Plan Commission
Meeting Agenda June 22, 2021
6:30 pm
Teleconference
Join Zoom Meeting
https://zoom.us/j/94301612757?pwd=UVgvQ3Y2NzY1WnZLcjFEWWNJVGx2UT09
Meeting ID: 943 0161 2757
Passcode: 510049
Dial in by using +1 (312) 626-6799
Written comments on any of the following agenda items may be submitted to
bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org through 3:00 pm the day prior to the meeting. Comments
received prior to the deadline will be shared with the Plan Commission. Comments after that
deadline will need to be shared verbally within the meeting during available public comment
periods.
1.

Call to order.

2.

Approval of June 1, 2021 special meeting minutes.

3.

Discussion and possible recommendation of modifications to Chapter 535 Zoning Article
IX Off-Street Parking.
a.

Overview

b.

Public comment

c.

Plan Commission deliberation

4.

Future agenda items.

5.

Adjournment.

Dated at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 15th day of June, 2021

Village of Shorewood
Sara Bruckman, Village Clerk, CMC/WCMC
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
June 1, 2021
3930 N. Murray Ave. Village of Shorewood, WI 53211
DRAFT

1.

Call to order.

The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m.
President Ann McKaig - Chair
Trustee Tammy Bockhorst
Eric Couto
Therese Klein
Barbara Kiely Miller
Josh Pollock
Daniel Wycklendt

Aye
Aye (arrived at 6:33 p.m.)
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Others present were Village Attorney Nathan Bayer, Planning Director Bart Griepentrog and
Planning Administrative Clerk Crystal Kopydlowski.
2.

Approval of May 25, 2021 meeting minutes.

Mr. Couto moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
Trustee Bockhorst joined the meeting.
Vote 7-0 to approve.
3.
Reconsideration of Parking Special Exception for proposed multi-family
redevelopment at properties 2418, 2420 and 2428 E. Capitol Dr., submitted by Catalyst
Partners.
President McKaig stated this is a special meeting of the Plan Commission and the matter before
them is a remand of the application for special exception for parking on a proposed project
submitted by Catalyst Partners. The original application was reviewed by the Plan Commission on
February 23rd and was appealed to the Board of Appeals and remanded. This remand instructs the
Plan Commission to reconsider the application including any new evidence that was submitted. All
evidence that was submitted by 3 p.m. today was forwarded to the Plan Commission. The remand
in this matter essentially erased the previous decision and asks the Plan Commission to start over.
President McKaig met with Attorney Bayer and Planning Director Griepentrog earlier today to
review a variety of questions about the evidence in the record, the code that they are reviewing,
what they are not reviewing and the proceeding for this meeting.
President McKaig stated the order of procedure will begin with an introduction of the item, Attorney
Bayer will orientate the Commission to the statutory nature of the task at hand, Mr. Griepentrog will
introduce the business and the applicant will present any additional materials/evidence. Next,
public comment will be taken. Staff and the applicant will be able to add any additional comments
after public comment. The commissioners will then discuss and consider 535-51B factors 1-13.
The factors will be taken in order so as to have a clear record.
Attorney Bayer stated the Board of Appeals gave a very specific directive to the Plan Commission
when it remanded this matter and essentially they vacated the earlier decision and sent it back for
further findings. The Board of Appeals directed the Plan Commission to do the following:
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•

Reopen the hearing on the Catalyst Partners request for a special exception related to
parking;

•

Accept additional public comment from members of the public;

•

Accept any additional evidence and/or argument from the applicant;

•

Make a record demonstrating how the factors contained in Village Code 535-51B are being
considered by the Plan Commission;

•

Entertain a motion to either grant or deny the special exception based upon the original
record, as well as upon any new evidence offered at the next Plan Commission hearing.

