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OVERVIEW
Applicant: Anthony Gray of Austringer Capital Group, LLC. Development team includes JLA
Architects and Urban Assets Consulting.
Property Owner: Austringer Capital Group, LLC, 10 E. Doty St. #825, Madison (they own all the
properties as of 2/8/18)
Requested Actions: Approval of a request to rezone approximately 0.711 acres (approximately
30,958 sq.ft.) of land from B1 (Office) to PDD-GIP (Planned Development District—General
Implementation Plan), and approval of the GIP for this project.
Project Summary and Review Status: The applicant intends to reconfigure by CSM four parcels
into a two-lot development. The existing house (used as an office) at 6824 University will remain in
place, and the remaining land would hold a 4-story apartment building consisting of 39 dwelling
units, 59 enclosed parking stalls on the ground and below-ground levels, and 5 surface parking
stalls. The commercial space formerly proposed for the first floor is no longer part of the project.
Instead, the space will be occupied by two apartments that were originally proposed for the top
story, facing University Avenue. On May 1, the Common Council referred the matter back to the
Plan Commission “to see if a 3-story building is possible for the development.” On May 8, following
additional communication with the developer and substantial discussion, the Plan Commission reaffirmed its
April 24 recommendation to approve the rezoning request.

Public Hearing: Plan Commission held public hearings (following the required class 2 notice) on
March 13 (for a 38-unit project) and April 10 (to allow a 39th apartment unit).
Review/Action Required By: Plan Commission and Common Council
Summarized Staff Recommendation: Planning Department staff recommend that the Common
Council approve the revised GIP and rezoning application for 39 units, along with the conditions
stipulated on page 17, as recommended by the Plan Commission on April 24 and reaffirmed on
May 8.
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BACKGROUND
Project Overview
Anthony Gray (Austringer Capital Group
LLC) recently purchased the residential
structure at 6824 University Ave. to serve
as the headquarters of the Institute for
Global Ethics, of which he is President
and CEO. In early February, he also
became the owner of the three lots at 6814
and 6818 University (one lacks frontage
and is not assigned an address).
Gray is requesting that the City rezone all four parcels from B1 (Office) to PDD-GIP (Planned
Development District—General Implementation Plan). The existing, 1,726 sq.ft. structure would
remain in place while the remaining land would hold a 4-story apartment building consisting of 39
dwelling units; 59 enclosed parking stalls on the ground and below-ground levels (three of which
are slightly substandard in size); and 5 surface parking stalls. The dwelling unit mix consists of 6
studios, 30 one-bedrooms, and 3 two-bedrooms. Both garage entrances are via a driveway located
within a private access easement shared with the properties to the west and north. The 5 surface
parking stalls have a separate access off University Avenue.
On March 13, Plan Commission recommended with conditions that the Common Council approve
the rezoning and the GIP to allow only 38 units, not 39 (due to a discrepancy in the developer’s
application materials). Council members subsequently postponed acting on the application due to an
error in the original legal description, the need for resolution of a matter related to the private access
easement, and because the Commission had scheduled a second hearing to consider allowing the
39th dwelling unit. Since the second, April 10 hearing, the developer moved two apartment units on
the top level to the ground level, replacing the originally proposed commercial space, to help the
fourth story appear less prominent. Following final approval of the GIP, the development team will
submit a certified survey map (CSM) to combine the four lots into one.

Project Location and Context
The 30,958 SF (0.711 acre) development site consists of four existing parcels. The legal description
of the area to be rezoned can be found in the public hearing notice. Formerly the Little Cottage
Daycare, the property recently became home to the Institute for Global Ethics, which is located in
an attractive, residential-appearing structure near the southwest corner of the property. Aside from a
detached garage that is to be removed, the rest of the parcels are vacant. (A structure located near
the northeast corner of the site has been removed.)
As depicted in Figure 2, the surrounding land uses and zoning classifications are as follows:
 North: One of the adjoining parcels is zoned R1 and has a deep back yard; the other parcel
(near the northeast corner) is zoned R2 and has a residential duplex that is located about 10
ft. from the shared lot line.
 West: Several offices are located in a structure that was formerly used as a residence, and
the next property is used as a residence. Both are zoned B1.
 South: Zoned B2, the Parkwood Plaza Shopping Center is located across University Ave.
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East: Greene-Niesen Insurance occupies a single-story building at 6810 University, and just
beyond is The Work Station—a collection of offices occupying a two-story building at 6808
University. Both properties are zoned B1.

R1

R2
B1
B2

R2

B2
PDD

Figure 2 -- Existing zoning classifications in the vicinity of the project site, which is outlined in green.

There are several mature trees and about a dozen smaller trees and bushes on the site that would be
removed. As illustrated in Figure 3, the site is relatively flat, varying no more than 3 to 4 feet in
elevation (the highest point is near the southwestern corner, the lowest is near the southeastern
corner). The development site is located in Aldermanic District 3.

Figure 3 – 2017 air photo showing topographic contours in 2 ft. intervals.
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Street View vantage point

Figure 4 – Oblique aerial view looking north, with vantage point showing the Streetview image below.

Figure 5 – Aug. 2011 Street view looking SW toward development site (aerial image shows vantage point).
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The site is served by a full range of urban services. A 10 inch diameter water main and 12 inch
diameter sewer main adjoin the property beneath University Avenue. Both have adequate capacity
to serve the project (according to the engineering firm that does master planning for the Water &
Sewer Utility). Metro Transit provides weekday fixed-route service (Routes 70 & 71) and Saturday
service (Route 71) along University Avenue, and demand-responsive paratransit service (except for
Sundays). Numerous neighborhood-supporting commercial services are located across the street (in
Parkwood Plaza) and to the east along both sides of University Ave.

