Village of Weston, Wisconsin
OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE PLAN COMMISSION
held on Monday, September 13, 2021, at 6:00 p.m., at Dale’s Weston Lanes, 5902 Schofield Avenue
AGENDA ITEMS.
1. Meeting called to order by Plan Commission (PC) Chair & Trustee Loren White at 6:02 p.m.
2. Roll Call of Village PC by Secretary Parker.
Roll call indicated 6 regular Plan Commission members present. Since Cronin was excused, Alternate Plan
Commissioner, Trustee Zeyghami participated.
Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Present
YES
YES
EXCUSED
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES – in place of Cronin

Village Staff in attendance: Donner, Higgins, Wodalski, Wheaton, Trautman, Crowe, Osterbrink, Falkowski,
and Parker. There were about 30 audience member present in person, and 4 present via Zoom. Village
President Mark Maloney and Trustee Barb Ermeling were also present.
3. Approve minutes from the August 9, 2021, Joint PC/ETZ Meeting.
Motion by Meinel, second by Jordan: To approve the August 9, 2021, Joint PC/ETZ Meeting Minutes.
Yes Vote: 7

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
YES
YES
-----YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

PUBLIC HEARING
Zoning Map Amendments & Related Requests
4. Project #20210269 – Daniel & Lori Artz, requesting a rezone of 7101 E. Kmiecik Street from RR
(Rural Residential – 5 Acres) Zoning District to AR (Agriculture and Residential) Zoning District.
a. Open Public Hearing.
White opened the public hearing at 6:05 p.m. [0:03:15 – Zoom Recording]
b. Presentation by Staff.
Wheaton explained her staff report, and how the applicants want to reconfigure and merge these three lots into
two lots, and because the zoning districts are not the same for the lots, they are requesting the rezone.
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c. Public Comment Period.
No one spoke in opposition.
Dan Artz, 7305 E. Kmiecik Street, was present in support. He explained that his brother-in-law is selling his
~38-acre parcel to him and his son, Brian Artz, of 7101 E. Kmiecik, and that he and Brian Artz are splitting that
land and adding it to theirs, but since the zoning is different, it needs to be rezoned in order to purchase attach.
Higgins pointed out the proposed CSM in the packet, showing what will occur.
d. Close Public Hearing.
White closed the hearing at 6:10 p.m.
e. Recommendation from Staff.
Wheaton stated staff recommends approval.
f. Discussion & Recommendation to the Village Board by Plan Commission.
The Plan Commission then went through the Rezone Determination:
1.Yes
2.Yes
3.Yes
4.Yes
Motion by Guerndt, second by Meinel: to recommend approval of the rezone request #20210269 and
forward to the recommendation on to the Village Board 09/20/2021 agenda.
Yes Vote: 7

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
YES
YES
-----YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

Conditional Use Requests
5. Project #20210270 – Seth Lerch, requesting a Conditional Use Permit to allow a Residential
Business at his property at 7209 Ross Avenue, within the SF-L (Single-Family Residential – Large Lot)
Zoning District.
a. Open Public Hearing.
White opened the public hearing at 6:13 p.m. [0:11:45 – Zoom Recording]
b. Presentation by Staff.
Wheaton explained her staff report, and how in order to obtain a Residential Business Permit for him to run a
part-time business fixing classic cars out of his detached garage, he needs to receive a Conditional Use
Permit.
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Guerndt questioned if he will be allowed to leave vehicles outside. Wheaton stated a performance standard in
the Residential Business regulations does allow for one licensed car, van, or light duty truck used for the
business to be outside, but she believes Lerch’s plan is that everything will be stored inside.
c. Public Comment Period.
Milton Pyke, 7206 Christiansen Avenue, was present in opposition. He stated his concern is that Lerch’s land
butts right up to his on the north side. He stated that the area in between is all swamp land and explained the
run-off issues that occurs there. He stated the guy that owned the corner hauled over 100 yards of sand in
there to build on top of it, and that is why he is opposed to this.
Wheaton explained there are no proposed new buildings, that Lerch will be operating out of his existing
garage.
Mumper questioned the process of disposal of chemicals or oils. Wheaton stated it would be in any other
manner as a residential use, unless they wish to add a condition to this permit about that. Pyke stated there is
bedrock below their properties, so water does not have a chance to escape, and how everyone in this area has
wells, and how he is sitting on top of an aquifer.
White questioned if there is a plan for his painting, as far as if we will receive complaints from the odors of his
painting? Wheaton stated this is just auto repair, and she does not think any painting will be occurring.
It was confirmed that Lerch was not present to answer any questions.
Tom Wudi, 7106 Christiansen Avenue, was present in opposition. He stated, similar to Pyke, he is also
concerned about the standing water and their shallow wells. He stated if a person is doing body work to cars,
there will be chemicals used and residue from paint.
Wheaton stated if painting is a concern, PC could add it as a condition that no painting can take place, as part
of the permit.
White stated based on the nature of Lerch’s proposed business, he most likely will be doing some painting.
White stated he would assume Lerch would not be simply dumping waste oil in his own backyard. White
confirmed the biggest issue he is hearing from neighbors is possible contamination of their well water.
Wheaton pointed out that while Lerch is doing this commercially, if someone were doing this as a hobby, there
would be no regulations on it. She stated unless we find out, we would not know it was occurring. She stated
Plan Commission can add any conditions.
Wudi questioned if the family moves, if the permit stays with the property? White stated the CUP goes with the
person, not property.
Les Hojnacki, of 8307 Callon Avenue, suggested the Commission consider a 2-year permit, with a sunset
clause to review the permit with the input from the neighbors. Wheaton stated Plan Commission can add a
timeline. Wheaton stated Plan Commission also has up to 60 days to decide on the CUP from the date of the
hearing, where they can request more information from the owner.
d. Close Public Hearing.
White closed the hearing at 6:24 p.m.
e. Recommendation from Staff.
Wheaton stated staff recommends approval, contingent on any conditions Plan Commission wishes to add.
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f.

