Plan Commission

Meeting Agenda March 22, 2022 (as amended)
6:30 pm
Teleconference
Join Zoom Meeting
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81978235993?pwd=WWExaHkvdURtT0NQOHoxZ24vSlJBZz09
Meeting ID: 819 7823 5993
Passcode: 165918
Dial in by using +1 (312) 626-6799
Written comments on any of the following agenda items may be submitted to
bgriepentrog@shorewoodwi.gov through 3:00 pm the day prior to the meeting. Comments received prior to
the deadline will be shared with the Plan Commission. Comments after that deadline will need to be shared
verbally within the meeting during available public comment periods.

1.

Call to order.

2.

Approval of January 25, 2022 meeting minutes.

3.

Discussion of proposed amendments clarifying “Site restriction” regulations related to
“green space” requirements contained within Article III General Provisions of Chapter
535 Zoning of the Shorewood Village Code.
a. Overview
b. Public comment
c. Plan Commission recommendation

4.

Discussion of findings of Task 1 Initial Review, Analysis, & Project Introduction of the
Commercial Zoning Update.

5.

Update on return to in-person Plan Commission meetings.

6.

Future agenda items.

7.

Adjournment.

Dated at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 17th day of March, 2022

Village of Shorewood
Toya Harrell, Village Clerk

Should you have any questions or comments regarding any item on this agenda, please contact Bart
Griepentrog, Planning Director, Planning & Development Department, at (414) 847-2640. Upon reasonable
notice, efforts will be made to accommodate the needs of all persons.
It is possible that members of and possibly a quorum of members of other governmental bodies of the
municipality 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 above in this notice.
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Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes
January 25, 2022

1.

Call to order.

3930 N. Murray Avenue, Village of Shorewood, WI 53211
DRAFT

The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m.
Present via teleconference: President Ann McKaig – Chair, Commissioners Klein, Kiely
Miller, Couto, Wycklendt and Pollack (arriving at 6:34 p.m.)
Excused: Trustee Bockhorst
Others present were Planning Director Griepentrog, Planning Administrative Clerk
Kopydlowski and Village Attorney Bayer.
2.

Approval of December 28, 2021 meeting minutes.
Ms. Kiely Miller moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Mr. Couto. Vote to approve 60.

3.

