port Washington Road. 

City Planner Vang stated that Mequon Clark is requesting a consultation for an addition to 

the existing convenience store. The proposal is for a west and south addition to the building. 

The property has received several waivers in the past, mainly because the site is so small. 

One of the waivers includes a 10.5 ft. setback from the west property line. Staff believes that 

the applicant intends to keep this setback. If the applicant wishes for a reduced setback, they 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES – October 9, 2017 Page 6 of 16 

will need to request that from the Commission. They will need to address open space and 

parking issues for any future development. Square footage for the proposed addition has not 

yet been provided.  

 

There are a number of violations on site that need to be brought into compliance including 

lighting and landscaping. Staff recommends removing, minimizing or screening the 

miscellaneous outdoor storage and any abandoned or unused equipment on site needs to be 

removed.  

 

As part of any future development, staff may recommend additional improvements to the site 

such as landscaping, architectural improvements to the signage or the canopy if the applicant 

moves forward with a proposed addition. 

 

The applicant, Mirza F. Beg, representing Mequon Clark stated they are proposing an 

addition to the south side of the convenience store and they will maintain the current setback. 

The equipment is the coolers, compressor and A/C and will be moved on to the roof when the 

addition is done.  

 

Mayor Abendroth stated that he is in favor of the improvements being made to the station. 

 

Ald. Wirth agreed with being in favor of improvements being made to the station. He stated 

that it is a very small site and any improvements and clean-up is appreciated and he hopes 

that staff will work with the applicant to help them accomplish their improvements.  

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that that the owner expressed an interest to do some improvements on 

site but did not want to incur the cost of having plans drawn up without some indication from 

the Commission that they were favorable of these efforts and this is the reason for the 

consultation.  

 

Commissioner Parrish stated that he is favorable of an expansion as well as all of staff’s 

comments about the site. 

 

The applicant said they will work on their plan and be back before the Commission. 

e) Christ Church.  The applicant is seeking a rezoning recommendation from R-1 (Rural 

Residential) to IPS (Institutional and Public Service), building and site plan amendment and 

master sign plan approval to allow for an expansion for the property located at 13460 N. Port 

Washington Road. 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that there are a number of requests for this property. The building and 

site plan amendment request is for a 34,900 sq. ft. addition. They are also requesting to 

change the zoning from R-1 to IPS zoning, master sign plan request and concept plan 

approval. This is a fairly major addition and the parking lot is also being reconfigured with a 

large number of stalls added. The proposed addition is in the back of the property. There is 

also an additional access point requested from Port Washington Road. The plans shows 437 

additional public parking stalls and 38 additional stalls for staff. Per the code 221 spaces are 

required but they are trying to accommodate some of the larger events they host. Staff is ok 

with the additional parking requests since the open space requirements are still being met. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES – October 9, 2017 Page 7 of 16 

The access point is under the jurisdiction of the Ozaukee County and also crosses over a 

wetland. They have received approval from the County as well as fill approval from the 

DNR. 

  

There is a 1,200 sq ft. maintenance building that the applicant is asking to be approved at a 

staff level at a later date. If the request meets all the requirements, the architecture is 

consistent with existing building and staff is comfortable with the request, then staff will 

discuss with the Commission chair and together they will decide whether to approve from 

there. 

 

The applicant has done a nice job of keeping the massing down on the proposed building. 

They used a lot of the same materials on the existing building as the proposed building 

addition. They do incorporate some split face blocking that does not exist on the current 

building and staff feels that it is best to maintain the current architectural style already in 

place and replace the split face block with the same siding that currently exists. 

 

The building does meet all the code requirements. The height is 45 feet which exceeds the 42 

feet requirement but because they have a setback that is greater than the code requirement, 

they are allowed to go up to 52 feet in height per code standard.  

 

Regarding the landscape plan, there are a number of conditions that the landscape consultant 

placed on it. The applicant is requesting two waivers to that code; one is a waiver to the 10% 

interior lot landscape requirement and the second is the 30% shading requirement. The 

consultant commented that the 30% shading requirement could be met by using a different 

species of trees. He felt that the trees selected for this property were more ornamental as 

opposed to canopy style. 

 

The interior landscaping relates to concerns regarding snow removal, maintenance cost and 

pedestrian sight lines in to the church. Although the parking lot is large, staff does not feel 

there is justification for a waiver. 

 

The new parking lot shows 61 lights that are 16 feet in height with 7 bollards, 3 wall sconces 

and 6 canopy lights. The applicant has submitted cut sheets for the fixturess but they do not 

state that they are full cutoff as required by the code.  The proposed foot candles exceed the 2 

foot average, so that will need to be redesigned to meet the 2 ft. candle average. 

 

There was conversation about a master sign plan. There is a request for an additional sign on 

Port Washington Road to match the one currently there along the new entrance way. There is 

also a request for a new wall sign on the east elevation. There were conversations about 

whether this is a wall sign or a I-43 sign and the answer varies on whether it complies with 

the code requirements. The applicant was not sure and they are going to do some sight line 

work to determine the visibility from Port Washington Road. This issue has not been fully 

vetted and staff recommends that this issue be tabled and brought back before the 

Commission.  
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Staff is comfortable with the concept plan in that it meets the setbacks but has questions 

about the location and how it impacts the circular drive. The circular drive goes around the 

entire building and gets close to the storm water management pond.  

 

The applicant is requesting that the property be rezoned from R-1 to IPS. Churches are a 

conditional use grant (CUG) in the R-1 zoning and there is an existing conditional use grant 

for this property. If rezoned to the IPS zoning, the church would be a permitted use which 

would alleviate the need to come back to the Commission and ask for a CUG amendment 

every time additions or major changes are being done at the site.  

 

Representing the applicant was Colleen Jordan from Concord Development Company, Nat 

Stein, the project architect, Reverend Bob Suhr of Christ Church and Aaron Koch, project 

engineer. They stated that they appreciate the consideration of the proposed project and the 

time staff spent reviewing the requested proposal. Regarding staff’s recommendations, they 

would like to have some clarification and further discussion regarding the following staff 

recommendations: 

 Item #2 – the use of the split face block.   

 Item #5d – the interior landscape islands.   

 Item #16 – the wetland setbacks.  

 Item #19 – the requirement of future utility connections. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader answered that on the north elevation there is predominately split face 

masonry and on the east section as well. Typically the 10% interior lot landscaping 

requirements are upheld as standard for all developments. They have been waived or 

modified when there is justification to do so.  Regarding the setbacks, it is shown on the plan 

but it is not specified what the setback are and staff needs a copy of the wetland delineation 

to help establish what the setbacks are. As part of the East Growth Expansion there may be 

utilities extended to the site in the future and the engineering department requests the 

applicant would connect to them if available.  

 

Asst. City Engineer, Bridget Henk, stated that the wetland delineation was done more than 

five years ago so it is not a current delineation that indicates the quality of the wetland and 

what the recommended setback would be. Staff is requesting that once the wetland 

delineation report is received and reviewed that if it varies from what the applicant proposes 

that it would be brought back to the Commission for the next steps. The site is on a holding 

tank which is under the jurisdiction of Ozaukee County. Staff will be working with the 

County on any additional holding tanks or advancements of any mounds or septic tanks that 

would be appropriate at this site. As utilities are extended to that area, it may be beneficial 

for those connections to happen. 

 

Mayor Abendroth stated that when the sewer connection is extended, everyone is required to 

connect. 

 

Mr. Stein stated that the use of the split face block was chosen after much consideration and 

done so for the compatible colors and they felt this was an appropriate use of these materials 

in consideration of the size of the addition. These materials will be concentrated on the east 
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and north elevations. He stated that there will be very little visibility of the split face block 

from Port Washington Road. Another consideration is that when Phase 3 takes place, a large 

amount of that material will be removed. Additionally, the east elevation is viewed from I-43 

where traffic moves at a fairly high rate of speed. The applicant feels that the colors are very 

compatible with the existing building. 

 

Commissioner Jim Schaefer stated that he concurs with staff and prefers stone and siding as 

opposed to the split face block. He added that it is quite visible from across I-43 from Lake 

Shore Drive.  He thinks the building is nice looking architecturally and does not feel that the 

split face block matches the architecture especially on the east elevation and wrapping 

around to the north elevation. 