Discussion and Action by Plan Commission.

Motion by Guerndt, second by Mumper, to defer until next month when we can get applicant in to
answer some questions. Question: Guerndt clarified that the questions Plan Commission has are –
who he has contracted to dispose of the oil and hazardous chemicals; will he be painting, and if he is,
what kind of paint (such as water based); where he will dispose of oil thinners, etc. Mumper added a
question of will there be any abrasive blasting, and if so, where will that be done.
Yes Vote: 7

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
YES
YES
-----YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

Wheaton stated she will reach out to Lerch to let him know the outcome and that Plan Commission would like
him to attend (or highly recommended he attend) in person or via Zoom to the next meeting to answer these
questions.
6. Project #20210285 – Zoua Yang, requesting a Conditional Use Permit to allow a Tourist Rooming
House, at property he owns, addressed as 1415-1417 Foothill Avenue, within the 2F (Two-Family
Residential) Zoning District.
a. Open Public Hearing.
White opened the public hearing at 6:29 p.m. [0:26:29 – Zoom Recording]
b. Presentation by Staff.
Wheaton explained her staff report, and stated they are proposing to use this as a tourist rooming house for
short stays on both sides of this duplex. She pointed out that their operation plan states the property will not
be used for illegal use, large party gatherings, and will ensure noise levels will not disturb the neighbors.
Wheaton stated we received an e-mail last week from a neighbor with concerns (and the e-mail was included
in the meeting packet) on possible increased traffic and safety issues.
c. Public Comment Period.
Tina Prinz, 5702 Mary Lane, was present and questioned if the owner is renting this out as an Air BNB?
Wheaton stated with any long-term rental or single-family home, it could get loud too.
Higgins pointed out in 2017 the State Legislature adopted Act 67, which limits our discretion on a lot of these
cases for short-term rentals. She stated Plan Commission can’t decide based on speculation or what could
happen. She stated how we had to revise our code, after adding regulations on this use in 2015, due to this
legislation. She stated we are limited on how much we can regulate this.
Mumper questioned the definition for short-term rental, if it means 7 days or less. Wheaton stated our code
reflects 7 days or less for the Tourist Rooming House. She stated if longer than that, it gets into long-term
rental, which would be treated like renting out an apartment.
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d. Close Public Hearing.
White closed the hearing at 6:34 p.m.
e. Recommendation from Staff.
Wheaton stated staff recommends approval.
f. Discussion and Action by Plan Commission.
Jordan questioned the number of bedrooms and parking places. Wheaton explained there are two bedrooms
in each unit, and a garage stall for each, as well as two outside parking spaces for each. Wheaton stated this
is a bi-level, which is identical on both sides.
The Plan Commission then went through the Conditional Use Determination:
1. Yes
2. Yes
3. Yes
4. Yes
5. Yes
Motion by Mumper, second by Guerndt, to approve Conditional Use Permit #20210285, allowing a
Tourist Rooming House at 1415/1417 Foothill Avenue, subject to the 7 conditions as listed on the
Determination form.
Yes Vote: 7

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
YES
YES
-----YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