Consideration of an Application for a Zoning Review to confirm the side setback at
2418-20-28 E. Capitol Dr., as required per 535-21B(6)(c)[2].
a. Overview
Mr. Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided and a slide
presentation. He stated staff had no objections to the proposed structure location and noted
that the new building will be constructed nearly adjacent to the property line meeting the
desired build-to-line. Joe Stanton with Three Leaf Development, LLC was present
representing the item.
Attorney Bayer explained that the Plan Commission’s review is limited and the question
only applies to side yard build to line on corner lots. He explained that Village Code 53521B(6)(c)[2] sets the build to line for these types of construction essentially at 20 feet as the
default setting except that the “side yard setback on corner lots shall be reviewed by the
Plan Commission to determine whether a 20 foot build to line or another corner lot side yard
build to line is appropriate due to parking considerations and the layout of the intersection”.
He explained that this language could have been added to the code because of an unusual
corner in the Village that was not at a ninety degree angle or there are a couple streets
where the street is very wide and then narrows and if you build a large structure in the area
where the street narrowed then drivers or parkers along that road may be pulling out of
“blind” areas causing issues with the building blocking the view due to the build to line
where the street narrows. This is an extra layer of review due to unique situations. He said
the jurisdiction is whether to move the build to line and this should be based on substantial
evidence.
Ms. Kiely Miller, referring to a statement in the zoning review that was provided to the
developer, said the Plan Commission has reviewed the parking exception and the setback
this evening and asked if there is something the Plan Commission should have done per
code 535-21C(7) that they did not do. He said it is very clear in the code that the Design
Review Board reviews the architecture of the building. Ms. Kiely Miller asked if any steps
were missed or overlooked. Mr. Griepentrog said no.
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Ms. Klein asked if Mr. Griepentrog could specifically point to the area they are considering
on the plan.
President McKaig asked if what was proposed meets code. Mr. Griepentrog said it does
meet the intent of the code.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if the building could, by code, be built about two feet closer to the
sidewalk. Mr. Griepentrog said that the building is currently .6 feet behind the property line
and they would have to adjust the property line to get closer which isn’t practical.
Ms. Klein said as you go further north on Stowell the houses are set much further back. Mr.
Griepentrog said the residential setback is typically 25 feet which is a greater setback
requirement.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked why the setback at the north end is slightly different than at the south
end and asked if they should be concerned. Mr. Griepentrog said he wouldn’t be concerned
and it is likely based on the platting of the land. Mr. Joe Stanton said this was correct.
b. Public Hearing
President McKaig opened the public hearing at 6:50 p.m.
Daniel Walsh, 4024 N. Stowell Avenue, said the code is inconsistent and the project does
not meet code. He said per 535-21 the side yard setback for these properties is a ten-foot
minimum when it abuts residential districts and wonders why this has always been a
problem when there is a zero setback. He said there is a very narrow road with driveways
across from each other just feet from a state highway. President McKaig stated the
driveways were not a part of the setback. He said there will now be five driveways that
enter into 140 feet of street off a state highway and it is inappropriate to have a setback so
minimal. He said per Zoning Code 535-9G it states that at least 30% of each lot shall be
planted with grass, shrubs, trees or other forms of vegetation. He questioned why this is not
applicable as the proposed lot coverage is 90%.
Trustee Stokebrand, 4130 N. Lake Drive, asked President McKaig and Trustee Bockhorst
to recuse themselves from voting on this item due to a potential conflict of interest. She said
in 2020 and 2019 they received significant campaign donations from a party that stands to
benefit from this development moving forward. She said Shorewood residents should be
able to live, work and invest in the village however, when campaign donations can present
a potential conflict of interest it is the responsibility of elected officials to recuse themselves.
The residents of Shorewood expect and deserve clean open transparent government. This
is why campaign finance records are required by state law and subject to open records
requests the help ensure clean, open and transparent government. This should not be a
contested request nor should it be controversial but rather this should be standard
operating procedure for elected officials in the Village of Shorewood. In the interest of full
disclosure, she disclosed she was a trustee for candidate in 2019 and lost. She was elected
in 2020 and appointed to the Plan Commission and removed by President McKaig in 2021.
She did vote for this project in 2020 for the initial waiver of the parking requirements for the
development.
Karen Desing, 3952 N. Stowell Avenue, asked how the Commission reviews for
appropriateness at the intersection, what the process is and what type of data is reviewed.
She asked if feedback was given from the police department and traffic engineer.
Bill Desing, 3952 N. Stowell Avenue, stated he agreed with Trustee Stokebrand and her
comments about campaign contributions and asked what the amount the contributions were
and who they were from.
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David Rosene, 2500 E. Capitol Drive, asked about the general process for the Plan
Commission and what exactly they are reviewing. He asked when the Plan Commission
takes on the responsibility of reviewing the appropriateness of the project for the location
within the Village and keeping in mind the quality of life in the village for residents and
existing businesses. He feels no consideration has been given to the driveways for the
development being nearly directly across from his business’s driveways and that it will be
more dangerous for the intersection. He does not know if the Plan Commission has taken it
upon themselves to truly address the entire project and its ramifications for the immediate
surrounding community.
Daniel Walsh, 4024 N. Stowell Avenue, commented that he has never experienced a
situation where the entitlements were rewarded before the plans were provide and
reviewed by the Plan Commission.
President McKaig asked is questions raised during the public hearing needed to be
addressed during this portion or if the Commission could move to deliberation and share
those. Attorney Bayer stated it is his recommendation to verify there or no further
comments from the public and to then close the public hearing and move into deliberation
but it was up to the body how to move forward.
With no further comments the public hearing was closed at 7:03 p.m.
c. Plan Commission deliberation
Attorney Bayer explained that there is a limited matter that the body has jurisdiction over
and that is based upon specific parking considerations in this particular block next to this
property or based upon specific layout of this intersection should the build to line be moved
in or out and if the answer is yes then how far. This is the jurisdictional item on the agenda
and the limited issue before the body.
President McKaig said this is what is before the Commission and no steps have been
skipped and the body is following the village ordinance and code.
President McKaig said she had received a campaign donation from Mr. Paul Hackbarth
who was the former owner of the development’s property in the amount of $250. She
confirmed with Attorney Bayer and asked if there is any conflict of interest on voting on this
item or on previous matters. Attorney Bayer stated that accepting a campaign donation
does not preclude elected officials from presiding or voting on a matter of which they would
otherwise have jurisdiction. He said if this was the case nobody would ever be voting on
anything. He said it is appropriate to talk about and have transparency on those issues but
as a matter of law it does not preclude somebody from voting on a matter that may in some
way pertain to or be of interest to the person that made a campaign donation. President
McKaig will not preclude herself because she does not have to legally, because the
campaign donation did not influence her position and because she has been contacted by
people who did vote for her but did not contribute to her campaign who have said they are
disappointed in her because she did not vote the way they wanted her to.
Mr. Griepentrog gave an overview of what is reviewed by the Plan Commission that
addressed several questions. The applicant applied for a zoning review and the results of
that were included in the materials. The use of the premise as a multi-family is a permitted
use. Permitted uses do not get reviewed by the Plan Commission for anything further with
respect to use. The setbacks are within the review and of note the rear setback has been
notched ten feet from the property line at its westernmost section. That is the only place in
which the property line abuts a residential property directly adjacent to and the remainder of
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the property abuts an alley. The side setback on the west is a zero setback and that is
standard if you go up and down the commercial district. It is intended to provide a
consistent wall of development within the commercial district. The side setback is the one
that the Plan Commission is specifically being asked to review and it is brought to them as
a result of the zoning review. The rest of the project is reviewed with the code that has been
adopted by the Village Board and is reviewed by the Planning and Zoning administrator.
The zoning review was given to the applicant so they knew what their process was moving
forward.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if the building was moved closer to the curb and 20 feet back exactly
would the issue still be before the Plan Commission. Mr. Griepentrog said yes. Mr.
Wycklendt said this is before them not because it is not compliant but because it is
supposed to be reviewed no matter what. Mr. Griepentrog said yes.
Ms. Kiely Miller stated that as the intersection relates to the building there were a couple
things she did not know. She did not know the placement of the stop sign at the intersection
on the renderings. She explained that when a car pulls out of the parking garage she
cannot determine if there is room for a car to wait at the intersection without being in the
crosswalk. She said this was a safety factor and didn’t know if the building were set back
further if it would affect that. She said if safety, as it relates to the setback and the
intersection, is one of the things they are to consider it is hard to evaluate that with the
renderings that were given. Mr. Griepentrog reminded the Commission that they were to
consider the setback and not the distance of the driveway to the intersection. Mr.
Griepentrog asked the Village contracted engineer (Strand) to confirm whether or not there
were any local or state requirements, as Capitol is a state highway, with respect to the
location of that driveway and they confirmed there are none. He explained any changes
would push the building east or west not north or south and that would not change the
location of the driveway. Mr. Stanton did not have the exact answer to the question of the
driveway location at the time but offered to provide that. He did not foresee the driveway
location being an issue. Ms. Kiely Miller said that based on the one southeast elevation it
appears like a car pulls out and would be right on top of the pedestrians. She stated that if
they are supposed to consider how the building is placed on the lot then she would need to
know where the cars are going. She said safety is a big concern of the neighborhood and
that is a question that would need to be answered.
Ms. Kiely Miller moved to table the item until some of these questions could be answered.
Mr. Couto seconded the motion.
Ms. Klein asked which of the driveways was the entrance and which was the exit. Mr.
Griepentrog said the driveways are both in and out and they serve the northern section and
southern sections of the building individually. The south driveway will service 13 spaces
and the northern the remainder. Individuals will not be able to drive through the
spaces/sections. The parking plan was provided in the materials.
President McKaig asked that the specific questions that are outstanding be clarified. Ms.
Kiely Miller stated that her questions were where the stop sign is to be placed in
relationship to the driveway and the distance from the driveway to the crosswalk. Her main
concern is how this relates to the intersection and the safety of that intersection.
Ms. Klein said you can see from a picture of the existing space where the crosswalk is and
the stop sign paint line is right where the sanitary sewer is. She said you can confirm where
the stop sign is and it’s below the driveway. She said she was speculating from what she

