
VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
13600 Juneau Boulevard
Elm Grove, WI  53122

PLAN COMMISSION MEETING
Monday, March 7, 2016  *  7:00 PM  *  Court Room

AGENDA

Roll Call

memo 030716.pdf

Review and act on regular meeting minutes dated February 1, 2016 and special 
meeting minutes dated February 9, 2016 

pc020116dm.pdf, pc020916dm (special).pdf

Review and act on a reqeust for a plan of operation for Van Westen Orthodontics, 
LLC pursuant to §335 -85, for a dental clinic located in the B-1 Local Business District 
at 12850-12960 Bluemound Road

12850 bluemound rd van westen orthodontics.pdf

Review and provide recommendation regarding the certified survey map pursuant 
to §305 -8 regarding the combination of parcels at 705 Elm Grove Road 

705 elm grove road goranson csm 02.09.16.pdf, griffiths-20160126-
goranson certified survey map review.pdf

Review and act on a request for a demolition permit for a single family residential 
home located at 1850 Fairfax Drive pursuant to §106 -11 to §106 -19.

1850 fairfax demo existing home plans.pdf, 1850 fairfax- demo forms.pdf, 
1850 fairfax demo site plan and new home.pdf

Review and act on a request for a temporary plan of operation for Alsum Sweet 
Corn, pursuant to §335 -85, for a temporary vegetable stand, located at 12600 
Bluemound Road. 

alsum sweet corn 12600 bluemound road.pdf

Conceptual review and discussion of a proposed rezoning and development 
project by Wangard Partners Incorporated & R & R Investments of Wisconsin, LLC 
to provide a multiple family development at 13400 Watertown Plank Road.

elevations and floor plans.pdf, exterior color renderings.pdf, griffiths-
20160224-reinders property re-development concept plan review.pdf, reinders project-
selzer comments.pdf, site grading and landscape plans.pdf, traffic study executive 
summary.pdf, wangard request letter and density calcs.pdf, memo 030716- reinders.pdf

Other Business

Adjournment.

Any person who has a qualifying disability as defined by the Americans with Disabilities Act who 
requires that the meeting or materials for the meeting has to be in an accessible location or format 
must contact the Village Clerk, Mary S. Stredni, at 262 -782-6700 or 13600 Juneau Boulevard by 3:00 PM 
Friday prior to the meeting so that any necessary arrangements can be made to accommodate your 
request.

NOTICE:  It is possible that members of, and possibly a quorum of, other governmental bodies of the 
Village may be in attendance at the above stated meeting to gather information.  No action will be 
taken by any governmental body at the above stated meeting other than the governmental body 

specifically referred to in the above notice.

1.

Documents:

2.

Documents:

3.

Documents:

4.

Documents:

5.

Documents:

6.

Documents:

7.

Documents:

8.
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Memo        
To: Plan Commission

From: Casey Griffiths, Zoning and Planning Administrator/Assistant to the Village Manager

Date: February 26, 2016

Re: Review of March 7, 2016 Agenda

Item 3. Review and act on a request for a plan of operation for Van Westen Orthodontics, LLC 
pursuant to §335-85 for a dental clinic located in the B-1 Local Business District at 12850-12960 
Bluemound Road.
The applicant is requesting approval of a plan of operation for a dental clinic in the Autumn Grove 
Plaza.  The proposed business would be located in the east building.  The hours of operation comply 
with Village Ordinance. Total number of employees is 3, with the daily average of customers being 30. 
Expected occupancy date is April 1, 2016. Please see the enclosed application. 

Item 4. Review and provide recommendation regarding the certified survey map pursuant to 
§305-8 regarding the combination of parcels at 705 Elm Grove Road. 
The applicant is requesting review of a certified survey map. In 2015 the applicant had applied to the 
Plan Commission for a demolition permit for the existing home. In reviewing the demolition permit and 
new home plans, the proposed site plan indicated that the existing lot contained two parcels with 
separate legal descriptions. This issue brought forth the question as to what the setbacks for the 
proposed new home would be. Ruekert & Mielke researched the matter and discovered that there was 
no state statute that regulates this type of issue and that it would be up to the local municipality to 
determine setbacks for a property.  In the opinion of Bruce Cross, Senior Land Surveyor for Ruekert & 
Mielke, and the Department of Administration that even through the two properties were attached, the 
lot lines remain in effect. Based upon this determination, the Village requested that the owner submit a 
certified survey map in order to combine the lots under one parcel and allow for the home to comply 
with applicable setbacks.  Please see the enclosed certified survey map.

Item 5. Review and act on a request for a demolition permit for a single family residential home 
located at 1850 Fairfax Drive pursuant to §106-11 to §106-19.
The applicants are requesting approval of a demolition permit for a single family home located on 
Fairfax Drive.  Notices for property owners located 300 feet from the proposed demolition site have 
been sent out. The demolition is to facilitate the construction of a new single family home.  Please see 
the enclosed plans. 
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Item 6. Review and act on a request for a temporary plan of operation for Aslum Sweet Corn, 
pursuant to §335-85 for a temporary vegetable stand located at 12600 Bluemound Road.
The applicant’s Scott and Ben Alsum are requesting approval of a temporary plan of operation for a 
vegetable stand. The proposed stand would be located on Village property at 12600 Bluemound Road 
(South Park Facility). The owner had operated a vegetable stand for twelve years located at 13785 
North Avenue in the City of Brookfield. That property is currently under development as an office 
building and the Alsum’s have approached the Village about utilizing the South Park property. The 
stand would be located on the south end of the parking lot and would utilize approximately three 
parking stalls for a 20 x 20 tent. Hours of operation are proposed to be Monday through Friday from 
10:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Saturdays from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. and Sundays from 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 
p.m. The stand is proposed to be open from July 1st to October 31st.  The applicants are anticipating 80 
customers per day. The parking lot would have 34 spaces available for customers.