TID District #2 Project Plan Amendment
7. Proposed Project Plan Amendments to Tax Incremental District No. 2
a. Open Public Hearing.
White opened the public hearing at 6:39 p.m. [0:36:38 – Zoom Recording]
b. Presentation by MDRoffers/Staff.
Donner explained the presentation given tonight is on the TID #2 Project Plan Amendment, which extends
basically from Walgreens to Birch Street, along Schofield Avenue. He stated the TID has some capability to
support infrastructure just outside of its boundaries. He stated at the last Plan Commission Meeting (in
August), there had been some considerable discussion about the plan amendment and a lot of that focus was
on what we would be considering for approving with this process tonight. He pointed out Roffers memo (which
was attached to the meeting packet) to the Plan Commission, that explained that we have taken the input from
the Plan Commission (at the August 9 meeting) and made the requested modifications to the plan that reduces
the overall amount of costs that may be deemed supported by the TID. Donner explained that any projects
that are included in this plan have to come before the Board of Trustees for approval and the decision to
proceed with those projects will be dependent on the actual performance of the TID. This plan is not approving
anything to go forward immediately, but certainly evaluating what might be possible to do, and if projects are
not named in this plan, they can’t be undertaken without another amendment to the plan.
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Donner introduced Mark Roffers, of MDRoffers, who the Village has hired to help us keep this in line with State
Law, in terms of the compliance with Tax Incremental Financing Law.
Roffers stated how he has worked with the Village for about 7 or 8 years and how he does this type of work
with other communities throughout the State.
Roffers then went through his presentation (attached to these minutes). Roffers explained how prior to
tonight’s public hearing, every property owner within the TID was notified about this meeting, which goes
above and beyond the State requirements. He then explained the next steps being tonight’s public hearing,
which if adopted goes before the Board of Trustees, and if adopted goes to the Joint Review Board. He
explained if this does not happen, then the existing project plan just continues going forward.
Donner went through final slides of the presentation, which covers what the effect would be if we were too
close TID #2 now. He explained how one of the main purposes to opening TID #2 was to enhance
redevelopment of properties. He explained how Schofield Avenue is considered a blighted area, in the
definitions made by the State. He gave an example that this could simply mean a particular lot may not be in a
suitable use right now compared to other lands, or the property is run down. He stated if we were to close this,
then all the infrastructure that we would potentially be able to fund would then have to be through debt service
on the general tax levy. The slides at the end of the presentation summarized the estimated impact of closing
TID #2. Due to administrative costs assigned to TID #2 that would be paid for through the general tax levy the
net benefit to the tax roll would be about $0.09/$1,000 of equalized value ($17.00 on a 200,000 home). He
compared the estimated impact to the general tax roll for borrowing $3.5M for Schofield Avenue reconstruction
as being about $0.30/$1,000 if TID #2 were to close. He stated in a perfect world we would not have TID, but
this is not a perfect world, so we are using this as a tool that can be used to mitigate impacts to the general tax
levy as well.
c. Public Comment Period. [1:13:41 Zoom Recording]
John Rondeu, 5403 JM Place, was present in opposition, and questioned TID #1 and what happened with the
Camp Phillips Centre project. Donner stated there was too much wetland there and permitting with the DNR
was impossible, so the project died. Donner thought in the end we spent around $750,000 in consulting fees.
Donner stated Weston Avenue, from Camp Phillips Road to County Road J, is the Village’s #1 priority project
for TID #1. He stated TID #1 has the capacity to fund the reconstruction of Weston Avenue. Rondeu wants to
see the numbers related to Camp Phillips Centre.
Laverne Rondeu, 5403 JM Place, was present in opposition, stating we don’t know what the extended costs
are going to be once this is passed. She gave an example of the Schofield Avenue project years ago, which
was meant to beautify the stretch, which she stated costed the Village a small fortune. She commented on
how the Village brought in a consultant from outside who charged the Village a lot of money. She stated that
she understands we want to bring businesses into the area and that we want the Village to look beautiful. She
mentioned that right now we have medians that look bad because they are not being taken care of. She
brought up the new Municipal Facility that is being built, stating that the taxpayers had no input in that, which is
going to cost the Village over $16 million, and we don’t know yet what the debt will be on that premium. She
feels there are costs up in the air yet. She brought up the plan to rename Schofield Avenue, and questioned
the reason behind that and what that will cost. She feels the Village needs to answer these questions before
the taxpayers will trust that the Village is using the funds wisely. She would like to know what is going to be
going on.
Shantese Tarpey, 4405 Leduc Street, was present in opposition. She feels there is a lack of trust and
transparency. She stated how she educated herself on what a TID is, and looking through our proposal, it
appears this is kind of a giant slush fund that will allow the Village to do what they want, when they want. She
stated she would like to see the Board take action to close TID #1 as soon as possible. She stated the
taxpayers have been waiting patiently for 25 years for this TID to close. She stated in her opinion, the $6
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million revenue needs to go to support things like schools, county operations, police, and fire services. She
feels that by closing that TID and putting that money back into the levy would help offset the cost of the new
municipal center. She clarified that she is asking the Village to close TID #1, before they do anything with TID
#2, so we don’t have another TID that never dies.
Donner stated we have outstanding debt in TID #1 and it is projected to be several years out. Trautman stated
there is a report on this on our Financial Statements, which can be found on our website.
Jesse Wellhoefer, 5407 Cheryl Drive, was present in opposition. He stated he is new to this area and owns a
couple businesses and several rental unit properties. He stated that he is grateful for the work the public
officials do for the Village. In moving to Weston, he was hoping to find a system of people who are held to a
high fiduciary standard, making decisions based on a set of principles, standards, and rules, which are
designed to maximize the best interest of the Village. He stated in his short time here in Weston, he has seen
three things going on: 1) someone approved use of 20 acres of prime real estate to build a new building right
on Camp Phillips Road. He had hoped that the taxpayer money was spent to increase the money this
community can make, through jobs, etc. Instead, he feels the Village is throwing away 20 acres of land and
spending $16 million of taxpayer money to build a government building. Instead of using this land being used
for business that would make money and pay taxes, it will be used for something that will demand more money
than the people can afford. He stated the empty office space will be filled with employees that the taxpayers
will need to support. He feels this will be a huge drain not a benefit. 2) He stated that he learned that 23 years
ago our leaders opened TID #1 to spend money on infrastructure along a highway that has become our little
industrial area, which was a huge success. The stated land and the taxes the businesses pay should come
back to the Village. He stated, however, this TID has not been closed and instead this committee is looking to
extend that TID and borrow more money, as opposed to closing and finishing off. 3) He recently attended the
August Plan Commission Meeting, which created and proposed this spending plan. What he saw was a
subgroup of people decided to hire a 3rd party agency to come up with a way to spend about $12 million. He
stated it was clear at that meeting that next to none of the members actually saw the value on the spending
plan laid out. He stated there appeared to be a lot of confusion and frustration in that meeting. He stated how
in that meeting the Plan Commission approved moving this forward to public hearing with the hopes to that