Attorney Bayer said the proposal is in the B-3 District and the B-3 District requires a ratio of 1.75
parking spaces per dwelling unit. Under Code 535-51, the village code says specifically that the
Plan Commission has the power to grant special exception to the provisions and requirements of
this article. The article it is referring to specifically is Article 9 titled Off Street Parking. The
exception being requested is to not meet the 1.75 parking spaces requirement/ratio of parking
spaces to dwelling unit. He said there are 13 subparts under 535-51B to consider. He
recommended to take each factor one by one and discuss what evidence that has been offered
and if the factor is applicable. He said after evaluating all the evidence a motion would be made
followed by further discussion and a vote to either grant or deny. He said this is not an arithmetic
problem in that there could be multiple factors in favor of the exception and one that does not and
that one factor could outweigh the others. Likewise he said there could be multiple factors not in
favor of the exception but one that is and that one outweighs the others. He said the question is
whether there is substantial evidence that can justify the granting of a special exception under 53551. He referred back to the written decision from the Board of Appeals and the specific bullet points
explaining that the commissioners should evaluate any new evidence presented along with the
public comment and make an informed decision based on the evidence in the record.
Mr. Griepentrog presented the item. He said the packet of meeting materials was released to the
public and commissioners last Friday. He explained that what is before the Commission is a
reconsideration of a parking special exception for a potential redevelopment at 2418, 2420 and
2428 E. Capitol Drive. This would combine three parcels into one and demolish the existing
structures to construct a 42-unit multi-family redevelopment that would be four-stories. Threestories of multi-family development would be above ground floor parking. Up to twenty percent of
the units would be affordable which equates to nine units. Per Village Code, 74 parking spaces are
required. Forty-three spaces have been planned which equates to 1.02 spaces per unit. The
zoning code does allow for a process for the applicant to request a special exception to the
regulations within the chapter. The applicant has indicated a belief that providing 51 total spaces
would be sufficient and that the other 8 spaces could be accommodated through Village on-street
parking.
Mr. Griepentrog displayed a site plan of the ground floor parking plan that was submitted with the
initial redevelopment review indicating 43 parking spaces and entrance and exit off of Stowell
Avenue. Currently, there are entrance and exits onto Capitol Drive that would be enclosed with this
development.
The initial application was received February 15, 2021. Plan Commission considered the
application on February 23, 2021 granting the exception by a vote of 5-1. An appeal was received
by the Village from neighboring residents on March 24, 2021. The Board of Appeals initial hearing
was held on April 13, 2021 in which the board adjourned the meeting to review the evidence. They
reconvened on May 4, 2021 at which time the item was remanded back to the Plan Commission
with a letter that was provided in the materials. This meeting is to reopen the hearing, accept
additional public comment, accept additional evidence and/or argument from the applicant, make a
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record demonstrating how the factors in 535-51B were considered so the evidence is clear and to
entertain a motion to grant or deny the request.
The additional information provided in the meeting packet included a parking evaluation, an exhibit
of adjacent land values, a scholarly article on the effects of mixed-income multi-family rental
housing developments on single-family housing values and additional public comments.
There are 13 components within the code that the Plan Commission shall consider during their
consideration. The applicant has submitted their response to each of the 13 factors in an amended
application.
President McKaig opened the floor for the applicant to comment on the additional materials
provided
Tom Baade, with Catalyst Partners, stated they completed additional information to support their
application for a special exception. Included was a parking study done by Traffic Analysis &
Desing, Inc. (TADI) which was completed per the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) that is
referenced in the Village Code as a go to source for parking. He said TADI put up cameras,
counted cars and calculated the number of trips in and out of a building of this size. He noted, in
his response to the 13 factors being considered, that the parking report states 43 parking spaces
would be sufficient supply for the building. He said this was a ratio of 1 parking stall to one unit
which is what the zoning code is in Milwaukee and other municipalities in the county.
Mr. Baade submitted an academic study that was done about 10-12 years ago by the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) that supports there is no impact to property values of
properties adjacent to multi-family properties. He submitted another sheet that notes properties
directly adjacent to other multi-family properties on Capitol are basically land value appraised at
the same as properties that are not adjacent to multi-family properties.
Mr. Baade reviewed all the public comments he had received as of Friday and noted there were a
lot of comments regarding parking concerns. He said the parking study they provided speaks to
those concerns. Other concerns were in regard to land values which they addressed. He took
comments referencing the Comprehensive Plan seriously and reviewed the Plan. He added they
have been talking to the Village since late last summer to find the right thing to do in this space.
They are asking for no other exceptions and are keeping with what is in the current zoning. They
reviewed the recent housing study along with the Comprehensive Plan to try to develop something
the Village was looking for. The building is kept at medium density which is roughly 85 units per
acre. The building has 42 units on just over a half acre. He said they have done things to protect
sunlight with meeting setbacks and articulated the north face with a u-shape so that a large plain
wall is not facing the north neighbors allowing air and light in there. The entrance and exit along
Stowell was to minimize the impact on neighbors and keep headlights out of the alley. They have
minimized the building height and are under the current zoning guidelines. They have buffered the
neighborhood by building the building the way they are proposing with the setbacks on the north
side and minimizing the impact to the alley and the neighbors to the north. He said the
Comprehensive Plan 2040 strongly recommends pedestrian designs and they will follow that and
are strong proponents of that.
Mr. Baade said the building will provide new housing options. He noted that the Comprehensive
Plan strongly suggests redevelopment of existing properties into additional housing needs. He said
they may get some socio-economic and racial diversity in terms of the units. He said this will
support the school district and the taxes on the property will increase significantly also. He said
they plan to build an attractive building by working with the Design Review Board moving forward.
President McKaig opened the meeting up for public comment at 6:53 p.m.
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President McKaig stated that she lives at 4013 N. Prospect Avenue and every morning she views
the Sunseekers building. She asked the Commissioners if any of them live in close proximity. Ms.
Kiely Miller stated she lives on Downer Avenue but has a driveway and does not access the alley
that has been referenced on Stowell. President McKaig stated that for full transparency she lives
right next to the site and would be considered an adjacent property. She is not a member of the
East Capitol Neighborhood Association and did not know one existed and was not invited.
President McKaig stated the Commission has received 40+ emailed comments prior to the meeting
and that those comments have been entered into the record/evidence. She asked that those who
have submitted comments prior to the meeting not join the public comment this evening but open it
up to those who have not submitted comments yet or those who have something new to add. She
asked that comments be kept to two minutes if possible.
President McKaig acknowledged that some emails received from residents who stood in opposition
to this application contained emotions such as anger and remarks of slight insult/sarcasm to the
leadership. She said that may be in response to false information that was circulated on literature
pieces and Facebook posts. She said that the information did not come from the Village. She
asked Mr. Baade if the images on the literature pieces and Facebook posts where from Catalysts
plans. Mr. Baade said absolutely not.
Ben Crichten stated he is not a resident but owner of the parking lot directly adjacent to the
proposed redevelopment and the multi-family apartment building across the street at 4001 N.
Prospect. He has several objections. He stated his building across the street has 35 apartments
that are a mix of one and two bedrooms. He said they use the parking lot adjacent to the
development for their residents and they are short on parking. He said they cannot currently
provide a ratio of 1 to 1 for parking. He thinks the development would put a burden on the street
parking and the area surrounding. He stated he holds a deed restriction on the proposed property
(Sunseekers site) and there are numerous legal issues with the deed restriction including a deed
restriction that specifically points to the design of the building and calls for specific architectural
design. He has not seen a rendering despite asking for one of the proposed development. He
stated this is an issue in addition to the parking.
Bill Desing, 3952 N. Stowell Avenue, commented specifically on the Catalyst parking evaluation
stating he was qualified as he is a practicing civil engineer for thirty plus years with experience in
large infrastructure development and design. He stated the evaluation had misleading things and
was pretty incomplete, lacking some detail and documentation. He stated the evaluation uses the
2010 4th edition of the ITE Parking Generation Manual stating that there is a more current 5th
edition that was published in 2019. He said the 5th edition has more completed data sets and that
is what he used to review this and the numbers he will site. He says the study uses a ratio of .66
parking spaces per bedroom and the Village Code metric is 1.75 per dwelling unit. He said the
Catalyt study ignores the other criteria that would show a much higher parking demand. For
example, when you look at the weekend demands specifically Sunday he said the ITE Manual
sites 1.66 parking spaces per dwelling unit which would mean they would need 70 spaces rather
than the 34 spaces they concluded. He said it is a very important point and doubles what they are
claiming. He said the Village requirement of 1.75 per dwelling unit is closer to the ITE Manual
Sunday demand of 1.66. He said all the numbers he is siting are for low rise multi-family general
urban/suburban with no nearby rail transit which is the same citation used by Catalyst. He said
these are averages he is siting and when you look at the higher numbers the demand could be
higher. He said it is true that Shorewood has granted exceptions in the past however the Stowell
Capitol development would exceed that ratio by the most of any of the past developments. He
noted that Mr. Griepentrog had indicated on Oakland Avenue developments did use parking in
some of the adjacent garages. He said the Stowell Capitol Development ratio would be 1.02
spaces per dwelling unit, the Cornerstone is 1.81, Ravenna is 1.75, Lighthorse is 1.92, The Mosaic
is 1.48 and The Oaks is 1.39. He said thank you for the opportunity and felt the study was lacking.
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Andrew Rothrock, 4024 N. Prospect Avenue, has lived there for 23 years. He said some on the
board may remember what they went through five years ago to try and get two-hour parking on
Prospect and Stowell. He said that was almost a five year project and the reason they had to do
that was, having lived in the house for 10 years, Shorewood is a densely packed community but
they still wanted the ability to park on the street in front of their house. The people on the south
side of Capitol they went to two-hour parking back in 2011 and he understood why they did it
because of UWM people parking on their blocks. So then the UWM parkers began parking north of
Capitol on their blocks and made their streets extremely crowded. He went to Police Chief
Banaszynski at that time who did many studies and then was replace by Chief Nimmer who did