The property currently is considered a park, and as such a Village ordinance would need to be 
amended to allow for vending. §204-6 of the Village’s code prohibits vending in Village parks or Village 
land unless a business holds a temporary vending permit for a special event. If the Plan Commission 
approves the temporary plan of operation the Village Board will need to enter into a lease agreement 
with the stand operators for use of Village property. The applicants will also need to secure a transient 
merchant permit and have their signage approved by the Building Board. Please see the enclosed 
application.

Item 7. Conceptual review and discussion of a proposed rezoning and development project by 
Wangard Partners Incorporated & R & R Investments of Wisconsin, LLC to provide a multiple 
family development at 13420 Watertown Plank Road.
Please see the memo attached to the submittal items under item seven.
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DISCLAIMER- THE FOLLOWING ARE DRAFT MINUTES FROM
THE PLAN COMMISSION AND ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE UPON

APPROVAL OF THE PLAN COMMISSION

PLAN COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES

Monday, February 1, 2016

Meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m. by Mr. Palmer

1. Roll Call.
Present: Mr. Cashin, Mr. Higgins (arrived at 7:05 pm), Ms. Hunter, Mr. Kujawa, Mr. Long, Mr. Nelson
 and Mr. Palmer
Absent: None
Also Present: Mr. Griffiths, Attorney de La Mora, and applicants.

2.  Review and act on Plan Commission regular meeting minutes dated January 3, 2016
Ms. Hunter motioned and Mr. Nelson seconded to approve the minutes as submitted. Motion carried
6-0.

3. Review and act on a request for a demolition permit for a single family residential home 
located at 1825 San Fernando Drive pursuant to §106-11 to §106-19.
Pat Seegers from Ascent Builders representing the property owners was present.

Mr. Palmer asked if anything had changed from what was submitted. Mr. Seegers stated nothing 
had changed.  Mr. Palmer asked staff if there were any additional items.  Mr. Griffiths noted that the 
required bonds still needed to be submitted, in addition to some revisions to the survey. 

Mr. Nelson noted the proximity of the site to Underwood Creek and historical flooding issues. Mr. 
Griffiths noted that the proposed building is outside the floodplain and also outside wetlands, which 
were delineated in 2012.  Mr. Seegers noted that they have applied for a Chapter 30 permit from the
DNR, due to the amount of grading work needing to be done in proximity to Underwood Creek. 

Mr. Higgins arrived.

Ms. Hunter motioned and Mr. Cashin seconded to approve the demolition permit as submitted. 
Motion carried 7-0. 

4. Review and act on a request for a plan of operation for Remedy Within, LLC pursuant to 
§335-85 and a conditional use permit pursuant to §335-86 for a massage parlor, pursuant to 
§335-22C(10) located in the B-1 Local Business District at 15285 Watertown Plank Road.
Tammi Kapitanski, owner of Remedy Within, LLC was present.

Ms. Kapitanksi noted that her business was relocating back to Elm Grove after five years. She had 
previously been located in the Denny Building on Watertown Plank Road.  She is currently moving to
Elm Grove from 92nd Street and Bluemound Road in the City of Milwaukee.

Mr. Palmer asked if staff is recommending approval of the proposed plan of operation and 
conditional use permit. Mr. Griffiths noted that staff is recommending approval and there are no 
issues with either the plan of operation or the conditional use permit. Notices went out to neighboring
properties without any comments from the property owners.

Mr. Higgins motioned and Mr. Nelson seconded to approve the plan of operation and recommend 
approval of the conditional use permit to the Board of Trustees. Motion carried 7-0.  
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5. Other Business
Mr. Griffiths stated that an issue had been recently brought to the attention of staff regarding the 
zoning of the Autumn Grove Plaza property, 12850-12960 Bluemound Road. During the 
redevelopment of the property in 2003 it was rezoned from B-3 Mid-Rise Office and Professional 
District to B-1 Local Business District. It was discovered that an error occurred with the zoning map, 
whereby the property’s zoning on the map did not change. Subsequently, businesses that require 
conditional use permits have been operating without them. The current owners of the property are 
selling it and the potential buyer would like to close at the end of February.  However, the buyer’s 
lender has concerns about the unresolved situation and the buyer is unsure if they can secure 
financing with these issues unresolved. Staff has discussed the matter and would like to have a 
special Plan Commission meeting to review the conditional use permits to allow for their review at 
the February Board of Trustee meeting. 

Mr. Palmer stated that he was fine with holding a special Plan Commission meeting. The consensus 
of the Plan Commission was to have a special meeting with Mr. Griffiths scheduling that meeting 
through email.  

6. Adjournment
Mr. Higgins motioned and Mr. Long seconded to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried 7-0.