they could figure out after the approval how to actually spend the money. He stated from what he sees, this
committee does not have a tried-and-true method of fiduciary procedures in place on how to spend the
taxpayer money. He is asking that everyone on this committee and all elected officials to treat every dollar
spent as if it were their own and the needed return on investment. He stated there needs to be a process
which each decision shows a clear return on investment for every dollar spent. He asks that the spending of
the money on TID #2 not occur until the committee can show the taxpayers how the money spent will bring a
return on investment as well as the procedures they went through to prove that. He does not want this TID to
be another blank check for a government building or free money for the good old boys’ club.
Cindy Russell, 5907 Tricia Avenue, was present in opposition. She read a statement that referred to the new
municipal facility costing $16.6 million, which will cost the average taxpayer $129.00 on a $150,000 home.
She stated the municipal center will also add to the new net construction, which will increase the tax levy,
causing more taxes to be paid by the taxpayer. She stated how TID #1 had a maturity due date of July 1,
2021, which was extended another 10 years. She stated the document she received from the Village
Administrator showed tax increment funds financing lines of credit in excess of $12 million, guaranteed by the
Village, and business grants or gifts in excess of $3 million, with some of these businesses closing. She stated
if the Village is in the business of selecting business winners and losers how the taxpayers lose. She stated
banks are in the business of making money, not losing money, how government does not follow that business
plan, and questioned if government should be the arbiter as to which businesses or developers receive grants
or lines of credits with no oversight. She stated the MacIver Institute warns of the dangers of such TID
financing. In her opinion, the Board needs to find a way to offset the property tax and levy increases on the
new municipal facility. She stated closing TID #1 and #2 seems to be a great solution, which would return $6.1
million in tax revenue back to the Village’s general fund. She stated closing both TIDs would provide the
taxpayers a savings of $0.98 per $1,000 of assessed value, or a $150,000 home would save $147.00 in taxes
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and would minimize the municipal center tax of $129.00. She stated how she protests the additional $12
million in TID #2 to subsidize businesses and developers. She stated over the years numerous businesses
and developers have built apartments and business structures without help from the Village. She questioned
why the Village is not concerned for residents on a fixed income. She stated the Village’s constituents are
struggling financially from the pandemic as well as the rising in inflation. She stated subsidizing businesses
and developers is only increasing the Village’s debt and our taxes. She went through the Village’s audit, for
year ending 2020, and the fund balance in TID #1 was $3,782,000, and we have a $15 million debt on that.
She questioned how much of financing of line of credits of $12 million are still outstanding for those businesses
that we guaranteed payment on. Donner stated he thinks she is referring to prior letters of credit for
development agreements made with some developers in TID #1. Trautman stated the only balance that is left
outstanding is the Schierl’s from the lawsuit, as we owe them yet, and the difference is from the CDA revenue
bonds. Russell stated she protests any funding that goes to TID #2 because she feels TID #1 should be
closed and sending money back to the taxpayers.
Jim Russell, 5907 Tricia Avenue, was present in opposition. He stated that he is opposed in the TID #2 $8
million in developer incentives. He read a statement that referred to how Wisconsin is 5th highest in taxes. He
stated he recently read an article in the MacIver Institute which indicated when the time approaches to close a
TID, local officials start taking desperate steps to stop it, using slush funds to fund almost anything they want.
He stated with TID #1 was opened in 1998, and set to close in 2021. He stated TID #1 is pulling in $5.4 million
a year in property tax revenue. He stated by comparison, the Village’s property tax collection are only
expected to be $4.5 million. He stated if the TID closed, the revenue would go into the tax levy. He stated how
with levy limits it would not increase government revenues, it would go directly towards property tax relief
throughout the Village, school district, county, and technical college. He stated how State law only allows a
municipality to have up to 12% of total equalized value in TID’s. Weston has over 21% tied up in the TID. He
stated how Weston lobbied the state for an exemption, and the TID project plan was amended to add $23.4
million worth of property to the TID and extend its life to 2031. He stated the Village has TIDs that just don’t
die, and questioned what will happen with TID #1? He stated how there is plenty of internet options available
how the Village decided that the TID needed an astonishing 1,000 megabytes per second speed, and offered
to pay TDS $225,000 from the TID to install fiber optic cables. He stated the Village speculated that if a
company could push satellite companies out of town, its cable franchise fees will increase by $40,000. He
stated the MacIver Institute article discusses the grant given to TDS; however, they are not the only business
receiving grant monies of lines of credit from the TID. He stated there is a list of companies receiving lines of
credit or grants from Weston is available from the Village business office, and because it is tax money, it
should be readily available to all residents. He concluded stating the new municipal center will increase the tax
levy and real estate taxes to the taxpayer. He stated businesses in TID #1, the industrial park, and TID #2, will
not pay a dime in real estate taxes towards the new municipal center, which we will be providing municipal
services to them, covered by the taxpayers. He stated TID #1 was set to close in 2021, which would have
given taxpayers $0.89 per $1,000 of assessed value of a home. He questioned why TID #1 was not closed
and extended out to 2031, and feels this will happen with TID #2 also. He questioned if it is a prudent function
of a government to pick winners and losers in the private sector by giving grants to private businesses. He
stated the “but for” is very arbitrary. He questioned if TDS would have come to Weston without that? He
questioned if the other municipalities, that TDS went through, give them grants. He questioned if Charter or
some of the others received funds, or if the Village just picks winners and losers.
Donner stated TID 1 was extended because of a devaluation of commercial property from the State that cause
the debt repayment situation to go under water, so the Village asked for an extension so that they can solve it.
Trautman stated the State of WI devalued our commercial property in TID #1 by $22 million in 2010 and 2011.
With that, we could not sustain the debt payments, and in time within 2 to 3 years prior to getting the approval
from the State, the general fund had to get the TIF funds to pay the debt from that time. She explained we
could not levy for it, so we had to use the general fund that we had available. She stated when we got the
approval from the State, we were able to refinance our CDA revenue bonds.
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Donner pointed out that there is not a proposal to extend the life of TID #1 or #2.
Tom Salzman, of 227521 Lahr Avenue, is present in opposition, speaking as a local business person. He
explained how he is opposed to the amendments in the TIF, and how this report does not say how the bonds
will be paid back. He is opposed to moving property owners, to changing zoning, and using State Statues to
condemn residential land to bring in businesses. He brought up special assessments to properties and how if
Schofield Avenue is resurfaced, it should not be special assessed to the property owners along there.
White read the e-mails of opposition (attached) that were submitted to him by:
Dan and Michelle Zajichek, of 4812 Fuller Street
Eric and Jennifer Limirand, of 4506 Estate Drive
Ashley Knox, of 6405 Old Costa Lane
Sarah Leafblad, of 5916 Pine Park Street
Robert Beauchene, of 5808 Mary Lane
Lisa Pye, of 5808 Mary Lane
Lisa Pye, was present, stated that she opposed to TID #2 for all the reasons that were stated. She feels we
should look at why we still have it open. She feels they should have a say in how their money is spent.
Wellhoefer questioned if the Village could recover from the costs of the new municipal facility project, now that