more studies that determined this was an impacted zone area and the area would get two-hour
parking. This process took five years from when it was announced to when they got two-hour
parking and now it looks like this is another thing they will have to deal with. He said he didn’t want
to be one to say Sunseekers was the best use of the property because it is not but the idea of
waiving parking requirements on an area that already is so crowded he does not agree with. He
thinks the scale of the project is off the charts.
Julie Bischoff, 4032 N. Stowell Avenue, is a long term resident and stated parking is a big concern
on Stowell as she understands it is on Prospect as well. She sees the parking issues on Stowell
every day and that is a big concern for her. She also is concerned that the ins and outs for the
parking in the new proposed building will be right next to a busy animal hospital that constantly has
not only staff but customers that go to the clinic. It is already hard to turn right or left onto Capitol
from Stowell she feels adding these two driveways for this proposed apartment building does not
seem to be the best place onto a busy street.
Trustee Jim Arndorfer, 2524 E. Shorewood Blvd., stated he agrees with the residents who would
like to see the previous decision for the parking exception reversed. He is supportive of many
points that have been raised like the scale, the fact it is inconsistent with the recently approved
long term plan, the burden it places on parking for people who live there now and the traffic
configuration. He said he frequently drives down Stowell and it is a very tight turn from Capitol and
if there is oncoming traffic that turn is a very delicate dance. He also said he has to approach the
alley slowly because kids frequently blow through it on bikes. He has lived in very dense
neighborhoods in Washington, DC and Chicago and has never seen a traffic configuration like this
development would impose upon that south end of Stowell. He said it is impossible to drive down
that stretch and need to consider the impact of this development on traffic. He said to the extent
that commissioners feel obligated to support the exception based on changes to parking
regulations, he pointed out that Village parking policy is not a simple matter at this time. It was
clear when those new regulations were passed that there likely would be revisions based on the
experience of implementation. He said the 1.75 parking space per unit requirement that is marked
for death is still on the books and its replacement is not known at this time. He stated the parking
ordinances are still evolving and rather than being bound by regulations that are still works in
progress and not final, it seems the wiser course would be for the experience on Stowell to inform
improvements to the Village parking regulations such as policies that mitigate the impacts of new
developments on residents of streets that are already intensively used such as Stowell. He
supports increase residential development and affordable housing but does not feel the way it is
being approached at this site is in the best interest of the neighbors and the Village and that they
can do better.
Daniel Walsh, 4024 N. Stowell Avenue, stated this meeting should have been adjourned. Last
week Friday the agenda was put out and it was 230 pages long over a holiday weekend where this
didn’t have to be done in such a hurry but felt compelled for some reason to push this through
when cooler heads should have prevailed and you should’ve adjourned the meeting for this
material. He said the reason they created a massing study and have tried to distribute it as widely
as possible was because we think the Village is derelict in trying to work with developers to
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essentially approve their project with nothing. He said no other municipality in the Milwaukee area
does what the village is doing. Other municipalities require full engineering, full or at least designed
development drawings, civil engineering, and traffic studies. Everything that the village is not even
bothering to ask about is required in other municipalities he has worked in. That the village would
permit a developer open book to basically build whatever he wants. There is nothing in the
application that requires the developer to build what he is showing you there is no legal tie from
this approval to the entitlement. You are giving a developer the entitlement based on a special
exception for which you have denigrated the zoning code and the notice provisions. It is tragic that
the Village thinks this is ok. If the developer had provided any kind of visual information on what
the building would look like they wouldn’t have had to do this. He said 535-51B requires the Plan
Commission to consider what the appearance of this development will do to the neighborhood.
How will you do that with no pictures, materials or final plan? Mr. Walsh asked to share a screen.
President McKaig said she did not anticipate sharing screens. Mr. Walsh stated he used the table
of recent multi-family projects and filled in information about floor area ratios, parking and lot
coverage ratios. He stated that this project will have a floor area ratio, based on what he sees, of
3.15. The floor area ratio is a measure of density with the higher the number the denser a
development is. By way of comparison the Cornerstone has a floor area ratio of 1.77, the Ravenna
2.86, the Oaks of Shorewood 1.37. He said in terms of deficiency in parking The Oaks provided
79% of parking, the Cornerstone provided 102%, the Ravenna provided 114%, the Lighthorse
provided 110%, the Mosaic provided 84%. He stated he doesn’t agree with the numbers for this
project and that the plan is preliminary and already doesn’t include things that must be included in
the plan and a column cannot be put along an ADA space so it has to be reconfigured any way.
The plan also has five parallel parking stalls and questions how people will be able to park in those
spaces and drive in and out of the structure. He said this was a bad design. His complaint was with
the process that the Village has in place to vet these projects and this incredible giveaway for this
project. He said it is excessive by all measures. He said that the application with a nearly 20 year
old study by MIT about the impact of affordable housing on area residents is somehow supposed
to be determinative of something other than just building a record to vote on. The study is based in
Massachusetts and the data it draws its conclusions from ends in 2003 and extends to 1986. It just
says there is no detriment to area housing/property values when affordable housing is built nearby.
He stated he has no problem with affordable housing and no concern it will affect property values.
He said it is a bad design, overly dense and destructive and disrespectful of the neighborhood.
Bruce Colburn, 3905 N. Farwell Avenue, stated that in February the Plan Commission stood up for
the future of Shorewood to grow our community and the diversity it would bring. He said almost
everyone who spoke at that time did so from their heads and their hearts and they spoke about the
future. He lives within two blocks of the project and has for the last 25 years. He feels the project
will help the village’s future and he wishes people would be even handed in the importance of
doing things like this for the future of Shorewood and their community. He state on Memorial Day
he received a fancy card under his door with no name but the usual scare tactics. He said the card
was clearly against this type of progress. He stated this is not the Shorewood he knows and
encouraged residents to look forward to a new Shorewood and residents that will work together.
He said having a community that works together is more important than other things like cars.
Michael Lueder, 3951 N. Stowell Avenue. President McKaig said Mr. Lueder submitted two emails
prior and asked if he had different information to add. He stated yes. He reviewed the materials
and noticed that everyone except one person was against this and tonight all the comments have
been against it except one. He said the sentiments of the community are consistent with the
original intent of the ordinance. He said a special exception is something to be granted that is
outside of what the community originally intended for the site. He said if all 13 factors are met you
do not have to approve this. You can look at what the community wants and what the original
ordinance provided and stick with the intent of the people that contributed to the 1.75 designation
and not grant an exception in this circumstance.
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Julie Bussen, 3930 N. Stowell Avenue, commented on Mr. Baade’s additional information
regarding property values and facts to support that multi-family structures do not cause decreases
in property values. She stated that in her estimation, the building being a multi-family structure is
not what will bring their property values down. She said it is the fact that there are already 40
households on that block of Stowell and with the development it will add 42 more doubling the total
number of households on that tiny block. She said that block cannot support doubling the volume it
already has and that will lower property values. She added that what will also affect their property
values will be the four-story giant building on the corner that will forever changing the landscape of
the neighborhood.
Vicki Herman, 4071 N. Stowell Avenue, stated the concerns are parking, the density of traffic and
safety of the children. She said they are not contesting the affordable aspect of the building and
objections have nothing to do with affordability but instead with density of parking and the safety of
the children.
Mark Mueller, 4022 N. Downer Avenue, has been a resident for 40+ years. He stated parking
continues to get worse and worse. He said Atwater beach is starting to significantly impact parking
in the area along with UW- Milwaukee that doesn’t have enough parking for their faculty. He is
opposed to granting a waiver. The development needs the appropriate number of parking spaces.
Ed Ruen, 4015 N. Stowell Avenue, has lived here since 1975 and will be significantly impacted by
this building. He said the issue is traffic and everyday he is greeted by the parking that takes place
particularly those at the animal hospital but also others moving about the neighborhood. He agrees
that the parking in front of their homes is not owned by them and is not their property but it is a part
of the neighborhood. He said in a good neighborhood there is a great deal of sharing that goes on.
He said on Stowell they have experienced this sharing. He said there are many children in their
neighborhood also and they want to encourage families and free safe play of the children and to
protect the streets to cross safely all while supporting our neighboring businesses. He said he has
lived through many changes and that he sees the need for development but he certainly cannot
encourage and does not welcome this kind of development that will be unsafe for the
neighborhood but will also create problems in terms of traffic and destroy more of their
neighborliness such as how they share the street, the area and their homes. He hopes the Plan
Commission will review the major plan recently approved and abide by that and not increase the
density to the extent it is being proposed.
Megan O’Brien, 2500 E. Shorewood Blvd., reminded that the burden is on the developer to provide
substantial evidence to obtain the exception. She said it appears that a good portion of the
evidence submitted or relied upon is details relating to other multi-unit buildings that have been
granted exception or variances and that is not really evidence and urges that not be considered.
She said the developer has to show evidence related to this particular development and it has to
be substantial.
Andrea Brandt, 4054 N. Stowell Avenue, said she has a number of concerns living on the block
this will be impacting and one thing that is not being considered is how narrow the street is. She
said this is true in summer but especially in winter. She said the entrance and exit of this project is
right at the intersection along with the animal hospital entrance and an alley. She is concerned with
the congestion and how cars will get past one another in the snow. She said another issue she had
was with the parking on the proposed plan showing two spaces on the edge that seem completely
unusable having to either back in or back all the way out. She said if this is an assigned space she
thinks it is unrealistic they would use it except for overnight due to the inconvenience. She said the
developer stated based on their evidence that 43 parking stalls should be sufficient and if you feel
like your parking is already sufficient then why are you asking for an exemption and something you
don’t need. She added that the developer said the development would decrease congestion and
unless they are getting rid of cars she doesn’t see how this will happen and that this is false

