Plan Commission
Meeting Agenda May 28, 2019
6:30 p.m. Village Hall Court Room
3930 N. Murray Ave Village of Shorewood, WI 53211

1.

Call to order.

2.

Roll call.

3.

Statement of Public Notice.

4.

Approval of April 30, 2019 meeting minutes.

5.

Discussion and recommendation of amending zoning requirements to allow for
porches and covered entryways in required front and side yards. (meeting #7)

6.

Discussion pertaining to updating the Village’s Comprehensive Plan in 2020.

7.

Schedule next meeting.

8.

Future agenda items.

9.

Adjournment.

Dated at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 21st day of May, 2019
Village of Shorewood
Sara Bruckman, CMC/WCMC
Village Clerk

PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE APPLICANT FOR THE
AGENDA ITEM MUST BE PRESENT AT THIS MEETING.
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 disabled individuals.
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
April 30, 2019
3930 N. Murray Ave Village of Shorewood, WI 53211
DRAFT

1.

Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 6:34 p.m.

2.

Roll call.
President Allison Rozek - Chair
Trustee Davida Amenta
Leah Blankenship
Eric Couto
Tim Hansmann
Therese Klein
Barbara Kiely Miller
Sangeeta Patel
Daniel Wycklendt

3.

Aye
No
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Approval of March 26, 2019 meeting minutes.
Ms. Kiely Miller moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Mr. Hansmann.
Vote 8-0 to approve.

4.

Statement of Public Notice.
Staff posted and publicly noticed the meeting according to local and state regulations.

5.

Consideration of an Application for a Zoning Review to confirm the side setback at
2500 E. Capitol Drive, business owner David Rosene, Shorewood Animal Hospital.
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided
to the Plan Commission. Mr. Griepentrog explained that the proposed planning question
is located in the B-3 Mixed-Use Commercial District which has a build-to line on the front
and side yards. The build-to line technically requires that the building be constructed up
and to that point at a minimum. The existing building was built before the build-to line
was established and is existing as a non-conforming structure on the lot with setbacks
both in the front and side. The applicant applied to do renovations to the property
including interior work and the addition of a new vestibule to enter the property which will
extend further along the side setback. Upon reviewing the plans for the new addition, it
was determined that the property has a build-to line. The build-to line requires the side of
the building be 20 feet from the curbline but technically the property line is 20.5 feet from
the curbline. Within the code it allows the Plan Commission review of this situation. The
applicant is seeking approval to construct the vestibule at less than the 20 foot build-to
line. Staff has no issues with the addition because it is reducing the non-conformity of
the lot.
President Rozek asked what level of alteration of a non-conforming building triggers it to
conform to current code. Mr. Griepentrog stated that if the entire building was reconstructed it would have to meet current codes.
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Attorney Bayer added that under State Statutes there is a difference if a building is
damaged or destroyed by natural causes or if there is a renovation being done. In this
case though he stated it is a moot point because the alteration is changing the property
in a manner that is bringing it closer to conformity with the existing code.
President Rozek asked why the item is before the Plan Commission. Mr. Griepentrog
stated that it is before the commission based on code language and confirming corner lot
setbacks.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked about the fence along the west lot line and if the addition will come
up to where the fence is currently. The applicant, David Rosene, stated that the fence is
going to be removed.
Mr. Couto moved to approve the proposed building placement of the Shorewood Animal
Hospital located at 2500 E. Capitol Drive, as submitted, in consideration of the layout of
the intersection and the fact that the non-conformity is being reduced with this
renovation. Seconded by Mr. Wycklendt. Vote 8-0 to approve.
6.

