Community Development Authority
Special Meeting Agenda
Friday, May 8, 2020 at 8:00 a.m.
via teleconference
You may join the meeting via toll free phone number: 1-877-568-4106
When prompted, enter the access code 604-637-885 followed by the pound or hash (#).
1. Call to order.
2. Consider February 7, 2020 meeting minutes.
3. Consider April 2, 2020 Special Meeting minutes.
4. Consider April 15, 2020 Special Meeting minutes.
5. Consider April 21, 2020 Special Meeting minutes.
6. Consider additional guidance on program criteria elements related to the Emergency Business
Assistance grant.
7. Next CDA meeting: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 – 8 a.m.
8. Adjournment.

DATED at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 6th of May, 2020 at 4:00 p.m.

VILLAGE OF SHOREWOOD
Sara Bruckman, CMC/WCMC, Village Clerk
Should you have any questions or comments regarding any items on this agenda, please contact the Village Manager’s Office at 8472700. 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. Upon reasonable notice, efforts will be made to
accommodate the needs of disabled individuals
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Community Development Authority
Meeting Minutes
Friday, February 7, 2020 at 7:30 a.m.
Village Hall Committee Room
3930 N. Murray Ave, Shorewood, WI 53211
DRAFT
Present: Chair Peter Hammond (arrived for item 7), Tr. Davida Amenta, Tr. Wesley Warren (via
telephone, left during item 7), Jon Krouse (left during item 8), Joe LeSage and Desty Lorino.
Also present: Leslie Montemurro, Dylan Dreger, Rachel Denton, Village Manager, Rebecca Ewald,
Finance Director Mark Emanuelson, and Planning and Development Director Bart Griepentrog.
1. Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 7:35 am.
Mr. LeSage nominated Mr. Krouse to be acting Chair until Chair Hammond was able to arrive;
seconded by Mr. Lorino. Vote 5-0.
2. Consider November 1, 2019 meeting minutes.
Tr. Amenta moved to approve the November 1, 2019 meeting minutes; seconded by Mr. LeSage. Vote
5-0.
3. Consider December 19, 2019 meeting minutes.
Tr. Amenta moved to approve the December 19, 2019 meeting minutes; seconded by Mr. LeSage.
Vote 5-0.
4. Consider January 16, 2020 meeting minutes.
Tr. Amenta moved to approve the January 16, 2020 meeting minutes; seconded by Mr. LeSage. Vote
5-0.
5. Consider Façade Improvement Grant for signage at HIYA Taco at 4144 N. Oakland Ave.
Mr. Griepentrog provided an overview of the request as detailed within the project memo. HIYA Taco
was requesting a $1,500 grant for signage. It was noted that the property had received a maximum
façade grant award within the previous 5-year period so any additional grant funding required the
CDA’s direct approval.
Ms. Montemurro noted that they were only applying for a signage grant, but that they were also
spending money on modifying the building façade as well.
Tr. Amenta reiterated her previous stance that signs are a cost of doing business and would vote no on
the application. Mr. Lorino confirmed that the grant money was specifically designed for these types of
grants. Tr. Amenta agreed, but noted that a limited amount of funding was available. Mr. LeSage
questioned if there was any sort of claw back provision with the façade grants and was informed there
was not. Mr. LeSage also questioned the details of the previous grant and was informed that El
Camino Partners, LLC d/b/a The Ruckus received $81,042. The grant did not go to the property owner.
Mr. LeSage noted that he would vote in favor of the application because he did not believe the policy
was designed to pick winners and losers. Mr. Krouse agreed, but suggested that the policy should be
addressed.
Mr. LeSage moved to approve the Façade Improvement Grant for signage at HIYA Taco at 4144 N.
Oakland Ave.; seconded by Tr. Warren. Vote 4-1. (Tr. Amenta voted no.)
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Mr. LeSage also requested that the overall policy be discussed on a future agenda, and Ms. Ewald
confirmed that it would be.
6. Consider Façade Improvement Grant for signage at Exercise Coach at 3565 N. Oakland Ave.
Mr. Griepentrog provided an overview of the request as detailed within the project memo. The Exercise
Coach was requesting a $1,500 grant for signage. It was noted that the property had received a
maximum façade grant award within the previous 5-year period so any additional grant funding required
the CDA’s direct approval.
Tr. Amenta questioned if the signage had gone to the Design Review Board, and Mr. Griepentrog
confirmed that it had.
Tr. Warren moved to approve the Façade Improvement Grant for signage at The Exercise Coach at
3565 N. Oakland Ave.; seconded by Mr. Lorino. Vote 4-1. (Tr. Amenta voted no.)
Mr. LeSage noted a desire for moving towards a goal with these grants, such as uniformity or design
principle.
(Chair Hammond joined the meeting via teleconference.)
7. Consider Service Agreement with the Business Improvement District (BID).
Ms. Ewald provided a brief background for discussion. She noted that the BID recently hired a new
Executive Director who would now be full-time. It was noted that this proposed agreement, which
would scale back to include only façade grant administration, would be for 2020 and that Strategic
Planning would amend the relationship and responsibilities moving forward.
Tr, Amenta was agreeable to the agreement with the exception of compensation, noting that sign
grants are smaller than full façade grants. She questioned if the amount of work was the same for
either type of grant, and Mr. Griepentrog confirmed that it typically was the same.
It was noted that the CDA has recently contributed money to the BID as compensation for
complementary activities, such as façade grant administration and business recruitment. Ms. Ewald
pointed out that the relationship was first formalized in 2017 with a service agreement. Chair
Hammond confirmed that the previous agreement provided compensation at $60 per hour. Mr.
Griepentrog provided that grants typically require 5-10 hours of administration. Tr. Amenta questioned
how grants in process would be charged, and Ms. Ewald noted that only new grants would qualify for
compensation.
Chair Hammond noted that he liked the idea of providing compensation per grant at the proposed $500
level. (Tr. Warren left the meeting.) Mr. Krouse agreed based on the provided estimates of time. Tr.
Amenta also suggested that Authority could simply provide a lump sum payment for the entire year.
Ms. Ewald mentioned that could be an option for this year, but suggested she would like to see future
agreements based on a particular joint business plan. Tr. Amenta questioned how business
recruitment would be documented and Ms. Ewald noted that the groups would need to confirm the best
way to work together with respect to what we both inherently do. Chair Hammond agreed and provided
that the agreement should specifically relate to a CDA program.
Tr. Amenta noted that in the government world, grant administration should not be more than 10-15%.
Mr. Krouse noted that such percentages could make sense for larger amounts, but that these grants
are small and require a minimum amount of work.
Tr. Amenta moved to approve the Service Agreement with the BID with the modification to section 2 to
say that the CDA will compensate the BID Board at a rate of $500 for façade grants and $250 for sign
grants. There were no seconds to the motion.
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Mr. LeSage moved to approve the Service Agreement with the BID as proposed; seconded by Mr.
Krouse. Vote 3-1. (Tr. Amenta voted no and Mr. Lorino abstained.)
8. Presentation of Housing Market Study and Needs Analysis.
Rachel Denton of Novogradac presented an overview of the Housing Market Study and Needs
Analysis. She noted that the presentation was structured on the data that was compiled in response to
the community questions. The presentation is attached to these minutes as Exhibit 1.
Members of the Authority asked questions related to the data throughout the presentation, with the goal
of receiving response within the final report. (Mr. LeSage left the meeting prior to the end of the
presentation.) The CDA noted that the data provided should provide a basis for defining future goals
and actions.
The final report was noted to be received and distributed prior to upcoming Strategic Planning efforts.
9. Consider 2019 CDA Annual Report
The 2019 CDA Annual Report was accepted as presented, with the understanding that the content
would be brought back during Strategic Planning and other future meetings.
10. Review of PDD monthly report.
This item was not discussed.
11. Reminder CDA/Village Board Strategic Planning Sessions March 12 and April 2 at 6:00 pm.
This item was not discussed.
12. Adjournment.
Tr. Amenta motioned to adjourn the meeting at 10:05 am; seconded by Mr. Lorino. Vote 4-0.
Respectfully submitted,

Bart Griepentrog, AICP
Planning & Development Director
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EXHIBIT 1

Rachel Denton, MAI
Partner

May 7, 2020

www.novoco.com
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About Novogradac & Company LLP
Novogradac & Company LLP is a national certified public accounting and consulting firm with
nearly 30 offices nationwide. Our clients represent a broad range of industries, with a major
emphasis in the real estate sector. We provide publicly and privately held national enterprises
with a full spectrum of audit, tax, valuation, expert witness and litigation support, property
compliance and general consulting services and we work extensively in the affordable housing,
community development, historic preservation and renewable energy fields.