Page 8 of 51

information. She said the developer also anticipated a good amount of no car families and she
does not know of any no car families whatsoever that are employed and have jobs. She said
Shorewood does not have a lot of life supporting businesses where you could sustain a good
income living here without having to travel/driving somewhere. She said the presumption that the
residents will be relying on the bus system is totally false and we cannot base anything off of that
information. She is concerned about the congestion that will come from people cutting through the
alley also. She stated she does want diversity and low-income families in Shorewood but there has
to be a better way to do it perhaps subsidizing apartments or duplexes, providing underground
parking for this development and lowering it to three-stories.
Rosina Bloomingdale, 3958 N. Stowell Avenue, stated she wanted to reinforce Mr. Walsh and Mr.
Desing’s comments about the evidence that has been presented. The evidence presented by Mr.
Baade was very old from 2010 and he did not use the up to date resources to support his position
which calls into question his trustworthiness in providing data. She said it is important to note in the
2010 study there is no generalizability of that study and it is an ancient study that has no relevance
in this position. She said Mr. Desing noted a more recent study that provided a whole different
perspective. Mr. Baade had an ethical moral and professional obligation to use the most current
data which he did not and that is concerning to her.
Maggie Marks, 3938 N. Stowell Avenue, said she observed the cameras for the traffic study and
the cameras were up for maybe 24-48 hours which was not a long period of time. She said it was
the middle of the week and it was a cloudy cold day. She said Atwater Beach is getting busy and
parking is at a premium. She felt the traffic study was not done at the best time showing the busy
nature of the street. She worries the traffic study is not a good indicator of how busy the area can
get. She is totally for affordable housing but opposes the loss of parking and the danger this could
pose to children and pedestrians.
Mr. Griepentrog stated that at the moment there were no new hands raised to speak on the matter.
President McKaig stated she felt comfortable moving on.
The floor was closed for public comment at 7:40 p.m.
President McKaig asked staff and Mr. Baade if they had any further comments before opening
discussion with Commissioners.
Mr. Baade took note of all the comments and the residents’ concerns are real as they are looking
out for their best interests. He said they worked hard to create a project that lives within the
existing zoning code other than the parking exception. He said the parking exception will allow the
project to go forward and that the exception will work and requesting this is not out of the norm for
other projects they have seen in the area. He added that they submitted information and some of it
may be old but that the MIT study has not been refuted and is still accurate and still sited in many
places especially planning programs around the country. He stated they hired a professional that
went and did the parking study according to the way it was supposed to be done.
President McKaig stated they would move into discussion of the factors in 535-51B 1-13. She said
her intent is to leave a clear record of their consideration/discussion that will lead to an action to
resolve the matter. She asked Mr. Griepentrog to read each factor and they will discuss in order.
She reminded the commissioners they are considering a special exception for the parking and that
does not pertain to the use of the building. The project as it is conceptualized would be within the
zoning code and if not for the parking exception it would not be before the commission. She stated
it is also not a traffic decision but a parking ratio decision which is discretionary as there is no state
statutory minimum requirement for parking.
Factor #1: The effect the granting of the exception will have on adjacent parking and traffic
conditions.
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Ms. Kiely Miller thanked residents who serve on the Board of Appeals for giving the Commission
the chance to reconsider this application. She thanked residents who either emailed or spoke this
evening because public input was something the Commission did not have in February when they
considered this. She said they are talking about 31 parking spaces not being met in the enclosed
parking structure. She said the code calls for 74 and the structure will only provide 43. She
appreciated the applicant taking the time and money to do the parking study but there were some
errors in it. First, only residents in single-family homes and duplexes can buy daytime parking
passes in the restricted parking areas surrounding the neighborhood not tenants of multi-family
buildings. She said a map of daytime parking restrictions shows time limits south of Capitol and
north of Capitol on Downer and Prospect which will leave limited areas for residents to park.
Secondly, Mr. Baade confirmed in February that each space in the garage would be assigned and
if you are not given a space you cannot park there during the day when others are not present.
She said with this she was confused with some of their calculations about only 34% during the day
because if you are not given a spot you cannot park there during the day. She added guests
cannot park in the structure and the study seemed to indicate it would provide that. She questioned
what basis or facts the traffic consultant thought that the garage would only be full 79% at night
and 34% during the day. She said it seems a lot of assumptions are being made both in the
application and the study and assumptions are not facts. She feels there are assumptions about
car ownership and use based on income, age, public transportation and where people work. She
said decisions cannot be made on assumptions of who will live there. She said Stowell is a narrow
street and the exception in that neighborhood. The east side homes also do not have driveways.
She said there is no parking and what do residents do when they have guests or contractors
present. They have to consider what is required for life in a neighborhood. She said Stowell has an
existing longtime parking problem that will persist no matter what they decide and hopes the
Village could work with those neighbors to alleviate their problem perhaps with restrictive parking.
Perhaps working with the animal hospital to get their staff parking passes for lots and off the street
also. She said facts are the experience of residents who live on the street. She said a majority of
the previous parking special exceptions have been for businesses with short term customers and
you cannot compare that to residents who may park all day. In February, they discussed the
feasibility of underground parking and the developer said the lot size precluded having
underground parking and referenced other multi-family buildings (Oakland and Kensington) that
provide underground parking for residents and those have some advantages like exiting in two
directions and that is not possible with this project. She added that the reason the neighborhoods
south of Capitol and on Downer and Prospect went to restrictive parking was because of the
overflow of parkers from UWM and that that will not end.
President McKaig asked if with each factor commissioners could state if they felt the factor was
applicable or not. Ms. Kiely Miller stated yes it was applicable and the primary factor.
Mr. Couto asked if they were able to ask the developer questions. President McKaig said yes.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked about errors regarding parking being assigned and the percentages that
would be used during the day and night. Mr. Baade stated spaces are assigned by unit and it is
correct that no else can use them. He said in regards to calculating and how that is done he would
have to defer to the traffic engineers. He said when they create the tables that decide how many
people would come and go, trip generation and the number of parking space they have accounted
for all of that and have made no assumption. They have used the broad averages out of the
parking book. He said whether they use the 2010 versus the 2019 he would talk to the traffic
consultant and see what the impacts would be. He said they use a set of formulas that is accepted
by traffic and parking designers.
Mr. Baade said an apartment building that only offers this many spaces is self-selective in that if an
individual needs two parking spaces they may look somewhere else. He said this is an assumption
but what they have seen in their experience.
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Mr. Couto asked if the parking study consultants were on the call. Mr. Baade said they were not.
Mr. Couto said that the study’s conclusion said the parking will be 80% full at night time and 39%
full during the day. He said in reality it would be 80% full all the time because the spaces are
assigned. He asked if this was more accurate. He said Mr. Baade agreed earlier that just because
the spaces are not being used does not allow others to park in the spaces. Mr. Baade said this is
correct because they are assigned. Mr. Couto said the 39% during peak hours doesn’t seem
relevant because the spaces are assigned and not available for other tenants or the public also.
Mr. Baade said during the day the spaces are more vacant because people are working and that is
when nighttime reflects 80% whereas daytime is 39% full.
Mr. Couto asked if Mr. Baade could walk them through their conclusion on who will be living in the
units. He said at the last meeting it was discussed as one tenant living in one unit would have one
car and he asked how they came to that conclusion. Mr. Baade said there are two pieces. He said
the traffic study does not use his assumptions that is a data set being used. He said that typically
with buildings they develop they build based on one parking space per bedroom.
Ms. Klein asked what the exact number of exception spaces this proposal is asking for. Mr.
Griepentrog said the requirement per code is 74 spaces and they are providing 43 on site
enclosed. The exception is for the difference which is 31 spaces. She asked if there was an
assumed amount of curb spaces in that math. Mr. Griepentrog said not in his math he said the
developer believes 8 curb spaces would be necessary to fulfil their demographic of the building but
that is not inclusive of the exception request. Ms. Klein asked about the new overnight parking
permit availability. She asked if anyone in an apartment building can purchase an overnight
parking permit. Mr. Griepentrog said yes that two parking spaces are allowed per housing unit. Ms.
Klein said that whether the building had 74 or 43 parking spaces all units could still purchase
overnight parking spaces. Mr. Griepentrog said that is correct.
Mr. Wycklendt asked about the history of getting the 2 hour parking signage installed and the 5
year timeframe and why Stowell does not have the parking limits. Mr. Griepentrog asked if anyone
had more history but said he was told that the residents of Stowell did not gather enough
signatures required to move forward with the parking change. President McKaig said that is her
recollection as well. Mr. Wycklendt said they have likely all driven the block and that during the day
there are a lot of cars towards Capitol. But in the evening and early evening there was not as
much. He asked if that was a decision to not implement the 2 hour on that street. President McKaig
said they focused on the streets that complained with the idea and understanding that when you
make a change in one place and it kind of moves the parking problem. This never came back
before the board but it could. Mr. Couto asked if the 4000 block of Stowell came back and asked
for the 2 hour parking where would people park? If they keep moving the problem where will folks
park. Mr. Griepentrog said if they are residents of that block they could purchase a pass and stay
there. If the people are employees of that area, there is a daytime employee parking pass that they
could purchase and the employees would have to park a block north in the unrestricted area.
President McKaig added that if some of the parkers are associated with UWM the further north you
have to park the less appealing it is.
Trustee Bockhorst has worked on a lot of parking changes. She was a part of the two-hour parking
restriction discussions. She said one of the reason they funded the parking study was to help make
more comprehensive decisions based on data. She enjoys the discussion and residential input.
She understands there is a lot of speculation from those on the commission but also residents as
evidence of form letter emails they have received. She is hearing there are two independent
parking studies one being the Village paid traffic study and the parking study the developer paid for
with possibly antiquated data. She wants to stay away from speculative points. She is a renter and
said when you determine where you will rent you look at parking factors. She said she heard the
concerns earlier about contractors and where they could park and reminded that parking passes
are available for contractors through the village.
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Mr. Pollock asked about the proposed design of parking space 43 and how that would work. Mr.
Baade asked if he was referring to the parallel parking space. Mr. Pollock said yes and questioned
how someone would park if spaces 39-42 were already full. Mr. Baade said this document was a
program document and not a design document. He said there is nearly a full parking space in front
of space 39 and likely the spaces will be shifted east to give room on either side. He said the hash
tagged space next to space 28 is so cars can pull in and turn around too. Mr. Baade said the drive
lanes in the structure are also designed wider to facilitate Y turns.
President McKaig asked what the turn radius for the driveways along Stowell will be and the
engineering for them. Mr. Baade said Stowell is narrower than other streets in the Village but their
driveway apron width and flair are guided by the Village’s engineering standards. He said it would
visually match the vet office across the street. She asked what he says to residents who cannot
envision that working even when following engineering standards. Mr. Baade said they still need to
get a building permit and go through the Design Review Board approval. He added that
construction documents will not be approved for a building that will not work. He said the Village
has the final say. She said this project is nowhere near being approved and is not being fast
tracked.
Mr. Couto asked if this is the Plan Commission’s last chance for review over this project. Mr.
Griepentrog said the project, as proposed, meets all other code requirements and would not be
back before the commission. If the project would change there is a chance it would be before them
again.
President McKaig asked if they have looked into shared parking agreements. Mr. Baade said they
have not reached out to Atwater School as they felt it was too far away. They have discussed with
St. Robert’s and St. Robert’s was not willing to make any agreements.
Ms. Kiely Miller said factor one related to traffic conditions and it seems many residents had
concerns with traffic congestion and safety and asked if the developers considered the entrance
and exit off of Capitol and not Stowell. Mr. Baade said they did look at it as an option he said it is
possible but they came at it thinking the traffic would be preferred coming out at a controlled
intersection on Capitol rather than two entrances off of Capitol.
Ms. Klein said she agrees there is an impact on the parking and traffic but has seen in other places
where the street will be closed off. She asked about closing off Stowell right at the animal hospital
and this development to alleviate the concerns about speed and safety and the traffic would be
confined to the commercial corridor. She said she did not know what it would take to make a
change like that but they are trying to find a way to balance low income housing development and
tax base and the impact on parking and the quality of life.
President McKaig said with living in the neighborhood she walks daily and does not have any of
the experiences and observations being shared tonight. She does not have trouble crossing the
street or has witnessed children having trouble crossing the street. She does get stuck on the
impact to traffic and congestion because she has not experienced it that way.
Trustee Bockhorst said if there is a detrimental impact the Village Board can look at this and make
the necessary changes. She said one of the number one charges she has heard for this
commission has been the zoning code and making changes. She said Minneapolis just recently
removed their parking restrictions. She said if there is a detrimental impact, which she does not
see, the Village Board can find solutions. She has walked her dog often in this area to see, for
herself, the impact and she did not experience any problems.
President McKaig reminded the commissioners they are moving through the factors in order and at
the end would entertain a motion. Depending on where they are, the floor may be opened back up
to those who were unable to comment prior but second comments will not be taken.
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Factor #2: The effect the granting of the exception will have on the appearance and character of
the applicant’s property, adjacent property and neighboring property.
Attorney Bayer wanted commissioners to keep in mind that all the factors in 535-51B are
applicable to any special exception not just for parking requirement ratio. A specific example where
appearance may be a factor is in 535-49H(3) which says outdoor parking spaces shall not be
constructed in the front yard or side yard of a lot. He said if a person is before the Plan
Commission requesting a parking space in their front and side yard that would absolutely have an
impact on the appearance. This is why the factors are considered as applicable. He said the
impact of the ratio may or may not have any impact of the physical appearance. He said Design
Review Board would analyze that down the road further too. He said to keep in mind that this
particular request may have no impact on the appearance and character because what has been
proposed meets the other code requirements. He said this factor may have no bearing.
Trustee Bockhorst suggested that if they are going through all factors they take a poll on whether
the factor is applicable and if the majority says no they move on to the next factor. President
McKaig will keep that in mind and asked to move forward staying focused and to state if one thinks
the factor is applicable or not.
Mr. Wycklendt says this is not applicable.
Mr. Couto asked Attorney Bayer to define what character meant in factor two. Attorney Bayer said
there is no definition and said that was why he provided the example of the parking in the front and
side yard to show when parking would impact appearance and character. He said it doesn’t appear
from what the applicant has said there will be other changes to the exterior which meets the rest of
the zoning. He said they have to consider the factors as applicable or not. Mr. Couto asked if this
factor was pertaining to the applicant’s physical building and those adjacent buildings or the fact
that residents could be parking further down the block and on other blocks. Attorney Bayer said
that is for the commissioners to determine/decide. Attorney Bayer proposed the question of if a
vehicle legally parked on the street in front of a property impacts its appearance or character.
Mr. Couto said this factor is applicable.
Ms. Kiely Miller said as far as character this neighborhood gets gradually quieter as you travel
east. She said if you put a four story building on this corner it will change the character. She said
the Comprehensive Plan 2040 that was recently passed and the direction for this area is Mixed
Use Main Street with all residential or mixed use on the main level. She said this proposed project
no longer fits and she understands that a comprehensive plan is a guideline but the
comprehensive plan sits above all other plans and questions how this fits now. President McKaig
said this fits with a zoning comment and not the parking exception at hand.
Mr. Pollock said this in not applicable
Ms. Klein said this is not applicable.
President McKaig said this is not applicable.
Factor #3: The effect the granting of the exception will have on the property values of the
applicant’s property, adjacent property and neighboring properties.
Ms. Kiely Miller said this is applicable but hard to measure. She does not think a 15 year old report
for an east coast city will tell them what they want to know. She saw the article with the land costs
and how they were applicable and she was not surprised. She said what she would’ve found more
relevant and informative would’ve been information on what the three four-story buildings on
Kensington and Oakland did to the property values of the surrounding properties. She said she
does not know how to judge this even though it is applicable.