Further discussion of amending zoning requirements to allow for porches and
covered entryways in required front and side yards. (meeting 6)
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided
to the Plan Commission. He explained that this was the commission’s sixth overall
meeting on the topic and the second with the current commissioners. The new draft
incorporates the first version with changes discussed from the previous meeting.
President Rozek asked to review the code section by section.
Ms. Patel asked why the definition of covered entry cannot include supports. Mr.
Griepentrog explained that the structure with supports is then a porch with open sides.
President Rozek asked if a porch and a deck are the same thing. Mr. Griepentrog stated
they are not and that all reference to decks was pulled out of the marked up version
because of no changes.
Mr. Griepentrog stated that the next section, 535-9 Site Restrictions, had no major
changes and that it was mostly adding porch to the title and porch language to the
section. President Rozek said that for patios the percentage of coverage is very specific
and asked if the same should be for porches and decks. Mr. Griepentrog explained that
it is specific to patios and decks are not allowed in the front yard or street side yard.
President Rozek explained that her confusion was because usually when regulating
multiple things under a code section and the things are similar in use they would have
similar requirements. She said that if the ordinance is being redone if it would make
sense to review all the requirements and see if any apply to all. Mr. Griepentrog said he
is open to that but his understanding is that a deck is permeable and patios are not
which impacts storm water more. With a deck being permeable the percentage was not
as much as an issue and with a patio being not permeable it is more restricted. A porch
is covered and because of that it is not permeable.
Ms. Kiely Miller explained that porches were a much more complicated structure to deal
with when previously discussing which was why patios were dealt with first because it
was less complicated.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that after the previous discussion regarding allowing porches up to
ten feet from the lot line she felt that was too close to the sidewalk and suggested fifteen
feet from lot line instead. Ms. Klein asked about the houses that were closer to the lot
line and felt fifteen feet would not be fair to those properties. Ms. Klein added she was ok
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with the ten feet to the lot line restriction. She added that with code changes we had to
find a way for all properties to have a way to add a porch.
President Rozek stated she was ok with the ten feet also.
Mr. Wycklendt said he felt the changes were a bad idea. He suggested tweaking the
language to restrict the outliers that could block views and allow for blocks to have more
conformity. He understood all blocks are different but felt most had houses that were
aligned. He felt the way the code was written previously was for a reason. He felt this
could be a big change. He added that in the design requirements (b1) he felt that
perhaps in the past the code had been interpreted incorrectly. His porch was required to
be at the front entry height and he would’ve liked a step up into his house. Mr.
Griepentrog had no issue in changing that design requirement. Mr. Hansmann stated he
was not aware of anything in the UBC that covers that step and the only issue would be
accessibility and that a riser is a maximum of 8 inches.
Ms. Patel agreed with Mr. Wycklendt and prefers uniformity on blocks and felt that
people seem to not use porches.
President Rozek asked for clarity on uniformity and whether it is a full block being
uniform. Mr. Griepentrog stated he would like clarity on the concept of uniformity as well
and whether that is the full block or adjacent houses. Mr. Couto said to think of the code
in terms of the house that is set closer to the lot line and not the house set further back.
Mr. Griepentrog added that the version being considered allows houses closer to the lot
line to have the opportunity of a porch. The alternate version was based on a percentage
and restricted those houses.
President Rozek likes uniformity but the village is not a gated community. She said that if
an improvement is not significantly impeding a neighbor it is really hard to regulate a
diverse community with different architect. She said it would be hard to put on the
planning director to regulate a percentage without looking into all the blocks in the
village.
Ms. Kiely Miller added that although the village was built over time and as a whole is not
uniform, usually each block is. After discussing the topic for three years, she explained
that her line of thinking is more in line with Mr. Wycklendt’s and that it comes down to
regulating light, air and privacy and not wanting to harm a neighbor, reducing the quality
of life, by approving something at a neighboring property. Uniformity is one thing but
what does an addition of a porch to a property do to the adjacent properties enjoyment of
their properties.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if the current code reads 10% or if that was the other suggestion.
Mr. Griepentrog stated that was the other suggested change and that it read “residential
districts R-5 and R-6 specify the minimum front setback for a principal building in a
residential district shall be 25 feet or the average of the existing setbacks on the side of
the street where the property is located between the two closest intersecting streets
whichever is greater. The front setback may be anywhere in the range of average
setback minus 10% of the average setback or plus 10%”. Mr. Griepentrog then stated
two clauses to allow porches were added which read “in a case where portions of the
existing structure are closer to the front street lot line than the nearest adjacent buildings
a new porch or alteration to a porch may come up to a portion of your structure closest to
the front property line”. The second clause stated ”where the existing structure is set
back further from the property line then nearest adjacent building, a new porch or
alteration of a porch shall be permitted within the front setback range or may be placed
up to any point between the existing front setback and the setback range”.
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Mr. Wycklendt asked with the new re-wording if in all the examples as long as a porch is
within 8 feet of the lot line they are permitted and it doesn’t matter what the neighbor
has. Mr. Griepentrog stated yes. Mr. Wycklendt added that porches are nice but that
houses in the village had architects involved in building them a certain way and he was
not sure that making the decision to allow everyone to put porches extending 8 feet off
their homes blocking their neighbors was a good idea.
Ms. Klein stated she did not understand the concern with blocking the neighbors and
asked about the 50% exterior wall and how that got added. Ms. Klein added that many
other things block neighbors like her neighbor’s bushes and that a four by four post
would not block her. President Rozek asked that if she wanted to add on to her house a
solid structure in the front yard could she. Mr. Griepentrog stated you could not because
the front yard setback is so restrictive and the option is essentially frozen for most
property owners. President Rozek added that an 8 foot difference is not going to stop the
noise from someone sitting outside and wants to be careful to not overregulate with an
idea in their heads that it will make a difference for welfare and safety and blocking a
view when it may not impact it at all. Mr. Griepentrog stated the 50% was a continuation
of what was recommended previously and that the percentage could be increased.
President Rozek stated the language states mesh screening is not incorporated into the
percentage and that she felt mesh screening could block a neighbor. Mr. Griepentrog
stated that language could be excluded.
Ms. Klein said that the aim was a covered space to sit on and not so much the walls and
it being enclosed because that would block a neighbor and that increasing the
percentage of coverage/openness would help.
Mr. Griepentrog said he could bring back examples/illustrations of the varying different
coverage percentages.
Ms. Klein feels strongly all should be allowed to add a porch to their properties.
Mr. Hansmann stated that he didn’t feel the coverage percentage would be able to be
increased much past the 50% because of rail height and an eight foot opening.
President Rozek is not concerned about regulating a small space where the mailbox,
boots and delivery boxes sit. She said most of the time when regulation to front set back
occurs it is in a new growing community where there are not a lot of houses and they are
establishing that line but in a built out community like Shorewood denying it for
appearance wise makes no sense because a lot of additions and alterations have been
done to properties over time. She said that with the bad weather here it is a covered
space that helps you enter your house and she is not concerned about noise.
Ms. Patel envisioned something different where a porch could stretch eight feet across
the front of a house versus a covered entryway. President Rozek stated the width of a
porch could be regulated. Mr. Griepentrog stated he would like direction on the maximum
allowed because often a porch is based on the architecture of a house. Design Review
Board would review the proportion of the proposed porch and make sure it matches the
structure.
Ms. Kiely Miller stated that the materials address covered entryways and that it seems
the commission is ok with covered entryways and suggests carving out covered
entryway to get approved separately. Mr. Griepentrog preferred getting the code section
approved as a whole. Mr. Griepentrog stated that the section on covered entry has a
width restriction.
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Ms. Kiely Miller stated that a porch should match the architecture of the house and that
because of that, putting a limit on how much of the front façade it could cover would be
difficult.
Mr. Wycklendt said that a porch is a permanent structure similar to an addition to a
house and understands it has restrictions and it is not enclosed. A porch can change the
makeup of a block and eight feet can be an awful lot of space.
President Rozek said the difference is a porch is transparent without walls like an
addition. A structural change would block views but doesn’t feel the same about a porch.
Mr. Griepentrog stated that in his time at the village he has not received requests to put
on anything larger than a typical porch or small front entryway and the typical requests
have been rather for covered entryways or small bump outs.
President Rozek asked about mesh screening not counting towards being enclosed. Ms.
Klein said that typically if you have mesh screening you have a door and asked if you
were allowed a door on a porch. Mr. Griepentrog stated it would depend on your
percentage of covered space and if the door was a screen door then it wouldn’t count
towards the percentage but a glass door would. President Rozek stated there had been
concern with storing items on a porch with mesh screening but if you don’t allow
screening then less storage would occur. Mr. Wycklendt disagreed and stated that
screening defines what a porch is.
Ms. Kiely Miller sees the appeal of a screened porch but feels that for the purpose of this
discussion the screening and what is allowed should be specific. President Rozek said
that screening could be allowed but included in your enclosed percentage. Mr.
Hansmann added that you could require the rails be a certain percentage open.
Ms. Patel said the mechanism for regulating the appearance of a porch is the Design
Review Board and the commission should focus on what we absolutely do not want and
the rest is regulated through the Design Review Board. Mr. Griepentrog said that the
Design Review Board does look at the neighboring houses when reviewing and
neighbors are currently notified for additions of 200 square feet but a notice to neighbors
could be sent for porches also.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked about the Design Review Board guidelines and if they were ever
approved. Mr. Griepentrog stated the board drafted residential design guidelines and
they were about 70-80% completed but with staff transitions they were never picked up
as an initiative. The guidelines were never adopted. The guidelines are an initiative of
the Design Review Board to take back up if they would like to.
Ms. Kiely Miller added that she was not supportive of a second floor deck/landing over a
porch. President Rozek said that could be regulated too. She asked if you could have a
second floor landing/walkout on top but could not cover the second floor. Mr.
Griepentrog stated that was correct. President Rozek had no concerns with a second
floor landing.
Ms. Klein asked if the code only pertained to single and two-family homes. Mr.
Griepentrog stated that porches were drafted for all residential districts. The code could
be clarified.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked about a non-conforming residence with a porch that needed to be
repaired could they get grandfathered in if the porch was not allowed per the new code.
Mr. Griepentrog stated yes with the same footprint.
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Mr. Griepentrog added he had no problem with porches in the commercial districts and
the code could be specified with which districts could be allowed porches.
President Rozek asked why a porch is not allowed in the side yard. Mr. Hansmann
stated you could build a porch in the side yard but you cannot encroach into the setback.
She added if porches are allowed in the side yard why there are no other requirements
like percent coverage. Ms. Kiely Miller said that most of the houses are too close
together that practically speaking you would not be able to build a porch in between
them.
Ms. Patel asked about permeability and if the percentage should be 30% of the whole
yard. Mr. Griepentrog stated that a porch being attached to the residence makes it a part
of the 30% percentage coverage ratio for a principal structure. He stated a patio is not a
part of the structure and that’s why it has its own coverage ratio defined.
Mr. Griepentrog asked what the full consensus of changes were. He stated he would
come back before the commission with illustrations of the 50% coverage and open
railings, a notice to neighbors section for Design Review Board, including language for
allowing a step up from a porch to front door.
Attorney Bayer added that because a porch addition increases the footprint to the
principal structure, the 30% coverage ratio would prevent a porch from being too large.
Mr. Griepentrog could illustrate a typical residential lot and if the 30% coverage would
limit large porches.
Ms. Klein asked if you have a porch currently could it be made bigger. Mr. Griepentrog
stated you could up to 8 feet from the main façade of the structure. She asked about the
L shaped facades that are common on bungalows and if a porch could fill in space. Mr.
Griepentrog said that based on the definition of front yard which starts at the nearest wall
to the property line the tucked in space is currently not regulated. He will bring diagrams
to the next meeting and research if language needs to be added regarding it to the code.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked about existing code that governs property setbacks and what you
can do in a front yard going back decades how do other communities honor those codes.
Mr. Hansmann stated that blocks can be different in character and setbacks and that is
what is being dealt with now. President Rozek stated different periods thought differently
which led to codes being flipped and code changes should consider what the feel of a
community is at the time. Mr. Griepentrog added that the code should be more
contextual than blanket statements for a community like Shorewood.
Mr. Griepentrog asked if there was consensus to move forward with the version allowing
8 feet but no closer than 10 feet to the lot line or if a more contextual version to allow a
plus or minus based on neighbor or neighboring block was desired.
Ms. Patel is comfortable with the 8 foot version but add the 30% lot coverage ratio
language for reference.
Ms. Klien moved to direct staff to present at the next meeting the next version to state
porches may project up to 8 feet from the main façade of the house into the required
front yard and covered entryways may project up to 4 feet into the required front yard;
however, in no instance may such projection encroach closer than 10 feet to the front lot
line. Seconded by Mr. Hansmann.
Mr. Griepentrog stated the illustrations he would come back with would be in regards to
30% lot coverage, 50% openness and bungalows with the L shaped front facade.
Vote 5-3 to approve with Commissioners Kiely Miller, Couto and Wycklendt voting nay.
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7.