4

Page 5 of 39

PC Meeting
01-25-2022

could see and that the civil engineers are better to place the stop sign. She asked if the
building is back ten more feet what does that change. Ms. Kiely Miller said perhaps it
needed to be moved back more from Capitol Drive and if they are supposed to be saying
that the setback is fine the way it is based on the intersection then there are questions
about that intersection, she is not comfortable with at the moment.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if there were any issues with the setback on Capitol. Mr. Griepentrog
said no.
Attorney Bayer explained the difference between tabling an item and deferring an item.
President McKaig stated she is not in favor of the motion and feels it is an effort to obstruct
a process.
Ms. Klein asked if the only issue was the position of the stop sign. Ms. Kiely Miller added
that it was also the distance. She said based on the drawings provided they have to figure
out how does this work with the intersection and safety. She said it appears that when a car
pulls out of the garage it will be immediately over the crosswalk. She said this doesn’t look
like a safe design. She said if deferring the item until they can get that information is the
right thing to do, she will withdraw her motion and make a new one. She said if they are
supposed to be discussing how this relates to the intersection then that is key information to
have.
Ms. Klein said they know the stop sign is in the green area on the rendering and questioned
how the position of the wall affects that and how many feet would it move to affect that or is
it the fact that the whole building exists. She questioned if the wall was moved back 20 feet,
hypothetically, would there still be an issue with this driveway and the crosswalk. Ms. Kiely
Miller said she did not know but that they also did not have the necessary information to
know that.
President McKaig said they have no information that would indicate this is an atypical
intersection.
Mr. Wycklendt said he did not think the developer was moving the stop sign and they have
not represented that they are moving it. He said the stop sign exists where it is and the
Capitol setback is not in question so no matter where the setback goes on the east side it’s
irrelevant and wishes they would focus on the relevant pieces.
Mr. Couto said questions continue to be asked of this project because every month they
take a look at this project something changes or something new that has come about.
Questions keep coming up because at no point have, they ever gotten a full complete
picture of what this project is going to be when it’s done. He said they are being asked to do
this piecemeal and there are subsequent questions that come up every time.
President McKaig motioned to call the question. Seconded by Mr. Pollack. Vote to approve
6-0.
Ms. Kiely Miller amended her original motion to table the item. She moved to defer the item
to a future meeting to give staff time to research and come back with the answers to the
questions about how this relates to that intersection stopping and crosswalk. Vote to accept
amendment passed; 6-0.
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A roll call vote on the amended motion was taken: Ms. Klein – No, Mr. Pollack - No, Mr.
Wycklendt - No, Mr. Couto – Yes, Ms. Kiely Miller – Yes, President McKaig – No. Vote fails
4-2.
President McKaig reiterated the overview of their jurisdiction and that according to the
ordinance and the code they are reviewing the setback. If they feel that the setback needs
to move there are two reasons why it can move and those relate to the parking or an
atypical intersection.
Mr. Wycklendt moved to approve the approximate average 22.0 ft. side setback from the
curbline (approximate average 0.95 ft. setback from property line) of the proposed
redevelopment to be located at 2418-20-28 E. Capitol Drive, as submitted. Seconded by
Ms. Klein.
President McKaig will be supporting the motion because there was no substantial evidence
to suggest this is an atypical intersection or that there is parking that will be impacted by
this setback.
Mr. Wycklendt said he agrees and that the issue before them is very specific and within the
realm of something we would approve.
Ms. Kiely Miller will vote no. She feels this is an atypical intersection and that as it’s
currently configured it is not safe for pedestrians or cars.
Mr. Couto will vote no. He voted no the first time because of the loss of parking, no offstreet parking and insufficient off-street parking. He voted no because he never believed
the up to 20% of affordable housing because there was never a guarantee and now the
affordable does not exist. He is voting no because of the overwhelming neighborhood
opposition. He is voting no because he does not believe this project fits in with the
community. He does not believe it is safe or that the corner will be safe. He does not feel
they have been given a complete project at any time during their deliberations.
Mr. Pollack will vote yes because the proposed build-to line is appropriate due to the safety
and parking considerations that are required.
Ms. Klein will vote yes because this is not an atypical intersection for a commercial district
and she does not believe the building setback impacts parking and parking safety at all.
A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Kiely Miller – No, President McKaig - Yes, Ms. Klein - Yes,
Mr. Couto – No, Ms. Pollack – Yes, Mr. Wycklendt – Yes. Vote approved 4-2.
4.