 

Ald. Wirth stated that feels ok with the split face block as it is not seen except from guests to 

the site and from the highway. He feels this is a nice looking project and understands the 

applicant has a budget to work within. He stated that it is not prohibited in the ordinance and 

it is used elsewhere in the city. 

 

Ms. Jordan stated that they are showing a 6.5% interior lot landscape island as well as 

perimeter plantings that contribute to the shading on the north and south borders of the 

parking lot. She stated that while these plantings contribute to the 30% canopy and tree 

shading requirement they do not contribute towards the interior lot landscape island 

requirement. In light of all of the green space, the existing vegetation, screening of adjacent 

properties and the perimeter plantings, they are asking for a waiver from the 10% interior lot 

landscape island requirement. If they are unable to receive a waiver, she stated they will need 

to put in more islands which will reduce the number of parking stalls. 

 

Ald. Wirth stated that he is conflicted on this issue because he believes that all applicants 

should be treated consistently but that the 10% requirement is a bit ridiculous. He added that 

most of the interiors of the parking lots in the city look crappy a few years after they are put 

in. He feels that it is not an effective regulation. He feels that the rule should be changed but 

he is not sure that this applicant has justification for a waiver. 

 

Ms. Jordan stated that the site is unique in that there is way more green space than required 

by the code, there are many natural features that will be kept intact and that provide 

screening from adjacent properties. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated this is always a tough issue for staff as well. He does not feel that 

reducing the amount of islands is a great idea as the islands help the site and he was surprised 

they are not closer to the required percentage based on the plan providing a significant 

number of islands. For consistency, code compliance is always aimed to achieve and then 

alternatives can be considered later to work with the applicant to get the number as close to 

the requirement as possible.  

 

Ms. Jordan stated that regarding Item #16 related to the wetland setbacks, they do have a 

current wetland delineation that was prepared by an insured delineator. The setback that they 

are showing on the plan is a 30 ft. setback consistently except for the area that they have 
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permission to fill; which is the second driveway. They are requesting a 0 setback from the 

second driveway area. They are also requesting, regardless of the classification of the 

wetland, a 30 ft. setback requirement for the entire property and would like an approval of 

this. The applicant passed out language they would like to have considered.  

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that setbacks are determined by two different methods. One is the size 

of the wetland and the other one is the quality of the wetland. If a wetland has a higher 

quality, it requires a larger setback. Typically 10-30 ft. is the requirement for a less quality 

wetland that is not very large and 30-50 ft. is the requirement for a higher quality wetland 

and 75 ft. is the largest wetland setback. He added the question here is whether it is 30 ft. or 

50 ft.    

 

Mr. Koch stated that he believes the setback will be 50 -75 ft. He explained that the majority 

of the parking lot is draining and going back to the storm water pond and that no protected 

area is required. He discussed the distinctions between the DNR language and the city code 

language. He stated that if it is a 75 ft. setback, they will lose a lot of parking in the south 

parking lot. The main entrance is from the south side and the best stalls are located there. 

They are proposing a 30 ft. setback as a compromise and would like this added to their list of 

requested waivers. 

 

Ald. Wirth stated that most other communities reflect what the DNR language is but that the 

city language has not caught up yet. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that the issue here is whether it is a 30ft or 50 ft. and he does not feel 

that it will be deemed at 75 ft. setback. 

 

Ms. Jordan stated that regarding Item #19 that would like this be waived as a requirement. 

She stated that the Church will evaluate this when it becomes available but because it is not 

located in the sewer boundary now, that they would like the language removed from this 

project.  

 

Ald. Wirth stated that he does not believe that the requirement is that a property must connect 

when sewer connection is made available. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that this item was included and was intended to put the applicant on 

notice that there may be a requirement to connect to sewer in the future; especially 

considering this is a relatively large structure on a holding tank. 

 

Commissioner Mason thinks that the issue regarding the utility connection can be silent for 

now and when appropriate the ordinance will cover the requirement if necessary. 

 

Action 

Ald. Wirth made a motion to recommend the rezoning to the Common Council, to table the 

master sign plan, to approve the building and site plan amendment subject to staff’s 

conditions, except that conditions #2 and #19 be removed, condition #5d be waived with the 

1.b.a

Packet Pg. 13

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 1

0.
09

.1
7 

D
R

A
F

T
  (

28
15

 :
 P

la
n

n
in

g
 C

o
m

m
is

si
o

n
 M

in
u

te
s 

fr
o

m
 O

ct
o

b
er

 9
, 2

01
7)



 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES – October 9, 2017 Page 11 of 16 

intent that additional landscaping outside the islands be added, and that item #16 be replaced 

with the language supplied the applicant. 

Mayor Abendroth seconded the motion. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader made a friendly amendment to have a 5-10 ft. setback for the new driveway 

(not a 0 ft. setback). 

The applicant accepted the friendly amendment 

A voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0). 

 

f) Robert Bach for Foxtown Venture.  The applicant is seeking rezoning recommendation and 

concept plan approval for a mixed-use development located in Town Center. 

The applicants showed a video of the proposed project. 

 

The applicants; Stephen Smith, Greg Thompson, Bob Bach, Tom Nieman and Tom Zabjeck 

were present. 

 

Commentary during the video: 

There are 6 different sites on 17 acres that will all be tied together:  

Building A = Historic Brewery (Tom Nieman) 

Building B = There will be a two-story building with the main restaurant on site and 

possible banquet hall on the ground level east side. (Gordon Goggins) 

Building C = 96 high quality apartments that will be developed by Bob Bach/P2 

Development.  

Building D = Hamburg Hall / Foxyard Beer Hall and Garden. 

Building E = 3 multi-use buildings (retail and office). Top level will have 10-11 

Corporate Stay units. 

 Building F = 21 Condominiums which will be a very unique high quality product. 

(Tom Zabjek/Lakeside Development) 

 

Ms. Mary Claire Lanser has being doing outreach which consists of going door to door and 

hosting a neighborhood open house meeting. They have made 89 contacts and have 21 pages 

of feedback. 

 

Ms. Leah Pickett did outreach to get a feel for the temporary housing interest. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that the applicant is requesting rezoning to PUD and concept plan 

approval.  He stated that it was difficult to write the staff report as there are many moving 

parts to this project. The PUD is necessary for the stand alone restaurant; which must be part 

of a mixed-use development, the single family portion of the project and there are over 16 

apartment units. He explained that he looked at the project parcel by parcel and reviewed the 

plan for any red flags. He paid special attention to the parking as that has been an issue in the 

area. He feels that many of the areas in the proposed plan have more than the code required 

parking. The applicant mentioned waivers which the code does allow for, but those would be 

reviewed and granted at the time of the building and site plan approvals.  
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He stated that one major issue is the traffic flow through the site. Staff recommends a traffic 

impact analysis been done related to the traffic on Industrial Drive and the major 

intersections of the development. Those answers are important before the Council takes 

action on the PUD as it could dramatically change what this development looks like in the 

long run. The other issue is that currently single family dwellings are not permitted in the TC 

zoning. Staff will be discussing making a modification to that but it will also need to be 

approved by the Council before the project can move forward.  

 

Asst. Dir. Zader listed bullet points in the staff report regarding the concept plan as well as a 

chronological plan for the proposed development moving forward. Staff did talk with the 

applicant about a TIF incentive as there is a lot of demolition work that will need to be done. 

The TIF project plan needs to be amended which will be a several month process. The only 

waiver that has been granted was regarding the 800 sq. ft. minimum for the apartments. 

There are requirements recommended for phasing of the project which require the restaurants 

on Mequon Road to be the first projects completed. Criteria was included that requires 

occupancy for building A before building B and building B before building C.  Some of these 

buildings will not be constructed for 2 to 3 years. Particular areas that staff will focus on are 

the street frontage requirement and the percentage of windows which are crucial. Staff does 

recommend the rezoning and the concept plan. 

 

Mayor Abendroth stated that it is a great concept plan and in order to move forward it needs 

to be rezoned to a PUD.  He added that the goal for this meeting is not to grant waivers or 

building and site plan approval. He asked the applicant about their feelings of the 20 

conditions in the staff report. 

 

Mr. Smith answered they are comfortable with all the listed conditions. They are focused on 

the timing of getting started on the brewery which they would like to start in the spring. They 

have already enlisted the parking analysis to take place, which is a 4-5 week process.  