Review of Plan Commission 2018 Annual Report
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided
to the Plan Commission. The report gives a snapshot of what the Plan Commission
accomplished in 2018. The report will be submitted to the Village Manager.

8.

Discussion and consideration of Plan Commission 2020 Initiatives
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided
to the Plan Commission. Included with the memo was the list of 2018 committee
initiatives for reconsideration and editing. Mr. Griepentrog stated number 1 (porches)
should be removed because it is currently being worked on, number 8 (sign code) should
be removed because it has already been assigned to the planning director’s work queue
and number 2 is also partially accomplished, in that required neighbor notifications were
approved as part of the updates to both Solar Panel and Conditional Use Permit
regulations. Item 9 should be selected as a top priority, as the Village must begin work
on updating its Comprehensive Plan within the next year, as it is required to be renewed
by January 2021. The State’s requirement is a municipality must have a comp plan no
older than ten years and technically you should not be updating zoning code without a
current comprehensive plan.
President Rozek asked which chapters of the comprehensive plan the Plan Commission
would be working on. Mr. Griepentrog stated the commission would be working on all
nine chapters. He is recommending the item as an initiative so he can understand the
direction on how big a project this will be whether that includes hiring an intern or a
consultant for budgeting purposes. President Rozek requested a link to the current
comprehensive plan to commissioners. Mr. Hansmann asked if the process includes
public forums and felt if so a consultant may be required. Mr. Griepentrog stated the last
planning director had hired an intern to help draft the plan and he did not know what the
public components had been. The State statutes have very specific requirements of what
needs to be in the plan. He believes the current comp plan had checked off those
requirements and said what the current demographics and these are what we envision in
10 and 20 years. Some comprehensive plans have a lot of public outreach and
engagement and if that is what the commission would like it would require budget
money. President Rozek asked if a link to the State statute can be sent to
commissioners also.
Mr. Griepentrog said to his understanding in 2010 the comprehensive plan was more of
a checklist plan and the village has done other plans since that on specific issues. The
idea would be to reference the other plans in the updated comprehensive plan. President
Rozek stated that a comp plan is more general but it does have the basic policies of the
village. Mr. Griepentrog said the comprehensive plan is the official plan for the village.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if revising the zoning code would come after the comprehensive
plan. President Rozek said it should come after the comprehensive plan.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if item 7 (historic properties and districts) is something that if the
planner didn’t have time for if a citizen group could be involved. Mr. Griepentrog stated a
subcommittee could be created and work on the issue but it would have to present back
to the committee as a whole.
President Rozek explained that the plan commission is a statutory committee and
statutory committee’s priorities will be reviewed and prioritized by the Village Board.
President Rozek asked about the timing of revising the off-street parking regulations and
if they should be reviewed while the traffic study is being completed. Mr. Griepentrog
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said that he preferred the traffic study to be completed first but that the review could be
done at the same time if the committee would like to prioritize that.
Mr. Griepentrog stated his priority recommendations would be first the comprehensive
plan (#9) then off-street parking requirements (#3), zoning map review (#6),
research/revise conditional, permitted and prohibited uses (#4), research/revise zoning
code relative to site design standards (#5) and historic properties and districts (#7).
Mr. Couto asked if, along with the current comprehensive plan and statute, the
commission could be sent a rough timeline of due dates of various studies and plans
being done.
Ms. Kiely Miller moved to submit to the Village Board the Plan Commission’s priorities for
2020 as the comprehensive plan update, research/revise off-street parking requirements
and zoning map review. Seconded by Mr. Couto. Vote to approve 8-0.
9.