Meeting adjourned at 7:12 p.m. 

Respectfully Submitted,

Casey Griffiths
Zoning & Planning Administrator/
Assistant to the Village Manager
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DISCLAIMER- THE FOLLOWING ARE DRAFT MINUTES FROM
THE PLAN COMMISSION AND ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE UPON

APPROVAL OF THE PLAN COMMISSION

SPECIAL PLAN COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, February 9, 2016

Meeting was called to order at 5:01 p.m. by Mr. Palmer

1. Roll Call.
Present: Mr. Cashin, Ms. Hunter, Mr. Kujawa, Mr. Long, Mr. Nelson and Mr. Palmer
Absent: Mr. Higgins
Also Present: Mr. De Angelis, Mr. Griffiths, Attorney Koehnke, and applicants.

2.  Review  and  act  on  a  request  by  TCF  Bank  for  a  conditional  use  permit  pursuant  to  §335-86
for  a  drive  –  in  bank,  pursuant  to  §335-22C(3)  located  in  the  B-1  Local  Business  District  at
12850 Bluemound Road.
Mr. Palmer noted that this conditional use permit request, in addition to the three other conditional
use permit requests on the agenda were before the Plan Commission due to an error regarding the
zoning map and a rezoning complete in 2003. 

Mr. Kujawa motioned and Mr. Long seconded to recommend approval of the conditional use permit.
Motion carried 6-0. 

3.  Review  and  act  on  a  request  by  JHS  Fitness,  LLC  d/b/a  Pure  Barre  Elm  Grove  for  a
conditional  use  permit  pursuant  to  §335-86  for  a  fitness  center,  pursuant  to  §335-22C(10)
located in the B-1 Local Business District at 12850 Bluemound Road.
Mr. Long motioned and Mr. Kujawa seconded to recommend approval of the conditional use permit.
Motion carried 6-0. 

4.  Review  and  act  on  a  request  by  Elements  Elm  Grove,  LLC  for  a  conditional  use  permit
pursuant  to  §335-86  for  a  massage  parlor  pursuant  to  §335-22C(10)  located  in  the  B-1  Local
Business District at 12850 Bluemound Road.
Ms. Hunter motioned and Mr. Cashin seconded to recommend approval of the conditional use
permit. Motion carried 6-0. 

5.   Review   and   act   on   a   request   by   Commerce   State   Bank   for   a   conditional   use   permit
pursuant  to  §335-86  for  a  drive  –  in  bank,  pursuant  to  §335-22C(3)  located  in  the  B-1  Local
Business District at 12850 Bluemound Road. 
Mr. Kujawa motioned and Mr. Nelson seconded to recommend approval of the conditional use
permit. Motion carried 6-0. 

6. Adjournment
Mr. Long motioned and Mr. Kujawa seconded to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried 6-0.

Meeting adjourned at 5:04 p.m. 

Respectfully Submitted,

Casey Griffiths
Zoning & Planning Administrator/
Assistant to the Village Manager















 

 
 
 
 

W233 N2080 Ridgeview Parkway  Waukesha, WI   53188-1020  Tel.  (262) 542-5733 
 

~38-00000 Miscellaneous Project Files > 216 Misc Engineering > CSM-Plat Reviews > Griffiths-20160126-Goranson Certified Survey Map 
Review.docx~ 

 

January 26, 2016 
 
 
 
Casey Griffiths 
Zoning & Planning Administrator/ 
Assistant to the Village Manager 
Village of Elm Grove 
13600 Juneau Boulevard 
Elm Grove, WI  53122 
 
RE: Goranson Certified Survey Map Review 

Dear Mr. Griffiths: 

Per your request, we have completed our review of the Goranson Certified Survey Map 
(dated January 22, 2016) for compliance with Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter A-E 7, 
Wisconsin Statute Chapter 236 (utilizing the 2014 Plat Review Check List), and the Village of 
Elm Grove Chapter 305. 

Based on this review, we have the following comments; 

1. Per Chapter 236 (1m) (a): In the Surveyor’s Certificate, Registered must be changed 
to Professional. 

2. Per Chapter 236 (1m) (a), which references 236.20 (2) (c): The recorded as bearing 
and distance for the all segments of the north line of Lot 1 must be shown. 

3. Per Chapter 236 (1m) (a), which references 236.20 (2) (i): The bearing reference in 
the lower left hand corner on Sheet 1 is incorrect. 

4. Per Chapter 305-10 (8): The zoning for Lot 1 must be indicated. 

We believe that the items listed above be corrected to the satisfaction of all governing 
authorities prior to the recording of this land division instrument. 