 

Mr. Thompson, project manager, stated that the schedule for the brewery is scheduled to start 

this winter in January if they can get through the approval process. They would like to have 

ground breaking on building B in the spring. They are aiming to have the brewery open for 

Octoberfest next year. 

 

Ald. Wirth stated that this is a phenomenal project. He feels that the staff conditions make 

sense and he understands the need to keep the process moving on both sides. He requested 

that somewhere in the process that a parking study be conducted similar to the study that was 

done for MTC1; given the recent parking issues and he would like this item added to the 

motion if approved. 

 

Commissioner Mason welcomed the applicant to the community and stated that this will be a 

great asset to the community. He asked how many years it will take to finish the entire 

project. 

 

The applicant answered that it will most likely be about 5 years total to complete all the 

phases. 
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Action 

Ald. Wirth made a motion to approve the rezoning and recommend it to the Common 

Council and to approve the concept plan per staff’s recommendations and conditions with the 

addition of a desktop parking analysis study similar in scope and authority to the parking 

analysis desktop study completed for MTC1. 

Commissioner Jim Schaefer seconded the motion. 

 

Commissioner Parrish commended the applicant on the great video and he appreciates their 

investment in the community. He asked how many pocket homes would be constructed right 

away. He feels that these homes feel out of place and he struggles with this price and the type 

of dwelling. 

 

Matt Haven, President of TelSmith – stated he has concern about the pocket homes proposed 

on the south end of the project. He feels the traffic study is a good idea to assess the traffic on 

Industrial Drive. They want to be good neighbors but they struggle with the residential 

portions of the development. 

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that there is a bit of a concern with the homes located so close to 

TelSmith but staff is comfortable with moving forward with the project. He commented that 

if the units sit vacant it is the risk of the developer and not to the city. This will be a life style 

choice.  

 

A voice vote was called, vote passed (8-0). 

g) City of Mequon.  The City of Mequon is seeking a text amendment related to residential uses 

in the Town Center and Arrival Corridor Zoning Districts related to single family and multi-

family dwellings. 

Dir. Tollefson stated that last month a potential text amendment was addressed and she took 

direction from the Commission regarding the opportunity for increasing owner-occupied 

units and allowing for detached single family dwellings as part of the housing mix for Town 

Center (TC). There was also an interest in maintaining a range of densities; in particular in 

the Arrival Corridor (AC) for smaller scaled multiple family structures as part of a change to 

the standard guidelines for multiple family dwellings. These provisions are suggested: 

 

 Allow detached multifamily structures and uses 

 Increasing this range of housing type 

 Owner-occupancy opportunities 

 

Staff took a hybrid approach to specific design standards which apply to both the TC and AC 

districts. It is still recommended that single family residential development be part of a PUD. 

A PUD in the TC has a minimum lot size of 1 acre. It is indicated that single family not abut 

Mequon Road. In keeping with a traditional neighborhood design, the lot widths are 

established at a minimum of 36 feet and a maximum of 80 feet. This will allow for a range of 

side yard setbacks as it relates to the height of those single family structures. It will also 

allow for varying widths associated with the floorplans for the single family homes.  
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Setbacks have been established and require an increase in the side yard setback for every 

additional story as it relates to single family. Also required is curb appeal and public 

interaction at the public realm and some proposed design improvements such as: 

 

 Sidewalk connection from the public street to the private entrance of the home. 

 Principal entrance of the home to face the public street and to incorporate a porch. 

 The height minimum is 1.5 stories and a maximum of 2.5 stories.  

 

Action – Recommendation #1 

Alt. Wirth made a motion to approve detached single-family residential uses with a 

maximum of 2.5 stories (strike the minimum). 

Mayor Abendroth seconded the motion. 

A voice vote was called, voice passed (8-0) 

 

Recommendation #2 

 

Ms. Tollefson stated that last month the Commission expressed an interest in sending a signal 

early on to developers about what the expectations are in terms of development in this 

particular area.  

 

She stated that they are only a few AC zoned sites remaining for redevelopment (a map of 

the area was shown). The sites front on Mequon Road and Wauwatosa Road and there are a 

few properties on either side of The Reserve project. With some of these standards and the 

structure for multiple-family in the AC district, she would like to gather some consensus 

from the Commission, and staff will come back with some further regulations as it relates to 

the TC properties that are remaining for redevelopment. She feels that the context of the two 

particular areas; the surrounding properties and the road system, is different between those 

two portions of the TC.  

 

The recommendation is to develop some specific standards as it relates to multiple family. 

These will most likely be located as transitional uses.  

 

Standards added:  

 Multiple-family residential structures shall not abut Mequon Road. 

 Multiple-family residential structures shall not contain distinct second story dwelling 

units. 

 The placement of the multi-family structures facing on public or private street or 

interior private courtyard.  

 Pedestrian access shall be provided from the public street to the principal entrance. 

 Vehicular access shall be located to the rear or interior side and shall include an 

attached garage and a private driveway that can accommodate a minimum of one 

vehicle. 

 The height minimum shall be 1.5 stories and a maximum of 2.5 stories. 

 

Action  
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Alt. Wirth made a motion to approve with the deletion of the minimum height requirement. 

Commissioner Mason seconded the motion. 

A voice vote was called, voice passed (8-0) 

 

Recommendation #3 

 

Ms. Tollefson stated that the recommendation is to rezone The Reserve parcel and the parcel 

immediately to the east of it from AC/PUD to TC/PUD; so that there is a clear distinction 

between the AC zoning district and the TC zoning district.  

 

Ms. Tollefson explained that the TC zoning offers some greater flexibility in terms of 

commercial uses and sizes associated with commercial uses. There would not be a non-

compliant issue if rezoned to TC. 

 

Ald. Wirth stated that he will vote no on this recommendation because he feels that the TC 

district was supposed to be a compact area that continues to grow.  

 

Ms. Tollefson explained that part of the consideration is limiting the number of apartments 

and overall general massing of potential structures of the remaining parcels in the AC zoning 

district. 

 

Mr. Bob Bach, developer and owner of The Reserve, stated that he is supportive of the 

change in that there is a distinct disadvantage to him as a property owner when zoned legal 

non-conforming.  

 

Asst. Dir. Zader stated that the PUD ordinance does not allow change or increase in density.  

 

Ms. Tollefson offered that she can bring back a little bit more of an assessment of what the 

potential for the middle parcel between the AC and TC districts would be. The Reserve 

project is developed and staff wants them to be in the best position possible to continue with 

all their contingencies and insurance.  

 

Commissioner Becky Schaefer asked if the tenants or the owner of that property east of The 

Reserve have been contacted. She feels that it makes the property more valuable but she feels 

that they should be notified about the potential zoning change. 

 

Action  

Mayor Abedroth made a motion to approve the rezoning recommendation. 

Commissioner Parrish seconded the motion. 

A roll vote was called, voice passed (7-1; No: Ald. Wirth) 

 

These recommendations will be brought to the Common Council in November and 

December. 
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RESULT: APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: John Wirth, Alderman 

SECONDER: Dan Abendroth, Chairman 

AYES: Abendroth, Mason, Parrish, J. Schaefer, R. Schaefer, Wirth, Lemke, 

Hawley 

EXCUSED: Choren, Stoker 

5) Announcements 

The next meeting is November 13, 2017 at 7:00 pm. 

6) Adjourn 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Jac Zader 
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 11333 N. Cedarburg Rd 

 Mequon, WI 53092-1930 

 Phone: 262-236-2902 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us  Department of Community Development 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM: PA PHOUALA VANG, PLANNER 

DATE: October 4, 2013 

SUBJECT: Allume Architects for Splash! Swim & Wellness.  The applicant is seeking 

conditional use grant amendment and building and site plan amendment 

approval to allow for a 3,228 sq. ft. addition for the property located at 10636 

N. Commerce Street (Mequon Business Park). 

 

Applicant:   Splash ! Swim & Wellness 

    Allume Architects 

Status of Applicant: Agent 

Requested:   Conditional Use Grant Amendment 

    Building and Site Plan Amendment 

Existing Zoning:  B-5 (light Industrial District) 

    PUD (Planned Unit Development) 

 

Existing Use: Indoor Recreatinal facility 

Land Use PlanL Business Park 

Lot Area: 1.78 Acres 

Location: 10636 N. Commerce Street 

Tax Key: #14-027-09-010.00 

District: #4 

 

 

Background: The applicant is requesting conditional use grant amendment and building/site 

plan amendment for an addition to the existing recreational facility at 10636 N Commerce Street. 