Schedule next meeting.
The next meeting was scheduled for May 28, 2019

10.

Future agenda items.
No future agenda items were discussed.

11.

Adjournment.
Mr. Couto moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:17 p.m., seconded by Mr. Wycklendt. Vote
to adjourn 8-0.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Report to Plan Commission
May 24, 2019
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE: Discussion and recommendation of amending zoning requirements to allow for porches
and covered entryways in required front and side yards. (meeting #7)
History and Topic Overview
The Plan Commission reviewed a draft ordinance allowing for porches and covered entryways in front
and side yards at their April 25, 2019 meeting. The draft was reviewed section by section and
consensus was provided on moving forward with a version allowing porches within the front yard, up
to 8 ft. but no closer than 10 ft. to the lot line.
Several questions or requested revisions remained, including the following:
1. Lot coverage was added to this section for clarity and reference to individual zoning
requirements: “Porch and covered entryway land area coverage shall count within the
allowable area for principal structures, per respective zoning districts.”
2. Floor height: Based up on discussion and confirmation with the Building Inspector, the draft
has been revised to state: “The floor height of any porch or covered entryway shall be at or
below but within 8 inches of the front entry height.”
3. Screening was included within wall coverage parameters: “At least 50% of the exterior wall
area shall be open; mesh screened areas and guardrails shall not be considered enclosed.”
4. Notification to neighbors for the construction of a new front porch was added to the Design
Review Board requirements: “The Building Inspector shall give written notice to each member
of the Design Review Board, to the applicant or appellant, to such other parties as he deems
advisable, and, in case of new construction, or construction that adds 200 square feet or more
to an existing structure, or construction of a new front porch to all owners of property located
within 100 feet of any boundary line of the applicant's or appellant's property.
5. A maximum depth of 10 ft. for porches was added, to limit the depth of porches on houses
where the front façade is not uniform.
A revised version of the proposed amendments are provided within this packet, as well as illustrations
relating to lot and wall coverage calculations.
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This discussion has been centered on allowing porches in the “front yard.”
Within that conversation, staff noted the current definition of front yard, whose
depth is the “front lot line and the nearest wall of the principal structure,” allows
for an undefined area on many lots with enclosed front entryways. See side
illustration. By including a maximum depth, this would close the loophole for
potentially excessive porch depths for those lots.
Of note, above grade patios and decks are not allowed in front yards, but
based on this “undefined area,” have been allowed in this particular space, so
long as they do not extend beyond the front of the principal structure.
Therefore, this ‘undefined area” may be intentional and currently allows for
both types of structures, as reviewed and approved by the Design Review
Board, to be constructed.