Zoning Regulations and the Rezoning Process
Planned Development District (PDD) zoning gives the City of Middleton greater ability to establish
building parameters than traditional zoning classifications. The process is described in detail in
Sections 10.82-10.93 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Rezoning to PDD enables the City to
stipulate additional details such as architectural design, impervious surface area, stormwater
management practices, landscaping, and outdoor lighting (in other words, PDD zoning enables the
establishment of good design parameters beyond simply lot configuration and building envelopes).
The general development regulations that pertain to a particular PDD are defined in its General
Implementation Plan—components including land uses and the size, arrangement and location of
lots and proposed buildings; driveways and parking facilities; general utility and landscaping plans;
open space areas and facilities; and various statistical data. Any substantive deviation to the
standards identified in the GIP (such as changing number of units or building dimensions) would
necessitate the City considering a GIP Amendment, a process which entails holding a new public
hearing. After the effective date of the rezoning to PDD-GIP, the developer may file a Specific
Implementation Plan that describes in greater detail the precise development plan.
In the event the City decides not to approve this particular request to rezone the four lots to PDDGIP, then the project site would need to continue to adhere to B1 zoning regulations, regardless of
how the lots are configured. Pursuant to Sections 10.42 and 10.43, B1 zoning allows office
activities and daycare as Permitted Uses, whereas Conditional Use approval is required for limited
commercial activities (studios, clubs, nursing homes, veterinary clinics, churches and sit-down-style
restaurants) and residential units on a second level as long as there is 5,000 SF of lot area per unit.
Section 10.44 lists the dimensional standards that apply to a B1-zoned lot:
 Minimum setbacks: Front, 20 ft.; Side, 8 ft.; Street side (corner lot), 20 ft.; Rear, 30 ft.
 Maximum building height: The lesser of 35 ft. or three stories
 Lot coverage: No maximum specified in the zoning code.
This section also gives the Plan Commission the discretion to reduce the minimum setbacks in the
course of design review upon making a determination that there would still be adequate site area
and layout to accommodate the uses contemplated on the site and that negative impacts upon

Summary of City Review and Actions
On 11/28/17, Plan Commission members were introduced to a building concept consisting of 44
apartments, 2,044 sq.ft. of retail space, 54 covered parking stalls, and 5 surface stalls. They
reviewed two building layout concepts and indicated a preference for the one that brings the
building closer to University so as to create a more urban street edge. They said the project would
need a traffic impact analysis (TIA), they requested a shadow study, and they suggested the
developer prepare an option to reduce the building height at the street to three stories.

Rezoning Request, “the Addison,” 6814-6824 University Ave., PC File #2535, 5/10/18

Page 7

Commissioners also expressed concern about onsite traffic circulation and the project meeting offstreet parking requirements, and they requested more information about the workforce housing
component of the project as well as the University Avenue BUILD plan undertaken in the 2000s
and any other applicable corridor plan. The Plan Commission referred the project to the Workforce
Housing Committee for their review, indicating that they were amenable to further consideration of
the project while not yet committing the City to approve the proposed rezoning and subdivision.
On 1/15/18, the Workforce Housing Task Force unanimously endorsed the development concept
(up to 42 units were presented at that meeting) due to the inclusion of workforce housing units in
close proximity to transit service, employment centers, and a grocery store.
On 3/13/18, the Plan Commission held a public hearing and recommended that the Council approve
the rezoning from B1 to PDD-GIP contingent on satisfaction of numerous conditions. (See minutes
in Appendix. They are also included in the Conclusions and Recommendations section.)
On 3/20/18, the Common Council postponed acting on the rezoning application and the GIP text
and plan set due to an error in the original legal description, the need for resolution of a matter
related to the private access easement, and because the Commission had scheduled a second hearing
to consider allowing the 39th dwelling unit.
On 4/10/18, the Plan Commission held a hearing to consider the addition of a 39th unit, but a motion
to recommend approval of the project failed on a tie vote, resulting in the Commission adopting a
motion of “no recommendation.”
On 4/24/18, the Plan Commission considered the developer’s revised building elevations showing
the fourth story stepped back from University Ave., with the two apartments formerly occupying
that space relocated to the ground level, resulting in the elimination of 2,400 sq.ft. commercial
space. The Commission recommended that the Council approve the rezoning from B1 to PDD-GIP
for 39 units contingent on satisfaction of numerous conditions.
On 5/1/18, the Common Council referred the matter back to the Plan Commission “to see if a 3-story
building is possible for the development.”

On 5/8/18, the Plan Commission discussed the 3-story concept with the applicant and decided to
reaffirm their previous recommendation that the Council approve the rezoning from B1 to PDDGIP for 39 residential units contingent on satisfaction of numerous conditions.

Public input
The development team hosted a neighborhood meeting at Middleton City Hall on 1/18/18. The
meeting attracted about a half dozen owners of property along University Avenue. (The meeting
was entirely sponsored and hosted by the development team; a City planner attended merely to
observe.)
Pursuant to State statutes, the City provided a Class 2 notice for the March 13 public hearing. The
City published the notice on February 22 and March 1 in the Middleton Times-Tribune as well as
on the City’s website, and the City mailed the notice to property owners within at least 200 feet of
the development site.
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As of March 8, the City has received the following correspondence:
 A March 5 letter from the chair and vice-chair of the Workforce Housing Task Force in
support of the project concept.
 A Feb. 28 email from Greg Niesen, owner of Greene-Niesen Insurance Agency
(adjoining property to the east), expressing concerns about setbacks (specifically, that
the building will block the sightline to his property), traffic patterns, and property
values.
 A March 6 letter from Carolyn Mattern, 6239B Charing Cross Ln., raising concerns
about traffic and building size in comparison to surrounding buildings.
At the March 13 hearing, the Plan Commission received the following public input:
 Greg Niesen, owner of the building at 6810 University Ave., adjacent to the project on
the east, said he feels the front setback for the proposed new building should be setback
at least as far as the 30 foot front setback required in a B-1 zoning district. He is not
opposed to the development he is just concerned about the size of the building and the
traffic flow.
 Buzz Menz, property owner at 6904 University (adjacent to the development on the
west), stated that he supports the project.
 Yuly Shih, 2130 Wood Rd., owner of property at 6825 Franklin Ave., spoke in
opposition to the project. She is concerned with traffic and stormwater runoff as well as
the scale of the building.
 Brian Bram 2130 Wood Rd., owner of property at 6825 Franklin Ave., registered in
opposition to the project and stated concern for the height of the building.
 Van Nutt, Middleton Chamber of Commerce Executive Director, said this is a good
project but the building to the east will lose some visibility and perhaps there are
changes to the design that could help with this visibility while also adding to the overall
design of the building. He stated this is likely the first of many projects in this corridor
and this project will set the tone and standard for future projects.
 Sharon Brummel, 6222 Lakeview Blvd., asked if the developer had done market studies,
as there are apartments available in the corridor. Anthony Gray stated that they had
worked with Baker Tilly who completed a report on the feasibility.
 Michael Weidler and Moriah Vignali, 2021 Park St., submitted an email in opposition to
the rezoning.
There was no public input provided at the March 20 Council meeting.
At the April 10 hearing, the Plan Commission received the following public input:


Marc Ott, architect for the project, and Anthony Gray, owner, presented information on
the project. At the March 13, 2018 Plan Commission meeting, a public hearing was held
on this project, and the Plan Commission voted 6-1 to approve it, for 38 apartments and
2,500 sq. ft. of office space, recognizing that the owner would be re-applying for a 39
unit project with the exact building footprint, size and massing.