  



 
 
 
Casey Griffiths 
Goranson Certified Survey Map Review 
January 26, 2016 
Page 2 
 
 

 

Thank you for allowing us to be of service to the Village of Elm Grove.  If you should 
have any questions regarding this review, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Very truly yours, 
 
RUEKERT & MIELKE, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Bruce K. Cross, P.L.S. (WI) 
Senior Land Surveyor 
bcross@ruekert-mielke.com 
 

BKC:jkc 
 
cc: Anthony D. Petersen, P.E., Ruekert & Mielke, Inc. 
 James G. Schneider, P.L.S., North Shore Engineering, Inc. 
 File 

































































































































 
W233 N2080 Ridgeview Parkway  Waukesha, WI   53188-1020  Tel.  (262) 542-5733 

 

 

~Elm Grove Village 38-00000 Miscellaneous Project Files > 216 Misc Engineering > Correspondence > 13400 and 13402 Watertown Plank 
Road > Griffiths-20160224-Reinders Property Re-Development Concept Plan Review.docx~ 

 

February 24, 2016 

 

 

Mr. Casey Griffiths 

Zoning and Planning Administrator 

Village of Elm Grove 

13600 Juneau Boulevard 

Elm Grove, WI  53122-0906 

 

Re: 13400 and 13402 Watertown Plank Road 

 Re-Development Concept Plan Review 

Dear Mr. Griffiths: 

As requested, we have reviewed the re-development concept plan dated February 19, 2016 

and the traffic impact analysis dated January 2016.  As requested, we reviewed these documents 

with the understanding they are conceptual even though they include more information and detail 

that typical concept plans that I have seen.  A more in depth review will be necessary as the designs 

are developed and submitted.  On February 5, 2016, prior to submittal of the Concept Plan, a 

meeting was held at Village Hall to discuss the site and utility connections.  The meeting was 

attended by Village Staff, representatives from The Sigma Group and myself.  Some of the items 

discussed at the February 5th meeting and our findings and recommendations from this review are 

as follows: 

1. The Concept Plan does not show improvements to the intersection of Elm Grove Road and 

Juneau Boulevard as recommended in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). 

 

2. The TIA indicates a realignment of Elm Grove Road north of Watertown Plank Road 

should be considered during the second phase of the overall redevelopment of this area.  

Our understanding is that the realignment would create a four-way intersection of the two 

streets, which is desired by the Village.  We recommend the concept of realigning Elm 

Grove Road be included in the Concept Plan for Phase 1 in order to understand how this 

might impact public utility alignments serving Phase 1, public right-of-ways and the re-

development of the parcels under Phase 2. 

 

3. The TIA indicates the existing two way left turn lane (TWLTL) on Watertown Plank Road 

works well even though it is discouraged from engineering practice.  We recommend the 

Village determine if the current TWLTL configuration is desirable moving forward.  If not, 

the TIA should include some recommended alternatives. 

 

4. One of the recommendations in the TIA is to maintain the existing west driveway access to 

Watertown Plank Road with no median.  The Concept Plan shows the driveway to remain, 

but includes a median. 

 



 

 

 

 

Mr. Casey Griffiths 

Re: 13400 and 13402 Watertown Plank Road Re-Development Concept Plan Review 

February 24, 2016 

Page 2 

 

 

5. The TIA analyzes existing background traffic with an assumed growth rate as well as future 

traffic generated by the development.  We recommend the TIA be revised as follows: 

 

 Provide some discussion about what changes may be made to improve all traffic 

movements to level of service (LOS) B for the Village to consider. 

 Verify references to exhibits in the text are correct.  There are at least two 

references to exhibits that were not included in the document I received. 

 

6. Re-development of Phase 1 is located on two separate parcels.  A Site Survey drawing was 

provided with the overall Concept Plan.  The drawing shows the property boundary of the 

larger parcel, but not the smaller one to the east.  A Plat of Survey should be prepared for 

each parcel showing property boundary lines with distances and bearings.  The Plat of 

Survey should also show existing site features and label proposed changes to property lines, 

existing easements, encumbrances, floodplains, environmental areas and other requirements 

listed in the Village Code.  During the February 5th meeting we were told there may be a 

discrepancy in the boundary of the larger parcel when compared to the Waukesha County 

Land Information System web site.  We recommended during the meeting that title reports 

be obtained for the parcels to help determine if an any land ownership issues exists so that 

they can be resolved. 

 

7. There is a request to vacate 20 feet of right-of-way width along both sides of Elm Grove 

Road north of Watertown Plank Road.  Documents necessary to complete the vacation 

process on the east side of the road will need to be prepared by the applicant and reviewed 

by the Village. 

 

8. If two or more parcels will be combined as part of the re-development plan, then a Certified 

survey Map will be required. 

 

9. The larger parcel where all of the proposed multi-family units are located is currently zoned 

M-1.  It is my understanding the parcel will be rezoned to RM-1 as the underlying zoning.  

The parcel will also be included within a Planned Development Overlay (PDO) providing 

flexibility to some of the requirements of the underlying zoning. 

 

10. The density of multifamily units proposed by the Concept Plan is higher than is allowed by 

the proposed underlying zoning.  The PDO provides flexibility for the applicant to increase 

the density.  The Concept Plan proposes a density that requires the highest degree of 

flexibility.  We understand the Village will need to decide if the development meets the 

criteria to allow the proposed density level. 

 

11. Building Footprint, Impervious Area and Parking: 

 

 Impervious area of the larger parcel is summarized on the Site Plan.  According to 

the summary, approximately 64% of the lot area will be impervious assuming the 
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right-of-way is vacated as requested.  This amount meets the limit of impervious 

area required by the underlying proposed RM-1 zoning. 

 A separate summary of impervious area will need to be provided for the smaller 

parcel. 

 The impervious area summaries for each parcel will need to be broken out to show 

how much impervious area is created by building footprint, sidewalks and 

pavements (including curb and gutter or curb and gutter separately). 