Next Steps
Based on recommendation, staff will modify and format the proposed ordinance amendment with
review/consultation of the Village Attorney, and schedule a public hearing at an upcoming Village
Board meeting for formal consideration.
Proposed Motion
I move to recommend approval by the Village Board of the proposed amendments pertaining to
zoning requirements for porches and covered entryways in required front and side yards.
Materials Enclosed
• Current 535-9 Site restrictions. F. Decks, patios and driveways.
• Proposed Amendment to 535-6, 5359F and 225-12F – May 28, 2019
• Lot coverage examples
• Wall coverage examples
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Current 535-9 Site Restrictions. F. Decks, patios and driveways.
F. Decks, patios and driveways.
(1) No deck, patio, 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.
(2) Decks shall not be located in the front yard and street side yard or the side or rear setback of a
lot. [Amended 8-14-2017 by Ord. No. 2080]
(3) On-grade patios may be located in the front yard or street side yard only when constructed
within the following parameters: [Amended 2-16-2016 by Ord. No. 2059; 8-14-2017 by Ord. No.
2080]
(a) No more than 30% of any front yard or street side yard may be covered by a patio.
(b) One entire side of a patio must be directly adjacent to the principal structure of the lot.
(c) Front yard patios and street side yard patios shall not be more than three feet from the
property front yard and street side yard lot line.
(d) 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.
(e) Patios may not exceed six inches above grade in front yard and street side yard setbacks.
[Added 8-14-2017 by Ord. No. 2080]
(f) Patios shall not be located in the side or rear setback of a lot, with the exception of on-grade
patios in residence districts R-5 Single-Family Residence District No. 1 and R-6 One- and
Two-Family Residence District No. 1 are allowed within the side yard and rear zoning
setbacks. [Added 8-14-2017 by Ord. No. 2080]
(4) 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:
(a) 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;
(b) The design and materials used are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood;
(c) The width of the lot at the front property line is at least 60 feet to allow for an adequate
turning radius;
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(d) There is landscaping necessary to adequately screen it from street view that does not impair
the vision triangle; and
(e) The plans, including the landscaping, have been reviewed and approved by the Design
Review Board.
(5) 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.
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Proposed Amendments 535-6, 535-9F and 225-12F – May 28, 2019
Red text indicates proposed updates
Highlighted areas show new changes since last meeting
535-6 Definitions and word usage.
COVERED ENTRYWAY
A covered entrance over a doorway without support structures extending to the ground or floor.
PORCH
An elevated structure attached to the entrance of a building without side walls, forming a covered
approach or vestibule to a doorway.
535-9 Site restrictions.
F. Decks, patios, porches and driveways.
(1) 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.
(21) Decks.
(a) Decks shall not be located in the front yard and or street side yard, or the side setback or
rear setback of a lot.
(32) Patios.
(a) On-grade pPatios may be located in the front yard or street side yard only when constructed
within the following parameters:
(a)[1] No more than 30% of any front yard or street side yard may be covered by a patio.
(b)[2]One entire side of a patio must be directly adjacent to the principal structure of the lot.
(c)[3]Front yard patios and street side yard patios shall not be located closer more than three
feet from to the property front yard and street side yard lot lines.
(d)[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.
(e)[5] Patios may not exceed six inches above grade in front yard and or street side yard
setbacks.
(fb) Patios shall not be located in the side or rear setback of a lot, with the exception of on-grade
patios in residence districts the R-5 Single-Family Residence District No. 1 and R-6 One- and
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Two-Family Residence District No. 1 residence districts. are allowed within the side yard
and rear zoning setbacks.
(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 required
front yard and covered entryways may project up to 4 feet into the required front yard;
however, in no instance may such projection encroach closer than 10 ft. to the front lot
line.
[2] Porches and covered entryways may not be located beyond the side setback.
[3] Covered entryways may project up to 4 feet into the required 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.
[4] At least 50% of the exterior wall area shall be open; mesh screened areas and guardrails
shall not 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:
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(a)[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;
(b)[2] The design and materials used are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood;
(c)[3] The width of the lot at the front property line is at least 60 feet to allow for an
adequate turning radius;
(d)[4] There is landscaping necessary to adequately screen it from street view that does not
impair the vision triangle; and
(e)[5] The plans, including the landscaping, have been reviewed and approved by the Design
Review Board.
(5b) 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.
225-12 Design Review Board.
F. Notice of meeting. Matters referred to the Design Review Board shall be noticed for the next
scheduled meeting of the Board seven or more days after receipt of application. The Building
Inspector shall give written notice to each member of the Design Review Board, to the applicant or
appellant, to such other parties as he deems advisable, and, in case of new construction, or
construction that adds 200 square feet or more to an existing structure, or construction of a new
front porch to all owners of property located within 100 feet of any boundary line of the applicant's
or appellant's property. Written notice shall be given by mail or in person and shall include the time,
place and purpose of the meeting.
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4434 N Marlborough Dr
Zoning: R-6
Setback: 25 ft. or greater of average
(block average is approximately 30 ft.)

Maximum
Actual (approximate)

Primary
Structure

Accessory
Structure

30%

10%

14.64%

6.28%
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2201 E Menlo Blvd

Zoning: R-6
Setback: 25 ft. or greater of average
(block average is approximately 28 ft.)

Maximum
Actual (approximate)

Primary
Structure

Accessory
Structure

40%

10%

21.6%

7.18%
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4350 N Woodburn St

Zoning: R-6
Setback: 25 ft. or greater of average
(block average is approximately 28 ft.)

Maximum
Actual (approximate)

Primary
Structure

Accessory
Structure

30%

10%

20.72%

8.36%
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44464 N Maryland Ave
Zoning: R-5
Setback: 25 ft. or greater of average
(block average is approximately 34 ft.)

Maximum
Actual (approximate)

Primary
Structure

Accessory
Structure

30%

10%

20.45%

6.28%
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4030 N Downer Ave

Zoning: R-6
Setback: 25 ft. or greater of average
(block average is approximately 20 ft.)

Maximum
Actual (approximate)

Primary
Structure

Accessory
Structure

30%

10%

10.31%

2.38%
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1616 E Olive St

Zoning: R-6
Setback: 25 ft. or greater of average
(block average is approximately 25 ft.)

Maximum
Actual (approximate)

Primary
Structure

Accessory
Structure

30%

10%

18.09%

7.37%
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WALL COVERAGE RATIOS

SIDE

%OPEN

~60%

FRONT

~75%

SIDE

~60%

Page 23 of 35

%OPEN

SIDE

FRONT

SIDE

~60%

~70%

~60%
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SIDE

%OPEN

~60%

FRONT

SIDE

~65%

~60%
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SIDE

%OPEN

~50%

FRONT

SIDE

~60%

~50%
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%OPEN

SIDE

FRONT

SIDE

~50%

~80%

~50%
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%OPEN

SIDE

FRONT

SIDE

~60%

~70%

~60%
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Report to Plan Commission
May 24, 2019
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE: Discussion pertaining to updating the Village’s Comprehensive Plan in 2020.
History and Topic Overview
Per Wis. State Statute, the Village of Shorewood's Comprehensive Plan "shall be updated no less
than once every 10 years." 66.1001(2)(i) The Village's current "Comprehensive Plan 2030" was
adopted on January 18, 2011, which is therefore required to be updated prior to 2021.
Since data gathering and public participation are a cornerstone of comprehensive planning, the
process is likely to take at least one year to complete. Current staff does not have enough time to
dedicate solely to this effort, so either outside consultation or a graduate student intern would be
requested through the Village Board.
As submitted as a future initiative, the Plan Commission is being asked to discuss/determine if this
initiative is an "update" rather than a whole re-write.
As follow-up from the April 30, 3019 Plan Commission meeting, staff sent out an email containing a
link to the Village’s current Comprehensive Plan 2030, as well as links to the requirements per State
Statutes.
A link to the State Department of Administration’s website pertaining to Comprehensive Planning was
also provided. Of note, the page provided a brief paragraph regarding update requirements, as
copied below:
Optimally, the local government would update all of the background information, such as
demographic data and the current land use map. It would also go through a public
participatory process to evaluate all of the goals, objectives, policies, and programs put forth
by the original plan and update them as needed, as well as the future land use map. Yet, a
local government may also do much less to update its plan. At a minimum, the local
government must go through the process outlined in s. 66.1001(4) to adopt the updated plan
or readopt the original plan if it still meets the community's needs.
Next Steps
Staff would like to understand the Plan Commission’s perspective on an update vs. a re-write in order
to prepare for a budget request by July. A recommendation will be sought at the June 25 meeting,
based on any additional information requested at this meeting.
Materials Enclosed
• Email from Planning & Development Director Griepentrog to Plan Commission - 5/1/19
• Wisconsin Legislature 66.1001
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From:
To:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Bart Griepentrog
"Barbara Kiely Miller"; "Bayer, Nathan J. (NBayer@CrivelloCarlson.com)"; "Dan Wycklendt"; "Eric Couto"; "Leah
Blankenship (leahb84@gmail.com)"; "President Rozek"; "Sangeeta Patel"; "thansmann@wi.rr.com"; "Therese
Klein"; Trustee Amenta
Comprehensive Planning Update
Wednesday, May 01, 2019 2:35:00 PM
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image002.png
image003.png