Opitz noted that Carolyn Mattern, 6239 Charing Cross, submitted an email in opposition
to the project, and had wished to speak at the hearing but was no longer present.
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Van Nutt, Chamber of Commerce Director, spoke in support of the project.



Joe Faren, 6912 Franklin Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.



Dave Anderson, 6924 Franklin Ave., is concerned about traffic.



Craig Burfield, 6709 Franklin Ave., expressed concerns about traffic.



Sarah Cords, 6714 Franklin Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.



Pat Leighty, 1519 Middleton St., spoke in opposition to the project.



Madeline Laufenberg, spoke in opposition to the project.



Jessye Maso, 6639 Franklin Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.



Two people registered in opposition without wishing to speak: Sharon Dresen, 6817
Franklin Ave. and Jessye Maso, 6639 Franklin Ave.

Subsequent to the public hearing, numerous residents—most of home live more than 250 ft. from
the property—have expressed opposition to the project and complained that they weren’t directly
notified by the City. (It’s been the City’s longstanding practice to mail to property owners within
250 ft. instead of the 100 ft. “ring” required by Wisconsin Statutes).
On May 5 in the Council Chambers, District 3 Ald. JoAnna Richard facilitated a 2-hour
neighborhood meeting to address questions and comments about the project. The developer and
City staff also participated. A summary of the meeting is available in the appendix.
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ANALYSIS
According to Madison Gas & Electric, Middleton’s multifamily rental housing unit vacancy rate
has ranged between 1 and 2% since 2011, despite a steady increase in the number of multifamily
housing units. The current vacancy rate is 2.07%, which is still well below what is considered a
“healthy” vacancy rate of 5-6%. Since the beginning of 2013, 1,529 apartment units (including the
Stagecoach and Treysta projects) have been constructed or approved for construction within
Middleton. It is reasonable to conclude that this trend will continue at least in the short-term due to
various demographic trends—including aging baby boomers who are down-sizing, millennials who
choose to rent over buying for various reasons, longer lifespans—combined with the Madison
area’s strong economy, high concentration of jobs on the west side of the metro area, more people
wanting shorter work commutes, and the recent increase in mortgage rates. The developer touches
very briefly on various social and economic impacts on page 4 of his GIP submittal cover letter.
Given the proximity to nearby commercial services and transit, it is not surprising that the applicant
is proposing multi-family redevelopment in this location. As a growth management strategy, urban
infill or densification is generally preferable to urban sprawl or development on the urban
periphery. The essential question is, is this an appropriate development for this site?

Consistency with City Plans, Policies, and Initiatives
It is important to consider a rezoning request for a property in the context of City plans and policies.
Comprehensive Plan (2006): This document does not have any specific references to the
development site, but in concept higher density and mixed-use infill housing in this location meets
various housing, land use and transportation objectives in the plan because it is located near an
arterial street served by transit and is within walking distance of neighborhood commercial services.
Particularly pertinent objectives within the 2006 Comp Plan include:
 Encourage innovative neighborhood design and provision of housing through a variety of
tools, including PDD, and clustered residential development. (Housing #6; Land Use #6)
 Encourage the use of PDD and other planning mechanisms to accommodate a range and
mixture of housing options in each neighborhood. The use of PDD zoning can facilitate a
mix of housing types within a single neighborhood. (Land Use #1, page 7)
 Expand housing opportunities and allow for flexibility in residential development and
promote affordable quality housing, a range of housing options, and a suitable living
environment for all residents.
 Encourage the infilling of housing in urban areas that make more efficient use of existing
infrastructure.
 Discourage low-density development within a ¼ mile (5-minute walk) of rail stations and
bus stops. (Transportation #7-B, page 16)
 Recognize the value of existing housing in established neighborhoods and support
rehabilitation efforts. (Housing #11-B; also similar to Land Use #4)
It is planning staff’s opinion that the applicant’s proposed project meets these objectives.
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University Avenue BUILD Plan (completed in 2009): In 2008, the City of Middleton received a
grant from Dane County’s Better Urban Infill Development (BUILD) Program and retained a
consultant to prepare an improvement plan and general market analysis for the University Avenue
corridor between Park Street and Allen Blvd. As stated in that document, “The primary purpose of
the plan is to provide comprehensive, market-based recommendations for improvements to
transportation, wayfinding, parking, land use and redevelopment and streetscape and open space to
strengthen University Avenue as an important community and neighborhood serving commercial
corridor. The plan (was) intended as a tool to guide short-term and long-term investment decisions
by the City, public agencies, developers, business owners, property owners and others that will
minimize the impacts of uncoordinated planning decisions and parcel-by-parcel development.”
Although never officially adopted by the Common Council, Planning staff intend for this document
to be adopted as an element of the soon-to-be-completed Comprehensive Plan update.
The Land Use chapter of the BUILD plan divided the study corridor into three zones, as depicted in
Figure 4. The project site falls within “Zone 3,” which extends between Park and Branch Streets.
Calling it the “heart of the study area,” the plan labels this segment the “Neighborhood and
Community Mixed Use Commercial Core.” The land use chapter first provides a general
description of Zone 3 before offering specific recommendations.
This area is characterized by a
narrower right-of-way and buildings
placed closer to the edge of the
roadway. Additional commercial
buildings could be located along the
corridor as parcels become available.
The future buildings and sites should
have coordinated architecture
materials and landscaping, and shared
parking where possible. Limited
parking may be shared between sites
and connected by pedestrian
Figure 4 – BUILD plan zones. Zone 3 is shown in red.
walkways.
Future commercial uses proposed along University Avenue should focus more on
neighborhood-oriented commercial uses, attracting businesses that will benefit from the
significant number of “rooftops” associated with existing residential neighborhoods.
Existing and future commercial buildings should be encouraged to develop with residential
or office space on the upper floors. Surrounding the commercial core are existing, well
established neighborhoods. The land uses should transition away from the core at gradually
decreasing densities. This could mean apartments/condominiums over commercial uses
within the core commercial area on University Avenue, multi-family apartments or row
houses near the commercial core and single-family homes or condominiums further away
from the corridor. However, this will vary depending on future demand for commercial
development and residential housing.
Next, the Land Use chapter offers the following specific recommendations for Zone 3:
Land Use and Redevelopment recommendations (page 42):
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Encourage a commercial anchor business development.
Encourage future commercial/retail redevelopment with buildings oriented to the
street, shorter setbacks, façade improvements, landscaped and lighted pedestrian
linkages between businesses and landscaped and lighted pedestrian linkages between
businesses and the public sidewalk. Development should include a field of parking
visible from the street and additional parking, loading and access drives at the rear.
Maintain a similar mix of uses including offices, and convenience retail/services,
consider re-orientation of buildings on the site to front University Avenue with
parking loading and access drives primarily located at the rear.
Consider potential live-work units with neighborhood oriented services or office
space on the ground floor and second-story residential.
Consider development of owner-occupied multi-family housing – rowhouses or
condominiums.

