
City of Evansville Plan Commission

Regular Meeting

Monday, December 2, 2013, 6:00 pm
City Hall (Third Floor), 31 South Madison Street
MINUTES

1. Call to Order. The meeting was called to order at 6:00 pm by Mayor Sandy Decker.

2. Roll Call. Members present: Mayor Sandy Decker, Jim Brooks, Matt Eaton, Carol Endres, John Gishnock, Bill Hammann, and Jon Senn. Others present: Community Development Director Nicole Sidoff, City Administrator Dan Wietecha, and members of the public.
3. Approval of Agenda.  Hammann made a motion, seconded by Eaton, to approve the agenda.  Motion approved 7-0.
4. Approval of Minutes. Senn made a motion, seconded by Hammann, to waive the reading of the minutes from the November 5, 2013 regular meeting and approve them as printed. Motion approved 7-0.

5. Civility Reminder. Decker noted the monthly civility reminder.
6. Citizen appearances other than agenda items listed.  Wietecha noted that staff performance reviews are coming up soon. Wietecha encouraged Plan Commission members to contact him if they have any comments on staff, particularly Sidoff, as she is most directly involved with the Plan Commission.
7. New Business
a. Public hearing concerning the City of Evansville Park and Outdoor Recreation Plan: 2013-2018 and possible motion to recommend adoption by the City Council
i. Presentation - Sidoff gave a presentation that provided an overview of the Park and Outdoor Recreation Plan.
ii. Public hearing - Mayor Decker opened the public hearing at 6:21 pm. Scott Brummond, 116 Garfield Ave., thanked the City for its support of the Evansville Soccer Club. Brummond shared his thoughts on the Soccer Club’s needs. Comments included his belief that the Club is growing and will need more fields in the future, and the Club wants to partner with the City on maintenance and fundraising. James Espinosa, 326 Garfield Ave., echoed Brummond’s comments regarding the Soccer Club. He noted that the Club has around 350 kids now, and the Club is in need of more fields to host tournaments. He believes the tournaments would bring many people into Evansville. He noted it is difficult to hold tournaments because the soccer fields are scattered throughout the City. Mike Nicholson, 13364 Forest Hollow Lane, also discussed the Soccer Club, noting that the existing fields are nice, but they could use additional fields at West Side Park. Dan Cobb, 616 South Sixth Street, spoke on behalf of the Evansville Tennis Association. He noted that he believes tennis and soccer are compatible, as they have opposite seasons. Additionally, he believes that both sports are growing because they are safe and can be played for many years. The Evansville School District is the only one in the conference without a tennis team. Cobb mentioned he runs a tennis camp at Leonard-Leota Park, and the camp needs more space and the existing courts are dangerous. Most people drive to Janesville to play tennis. He would like to see tennis courts at West Side Park, preferably 6-7 courts so the School District could have a tennis team and host tournaments. He noted that he would be willing to work with the City to apply for a grant to pay 20% of the cost of new tennis courts.
Mayor Decker closed the public hearing at 6:31 pm.
iii. Plan Commissioner questions and comments – The Plan Commission had a dialogue with the representatives in attendance from the soccer and tennis clubs. One of the main topics was collaborating with the School District. Currently, the Soccer Club rarely uses the School District’s soccer fields, and the District does not have tennis courts. The PC and members of the public also discussed the location of soccer fields in the City, with the Soccer Club noting that it was beneficial to have fields throughout the community, but they would also like to have more fields at a central location to make the logistics of hosting tournaments easier. The group also discussed the coop tennis team effort, which will begin in July 2014. 