Update on Commercial Zoning Update.
Mr. Griepentrog updated the Commission on the kick-off meeting and the work group
participation expansion. He stated work group confirmations will occur at the February 7
Village Board meeting. He said the zoning update has been a little bit delayed but the
consultant has no concerns.

5.

Future agenda items.
Mr. Griepentrog stated no applications have been received for a February meeting and if a
meeting is needed it will pertain to the zoning update.
6
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6.

Adjournment.
Mr. Wycklendt moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:45 p.m. Seconded by Mr. Couto. Vote to
adjourn 6-0.

Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Report to Plan Commission
March 17, 2022
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE: Discussion of proposed amendments clarifying “Site restriction” regulations related to
“green space” requirements contained within Article III General Provisions of Chapter
535 Zoning of the Shorewood Village Code
History and Topic Overview
Article IV “Zoning Districts” of the Village’s Zoning Code (Chapter 535) contains zoning district
regulations, including restrictions related to permitted uses, lot standards, building area and height,
setbacks and lot coverage. This article is further broken down into Sections specific to “Residence
districts,” “Public and semipublic districts,” “Commercial, mixed-use and river districts,” and “Planned
Development Districts.”
With respect to lot coverage, the following general ratios are defined within the district requirements:
Zoning District

R-1 Lake Drive Residence District No. 1
R-2 Lake Drive Residence District No. 2
R-3 Lake Drive Residence District No. 3
R-4 Lake Drive Residence District No. 4
R-5 Single-Family Residence District No. 1
R-6 One- and Two-Family Residence District No. 1
R-7 Townhouse Residence District
R-8 Estabrook Homes Residential District
R-9 Apartment House District No. 1
R-10 Apartment House District No. 2
P-1 School, Church and Public Building District
P-3 Park Preservation District
B-1 Commercial Use District
B-2 Mixed-Use Residential District
B-3 Mixed-Use Commercial District
B-4 River District
B-5 Estabrook Homes Business District
Planned Development District

Lot Coverage

30% of land for principal structure, plus up to 10% for
accessory structure
30% of land for principal structure, plus up to 10% for
accessory structure*
30% of land for principal structure, plus up to 10% for
accessory structure*
30% of land for principal structure, plus up to 10% for
accessory structure
30% of land for principal structure, plus up to 10% for
accessory structure*
30% of land for principal structure, plus up to 10% for
accessory structure*
40% of land for principal structure, plus up to 10% for
accessory structure
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions
No lot coverage restrictions