 RM-1 zoning limits building footprint area to 30% of the lot area. 

 Buildings ‘B’, ‘C’ and ‘D’ are situated over the top of an underground parking area 

that is bigger than the three buildings combined.  The overall size of the 

underground parking structure will also need to be provided.  The Village will need 

to consider whether or not the larger footprint of the underground parking structure 

will be counted toward the total building footprint on the lot. 

 The total number of indoor and outdoor parking stalls including the number of stalls 

reserved for those with disabilities will need to be provided.  The PDO provides 

some flexibility to Village Code parking requirements.  However, the number of 

stalls needed to be reserved for those with disabilities will need to meet ADA 

requirements in the Federal Code.  

 

12. The PDO district provides flexibility to yard setbacks required by the proposed underlying 

RM-1 zoning.  Regardless, the Concept Plan will need to provide dimensions of yard 

setbacks from all existing or future lot lines for review. 

 

13. Floodplain:  The effective FEMA floodplain map shows proposed development will occur 

within the regulatory floodplain. The applicant will need to prepare a floodplain impact 

study and obtain approval from FEMA to place fill within the floodplain. 

 

14. Building ‘A’ is shown to have a lower level at elevation 737.00 with a storm sewer system 

connecting the lower level to Underwood Creek.  According to the Site Survey the 100-year 

flood elevation is 738.8, which would back up into the lower level of this building.  

Additionally, the catch basin located at the bottom of the underground parking ramp is 

shown to have an invert that is lower than the outfall of the downstream storm sewer. 

 

15. Topography of the existing site generally slopes east or southeast toward Underwood 

Creek.  Elm Grove Road borders the western side of the larger parcel and is generally 

higher than the adjacent site but slopes downward from north to south.  The Concept Plan 

shows five multifamily buildings on the site.  Four of those buildings front Elm Grove Road 

and the fifth building (Building ‘A’) is situated behind Building ‘C’.  A summary of the 

first floors of these buildings is as follows: 

 

 North Building (Townhomes) – Proposed first floor elevation of 755.00, which is 

approximately 3 feet below Elm Grove Road pavement. 
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 Building ‘D’ – Proposed first elevation of 757.50, which is approximately 0.5 feet 

above Elm Grove Road pavement. 

 Building ‘B’ - Proposed first elevation of 757.50, which is approximately 1.5 feet 

above Elm Grove Road pavement. 

 Building ‘C’ - Proposed first elevation of 757.50, which is approximately 2 feet 

above Elm Grove Road pavement. 

 Building ‘A’ - Proposed first elevation of 747.00.  Although it does not front Elm 

Grove Road this building is approximately 8 feet below Elm Grove Road pavement. 

 

16. Underwood Creek is located on the smaller of the two parcels.  Normally, wetlands are 

located adjacent to creeks and vary in width.  A wetland investigation will need to be 

completed on the entire site and a delineation will need to be performed to locate any 

wetlands that may exist. 

 

17. Grading more than 10,000 square feet within the setbacks of waterways as well as any 

impacts to waterways and wetlands will require permits from the Department of Natural 

Resources (DNR) and possibly the US Army Corps of Engineers.  Additionally, because the 

redevelopment plan will disturb more than 1 acre, a Construction Site Storm Water 

Discharge Permit from the DNR will also be required.  During the February 5th meeting we 

recommended the applicant contact representatives from the DNR to verify what permits 

and approvals will be needed. 

 

18. During the February 5th meeting we discussed that contamination has been documented to 

exist on the site.  The applicant will need to coordinate with DNR to determine how the 

contamination may restrict work on the site, disposal of excess soils that may be 

contaminated, infiltration or treatment of storm water runoff, utility trench backfill and 

utility piping materials. 

 

19. The site is located within the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD).  The re-

development plan will need to follow MMSD Chapter 13 requirements for storm water 

management and obtain an approval from MMSD. 

 

20. Both parcels are located adjacent to a railroad.  It appears the building proposed to be 

removed from the smaller parcel is located within the railroad right-of-way and possibly 

within an easement according to the Site Survey of the Concept Plan.  Work within a 

railroad right-of-way will require a permit from the railroad. 

 

21. There are a number of existing bridges that cross Underwood Creek which appear to be 

reused as part of the re-development plan.  We recommend the applicant have the bridges 

inspected to determine their condition and fitness for use moving forward. 
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22. Additional tracking pads will be necessary if construction traffic will be allowed to leave 

the site onto Elm Grove Road. 

 

23. Site Grading and Drainage: 

 

 A retaining wall is shown along the railroad right-of-way with a height of 5 feet.  

Retaining walls more than 4 feet tall and those with loadings greater than level earth 

dead loads need to be designed by a professional engineer licensed in the State of 

Wisconsin.  The design will need to consider possible impacts from the railroad live 

loads behind the wall. 

 The Grading Plan shows multiple low points in paved areas adjacent to proposed 

biofiltration facilities and Underwood Creek without catch basins.  Future designs 

will need to show how these low points will drain into the biofiltration facilities. 

 Future designs will need to show an overland flow path from the biofiltration 

facilities for runoff from large storm events without discharging flows onto 

neighboring properties. 