Ten annual
conferences
held across
the country

May 7, 2020

www.novoco.com

Monthly Novogradac
Journal of Tax Credits
published in addition
to tax credit
handbooks

Industry
experts, speak
at a variety of
national and
local events,
conduct
webinars, etc.
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Personal Background & Tenure

• B.S. Degree in Urban and Regional Studies

Hired as
Researcher
2003

Obtained
CG
Appraiser’s
License
2007

Promoted
to Manager
2008

Promoted
to Principal
2013

Obtained
MAI
Designation
2016

Admitted to
partnership
Jan. 1,
2017

• Currently maintain licenses in a dozen states and am involved with
local chapter of Appraisal Institute and former Board member of the
Kansas City Commercial Real Estate Women organization

May 7, 2020

www.novoco.com
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Personal Background

Hired as
Researcher at
Novogradac &
Company LLP
2006

May 7, 2020

Promoted to
Analyst 2007

Converted to
consultant &
began graduate
work
2009

Graduated
from LSE
2011

www.novoco.com

Started PhD at
The University
of Arizona
2011

Passed
Comprehensive
Exams and
Began
Consulting FullTime with
Novogradac
2014
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Summary of Project

• Data Collection
• Community Questions
• Recommendations

May 7, 2020
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Outline of Report

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Data & Methodology
Community Profile – Demographic Analysis
Community Profile - Economic Analysis
Housing Analysis
Gap Analysis
Public Participation
Community Questions (RFP specified)
Recommendations (RFP specified)

May 7, 2020

www.novoco.com
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Data & Methodology
Mixed-Methods Research Design
• Secondary Data Analysis
– Census Bureau, ESRI Demographics, HUD, BLS, etc.

• Primary Data Analysis
–
–
–
–

May 7, 2020

Survey of rental housing supply (n=16)
Interviews with local realtors (n=4)
Two public listening sessions (n=43, November 2019)
Online survey (n=402, November 2019)

www.novoco.com
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Community Questions

May 7, 2020
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1 & 2. What are the current demographic and economic characteristics of households
living in Shorewood? What can Shorewood expect with respect to changing demographic
and economic characteristics in the next 2-5 years? 10 years? 15 years?

POPULATION

HISTORICAL AND CURRENT

May 7, 2020
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1 & 2. What are the current demographic and economic characteristics of households
living in Shorewood? What can Shorewood expect with respect to changing demographic
and economic characteristics in the next 2-5 years? 10 years? 15 years?

POPULATION BY AGE

What makes Shorewood unique?

May 7, 2020

•

Shorewood median age significantly
lower due to large representation of
young adults ages 20 to 34

•

Median age in Shorewood actually
decreased from the 2008-2012
period.

www.novoco.com
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1 & 2. What are the current demographic and economic characteristics of households
living in Shorewood? What can Shorewood expect with respect to changing demographic
and economic characteristics in the next 2-5 years? 10 years? 15 years?

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

What makes
Shorewood unique?
Significantly more
nonfamily households

Nonfamily households
cluster in the southwest
and central parts of
Shorewood

May 7, 2020
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1 & 2. What are the current demographic and economic characteristics of households
living in Shorewood? What can Shorewood expect with respect to changing demographic
and economic characteristics in the next 2-5 years? 10 years? 15 years?

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME

What makes Shorewood unique?
Lower MHI than that of Wauwatosa
and Whitefish Bay
Significantly higher MHI in the east
MHI trends follow typical life-cycle
earnings pattern

May 7, 2020
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3. What are the current housing characteristics in Shorewood, including owneroccupied versus renter-occupied, age and condition, size, including number of
bedrooms, and price range?

Typical renter household is a nonfamily household ages 15 to 34 or 65 and over living in southwestern or central Shorewood
Typical owner profile of a married couple household with the householder ages 35 to 64 living in eastern or northwestern
Shorewood.

May 7, 2020
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3. What are the current housing characteristics in Shorewood, including owneroccupied versus renter-occupied, age and condition, size, including number of
bedrooms, and price range?

Housing costs in general are relatively high and rising: value rose from $288,700 to $330,800 (2008-2012 v. 2013-2017)
Housing costs are significantly higher in eastern Shorewood and more affordable in southwestern Shorewood

May 7, 2020
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3. What are the current housing characteristics in Shorewood, including owneroccupied versus renter-occupied, age and condition, size, including number of
bedrooms, and price range?

Rents in Shorewood are relatively high and rising: median gross rent rose from $846 to $948 (2008-2012 v. 2013-2017)
The highest median gross rent is in southwest and central Shorewood and the lowest in eastern Shorewood, though the latter
trend is likely due to the relatively small number of rentals in that part of Shorewood.

May 7, 2020
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3. What are the current housing characteristics in Shorewood, including owneroccupied versus renter-occupied, age and condition, size, including number of
bedrooms, and price range?

May 7, 2020
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3. What are the current housing characteristics in Shorewood, including owneroccupied versus renter-occupied, age and condition, size, including number of
bedrooms, and price range?

May 7, 2020
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3. What are the current housing characteristics in Shorewood, including owneroccupied versus renter-occupied, age and condition, size, including number of
bedrooms, and price range?
Affordable Housing Supply = Mandated Supply + Naturally Occurring Supply
Mandated Supply
River Park (427 units)
Section 8
Seniors ages 55 and over with disability or 62 and over absent disability
99.3% occupied with 2-4 month waiting list
Lighthorse 4041 (17 units at mixed-income property)
@ 60% AMI
General tenancy
100% occupied with 522 household waiting list

May 7, 2020
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3. What are the current housing characteristics in Shorewood, including owneroccupied versus renter-occupied, age and condition, size, including number of
bedrooms, and price range?
Naturally Occurring Supply

*properties with rents that are below the maximum allowable LIHTC rents
Studio One Bath
Property
LIHTC Maximum Allowable Rent 80% AMI
Fountainview Apartments (Market)
Colony Woods (Market)
LIHTC Maximum Allowable Rent 60% AMI
North Shore Apartments (Market)
Eastmore Real Estate (Market)
Casanova Apartments (Market)
Fair Market Rent

May 7, 2020

Average
$1,038
$780
$757
$749
$732
$673
$648
$505

One Bedroom One Bath
Property
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)
The Oaks Of Shorewood (Market)(1.5BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)
Mosaic On Oakland (Market)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)
Lighthorse 4041 (Market)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)
The Oaks Of Shorewood (Market)
LIHTC Maximum Allowable Rent 80% AMI
Shorewood East Apartments (Market)
Fountainview Apartments (Market)
Charleston East Apartments (Market)
The Villager (Market)
Lighthorse 4041 (@60%)
North Shore Apartments (Market)
LIHTC Maximum Allowable Rent 60% AMI
Casanova Apartments (Market)
Ardmore Terrace Apartments (Market)
Eastmore Real Estate (Market)
Eastmore Real Estate (Market)
3919 North Morris Blvd. Apartments (Market)
Fair Market Rent

Average
$1,612
$1,569
$1,562
$1,539
$1,512
$1,427
$1,387
$1,337
$1,264
$1,101
$1,016
$995
$956
$909
$899
$851
$792
$782
$751
$746
$696
$692
$618

Two Bedroom One Bath
Property
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2.5BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Lighthorse 4041 (Market)(2BA)
Mosaic On Oakland (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
The Oaks Of Shorewood (Market)(2BA)
Fountainview Apartments (Market)(2BA)
The Oaks Of Shorewood (Market)(1.5BA)
Shorewood East Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
LIHTC Maximum Allowable Rent 80% AMI
Fountainview Apartments (Market)(1.5BA)
Colony Woods (Market)
North Shore Apartments (Market)
Shorewood East Apartments (Market)(1.5BA)
Lighthorse 4041 (@60%)(2BA)
Charleston East Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Casanova Apartments (Market)
Eastmore Real Estate (Market)
The Villager (Market)(1.5BA)
Shorewood East Apartments (Market)
Charleston East Apartments (Market)(1.5BA)
The Lakewood Building (Market)
The Lakewood Building (Market)(1.5BA)
Charleston East Apartments (Market)
LIHTC Maximum Allowable Rent 60% AMI
3919 North Morris Blvd. Apartments (Market)
Eastmore Real Estate (Market)
Ardmore Terrace Apartments (Market)
Fair Market Rent
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Average
$3,227
$3,127
$3,027
$3,027
$2,927
$2,727
$2,627
$2,627
$2,527
$2,509
$2,454
$2,377
$2,352
$2,027
$1,937
$1,510
$1,509
$1,439
$1,402
$1,330
$1,263
$1,202
$1,165
$1,089
$1,082
$1,059
$1,053
$1,044
$1,044
$1,039
$1,024
$1,000
$1,000
$969
$959
$953
$939
$870
$766