Brooks asked if there was data on how frequently the tennis courts are used now. Sidoff noted that the City does not currently have that type of information. Cobb noted that he believes that replacing the tennis courts at Leonard-Leota Park will not help his cause of running a tennis camp or starting a tennis team. He believes they need more courts and they should be at West Side Park. Decker noted that partnering with the School District will be key moving forward, as tax dollars from both entities will need to be leveraged in the future. Cobb asked why it was proposed to have new facilities for baseball. Hammann noted that the Plan Commission looks at the entire City, from a land use perspective. The Park and Recreation Board looks at particular park facilities. The PRB recommended particular projects in the Park Plan based on their knowledge of needs in the community. He noted that the PRB would be the appropriate place for Cobb to voice any appeals. Decker noted that she was impressed with the work of the PRB. Brooks complimented the PRB and staff on the Plan.
Brooks asked where the population projection numbers came from. Sidoff noted that the projection data comes from the Department of Administration’s population projections. Brooks noted that public input efforts reached out to parks users, but questioned if people who do not use the parks were asked for their input. Sidoff noted that that was the difficulty in conducting a survey that was not a statistically significant sample of the population; however, the City and staff did not have the resources to do that type of survey for this planning effort. The Smart Growth survey will be statistically significant. Brooks asked if there would be a section on bike/pedestrian trails in the Smart Growth Plan, and Sidoff noted that she would like to see a section on that topic. 
Senn noted that he would like to see a recommendation for tennis and basketball courts at West Side Park incorporated into the Park Plan. Eaton observed that it seems like everyone wants a piece of West Side Park. Decker noted that all of the recommendations in the Park Plan went through a rigorous process for ranking them and determining what should be recommended for implementation. She suggested that the recommendation for tennis and basketball courts could be included on Table 10, which is a comprehensive list of all the recommendations that were discussed. Hammann noted that he believes it would make the most sense to have tennis and basketball continue to be located at Leonard-Leota Park, as that park is most centrally located. Brooks suggested noting that the recommendation be indicated as coming from the public hearing on the Plan.
Gishnock asked about the Plan goals, namely Goal 2, which relates to natural resource preservation. He noted that he did not think that some of these environmental issues were addressed directly as recommendations in the Plan and asked if it would be appropriate to include them in the Smart Growth Plan. Sidoff noted that municipal park plans typically focus more on active uses and recreation, whereas regional plans focus more on natural resources. Evansville does have some unique natural resources, such as Lake Leota and Allen Creek, and many recommendations address those resources. It would also be appropriate to address natural resource issues in the Smart Growth Plan. Decker noted that it will be important to address sustainability in general in the Smart Growth Plan. The Plan Commissioners then discussed bike and pedestrian trails in the City in further detail, noting that they would like to see that issue addressed in the survey and the Smart Growth Plan.
iv. Motion - Motion by Brooks, seconded by Endres, to recommend that the City Council adopt the City of Evansville Park and Outdoor Recreation Plan: 2013-2018. Motion approved 6-0, with Hammann abstaining.
b. Smart Growth Plan update and discussion
i. Community survey discussion and possible action - Sidoff explained that staff was looking to the Plan Commission for input on topics they would like to see covered in the survey. The discussion would focus on themes, not on actual word-smithing of questions. Sidoff noted that she included a copy of the 2004 survey in the packet and made recommendations for which questions she believed should be included in the survey. She also noted that customer service questions and a few questions about the Library would definitely be included in the survey. The Plan Commission discussed which questions to include from the last survey, as well as additional topics to include in the survey. Recommendations included:
1) Include questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 15, 20, and 21 from the last survey, as is.