Parking Recommendations (excerpts, page 38):
 Consolidate surface parking lots and access points in locations where existing lots
and drives could be combined to improve customer access and traffic flow.
 Encourage rear or side-yard parking as properties redevelop.
 Require all new developments to provide sufficient parking to meet new demand in a
format that allows for parking to be shared amongst adjacent uses.
 Encourage enclosed/underground parking with condominium/rowhouse
developments.
 Encourage rear or side-yard parking with street access.
Transportation Recommendations (excerpts, page 37):
 Install wide sidewalks on University Avenue. A large pedestrian zone will improve
pedestrian circulation and comfort in the business district and extend the capacity of
the sidewalk to support outdoor cafés, sales and events and streetscape amenities.
 Install new shelters at Madison Metro bus stops at the commercial center on both
sides of University Avenue.
Streetscape, Wayfinding and Pavement Plan Recommendations (page 40):
 The neighborhood commercial streetscape zone is proposed for the local
neighborhood commercial core. This district should include intensive streetscaping
to establish a strong pedestrian character related to a civic as well as neighborhood
and community commercial destination. This level of streetscaping will generally
include theme street lights and pedestrian scale lights, undergrounding overhead
utilities, banners, street trees, benches, bike racks, trash receptacles and floral
planters.
The BUILD Plan also provides definitions for various land uses, recognizing that they are intended
to be “long term guidelines for the future development of the corridor and are to be applied only in
the event of redevelopment or rezoning.” Residential and mixed use—office land uses are defined
as follows:
Residential Land Uses
New and existing residential uses in the study area would relate strongly to the
neighborhood commercial areas and environmental amenities such as the wooded areas on
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adjacent land. New residential units within the study area should attempt to diversify the
styles and tenure types available in the current housing mix within or near the study area. To
that end residential units could range from a loft style apartment over a service or office use.
Residential
Areas designated as residential would be focused on residential uses of varying densities
although higher density residential is likely to occur closer to University Avenue and
commercial centers while lower density residential such as compact single family homes
could be located adjacent to open spaces.
 Recommended Height Maximum: 2-3 stories
 Recommended Uses: Multi-family row houses or condominiums, senior and assisted
living housing, Underground parking.
Mixed Use – Office
These areas are primarily focused on professional /office uses but could include residential
uses over office, or small-scale multifamily uses adjacent to office /professional buildings.
 Recommended Height Maximum: 2-3 stories
 Recommended Uses: Professional and administrative offices.
 Residential developments of varying densities. A combination of offices and
residential uses in a single mixed-use building. Office uses on the ground floor with
residential uses on the second floor. In some instances supporting small scale
commercial uses may be incorporated into a larger development.
The plan also recommends maximum heights of 3 stories for commercial and mixed-use projects.
In summary, the land use portion of the BUILD plan states, “The University Avenue Study area
contains many varied sites with great potential for infill and development. These sites offer an
opportunity to improve the identity of the corridor and enhance the existing mix of retail, residential
and office with more neighborhood and community commercial opportunities and a range of
housing choices.”
Planning staff believe that the proposed project is largely compatible with the BUILD Plan
recommendations with the exception of the four-story building height. However, the revisions to the
south elevation along University Ave. (as depicted in the April 18 plan set) help ameliorate this
concern.