Page 13 of 51

President McKaig said she can relate in regards to missing data and said they should evaluate
what is before them.
Mr. Wycklendt said this is applicable and it should be discussed. It will definitely impact values but
cannot determine if that will be up or down.
Attorney Bayer said the analysis is a bit narrower than what is being cast. He said specifically if the
granting of the parking special exception from a 1.75 ratio of parking spaces per dwelling units to
whatever is being proposed will impact the property values not the creation of the development and
use.
Mr. Pollock asked if it is the 31 parking spaces being considered that would impact values.
President McKaig said yes and asked if he thinks the factor is applicable. Mr. Pollock stated it
probably is applicable.
Ms. Kiely Miller said if they are looking at the effective value of excessive parking then, unlike the
buildings on Kensington and Oakland that provided enough parking, this will have a negative effect
on values because they are not providing enough parking. President McKaig said there is no
evidence provided in their materials that shows parking spaces affecting home values.
Trustee Bockhorst said this is not applicable.
Mr. Couto said this is applicable and he feels they are missing a lot of evidence. He asked if they
were going to discuss the factor. President McKaig said if anyone believes it is applicable or not
they can then detail their rational.
Mr. Wycklendt said this is applicable but based on evidence he cannot say how it will impact
values.
Trustee Bockhorst said based on the evidence they have before them she cannot say if this is
applicable and she does not want to weigh in on whether property values will be impacted based
on the potential additional parking spaces.
Ms. Klein said there is no evidence that states values will increase, decrease or have no effect so
she states it is not applicable.
Mr. Couto asked if the developer can address this question. Mr. Baade said that when he prepared
his response to this he was not thinking so narrowly but was thinking in terms of use. His response
in regards to the parking, would be that the evidence they provided proves the 43 spaces inside
and the 8 on street would be adequate and that there is additional parking available on the street.
He said the 74 required spaces is too much and that with the exception they are providing
adequate number of spaces and there will be no detriment to the neighborhood. Mr. Couto
understands the position but what they think is appropriate differs from what the code requires. Mr.
Baade said that is correct and why they did the parking study to validate their need. Mr. Couto said
aside from that there is no evidence on property values. Mr. Baade said no and that he did not
think that narrow when preparing.
Ms. Kiely Miller said the Commission has discussed the parking code previously but that has been
more in terms of businesses and not residential.
Mr. Couto asked if someone has the evidence one way or another and is there a way to get that.
Trustee Bockhorst said this is not a court of law and if it was they would not entertain evidence
from the floor. She asked if this will hold up any commissioner’s decisions tonight. She was not
looking at it as narrowly either. She said they have to evaluate the evidence before them. She
wants to know if others are comfortable moving forward.
Factor #4: Whether the granting of the exception will serve a public, desirable or useful purpose.
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Mr. Wycklendt asked Attorney Bayer if they do not grant the exception the project will not move
forward and by granting it the project moves forward. He asked if they are considering the project
moving forward here. Attorney Bayer said commissioners need to ask themselves if by granting or
denying the special exception what public purpose would be served or impeded by that decision.
Mr. Wycklendt said that the Comprehensive Plan states goals for this area and hardly any of those
goals are achievable with the current parking regulations in our ordinance. He said when looking
through the Comprehensive Plan he noted the four strategic directions and how number one was
to ensure redevelopment on Capitol and Oakland meets community goals and highlighted in there
was for the Village to accommodate more housing units in the future typically tearing down and/or
updating an existing building. He said this direction applies perfectly to this project. This building
fits right into the mold we have and all they need is more parking spaces. He said direction number
three was to work for an affordable cost of living for all residents. This meets 2 of the 4 strategic
directions of the Comprehensive Plan 2040.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that this is applicable but that they do not have to weigh all the elements
equally. She does not say they do not want affordable housing in the village but have to weigh the
pros versus the cons. She said that the parking and the traffic impact to this neighborhood should
be weighed more than the public benefit of 42 apartments in its present format.
Trustee Bockhorst appreciated Mr. Wycklendt’s comments on the Comprehensive Plan which is a
guideline not a recommendation. She said none of the desired outcomes would come without
granting this exception. She said this factor is about public benefit and having non-TIF related
immediate tax benefit to this community to help relieve the tax burden by increasing density and
the tax base is a direct public benefit.
Mr. Couto said this is applicable.
Mr. Pollock said this is applicable.
Ms. Klein said this is applicable and in line with what they want to do with the village and the
Comprehensive Plan.
President McKaig agreed with Mr. Wycklendt and said it is difficult with hearing how much the
neighbors do not want the exception granted. She said with the evidence and the experience she
has had that this is much more in the public interest and a benefit to all and that the concerns the
neighbors have over what they think will happen has not happened around other similar
developments and she does not believe it will occur with this one.
Factor #5: Whether the spirit and intent of the requirements of this article are being carried out.
Attorney Bayer said the article being referenced is Article 9 of 535 titled Off-Street Parking. He said
to be clear the portion of the code being referred to is between 535-45 and 535-51. He said the
commission is beginning to get to the part of the analysis where there may be overlap.
Mr. Wycklendt said this was not applicable and asked to move on. Commissioners agreed.
Factor #6: Recommendations of any boards or committees to which the Plan Commission refers
the application for advice.
The commissioners all agreed this is not applicable.
Factor #7: Intensity of use, deviation from typical use classifications, access to transit, and physical
constraints to meet parking requirements.
President McKaig said the use of the site is zoned for 42 units and not under consideration and
accessible to multi-modal transportation and that offsets the presumed need for parking. She said
this is applicable and appropriate.
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Mr. Wycklendt said this is applicable. He said he focused on the physical constraints to meeting
the parking requirements.
Ms. Kiely Miller said this is applicable. She said that this is not mixed use which is what they would
like there. She said yes it is more expensive to have underground parking but thinks there are
physical constraints that prevent meeting the requirement without underground parking.
President McKaig said it is a good point that if the exception is not granted they can reconceptualize to meet the parking requirement and proceed without the Plan Commission.
Mr. Wycklendt said this development fits with mixed use it just may not be what some want. He
said even if a restaurant was on this site it would be back before them for an exception. Trustee
Bockhorst said that any multi-use would require exceptions and does not want to get into
hypothetical of what would want and focus on what is before them.
Factor #8: If senior housing is proposed, the number of employees on site, the type of senior
housing, the parking needs of residents, if any, and the ratios from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers parking generation report ratios for senior housing should be reviewed.
The commissioners all agreed this is not applicable.
Factor #9: Historical conditions and whether additional parking requirements for new or expanded
use may be satisfied with incremental increase commensurate with new or expanded use.
Mr. Griepentrog understands this factor as reviewing the historical conditions of the site and how it
currently functions, or has functioned, and how the new and/or expanded use incrementally
improves that condition.
Attorney Bayer said and example would be if a building was constructed before the parking ratios
were established and functioned accordingly and now someone buys it and wants to put a
restaurant there which is a different use. He asked how this will be commensurate with how the site
had functioned previously.
President McKaig said this is applicable in the sense that our parking code requires 74 spaces and
the developer is suggesting that that many spaces is not required because of the point in trends
and the use that is projected. That is why fewer spaces is projected to meet need.
Factor #10: Evidence that actual parking demands may be less than code requirements.
President McKaig said this is applicable and what the evidence provided speaks to.
Mr. Wycklendt said what the developer supplied does not meet our requirement but from their
experience and evidence the additional spaces are not needed. He said this is applicable.
Ms. Kiely Miller said this is applicable but does not show the demands will be less than what the
code requires.
Mr. Couto said this is applicable and agrees with Ms. Kiely Miller.
Factor #11: Availability of shared parking, including satisfactory documentation of shared parking
to satisfy the parking demand.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if shared parking referred to and agreement with another parcel owner/user.
President McKaig said she attributes this to her question earlier if the developer had pursued any
parking agreements. She said there are no shared parking agreements.
Factor #12: Alternative transportation that has been reasonably shown to reduce the need for
parking.
The commissioners agreed it was applicable.
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Mr. Couto said this is applicable but there is no reasonable evidence of public transportation that
will alleviate the parking requirement.
Ms. Kiely Miller agrees with Mr. Couto.
Mr. Wycklendt said they did get evidence. They discussed bus line and use of bicycles and
experience with their other developments.
Trustee Bockhorst said there are bus lines, scooters and that Milwaukee has a 1:1 requirement.
She said this is a lot of reliance on car culture.
President McKaig said Whitefish Bay has a less restrictive parking requirement code. There is
evidence that alternative transportation is available near this location and that decreases the need
for parking.
Factor #13: Such other matters as the Plan Commission deems relevant and material.
President McKaig said this was applicable and a majority of commissioners agreed. She said
public opinion is a matter that is relevant.
Ms. Kiely Miller agrees that public comment is relevant. She said they need to consider quality of
life for the village.
Trustee Bockhorst asked what kind of village they want to be. She said they have heard from
commissioners who have worked really hard on the Comprehensive Plan and understands they all
have their own biases. She asked if what they have been really discussing is parking because that
is what is before them. She said they are determining if they should grant an exception to the
parking requirement that has been deemed excessive by comparison to many other municipalities.
She understands that the east side of Shorewood does not have a lot of density. She said the only
thing before them is the parking and not the impact of the building on the area. She asked if they
want to be an open and inclusive community. If they want to be pro-car versus multimodal
opportunities. She said they can review and address the parking requirements. She understands
change is tough. She said there will be a lot of big decisions in the future about taxes and this
building could alleviate that burden with being another building on the books. She said a lot of
feedback was received. She said neighbors asked why they were receiving the flyers with no
names. She said the flyer was misleading and a lot of the emails received had misinformation.
Public input is important. She said this project is not perfect but no project is. She said this has
direct benefits for residents.
President McKaig paraphrased other matters deemed relevant by Trustee Bockhorst as the quality
of life in terms of vision, setting a precedent based on responding to public opinion based on a flyer
with misrepresentation, whether we are committed to decreased reliance on cars and committed to
tax relief by increasing the tax base.
Mr. Wycklendt said they are starting to get really broad on this. He said the public opinion thing
was the best thing to include. He said his mind has not changed and he will vote in favor of the
exception. He said at the last meeting a parking study was said to be missing and members still
voted for the exception. Now a study has been provided stating there will be no big impact. He said
they have been shown evidence the parking will not be impacted. He said this project is what we
wanted developed on Capitol and will fit into the area.
Ms. Kiely Miller said she appreciates the parking study but noted it had errors. She said the
exception will cause a severe hardship on the surrounding neighborhood especially those without
restrictions. She said even though she voted for this the last time, that with the evidence tonight
and the public comments she will not be this time.
President McKaig said that public opinion is important and that where she is stuck she that she has
no idea if the 85+ people on the call tonight would be present if they had received the correct
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information. She said the same happened with the Metro Market project. She said they also have a
letter from the village attorney responding directly to the association’s attorney. She said there are
examples of code and statute being misapplied. She said it is hard for her to give weight to this
because the opposition has included information that is speculative and/or contrasts her own
experience and data. She said she can support the exception because she cannot validate the
public comments based on misrepresentation.
Ms. Kiely Miller said she just received the postcard today and that residents know their situation on
their block. She said she does not think residents would have gone to the trouble and expense of
hiring an attorney and gone before the Board of Appeals based on misinformation. She said the
residents experience may not be ours but it has to have weight given to it.
President McKaig said the hiring of an attorney is relevant. She said if we are setting a precedent
where neighbors can form an association and hire an attorney to get something done in our
community that leaves a lot of people out. She has a strong concern it is elitist and a lot of the
comments made are really along the lines of superiority and entitlement that has caused a lot of
problems in our city. She knows this is a really unpopular thing to say and that nobody would ever
intend to do that but she said this is relevant in this case. She is impressed with the amount of
organization and she knows it is not what people want to hear but from a leadership position they
have to think strongly about how residents retained an attorney to challenge this and assert
themselves as a party in this case. Not everybody in town can do that and this can’t be a town of
battles between professions and credentials.
President McKaig stated she would entertain a motion at this time.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if there was a way to fast track a process to get parking regulations on the
4000 block of Stowell as it is the only street unrestricted in that area. President McKaig said based
on experience she thinks this is relevant also. She said at the time when the congested zone was
expanded she was all for including Stowell and she doesn’t recall why it wasn’t included she thinks
it could have been because of public input and a preference. That said it is something they can
look at more creatively and cohesively. The Village has and updated Comprehensive Plan that was
delayed for nearly two years and they have a good chunk of work before them. They have studies
the previous Village Board invested in that was wise and puts them in a better position to assess
these things. Mr. Wycklendt said when looking at the map it seems Stowell was overlooked
because of Downer and Prospect having restrictions and that it shouldn’t be a stretch to include
Stowell as well.
Trustee Bockhorst asked if the motion should include reconsideration. Attorney Bayer stated that
the Commission is essentially starting over new because of the previous remand by the Board of
Appeals. He said that per 535-51D it states the Plan Commission shall either approve or disprove
the application for a special exception hereunder in accordance with the provisions of this article
and shall find that the special exception is not inconsistent with the applicable provisions herein.
He said that if the motion were to grant the exception it would be based on a finding that there was
substantial evidence that granting the exception is not inconsistent with the applicable provisions
herein. He said if the motion was to deny the exception it would also be a motion based on the
finding that there is substantial evidence that granting the exception is inconsistent with the
applicable provisions herein. The body has now taken the additional record offered by the applicant
and public comment and now based upon that record the Commission has to make a
determination to either grant or deny. He said if the Commission believes they need additional
information they could adjourn also.
President McKaig stated the options are to adjourn for further evidence needed, to deny and to
grant.
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Ms. Klein moved to approve the parking special exception for the proposed multifamily
redevelopment at properties 2418, 2420 and 2428 E. Capitol Drive submitted by Catalyst Partners,
based on meeting the conditions stated in 535-51B. Seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
President McKaig opened the floor for discussion.
Ms. Kiely Miller stated that if the applicant is supposed to provide substantial evidence that they
are meeting the condition then she felt they were lacking under condition number 1. President
McKaig ask what she felt was missing. Ms. Kiely Miller said the parking study was full of errors.
That the applicant thought the spaces that were not meeting the code requirement could be
satisfied by daytime parking passes in the restrictive parking area is not true because multifamily
residents are not allowed to purchase them. She said the study also said guests would be able to
park in the structure which is not true. She found the evidence was not overwhelmingly meeting the
needs in order to grant the exception.
Mr. Baade said that yes errors were made and that is a correct statement. He said that even
though the development is in the area of 2 hour restrictions there are still other places for people to
park. He went back to the study that said for their residents the 43 spaces would be adequate.
Trustee Bockhorst said the parking passes in the restricted areas are only available to single family
and duplex residents. She knows that is not a charge before them tonight but felt it was elitist.
President McKaig said it could be added under future agenda items.
President McKaig said they have a motion on floor and asked residents on the call if they oppose
the motion on the floor to raise their hands. She said it was unanimous (those that participated).
She asked for those who supported to also raise their hands.
Mr. Griepentrog repeated the motion on the floor.
A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Kiely Miller – No, Mr. Pollock – Yes, Mr. Couto – No, Trustee
Bockhorst – Yes, Mr. Wycklendt – Yes, Ms. Klein – Yes, President McKaig – Yes. Motion passes
by a Vote 5-2.
President McKaig thanked everyone and appreciated the participation.
4.

Future agenda items.

Trustee Bockhorst said that she was not sure if this goes to the full Board or the Plan Commission,
but would like to the issue of only homeowners being allowed to purchase parking passes in the
two-hour restricted area on a future agenda. Mr. Griepentrog said this issue is not in the zoning
chapter so he does not believe the recommendation would come from the Plan Commission but a
different (Traffic and Safety) subcommittee at the direction of the Village Board.
Ms. Kiely Miller clarified that the parking passes are not just for homeowners but also renters of
single-family and duplex properties. She also added that the commission has a number of
initiatives submitted that were never gotten too and suggested they start working through them in
future meetings.
Residents asked if there would be any further public comment. President McKaig said she will
leave it to the commission to decide.
President McKaig asked for a show of hands from the commissioners who would take more public
comment. Attorney Bayer stated they have moved on from the agenda item.
Trustee Bockhorst moved to reconsider closing public comment. Second by Mr. Couto.
President McKaig asked Attorney Bayer if they could do this. Trustee Bockhorst stated there was
robust public comments in the beginning of the meeting for over an hour.
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Attorney Bayer said they are still within the context of the same meeting. Certainly the motion has
already been considered and the special exception has been granted. He said it may not be fair to
the applicant who may not be on the call having moved on from the item. Ms. Keily Miller stated the
applicant was still present. Mr. Couto said there is nothing precluding them taking more comment.
Attorney Bayer said with the caveat that there will be no further consideration or action taken he
sees no problem but then comes the question of why you would want to do it if it is not part of the
record based on how you made your decision.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if public comment couldn’t be taken during this agenda item which is when
we talk about anything.
Trustee Bockhorst moved to withdrawn her motion. Mr. Couto did not withdraw his second.
Trustee Bockhorst clarified that her motion was to not reconsider the whole process they have
gone through tonight but to just allow further public comment. She said anyone can email them
also.
President McKaig restated the motion on the floor.
A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Klein – Yes, Mr. Wycklendt – No, Mr. Couto – Yes, Mr. Pollock – No,
Trustee Bockhorst – Abstain, Ms. Kiely Miller – Yes, President McKaig – No. The motion fails by a
vote 3- 3-1.
5.