 The southern storm sewer system collects runoff from pavements without providing 

treatment or removal of suspended solids.  Storm water quality measures may be 

required on the system before flows are discharged to Underwood Creek. 

 Future designs will need to show how drainage will be handled for the circular 

driveway and the curb and gutter shown along Elm Grove Road. 

 The vertical alignment and cross slope of the proposed bike path may need to be 

revised to meet ADA requirements if it will be considered an accessible route. 

 An easement may need to be granted to the Village for the existing storm sewer that 

crosses through the site.  The storm sewer was not installed by the Village.  If the 

storm sewer becomes publicly owned, then the pipes will need to be upgraded to 

reinforced concrete. 

 

24. Proposed utilities on site that will be publicly owned will need to be located within 

easements. 

 

25. Future designs will need to show how the southern building will be served by sanitary 

sewer. 

 

26. Normally we do not recommend sanitary laterals to be connected directly to manholes.  

However, in this case because the laterals are shown to be 8-inch diameter pipes and each 

lateral serves multiple units we would recommend having laterals connected to the public 

sewer system at manholes.  Two of the laterals are shown to connect to existing manholes.  

The benches and inverts of these structures will need to be reconstructed.  We also 

recommend new sanitary manholes be constructed where the other three sanitary laterals 

connect to the public sanitary sewer system. 
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27. The site does not currently have access to public water service.  Public water main will need 

to be extended from the intersection of Elm Grove Road and Wall Street.  Before our 

meeting on February 5th the Village had contemplated extending the 16-inch diameter 

public water main northerly along Elm Grove Road from Wall Street to Watertown Plank 

Road, then easterly along Watertown Plank Road across the bridge to Legion Drive.  Public 

water service to this site was planned to be provided by a connection to the future water 

main along Watertown Plank Road. 

 

28. During the meeting on February 5th we discussed an alternative plan to possibly extend 

public water main northerly along Elm Grove Road from Wall Street crossing Watertown 

Plank Road and continuing on to the northern part of the site.  The water main north of 

Watertown Plank Road has not been sized but would be smaller than 16-inch diameter.  

Water service to the site would then be provided to the site initially from the water main in 

Elm Grove Road.  This alternative plan may avoid having a public water main in an 

easement though the site and possibly minimize the exposure of public water main to 

contamination that exists on the site.  The City of Brookfield will need to determine 

whether on site water main will be considered public or private for either water service 

piping alternative. 

 

29. Eventually, the 16-inch diameter water main would be extended easterly along Watertown 

Plank Road from the intersection of Elm Grove Road.  If multiple interconnecting 

connections to the public water system are made, then backflow preventers will need to be 

installed at each connection point. 

 

30. During our meeting on February 5th we discussed the parking lot layout as it relates to 

emergency access.  The Concept Plan shows a continuous access drive from the south end 

of the site to the north end with three access points to public roads (one on Watertown 

Plank Road and two on Elm Grove Road).  However, there are three tight turns in the 

pavement that may be difficult for larger emergency vehicles to pass through.  During the 

meeting we recommended the Concept Plan be provided to the Fire Chief to obtain his 

comments regarding emergency access and hydrant locations.  Subsequent to this review I 

also recommend the designer run turning templates through the site using various design 

vehicles such as delivery trucks, moving vans and emergency vehicles resembling those 

used by the Village.  If design vehicles cannot navigate through the site, then changes may 

be necessary to the access drive layout.  
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We believe the Concept Plan is feasible assuming the above comments can be addressed to 

the Village’s satisfaction.  Please contact our office with any questions regarding this matter.  

Thank you for allowing us to be of service to the Village of Elm Grove. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

RUEKERT & MIELKE, INC. 

 
Anthony D. Petersen, P.E. (WI, IA) 

Senior Project Manager 

apetersen@ruekert-mielke.com 

 

ADP:adp 

cc: David De Angelis, Village of Elm Grove 

 Richard Paul, Jr., Village of Elm Grove 

 File 

mailto:apetersen@ruekert-mielke.com


 Plot plan

 Apparatus access – access from Elm Grove Rd. and Watertown Plank to accommodate 
department apparatus may need to be wider

 Apparatus turning radius – all apparatus should be able to safely navigate through the 
property without any obstacles

 Aerial reach to each building – aerial apparatus should be able to reach above the roof 
line from strategic locations

 Hydrants, FDC’s and strobes – hydrants should be within close proximity of the building 
fire department connections

 Underground parking

 Points of access – there should be multiple points of access to the parking garage for fire 
suppression operations

 Length of hose lays

 Standpipes and sprinklers

 Building A – 5 story back side – 66’-6” to top of roof

 Building entrance access

 Standpipes in stairwells and sprinklers

 Length of hose lays – to be determined from the standpipes

 EMS access and elevator size

 Building B – 5 story back side

 Building entrance access

 Standpipes in stairwells and sprinklers

 Length of hose lays – to be determined from the standpipes

 Parking garage access

 EMS access and elevator size

 Buildings C and D – 4 story back side – 56’-6” to top of roof

 Building entrance access

 Standpipes in stairwells and sprinklers

 Length of hose lays – to be determined from the standpipes

 Parking garage access

 EMS access and elevator size

 Building E – 2 story townhouse

 Unit entrance access

 Sprinklers, FDC and hydrant location

 Parking



Other

 Fire pits and grills

 Widening Elm Grove Rd. 4’-0” to accommodate fire apparatus
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Memo        
To: Plan Commission

From: Casey Griffiths, Zoning and Planning Administrator/Assistant to the Village Manager

Date: February 26, 2016

Re: Reinders Development- 13400 Watertown Plank Road

The Village has received an application for a redevelopment project for the Reinders property located at
13400- 13430 Watertown Plank Road. Wangard Partners Inc. and R&R Investments of Wisconsin, LLC
are proposing to redevelop the north portion of the property to multiple family residential.  The proposal 
includes four apartment buildings and one building with townhomes. The development is a mix-used 
development as a portion of the existing Mill Place Shop’s property will be considered part of the 
development.