Planning Staff Analysis of GIP and supplemental materials
The application materials consist of the GIP text (written as a four-page “Letter of Intent” dated
4/25/18); a plan set that includes a site plan, building elevations, and floor plans; and a shadow
study submitted previously.
Land Use: Residential infill is appropriate at this site given its location along an arterial street that
is well-served by transit and given that it is proximate to essential neighborhood services. The
removal of the commercial space on the ground floor—even though it was only 2,367 SF—helps
address initial concerns about limited off-street parking and site circulation.
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Building Height, Setbacks: The height measured from grade elevation to the top of the parapet is 47’6”. At four stories, the building is taller than the three-story maximum which the BUILD plan identifies
for a variety of land uses. A taller building casts longer shadows on the duplex to the north and the
insurance office to the east. However, the developer’s most recently submitted plan set significantly
helps address this concern by stepping back the fourth story from University Avenue. See next section
for more information.
Because of the L-shaped orientation of the building, the building height will not significantly affect the
property to the west. The development team’s shadow study indicates that around the winter solstice,
the building will cast a significant shadow on the properties to the north and east of the site.
(Interestingly, the shadow study appears to show slightly varying shadow conditions between the spring
and fall equinoxes, when the solar angle is theoretically identical.)
The revised site plan (the fifth page of the submittal) indicates building setbacks as follows:
 South /front lot line: 8.8’ to 9.5’ (about a 0.5 ft. decrease from the previous site plan)
 East lot line: 10.7’ (southeast corner) to 12.3’ (about a 2 ft. increase from the previous plan)
 North lot line: 10.3’ to 11.4’ (northeast corner, about 0.5 ft. increase from the previous plan)
The eastern setback does not include the HVAC exhaust equipment that is approximately centered at
ground level on the east side of the building (see Sheet A100 for more information). There is also a
walkway connecting the southeast end of the building with the sidewalk along University Ave. Despite
these encroachments, there appears to still be adequate room for retaining existing drainage patterns at
the shared lot line.
The BUILD plan supports reducing setbacks as a way to create more of an urban corridor. However, as
noted prior to the March 13 Plan Commission meeting, the owner of the office building to the east is
concerned that a taller building with shorter setbacks will be “overpowering” and obstruct views to and
from his business. His building appears to have a 10 ft. side setback, and he previously requested that
the apartment building have a 20 ft. side setback.
Architecture, Lighting, Landscaping, Signage: These details are typically addressed in complete
detail at the Specific Implementation Plan stage. However, the plan set contains excellent renderings to
illustrate the appearance of the building. In response to Plan Commission member concerns, the
architect has modified the south elevation along University Avenue so as to reduce the apparent height
of the building. Removal of the commercial space also enables the entire building to be 3 feet lower
(building codes require height ceiling heights for commercial spaces). Other enhancements from initial
plans include that the brick façade no longer extends to the roofline. This section also now better aligns
with the ground-level windows.
The applicant intends to provide lighting, landscaping and signage details at the SIP stage. The vertical
façade sign would likely not comply with the City’s sign code for a B1-zoned parcel, but staff considers
the proposed concept to be a creative and attractive way to help “urbanize” the street corridor.
Lot Coverage & Impervious Surfaces: B1-zoned lots are not subject to the 35% maximum lot
coverage that applies to standard residential (and industrial) zoning districts. The application indicates
lot coverage would be 75%. Currently, about 20% of the site consists of impervious surfaces. The
project anticipates 80% impervious surface area. The building footprint occupies 13,381 SF—
approximately 43.2%—of the 30,958 SF site (this does not include the existing structure that is now
used as an office). A storm water management plan has not yet been submitted for the project, so staff
is unable to assess whether the project can comply with the City’s stormwater runoff control ordinance.
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Floodplain, Wetlands, Vegetation Impacts: The site is not in a floodplain and does not appear to
contain any wetland. Several existing trees will need to be removed to accommodate the project.
Although no tree inventory has been done, staff is unaware of any “heritage” trees on the site.
Traffic, Access: The City’s traffic impact analysis—to be performed at developer expense—is
underway, and traffic counts were collected prior to spring break. An initial meeting between the
consultant and City staff revealed two significant concerns: site access due to the presence of a
raised median along this portion of University Avenue, and the design of the surface parking lot.
Emergency responders are requesting there be a gap in the median to facilitate “left-in” turning
movements, but apartment residents and visitors would likely take advantage of this gap and
attempt to cross three lanes of traffic while blocking an eastbound travel lane—otherwise, they’re
likely to do U-turn maneuvers beyond the end of the median. This matter remains unresolved.
There is a 10 ft. wide “ingress/egress access easement” serving the property owner to the west and
the single-family residence to the north, at 6825 Franklin Ave. The developer has modified the
driveway plan to ensure that the affected property owner retains the ability to use that easement for
its intended purpose. City staff welcomes the applicant’s plan to share a driveway with the property
owner to the west for access to the residential units.
The City Engineer is in the process of reviewing the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by the City’s
TIF consultant. On May 3, the report’s author, Lee Gibbs of SRF Consulting, indicated to City
planning and engineering staff that
“…the amount of outbound traffic from this site during the peak hour (max of 13) will not
adversely impact the surrounding local streets – and that’s assuming all those 13 trips want
to turn left (east)! With the Park/Elmwood/Mayflower and Park/Franklin/Mayflower or
Branch parallel routes available, coupled with the small amount of outbound traffic
generated, I don’t see operational deficiencies on the parallel routes.”
The draft TIA released May 10 contains the following Findings and Recommendations:
The following findings and recommendations for the proposed residential development are based on
site reviews of the study area, trip generation and trip assignment to the roadway network, and
intersection operations analysis for existing-year and full buildout conditions.


The site access plan, as shown in Chapter 3, shows concern for safe execution of left turns
in and out of the driveways due to the present median along University Avenue as well as the
proximity to the signalized Park Street intersection and retail driveway across the street. To prevent
unconventional turning movements in and out of the site as well as backups along University
Avenue, it is recommended that site access at both driveways provide right in/ right out access only
with additional signage indicating “No left turn” from the driveways. Additionally, a “No U-turn / no
left turn” sign (MUTCD R3-18) should be installed in the median for eastbound University Avenue
traffic to reinforce the recommended access plan.



The site access plan shows potential issues for internal circulation at the easternmost driveway.
Converting one proposed parking space into a larger delineated turnaround area would provide more
efficient U-turns for vehicles in this parking area.



Traffic operations analysis performed and outlined in Chapter 6.0 indicate that existing operational
deficiencies occur at the intersection of University Avenue and Park Street. Motorists from the side-
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street (Park Street) approaches experience longer delays to the current traffic signal cycle length
favoring University Avenue traffic movements. Possible strategies to alleviate delay are as follows:
o



Further discussions regarding the adjustment of cycle length along
University Avenue should be considered. Analysis shows that changing
the cycle length would be ideal at the intersection of University Avenue
and Park Street; however further studies should be completed to determine
if this is an appropriate cycle length for all University Avenue intersections
in coordination with Park Street. This recommendation is consistent with
previous studies that include this intersection.

Traffic operations analysis performed in Chapter 7.0 indicate that site-generated traffic from the
proposed multi-use building will not significantly impact operations within the study area and no
improvements are recommended due to the additional traffic.