Adjournment.

Trustee Bockhorst moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:18 p.m., seconded by Mr. Wycklendt. A roll
call vote was taken: Ms. Kiely Miller – Yes, Trustee Bockhorst – Yes, Mr. Pollock – Yes, Mr. Couto
– No, Mr. Wycklendt – Yes, Ms. Klein – Yes, President McKaig – Yes. Vote to adjourn 6-1.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Report to Plan Commission
June 18, 2021
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Discussion and possible recommendation of modifications to Chapter 535 Zoning
Article IX Off-Street Parking.

Introduction and Overview
In 2018, the Plan Commission listed their top initiative as an update to the Village’s
Comprehensive Plan. That update was completed on April 21, 2021 by adoption of the Village
of Shorewood Comprehensive Plan 2040. The second initiative listed was to “research/revise
off-street parking requirements.” That initiative also subsequently topped the Plan
Commission’s list in both 2019 and 2020. Since the Comprehensive Plan has been adopted, an
overview of off-street parking requirements and possible modifications are being presented to
the Plan Commission for discussion and possible/eventual recommendation to the Village
Board.
This initiative aligns with greater general planning practice, which in recent decades has
debated both the actual and societal costs of off-street parking provisions. These requirements
gained favor in eras of greater suburbanization and run counter to Shorewood’s streetcar
suburb development pattern and sustainability ethos, which values density and walkability.
These requirements were replicated municipality by municipality in what has become to be
known as “zoning by Xerox,” which does not take into account local contexts. Shorewood’s offstreet parking requirements were first incorporated into the Village Code in 1951 as Ordinance
688.
Most recently, municipalities have taken up the issue in terms of affordability and equity, citing
the high costs associated with requiring the development of parking spaces. As noted in a
recent Milwaukee Journal Sentinel article entitled “A Shorewood apartment development would
have limited parking spaces. That upsets neighbors but reflects an national trend.”, many
municipalities have begun reducing or eliminating parking requirements. The article notes that
the City of Milwaukee reduced their parking requirements in 2002 as part of their zoning code
overhaul.
As previously shared with the Plan Commission, the Congress for the New Urbanism’s Enabling
Better Places Users’ Guide to Zoning Reform, which was developed in similar Midwestern
context, provides short-term and mid-term fixes to allow communities to ease into these
discussions. Notably, the guide offers recommendations for parking reform, including the
establishment of on-street parking and reduction of minimum parking requirements in Main
Street districts and their adjacent neighborhoods. It notes that “mismatch is particularly
important where buildings are older and properties are small, and it is difficult or impossible to
add new parking.” Further steps include discussion of eliminating the requirements all together,
understanding that market conditions and lending practices are often more relevant to
identifying how much off-street parking should be provided, rather than arbitrary municipal
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standards. It notes that municipalities should be focused on where the parking is located, not
how much is provided.
Current Off-Street Parking Requirements
The Village’s Off-Street Parking requirements are detailed within Article IX of Chapter 535
Zoning of the Village Code. As a general starter, per 535-50, these requirements are applicable
as follows:
The provisions of this chapter related to required parking facilities, lots or spaces shall
apply only to new buildings or structures and to substantially altered buildings or
structures. However, all facilities, lots or spaces used for the parking of vehicles shall be
used, maintained and operated as required under this chapter.
Substantially altered buildings are defined as buildings with alterations where “more than 50% of
the assessed value, as equalized, of the building or structure are affected.” This is often difficult
to confirm and rarely triggered in the commercial district where commercial tenants often only
occupy portions of multi-story/use buildings.
Additionally, 535-46A(2) states that “No occupancy or use permit shall be issued wherever
required unless the required parking spaces shall have been provided on the approved plan or
as hereinafter allowed.” However, occupancy and use permits do not always relate to newly
constructed or substantially altered buildings.
Moving beyond confirmation of the applicability of this article, the schedule of requirements
defined in 535-47 has been the most often discussed in need of review. It is split into the
following categories:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Dwelling and lodging uses.
Schools, institutions, auditoriums and other places of assembly.
Recreational uses, commercial and non-commercial.
Business district uses.

A.
Dwelling and lodging uses are further broken up into four categories: hotels,
commercially-zoned multi-family dwelling units; residentially-zoned multi-family dwelling units,
and one- and two-family dwellings. Except for guest parking, all parking spaces associated with
multi-family and one- and two-family dwellings are required to be located within enclosed
garages.
Hotels
Commercially-zoned multi-family dwelling
units
Residentially-zoned multi-family dwelling
units
One bedroom unit
Two bedroom unit
Three bedroom unit
Guest parking
One- and Two-family dwellings

One space per lodging unit, plus additional
spaces as required for affiliated uses
1.75 spaces per dwelling unit

One space per unit
1.25 spaces per unit
1.5 spaces per unit
One space per 10 units
One space per unit
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B.
Schools, institutions, auditoriums and other places of assembly require various amounts,
ranging from the number or parking spaces per seats offered, square footage available, student
capacity or employees.
Auditoriums, gymnasiums, stadiums,
grandstands, meeting halls, exhibition halls
and said categories as accessory uses to
schools, churches and other institutional
establishments
Churches
Hospitals

Libraries, museums, galleries and aquariums
Nursing homes

Colleges, universities, junior colleges, high
schools and other institutions of higher
learning
Junior high schools, elementary schools and
nursery schools

One space for every five seats or 90 linear
inches of seating space

One space for every six seats or 108 linear
inches of seating space
One space for each four beds, plus one
space for each staff or visiting doctor, plus
one space for each four employees
One space for every 500 sq. ft. of floor area
One space for every six beds, plus one space
for every four employees (based on
maximum shift)
One space for every seven students (based
on maximum number), plus one space for
each employee
One space for each employee

C.
Recreational facilities for both commercial and non-commercial uses require one space
for every four persons at maximum capacity, plus one for each employee.
D.
Business district uses generally require one space per 250 sq. ft. of floor area for retail
or office use, unless further specified.
Automobile service [and gas] stations
Banks
Beauty parlors
Public utilities or public service buildings
containing machinery and equipment
Funeral homes
Medical and dental offices
Restaurants
Other uses

Three spaces per service stall and one space
per island of gas pumps
One space for every 300 sq. ft. of floor area,
plus one space per employee
One space per 100 sq. ft. of floor area
One space for every employee (minimum of
three)
One space per 100 sq. ft. of floor area
Four spaces per doctor/dentist, plus one
space per each employee (maximum shift)
20 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area for sit
down restaurants
Most similar, as determined by Planning and
Zoning Administrator

Section 535-49 provides general requirements for all parking areas, including accessibility,
location, materials, lighting, dimensions, screening, quantity, permission, “vehicle” type and
maintenance. (See the attached Article for full details.)
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Lastly, section 535-51 outlines a process by which applicants may seek a Special Exception to
any of the provisions within this article. It contains factors of consideration, application and
review procedures, including an appeals process.
Comparison Regulations
Shorewood’s adjacent municipalities, the Village of Whitefish Bay and City of Milwaukee, also
regulate off-street parking requirements in certain circumstances. Whitefish Bay’s standards
are located within each zoning district in their zoning chapter (Chapter 16), as well as their traffic
code (6-24). Their requirements are triggered at the time of new construction, internal/external
remodeling that increases the demand for parking, new conditional uses, or the
creation/modification of parcels. Special Exceptions within their Apartment District are
considered by their Board of Appeals, whereas Special Exceptions within their Silver Spring
District are considered by the Plan Commission. The following similar land uses are regulated
as follows:
Multi-family residential
Secondary schools
Colleges and universities
Retail sales
Bank
Personal services
Medical office
Professional office
Funeral home
Restaurants and coffee shops

1.5 spaces for each family, plus 1 space for
every 10 units for guest parking
1 space for every 5 students
1 space for every 2 students
1 space for every 300 sq. ft. of gross floor
area
1 space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor area
2 spaces per treatment station, but not less
than 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
1 space per 200 sq. ft. of gross floor area
1 space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor area
1 space per 6 seats
1 space per 150 sq. ft. of gross floor area

Shorewood’s requirements are generally slightly higher than that of Whitefish Bay’s. By
comparison, even when factoring in guest parking Whitefish Bay’s multi-family requirements end
up being less than that of Shorewood’s in its commercial districts. Similarly, Shorewood’s
general retail requirement of 1 per 250 sq. ft. is also higher than Whitefish Bay’s at 1 per 300 sq.
ft. At 20 spaces for every 1,000 sq. ft., Shorewood’s restaurant parking requirements are 3
times higher than Whitefish Bay’s. Without knowing the number of employees, it is hard to sideby-side compare the educational use and medical office requirements.
The City of Milwaukee’s parking requirements are located in Subchatper 4 of their Zoning
Chapter, within other General Provisions. Low density residential land uses, including singlefamily and two-family dwellings, do not have minimum requirements, but actually contain
maximum standards limiting the number of spaces. Multi-family dwellings are regulated per
zoning district, with low-to-medium density districts requiring 1 space per dwelling unit (1:1), and
medium-to-high density districts requiring 2 spaces for every 3 dwelling units (.67:1). The City
also allows those ratios to be reduced if the development qualifies under various by-right
conditions, such as that it controls nearby off-site parking, is located immediately adjacent to onstreet parking, contains shared parking for other uses, is located within 1,000 ft. of a regularly
scheduled bus stop or is located within 700 ft. of a public parking lot or structure. Other parking
requirements are defined on a city-wide scale, so nearby commercial districts such as Downer
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Ave, Oakland Ave, North Ave and Brady St are included. The following similar land uses are
regulated as follows:
Multi-family dwelling (low-to-medium density)
Multi-family dwelling (medium-to-high
density)
Day care centers
Schools (elementary or secondary) and
colleges
Libraries
Religious assembly
General office

Retail establishment, general

Medical office
Hospitals and nursing hoes
Personal service establishments
Funeral home

Motor vehicle repair
Gas station
Hotel

Assembly hall
Restaurant

1:1
2:3
None, unless required to be approved via
special use
None
None
One space for every six seats in the
assembly hall
One space for each 500 sq. ft. of the first
2,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area; one space for
each 1,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area in
excess of 2,000 sq. ft.; storage or utility
spaces shall not be included
Min. of one for each 1,000 sq. ft. of gross
floor area; max. of 3.5 for each 1,000 sq. ft. of
gross floor are
See general office
One for every four beds
See general retail
One for each 100 sq. ft. of floor area of a
chapel, parlor or other room for funeral
services, but not less than 4 spaces
As required by board for special use approval
As required by board for special use approval
One for every 1,000 sq. ft., or fraction thereof,
of gross floor area on the ground floor or
above
One for every 1,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area
or fraction thereof
See general retail

Milwaukee’s requirements are also less than that of Shorewood. At .67 spaces per dwelling unit
in the middle-to-high density zoning districts, Shorewood’s ratio of 1.75 per dwelling unit is more
than double. Milwaukee requires no parking for libraries or educational uses, other than
daycares, who may be required to provide parking through their special use review.
Shorewood’s rate of 1 space per 250 sq. ft. for general office or retail space is double that of
Milwaukee’s base office requirement and four times that of Milwaukee’s retail. Shorewood’s
restaurant requirements are also quite larger than Milwaukee’s, which mirrors their general
retail.
Beyond local examples, the Congress for the New Urbanism has pioneered work on code
reform and model codes at a national scale, including the development of a transect-based
Smart Code produced by the Center for Applied Transect Studies (CATS). The transect
arranges in useful order the elements of urbanism by classifying them from rural (T1) to urban
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(T6). Shorewood’s developed land use patterns most closely reflect the T4 General Urban
Zones with respect to our residential neighborhoods and T5 Urban Center Zone with respect to
our commercial corridors.