Three Bedroom One Bath
Property
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Mosaic On Oakland (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Lighthorse 4041 (Market)(2BA)
Cornerstone & Ravenna Apartments (Market)(2BA)
Fountainview Apartments (Market)(2BA)
LIHTC Maximum Allowable Rent 80% AMI
Shorewood East Apartments (Market)(2BA)
The Villager (Market)(1.5BA)
Lighthorse 4041 (@60%)(2BA)
Eastmore Real Estate (Market)(2BA)
LIHTC Maximum Allowable Rent 60% AMI
Eastmore Real Estate (Market)
Fair Market Rent
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Average
$3,635
$3,235
$3,133
$3,085
$2,949
$2,435
$1,663
$1,529
$1,497
$1,332
$1,249
$1,127
$1,101
$1,027
$984

4 & 5. What is the nature and extent of housing demand in Shorewood, including
residents currently living in Shorewood and nonresidents who may want to live in the
community? What aspects of housing demand does Shorewood’s supply currently not
meet, such as affordable, accessible, price, size, number of bedrooms, special/supportive
needs?
AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING GAP ANALYSIS

All Renter Households
At or below extremely low income (≤30% HAMFI)
Total Renter Households
Affordable Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable Units
Affordable Units per 100 Renter Households
Affordable and Available Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable and Available Units
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renter Households
At or below very low income (≤50% HAMFI)
Total Renter Households
Affordable Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable Units
Affordable Units per 100 Renter Households
Affordable and Available Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable and Available Units
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renter Households
At or below low income (≤80% HAMFI)
Total Renter Households
Affordable Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable Units
Affordable Units per 100 Renter Households
Affordable and Available Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable and Available Units
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renter Households

3,255
845
550
(295)
65
340
(505)
40
1,225
950
(275)
78
480
(745)
39
1,820
3,005
1,185
165
1,065
(755)
59

Much of the affordable supply is
occupied by higher income
households  gap in available
housing units for lower income
households

Note: the above categories are not independent, but rather are additive
Source: HUD, 2012-2016 CHAS data, published August 2019.

May 7, 2020
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4 & 5. What is the nature and extent of housing demand in Shorewood, including
residents currently living in Shorewood and nonresidents who may want to live in the
community? What aspects of housing demand does Shorewood’s supply currently not
meet, such as affordable, accessible, price, size, number of bedrooms, special/supportive
needs?
AFFORDABLE OWNER HOUSING GAP ANALYSIS

All Owner Households
At or below Very Low Income Owner Households (≤50% HAMFI)
Total Owner Households
Affordable Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable Units
Affordable Units per 100 Owner Households
Affordable and Available Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable and Available Units
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Owner Households
At or below Low Income Owner Households (≤80% HAMFI)
Total Owner Households
Affordable Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable Units
Affordable Units per 100 Owner Households
Affordable and Available Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable and Available Units
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Owner Households
At or below Middle Income Owner Households (≤100% HAMFI)
Total Owner Households
Affordable Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable Units
Affordable Units per 100 Owner Households
Affordable and Available Units
Surplus or Deficit of Affordable and Available Units
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Owner Households

4,455
275
190
(85)
69
70
(205)
25
520
570
50
110
145
(375)
28
815
1,100
285
135
330
(485)
40

Note: the above categories are not independent, but rather are additive
Source: HUD, 2012-2016 CHAS data, published August 2019.

May 7, 2020
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4 & 5. What is the nature and extent of housing demand in Shorewood, including
residents currently living in Shorewood and nonresidents who may want to live in the
community? What aspects of housing demand does Shorewood’s supply currently not
meet, such as affordable, accessible, price, size, number of bedrooms, special/supportive
needs?
FORECAST DEAMND:

By 2035 a total of 343 new housing units will be needed based on projected increases in the number of households in Shorewood and
assuming a healthy vacancy rate of five percent. This equates to approximately 21 units per year which will be needed to meet the
forecast demand on the whole. On the whole, at the current rate of construction (approximately 45 units per year since 2010), overall
demand in Shorewood will be met.

EXISTING GAPS

Within the housing stock however, there are gaps. In particular, there is a limited supply of:
new construction housing units,
fully renovated and updated older housing units,
affordable and available for-sale and for-rent housing units,
formally restricted affordable housing units,
rental units with gross rents between $500 and $999,
single-family homes with a price of less than $300,000 and particularly at less than 200,000,
senior-friendly owner-occupied supply, either condominiums or single-story ranch homes,
the vacancy rates for all rental housing are low which suggests additional demand for rental housing for all income levels
and age groups, and
• there are no housing developments for adults with special needs.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The limited available supply, both for-rent and for-sale, coupled with the lack of developable land, suggests that housing
prices will likely continue to rise and affordability will continue to be an issue absent an increase in supply, and targeted
supply in particular.

May 7, 2020
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6. How are the following groups impacted by current and future housing market
demand: Seniors, Families, Persons with Special Needs, Students, and Young
Professionals?
Given the lack of available developable land, competition for housing is expected to continue for the foreseeable future. In a high demand market
such as Shorewood, prices are expected to continue to rise absent new additions to the housing supply. The following section discusses how particular
groups are impacted by current and future housing demand.
•

Seniors: The most recent addition (built in 2018) to the housing stock is a luxury age-restricted rental property, The Oaks of Shorewood. The
property is currently 95 percent occupied with the majority of the occupants reportedly previous homeowners from the local area. The
population in Shorewood is ageing and senior household growth is projected to outpace general household growth through 2024; many of
these households will be living on fixed incomes and/or may be looking to downsize into either a senior-friendly apartment or senior-friendly
condominium. As such, the current demand for and gap in senior-friendly housing supply is likely to grow over the foreseeable future.

•

Families: Assuming the schools continue to perform well relative to their counterparts in other parts of the MSA, we expect families will
continue to want to live in Shorewood to gain access to the school system.

•

Persons with Special Needs represent a notable minority in Shorewood and there are currently no housing units specifically designed to target
these individuals. This housing product is unlikely to be built absent government or non-profit support.

•

Students: Although enrollment numbers at the University of Wisconsin Milwaukee continue to decline, there are still significantly more
students enrolled than there are student specific housing units and as such students are expected to continue to live in non-student specific
housing for the foreseeable future. Shorewood’s high walkability, the increased development along Oakland Avenue, and Shorewood’s
proximity to the university will continue to make Shorewood an attractive location for students.

•

Young professionals: Shorewood’s walkability, competitive housing stock – both new luxury rental units in mixed-use buildings and duplexes
for young professionals with children - and proximity to downtown Milwaukee and other major employment centers in the MSA, will continue
to make Shorewood an attractive location to young professionals. Recent luxury market rate multifamily developments such as Mosaic on
Oakland (built in 2017) and Lighthorse 4041 cater toward a wide variety of tenant groups but are particularly attractive to young
professionals who tend to prefer newer construction with more amenities and walkability in close proximity to employment centers.
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7. What impact, if any, has development within the past 10 years had on the
housing market of the community?