Good afternoon, Plan Commissioners.
As a follow-up from our discussion last night, here is a link to the Village’s current Comprehensive
Plan 2030. My understanding is that this plan was drafted by Ericka, with the assistance of other
Village staff and a Planning Intern. (As another frame of reference, my planning internship in West
Allis was used for similar purposes.)
Comprehensive Planning is required via State Statute 66.1001. Within the Implementation Element,
the statutes clearly define that “A comprehensive plan under this subsection shall be updated no
less than once every 10 years.” Our ten year window is set to expire in January 2021.
The State Department of Administration has a website related to Comprehensive Planning that may
also be useful. You’ll note on their page that there is a specific section related to the Update
Requirement and how municipalities may choose to go about doing that. Within the next meeting
or two I hope to better understand the Plan Commission’s desire for an update here in Shorewood
with a goal of being able to request any corresponding budget amounts.
You had also asked for a quick update on the timeline of existing/proposed planning efforts. The
Village Transportation and Parking Analysis is currently in its beginning stages. The Public Works
Committee is scheduled to discuss the Project Management and Communication Plan on May 6th,
with Village Board consideration on May 20th. The current draft of that plan shows that the analysis
and public engagement will take place throughout the summer, with a goal of wrapping up in early
fall. Once those timelines are confirmed, it is our goal to heavily promote opportunities for
engagement, so you’ll be sure to hear more. The CDA is also scheduled to review/consider a scope
of services for a Housing Market Study at their next meeting in June. Those conversations are still
preliminary, but based on similar housing market studies, I’d expect that to take 3-4 months.
Any questions, please let me know. Looking forward to the conversations.
Regards,
Bart
Bart Griepentrog, AICP
Planning & Development Director
Village of Shorewood
Planning & Development Department

Page 30 of 35

3930 N. Murray Ave.
Shorewood, WI 53211
(414) 847-2647
bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org

For local new and events, sign-up for the weekly Manager’s Memo
IMPORTANT NOTICE: The preceding message may be confidential. It is not intended for
transmission to, or receipt by, any unauthorized persons. If you believe that it has been sent to you
in error, do not read it. Please reply to sender that you have received the message in error and then
destroy it. Thank you.
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66.1001

66.1001 Comprehensive planning.
(1) DEFINITIONS. In this sec on:
(a) “Comprehensive plan" means a guide to the physical, social, and economic development of a local governmental unit that is
one of the following:
1. For a county, a development plan that is prepared or amended under s. 59.69 (2) or (3).
2. For a city, village, or town, a master plan that is adopted or amended under s. 62.23 (2) or (3).
3. For a regional planning commission, a master plan that is adopted or amended under s. 66.0309 (8), (9) or (10).
(am) “Consistent with" means furthers or does not contradict the objec ves, goals, and policies contained in the comprehensive
plan.
(b) “Local governmental unit" means a city, village, town, county or regional planning commission that may adopt, prepare or
amend a comprehensive plan.
(c) “Poli cal subdivision" means a city, village, town, or county that may adopt, prepare, or amend a comprehensive plan.
(2) CONTENTS OF A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. A comprehensive plan shall contain all of the following elements:
(a) Issues and opportunities element. Background informa on on the local governmental unit and a statement of overall
objec ves, policies, goals and programs of the local governmental unit to guide the future development and redevelopment
of the local governmental unit over a 20-year planning period. Background informa on shall include popula on, household
and employment forecasts that the local governmental unit uses in developing its comprehensive plan, and demographic
trends, age distribu on, educa onal levels, income levels and employment characteris cs that exist within the local
governmental unit.
(b) Housing element. A compila on of objec ves, policies, goals, maps and programs of the local governmental unit to provide an
adequate housing supply that meets exis ng and forecasted housing demand in the local governmental unit. The element
shall assess the age, structural, value and occupancy characteris cs of the local governmental unit's housing stock. The
element shall also iden fy speciﬁc policies and programs that promote the development of housing for residents of the local
governmental unit and provide a range of housing choices that meet the needs of persons of all income levels and of all age
groups and persons with special needs, policies and programs that promote the availability of land for the development or
redevelopment of low-income and moderate-income housing, and policies and programs to maintain or rehabilitate the local
governmental unit's exis ng housing stock.
(c) Transportation element. A compila on of objec ves, policies, goals, maps and programs to guide the future development of
the various modes of transporta on, including highways, transit, transporta on systems for persons with disabili es, bicycles,
electric personal assis ve mobility devices, walking, railroads, air transporta on, trucking and water transporta on. The
element shall compare the local governmental unit's objec ves, policies, goals and programs to state and regional
transporta on plans. The element shall also iden fy highways within the local governmental unit by func on and incorporate
state, regional and other applicable transporta on plans, including transporta on corridor plans, county highway func onal
and jurisdic onal studies, urban area and rural area transporta on plans, airport master plans and rail plans that apply in the
local governmental unit.
(d) Utilities and community facilities element. A compila on of objec ves, policies, goals, maps and programs to guide the
future development of u li es and community facili es in the local governmental unit such as sanitary sewer service, storm
water management, water supply, solid waste disposal, on-site wastewater treatment technologies, recycling facili es, parks,
telecommunica ons facili es, power-genera ng plants and transmission lines, cemeteries, health care facili es, child care
facili es and other public facili es, such as police, ﬁre and rescue facili es, libraries, schools and other governmental facili es.
The element shall describe the loca on, use and capacity of exis ng public u li es and community facili es that serve the
local governmental unit, shall include an approximate metable that forecasts the need in the local governmental unit to
expand or rehabilitate exis ng u li es and facili es or to create new u li es and facili es and shall assess future needs for
government services in the local governmental unit that are related to such u li es and facili es.
(e) Agricultural, natural and cultural resources element. A compila on of objec ves, policies, goals, maps and programs for
the conserva on, and promo on of the eﬀec ve management, of natural resources such as groundwater, forests, produc ve
agricultural areas, environmentally sensi ve areas, threatened and endangered species, stream corridors, surface water,
ﬂoodplains, wetlands, wildlife habitat, metallic and nonmetallic mineral resources consistent with zoning limita ons under s.
295.20 (2), parks, open spaces, historical and cultural resources, community design, recrea onal resources and other natural
resources.
(f) Economic development element. A compila on of objec ves, policies, goals, maps and programs to promote the stabiliza on,
reten on or expansion, of the economic base and quality employment opportuni es in the local governmental unit, including
an analysis of the labor force and economic base of the local governmental unit. The element shall assess categories or
par cular types of new businesses and industries that are desired by the local governmental unit. The element shall assess
the local governmental unit's strengths and weaknesses with respect to a rac ng and retaining businesses and industries,
and shall designate an adequate number of sites for such businesses and industries. The element shall also evaluate and
promote the use of environmentally contaminated sites for commercial or industrial uses. The element shall also iden fy
county, regional and state economic development programs that apply to the local governmental unit.
(g) Intergovernmental cooperation element. A compila on of objec ves, policies, goals, maps, and programs
joint planning
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and decision making with other jurisdic ons, including school districts, drainage districts, and adjacent local governmental