Parking and On-Site Circulation: The 59 covered residential parking stalls will be accessed via a
driveway shared with the property owner to the west, thereby avoiding the need for a separate
driveway as an initial development concept proposed. The ground level will have 25 covered spaces
accessed from the west end of the building, and the other 34 spaces will be in the basement level
and accessible via a sunken driveway near the northwest corner of the building. Although this is the
number required by Middleton’s parking regulations for the proposed mix of 6 studio units, 30 oneBR units and 3 two-BR units, three of the stalls are substandard in size (meaning they measure less
than 9’ x 18’). City standards allow any stalls beyond the minimum number required to be reduced
in size to as small as 8’ x 16’.
There is a separate surface parking lot that contains five standard-size stalls that were originally
intended to serve the commercial space on the building’s first level. When the plan was modified to
replace the commercial use with the two apartment units relocated from the fourth story, the
concern about substandard stall sizes was addressed because the surface parking lot has standardsize stalls that are now available for residential use. The site plan indicates that this lot will have its
own driveway entrance located east of the building that will remain on the site. It is likely that
persons visiting apartment residents will park in this surface lot given that they will not have normal
access to the covered parking spaces.
City staff have determined that the three accessible parking spaces adequately comply with State
building codes and the Americans with Disabilities Act. The design of the surface parking lot has
improved since the original GIP submittal in that the design now better accommodates Y-turns for
drivers who discover all five spaces occupied.
Transit service: During the morning peak travel period, the eastbound bus stop (almost directly
across the street) has direct service every 30 minutes to downtown Madison and the westbound bus
serves Middleton’s downtown and businesses along Deming Way (south of Discovery Dr.). This
every-30-minutes service operates in reverse during the afternoon peak period. Route 70 provides
hourly service during weekday off-peak periods, and Route 78 provides hourly service on
Saturdays.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This project has many positive aspects, including the building’s orientation to University Avenue
and parking access at the rear of the building. The revised “letter of intent” and plan set address
several concerns raised by staff and the public in conjunction with the March 13 and April 10 Plan
Commission meetings.
Therefore, Planning Department staff recommend that the Common Council approve the revised
GIP and rezoning application for 39 units—as recommended unanimously by the Plan Commission
on April 24 and May 8 based on a determination that the request is consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan—contingent on the following issues being resolved to the City’s satisfaction:
 Successful completion of the traffic impact analysis and requirement to comply with the
findings of the analysis (including suitable site access for emergency responders).
 Engineering staff approval (and if they deem necessary, Water Resources Management
Committee approval) of the proposed stormwater management plan.
 Substantial berming and screening of the project for areas of the site adjacent to residential
properties.
 Building design, landscaping, lighting, signage, and all other site and building design details
to be resolved and approved as part of the Specific Implementation Plan.
 Resolution of all other engineering staff comments.
Staff has worked with the city attorney to prepare a rezoning ordinance that the Council will need to
adopt to effectuate the rezoning.
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APPENDIX
Minutes from Pertinent Committee and Commission Meetings
Following is a chronological compilation of the review undertaken by City advisory bodies that
reviewed the rezoning request, as recorded in their meeting minutes. For just a summary, see the
Background section of this report.)
Plan Commission, 11/28/17:
Kelley stated that there are two alternative site plans in the packet, and staff prepared comments for
both. Two additional handouts were distributed for this item at the meeting, showing existing
zoning in the area, and an aerial photo.
Anthony Gray, the President and CEO for the Institute of Global Ethics, has purchased the former
Little Cottage Daycare building at 6824 University to serve as the headquarters for the Institute for
Global Ethics. The for-profit group he owns is proposing to develop a 4-story, mixed-use apartment
building on two lots to the east of the former daycare.
Marc Ott, JLA Architects, stated that the first option was set back from the street and had more
ingress and egress points on University Avenue. Staff asked for them to move the building toward
the street and away from the neighbors on the back of the site. The second option is in response to
staff comments.
The proposed project is a 4-story building with 38 residential apartment units and a 2,324 square
foot retail space. The plan includes one-level of underground parking as well as at-grade parking
within the rear of the building. There are no residential units on the first floor, which is entirely
parking and retail. The retail is at sidewalk level, with an approximate 10’ setback from the
sidewalk to the building face.
Dorn and Zellers asked questions about the entrance to the building. Reed stated that he agreed with
Zellers regarding the need for the architecture to denote the front entrance.
Paulsen noted that because of the median, residents will only have right-in and right-out access. A
traffic impact analysis (T.I.A.) will be needed as part of a request for rezoning to Planned
Development District (PDD). Paulsen requested a shadow study to show how this project will
impact neighboring properties. Paulsen asked which WHEDA program the applicant will be
applying for, and what percentage of the units will be designated for workforce housing.
Mayor Brar stated that all of the buildings on the University Avenue Corridor are either one-story
or two-story buildings. This request is for a four-story building. Brar asked staff to clarify what the
plans are for the University Avenue Corridor regarding building heights.
Kelley stated that we need to ensure that this fits from an architectural standpoint, that parking
requirements can be met, and that the shadow study can show that the neighboring properties will
not be negatively impacted. In addition, we need to ensure that the neighborhood has good
pedestrian connections.
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Paulsen stated that it would be helpful to see a corridor plan for this area to show what it can look
like with redevelopment. Zellers agreed, and asked when we would get input from the neighbors.
The developers are planning to hold a broader neighborhood meeting in December. They have
received positive comments from at least three neighboring properties.
Paulsen likes the concept of blending the mix of uses but stated that the traffic circulation at the site
will be challenging. Gray stated that most of his employees use the bus and his organization helps
to subsidize public transit. On the 12th and 13th, his Board of Directors will be flying in to have a
meeting at the new facility.
Reed stated that the architects should come up with some options. For example, could the scale be
brought down to three-stories at the street level (along University Avenue). This would require
removing two residential units. The roofline and design of the proposed building will be important.
Dorn asked if there is another option rather than the tight curve to enter the ramp. Ott stated that
they are looking at the details and the site is very flat.
Zellers encouraged them to meet the parking requirements rather than asking for a variance. Paulsen
stated that there is limited street parking here.
Mayor Brar asked about the stormwater easement on an adjacent property, and the applicant stated
that they secured the easement when they gained control of the property.
Moved by Paulsen, seconded by Zellers, to refer this to the Workforce Housing Committee for their
review. Motion carried (6-0).
Workforce Housing Task Force, 1/15/18:
Representatives of Austringer Capital Group and Urban Assets presented the project. Paulsen asked
if WHEDA was supportive of all of the workforce housing units being studios. Gray stated that
WHEDA is supportive of the project. Huggins stated that a study in in process and they will need to
know more about the market.
Bruce stated that he would like to see more of a mix of unit types. Gray stated that the plans may
change. Davis stated that he did not think any workforce housing developments have moved
forward without a City subsidy.
Gray and Huggins stated that a neighborhood meeting will be held on January 18th.
Committee members discussed the project financing options being considered. Bergenthal stated
that this project is similar to Stagecoach, and the more flexible the City can be in order to allow the
development to move forward, the better.
Moved by Kuhn, seconded by Klatt, to recommend the committee prepare a letter of support for the
development due to the inclusion of workforce housing units in close proximity to transit service,
employment centers, and a grocery store. Motion carried (8-0).
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Public Works Committee, 3/12/18, Item #7 (TIA Scope):
Richard moved that the Committee approve the scope of work from SRF dated 3/1/18 for the
referenced Traffic Impact Analysis, including an exception to exclude three signalized intersections
remote from this small redevelopment site. Motion seconded by Knorr, motion carried 6-0.
Plan Commission, 3/13/18, Public Hearing on Rezoning Request:
Chair Brar opened the public hearing at 7:06 p.m.
Mark Opitz noted the staff report that was included in the meeting packet. Anthony Gray,
applicant, and Marc Ott, architect for the project, presented information about the project.
Although the application submitted was for 38 apartments and 2,367 sq. ft. of commercial use, the
developer is now requesting 39 units, which staff noted would require another public hearing.