Recent Development
Residential: Majority are market rate rental properties
Commercial: Metro Market on Oakland Avenue
Two Primary Impacts
• New luxury market rate units  price pressure on older rental housing stock  potential for
more naturally occurring affordable housing units
• New additions primarily rental properties  Shorewood is becoming even more of a renter
community

May 7, 2020
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8. Short-Term Rental Market
Why d
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8. What impact, if any, does short
term
Why
d rental (such as AirBnB) have on
our housing market?
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8. What impact, if any, does short
term
Why
d rental (such as AirBnB) have on
our housing market?
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9. Are there barriers/opportunities or interest in Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs), Micro Apartments, Co-housing or Home-sharing?
Opportunities – Yes!
• 36.5 to 37.4% of survey respondents supported these types of projects
• Interest expressed at public meetings for ADUs and Co-housing
Barriers – Yes!
• Zoning limitations
• Potential public opposition
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10. What aspects of our supply or market demands might lead
towards tear-downs?
Significant percentage of
older housing stock
BUT, no obvious areas of
disrepair
Opportunities for teardowns likely to be unit
specific or project focused,
i.e. combination of
available units for larger
project

May 7, 2020
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Recommendations
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1. What types of housing will not be met?
Affordability gaps that exist now will likely worsen. Why? Basic economics.
Demand is expected to continue to rise
• Shorewood’s walkability, proximity to various labor markets, and good
schools make it desirable place to live
• Mortgage interest rates are not projected to rise until 2022 and even then
only an average rate hike (up to 4.1%) is currently projected
(Mortgage Bankers Association)

Supply
• Absent additions to supply, housing costs will continue to rise
• BUT – adding supply is necessary but not sufficient to addressing gaps

May 7, 2020
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2a. What types of housing could be pursued
and supported?
• Existing Housing Stock
–
–
–
–

Energy efficiency upgrades
Senior friendly modifications
Infill construction and redevelopment
Means Tested Downpayment assistance

• New Housing Stock
–
–
–
–
–
–
May 7, 2020

Condominium project
Rental project
Mixed-use project
Affordable housing project, owner or rental
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
Co-housing options
www.novoco.com
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2b. What barriers exist to their
development?
• Lack of available land
• Zoning regulations
• Construction costs
• Public opinion

May 7, 2020
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3. What housing demands will likely not be met
without intervention, subsidy, incentives,
innovative programs, code revisions, etc?
• Affordable housing units (exception: naturally occurring affordable
units)
• Housing for persons with disability under 55 years of age
• Wide scale energy efficiency upgrades

May 7, 2020
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4. What types of programs, established as well as
new and innovative, could Shorewood
seek/provide for the development and/or
redevelopment of necessary housing?
• Existing Housing Stock
– Energy efficiency upgrades
– Senior friendly living modifications
– Duplex to flat conversions

• New Housing Stock
–
–
–
–
–
May 7, 2020

TIF district
Density bonus
Zoning reform
Local Housing Trust Fund
Impact fee program
www.novoco.com
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TIF District
•

Description: tool used to spur development or redevelopment in a
particular area, widely used in Wisconsin

•

Uses: Blight, rehabilitation/conservation, industrial, mixed-use,
environmental remediation

•

Strengths:
–
–
–
–

•

In successful TIFs, the municipality investment is repaid
Has potential for long-term gains on tax rolls
Incentivizes investment where the market alone otherwise may not
Has potential to add affordable units as part of the agreement

Weaknesses:

– No guarantee
– Foregone taxes while TIF is open may shift tax burden
– Can have less transparency and accountability than traditional general fund
expenditures

May 7, 2020
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Density Bonus Ordinance
•

Description: Voluntary incentive-based tool that allows developer to build additional
units above the base maximum permitted density or on a larger footprint in
exchange for setting aside a certain number of units as affordable. The additional
cash flow from the additional units offsets the reduced revenue achieved by the
affordable units. Bonus varies widely by municipality.

•

Best Location: along commercial and public transit corridors

•

Strengths
– Flexibility in program structure can allow for substantial or incremental approach to
adding supply
– No significant additional direct cost to municipality once the ordinance is established
– Proven incentive-based tool for adding affordable housing units

•

Weaknesses
– Higher density can be unpopular among existing residents particularly in areas that have
historically been low-density municipalities

May 7, 2020
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Zoning Reform
•

Description: Modernize zoning regulations, for example:

– Upzoning: allow for triplex and four-plex construction, Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs), and/or co-housing as conditional use in one and two-family zone
– Loosen parking requirements for specific types of housing, for example agerestricted properties, units for low to moderate income households, or units
located along transit lines.

•

Strengths

– Incremental approach to increasing housing supply
– Increase in supply in theory will lead to a decrease in housing prices, or at a
minimum a decrease in the growth of housing prices
– Has potential to retain oversight through conditional use permitting process

•

Weaknesses

– Typically lacks public support
– Increased pressure on public facilities and infrastructure which may not be
able to handle the additional usage

May 7, 2020
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Local Housing Trust Fund
•

Goal: To provide affordable housing units

•

Potential funding sources:
– Municipal general fund
– Developer impact fees
– Commercial linkage fees

•

Strengths
– More flexibility in affordable housing policy and goals

•

Weaknesses:
– Administrative costs

•

Examples: Milwaukee Housing Trust Fund

May 7, 2020

www.novoco.com

44 of 64

Recommendations - Takeaways
• What is the ultimate goal?

–
–
–
–
–

Eliminate housing gaps?
Diversify housing stock?
Prevent displacement?
Increase tax levy for the Village?
Maximize the aggregate valuation in the Village?

• Some projects of course can accomplish multiple goals

May 7, 2020
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Recommendations - Takeaways
Assuming the goal is to address housing gaps, we recommend the following:
•

Existing Housing Stock Programs
–
–
–
–

•

End duplex conversion program
Add energy efficiency program
Add senior friendly modifications program
Continue downpayment assistance program

New Housing Stock
–

New condominium project with some incentive, TIF or voluntary such as density bonus, for some affordable set aside
•
•
•
•
•
•

Adding supply will help control rising owner-occupied housing prices
Adding supply will allow for a levy increase for the Village which can only be done through net new construction (or referenda)
Adding supply will increase the aggregate assessed valuation of Shorewood, which has potential to decrease property taxes
Provides a more affordable owner option to single-family homes/duplexes
Provides more senior-friendly housing stock that is still owner-occupied
Can get some affordable units through an incentive program

–

IF you do another rental project, consider a project with formally set-aside affordable housing units.

–

Ease zoning rules to allow for Accessory Dwelling Units and Co-Housing options, even if only through an overlay district or
as a conditional use rather than permitted by right use

–

Ease zoning in one and two-family zoning districts to allow for tri and four-plexes

May 7, 2020
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Questions?

Rachel Denton, MAI
Partner
KC Metro Office
Novogradac
Rachel.denton@Novoco.com
913-312-4612