units, for si ng and building public facili es and sharing public services. The element shall analyze the rela onship of the local
governmental unit to school districts, drainage districts, and adjacent local governmental units, and to the region, the state
and other governmental units. The element shall consider, to the greatest extent possible, the maps and plans of any military
base or installa on, with at least 200 assigned military personnel or that contains at least 2,000 acres, with which the local
governmental unit shares common territory. The element shall incorporate any plans or agreements to which the local
governmental unit is a party under s. 66.0301, 66.0307 or 66.0309. The element shall iden fy exis ng or poten al conﬂicts
between the local governmental unit and other governmental units that are speciﬁed in this paragraph and describe
processes to resolve such conﬂicts.
(h) Land-use element. A compila on of objec ves, policies, goals, maps and programs to guide the future development and
redevelopment of public and private property. The element shall contain a lis ng of the amount, type, intensity and net
density of exis ng uses of land in the local governmental unit, such as agricultural, residen al, commercial, industrial and
other public and private uses. The element shall analyze trends in the supply, demand and price of land, opportuni es for
redevelopment and exis ng and poten al land-use conﬂicts. The element shall contain projec ons, based on the background
informa on speciﬁed in par. (a), for 20 years, in 5-year increments, of future residen al, agricultural, commercial and
industrial land uses including the assump ons of net densi es or other spa al assump ons upon which the projec ons are
based. The element shall also include a series of maps that shows current land uses and future land uses that indicate
produc ve agricultural soils, natural limita ons for building site development, ﬂoodplains, wetlands and other
environmentally sensi ve lands, the boundaries of areas to which services of public u li es and community facili es, as those
terms are used in par. (d), will be provided in the future, consistent with the metable described in par. (d), and the general
loca on of future land uses by net density or other classiﬁca ons.
(i) Implementation element. A compila on of programs and speciﬁc ac ons to be completed in a stated sequence, including
proposed changes to any applicable zoning ordinances, oﬃcial maps, or subdivision ordinances, to implement the objec ves,
policies, plans and programs contained in pars. (a) to (h). The element shall describe how each of the elements of the
comprehensive plan will be integrated and made consistent with the other elements of the comprehensive plan, and shall
include a mechanism to measure the local governmental unit's progress toward achieving all aspects of the comprehensive
plan. The element shall include a process for upda ng the comprehensive plan. A comprehensive plan under this subsec on
shall be updated no less than once every 10 years.

(2m) EFFECT OF ENACTMENT OF A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, CONSISTENCY REQUIREMENTS.
(a) The enactment of a comprehensive plan by ordinance does not make the comprehensive plan by itself a regula on.
(b) A condi onal use permit that may be issued by a poli cal subdivision does not need to be consistent with the poli cal
subdivision's comprehensive plan.
(3) ORDINANCES THAT MUST BE CONSISTENT WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLANS. Except as provided in sub. (3m), beginning on January 1,
2010, if a local governmental unit enacts or amends any of the following ordinances, the ordinance shall be consistent with that
local governmental unit's comprehensive plan:
(g) Oﬃcial mapping ordinances enacted or amended under s. 62.23 (6).
(h) Local subdivision ordinances enacted or amended under s. 236.45 or 236.46.
(j) County zoning ordinances enacted or amended under s. 59.69.
(k) City or village zoning ordinances enacted or amended under s. 62.23 (7).
(L) Town zoning ordinances enacted or amended under s. 60.61 or 60.62.
(q) Shorelands or wetlands in shorelands zoning ordinances enacted or amended under s. 59.692, 61.351, 61.353, 62.231, or
62.233.