*corner lots are allowed 10% greater coverage for their principal structures

These regulations have been consistent since at least 1956 when the code only contained lot
coverage ratios in two categories: residential and commercial.
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Section 9-601 Lot Coverage for Residential Property
No single residence building or duplex or flat shall occupy more than thirty (30) per cent of
the area of an interior lot nor more than forty (40) per cent of a corner lot, provided, however,
that not to exceed ten (10) per cent of the area of either an interior lot or a corner lot may be
used for garage purposes in addition to the area used for said single residence building or
duplex flat.
Section 9-603 Lot Coverage for Commercial Property
Buildings located in the first and third business districts designed, constructed or
converted for business uses may occupy as much of a lot as permitted under the requirements
of the off-street parking provisions of Section 9-605.
Both current and former lot coverage regulations require open space for residential development, but
not for commercial development.
In 1985, the Village Board adopted Ordinance No. 1446 “An ordinance related to the regulation of the
construction and use of driveways, patios, decks and parking spaces.” The newly adopted code
language was placed within the “Site restrictions” section of Article III “General Provisions.”
The ordinance was passed with a stated goal to “perpetuate attractive street views and
neighborhoods, maintain privacy and encourage the development and preservation of open space in
the village.” It further noted that in order to do that, it was necessary to “further regulate the
construction and use of driveways, decks, patios and parking spaces.” Nowhere within the ordinance
(nor in meeting minutes) does it refer to a large-scale change in regulating commercial development
to require the inclusion of “green space.”
However, the ordinance included a separate subsection that stated, “At least thirty percent (30%) of
each lot shall be planted with grass, shrubs, trees or other forms of vegetation.” Since its adoption,
that subsection has never been interpreted or enforced on commercial properties. It has only been
reviewed in relation to the development of decks, patios and driveways on residential properties, as
noted in the title of the adopted ordinance. In essence, the ordinance regulated that residential
properties may generally be covered by up to 40% structure (house and garage), 30% green space
(grass, shrubs, trees or other forms of vegetation) and 30% other (decks, patios and driveways).
Commercially zoned properties throughout Shorewood, which have been developed to create a
continuously walkable district with developments constructed to build-to lines and open space utilized
for parking or access to services, do not comply with this “green space” regulation, nor have any
recent developments been held to that standard.
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This clause has recently come under
question through an appeal of a commercial
zoning review. In order to clarify how it has
been administered since its adoption, staff
is recommending that the “green space”
requirement be relocated into the “Decks,
patios, porches and driveways” subsection
and include the clarifying language that it
only relates to residentially zoned parcels.
(Of note, this subsection was most recently
amended in 2019 to include porches.)
Per 535-61, whenever the public necessity,
convenience, general welfare or good
zoning practice requires, the Village Board
of Trustees may, by ordinance, change the
district boundaries or amend, change or
supplement the regulations established by
this chapter or amendments thereto. Such
change or amendment shall be referred to
the Village Plan Commission for review and
recommendation.
Next Steps
Based on discussion, staff will prepare or
modify the proposed ordinance amendment
for the Plan Commission’s recommendation
at their April 26, 2022 meeting. A public hearing on the matter will be scheduled for May 2, 2022, for
formal consideration of the Village Board.
Proposed Motion
This item is for discussion only. No formal action is being requested.
Per 535-64, the Village Plan Commission shall review all proposed changes and amendments within
the corporate limits [to the Zoning Chapter] and shall recommend that the petition be granted as
requested, modified, or denied. The recommendation shall be made at a meeting subsequent to the
meeting at which the petition is first submitted and shall be made in writing to the Village Board.
Materials Enclosed
• Ordinance 1446
• Plan Commission Minutes, May 16, 1985
• Village Board Minutes, June 17, 1985 (as amended)
• Proposed Amendment to 535-9F Decks, patios porches and driveways.
• Proposed Ordinance 3042 An Ordinance clarifying “Site restriction” regulations contained
within Article III General Provisions of Chapter 535 Zoning of the Shorewood Village Code.
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535-9 Site restrictions.
***
F. Decks, patios, porches and driveways.
No deck, patio, porch or driveway shall be constructed unless a Village building permit is applied for
and issued by the Village in accordance with the requirements of the Village Code.
(1) Decks.
(a) Decks shall not be located in the front yard or street side yard, or the side setback or rear
setback of a lot.
(2) Patios.
(a) Patios may be located in the front yard or street side yard only when constructed within the
following parameters:
[1] No more than 30% of any front yard or street side yard may be covered by a patio.
[2]One entire side of a patio must be directly adjacent to the principal structure of the lot.
[3]Front yard patios and street side yard patios shall not be located closer than three feet to
the front and street side lot lines.
[4] A scale drawing of the proposed layout of a new front yard or street side yard patio must
be completed, along with a list of proposed materials to be used in construction, all of
which shall be submitted to the Design Review Board for review and approval. All
materials must be of high quality, such as cut stone, Lannon or blue stone, or decorative
concrete. In addition the stone surface shall be screened from public view by natural
vegetation. No fences shall serve as the primary screening materials.
[5] Patios may not exceed six inches above grade in front yard or street side yard.
(b) Patios shall not be located in the side or rear setback of a lot, with the exception of on-grade
patios in the R-5 and R-6 residence districts.
(3) Porches and covered entryways.
In order for buildings to have various features that provide variety, articulation and unique
character, standards are established to allow certain elements of modest size to be placed in
setback areas.
(a) Required setbacks.
[1] Porches may project up to 8 feet from the main façade of the house into the front yard
and covered entryways may project up to 4 feet into the front yard; however, in no
instance may such projection encroach closer than 10 ft. to the front lot line.
[2] Porches and covered entryways shall not be located beyond the interior side setback.
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[3] Covered entryways may project up to 4 feet into the street side yard; however, in no
instance may such projection encroach closer than 6 ft. to the lot line.
[4] Porch and covered entryway land area coverage shall count within the allowable area
for principal structures, per respective zoning districts.
(b) Design requirements.
[1] The maximum depth of a porch shall be no more than 10 ft.
[2] The floor height of any porch or covered entryway shall be at or within 8 inches of the
front entry height.
[3] Porch and covered entryway roof height shall be a maximum of one-story. A second
floor deck with railing may be allowed, subject to design approval.
[4] At least 50% of the exterior wall area shall be open; mesh screened areas, glazing and
guardrails shall be considered enclosed.
[5] A covered entryway shall be centered over the doorway, including sidelights, and shall
not extend greater than 3 feet in either direction.
(c) Prohibitions.
[1] Unfinished pressure-treated materials are prohibited.
[2] Porches may not be used for living purposes, three/four-season rooms, greenhouses,
sunrooms, solariums (glass roof) or other like structures.
(4) Driveways.
(a) Driveways shall not be constructed unless they lead to a garage, except that circular
driveways may be located in the front yard, provided that there is a garage or a garage is
being constructed on the lot contemporaneously and provided that:
[1] An applicant for a permit to construct a circular driveway must submit a sketch of the
proposed layout and landscape screening in addition to any other information that the
Building Inspector or the Design Review Board may reasonably require in order to
comply with this section;
[2] The design and materials used are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood;
[3] The width of the lot at the front property line is at least 60 feet to allow for an adequate
turning radius;
[4] There is landscaping necessary to adequately screen it from street view that does not
impair the vision triangle; and
[5] The plans, including the landscaping, have been reviewed and approved by the Design
Review Board.
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(b) Newly constructed or reconstructed driveways shall have a minimum width of eight feet. In
cases of reconstruction of driveways the Building Inspector may waive the minimum width
where it is not practically possible to reconstruct an existing driveway to that width, but the
reconstructed driveway may not be narrower than it was prior to reconstruction.
(5) At least 30% of each residentially-zoned lot shall be planted with grass, shrubs, trees or other
forms of vegetation.
G. At least 30% of each lot shall be planted with grass, shrubs, trees or other forms of vegetation.
***
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STATE OF WISCONSIN