the Village has done all this work and cleared all this land, if we could instead look at how we can bring in
businesses on to that property, and the money the Village spent can be used to help those businesses. He
stated by scrapping the municipal facility project and use that money to help businesses who would want to
move in that location. He stated he is not sure if this is how governments work, but if this was his own
businesses, that is what he would do.
Donner pointed out how our current municipal center is unsuitable for its current use, and a shop that is unsafe
for our employees. It needs to be updated and we can’t keep up with maintaining our equipment properly.
Donner stated after we are moved into the new location, the current location will be developed. He stated we
need to decide how we will market the current facility, whether selling it as it to a developer or making it into a
greenfield and start with a clean site for someone.
Cindy Russell commented on how none of the money from the TID’s come back to fire, police, EMS,
snowplowing etc. She questioned as these districts increase with businesses and apartments, the rest of the
taxpayers pick up that initial cost.
Jim Russell stated the average TID is 17 years, and ours is going on 25 years.
d. Close Public Hearing.
White closed the hearing at 7:56 p.m.
e. Discussion and Action by Plan Commission. [1:54:13 Zoom Recording]
i. Resolution No. 2021-PC-007: A Resolution approving and recommending an amendment to the
TID#2 Project Plan for the Village of Weston, Marathon County, WI.
Meinel feels there is a lot of people questioning the use of funds. He, too, questions the use of funds, and
questions if we should specify the use of all of those funds or whether we should be regulating or come up with
certain parameters. He commented on how the Village has not had much success with TID #1, and
understands that was under a different administrator, Board, and Plan Commission, but it is still real money.
He stated the expense you incur with all of that is still taxpayer money. He has concerns about this location
and whether this TIF will have a similar risk, and how we need to be more specific. He stated as far as
repaving Schofield Avenue, he is for that, but he is not in favor of subsidizing apartment buildings in this area
with no clue of how those funds are being used.
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Jordan introduced that he was the past president of Wausau Supply, and how they have added a significant
amount of employment to this area. He commented on how the Village provided Wausau Supply a place to
build that was exceedingly inexpensive than any other options he had. He stated that was the motivation that
got Wausau Supply to Weston. He stated he is interested in helping businesses that show the potential. The
problem he has is it does not feel right putting all the potential businesses in. He struggles with the water
treatment as part of the proposed projects. He struggles with the thought that just because we have the
money in there, we should do that. He feels it would make more sense to him to use it for business
development.
Marshall stated she would like to see the return on investment, and with the TID district, you have to wait many
years. She stated she doubts anyone here would make an investment and wait 25 years to see a return. She
commented that at the last meeting, in Guerndt’s motion, that it was only to include the repaving of Schofield
Avenue, and she is now seeing the 13 proposed projects. [Director Note: Guerndt’s motion did not include the
statement referenced by Marshall.]
Zeyghami commented that the current municipal center is 75 years old. He stated it does not meet the
requirements of today, with the new technology of WiFi, plumbing and heating. He stated the current building
was designed over 75 years ago, and he commented on how he came to this building 50 years ago when he
first moved here, when the police department was located in here. He stated this building was designed for a
small office, and not designed for as many people who are in there now. He commented on how the garage is
outdated and unsafe, and how the crane in the shop is unsafe. He stated how the current staff is using this
building to make it work, but there is no room to move around. He feels there has been a big need for a new
building. He stated the location for the new center has been sitting vacant for years. He stated as far as the
water system in the TID district, it is good, but not where it needs to be. He stated in that area there is high
manganese and iron in the water, and water heaters in that area need to be replaced often.
A resident questioned why we put so much money into our current location, when we knew we were moving
(Clerk’s Note - he may have been referring to the EMPD/SAFER building, which those departments are not
moving).
A lady commented that people agree the municipal center is old, but the lack of trust was that there was no
discussion on the building plans or costs.
Higgins pointed out the Plan Commission has no say over the new building, as that was the Village Board.
Guerndt stated his opinion is that he feels our residents don’t trust what our officials have done, as the building
got rammed through, so he feels everything else is fair game.
White stated he is a long-term resident, and this plan is a plan. From what he understands with TID/TIF, if you
want a remote possibility to use money from TIF on a project, it must be written in the plan. He stated things
listed in the plan are not necessarily going to happen, but in the chance it needs to happen, it must be in the
plan, and it has to go through Village Board for approval to happen. He commented on how the first things
developers ask when they come is what incentive is the Village going to give them.
Marshall stated while talking about TID #2, we can’t ignore TID #1 and the new Municipal Center. We are
asking people outside the TID to shoulder the burden. She stated that 23% of our equalized value is in a TID
district. She feels the rest of the residents are picking up the police and fire. She feels it is relevant to look at
people outside of the TID need to subsidize people in the TID.
[2:02:20 Zoom Video] Motion by Marshall, second by Meinel: to deny the proposal as presented, based
on the overwhelming responses we have received. Question – Zeyghami commented the motion
should be to recommend the denial to the Board. Marshal and Meinel confirmed that is their motion.
Meinel commented how he understands using the funds for resurfacing Schofield Avenue, but has
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problems using the funds for the other items and incentives. He does not like that we have a list of
items and how we are saying if we don’t use the money for that, we could instead use it towards
incentives for something else. He feels we have not been very good with handling incentives. He feels
we don’t have a very good track record. He stated this is taxpayer money and feels obligated to look at
this very closely. Donner emphasized this is a plan and we had to list the projects that could be
eligible. He stated this is not saying any one of these projects is approved at all. He stated any
projects would have to come before the Board. As far as addressing whether the project meets the
“but for” test, that becomes a question on each project that comes through. If talk about a different
more thorough process, we do need to get away from the PAYGO agreements, based on the length of
the life of these two TID’s, and those become impractical, so we have to look at some combination of
grants and some kind of milestones that they have to hit, for developers. Donner stated as far as the
plans coming up front, we could look at some general guidelines, but that is something to be
addressed individually with each project as they come forward. Wellhoefer asked for clarification on
what is being voted on. White stated the motion was for this amendment not to move forward. Roffers
stated they would be moving to reject the TID #2 Plan Amendment by not approving Resolution #2021PC-007. Roffers stated that the Village needs to evaluate after tonight whether this means this is dead
or not. Roffers stated it is very a-typical for a Plan Commission to take this action. We will be able to
answer later if this kills the project plan amendment or not. Roffers clarified what we need to verify is
whether this still goes before the Village Board for a public meeting, and if it will still go before Joint
Review Board. He stated that he does not want to say for sure this is a done deal without checking
first. Pye asked what makes this 100% dead? White stated the Board of Trustees vote. Maloney
clarified that during role call vote, voting in favor is voting to deny the amendment.
Yes Vote: 5