Splash! Swim + Wellness is proposing a 3,228 square foot addition to the east of the existing 

building.  The addition will include a second pool and additional restroom facilities in order to 

expand their curriculum to serve more children of varying skills.  

 

Conditional Use Grant Findings: 

According to Section 3.05(1)(b) of the Zoning Code, the following findings shall be considered 

when analyzing a conditional use grant application: 

 

1. The proposed use should not endanger the public health, safety or general welfare of 

the city and the immediate neighborhood. 
 

The use should not create a public health or safety issue for the immediate area.  

The company provides swimming lessons for babies through adults.  

 

2. The proposed use should not injure the value of adjoining or abutting property. 
 

The Land Use Plan designates the site as Business Park. The property is zoned B-5 Light 

Industrial. All adjacent properties are zoned B-5 as well.  The indoor recreational facility 
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can be considered compatible with the Land Use Plan designation and expected industrial 

uses in the area.   

 

3. The proposed use shall be harmonious or compatible with the area in which it is 

located. 
 

The activities of an indoor recreational facility fit the character of the surrounding area.  

The hours of operation are 8:00 AM to 8:30 PM, Monday – Friday and 8:00 AM to 6:00 

PM on Saturdays. The maximum capacity is 16 in the existing pool and 10 in the 

proposed pool. Maximum class sizes are four. Three employees will be added to 

accommodate for the expanded use, increasing the total number of employees to nine. 

Planning staff believes the proposed use and activities should be harmonious with the 

surrounding uses. 

 

4. Will be general conformity with the Land Use Plan, Transportation Plan,  

Environmental Plan, Park and Recreation Plan or other officially adopted plan. 
 

As indicated above, typically, indoor recreational facilities can be considered compatible 

with the Land Use Plan designation and adjacent commercial uses.   

 

Site Plan 

The proposed addition is shown to the east of the existing building. A new dumpster enclosure 

will be located on the south elevation of the addition. Dumpster screening details shall be 

submitted for staff review and approval. As part of the project, 4 new parking stalls will be added 

for a total of 46 stalls. The applicant indicated that the total capacity of the two pools will be 26 

students. The total number of employees at any time is 9. Staff believes the site provides 

sufficient parking for the recreational facility. 

 

Building Design 

The proposed 3,228 square foot addition will match the materials of the existing building. The 

existing building is split-face block with horizontal accent banding of smooth block with 

aluminum storefront entry doors and windows. The north elevation of the addition will feature 

aluminum storefront glazing to match the size and pattern of the storefront window on the 

existing north elevation. The rest of the addition will be split-face block. The building is 

currently painted a combination of 7 colors, ranging from 5 different shades of blue, 2 

white/cream color horizontal bans and 2 orange horizontal bands. The addition will be painted to 

match the colors of the existing building. The addition will have one new roof top unit which 

will be screened to match existing units. 

 

Landscaping Plan 

The applicant is proposing to remove a 7” Callery Pear street tree for a temporary construction 

driveway off Executive Drive. The City Forester approved the removal of the tree, subject to the 

replacement of the tree with tree(s) equal in diameter and species after construction is complete. 

The landscaping plan shows additional landscaping to the south of the proposed parking stalls 

and to the east of the proposed dumpster enclosure to help shield the enclosure from view. Staff 

is recommending adding evergreens to the buffer along Executive Drive to provide screening 

throughout the year.  

 

Engineering Report: 

Bridget Henk, Assistant City Engineer, has reviewed the application and has the following 

comments: 
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The site is located within the City’s sewer service area and will utilize the existing sewer 

connection for the building addition.  As a condition of approval, the applicant shall provide 

updated peak flow and average day flow calculations. 

 

A master grading plan was prepared with the development of the Mequon Business Park.  The 

proposed site grading and drainage plan was reviewed and is compliant with City of Mequon 

requirements and the master grading plan. 

 

The site proposes an increase in impervious surface and therefore requires a stormwater 

management plan (SWMP).  The site was included in the master SWMP for the Mequon 

Business Park.  A technical memorandum or report of the total site impervious area and 

conformance with the water quality requirements and the current Metropolitan Milwaukee 

Sewerage District Chapter 13 requirements shall be provided by the applicant. Per ordinance, the 

site also requires a drainage financial guarantee. 

 

The applicant has indicated that the construction traffic will enter the site using a temporary 

access point along executive drive.  Upon completion of the addition, the temporary access is to 

be restored to the manicured grass and landscape as shown on the landscape plan. The developer 

will repair any damage to the existing curb.  

 

Staff Recommendation: 

Planning staff recommends approval of the conditional use grant amendment and building and 

site plan review based on the following condition(s): 

 

1. Planning staff review and approval of final site, landscaping and floor plans prior to the 

issuance of permits. 

2. Replace street tree with tree(s) equal in diameter and species after construction is 

complete. 

3. Planning staff review and approval of dumpster screening detail. 

4. All ground or roof-level mechanical equipment shall be well screened from public view 

with screening or landscaping.  

5. Revised landscaping plan to show evergreens in buffer along Executive Drive. 

6. A landscaping escrow equal to 125% of the improvement costs for installation of 

landscaping by a licensed contractor and an escrow equal to 25% of the landscape 

contract cost to insure that landscaping that dies within three (3) years of installation will 

be replaced by the applicant. 

7. Approval of a storm water management memorandum describing the site impervious area 

and conformance with the Stormwater Management Plan for the Mequon Business Park.  

Calculations for the conformance to water quality requirements shall also be included.   

8. Repair of any curb damage and restore the landscaping from the temporary access drive 

prior to occupancy of the addition. 

9. The applicant shall provide updated peak flow and average day flow sanitary sewer 

calculations. 

10. The drainage financial guarantee shall be in an amount equal to 125 percent of the 

estimated cost of construction and maintenance of the stormwater management practices, 

as determined by the city, during the period which the designated party in the 

maintenance agreement has maintenance responsibility. The applicant shall provide to the 

city engineer the estimated costs of construction and maintenance which shall be 

calculated, stamped and signed by a professional engineer registered in the State of 

Wisconsin. 

 

Attachments: 
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B-5/PUD

C-2/PUD

R-6/PUD
ITEM 2

ALLUME ARCHITECTS FOR
SPLASH! SWIM + WELLNESS

AC
A-1
A-2
B-1
B-2
B-3
B-4
B-5
B-6
B-7
C-1
C-2
CGO
FFO
FW
IPS

Arrival Corridor
Agricultural Preserve
General Agricultural
Neighborhood Business
Community Business
Office & Service Business
Business Park
Light Industrial
Rural Industrial
Rural Business
Shoreland/Wetland Conservancy
General Conservancy
Central Growth Overlay
Flood Fringe Overlay
Floodway
Institutional & Public Service

LTD
OA
PUD
P-1
R-1
R-1B
R-2
R-2B
R-3
R-4
R-5
R-6
RM
TC
TDR

Limited Use
Agricultural Overlay
Planned Unit Development Overlay
Park & Recreation
Single-Family Residential (5 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (2.5 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (2.0 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (1.5 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (1.0 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (3/4 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (1/2 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (4 du/Ac)
Multi-Family Residential
Town Center
Transfer of Development Rights
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             13500 watertown plank rd.  suite 205 
                                                                                                                                    elm grove, wi 53122 

                                                                                                                              p: 262.720.9702 
                                                                                                                                                                  e:  anemecek@allumearchitects.com 

                                                                                                                                             w:  allumearchitects.com 
  

City of Mequon 
Plan Commission 
11333 N. Cedarburg Rd. 
Mequon, WI 53092 
 
October 17, 2017 

Dear Commissioners, 

This letter provides additional information to the submittal package for the November 11th plan commission 
meeting, regarding Splash! Swim + Wellness, located at 10636 N. Commerce St.  The company provides 
swimming lessons for babies through adults.  The client would like to add bathroom facilities along with a 
second pool, so they can expand their curriculum to serve more children of varying skill levels. 

For this project, the client wishes to add a 3,228 sq. ft. addition on the east side of the property for an overall 
building total of 9,325 sq. ft.  It would be a 3-sided addition that is attached to the existing pool and bathroom 
spaces.  The land is zoned B-5 Light Industrial - PUD.  We are able to have up to 40% lot coverage, which we are 
under. 