General parking requirements per zone are suggested within the Smart Code, as follows:
Residential
Lodging
Office
Retail
Civic
Other

T4 General Urban
1.5 / dwelling
1.0 / bedroom
3.0 / 1,000 sq. ft.
4.0 / 1,000 sq. ft.
TBD by warrant (special use)
TBD by warrant (special use)

T5 Urban Center
1.0 / dwelling
1.0 / bedroom
2.0 / 1,000 sq. ft.
2.0 / 1,000 sq. ft.
TBD by warrant (special use)
TBD by warrant (special use)

This simplified code offers legibility and consistency, similar to that which was suggested as an
outcome of the Village’s Transportation and Parking Analysis. It was first published in 2004 and
may actually be behind current discussions on further reducing or eliminating requirements in
certain circumstances.
Discussion Overview and Suggested Points of Consideration
As with the review of any regulation, the first step should be to understand the purpose and
outcome of implementation. As a built-out community that was largely developed prior to the
adoption of off-street parking requirements, the retroactive applicability of such code provisions
can be problematic. These requirements are most often triggered by redevelopment projects.
Those projects may be large-scale involving Planned Development Districts (such as the Metro
Market/Mosaic) or small-site (like the former Ruckus, which is now HIYA Taco).
Having blanket applicability standards and requirements not based on local or realistic context
can be difficult to administer and often requires consideration of special exceptions.
Understanding that special exceptions are generally granted may reflect evidence that the code
should be updated.
In order to update the code with more realistic and equitable standards that promote sustainable
development patterns, staff recommends that the Plan Commission review and discuss the
applicability section in conjunction with a recalibration of the schedule of requirements and
updated general requirements.
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Applicability
With respect to applicability, staff would like to confirm under what circumstances the Village
believes the requirements should be applied. Clarifying and consolidating this information at the
outset of the article would go a long way towards predictability and consistency within zoning
administration.
As previously noted, staff believes that there is an incongruent paragraph relating to
conformance to all requirements upon occupancy or use permitting [535-46A(2)], whereas
other sections state that the requirements only pertain to new construction or substantial
alterations or enlargements. It is possible that under certain circumstances, different triggers
could apply to different uses.
In addition, staff questions if “substantial alterations,” are the desired trigger, as opposed to
other factors such as additions or use changes. As a general reference, use changes from a
building code perspective involve the following occupancy classifications: assembly, business,
educational, factory, high hazard, institutional, mercantile, residential, storage and
utility/miscellaneous. Ultimately, it should be understood how these requirements relate to
existing land use and development patterns.
Schedule of Requirements
In 2019, the Village undertook a Transportation and Parking Analysis, which recommended
improvements in communication, accessibility, standardization and enforcement. With respect
to existing requirements, on page 56 the Analysis recommended that parking “ratios and
requirements be updated by the Village to mitigate the need for development applicants to seek
special allowances.”
The recently adopted Village of Shorewood Comprehensive Plan 2040 detailed four strategic
directions, three of which related to aspects of redevelopment: (1) Ensure redevelopment on
Capitol and Oakland meets community goals; (2) Promote inclusivity, racial equity and diversity
in Shorewood; and, (3) Work toward an affordable cost of living for all Shorewood residents.
Reviewing parking requirements can be seen as a first step in the process of implementation.
Working with those goals in mind, the Plan Commission is being asked to review the four
existing use categories and their current requirements. Please reference the prior overview and
not the general topics identified below within each section.
535-47A.Dwelling and lodging uses.
As previously pointed out, the Village has differing requirements for its residential uses. Looking
at its historical development patterns, neighboring regulations, opportunities for redevelopment
and desired goals with respect to what types and forms of redevelopment are possible with
existing regulations; the Plan Commission should consider whether or not the existing
requirements make sense or could be recalibrated. Consideration of exceptions to these
requirements in exchange for location (available on-street parking, near transit or public parking)
or amenities (affordable housing, bike parking, electric vehicle charging) could also be
contemplated.
535-47B.Schools, institutions, auditoriums and other places of assembly.
Staff would like the Plan Commission to consider whether the general requirements within this
category could be updated and perhaps some of the specified uses consolidated under more
general terms.
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535-47C. Recreational uses.
Staff questions if this category needs to be maintained and would like the Plan Commission to
discuss how it differs from other places of assembly, businesses or public uses.
535-47D. Business district uses.
Understanding that the business district is built-out and that a pedestrian friendly, walkable
environment is preferred in the Village, the Plan Commission should consider whether or not
any of the general or specific requirements in this section should be updated, consolidated or
eliminated. As has been previously suggested with potential updates to permitted and
conditional uses, staff would also ask the Plan Commission to consider whether there is a
minimum threshold of tenant square footage that could trigger requirements. For example,
commercial uses under a certain amount of sq. ft. could be exempted.
General Requirements
There are also several specifications within the general requirements section (535-49), that staff
would like the Plan Commission to discuss or confirm. For example, the first requirement listed
in 535-49A details that no parking space may be designed so as to have to pass through
another parking space. However, through its Planned Development District, the Cornerstone
redevelopment at 4510 N. Oakland Ave. was allowed to install tandem spaces, where vehicles
controlled by the same household would park one in front of the other, similar to that of a
residential driveway. This allowed the underground basement layout to be maximized and
could also be helpful elsewhere.
Additionally, the code requires the placement of wheel stops within parking lots, however, that
has not been consistently applied or enforced. Wheel stops often times end up becoming a
maintenance issue in climates with snow plowing expectations.
Screening requirements are listed in 535-49G(2); however, they are rarely triggered based on
existing requirements. If the Village wanted to keep a closer eye on them, the standards could
perhaps be triggered based upon new occupancy permits.
Lastly, the current code does not allow for homes in the single-family zoning districts (R1-R5)
with garages to also have two parking spaces. It may make more sense to provide the same
two car maximum that is available to duplex properties, subject to the lot’s 30% green space
requirements. This could provide opportunity for more off-street parking and free up curbspace
or on-street parking, which is now allowed by permit. Additionally, the screening requirements
listed in 535-49H(5) for parking spaces has not been enforced beyond spaces in street side
yards, so it would make sense to discuss/confirm that requirement, particularly in rear yards.
Special Exceptions
The application and review standards relating to special exceptions should also be reviewed
and confirmed. Based on recent experience and feedback, the required notice procedure
should likely be part of that conversation.
Next Steps
Staff understands the scope of the task at hand and looks forward to discussion and further
direction. Staff will present the above referenced background and review components at the
June 22nd meeting, but is open to additional topics and suggestions within the conversation.
Based on the discussion and direction received, staff anticipates preparing recommendations
for modifications at a future Plan Commission meeting.

Page 28 of 51

For reference, any change to the Village’s Zoning Code requires approval through the Village
Board via an ordinance amendment. The ordinance amendment would require a
recommendation from the Plan Commission, publication of class 2 public notice and a public
hearing at a Village Board meeting before possible consideration.
Materials Enclosed
• Plan Commission 2020 Annual Report and Future Initiatives
• Chapter 535 Article IX Off-Street Parking (existing)
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VILLAGE OF SHOREWOOD
DEPARTMENT / COMMITTEE ANNUAL REPORT
Instructions: To help inform the Village Board on the annual operations, services and activities being performed by all areas of the
Village, the Village Manager is asking each department and citizen committee to complete the following report. Please contact the
Village Manager’s Office if you have any questions about the report.

Name of Department / Committee: Plan Commission
Name of Department Head / Committee Chair: Bart Griepentrog (staff liaison) / President Allison Rozek
Other Department Managers / Committee Members:
Tr. Kathy Stokebrand, Eric Couto, Barbara Kiely Miller, Therese Klein, Sangeeta Patel, Dan Wycklendt

Identify your most significant department / committee services and activities performed in the past year.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Convened 8 meetings
Considered 6 Conditional Use Permit applications, 1 Parking Special Exception and 1 ROW vacation
Commenced update to the Village’s Comprehensive Plan – consultant selection, public participation plan, introductory open house
Reviewed 8 draft chapters
Provided comments on Housing and Economic Development to CDA for Strategic Planning
Served as the Village’s Complete Count Committee through extended 2020 Census efforts
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Identify your department / committee proposed initiatives that you hope to perform or implement in future years. Initiatives
are significant subjects such as service delivery changes, capital items, programs, or studies that require Village resources and
time to execute. Each initiative listed should link to one of the six vision statements in Vision 2025 on pages 6-8. Include the
vision number(s) in the “Relationship to Vision 2025” column corresponding with the vision statement(s) that best relates to
the initiative along with a brief explanation. For each initiative, please complete the “Request Execution of New Village
Initiative” form to complete this section. For citizen committees, please utilize your staff liaison to complete this form.
Department / Committee Initiative(s)
1. Revise Off-Street Parking Requirements
2. Review Zoning Map
3. Review/Update Home Occupation Regulations
4. Increase Housing Opportunities in the Zoning Code (e.g.
Accessory Dwelling Units)
5. Review/Update Permitted/Conditional/Prohibited Uses
6. Update Zoning Code Relative to Site Design Standards
7. Update Zoning Code with “Green” Standards

Relationship to Vision 2025
Vibrant urban community with attractive and thriving
businesses
Vibrant urban community with attractive and thriving
businesses
Vibrant urban community with attractive and thriving
businesses, and safe, friendly neighborhoods
Vibrant urban community with desirable housing options
that attract diverse people of all ages and stages of life
Vibrant urban community with attractive and thriving
businesses, and safe, friendly neighborhoods
Vibrant urban community with attractive and thriving
businesses, and safe, friendly neighborhoods
An ecologically-responsible community with . . . a
commitment to sustainability