(3m) DELAY OF CONSISTENCY REQUIREMENT.
(a) If a local governmental unit has not adopted a comprehensive plan before January 1, 2010, the local governmental unit is
exempt from the requirement under sub. (3) if any of the following applies:
1. The local governmental unit has applied for but has not received a comprehensive planning grant under s. 16.965 (2), and the
local governmental unit adopts a resolu on sta ng that the local governmental unit will adopt a comprehensive plan that
will take eﬀect no later than January 1, 2012.
2. The local governmental unit has received a comprehensive planning grant under s. 16.965 (2) and has been granted an
extension of me under s. 16.965 (5) to complete comprehensive planning.
(b) The exemp on under par. (a) shall con nue un l the following dates:
1. For a local governmental unit exempt under par. (a) 1., January 1, 2012.
2. For a local governmental unit exempt under par. (a) 2., the date on which the extension of me granted under s. 16.965 (5)
expires.
(4) PROCEDURES FOR ADOPTING COMPREHENSIVE PLANS. A local governmental unit shall comply with all of the following before its
comprehensive plan may take eﬀect:
(a) The governing body of a local governmental unit shall adopt wri en procedures that are designed to foster public par cipa on,
including open discussion, communica on programs, informa on services, and public mee ngs for which advance no ce has
been provided, in every stage of the prepara on of a comprehensive plan. The wri en procedures shall provide for wide
distribu on of proposed, alterna ve, or amended elements of a comprehensive plan and shall provide an opportunity for
wri en comments on the plan to be submi ed by members of the public to the governing body and for the governing body to
respond to such wri en comments. The wri en procedures shall describe the methods the governing body of a local
governmental unit will use to distribute proposed, alterna ve, or amended elements of a comprehensive plan to owners of
property, or to persons who have a leasehold interest in property pursuant to which the persons may extract nonmetallic
mineral resources in or on property, in which the allowable use or intensity of use of the property is changed by the
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(b) The plan commission or other body of a local governmental unit that is authorized to prepare or amend a comprehensive plan
may recommend the adop on or amendment of a comprehensive plan only by adop ng a resolu on by a majority vote of the
en re commission. The vote shall be recorded in the oﬃcial minutes of the plan commission or other body. The resolu on
shall refer to maps and other descrip ve materials that relate to one or more elements of a comprehensive plan. One copy of
an adopted comprehensive plan, or of an amendment to such a plan, shall be sent to all of the following:
1. Every governmental body that is located in whole or in part within the boundaries of the local governmental unit.
2. The clerk of every local governmental unit that is adjacent to the local governmental unit that is the subject of the plan that is
adopted or amended as described in par. (b) (intro.).
4. A er September 1, 2005, the department of administra on.
5. The regional planning commission in which the local governmental unit is located.
6. The public library that serves the area in which the local governmental unit is located.
(c) No comprehensive plan that is recommended for adop on or amendment under par. (b) may take eﬀect un l the poli cal
subdivision enacts an ordinance or the regional planning commission adopts a resolu on that adopts the plan or amendment.
The poli cal subdivision may not enact an ordinance or the regional planning commission may not adopt a resolu on under
this paragraph unless the comprehensive plan contains all of the elements speciﬁed in sub. (2). An ordinance may be enacted
or a resolu on may be adopted under this paragraph only by a majority vote of the members-elect, as deﬁned in s. 59.001
(2m), of the governing body. One copy of a comprehensive plan enacted or adopted under this paragraph shall be sent to all
of the en es speciﬁed under par. (b).
(d) No poli cal subdivision may enact an ordinance or no regional planning commission may adopt a resolu on under par. (c)
unless the poli cal subdivision or regional planning commission holds at least one public hearing at which the proposed
ordinance or resolu on is discussed. That hearing must be preceded by a class 1 no ce under ch. 985 that is published at least
30 days before the hearing is held. The poli cal subdivision or regional planning commission may also provide no ce of the
hearing by any other means it considers appropriate. The class 1 no ce shall contain at least the following informa on:
1. The date, me and place of the hearing.
2. A summary, which may include a map, of the proposed comprehensive plan or amendment to such a plan.
3. The name of an individual employed by the local governmental unit who may provide addi onal informa on regarding the
proposed ordinance.
4. Informa on rela ng to where and when the proposed comprehensive plan or amendment to such a plan may be inspected
before the hearing, and how a copy of the plan or amendment may be obtained.
(e) At least 30 days before the hearing described in par. (d) is held, a local governmental unit shall provide wri en no ce to all of
the following:
1. An operator who has obtained, or made applica on for, a permit that is described under s. 295.12 (3) (d).
2. A person who has registered a marketable nonmetallic mineral deposit under s. 295.20.
3. Any other property owner or leaseholder who has an interest in property pursuant to which the person may extract
nonmetallic mineral resources, if the property owner or leaseholder requests in wri ng that the local governmental unit
provide the property owner or leaseholder no ce of the hearing described in par. (d).
(f) A poli cal subdivision shall maintain a list of persons who submit a wri en or electronic request to receive no ce of any
proposed ordinance, described under par. (c), that aﬀects the allowable use of the property owned by the person. Annually,
the poli cal subdivision shall inform residents of the poli cal subdivision that they may add their names to the list. The
poli cal subdivision may sa sfy this requirement to provide such informa on by any of the following means: publishing a 1st
class no ce under ch. 985; publishing on the poli cal subdivision's Internet site; 1st class mail; or including the informa on in
a mailing that is sent to all property owners. At least 30 days before the hearing described in par. (d) is held a poli cal
subdivision shall provide wri en no ce, including a copy or summary of the proposed ordinance, to all such persons whose
property, the allowable use of which, may be aﬀected by the proposed ordinance. The no ce shall be by mail or in any
reasonable form that is agreed to by the person and the poli cal subdivision, including electronic mail, voice mail, or text
message. The poli cal subdivision may charge each person on the list who receives a no ce by 1st class mail a fee that does
not exceed the approximate cost of providing the no ce to the person.
(5) APPLICABILITY OF A REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION'S PLAN. A regional planning commission's comprehensive plan is only
advisory in its applicability to a poli cal subdivision and a poli cal subdivision's comprehensive plan.
(6) COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAY TAKE EFFECT. Notwithstanding sub. (4), a comprehensive plan, or an amendment of a comprehensive
plan, may take eﬀect even if a local governmental unit fails to provide the no ce that is required under sub. (4) (e) or (f), unless
the local governmental unit inten onally fails to provide the no ce.
History: 1999 a. 9, 148; 1999 a. 150 s. 74; Stats. 1999 s. 66.1001; 1999 a. 185 s. 57; 1999 a. 186 s. 42; 2001 a. 30, 90; 2003 a. 33, 93, 233,
307, 327; 2005 a. 26, 208; 2007 a. 121; 2009 a. 372; 2011 a. 257; 2013 a. 80; 2015 a. 391.
A municipality has the authority under s. 236.45 (2) to impose a temporary town-wide prohibi on on land division while developing a
comprehensive plan under this sec on. Wisconsin Realtors Associa on v. Town of West Point, 2008 WI App 40, 309 Wis. 2d 199, 747
N.W.2d 681, 06-2761.
The use of the word “coordina on" in various statutes dealing with municipal planning does not by itself authorize towns to invoke a
power of “coordina on" that would impose aﬃrma ve du es upon certain municipali es that are in addi on to any other obliga ons
that are imposed under those statutes. With respect to the development of and amendment of comprehensive plans, s. 66.1001 is to
be followed by the local governmental units and poli cal subdivisions iden ﬁed in that sec on. OAG 3-10.
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