The majority of the existing exterior building is split-face block with horizontal accent banding of smooth block, 
including aluminum storefront entry doors and windows.  The building is painted a combination of (7) colors 
ranging from (5) different shades of blue, (2) white/cream color horizontal bands, and (2) orange horizontal 
bands.  All details in the new addition will match the existing building with the goal that it looks like the addition 
was part of the existing building. The dumpster doors will be made of tube steel frame with white composite 
vertical decking material over the top.  The composite material will be white to match details on the building. 
   
Splash will increase their parking with additional 4 stalls, for a total of 46 stalls.  Each new stall is 18’ x 10’, or 180 
sq. ft. The owner currently has more parking stalls than employees and patrons at this location.  They won’t 
need to add any additional pole lights to the parking lot, due to the limited amount of parking being added and 
the current locations of poles.  We will add (1) wall pack light over a new service door at the north side of the 
building.  They are not adding or altering any signage.  Both existing roof top mechanicals are screened.  A third 
will be added and will be screened to match the existing. 
 
The hours of operation are Monday through Friday:  8:00 a.m. to 8:30 p.m.; Saturday 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.; and 
closed on Sunday.  During their busiest times they currently have 6 employees working on weekdays and 
Saturday.  With the additional of the second pool they will add (3) employees. 
Maximum capacity of each pool is (16) in the existing pool and (10) in the new pool.  Maximum class sizes are 
(4).  On average, most families have (2) children in lessons.  At a maximum with the new pool, they would have 
26 kids in the pool, which would be approx. (13) families.  Maximum cars in the parking lot at one time would 
be: (9) employees, and approx. (13-25) cars; based on staggered class times. 
 
Please feel free to reach out to me with any questions. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Andrea Nemecek, AIA 
President, Allume Architects LLC 
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Andrea
Text Box
EXISTING SATELLITE PLAN VIEW
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Text Box
EXISTING STREET VIEW LOOKING NORTH



2.a.a

Packet Pg. 38

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

ac
ke

t 
 (

27
88

 :
 A

llu
m

e 
A

rc
h

it
ec

ts
 f

o
r 

S
p

la
sh

! 
S

w
im

 &
 W

el
ln

es
s)

Andrea
Text Box
EXISTING STREET VIEW LOOKING NORTHEAST
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Andrea
Text Box
EXISTING STREET VIEW LOOKING NORTH (LANDSCAPING)
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Text Box
EXISTING STREET VIEW LOOKING TOWARD NEW ADDITION FROM EXECUTIVE DRIVE
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XTOR  
CROSSTOUR LED

 
APPLICATIONS:

WALL / SURFACE
POST / BOLLARD

LOW LEVEL
FLOODLIGHT

INVERTED
SITE LIGHTING

Lumark

SPECIFICATION FEATURES

Construction
Slim, low-profile LED design 
with rugged one-piece, die-cast 
aluminum hinged removable door 
and back box. Matching housing 
styles incorporate both a small 
and medium design. The small 
housing is available in 12W, 18W 
and 26W.  The medium housing 
is available in the 38W model. 
Patented secure lock hinge feature 
allows for safe and easy tool-less 
electrical connections with the 
supplied push-in connectors. Back 
box includes three half-inch, NPT 
threaded conduit entry points. The 
universal back box supports both 
the small and medium forms and 
mounts to standard 3-1/2” to 4” 
round and octagonal, 4” square, 
single gang and masonry junction 
boxes. Key hole gasket allows 
for adaptation to junction box or 
wall. External fin design extracts 
heat from the fixture surface. One-
piece silicone gasket seals door 
and back box. Minimum 5” wide 
pole for site lighting application. 
Not recommended for car wash 
applications.

Optical
Silicone sealed optical LED 
chamber incorporates a custom 
engineered mirrored anodized 
reflector providing high-efficiency 
illumination. Optical assembly 
includes impact-resistant 
tempered glass and meets IESNA 
requirements for full cutoff 
compliance. Available in seven 
lumen packages; 5000K, 4000K and 
3000K CCT.

Electrical
LED driver is mounted to the 
die-cast housing for optimal heat 
sinking. LED thermal management 
system incorporates both 
conduction and natural convection 
to transfer heat rapidly away from 
the LED source. 12W, 18W, 26W 
and 38W series operate in -40°C to 
40°C [-40°F to 104°F]. High ambient 
50°C models available. Crosstour 
luminaires maintain greater than 
89% of initial light output after 
72,000 hours of operation. Three 
half-inch NPT threaded conduit 
entry points allow for thru-branch 
wiring. Back box is an authorized 

electrical wiring compartment. 
Integral LED electronic driver 
incorporates surge protection. 120-
277V 50/60Hz or 347V 60Hz models.

Finish
Crosstour is protected with a 
Super durable TGIC carbon 
bronze or summit white polyester 
powder coat paint. Super durable 
TGIC powder coat paint finishes 
withstand extreme climate 
conditions while providing optimal 
color and gloss retention of the 
installed life.

Warranty
Five-year warranty.

TD514013EN
2017-07-25 12:21:59

The patented Lumark Crosstour™ LED Wall Pack Series of luminaries 
provides an architectural style with super bright, energy efficient LEDs. 
The low-profile, rugged die-cast aluminum construction, universal back 
box, stainless steel hardware along with a sealed and gasketed optical 
compartment make the Crosstour impervious to contaminants. The 
Crosstour wall luminaire is ideal for wall/surface, inverted mount for 
façade/canopy illumination, post/bollard, site lighting, floodlight and low 
level pathway illumination including stairs. Typical applications include 
building entrances, multi-use facilities, apartment buildings, institutions, 
schools, stairways and loading docks test.

DESCRIPTION

Catalog # Type 

Date 

Project 

Comments 

Prepared by 

12W, 18W, 26W
5-3/4" [146mm]

38W
6-5/8" [168mm]

12W, 18W, 26W
6-3/4" [171mm]

38W
8" [203mm]

12W, 18W, 26W
3-5/8" [92mm]

38W
4" [102mm]

DIMENSIONS

C E R T I F I C A T I O N  D A T A
UL/cUL Wet Location Listed
LM79 / LM80 Compliant
ROHS Compliant
ADA Compliant
NOM Compliant Models
IP66 Ingressed Protection Rated
Title 24 Compliant
DesignLights Consortium® Qualified*

T E C H N I C A L  D A T A
40°C Maximum Ambient Temperature
External Supply Wiring 90°C Minimum

E P A
Effective Projected Area (Sq. Ft.):
XTOR1B, XT0R2B, XT0R3B=0.34
XTOR4B=0.45

S H I P P I N G  D A T A :
Approximate Net Weight:
3.7 – 5.25 lbs. [1.7 – 2.4 kgs.]

10" [254mm]

17-1/2" [445mm]

10"
[254mm]

17-1/2"
[445mm]

ESCUTCHEON PLATES

*www.designlights.org
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Specifications and 
dimensions subject to 
change without notice.

Eaton 
1121 Highway 74 South
Peachtree City, GA 30269
P: 770-486-4800
www.eaton.com/lighting

Ambient 
Temperature

TM-21 Lumen
Maintenance

(72,000 Hours)

Theoretical L70
(Hours)

XTOR1B Model

25°C > 90% 255,000

40°C > 89% 234,000

50°C > 88% 215,000

XTOR2B Model

25°C > 89% 240,000

40°C > 88% 212,000

50°C > 87% 196,000

XTOR3B Model

25°C > 89% 240,000

40°C > 88% 212,000

50°C > 87% 196,000

XTOR4B Model

25°C > 89% 222,000

40°C > 87% 198,000

50°C > 87% 184,000

LUMEN MAINTENANCE

LED Information XTOR1B XTOR1B-W XTOR1B-Y XTOR2B XTOR2B-W XTOR2B-Y XTOR3B XTOR3B-W XTOR3B-Y XTOR4B XTOR4B-W XTOR4B-Y

Delivered Lumens
(Wall Mount)

1,418 1,396 1,327 2,135 2,103 1,997 2,751 2,710 2,575 4,269 4,205 3,995

Delivered Lumens
(With Flood 
Accessory Kit) 1

1,005 990 940 1,495 1,472 1,399 2,099 2,068 1,965 3,168 3,121 2,965

B.U.G. Rating 2 B1-U0-G0 B1-U0-G0 B1-U0-G0 B1-U0-G0 B1-U0-G0 B1-U0-G0 B1-U0-G0 B1-U0-G0 B1-U0-G0 B2-U0-G0 B2-U0-G0 B2-U0-G0

CCT (Kelvin) 5,000 4,000 3,000 5,000 4,000 3,000 5,000 4,000 3,000 5,000 4,000 3,000

CRI (Color 
Rendering Index)

70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Power 
Consumption 
(Watts)

12W 12W 12W 18W 18W 18W 26W 26W 26W 38W 38W 38W

NOTES: 1 Includes shield and visor. 2 B.U.G. Rating does not apply to fl oodlighting.