MILWAUKEE COUNTY

VILLAGE OF SHOREWOOD

ORDINANCE NO: 3042
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SITE RESTRICTION REGULATIONS RELATED TO
“GREEN SPACE” REQUIREMENTS CONTAINED WITHIN ARTICLE III GENERAL
PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 535 ZONING.
WHEREAS, the Wisconsin legislature has granted zoning powers to municipalities to
promote the health, safety, morals and general welfare of the community within Wis. Stat. §
62.23(7);
WHEREAS, the Village of Shorewood, has codified zoning regulations, including site
restrictions, within Chapter 535 Zoning of its municipal code;
WHEREAS, per Article XI Changes and Amendments of Chapter 535 Zoning,
amendments to the Chapter 535 Zoning require recommendation from the Plan Commission and
a public hearing prior to consideration;
WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has discussed amending modifications to “Site
restrictions” related to “green space” requirements at their meeting on March 22, 2022 and has
subsequently recommended on [insert date] that the Village Board amend its current ordinance
clarifying that the “green space” requirements adopted via Ordinance 1446 “An ordinance related
to the regulation of the construction and use of driveways, patios, decks and parking spaces” on
June 19, 1985 shall relate only to residentially zoned lots,
WHEREAS a public hearing has been scheduled in front of the Village Board to take place
on [insert date] to solicit public comment regarding the proposal.
NOW, THEREFORE, at a regular meeting of the Village Board of the Village of
Shorewood, Milwaukee County Wisconsin held on the [insert date] a quorum being present and a
majority of the Board voting therefore said Board does ordain as follows:
SECTION 1
That Paragraph 535-9F(5) of Subsection “Decks, patios, porches and driveways” of Article III
General Provisions, of Chapter 535 Zoning, of the General Ordinances of the Village of
Shorewood be created to read as follows:
(5)
At least 30% of each residentially-zoned lot shall be planted with grass, shrubs,
trees or other forms of vegetation.
SECTION 2
That the Subsection 535-9G of Article III General Provisions, of Chapter 535 Zoning, of the
General Ordinances of the Village of Shorewood shall be deleted.
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SECTION 3
That all Ordinances or parts of Ordinances conflicting with the provision of this Ordinance are
hereby to such extent repealed.
SECTION 4
That this Ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after its passage and posting.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Village Board of the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County,
Wisconsin, this [insert date].
________________________________________
Ann McKaig, Village President
Countersigned:

________________________________________
Toya Harrell, Village Clerk
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Discovery Memo
This interim memo documents existing building forms in the 4 generalized
areas of Shorewood's commercial zones. The intent is to provide insight into
early findings of the initial phase for the project, providing a basis for posing
questions but without necessarily drawing any conclusions at this stage of the
process.
The comprehensive plan provides a starting point for
the basis for establishing appropriate new zones and
building design standards for the village's commercial
areas. This first section outlines the basic content of
the comprehensive plan's future land uses. The second
section of this memo documents existing building forms
within the segments of the major corridors.

Mix of Uses

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FUTURE LAND USES

The Suburban Mixed Use category is anticipated to
be somewhat more auto-oriented, accommodating
people arriving by car with more vehicle parking, drivethrough uses, and somewhat deeper setbacks, while still
accommodating a high quality pedestrian experience.

The Village's recently updated comprehensive plan
provides future land use categories, mapped along the
corridors in Figure 1:
Central Core Mixed Use with "Urban Downtown"
character
Main Street Mixed Use with "Village Main Street"
character
Suburban Mixed Use with "Mature Suburban"
character
Residential Mixed Use, a "Blended Mixed Use and
Residential" character

Village of Shorewood: COMMERCIAL ZONING UPDATE

In general, the four use categories in the comprehensive
plan anticipate a mix of commercial, office, institutional,
and residential uses with non-residential uses required
on the ground story, though the Residential Mixed Use
category is focused more on residential, allowing any use
on the ground floor.

Heights

All of the categories anticipate
heights in the 4-5 story range,
with the exception of the Central
Core Mixed Use category which
anticipates taller heights, 6-8
stories. The plan also states that
"height ranges recognize that
an appropriate building height
will depend on the surrounding

"highly walkable,
pedestrianoriented
environment
with pedestrian
amenities..."
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Discovery Memo

context and adjacent building heights."

Compatibility with Adjacent Residential

The comprehensive plan calls for providing transitions
between development along the commercial corridors
and abutting lower density residential. Setbacks and
upper story step-backs are suggested treatments for
more compatible transitions.