May 7, 2020
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Disclaimer

Novogradac & Company LLP (“Novogradac”) is the copyright owner of this slide deck. Novogradac is making the printed
version (but not the PowerPoint file) of this slide deck and any other handouts branded with the Novogradac logo
(collectively the “Materials”) available to attendees and/or viewers of this workshop for informational and/or educational
purposes only. The Materials and attendance at the workshop are not a substitute for professional advice. By accessing the
Materials and attending the workshop, you agree to the terms of this disclaimer. You agree not to make business, financial,
and/or tax decisions based solely on the Materials and you agree that we are not responsible for any such business,
financial and/or tax decisions made by you based on the information contained in the Materials. You agree not to make
audio or video recordings of the workshop instruction. Other than as may be permitted under the Fair Use Doctrine of US
copyright law, you may not copy, cite to, or distribute the Materials, in whole or in part, without the prior written consent of
an authorized officer of Novogradac. All rights reserved 2019 by Novogradac & Company LLP. Novogradac & Company LLP
is a registered trademark of Novogradac.
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Community Development Authority
Special Meeting Minutes
Thursday, April 2, 2020 at 6:00 p.m.
via Tele/Video-Conference
DRAFT
Present: Chair Peter Hammond, Tr. Davida Amenta, Tr. Wesley Warren, Michal Dawson, Jon Krouse
and Desty Lorino (left the meeting during item 3)
Also present: Village President Allison Rozek, Tr. Jessica Carpenter, Tr. Michael Maher, Tr. Ann
McKaig (arrived after roll call), BID President Arthur Ircink, Village Manager, Rebecca Ewald, Finance
Director Mark Emanuelson, BID Director Steph Salvia, and Planning and Development Director Bart
Griepentrog.
1. Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 6:03 pm.
2. Consider deferral of the remaining Northwoods loan payment due dates by six months effective
immediately.
Chair Hammond provided a brief overview of the topic by summarizing the memo drafted by Mr.
Emanuelson.
Chair Hammond moved to defer the remaining Northwoods loan payment due dates by six months
effective immediately; seconded by Ms. Dawson. Vote 6-0.
3. Consider establishment of a new Emergency Rent Assistance Program consistent with the
proposed BID guidelines.
Chair Hammond noted that the request for this program was coming to the CDA from the BID, based
on the needs of businesses in relation to COVID-19 closures or disruptions. He stated that there were
no right or wrong responses to the request and that program was being developed fluidly. On a broad
level, the program would reallocate $208,000 of funding currently reserved for the CDA’s Façade
Improvement Program and $90,000 of the CDA’s general activity funds. He clarified that the program
was proposed as a grant, not a loan, due to needed timeliness and ease of administration.
The proposed program was detailed on page 24 of the CDA’s packet and required eligible businsses to
be closed or significantly impacted by COVID-19 measures. Significantly impacted was defined as a
lost of 50% or more of normal operating revenues. The program would have a two week application
timeline as opposed to be offered to the first come first served. The program would provide up to
$5,000 of rent assistance for up to two months. If demand exceeded available funding, the grants
would be prorated. Payment would be provided directly to the business owner.
Tr. Warren questioned if this was modeled after other programs. Ms. Salvia informed that other
programs were referenced, but that this program was structured specific to the needs of Shorewood
businesses, based on response to the BID’s poll.
Mr. Krouse questioned how many businesses were in the BID, and Mr. Emanuelson noted that there
were over 100 properties in the BID, but that many properties had multiple storefronts. He also noted
that this program would be available for all businesses, not just BID members. Mr. Krouse questioned
if the number was between 180-200.
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Tr. Amenta provided comments on the program’s criteria, particularly on the definition of commercial
retail space. She interpreted that the Metro Market, Walgreens and North Shore Bank would not
qualify. She requested that stricter qualifications be considered, noting that the program should be
aimed at retail and not office space. She also stated that the rent payments would be provided to the
landlords and banks, who would likely receive federal assistance anyways. She stated a preference for
providing assistance to Shorewood-only, single-location retail businesses.
Chair Hammond restated that eligibility would be based on being closed or significantly restricted. He
noted that the current Façade Improvement Program is broadly available and that is where this
program was being structured from. Tr. Amenta stated that she understood the desire to move fast, but
cautioned providing money without oversight or documentation. She noted that the CDA has been
criticized in the past for giveaways and lack of oversight or objectivity. She was nervous this program
would have the same perception. Chair Hammond noted that this grant money would be a giveaway,
but stated that this is what is needed right now. He noted that keeping the program broad would keep it
objective.
Tr. Carpenter questioned the timeframe of the grant and stated that she liked the two-week application
window vs. a first-come, first served distribution. She stated that all businesses would likely be
impacted not just small businesses. She suggested to look at eligibility for federal programs to help
define parameters of the local program. She also asked that the number of locations and number of
employees be added to the application. Lastly, she cautioned that life will eventually go back to normal
and questioned if the CDA depleted their funds what would happen the next time funds are needed?
Chair Hammond noted that the Façade Improvement Program would go away, if this assistance were
approved. He noted that the façade program helps the building, but if the building is vacant questioned
how valuable it was. He also reminded the group that the CDA still had business loan funds to
administer, but suggested that these grant funds could be distributed more quickly.
President Rozek reminded those on the call that she was not participating in the conversation regarding
eligibility, but questioned why the CDA wasn’t also looking at their loan and administration money,
which have more than the façade grant allocation.
David Price, Three Lions Pub and BID Board member, suggested that the Façade Improvement
Program did its purpose in attracting new businesses, but stated that the business district is full, so
there was less of a need for it. He noted that if the Village cannot keep the businesses it attracted, it
will need to spend more to attract the next ones. He requested that the CDA help the businesses that
are currently here and pay taxes, not the next ones who are not.
Tr. Warren questioned if the criteria language referencing the State of Wisconsin order exempted
certain people. Chair Hammond responded that the order listed specific businesses and industries. He
offered that the insurance industry would not qualify. Mr. Emanuelson also clarified that the program
would assist businesses who met the definition of significantly impacted.
Tr. Amenta suggested modifying the program to pertain to only food, drinking and retail. Ms. Dawson
suggested that the funding be portioned into two categories and that 2/3 of the money be reserved for
restaurants, bars and retail and the other 1/3 be set aside for the other business types. Mr. Krouse also
suggested that since the intent of the program was to help Shorewood specific businesses that criteria
stipulating that more than 50% of business operations be located in Shorewood be considered.
Chair Hammond summarized that the current discussion would allocate 2/3 of the $300,000 to
restaurants, bars and retail and 1/3 to other businesses. Tr. Warren cautioned that he would need to
better understand the numbers before deciding. Tr. Amenta agreed and also suggested that she would
like to see the results of the BIDs poll of business needs. Ms. Salvia cautioned that some of the
information that was provided was sensitive and was promised to be kept confidential.
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Chair Hammond once again noted that the program needed to be broad based because it is difficult to
expect all of the details at this time. He stated that he was done with the façade program and wanted
this program to be accomplished.
CDA members were asked whether or not they had any further thoughts on Ms. Dawson’s suggestion
of allocating 2/3 of the money to restaurants, bars and retail. Tr. Warren indicated that he was not in
favor and wanted to see the applications. Mr. Krouse questioned if that decision could be pulled back
based on actual applications. Tr. Amenta suggested that it could not because the program was
designed to be administered by staff without coming back to the CDA. She stated that the lack of
oversight was problematic. Chair Hammond noted that the CDA should commit to doing it. He pointed
out that the façade program was the same, if you qualified, you got it. Those applications did not need
to be individually reviewed by the CDA.
Mr. Krouse noted that if the CDA received 100 applications that the money would not go very far. Chair
Hammond reminded that the CDA has other money to consider, if needed. President Rozek
questioned why the CDA was not considering transferring any of its loan money to the program. Chair
Hammond stated that he believed those funds were intended to be perpetual in nature and for the long
term. He offered it was his fiduciary responsibility to keep them available. President Rozek questioned
if there was any actual obstacle to using those monies, and Mr. Emanuelson stated that they could be
repurposed. He suggested that the program start by utilizing the funds in the Façade Improvement
Program and that other funds could be considered once those were expended. He noted that a second
round of requests was possible.
Ms. Dawson moved that the call for applicants indicate that 2/3 of the awards be for restaurant and
retail businesses in Shorewood and 1/3 for businesses that met the criteria; seconded by Tr. Amenta.
Mr. Krouse questioned what would be used to define retail and was informed that the definition
provided by the State of Wisconsin’s Department of Commerce would be utilized.
A roll call vote was taken on the prosed amendment: Ms. Dawson – Aye, Mr. Lorino – absent, Chair
Hammond – Nay, Mr. Krouse – Aye, Mr. LeSage – absent, Tr. Amenta – Aye, Tr. Warren – Nay. Vote
3-2.
Chair Hammond also reiterated that the number of locations and employees be added to the
application. Ms. Dawson agreed.
Tr. Amenta suggested that the grants should be approved by the CDA or a subcommittee. Tr. Warren
requested that a list of applications be provided at a future meeting. Mr. Krouse agreed. Chair
Hammond restated that the program was set up like the façade program where if you qualify, you get it;
however, he agreed that providing a list of applications as a report back to the CDA was acceptable.
Tr. Amenta stated that this proposal was not good practice from a fiduciary or risk management
standpoint. She noted that things were being thrown together quickly and that a lot of responsibility
was being placed on staff. She believed that greater objectivity would be good.
Tr. Warren moved that a subcommittee of at least one elected-official member of the CDA and the CDA
Chair assist with the distribution and oversight of the grant program and that prior to disbursement any
member of the Village Board could request a copy of the list; seconded by Mr. Krouse.
Tr. Amenta noted that this program has issues with transparency and potential conflicts of interest.
President Rozek agreed.
The vote on the proposed program amendment passed 5-0 with Mr. Lorino and Mr. LeSage being
absent.
Ms. Dawson moved to establish a new Emergency Rent Assistance Program consistent with the
proposed BID guidelines and with the amendments proposed within this discussion; seconded by Mr.
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Krouse. A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Dawson – Aye, Mr. Lorino – absent, Chair Hammond – Aye, Mr.
Krouse – Aye, Mr. LeSage – absent, Tr. Amenta – Aye, Tr. Warren – Aye. Vote 5-0.
4. Consider closing the Façade Improvement Program to any new applications effective 4/2/20 and
terminate the program, and recommend to the Shorewood Village Board to approve a similar
action.
5. Consider redirection of remaining Façade Improvement Grant funding balances to fund the
Emergency Rent Assistance Program, and recommend to the Shorewood Village Board to
approve a similar action.
Items 4 and 5 were discussed and considered together.
Tr. Amenta suggested that funds from the Façade Improvement Program simply be redirected rather
than the program be closed altogether. She noted that the program could be kept for future
consideration. Chair Hammond noted that if the program were suspended, it could be reopened in the
future, at which point he suggested that it be looked at again. President Rozek agreed that transferring
funds to defund it was better than derailing it. Mr. Krouse questioned if there was a suggested
timeframe to suspend it. Tr. Warren suggested that it be suspended indefinitely.
Tr. Amenta moved to suspend the façade program to any new applicants effective 4/2/20 and transfer
funds to the Emergency Rent Assistance Program and recommend that the Shorewood Village Board
approve similar action; seconded by Ms. Dawson. A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Dawson – Aye, Mr.
Lorino – absent, Chair Hammond – Aye, Mr. Krouse – Aye, Mr. LeSage – absent, Tr. Amenta – Aye, Tr.
Warren – Aye. Vote 5-0.
6. Consider apply $90,000 of general CDA activity funds to support the Emergency Rent
Assistance Program pending the Shorewood Village Board approval to redirect Façade
Improvement Grant funding for the same.
President Rozek questioned if the Village Board needed to approve the transfer. Mr. Emanuelson
noted that the transfer of funds would be conditional upon the Village Board approving to redirect the
Façade Improvement Grant funds to the Emergency Assistance Program. Chair Hammond stated that
if the Village Board did not agree to redirect the $210,000 transfer of funds from the façade program
that the CDA would not transfer $90,000 from their general activity funds. Mr. Emanuelson noted that
the funds were allocated within the MOU associated with the original transfer of funds from the Village
Board to the CDA, which would need to be amended.
Tr. Warren moved to apply $90,000 of general CDA activity funds to support the Emergency Rent
Assistance Program pending the Shorewood Village Board approval to redirect Façade Improvement
Grant funding for the same; seconded by Ms. Dawson. A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Dawson – Aye,
Mr. Lorino – absent, Chair Hammond – Aye, Mr. Krouse – Aye, Mr. LeSage – absent, Tr. Amenta –
Aye, Tr. Warren – Aye. Vote 5-0.
7. Reminder: 2nd Strategic Planning Session – TBD based on COVID-19.
This item was not discussed.
8. Adjournment.
Tr. Amenta motioned to adjourn the meeting at 7:52 pm; seconded by Tr. Warren.
Respectfully submitted,