Greg Niesen, owner of the building at 6810 University Ave., adjacent to the project on the east, said
he feels the front setback for the proposed new building should be setback at least as far as the 30
foot front setback required in a B-1 zoning district. He is not opposed to the development he is just
concerned about the size of the building and the traffic flow.
Staff noted Michael Weidler and Moriah Vignali, 2021 Park St., submitted an email in opposition to
the rezoning, and distributed a copy.
Buzz Menz, property owner at 6904 University Ave., adjacent to the development on the west,
stated that he supports the project.
Yuly Shih, 2130 Wood Rd., owner of property at 6825 Franklin Ave., spoke in opposition to the
project. She is concerned with traffic and stormwater runoff as well as the scale of the building.
Brian Bram 2130 Wood Rd., owner of property at 6825 Franklin Ave., registered in opposition to
the project and stated concern for the height of the building.
Van Nutt, Middleton Chamber of Commerce Executive Director, said this is a good project but the
building to the east will lose some visibility and perhaps there are changes to the design that could
help with this visibility while also adding to the overall design of the building. He stated this is
likely the first of many projects in this corridor and this project will set the tone and standard for
future projects.
Sharon Brummel, 6222 Lakeview Blvd., who registered in opposition, asked if the developer had
done market studies, as there are apartments available in the corridor. Anthony Gray stated that
they had worked with Baker Tilly who completed a report on the feasibility.
Chair Brar closed the public hearing at 7:48 p.m.
Plan Commission, 3/13/18, Discussion and Motion:
In addition to the staff report he mentioned during the public hearing portion of the meeting, Opitz
stated that there had been a suggestion from a Commission member to “step back” the building to
three stories at University Ave.
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Zellers asked if issues like that can be worked out at the Specific Implementation Plan (SIP) stage
once a General Implementation Plan (GIP) is approved. Staff indicated that the standards are set by
the GIP and the Ordinance states that the City will approve an SIP that is reasonably consistent with
the GIP, or include the issues/standards that must still be worked out as part of any GIP approval
conditions.
Paulsen asked about parking requirements and if the number of parking stalls could be reduced
given that the project is on a bus route. Anthony Gray stated that they are required to have a certain
number of parking spaces by their lender, however, he is reviewing the potential for a shared car for
the development in addition to a bicycle room as a part of the project.
Reed said he thinks a three story building at the street is enough, and encouraged the applicant to
step back the building at the street edge.
Anthony Gray said they have used design features to make it look less imposing, and they would
lose two units if they stepped the building back.
Moved by Paulsen, seconded by Zellers, to recommend approval of the General Implementation
Plan and rezoning to the Common Council for a 38 unit apartment building with 2,367 sq. ft. of
space for B-1 uses contingent on the following issues being resolved to the City’s satisfaction:
 The proposed commercial use is limited to B-1 permitted uses, and B-1 conditional uses
could be permitted through the normal Conditional Use approval process.
 Resolution of the building height, with the consideration to step back the building to three
stories at the street edge.
 Site access for emergency responders.
 The shortage (by 3) of standard dimension parking stalls within the building.
 The design and “shared use” of loading/unloading areas around the accessible stalls.
 Successful completion of the traffic impact analysis and requirement to comply with the
findings of the analysis.
 Water Resources and engineering approval of the proposed site plan and standards.
 Substantial berming and screening of the project for areas of the site adjacent to residential
properties.
 Building design, landscaping, lighting, stormwater management, and all other site and
building design details to be resolved and approved as part of the Specific Implementation
Plan.
Motion carried 6-0.
Because the applicant would like to pursue having 39 apartments, moved by Paulsen, seconded by
Olson to set a public hearing for April 10 to consider a rezoning to 39 units instead of 38. Motion
carried 6-0.
Common Council, 3/20/18, Rezoning Ordinance: Request to Rezoning from B-1 to PDD-GIP
Moved by Richard, seconded by Ramsey, to Defer as Recommended by Staff the Rezoning
Ordinance Request to Rezone from Office District (B-1) to Planned Development District – General
Implementation Plan, The Addison/Austringer Mixed Use Development, 6814, 6818 and 6824
University Ave.
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Plan Commission, 4/20/18, Public Hearing on Rezoning Request:
Chair Brar opened the public hearing at 8:40 p.m.
Marc Ott, architect for the project, and Anthony Gray, owner, presented information on the project.
At the March 13, 2018 Plan Commission meeting, a public hearing was held on this project, and the
Plan Commission voted 6-1 to approve it, for 38 apartments and 2,500 sq. ft. of office space,
recognizing that the owner would be re-applying for a 39 unit project with the exact building
footprint, size and massing.
Opitz noted that Carolyn Mattern, 6239 Charing Cross, submitted an email in opposition to the
project, and had wished to speak at the hearing but was no longer present.
Van Nutt, Chamber of Commerce Director, spoke in support of the project.
Joe Faren, 6912 Franklin Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.
Dave Anderson, 6924 Franklin Ave., is concerned about traffic.
Craig Burfield, 6709 Franklin Ave., expressed concerns about traffic.
Sarah Cords, 6714 Franklin Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.
Pat Leighty, 1519 Middleton St., spoke in opposition to the project.
Madeline Laufenberg, spoke in opposition to the project.
Jessye Maso, 6639 Franklin Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.
Two people registered in opposition without wishing to speak: Fran Dresen, 6817 Franklin Ave.
and Jessye Maso, 6639 Franklin Ave.
Chair Brar closed the hearing at 8:59 p.m.
Plan Commission, 4/10/18, Discussion and Motion:
Opitz noted that a public hearing had been held for this project on March 13, 2018 and the Plan
Commission voted at that time, 6-0, to recommend rezoning for 38 apartments and 2,500 sq. ft. of
commercial space with B-1 uses. At this time the hearing is for 39 units and 2,500 sq. ft. of B-1
space, but the building footprint, massing and scale is exactly the same as was shown for the 38 unit
building, because a common room area has been eliminated.
Reed stated that he still felt that the building should be 3 stories at the street, stepping back to 4
stories. Following additional discussion by Plan Commission members, moved by Paulsen,
seconded by Zellers, to recommend rezoning for 39 units and 2,500 sq. ft. of B-1 space subject to
the recommendations as provided in the staff report. Motion failed 3-3, with Reed, Hubbard and
Olson voting no. Moved by Paulsen, seconded by Olson, to send the project to the Common
Council with no Plan Commission recommendation due to a 3-3 tie vote. Motion carried 6-0.
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Plan Commission, 4/24/18, Discussion and Motion:
Opitz noted that the Plan Commission had voted at the last meeting to send this proposed rezoning to
the Common Council without a recommendation because a vote to approve it failed 3-3. The applicant
has now revised the project to eliminate the proposed 2,500 sq. ft. of B-1 space, and has lowered the
overall building height by 3 feet and stepped back the building so that it is 3 stories at the street stepping
back to 4 stories for the majority of the building. The staff report for the project indicated that the
project is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Following discussion, moved by Paulsen,
seconded by Dorn, to recommend rezoning of this project to the Common Council as consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, contingent on the following issues being resolved to the City’s satisfaction:
 Successful completion of the traffic impact analysis and requirement to comply with the
findings of the analysis (including suitable site access for emergency responders).
 The shortage (by 3) of standard dimension parking stalls within the building.
 Engineering staff approval (and if they deem necessary, Water Resources Management
Committee approval) of the proposed stormwater management plan.
 Substantial berming and screening of the project for areas of the site adjacent to residential
properties.
 Building design, landscaping, lighting, signage, and all other site and building design details to
be resolved and approved as part of the Specific Implementation Plan.
 Submittal for staff approval a General Implementation Plan that substitutes for the “Letter of
Intent” and that does not contain any conflicts with any conditions of approval.
 Resolution of all other engineering staff comments.
Motion carried 6-0.
Common Council, 5/1/18, Rezoning Ordinance: Request to Rezoning from B-1 to PDD-GIP
Moved by Richard, seconded by Olson, to refer the Rezoning Ordinance to the Plan Commission to see if a
3-story building is possible for the development.
Mark Ott, JLA Architects, gave a brief presentation of the project. The presentation included a shadow study
of how a 4-story building would affect the houses surrounding the complex. He stated the following
regarding the project: economics do not work for a 2-3 story building due to the cost of an urban infill
project being high, parking standards are being followed, and the traffic impact analysis is in the process,
including investigation of possible modifications to the median on University Avenue. Anthony Gray, the
President and CEO for the Institute of Global Ethics, asked Council to review the Planning Department Staff
Report for a complete overview of the project history.
After much discussion a roll call vote was made: Burck, Olson, Sullivan, Ramsey, Richard, Teal, in favor of
referral back to Plan Commission for review; Kuhn, West opposed. Motion Passed. 6-2.