No Votes: 2

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
NO
YES
-----YES
YES
YES
YES
NO

Maloney asked for Donner to give an indication to the public on how this can get to the Board, and how it can
be composed to the Board to go around this decision. Donner stated he would have to talk to our financial
consultant or attorney to verify. Maloney questioned who would push this through to the Board? Donner
stated based on the action of Plan Commission, he believes this is dead. He stated we will follow-up with
residents on the definitive answer. Roffers stated he too believes this is dead, but would want to follow up with
an attorney to be sure. Donner stated if there stated if there was going to be an attempt for this to go forward,
he believes there would have to be a public hearing held again.
Meinel confirmed with Donner that Donner will follow up with these residents with a letter if this goes to the
next step.
COMMUNICATIONS [2:17:58 Zoom Recording]
8. Public Comment.
None.
9. Written Communications Received.
None.
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NEW BUSINESS
10. Project #20210324 – Finishing Touch Signs Requesting Special Exception – Tommy Docks,
Progress Way [2:18:30 Zoom Recording]
Wheaton went through her report with regard to Tommy Docks requesting two directional signs, which are
bigger than what code allows.
Motion by Meinel, second by Guerndt: to approve Project #20210324.
Yes Vote: 7

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
YES
YES
-----YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

11. Project #20210339 – Noah Phillips Requesting Special Exception [2:20:00 Zoom Recording]
Noah Phillips, property owner, 300 North 3rd Street, Wausau, was present.
Wheaton explained her report, stating this is for a new wall sign on the building, which is larger than what is
allowed.
Motion by Guerndt, second by Jordan: to approve Project #20210339
Yes Vote: 7

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
YES
YES
-----YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

12. Project #20200119 – Amendment to Site Plan – PGA Excavation Facility, 7315 Zinser Street [2:22:00
Zoom Recording]
At 8:24 p.m., Guerndt recused himself from this subject, and stepped down into the audience.
Nick Bancuk, MTS Consultants, 404 Franklin Street, was present.
Wheaton explained her report, stating this is for an updated site plan. She stated they are now requesting the
screened fencing that is planned to go around the entire property, be added at a later time, due to cost and
supply of material. She stated they would add screening around their garbage and recycling dumpsters now.
She stated that he was approved to have the gravel yard run all the way up to the property line, contingent on
the screened fencing around the property, and how until the fencing is placed, the gravel will need to meet the
5-foot setback. She stated with the building elevations, they are adding an additional overhead door on the
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east side of the building. She stated they are asking for a new asphalt driveway. She stated they are also
asking for a reduction in landscaping points.
She stated that since the Village has provided some funding for this project, and since PC was the original
approval authority, PC needs to take action on this site plan amendment.
Mumper questioned if there are any safety (or security) concerns with any of the changes.
Bancuk clarified that PGA is not looking to put the fence, surrounding the property, now or at a later time. He
stated they only plan to do a slatted privacy fence around the dumpsters. He clarified that there will be just
vehicles and equipment parked on this site, as PGA will be purchasing other property where they will store
their materials instead, versus as this site.
Zeyghami questioned the material around the dumpsters. There was some discussion on the strength of the
slatted fence.
Wheaton stated any gravel or pavement will need to maintain the setbacks.
Motion by Mumper, second by Jordan: to approve #20200119, as presented.
Yes Vote: 6

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 1

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
YES
YES
----------YES
YES
YES
YES

At 8:30 p.m., Guerndt returned to the Plan Commission.
STAFF REPORTS [2:27:20 Zoom Recording]
13. Acknowledge Report re: August 2021 Staff-Approved Certified Survey Maps and Site Plans
14. Acknowledge Report re: August 2021 Building Permits
Motion by Meinel, second by Mumper, to acknowledge Items #13 & 14.
Yes Vote: 7

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang
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Voting
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-----YES
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15. Acknowledge Report re: Housing Fee Schedules 2020 and 2021
Meinel questioned the report reflecting 2019. Higgins explained this is how these reports are done, per State
Law, as they are always a year behind.
Motion by Marshall, second by Guerndt, to acknowledge Items #15.