Bart Griepentrog, AICP
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53 of 64

Community Development Authority
Special Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, April 15, 2020 at 5:30 p.m.
via Tele/Video-Conference
DRAFT
Present: Chair Peter Hammond, Tr. Davida Amenta, Tr. Wesley Warren, Michal Dawson, Jon Krouse,
Joe LeSage and Desty Lorino
Also present: Tr. Michael Maher, Tr. Jessica Carpenter, Arthur Ircink, Kathy Stokebrand, Village
Manager, Rebecca Ewald, Finance Director Mark Emanuelson, BID Director Steph Salvia, and
Planning and Development Director Bart Griepentrog.
1. Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 5:35 pm.
2. Consider Emergency Business Assistance Program.
Chair Hammond provided a brief overview of the item, noting that the Village Board sent it back to the
CDA after discussion of the previous proposal. He also mentioned that staff had incorporated feedback
from the Village Board into the revised program, which was now more actionable, efficient and
administratively doable.
Ms. Dawson supported the revised proposal, indicating that the changes made it better and appreciated
the inclusion of eligibility by business types.
Tr. Amenta noted the inclusion of eligible and ineligible business types, but questioned what would
happen to businesses not specifically listed. Chair Hammond responded that those applications would
go to the CDA. Tr. Amenta stated that she did not believe well-capitalized businesses, such as
dentists, or businesses, who could still function remotely, such as psychiatrists, should be eligible. She
stated that encouraging women or minority-owned businesses to apply was not enough. She wanted to
provide extra points or consideration to those business types. She requested that a checkbox be
added to the application to identify this type of business, and Mr. Emanuelson confirmed that he could
do that. She also wanted to consider including some language that would obligate businesses to pay
back the grant if they moved, noting that the forgivable loan after six months model in Wauwatosa’s
program made sense. She questioned how the CDA’s approval would be provided.
Mr. Emanuelson stated that the BID Director would be the primary contact who would accept and
compile the applications. Those applications would then be forwarded to the Finance Director for
additional review, prior to providing the entire list to the CDA for a review of applications that were
unclear and approval of the remainder.
Lastly, Tr. Amenta noted the limitations of the Federal Payroll Protections Program (PPP), which had
already been exhausted and excluded sole proprietorships. She felt like businesses should be asked
whether or not they had received those funds and considered making those businesses ineligible or
requiring the funds to be returned to the Village if they eventually received them.
Tr. Warren stated that he liked the revisions, particularly in relation to the increased structure and
oversight. He questioned if the CDA should make it clear that businesses not listed as eligible or
ineligible should either be brought to the CDA for consideration or made ineligible. He also stated a
desire to include a stipulation that if a business moves that the Village should reserve the right to
request the grant funds be reimbursed.
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Mr. Lorino stated that it was a well thought out program and believed that any grey areas should not
exclude applications. He also confirmed that the program would not exclude owner-occupants.
Mr. LeSage noted that he took into account comments provided by businesses, which helped him
clarify some needs. He stated he has some concerns over getting this money to the right people, but
understood how difficult that would be to administer and reiterated that the Village cannot pick favorites.
He thus supported the high-level approach and stated that this program was a better use of the money
than the Façade Improvement Program. He noted that helping to retain businesses was as good as
attracting new ones.
Mr. Krouse noted that the program should be simple, quick and organized for effect. He agreed with
the concerns mentioned, but stated that we do not have the time nor the resources to get through those
issues efficiently. He stated that he supported the program as written and acknowledged that there may
be some leaky stuff, but noted that is going to happen.
Mr. Lorino motioned to establish the Emergency Business Assistance Program as proposed; seconded
by Mr. Krouse.
Tr. Warren moved to amend the original motion by adding a statement under the Program
Administration section a clause stating that in the event a business voluntarily moves out of Shorewood
within 6 months of the grant or receives reimbursement of rent duplicative of what is provided by this
program that such business would reimburse the Village for the grant.
Mr. Lorino stated that he did not mind the reimbursement requirement if the business moved, but did
not want to punish eligible businesses for accepting other grants. Ms. Dawson agreed noting that this
program will not cover all costs, so let them apply. Tr. Amenta confirmed the grant amounts and noted
that the program would give more grant funding to big places, but stated that people wanted to help
small locations. Tr. Warren acknowledged the need for businesses to apply for other grants but stated
he was trying to solve the problem of limited funds. Chair Hammond questioned how the Village would
enforce the 6 month moving out clause, and Mr. Krouse agreed with the sentiment but stated it was not
practical. Tr. Amenta reminded the Authority that there has been criticism of empty storefronts and
warned of criticism for providing money to businesses who might leave. Tr. Warren withdrew his
motion to amend.
Tr. Warren moved to amend the original motion by adding within the Administration section a clause
that in the event that a business moves outside of Shorewood within 6 months that the Village reserves
the right to ask for the money back; seconded by Tr. Amenta.
Tr. Warren added that this would not be an automatic trigger, but that if the CDA saw someone taking
advantage of the program that they could try to get the funding back. Tr. Amenta questioned if it was
more legally binding to stipulate such a clause, and Tr. Warren noted that he believed it was softer than
that. Chair Hammond questioned if this clause would be important to the Village Board, and Tr. Warren
confirmed that he thought it would be. Ms. Dawson indicated that she was willing to support it. Mr.
Lorino noted that this was simply reserving the right to ask, but that guidelines would need to be
discussed if funding were requested back. He also noted that he thought it would be unenforceable.
Tr. Amenta questioned what collection would entail. Tr. Warren responded by noting that if they didn’t
put this clause in there could be no recourse later. He further noted that he did not anticipate deploying
it, but that without it in there the CDA’s position would be weakened substantially. Mr. Krouse stated
that he was on board with the amendment and understood the Trustee’s needs.
A roll call vote was taken on the amendment: Ms. Dawson – Aye, Mr. Lorino – Aye, Chair Hammond –
Aye, Mr. Krouse – Aye, Mr. LeSage – Aye, Tr. Amenta – Aye, Tr. Warren – Aye. Vote 7-0.
Tr. Amenta reiterated her desire to provide a preference for women or minority-owned businesses. She
moved to amend the original motion by adding a clause that stated if not enough money was available
to fully fund requests that priority for full funding would be given to sole proprietor women and minority55 of 64