POWER AND LUMENS BY FIXTURE MODEL

Voltage
Model Series

XTOR1B XTOR2B XTOR3B XTOR4B

120V 0.103A 0.15A 0.22A 0.34A

208V 0.060A 0.09A 0.13A 0.17A

240V 0.053A 0.08A 0.11A 0.17A

277V 0.048A 0.07A 0.10A 0.15A

347V 0.039A 0.06A 0.082A 0.12A

CURRENT DRAW

XTOR  CROSSTOUR LED

TD514013EN
2017-07-25 12:21:59
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Specifications and 
dimensions subject to 
change without notice.

Eaton 
1121 Highway 74 South
Peachtree City, GA 30269
P: 770-486-4800
www.eaton.com/lighting

TD514013EN
2017-07-25 12:21:59

XTOR  CROSSTOUR LED

12W Series 18W Series 26W Series 38W Series

XTOR1B=12W, 5000K, Carbon Bronze XTOR2B=18W, 5000K, Carbon Bronze XTOR3B=26W, 5000K, Carbon Bronze XTOR4B=38W, 5000K, Carbon Bronze

XTOR1B-WT=12W, 5000K, Summit White XTOR2B-W=18W, 4000K, Carbon Bronze XTOR3B-W=26W, 4000K, Carbon Bronze XTOR4B-W=38W, 4000K, Carbon Bronze

XTOR1B-PC1=12W, 5000K, 120V PC,
Carbon Bronze

XTOR2B-WT=18W, 5000K, Summit White XTOR3B-WT=26W, 5000K, Summit White XTOR4B-WT=38W, 5000K, Summit White

XTOR1B-W=12W, 4000K, Carbon Bronze XTOR2B-PC1= 18W, 5000K, 120V PC, 
Carbon Bronze

XTOR3B-PC1= 26W, 5000K, 120V PC, 
Carbon Bronze

XTOR4B-PC1= 38W, 5000K, 120V PC, Carbon 
Bronze

XTOR1B-W-PC1=12W, 4000K, 120V PC, 
Carbon Bronze

XTOR2B-W-PC1= 18W, 4000K, 120V PC, 
Carbon Bronze

XTOR4B-W-PC1= 38W, 4000K, 120V PC, 
Carbon Bronze

STOCK ORDERING INFORMATION

Sample Number: XTOR2B-W-WT-PC1

Series 1 LED Kelvin Color Housing Color Options (Add as Suffi x) Accessories (Order Separately)

XTOR1B=Small Door, 12W
XTOR2B=Small Door, 18W
XTOR3B=Small Door, 26W
XTOR4B=Medium Door, 38W

[Blank]= Bright White 
(Standard), 5000K

W=Neutral White, 4000K
Y=Warm White, 3000K

[Blank]= Carbon Bronze
(Standard)

WT=Summit White
BK=Black
BZ=Bronze
AP=Grey
GM=Graphite Metallic
DP=Dark Platinum

PC1=Photocontrol 120V 2

PC2=Photocontrol 208-277V 2, 3

347V=347V 4

HA=50ºC High Ambient 4

WG/XTOR=Wire Guard 5

XTORFLD-KNC=Knuckle Floodlight Kit 6

XTORFLD-TRN=Trunnion Floodlight Kit 6

XTORFLD-KNC-WT=Knuckle Floodlight Kit, Summit White 6

XTORFLD-TRN-WT=Trunnion Floodlight Kit, Summit White 6

EWP/XTOR= Escutcheon Wall Plate, Carbon Bronze
EWP/XTOR-WT= Escutcheon Wall Plate, Summit White

NOTES:
1. DesignLights Consortium® Qualifi ed and classifi ed for both DLC Standard and DLC Premium, refer to www.designlights.org for details.
2. Photocontrols are factory installed. 
3. Order PC2 for 347V models. 
4. Thru-branch wiring not available with HA option or with 347V. XTOR3B not available with HA and 347V or 120V combination. 
5. Wire guard for wall/surface mount. Not for use with fl oodlight kit accessory. 
6. Floodlight kit accessory supplied with knuckle (KNC) or trunnion (TRN) base, small and large top visors and small and large impact shields.

ORDERING INFORMATION
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 11333 N. Cedarburg Rd 

 Mequon, WI 53092-1930 

 Phone: 262-236-2902 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us  Department of Community Development 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM: BRIDGET HENK, ASSISTANT CITY ENGINEER 

DATE: November 8, 2017 

SUBJECT: Zhenghau Wu.  Th applicant is seeking a fill permit to allow for 7,000 C.Y. to 

modify the lot grading for landscaping for the property located at 12813 

Highgate Court in the Highgate subdivision. 

 

Applicant: Zhenghao Wu 

Status of Applicant: Owner 

Requested: Fill Permit 

Existing Zoning:  R-1 (Rural Residential) 

    OA (Agricultural Overlay) 

Location: 12813 Highgate Court 

Tax Key: #14-167-00-010.00 

District: #5 

 

 

Background: 

The applicant requests Planning Commission approval of a minor request to fill in excess of 

1,000 cubic yards to haul in and deposit fill material around an existing home.  A grading plan 

was not submitted with the application.  The applicant notes rough grading, landscaping and fine 

grading as the reason for the fill.   

 

On May 9 2016, the Planning Commission approved a minor request for the same property for 

fill in the amount of 2,500 cubic yards.  That fill permit application included a lot grading plan 

that was in conformance with the master grading plan and the context of the neighborhood. 

 

The revised application requests 7,000 cubic yards of additional fill will be hauled in for this 

project.  This brings the total amount of fill to 9,500 cubic yards. 

 

Engineering Report: 

With each building permit, the Engineering Division reviews the individual grading plan for its 

conformance to the master grading plan.  For most subdivisions, the top of foundation elevation 

is established as a part of the master grading plan.  For this subject lot in Highgate Court no top 

of foundation elevation was provided; therefore the individual grading plan is reviewed for its 

conformance to the master grading plan. 

 

Staff Recommendation: 

Staff recommends Planning Commission table the request pending the submittal of a lot grading 

plan to verify where the fill will be placed and graded for aesthetics and drainage. 

 

If the Planning Commission approves the minor request, the approval conditions would be based 

upon the following: 

1. Submittal of approval from the adjacent lot owners (Lots 3 and 4) and the Home Owner’s 

3.a
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Association for the proposed grading plan and top of wall elevation. 

2. Submittal of a lot grading plan that is undulating and serpentine and is in conformance 

with the master grading plan. 

3. Submittal of a $5,000.00 road bond. Staff will inspect the haul route prior to and after the 

filling project and any road repairs staff suspects resulted from the fill transport trucks 

will be repaired as a condition of the fill permit.  Release of the road bond is subject to 

City's standard Surface Condition Ratings (SCR) evaluation. 

4. Issuance of fill and erosion control permits by the Engineering Department with the 

above noted conditions included. 

5. Permittee must notify the Engineering Division before starting any land disturbing 

activity and again not more than five days after project completion. 

6. Work must be complete on or before a date specified by the City.  Requests for 

extensions must be made in writing. 

7. Permittee shall keep a copy of the permit on site at all times. 

8. The City or the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) may revoke the 

permit for non-compliance. 