Yes Vote: 7

No Votes: 0

Abstain: 0

Member
White, Loren
Meinel, Steve
Cronin, Steve
Guerndt, Gary
Jordan, Joe
Marshall, Gayle
Mumper, Roy
Zeyghami, Hooshang

Not Voting: 1

Result: PASS

Voting
YES
YES
-----YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

MISCELLANEOUS [2:30:04 Zoom Recording]
16. Project Updates:
a. Existing
Higgins explained these are things still hanging out there.
i. Chapter 94, Article 13, Signs
Higgins stated we will be back next month with this topic. Staff did talk to Attorney Yde, who is putting
some things together. She stated this was a topic at the League of Municipalities Attorney’s Institute.
ii. Chapter 14 Building
Higgins stated this is still be worked on.
iii. Park Impact Needs Assessment
Higgins this will be coming back to PC. This was brought forward by previous Village President Sparks,
and PC was looking at breaking this into different fees for parkland dedication fees.
b. Future
i. Metro-Wide Housing Study
Higgins stated she will be taking to the Board next week that we will be participating in a metro-wide
housing study, with the assistance of RPC. She stated Marathon County will be funding the majority of this
project. This will feed into the previous study the Village had done and will talk about affordable housing in
the area.
ii. Comp Plan Update – Includes Comp Outdoor Rec Plan (CORP) Update
Higgins stated she is working with Osterbrink in bringing this up, and potentially a discussion of sewer and
water extension too.
17. Next Meeting Date
a. Monday, October 11, 2021, @ 6pm – Regular Meeting.
18. Remarks from Staff [2:33:50 Zoom Recording]
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Donner pointed out the implications of tonight’s actions on the TID #2 Amendment. He stated it was
overlooked that there was a proposal to remove some area from TID #2. He stated the action does not close
TID #2, as that decision would still need to be made, and the proposal to remove some of that territory does
have some implication on a current development being considered. He stated the boundary amendment would
need to move forward, but would need to be brought back by a motion. Donner stated that perhaps action
should not have been taken tonight, and instead should have decided what changes we would have wanted to
make, and could have addressed it in a different fashion. Donner believes the action can be brought back to
reconsider some parts of that proposed plan. He stated the boundary changes would be critical in the current
development that is being considered right now on the east end of the TID.
Guerndt questioned if those properties don’t get amended if the TID can move forward without them.
Higgins stated that the current TID Plan stands, but is limited to what we can do.
Guerndt clarified he is wondering if without omitting those properties, if we can still do an extension, or if we
need to petition the State for it. Donner explained we are not extending the TID, and it will just stay open until
it closes.
Donner stated the amendment would be the boundary change. He clarified we can’t do a boundary change
without an amendment. Donner stated we would eliminate those projects that were stated as being future
goals. He feels that is what the directive would have been in amending the plan, which then all the plan
amendment would have done was amend the boundary.
Marshall confirmed that type of amendment would only be to change the boundary.
Donner stated that is what could have been brought forward.
Higgins believes this would take someone who voted the amendment down to bring it back, but we will have to
research to be sure.
White clarified there would need to be a motion to rescind and then an action to reinstate with just those
changes, and in order to rescind, it would have to be done by someone who voted on the prevailing side.
Guerndt, Jordan, and Mumper stated they would support such action.
White stated this will need to be something brought up again when back on an agenda.
Guerndt feels if this was brought up earlier tonight, it would have changed the voting outcome.
Meinel questioned if we will be able to talk Roffers with our attorney about bringing the amendment back.
Higgins stated we will have to look into this, as it may need to go through a new public hearing. Meinel
questioned if this would be able to come back at our next meeting.
Donner stated that staff will look into this. He stated it has already been proposed, with the boundary
amendment and the projects, if it is just a matter of taking an action on adopting the plan without approving the
project plan. Higgins stated you still have to revise the plan.
Guerndt questioned if since we are still in the meeting, if we could amend it now. It was confirmed that it has to
wait.
19. Remarks from Commission Members.
Jordan and Guerndt feel that there is a lack of public trust right now, due to the new building. He feels
communication is where we suffered.
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ADJOURNMENT OF PC
20. Adjournment of PC
Motion by Guerndt, Second by Mumper, to adjourn at 8:44 p.m.
Loren White, Plan Commission Chair and Village Trustee
Jennifer Higgins, Director of Planning & Development
Valerie Parker, Recording Secretary
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TID #2 Amended Project Plan

Public Hearing Presentation
September 2021

Overview

What is Tax Incremental Financing (“TIF”)?
 Way for villages to fund public infrastructure and private







3

development incentives in economic development areas
Funding comes from the additional taxes generated by development
projects (“tax increment”), not from increased taxes on owners
inside or outside the tax incremental district (“TID”)
Sometimes, the village through the TID must first borrow money to
fund the infrastructure and incentives, to be paid back later by the
tax increment
In established, healthy TIDs, there is often a cash balance that can be
used in lieu of or in combination with borrowing
Village has two TIDs since 2004—TID #1 and TID #2—covering
different parts of Weston with targeted economic development, and
both are healthy

What is Tax Incremental Financing (“TIF”)?