owned businesses. Mr. Krouse noted that this would be impossible to administer. Chair Hammond
questioned whether or not a percentage was being sought. Tr. Warren noted that there may be legal
parameters involved and requested that Attorney Bayer be consulted. Mr. Krouse stated that this
assumes that women or minority-owned businesses needed preference and that this would be picking
winners and losers again. Ms. Ewald confirmed that the intent of the motion would be to fully fund
these types of businesses and prorate the remainder. The motion did not receive a second.
A roll call vote was taken on the original motion, which incorporated the approved amendment: Ms.
Dawson – Aye, Mr. Lorino – Aye, Chair Hammond – Aye, Mr. Krouse – Aye, Mr. LeSage – Aye, Tr.
Amenta – No, Tr. Warren – Aye. Vote 6-1.
3. Consider Amendment #2 to the MOU between the Village and CDA
Chair Hammond summarized that the current MOU between the Village and CDA was written very
specifically and would need to be modified to reallocate funding from the Façade Improvement Program
to the proposed Emergency Businesses Assistance program.
Ms. Dawson moved to approve addendum #2 to the MOU between the Village of Shorewood and the
Shorewood Community Development Authority to redirect any remaining Façade Improvement Grant
funding balances to fund the Emergency Business Assistance Program, and recommend to the
Shorewood Village Board to approve similar action; seconded by Tr. Warren.
A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Dawson – Aye, Mr. Lorino – Aye, Chair Hammond – Aye, Mr. Krouse –
Aye, Mr. LeSage – Aye, Tr. Amenta – No, Tr. Warren – Aye. Vote 6-1.
4. Consider motion to apply general CDA activity funds to support the Emergency Business
Assistance Program
Chair Hammond stated that a similar action would be needed to transfer general CDA activity funds to
support the Emergency Business Assistance Program.
Ms. Dawson moved to apply $90,000 of general CDA activity funds, which would be consistent with the
MOU between the Village and CDA, to support the Emergency Business Assistance Program, pending
the Shorewood Village Board approval of addendum #2 to the MOU to redirect Façade Improvement
Grant funding for the same; seconded by Mr. Lorino.
A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Dawson – Aye, Mr. Lorino – Aye, Chair Hammond – Aye, Mr. Krouse –
Aye, Mr. LeSage – Aye, Tr. Amenta – No, Tr. Warren – Aye. Vote 6-1.
5. Adjournment.
Chair Hammond motioned to adjourn the meeting at 6:52 pm; seconded by Mr. Krouse. Vote 7-0.
Respectfully submitted,

Bart Griepentrog, AICP
Planning & Development Director
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Community Development Authority
Special Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, April 21, 2020 at 5:30 p.m.
via Tele/Video-Conference
DRAFT
Present: Chair Peter Hammond, Tr. Davida Amenta, Tr. Wesley Warren, Michal Dawson, Jon Krouse,
Joe LeSage and Desty Lorino
Also present: Village Manager, Rebecca Ewald, Finance Director Mark Emanuelson, BID Director
Steph Salvia, and Planning and Development Director Bart Griepentrog.
1. Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 5:32 pm.
2. Consider amendments to the Emergency Business Assistance Grant Program.
Chair Hammond summarized the memo drafted by Finance Director Emanuelson. He noted that the
revised program passed the Village Board by a 6-0 vote at their April 20, 2020 meeting. In general, the
revisions pertained to eligibility, timing and clarification that the funds should be used for business
purposes.
Tr. Warren motioned to amend the CDA Emergency Business Assistance Grant Program and
application form to include the provisions stipulated by the Village Board for the approval of Addendum
#2 of the MOU between the CDA and the Village; seconded by Ms. Dawson.
Tr. Amenta noted that she had received a few negative emails from businesses regarding the program,
although she thought the process to discuss and develop the program between the CDA and Village
Board went well. She noted a desire for positive communication of the program, emphasizing that the
unprecedented program is generous and prioritizes businesses. Village Manager Ewald also
expressed appreciation for the leadership in the community. Chair Hammond noted that the program is
coming from the right place and is intended to do the right thing. He also stated a need to be prepared
to continue listening.
Ms. Dawson questioned how the program would be rolled out, and Chair Hammond replied that the BID
would be administering the program but that Village Staff would also be sending a letter to businesses
and publishing the program in the Village Manager’s Memo. Ms. Salvia confirmed that process. Mr.
LeSage asked who the primary contact for the program would be and was informed that it was Ms.
Salvia with the BID.
A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Dawson – Aye, Mr. Lorino – Aye, Mr. LeSage – Aye, Mr. Krouse – Aye,
Tr. Amenta – Aye, Tr. Warren – Aye, Chair Hammond – Aye. Vote 7-0.
3. Adjournment.
Ms. Dawson motioned to adjourn the meeting at 5:52 pm; seconded by Tr. Warren. Vote 7-0.
Respectfully submitted,

Bart Griepentrog, AICP
Planning & Development Director
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FINANCE DIRECTOR’S MEMO
May 8, 2020
TO:

Community Development Authority

FROM:

Mark Emanuelson, Finance Director

RE:

CDA Emergency Business Assistance Grants

Upon adoption and funding of the CDA’s Emergency Business Assistance Grant Program, the Shorewood BID
Director and the Village / CDA began accepting applications from local businesses for participation in the
program. To date we have received over 100 applications totaling over $500,000 in requests.
As the BID Director received the application materials from many of our local businesses, and then forwarded
them to the Village Finance Director for additional review, it became apparent that there were a number of
items related to applicant eligibility and documentation that may require additional CDA guidance.
Below are a number of issues staff would like the CDA to provide direction:

Eligibility: “In order to be eligible for the grant program outlined below, all applicants must have been operating
businesses in a commercial space as of April 1, 2020 within the Village of Shorewood”
1) Staff interprets this to mean that the business must not have previously closed prior to any State orders and
must otherwise have been open for regular operations to the public sometime prior to April 1, 2020.
Please confirm as there may be a number of businesses in various states of preparation to open business to
the public prior to being prevented under State orders or Safer at Home guidance.

Eligibility: “Business operations were ordered closed or significantly restricted normal operations, under
Wisconsin Governor Tony Evers’ Emergency Order #12, Safer at Home Order, dated March 24, 2020. Significantly
restricted normal operations will be defined as limiting public access to primary operations that depend
extensively on face‐to‐face sales or services which account for more than 50% of normal operating revenues”
2) Staff interprets “operations” to mean local on‐site operations, as opposed to businesses who may rely upon
traveling to other locations to make sales, and those locations have been impacted under the Safer at Home
orders.
Please confirm as there may be a number of businesses who rely upon external customer interactions to
generate sales which may now be prevented or limited under State orders or Safer at Home guidance and that
those restrictions do not meet the limiting public access eligibility requirements related to face‐to‐face sales.
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Eligibility: “Business operations were ordered closed or significantly restricted normal operations, under
Wisconsin Governor Tony Evers’ Emergency Order #12, Safer at Home Order, dated March 24, 2020. Significantly
restricted normal operations will be defined as limiting public access to primary operations that depend
extensively on face‐to‐face sales or services which account for more than 50% of normal operating revenues”
3) Staff interprets “face‐to‐face sales or services” to exclude foodservice carryout or delivery, or other offsite
face‐to face sales or services.
Please confirm as when evaluating the impact to operating income for eligibility, certain types of business,
such as pizza shops, Chinese restaurants, or other food service locations with relatively small dine‐in seating
capacity may typically derive may than 50% of their normal revenues through carry‐out or delivery services
and would therefore not qualify under this criteria.
Please also confirm that if these types of businesses have not expressly stated that less than 50% of their
normal sales were not previously derived through these types of sales in their application letter, what if any
follow‐up documentation would be required.