9. The City Engineer reserves the right to stop work, amend or alter construction measures. 

 

Attachments: 

Packet (PDF) 
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C-1/OA

C-2/OA

R-1

R-1/OA

ITEM 3
ZHENGHAO WU

AC
A-1
A-2
B-1
B-2
B-3
B-4
B-5
B-6
B-7
C-1
C-2
CGO
FFO
FW
IPS

Arrival Corridor
Agricultural Preserve
General Agricultural
Neighborhood Business
Community Business
Office & Service Business
Business Park
Light Industrial
Rural Industrial
Rural Business
Shoreland/Wetland Conservancy
General Conservancy
Central Growth Overlay
Flood Fringe Overlay
Floodway
Institutional & Public Service

LTD
OA
PUD
P-1
R-1
R-1B
R-2
R-2B
R-3
R-4
R-5
R-6
RM
TC
TDR

Limited Use
Agricultural Overlay
Planned Unit Development Overlay
Park & Recreation
Single-Family Residential (5 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (2.5 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (2.0 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (1.5 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (1.0 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (3/4 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (1/2 Ac. Min.)
Single-Family Residential (4 du/Ac)
Multi-Family Residential
Town Center
Transfer of Development Rights
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 11333 N. Cedarburg Rd 

 Mequon, WI 53092-1930 

 Phone: 262-236-2902 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us  Department of Community Development 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM: JAC ZADER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

DATE: November 8, 2017 

SUBJECT: Badger Lighting and Signs.  The applicant is seeking reconsideration of the 

master sign plan amendment approval for the property located at 11120 N. 

Cedarburg Road (Mr. B's restaurant). 

 

Applicant:   Badger Lighting and Signs 

    Marty Westberg 

  

Status of Applicant: Agent 

Requested: Master Sign Plan Amendment 

Existing Zoning:   TC (Town Center) 

    FW (Floodway) 

 

Lot size: 2.59 acres 

Location: 11120-11140 N. Cedarburg Road 

Tax Key: #14-050-05-010.00 

District: #6 

 

 

Background: The applicant is requesting Planning Commission approval for a Master Sign Plan 

Amendment for the Riversite Commons shopping center at 11120-11140 N Cedarburg Road. 

The sign plan amendment was denied by the Planning Commission on August 11, 2017. The 

applicant appealed the decision to the Board of Appeals and on September 27, 2017, the Board 

remanded the case back to Planning Commission to consider new evidence presented at the 

Appeals meeting.  

 

Board of Appeals Decision: 

On September 27, 2017 the Board of Appeals voted to remand the case back to the Planning 

Commission to consider new evidence presented at the meeting. After reviewing the transcript of 

the meeting, it is difficult to ascertain what new evidence was presented at the hearing that 

otherwise wasn’t discussed at the Planning Commission meeting. Furthermore, when the 

applicant was questioned by the Chair of Board, whether the Planning Commission erred in its 

decision to deny the sign, the applicant stated no error was made. Since the burden of proof is 

solely on the applicant to prove the Commission errored in its decision, it is staff’s opinion that 

the Board should have denied the request without further discussion.  

 

As the meeting progressed, the only additional testimony from the applicant regarding the need 

for the sign was the visibility to westbound traffic that would help compete with Café Hollander 

and the fact that they had invested $250,000 in the remodel of the property to help with 

considerable drop off in patrons over the last several years. The issue of the investment into the 

property was discussed at the August 11
th

 meeting (see attached minutes) and was not new 

information.  
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In Staff’s opinion, the Board and delved into policy issues that are under the jurisdiction of the 

Planning Commission. It was also evident, based on a number of comments made at the meeting, 

that their personal view of the signage and design of MTC1 played a role in their decision 

making. The following comments are taken from the printed transcripts: 

 

“I never understood why the Planning Commission allowed the Lowlands Group to put an 

electronic billboard on a major corner in the city. I found it offensive visually.” 

 

“Does the City have an economic interest in MTC1” 

 

“There were a lot of questions raised about the lighting of Café Hollander and how it was not in 

conformance with what this city has done in the past. But for whatever reasons, over the 

objections of many, it was approved.” 

 

“Mr. B’s is considered obviously in the top 10 or 25 restaurants within the four county area. So I 

think they should be accorded the same privileges that have been granted to others under Master 

Sign Plans.” 

 

“I kind of feel that at that hearing the gentleman from the sign company was probably 

sandbagged a little bit.” 

 

Reconsideration of the wall sign request 

As the Commissioners may recall, the applicant proposed to place a 59 square foot internally 

illuminated sign on the north façade of the existing building. Although the previous restaurant 

did not have a sign on the north façade, the new tenant is requesting one for greater visibility and 

awareness of the restaurant. In the past, the Commission has not supported any signage on the 

north façade for individual tenants. The Master Sign Plan does allow for the Riversite sign to be 

located on the north elevation to serve as identification for the shopping center. Staff believes the 

north location is appropriate for only identification of the shopping center. In addition, there is 

no specific hardship that requires a wall sign to be located on the north façade for the tenant. As 

mentioned, the restaurant has previously been approved for two wall signs on the west elevation. 

The tenant also has a sign panel on each of the two freestanding signs located on Mequon Road 

and Cedarburg Road.  

 

With regard to the importance of the wall sign on the north elevation to attract westbound traffic, 

staff has included a map and pictures that show the visibility of the north elevation of the 

building (see attached). Since the building is not perpendicular to Mequon Road and faces 

northwest there is limited visibility of the façade to west bound traffic. At point A on the map, 

the façade is not visible to westbound traffic. From point B to point C the façade has limited 

visibility for approximately 165 feet or 2.5 seconds traveling at the posted speed. From point C 

to point D the sign would be obstructed by existing trees and vegetation. From point D to Point E 

the sign is visible again for approximately 50 feet or .5 seconds until the building has been 

passed. While there is limited visibility of the wall sign to westbound traffic, the monument sign 

is visible throughout the entire length of travel. Staff does not believe the additional sign on the 

north elevation will enhance the visibility of the restaurant to westbound traffic.  

 

To address the Board of Appeals comments related to equity or similarity between the Riversite 

and MTC1 Master Sign Plans, by definition, the purpose of a Master Sign Plan is to enhance 

development through a coordinated and comprehensive design approach which allows for 

flexibility to the code standards. It was never the intent to treat all Master Sign Plans in a similar 

fashion. This would somewhat defeat the purpose of creating the specified master plan.  
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It would also be difficult to determine what is considered similar or equitable when trying to 

compare specific users in two different Master Sign Plans. In this case, Café Hollander as a 

stand-alone restaurant on the corner is permitted three signs per code. The restaurant was 

approved for three signs and a logo on the south and east facades. Mr. B’s is located in a multi-

tenant building, is allowed one wall sign double the size allowed  per code and was granted 

approval for two signs. This current request if approved would give them three wall signs which 

would be two above the code requirement. None of the signs on the Café Hollander were 

approved at double the maximum size per code.  

 

Staff Recommendation: 
Planning staff recommends denial of the Master Sign Plan Amendment based on the following:  

1. The additional wall sign on the north elevation of the building does not enhance the 

development through a coordinated and comprehensive design approach. 

2. The additional wall sign on the north elevation does not provide any additional 

wayfinding benefit to west bound traffic along Mequon Road. 

3. Master Sign Plans are not intended to be similar to other Master Sign Plans approved in 

the City and should only take into consideration the site specific characteristics and 

conditions of the development.  

 

Attachments: 

Packet (PDF) 
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Excerpts from Mequon Board of Appeals Hearing on September 27, 2017 
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 11333 N. Cedarburg Rd 

 Mequon, WI 53092-1930 

 Phone: 262-236-2902 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us  Department of Community Development 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM: JAC ZADER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

DATE: November 8, 2017 

SUBJECT: SBA Towers, LLC.  The applicant is seeking building and site plan 

amendment approval for a 120' monopole and 5' lightning rod for a cell 

tower for the property located at 9809 N. Cedarburg Road (River Barn 

Park). 

 

Applicant: SBA Towers LLC 

Status of Applicant: Agent 

Requested: Building and Site Plan Amendment 

Existing Use: Park 

Existing Zoning:  P-1 (Park) 

    FW (Floodway) 

    FFO (Flood Fringe Overlay) 

Location: 9809 N. Cedarburg Road 

Tax Key: #14-050-13-010.02 

District: #4  

 

 

Background:  The applicant requests building and site plan amendment for a telecommunication 

facility located at 9808 N Cedarburg Road.  The applicant is looking to construct a 120 foot cell 

tower and equipment enclosure at the north end of the parking lot at River Barn Park. The 

Planning Commission approved the cell tower in July of 2015 with the condition that the Park 

Board approves the final location of the facility. At the August 19, 2015 meeting, the Park Board 

approved the final location of the tower at the north end of the parcel next to the cemetery (see 

attached minutes). The Common Council approved the lease agreement on March 8, 2016. Since 

the applicant did not commence construction within a year of Planning Commission action, the 

approval has lapsed and new action is required.  