Neighborhood meeting held at City Hall, 5/5/18
Ald. JoAnna Richard kicked off the meeting by requesting agenda items from the 20-25 people in
attendance. Topics: Height/Footprint; Density/Setback; Traffic/Safety; Green Space; Family
Dwellings; Shadows; Services; Property Values; Urban Corridor.
Anthony Gray made some introductory remarks. He referred to constraints of traditional zoning,
using urban infill development to create stronger communities, and the need for underrepresented
communities to be able to participate (he cited issues related to access to capital and financial
literacy). He encouraged anyone who decides to support the project to share their views with the
Council.

Rezoning Request, “the Addison,” 6814-6824 University Ave., PC File #2535, 5/10/18

Page 24

QUESTIONS RAISED:
 Why is urban infill so expensive?
 Why can’t project size be reduced, and won’t developer costs decrease proportionately?
(RESPONSE: Certain development costs are fixed; larger building achieves better
economies of scale.)
 What are mechanics of workforce housing? What will be the mix of affordable units?
 Did developer consider tearing down cottage? (Gray: Yes, but wants to preserve it.)
 How can you be assured the project is viable? (Gray: Did comprehensive market study.)
 What is impact on services, particularly schools? (Opitz spoke about MCPASD
demographic and housing trends, and facility planning process.)
COMMENTS:
 “Stop calling the site blighted.” “Greater building height is a blight.”
 City should devote some $ resources toward development in the University Ave. corridor, to
help lower costs. (RESPONSE: Not in TIF district.)
 Do traffic counts along Franklin Ave. to establish baseline volume. Franklin needs traffic
calming. (RESPONSE: TIA has concluded that project will generate 13 trips during AM and
PM peak hours. Not all drivers will want to head east, and they have a couple options for
doing so. Therefore, it’s likely at most half would use Franklin—a rate of one vehicle every
10 minutes. High school traffic along Franklin is a bigger issue. Balancing driveway access
vs. traffic flow along University.)
 Unsafe for pedestrians to cross University Ave. (RESPONSE: Development helps create
street edge; reduces focus on vehicle transportation.)
 Include parking in rent, so that residents don’t seek to park on neighborhood streets.
 Provide data showing impact on property values adjacent to site.
 6912 Franklin request: Add 30 ft. trees to screen the building.
 Emails aren’t consistently reaching some city officials (elected and staff).
Meeting lasted approximately from 10:00 until 12:20 p.m.
Plan Commission, 5/8/18, Discussion and Motion:
Plan Commission members discussed the project and the referral from the Common Council. The
Council motion was to refer the GIP back to the Plan Commission to see if a 3-story building is
possible for the development. Reed stated that a corridor plan for the University Ave. area is
needed. Opitz noted that four emails had been received from area residents in the past day or so,
and forwarded to the Plan Commission members. He also distributed a summary of the
neighborhood meeting held at City Hall on May 5.
Alderperson JoAnna Richard said she had received many emails in opposition to this project and
she wanted to defer action on the project at the May 1 Council meeting to allow an additional
neighborhood meeting and to ask the Plan Commission to review if a 3-story building is possible
for the project. She also asked that staff think outside the box in regard to notifying neighbors of
proposed projects.
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Alderperson Susan West said she would like more notification of neighbors also, and input from the
Plan Commission on the height of the building.
Zellers stated that a corridor plan for the entire area is a good idea but this current project should be
evaluated based on consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. Paulsen noted that the Council
referral back to the Plan Commission was to see if a 3 story building is feasible, and he asked the
applicant, Anthony Gray, about the financial feasibility.
Anthony Gray stated that reducing the project to 3 stories would eliminate 11 units, which is not
financially feasible. The infrastructure costs remain the same but the revenue generating areas are
reduced by almost a third. The applicant and his architect said that eliminating all of the parking
would allow 39 units and 3 stories, but that would create parking issues for the area and wouldn’t
meet the City requirements. Even eliminating just part of the parking would create financing issues,
as underwriting requires certain minimum parking. Architect Marc Ott said that 3 stories does not
work for this project. He noted that even a 2 story building would create shadows for the 1 story
building to the east.
Reed said he thinks the Plan Commission should acknowledge the benefit of saving and reusing the
Little Cottage building, as it is distinctive in the City.
Brar said he feels the 3 primary issues raised by the neighbors are height, traffic, and decline in
property values. Zellers said she feels the applicant has made a persuasive argument that a 3 story
building is not viable. Kelley and Opitz said that the staff recommendation remains approval of the
project with the conditions specified, as appropriate and consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
Hubbard said that the process has been followed and after review of the possibility for a 3 story
project, the conclusion is that it isn’t financially viable.
Moved by Paulsen, seconded by Reed, to reaffirm the Plan Commission’s previous
recommendation for approval for a 4 story building consistent with the previous recommendation
and conditions of approval. Motion carried 6-0.