TID
Closes
4

What are benefits of Tax Increment Districts?
 Increase property values
 Spur (re)development to improve
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community
Provide more places to shop, eat,
play, work, and live
Enhance business opportunities
for local entrepreneurs
Help property owners fill gaps where (re)development is too
costly otherwise, based on factors like the need for demolition
and clean-up and rising material and labor costs
Help fund TID- and community-benefitting infrastructure in era
of limited fiscal resources

What is a TID Project Plan?
 Guiding tool for potential future village project

activities and expenditures within a TID
 Must meet a range of State Statute requirements
that can make the project plan a little unwieldy
 No TIF expenditure can later take place in a TID
unless it is listed within the TID project plan
 Total future expenses should be limited to the total
amount in the project plan-not a blank check
6

DRAFT Amended TID #2 Project Plan

Where is TID #2?
Walgreens

Weston Place
(Verve, Basil,
Cellcom)

Ace Hardware
Pick ‘n Save
Parcels proposed for
removal from TID #2
(orange crosshatch)

TID #2
Boundary with
proposed
amendments
(purple line)

Target
Kwik Trip
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Why is the Village proposing to amend
the TID #2 Plan?
 Recalibrate to meet changing needs in the 2020s (vs. the 2000s)
 Increase commercial activity, jobs, and residents within and near

TID #2 to spur related growth and activity within TID #2

 ID potential funding to advance

business and mixed use
(re)development and supporting
infrastructure
 Advance opportunities suggested in
the Schofield Avenue Corridor Plan,
adopted by the Plan Commission
and Board earlier in 2021
9

What benefits would there be to landowners
and business owners?
 For interested landowners, business owners, and

developers, a reinvigorated TID #2 could assist with:
 Closing financing gaps for redevelopment, expansion & new

development.
 Assistance with site preparation, including demolition, remediation,
and relocation when necessary.
 Land acquisition and land cost write-downs.
 Building quality and other amenities that exceed minimum standards.
 Fee reimbursement, marketing expenses, and job training.

 TID #2 can also assist with supporting infrastructure to

ensure continued good access, water, and sewer to
properties in the TID
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What the Village is NOT proposing
 No rezoning of any lands unless landowners are interested—

development allowed under current zoning will still be allowed

 No requirement that landowners (re)develop or sell their land
 No immediate spending on land acquisition, infrastructure, or

development incentives within TID #2

 TID #2 project plan just makes any listed action possible
 Any listed expenditure would require later authorization from the Village

Board on a case-by-case basis
 Expenditures should be tied to revenues and priorities
 Not all listed expenditures will actually occur—just a plan that shows
outer limits
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What exactly are the proposed
amendments to TID #2 Project Plan?
 1.9-acre reduction in boundary to keep potential

redevelopment sites either all-in or all-out of TID
 Expanded budget to aid with redevelopment and
expansion projects that would not occur “but for”
 Modest list of potential infrastructure projects:
o Improved transportation safety and access
o Utility service reliability and quality
o Enhancements to improve business & living environment
12

(Re)development Incentives
 Potential budget expanded by $2.75 million to

advance redevelopment in TID #2 per Schofield
Avenue Corridor Plan.
 Village conservatively anticipates redevelopment
projects over next 10 years totaling over $30
million in assessed value on properties that have
less than $6 million in assessed value today.
 This type of transformational redevelopment will
not occur “but for” development incentives from
TID #2—budget could help fund several projects
13

(Re)development Opportunity Areas
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Potential Supporting Infrastructure

1st priority projects ($4.25 million est.)
 Schofield repaving (project #1)
 Acquisition for redevelopment (project 11)

Lower priority projects #2-10 ($4.6 mil.)
15

What does cash flow analysis for TID #2
suggest?
 $32.9 million in added property value through redevelopment

projects over next 10 years
 $11.3 million in tax increment from redevelopment

(measured from 2019 forward)
 With this projected increment, $8.1 million in additional

authorized expenditures would allow TID #2 to close by 2030
 This assumes all these expenditures would be later authorized by

the Village Board and then made
 Actual expenditures would be tied to actual increment growth and
other Village priorities
16

Next Steps

Next Steps
 Hear public hearing comments
 After hearing, respond to comments
 Plan Commission may adopt and recommend

project plan via resolution

 Village Board may adopt
 Joint Review Board may adopt
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Other Information

What is the Effect of Closing TID #2 NOW
 Would bring estimated $64,200 back to general

tax levy above new construction

 Tax rate could drop by $0.09/$1,000 ($17 on a

$200,000 home)

 Estimated $46,400 of administrative costs would be

transferred back to general tax levy

 Net additional benefit to general operations of $17,800
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What is the Effect of Closing TID #2 NOW
 Would lose ability for Village to be part of

redevelopment of Schofield Avenue corridor until
another TID could be formed (after 2032)

 All infrastructure funded through debt service levy
 Ex: Schofield Avenue repaving
 $3.5 M borrowed for 20 years would result in estimated

$0.30/$1,000 increase ($52 on a $200,000 home)
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Doesn’t TID Have a Negative impact on
Village Operations?
 True that when new development occurs the

incremental taxes do not go to operations.
 The negative impact depends on the type and extent of
the improvements.
 Adding street mileage requires additional maintenance.
 Adding high amounts of residential property could

negatively impact things like policing.

 Conversely, additional street mileage has led to higher levels

of General Transportation Aids
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