BUILDING FORMS

The regulations for the main corridors of the village
are proposed to be form-based, organized around a
series of building types.
The following pages of this memo outlines the existing
building forms within each of the 4 generalized mixeduse areas of the village. The purpose is to review the
history, including more recently approved projects,
and begin to both understand the existing character
and apply the future vision outlined for the corridors
in the comprehensive plan. This exercise will assist
in defining how the new zoning should guide future
development.
These are the general building forms identified and
illustrated within each area that they occur:
Storefront Building
Traditional main-street-style storefront buildings are
fairly consistent across the nation. The key element
of a storefront building is storefront glass, or a
higher level of glass, on the ground story, oriented
to the pedestrian, usually the sidewalk along a
street. The ground story is typically at the same
general elevation as the sidewalk, and often the
ground story is a bit taller than the upper stories to
accommodate restaurant utilities and other uses.
For our purposes here, the category of storefront
buildings includes other related configurations.
These other versions may include warehouse retail,
such as grocery stores; converted houses with
commercial space; and strip centers with parking in
front.
Auto-Focused Buildings
Auto-Focused Buildings include commercial
buildings designed to accommodate drivers in
vehicles, such as gas stations; restaurants, drug
stores, and banks with drive-through facilities; and
vehicle service.

2

General Buildings
General buildings includes mostly single-use office
and residential buildings. Office and/or residential
uses are highly compatible uses and have worked
well for decades in this same building form.
In contrast with storefront buildings, general
buildings typically have a similar window pattern
on the ground story as the upper stories, though
more glass on the ground story may occur. Floor
heights are also generally consistent between the
ground story and the upper stories. Typically one
main lobby entrance is provided on the front. The
building can be set back from the sidewalk with
a landscape yard in front, and the ground floor is
often elevated above the sidewalk with a basement
level below.
Other variations of the general building, such as
rowhouses, townhouses, and live-work units could
be introduced into the areas, but do not currently
exist along the corridors.
Civic Buildings
Civic buildings are those designed specifically
for civic and institutional uses, usually differing
from the urban fabric around them. Often these
buildings are a modified version of the General
building, but may have more landscape space
around them, varied roof types, or other unique
qualities. The Village Hall, library, schools, and
churches are examples of Civic buildings.

USES

The purpose of this memo is primarily to identify
building form, though use is never completely
ignored. General use categories have also been
mapped along with building form in GIS and this
information will be utilized to propose new zones,
concentrating storefront uses (retail, service, and
restaurants) in nodes. In general, uses in the areas
tend to follow the building forms: for example, retail
and restaurant uses occur in storefronts with office
and/or residential above, and ground floor office and
residential uses occur in general buildings.

March 16, 2022 | Discovery Memo
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Discovery Memo
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Figure 1. Future Land Use Map from Village of Shorewood Comprehensive Plan 2040 (adopted 04.19.21)

Village of Shorewood: COMMERCIAL ZONING UPDATE

Page 29 of 39

3

Oakland Ave NORTH
Oakland Avenue north of Capitol is the most vibrant of the village's mixed-use corridors with fairly consistent
segments of ground story retail, restaurants, and services interrupted only by a couple of residential or office building
clusters and the parking structure for the Metro Market.
The pedestrian realm is consistent and comfortable with wide sidewalks, street trees, and outdoor seating areas. The
street is a reasonable width to accommodate bicycle and vehicle traffic through the area, while pedestrians can still
cross the street comfortably. On-street parking exists along much of the corridor, providing teaser parking to support
businesses.
The comprehensive plan calls for ground story non-residential use along this entire stretch of corridor, though much
of the corridor north of Olive Street is zoned B-2, allowing ground story residential. The remainder of the corridor is
B-1, with a few PDDs approved.

STOREFRONT BUILDINGS

New construction storefront buildings include a single story building and 4 and 6 story buildings.

A few older 1- and 2-story storefront buildings with historic details remain along the corridor.

Parking within buildings along the sidewalk.
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Oakland Ave NORTH

GENERAL BUILDINGS

Older apartment buildings exist along the corridor north of Lake Bluff Boulevard.

New construction office buildings include characteristics of houses on the northernmost edge of Oakland.

OTHER BUILDINGS

Houses converted or expanded to include storefronts
on the ground story.

Single-use, single-story buildings and strip centers.

Suburban-style buildings with parking to the side has
many excellent design details (patio, wall screening
parking). Other strip centers exist along the corridor.

Redevelopment of the PicknSave, Walgreens, & large
surface parking lots into a new grocery store, mixeduse buildings, and structured parking.

Village of Shorewood: COMMERCIAL ZONING UPDATE
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Oakland Ave SOUTH
Oakland Avenue south of Capitol is predominantly residential, but includes a few nodes of commercial uses. At
the southernmost point of the corridor in the village, three mixed-use, multistory buildings provide a gateway into
Shorewood. The pedestrian realm is narrower and the street is somewhat wider than the northern portion of the
corridor, in addition to accommodating sloped grade towards the south. On-street parking exists along much of the
corridor, providing teaser parking to support businesses.
The comprehensive plan calls for a residential focus along this segment of the corridor consistent with the corridor
being zoned B-2. The southernmost end of the corridor with the 3 multistory mixed-use buildings are zoned B-1,
requiring ground story non-residential uses.