Units
The proposal includes a mix of type of multi-family housing including apartments and townhomes. The 
four apartment buildings are proposed to have a mix of different styles of apartments including:
 Studio: 560 sq. ft.

 1 Bedroom Traditional: 642 sq. ft.
 1 Bedroom Standard: 747 sq. ft.

 1 Bedroom Deluxe: 838 sq. ft.

 1 Bedroom + Den: 978 sq. ft.

 2 Bedroom Corner 1: 1,217 sq. ft.

 2 Bedroom Corner 2: 1,132 sq. ft.
 2 Bedroom Corner Deluxe: 1,258 sq. ft.

 2 Bedroom + Den: 1,372 sq. ft. 

There are two styles of town homes proposed:
 2 Bedroom: 2,076 sq. ft.

 3 Bedroom: 2,306 sq. ft.

Demolition
To facilitate the development the existing warehouse/office building on the rear of the property is to be 
removed, the Quonset hut and a warehouse building located directly to the north of the Mill Place shops
is proposed to be removed.
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Zoning
The existing parcels are currently zoned as M-1 Limited Manufacturing District (Reinders) and B-1 Local
Business District (Mill Place Shops). The applicants are requesting a rezoning of 13400 Watertown 
Plank Road to Rm-1 Multiple Family Residential District and an overlay rezoning for both parcels to a 
Planned Development Overlay (PDO) District. As this is one development, it would be a mixed 
compatible use PDO.  Under §335-30 of the Village Code, an applicant may petition for the 
redevelopment of a site utilizing a PDO, which may encompass one or more individual lots, with 
allowed compatible uses. Allowed uses under the PDO include those uses expressly provided for as 
permitted, conditional and/or accessory. The Rm-1 district’s permitted uses include multiple-family 
dwellings.

Per Village ordinance, the intent of the PDO overlay district is to allow for development and 
redevelopment of a property though the use of coordinated site planning and diversification of location 
of structures and types and the mixing of allowable compatible uses. The PDO district is to allow for 
design flexibility, while at the same time maintaining use requirements in the underlying zoning district.

The proposed development will require a rezoning of the property from M-1 Limited manufacturing to 
Rm-1 Multiple Family Residential District and to a Planned Development Overlay District. 

Density
The proposed density the applicants are requesting for the development is 182 units.  The overall 
development parcel size is 8.28 acres. A mixed compatible use PDO District’s minimum acreage is 1.5 
acres, provided that it is within the Village’s Downtown Design Overlay District (defined under §335-12).
The primary parcel was removed from the Downtown Design Overlay in 2003, and would need to be 
placed back into it to allow for this development to meet the PDO acreage requirements. Under the Rm-
1 District, the minimum density requirements are 8 units per net acre. Under the PDO overlay, the 
density may be increased to a maximum density of 12 units through a conditional use. The developer is
seeking an enhanced density of 22 units per net acre. This density is also possible under §335-30F(3) 
provided that the Plan Commission determine that the proposed project uniformly contains exterior and 
interior materials, design details, workmanship and features of an exceptionally high quality. The factors
that allow for an enhanced density to the granted are as follow: 

[1] Whether the project will provide better utilization of the land and better preservation of natural resources 
than would otherwise be realized if the site were developed either in conformity with the density 
requirements of the underlying district or as a PDO District without the enhanced density. 

[2] Whether the project makes adequate provision such that an increase in residential density will not have an 
unreasonable adverse effect on neighboring properties, existing and/or proposed public rights-of-way 
and/or municipal and other public services as a result of the type, intensity and frequency of the use(s) 
associated with the proposed project;

[3] Whether the structures proposed for the project are harmonious with existing surrounding structures and 
land uses.

[4] Whether building materials have been selected and are proposed to be utilized in a manner that is 
harmonious with the natural environment and the general character of other buildings and structures in the 
vicinity of the proposed development.

[5] Whether the proposed project will result in the construction or upgrading of specific public infrastructure 
improvements that will benefit the public without cost to the Village.

http://ecode360.com/print/8138284
http://ecode360.com/print/8138285
http://ecode360.com/print/8138286
http://ecode360.com/print/8138287


3

[6] Whether the proposed project will enhance an existing structure that is deemed beneficial to the character 
of the neighborhood where it is situated.

Under 335-30F(4), the applicants were required to complete a residential density calculation as 
required for a mixed compatible use PDO. This calculation takes into account the amount of 
nonresidential use in the proposed project. The applicants have provided the Village with a calculation 
regarding the density, factoring in the total interior square footage for all residential units and all 
nonresidential units, the number of anticipated residential units and the total land area. The calculation 
is provided in the application materials. It was determined that the density calculation would be greater 
than the density allowed under an enhanced density, which per code means that the maximum 
allowable density goes back to the 22 units per acre.    