2) Include question 6, with the addition of Green County and telecommute as options.
3) Include question 7, with the addition of transportation access, close to friends and/or relatives, and sense of community/inclusiveness as options.

4) Include a question similar to the question 13 in the Delavan survey, which discusses the idea of a future vision for the City.

5) Include a question about preferred methods for receiving information from the City. Choices can include social media, email, website, newspaper, info at City Hall, info at Library, and inserts in Water and Light bills.
6) Other topics Plan Commission members would like to see covered include broadband, tourism, entrepreneurship, property maintenance, sustainability, historic preservation, events (possibly, if worded correctly to make the responses actionable), areas to collaborate with the school district and other local governments, and environmental issues.
7) Plan Commissioners thought the open-ended question could ask respondents to expand upon a question already asked in the survey, or it could ask respondents what their needs are.

8) In the customer service section, Plan Commissioners would like to see “top notch” substituted for “excellent”.

9) Brooks noted that he would prefer that “neutral” not be an answer choice in any of the questions.

10) Gishnock referenced the PlannersWeb article about developing community surveys, which was included in the packet. He suggested that Evansville compare its survey results to other communities’ survey results if possible, as suggested by the article. 

11) Look to UW-Oshkosh as experts, particularly as their opinion relates to wording of questions.
The Plan Commission then discussed the timeline for the survey. The survey will likely be finalized before the next Plan Commission meeting, so this is the main opportunity for Plan Commissioners to provide their input into the survey development. Decker, Brooks, and Sidoff all emphasized that UW-Oshkosh had been hired to provide their expertise in drafting the survey.
ii. Planning intern update – Sidoff noted the position description for the planning intern in the Plan Commission packet. She indicated that they were hoping to have someone on board in January or February 2014, and the Plan Commission would hopefully meet the intern at a meeting in February or March.
c. Discussion and possible action on potential strategies to regulate food/beverage trucks - Sidoff provided an overview of her staff memo regarding food/beverage truck regulations. If the City decides to regulate this type of use, a number of issues may need to be considered, including location, cost of permit, hours of operation, etc. Sidoff noted that one of the primary items that continued to come up in regards to this issue is the idea of fairness - restaurants in the City are required to apply for a conditional use permit and pay that fee. Should food/beverage trucks be required to do the same? 
The Plan Commission discussed their views on regulating this type of use. Issues noted included regulating in public areas versus regulating on private property, addressing issues of distance from existing bricks and mortar food/beverage operations, food/beverage trucks as economic development and new business creation, and fostering a walkable environment by allowing these uses. A primary focus of the conversation was balancing growth and business creation with supporting the existing businesses and ensuring fairness. Brooks noted that trailers should also be mentioned in anything that may be drafted to regulate these uses. The PC also discussed County and State licenses that regulate these types of uses. Brooks suggested setting a fee high enough to ensure the business would be invested in Evansville and to also include language that addresses traffic concerns. Decker asked at what point a food truck would become a “permanent” fixture, noting that at that point a site plan may be needed. The PC discussed including a requirement that the food truck be moved after certain increments of time (i.e. every two hours). Gishnock cited the Milton coffee truck, which he believes was an example of an entrepreneur who identified a community need and built a business around it. PC members agreed that this is likely both an economic development issue and a public safety issue. 
PC members agreed that an ordinance addressing this use should include a requirement for registration/licensing from the City, regulation of location through permission or prohibition, a limit on the number of days that this use can be in operation without becoming a “permanent” fixture, and inclusion of trailers along with trucks. Decker noted that the issue of fairness needs to be addressed, and it may be fair to require these uses to obtain a conditional use permit, just like other restaurants are required to do. The PC referred this item to the Economic Development Committee for discussion. Brooks requested that the notes from this discussion be provided to the EDC members.
8. Monthly Reports

a. Report on other permitting activity by Zoning Administrator.  Nothing to report.
b. Report on the Unified Land Development Code Committee.  Nothing to report.
c. Report of the Evansville Historic Preservation Commission. Decker noted that the HPC is working with Eager Free Library on the State Historic Preservation paperwork they need to complete for maintenance projects at the Library.
d. Report on Common Council actions relating to Plan Commission recommendations.  Decker noted that the Common Council approved the land division for the Every property.
e. Report on Board of Appeals actions relating to zoning matters.  Nothing to report.
f. Enforcement Report.  Sidoff noted that the development staff team discussed the wellhead protection issue extensively during its last meeting and agreed it would be best to get the opinion of the City Attorney on this issue. They will be meeting with the Attorney in two weeks, and staff will report on that discussion at the January Plan Commission meeting.
9. Meeting Reminder.  The next Plan Commission meeting will be on Monday, January 6, 2014 at 6 pm at City Hall. 
10. Adjournment.  Hammann made a motion, seconded by Senn, to adjourn at 8:19 pm. Motion approved 7-0.
The minutes are not official until approved by the Plan Commission at their next regular meeting.
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