GENERAL BUILDINGS

Typical older apartment buildings on the corridor.
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Many of the older apartment buildings actually front
on the streets perpendicular to Oakland.

Recent apartment building.

Apartment building with office attached to front.

Condominium apartments with parking underneath.
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Oakland Ave SOUTH

STOREFRONT BUILDINGS

Older, recently renovated multi-story mixed-use storefront buildings on southernmost end of the corridor.

Older multi-story mixed-use storefront buildings.

Storefront building at Beverly Rd and Oakland.

OTHER BUILDINGS

Unique residential-looking building currently housing
a funeral home.

Village of Shorewood: COMMERCIAL ZONING UPDATE

Single-use, single-story commercial buildings with
parking in front.
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Capitol Drive EAST
Capitol Drive east of Oakland has a wide mix of residential, office, and a few commercial nodes. The elementary
school and St. Roberts Catholic Church front a good portion of the north side of the corridor. Many of the buildings on
this corridor actually front on the streets perpendicular to Capitol with their side facades on Capitol.
The pedestrian realm along many sections of this corridor is quite narrow, though bumpouts provide more pedestrian
space at intersections. The street, similar in scale to Oakland north of Capitol, is fairly easy to cross and on-street
parking is located along almost the entire length of the corridor.
The comprehensive plan calls for mixed use buildings with ground story non-residential uses along this corridor,
which is consistent with the B-1 zoning west of Farwell, but the zoning east of Farwell, B-3, allows multifamily and
commercial on all floors as well as mixed-use.

STOREFRONT BUILDINGS

Mixed-use storefront buildings on the east end of the corridor at Downer Avenue. Left building faces Downer.

Single-use storefront building just east of Farwell.

Taller storefront building across from park. (General
building, the Annason apartments, next to it.)

Single-use, single-story storefront buildings west of Farwell with historic detailing. The City Market has a corner
plaza for outdoor eating.
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Capitol Drive EAST

GENERAL BUILDINGS

General buildings. Bottom left includes parking on the ground story.

OTHER BUILDINGS

Funeral home in a commercial house building.

Service uses in commercial house, facing
perpendicular street.

Village Hall in Civic building.

ATT utility building just east of Oakland.

Village of Shorewood: COMMERCIAL ZONING UPDATE
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Capitol Drive WEST
Capitol Drive west of Oakland has a mix of residential, office, and limited commercial. Of all the corridors, this
segment has more auto-focused uses, including 3 gas stations, 2 fast food restaurants with drive-throughs, an auto
repair shop, and a bank drive-through. The high school dominates the south edge of this corridor.
The pedestrian realm is a good width with comfortable sidewalks and street trees along the majority of the corridor,
narrowing where turn lanes are provided. The street is wide, accommodating bicycle and vehicle traffic, but a center
median provides a refuge when crossing. On-street parking is limited along much of the corridor, due to right turn
lanes.
The comprehensive plan calls for a "Suburban Mixed-Use" in this area to accommodate auto-focused uses, consistent
with the B-3 zoning, allowing multifamily and commercial on all floors as well as mixed-use.

STOREFRONT BUILDINGS

Traditional mixed-use storefront buildings.
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Traditional storefront building with characteristics of a
Commercial House.

Single-story commercial building.

Typical suburban fast food with a drive-through.

Suburban restaurant with drive-through & pedestrian
access. Note no drive between the building & street.
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Capitol Drive WEST

GENERAL BUILDINGS

General buildings with office and/or residential uses.

AUTO-FOCUSED BUILDINGS

Bank drive-through.

Village of Shorewood: COMMERCIAL ZONING UPDATE

Gas station with convenience store, accessible from
sidewalk.
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Report to Plan Commission
March 17, 2022
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE: Update on return to in-person Plan Commission meetings
On Monday, March 21st, the Village Board is expected to revoke the Village’s emergency
declaration for COVID-19 (R-2020-12). (The packet and materials for that meeting will be
posted on the Village’s website in the Agenda Center.)
With the end of the emergency health declaration, justification for exclusively virtual meetings is
no longer reasonable. As a result, Plan Commission meetings are expected to return to the
Village Hall Court Room starting in April.
In 2021, the Village Board approved the purchase and installation of audio-visual equipment to
be installed in the Village Hall Court Room, Committee Room and Village Center. This
equipment has expanded the Village’s ability to host and record virtual meetings from Village
facilities.
Subject to approval of an updated policy by the Village Board, starting April 4, 2022, Village
Board meetings will begin using a hybrid approach that will allow community members to attend
a meeting virtually or live in-person. All other boards, committees, and commissions will
convene in-person. After a few months of utilizing a hybrid approach, the Village Board will
assess the hybrid meeting method for other boards, committees, and commissions.
For reference, the proposed hybrid guidelines indicate that officials desiring to attend a meeting
virtually and vote must obtain permission from the chair to do so. Staff, outside presenters,
consultants, etc. may attend virtually with approval of the Village Manager. These individuals
must only be on camera when they are presenting. Otherwise, they are asked to be off camera
and on mute. Community members who wish to attend a hybrid meeting virtually will be asked
to be off camera and on mute unless they are communicating directly with the board. If a
community member wishes to converse with the board, they shall raise their virtual hand and
wait to be called on by the chair.
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