Height
Under Rm-1 zoning the maximum allowable height for principal structures cannot exceed 36 feet. 
Principal structures that have exposed foundations on side or rear yards cannot exceed 46 feet. Per 
§335-30D(2), PDO districts may deviate from requirements of the underlying zoning district with respect
to maximum building height. The Plan Commission will need to determine if the proposed height of the 
project’s building is acceptable. The four apartment buildings will have exposed foundations on their 
rear and side elevations, thus there are two different heights shown below. 

 Buildings A & B

 5 Story Side (exposed foundations): 66 ft. 6 in.
 4 Story Side (non-exposed foundations): 55 ft. 8 in.

 Buildings C & D

 4 Story Side (exposed foundations): 56 ft. 6 in.
 3 Story Side (non-exposed foundations): 45 ft. 6 in.

 Townhomes

 32 ft. 10 in.

Setbacks
The Rm-1 district requires a setbacks of 50 feet from the street right of way, 20 feet side yard setback 
and 25 feet rear yard. Per §335-30D(2), the PDO overlay allows for a development to deviate from the 
setback requirements of the underlying zoning district. The applicant has proposed the following 
setbacks: 

 Building A: 51.9 ft. (rear); 11.3 ft. (side)
 Building B: 89.1 ft. (street); 43.9 ft. (rear)

 Building C: 36.2 ft. (street)

 Building D: 37.9 ft. (street); 82.1 ft. (rear)

 Townhomes: 30 ft. (street); 45 ft. (rear)

Building Footprint & Impervious Surface
The Rm-1 district places the maximum allowable building footprint at 30% of the lot area and maximum 
impervious surface at 65% of the lot area. The proposed site plan for the residential development 
shows the proposed lot area and impervious surface for the development. Specific information was not 
given about proposed building footprints, however staff has was able to estimate footprint based upon 
the floor plan information given.  This does not take into account any common space area. Additional 
information will need to be obtained from the developer regarding the footprint of the residential 
buildings. Information will also need to be submitted regarding the proposed area calculations for the B-
1 property (Mill Place).  

 Lot Area: 300,999 sq. ft.

 Impervious Surface: 193,842 sq. ft. - 64% of lot area

http://ecode360.com/print/8138288
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 Estimated Building Footprints:
 Building A: 11,000 sq. ft.
 Building B: 21,000 sq. ft.
 Building C: 16,000 sq. ft.
 Building D: 16,000 sq. ft.
 Townhomes: 7,000 sq. ft.
 Total: 71,000 sq. ft. - 23.5% of lot area

Parking
§335-32 requires that multiple family dwellings provide 2 parking spaces per dwelling unit. The 
proposed development is 182 units, which requires a minimum of 364 spaces. The applicants have 
proposed a total of 402 parking spaces, which includes 238 enclosed and 164 surface parking spaces.

Ordinance requires that all driveways be at a minimum of 20 feet wide, a width measurement was not 
provided on the site plan for the driveway connecting to Elm Grove Road. The width of the driveway to 
Watertown Plank Road is 38 feet. 

Currently side yard parking is being proposed to the south of Building A. Off street parking is not 
allowed in a side yard, per code however under §335-32B(3) the Plan Commission may determine that 
conditions are such that parking is side yards is reasonably necessary to provide adequate parking. A 
deviation may also be made under the PDO overlay district is provided in §335-30D(2).

Traffic movement in the parking lot was not provided, however it is assumed that the drive lanes are 
intended for two way traffic. Ordinance allows for two way traffic movement if the provided parking is at 
a 90 degree angle, which was provided.  Curbed end islands are required to be at least 100 sq. ft. in 
area. Area measurements were not provided on the site plans for the curbed end islands. 

Curbs and barriers are required to be a minimum of four feet from a property line. Currently parking 
show on the south driveway to Watertown Plank Road is a minimum of 2 ft. from the lot line. Again a 
deviation may be made under §335-30D(2).

Right of Way Vacation
The applicants will be requesting that the Village vacate 40 feet of the 100 feet of right of way along 
Elm Grove Road. This vacation would be split evenly between the east and west sides. This right of 
way vacation would allow for the development to have an additional 0.50 acre. The existing right of way
along Elm Grove Road is 100 feet, which is relatively wide for a two lane road in the Village. Typical 
right of way widths for most Village roads is between 60 and 50 feet. The applicants still need to submit 
their request for a right of way vacation.  

Emergency Service Comments
Fire Chief Bill Selzer has reviewed the proposed site plan and his comments are attached the 
application materials. Police Chief Jim Gage has reviewed the plans and does not have any comments 
at this time. We are currently waiting on EMS Director Dr. Jon Robinsons comments. 

Engineer’s Comments
Provided in your packet are preliminary conceptual review comments from Village Engineer Andy 
Petersen.  

Traffic Impact Analysis
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Included in your packet is the executive summary of the traffic impact analysis completed by Traffic 
Engineering Services, Inc.

Tax Incremental Financing
The applicants are requesting TIF financing. Currently we have not received any information from the 
applicants in terms of what they will be requesting.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions.