Eligibility: “Business operations were ordered closed or significantly restricted normal operations, under
Wisconsin Governor Tony Evers’ Emergency Order #12, Safer at Home Order, dated March 24, 2020. Significantly
restricted normal operations will be defined as limiting public access to primary operations that depend
extensively on face‐to‐face sales or services which account for more than 50% of normal operating revenues”
4) Staff interprets “normal operating revenues” to include any payments received by other individuals to
operate within the occupancy permit holder leased space.
Please confirm as when evaluating the impact to operating income for eligibility, certain types of business,
such as hair, nail or other salons or combined operations may derive more than 50% of their normal revenues
through payments from other individuals for the right to operate within the premises, and may therefore only
qualify for this program if those revenues were also evaluated under this criteria.
Please also confirm that if these types of businesses have not expressly stated that these fees from other
sources have been waived for at least the 2 months of grant eligibility in their application letter, what if any
follow‐up documentation would be required.
Staff anticipates that a general disclosure of what those fees previously were under normal operations may
also be required to verify eligibility under these criteria, and then a general written statement from the
applicant that these fees have been waived for at least the 2 months of grant eligibility.
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Limits: Grants will be limited to and based upon up to 2 months of eligible rental or rental equivalent costs up to
$5,000 per month. For owner operated businesses, a monthly rental equivalent will be calculated based on 2% of
the 2019 assessed property value applicable to business operations.
5) Staff interprets “eligible rent” to include both the stated base rent amounts, and any lease provisions for
Common Area Maintenance (CAM) charges, property taxes, Property Maintenance (PM) costs, or other
required property management costs, with the exception of the utility costs for the leased premises.
Many rent or lease agreements may just simply state a rent amount which is presumed to include all of the
costs listed above. However, many other agreements may have a separate “base rent” amount followed by
additional provisions for other fees that the tenant is responsible to assume as part of their agreement which
are calculated under a share of costs basis. In some cases, applicants have only requested the base rent
amounts as they completed their requests, while others requested grants are based on all of these required
payments. Staff believes that a consistent application of eligible rent costs is most appropriate.
Please confirm as when evaluating the amount of eligible rent limits that an applicant may submit under their
grant requests that the CDA concurs with the staff interpretation as described above. Furthermore, that staff
may adjust individual applicant grant request amounts to include these costs if such documentation has been
provided, or exclude other ineligible costs if they were included in their request.

Sincerely,

Mark Emanuelson, CPFO
Finance Director / Treasurer
Village of Shorewood
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CDA Emergency Business Assistance Grant Program
Program Outline:
The CDA’s Emergency Business Assistance program will provide quick access to flexible capital to
qualifying businesses based on industry type and operational structure with a valid Commercial
Occupancy Permit. These businesses must be in good standing and have been closed or significantly
impacted by emergency orders related to COVID-19. Funding will be provided via proportional cash
grants through existing funding that has been allocated for business needs, such as retention.
The program will be administered by the CDA, with all applications submitted through the Shorewood
BID, under the review of Village staff, with approval of disbursement from the CDA and oversight by
the CDA Chair and an elected official member of the CDA.

Program criteria:
Eligibility
In order to be eligible for the grant program outlined below, all applicants must have been operating
businesses in a commercial space as of April 1, 2020 within the Village of Shorewood (the “Village”)
and who meet all of the following conditions:
1) Business operations were ordered closed or significantly restricted normal operations, under
Wisconsin Governor Tony Evers’ Emergency Order #12, Safer at Home Order, dated March 24,
2020. Significantly restricted normal operations will be defined as limiting public access to primary
operations that depend extensively on face-to-face sales or services which account for more than
50% of normal operating revenues.
2) Owner / applicants must currently hold a valid business occupancy permit issued by the Village.
3) Owner/applicants must be in good standing with the Village and current with all real estate or
personal property tax balances.
4) The program specifically identifies the following types of businesses as eligible for this program.
Retail Trade: General Merchandise Stores, Variety Stores, Food & Beverage / Event Places,
Candy / Nut and Confectionary Stores, Retail Bakeries, Apparel and Accessory Stores, Florists;
Services: Dry Cleaners/Tailors, Beauty/Barber Shops, Spas/Massage/Nail
Salons/Tattoo/Tanning Salons, Physical Fitness & Yoga / Dance Facilities, Photographers,
Veterinary / Pet Groomers, Opticians, Printers, Day care, Driving Schools;
Clinics of: Dentists, Osteopaths, Chiropractors, Podiatrists, Health and wellness practitioners,
Acupuncturists.
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5) The program specifically identifies the following types of businesses as ineligible for this program.
Gas Stations, Banks, Mental health counselors / Psychiatrists, Physicians, Lawyers, Real Estate
Agents, Insurance Agents, Accounting services, Computer services, Financial services, Auto
Mechanics, Grocers, Professional Offices, Funeral Homes, Pharmacies.
6) Local franchisee eligible for franchisor financial support in the form of a reduction in financial
commitment will not be eligible for participation in this program.
7) The CDA and the Village especially encourages women and minority-owned businesses to apply
for this program
Limits:
1) Grants will be limited to and based upon up to 2 months of eligible rental or rental equivalent
costs up to $5,000 per month. For owner-operated businesses, a monthly rental equivalent will be
calculated based on 2% of the 2019 assessed property value applicable to business operations.
2) In the event that there are insufficient program funds available to meet all requests, applicants
may receive a pro-rata funding based on the total amount of available funds.
3) All payments will be made directly to the business owner.
Documentation:
1) Completed program application form
2) Letter from applicant including the following information: Business name and contact
information, a general description of their normal business operations, a statement if their
business operations were ordered closed; or an explanation of how under the State of Wisconsin
emergency order #12 it significantly restricted their normal operations in the context of the
program eligibility criteria.
3) If the applicant has not requested rent relief from their landlord, an explanation of those reasons
should be included in the applicant’s letter.
4) If the applicant does not plan on applying for the Federal CARES Act funding program, an
explanation of those reasons should be included in the applicant’s letter.
5) A copy of the current rent agreement, or statement of assessment as applicable.
6) A completed W-9 form from the applicant.

Program Administration:
The application deadline for assistance under this program will be May 4, 2020.
A list of program applicants and grant request amounts shall be made available to any Village Board
members upon request, and shall be available to the public when presented to the CDA for final
review.
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The Shorewood CDA is responsible for the administration and oversight of this program. The CDA
chair and a designated elected official member of the CDA will perform the oversight duties.
The Shorewood CDA designates that the program application process will be administered by the
Shorewood Business Improvement District Director.
The CDA and the BID Director shall be responsible to disseminate program information to all
Shorewood businesses to the best of their ability using the BID’s mailing and email contact
information, and any other methods that may be appropriate to help achieve this objective.
The BID Director shall be the contact point for all program inquiries, and shall coordinate the
compiling of all required documentation for program participation for prospective applicants.
The BID director shall then review each completed application and evaluate if the applicant meets the
established program requirements. All applications will then be forwarded to the Village Finance
Director for additional eligibility review and processing.
In the event that an application is not determined to be eligible for program funding by either the BID
Director or the Finance Director of the Village, those applications will be subject to an additional
review for final eligibility determination by the CDA prior to the CDA’s approval of the grant funding
disbursements.
In the event that a business moves outside of Shorewood within 6 months from the date of the grant

award check, the Village reserves the right to ask for the money back.
Certain records related to this program are public record and subject to open records law. As such,
these records will be retained by the Village of Shorewood and CDA. The Village of Shorewood is the
official custodian of this documentation.

Applications:
To apply for the CDA Emergency Business Assistance Grant Program, please contact: Steph Salvia,
Shorewood BID Executive Director by email: Director@Shorewoodwi.com or by phone at 414-2025754 for other inquiries.
The application deadline for assistance under this program will be May 4, 2020.
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CDA EMERGENCY BUSINESS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
APPLICATION FORM
(Application deadline is May 4, 2020)
APPLICANT INFORMATION
Business Legal Name: ______________________________________________________________________
Trade Name / DBA (if applicable) ____________________________________________________________
Business Property Address: _____________________________________________________________
___ Individual

___ Partnership ___ Limited Liability Company ___ Corporation / Nonprofit Organization

Is this a minority or woman owned business: ____ Yes
Number of locations: __________

____ No

Number of FTE employees: _______________

Business Owner Name: ________________________________________________________________
Business Owner Contact Info: ___________________________________________________________

DOCUMENTATION
Letter from applicant describing how they meet each eligibility requirement attached: ___ Yes ___ No
Has applicant requested rent relief from their landlord: ____ Yes

____ No

Does applicant plan to apply for the Federal CARES Act funding program:
Rental agreement attached (if applicable): _____ Yes
Monthly Rent: $ _______________

____ Yes

____ No

_____ No

Grant Amount Requested: $ _____________________

Statement of Assessment Attached (Owner Operators Only): _____ Yes

_____No

Building Sq Footage: ______________________ Business Sq Footage: ____________________
Monthly rent equivalent: $________________

Grant Amount Requested $________________

Completed W-9 form attached: ___ Yes ___ No
As the program applicant I attest that I am the legal owner or authorized corporate agent of the above named CDA
Emergency Assistance Program subject business and that all information provided is accurate and correct to the
best of my knowledge and that any grant funds are to be used for business purposes..
Applicant Signature: ____________________________________________________
Date: ________________________
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