 

In 2013, the Wisconsin State Legislature approved Act 20 which places strict limits on how 

municipalities may regulate cell phone towers and renders a majority of the City’s 

Telecommunication Ordinance invalid. In the past, the City of Mequon has required Conditional 

Use Grant approval for new cell tower installations. The City Attorney has determined that based 

on the changes made to state law, Conditional Use Grant approval is no longer warranted.  
 

Building and Site Plan Amendment: 

The plan shows the tower and equipment enclosure on the north side of the park adjacent to the 

cemetery in accordance with Park Board approval. The equipment enclosure is shown to be 

seven feet in height and clad with cultured stone. There are two cedar access gates on the west 

elevation that will be painted to match the color of the existing pavilion. The equipment shelter 

will be surrounded by arborvitae spaced at seven foot intervals that will help soften the look of 

the enclosure. There is an existing landscaped berm along Cedarburg Road which will help 

screen the facility from public view. 
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The site plan shows the enclosure encroaching on the 80 foot front setback. Since the enclosure 

is considered a structure it must adhere to the 80 foot setback requirement. It appears that there is 

enough space to shift the building to the east in order to comply with the setback without 

encroaching into the floodway. Access to the site is gained from Cedarburg Road via a gravel 

driveway. Since Cedarburg Road is a state highway, an access permit from the Department of 

Transportation is required.  

 

Staff Recommendation: 

Planning staff recommends approval of the building and site plan amendment based on the 

following conditions: 

 

1. Staff review and approval of final site plan prior to issuance of permits. 

2. Wisconsin Department of Transportation approval of an access permit.  

3. The building shall meet the 80 foot front setback.  

4. The proposed arborvitae shall be a minimum six feet in height.  

5. All mechanical equipment within the enclosure shall be located at or above the flood 

protection elevation. 

6. There shall be no development within the regulatory floodway.  

 

Attachments: 

Packet (PDF) 
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 11333 N. Cedarburg Rd 

 Mequon, WI 53092-1930 

 Phone: 262-236-2902 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us  Department of Community Development 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM: BRIDGET HENK, ASSISTANT CITY ENGINEER 

DATE: November 9, 2017 

SUBJECT: Chapter 58 of the Zoning Code as it relates to Stormwater Management 

 

Background: The applicant is requesting a text amendment to change the existing stormwater 

management ordinance to exempt redevelopment sites from meeting the pre-settlement criteria.  

Developments and redevelopments are required to meet Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage 

District (MMSD), WDNR, and the City of Mequon ordinances. The City of Mequon criteria 

includes a requirement that project sites cannot increase the quantity of water running off of the 

site in the pre-developed condition.  In other words, if a redevelopment site currently includes a 

building and a parking lot, the stormwater facilities are designed for the increase in impervious 

surface from a field, or pre-development, not from it’s current or existing state. This criteria is 

more restrictive than MMSD and WDNR. 

 

Ordinance 58-675 was modeled after the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) 

model ordinance and was prepared in conjunction with the 1999 Stormwater Master Plan for the 

City of Mequon.  The Stormwater Master Plan recommended that the ordinance be revised to 

include the pre-settlement restriction to minimize the creation of new flooding problems or 

further degradation of water quality.  The Stormwater Master Plan was prepared by Camp, 

Dresser and McKee, Inc and was under of the guidance of the Stormwater Steering Committee 

composed of residents, business owners, Village of Thiensville staff and City of Mequon staff. 

 

The recommended ordinance language was brought to The Committee on Public Works on 

December 2, 1998.  The Committee on Public Works discussed in detail the more stringent 

requirements for the pre-settlement conditions and noted that there would be an increase in costs 

to developers.  The Committee unanimously approved the recommendation for the recommended 

changes to the ordinance. An excerpt of the minutes from that meeting are attached for reference. 

 

The zoning ordinance revision was included on the agenda for the Planning Commission on 

December 21, 1998.  Staff recommended that the ordinance revision be tabled due to pending 

guidelines from WDNR with regard to construction standards for wet detention basin designs. 

 

At the August 20, 1999 Planning Commission meeting, the new stormwater ordinance was again 

on the agenda and was approved.  The staff memorandum from the meeting is attached to the 

packet. 

 

Ordinance 58-675 was adopted on September 17, 1999 by the Common Council.   

 

The applicant is requesting that Ordinance 58-675 be revised to allow redevelopment sites to be 

exempt from the pre-settlement requirement.  This allows redevelopment sites to “take credit” 

for existing impervious area and results in a larger quantity of water to run off of the site.  This 

ordinance change would impact all redevelopment sites within the City that are required to 
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prepare a stormwater management plan which includes sites that increase the impervious area by 

more than a half acre or disturb more than one acre of land. 

 

Sites that were developed prior to 1999 were not required to do any stormwater management.  

This means that the sites could release a greater quantity of water and potentially cause 

downstream impacts like flooding.  Since the 1999 adoption of the ordinance, all project sites 

have been required to reduce the stormwater runoff to presettlement conditions. This essentially 

required that redevelopment sites implement stormwater controls in the same manner as new 

developments and reduces downstream impacts that were potentially caused by the initial 

developments.   

 

If the ordinance was modified, redevelopment sites would be required to implement stormwater 

management practices that make the stormwater release no worse than it is in its current 

condition.  Redevelopment sites would still be subject to both MMSD and WDNR stormwater 

management criterion. 

 

An exhibit showing the process is included in the packet. 

 

Future changes to the stormwater ordinance are anticipated with changing guidance from the 

WDNR, however, a change to the pre-settlement criteria is not anticipated to be included in that 

revision. 

 

Sec. 58-673. Definitions. 

“Redevelopment” means areas where development is replacing older development. For the 
purposes of this ordinance a site is considered a redevelopment site when all of the following are 
met: the site has an existing building, parking lot, or other impervious area and the site is in a zoning 
district other than agricultural or residential. 

Sec. 58-675. Standards, specifications and design criteria. 

(e) On-site detention and runoff control. Activities subject to on-site detention and runoff control 
regulation under the ordinance from which this article is derived shall comply with the following 
standards:  

(1) The one-percent/24-hour storm; ten-percent/24-hour storm; and 50-percent/24-hour storm peak 
rate of runoff after the proposed and finalized development activities may not exceed the peak 
rate of runoff which would have resulted from the one-percent/24-hour storm; ten-percent/24-
hour storm; and 50-percent/24-hour storm event respectively occurring over the site with the 
land in its pre-settlement condition. Redevelopments are exempt from this criteria. The 
maximum pre-settlement runoff curve numbers being no greater than:  

30 for hydrologic soil group A,  

55 for hydrologic soil group B,  

70 for hydrologic soil group C,  

77 for hydrologic soil group D.  
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 11333 N. Cedarburg Rd 

 Mequon, WI 53092-1930 

 Phone: 262-236-2902 

 Fax: 262-242-9655 

www.ci.mequon.wi.us  Department of Community Development 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM: ROBIN BUZZELL, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 

DATE: November 8, 2017 

SUBJECT: 2018 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 

 

 

 

 

Attachments: 

2018 Public Planning Commission Schedule_DRAFT (RTF) 
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2018 PLANNING  COMMISSION  SCHEDULE

PC APPLICATIONS
Deadline

PC Meeting Date Next Available 
CC Meeting

12/11/17 01/15/18 02/13/18
01/15/18 02/12/18 03/13/18
02/12/18 03/12/18 04/10/18
03/12/18 04/09/18 05/08/18
04/09/18 05/14/18 06/12/18
05/14/18 06/11/18 7/10/18
06/18/18 07/23/18 Wednesday 08/15/18
08/06/18 Wednesday 09/05/18* 10/09/18
09/10/18 10/08/18 11/13/18
10/09/18 11/12/18 12/11/18
11/07/17 12/03/18 01.08.19

*Day change due to Rosh Hashanah on Monday, September 10th 
Planning Commission applications are scheduled for meetings on a first-come-first-serve basis. 
Only complete applications, as determined by the Community Development Department staff, 
will be scheduled for Planning Commission meetings.

10.30.17
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