8.
9.
10.
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Chapter 535
Article IX Off-Street Parking
§ 535-45. Definitions.
As used in this article, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated:
EMPLOYEES, NUMBER OF

The greatest number of persons to be employed at any one period during the day or night on
the premises.
FLOOR AREA
Unless otherwise specified herein, shall mean the sum of the gross horizontal area of the
several floors of the building or structure, excluding all areas that are devoted exclusively to
storage or other accessory uses; all horizontal dimensions shall be measured from the inside
of the exterior walls.
MOBILE HOME
A vehicle designed to be driven or drawn upon a highway by a motor vehicle and designed,
equipped and used or intended to be used primarily for sleeping, eating and living quarters,
and shall include trailers, campers, motor homes and the like.
MULTIFAMILY DWELLING
Housing facilities for more than two families, including apartment houses, cooperatives,
condominiums, row houses, townhouses and similar dwellings.
NUISANCE
The act of spreading or depositing stones, rocks, loose materials or dust from or upon said
parking facilities, lots or spaces; or permitting, causing or making disturbing noises resulting
from the use of said parking facilities, lots or spaces; or lighting of said parking facilities, lots
or spaces or the use of vehicular lights which shall be so bright or glaring as to disturb the
comfort, quiet and repose of persons in the vicinity; or permitting, causing or allowing said
parking facilities, lots or spaces or surrounding areas or vehicles parked or stored thereon to
become unsightly or in disrepair due to inadequate maintenance. Each such act is hereby
declared to be detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare.
NURSING HOME
Any place which is devoted primarily to the maintenance and operation of facilities for the care
of the elderly, chronically ill, infirm individuals or incurable persons, or a place of rest for those
persons suffering bodily disorders, in which three or more persons, not members of the family
residing on the premises, are received and provided with food, shelter and care, but such
facilities shall not include hospitals, clinics, diagnostic treatment centers, or other like uses.
OCCUPANTS, TOTAL NUMBER OF
Includes all employees plus any other person or persons frequenting or occupying the building,
structure or premises at any one time for which parking is to be provided.
PARKING FACILITY
An area used for the parking of vehicles contained in a building or structure designed or
adopted for the purpose of parking vehicles, or an area of land where the parking of vehicles
is permitted under Village ordinances and subject to all of the provisions and conditions
thereof.
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PARKING LOT
Any outdoor area or uncovered plot, place or parcel of land or any portion thereof where more
than two vehicles may be parked, but shall not include approved driveways thereunder, and
shall be permitted in accordance with the provisions of § 535-29 of this chapter.
PARKING SPACE
An area used for the parking of a vehicle.
PARKING STRUCTURE
Parking spaces and adjacent access drives, aisles and ramps that are located in a structure
with two or more levels where the parking structure is not the principal use of the premises;
this term may include parking spaces that are integrated into a larger structure that houses the
principal use of the premises.
[Added 10-20-2008 by Ord. No. 1944]
SUBSTANTIAL
More than 50% of the assessed value, as equalized, of the building or structure affected.
VEHICLE
Every device, in, upon or by which any person or property is or may be transported or drawn
upon a highway, and shall include boats and mobile homes but not bicycles for which separate
storage space shall be provided.

§ 535-46. Authority to require parking facilities.
A. Building permit; occupancy or use permit.
(1) No building permit shall be issued for a new building or for substantial alterations or
enlargements for any existing building unless there is included with the application and plans
for such structure, alteration or enlargement a plot plan showing the required special purpose
off-street parking spaces, in accordance with § 535-47 hereof.
(2) No occupancy or use permit shall be issued wherever required unless the required parking
spaces shall have been provided on the approved plan or as hereinafter allowed.
(3) The maximum number of parking spaces which may be included within a parking lot is 100
parking spaces. Where the total required parking under § 535-47 exceeds 100 spaces, no
permit may be issued unless the plans for construction, alteration or enlargement include a
parking structure as part of the plan. At a minimum, 50% of the total required parking spaces
shall be in the structure. Where the parking structure borders or fronts the street, at least
50% of the street level area shall be occupied by one or more permitted uses or uses
otherwise approved.
B. A permit shall be obtained by an owner or agent for the construction of any parking space,
parking lot, parking facility, or appurtenance thereto, and for any driveway. A permit fee as
provided by the Village Fee Schedule shall be payable upon the filing of an application for such
permit.

§ 535-47. Schedule of requirements.
A. Dwelling and lodging uses.
(1) Apartment hotels, hotels, motels and private clubs: one parking space per room or suite of
rooms comprising a lodging unit, plus such additional spaces as may be required herein for
affiliated uses, such as restaurant and bar facilities, meeting rooms and retail sales areas.
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(2) Multifamily dwelling units in B-1 through B-4 Districts: 1.75 parking spaces per dwelling unit.
(a) A minimum of 50% of parking in the B-4 District shall be underground or in an enclosed
parking facility.
(b) All required parking for multifamily dwelling units, except guest parking, shall be provided
in an approved garage, except in the B-4 District.
(3) Multifamily dwelling units in all Residence Districts R-1 through R-10:
(a) Efficiency and one-bedroom units: one parking space per dwelling unit.
(b) Two-bedroom dwelling units: 1.25 parking spaces per dwelling unit.
(c) Three- or more bedroom units: 1 1/2 parking spaces per dwelling unit.
(d) In addition to the above requirements: one parking space per 10 units for guest parking
and servicing the facility.
(e) All required parking for multifamily dwelling units, except guest parking, shall be provided
in an approved garage.
(4) One- and two-family dwellings:
(a) Single-family dwellings: there shall be a minimum of one parking space in an approved
garage.
(b) Two-family dwellings: one parking space in an approved garage per dwelling unit.
(c) No vehicle except an automobile may be parked in the front setback or between adjacent
residences when the parking area parallels an existing residence on the adjoining
property. In addition, on corner lots, no vehicle except an automobile may be parked
within the front setback of the property where located nor within the front setback of any
adjacent property.
B. Schools, institutions, auditoriums and other places of assembly.
(1) Auditoriums, gymnasiums, stadiums, grandstands, meeting halls, exhibition halls and said
categories as accessory uses to schools, churches and other institutional establishments:
(a) One parking space for every five seats or for each 90 linear inches of seating space in
the main auditorium or assembly hall.
(b) When such facilities for public assembly are accessory to a school, church or other
institution, and when approved by the Planning and Development Department, the
required number of parking spaces may be reduced by the number of spaces provided
as herein required for the applicable school, church or other institution.
(2) Churches: one parking space for every six seats or for each 108 linear inches of seating
space.
(3) Hospitals: one parking space for each four beds, plus one parking space for each staff or
visiting doctor, plus one parking space for each four employees.
(4) Libraries, museums, art galleries and aquariums: one parking space for every 500 square
feet of floor area.
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(5) Nursing homes: one parking space for every six beds, plus one parking space for every four
employees, based on the maximum number of employees present at any one period during
the day or night on the premises.
(6) Schools.
(a) Colleges, universities, junior colleges, high schools and other institutions for higher
learning: one parking space for every seven students, based upon the maximum number
of students that can be accommodated in accordance with designed capacity, and one
space for each faculty member or other employee.
(b) Junior high schools, elementary schools and nursery schools: one parking space for
each faculty member or other employee.
C. Recreational uses, commercial or noncommercial: one parking space for every four persons as
per the designed capacity of the facility, plus one parking space for each employee.
D. Business district uses: one parking space per 250 square feet of floor area for retail or office
uses not specifically listed below.
(1) Automobile service stations: one parking space for each island of gasoline pumps, plus three
parking spaces for each service stall.
(2) Banks and savings and loan associations: one parking space for every 300 square feet of
floor area, plus one parking space for every three employees.
(3) Beauty parlors: one parking space for every 100 square feet of floor area.
(4) Public utilities or public service buildings containing machinery and equipment: one parking
space for every employee present at any one time (minimum of three spaces) plus adequate
loading and unloading space.
(5) Funeral homes: one parking space for every 100 square feet of floor area.
(6) Medical and dental offices: four spaces per doctor or dentist, plus one space per each
employee at the time the greatest number of employees are present.
(7) Restaurants: 20 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area for sit-down restaurants.
(8) Other uses. Parking spaces for other permitted uses that are not retail or office or not listed
herein shall be provided in accordance with the requirements of the use most similar to the
use proposed, to be determined by the Planning and Zoning Administrator or his designee.

§ 535-48. Nuisances.
A. All parking facilities, lots or spaces shall be constructed and maintained so as not to cause,
create or permit a nuisance as defined in this article.
B. In the event that any parking facility, lot or space becomes a nuisance as defined herein, the
Building Inspector shall notify the owners or persons in charge of the parking facility, lot or
space, by certified mail, to maintain, repair or beautify the same. If such notice is not complied
with in a reasonable time from the date thereof, the Building Inspector shall maintain, repair,
remove or replace, as the case may require, either by contract or by Village forces, and shall
certify the costs thereof as provided by law, to have them levied as special charges against such
property, and the Village Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to enter such charges onto the
tax roll.
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§ 535-49. General requirements for all parking areas.
A. All parking spaces shall be directly accessible to driveways, alleys or streets without passing
through other parking spaces. Driveways, truck loading spaces and other required work and
open spaces shall not be considered as parking spaces.
B. In the Business Districts B-1 through B-4 at least 25% and in all other districts at least 75% of all
parking facilities or spaces required hereunder shall be located on the same premises as the
building to which assigned and shall either be owned by the person, firm or corporation required
to provide such parking facilities or spaces pursuant to this article or such person, firm or
corporation shall have use of such parking facilities or spaces during normal business hours and
for so long a period as the use exists for which the parking spaces or facilities are required. In
the Business Districts B-1 through B-4 no more than 75% and in all other districts no more than
25% of the parking facilities or spaces required herein shall be located off of the premises of the
building to which assigned and in no case more than 400 feet from said building. More than one
person, firm, or corporation may share a parking facility or space required hereunder, but in no
event shall the total number of spaces available be less than the total number required under
this article for each person, firm, or corporation sharing such facility. Further, in those cases
where the person, firm, or corporation required to provide parking facilities or spaces must lease
or rent them in order to comply with the parking code provisions, no building or occupancy permit
shall be issued until a copy of a written agreement to lease said required facilities or spaces is
filed with the Village; said agreement shall be kept in full force and effect for so long as said use
and occupancy shall continue.
C. All parking facilities, lots and spaces, and driveways serving the same, shall be hard surfaced,
having a good and sufficient subbase with a concrete or asphaltic concrete overlay or asphaltic
penetrating coat thereon, free of dust, loose stones or gravel; said facilities, lots or spaces shall
be adequately drained, subject to the approval of the Building Inspector.
(1) R-1 through R-6 Districts. All residential parking spaces and driveways shall have a good
and sufficient subbase with overlay composed of concrete, asphalt, brick or stone pavers
thereon; such spaces and driveways shall be adequately drained subject to the approval of
the Building Inspector.
D. There shall be sufficient space and sight distance provided at all times to permit safe and ready
access to each parking space and to the public highway; the premises shall be provided with a
minimum number of entrances and exits, the width of which shall be in accordance with
accepted design standards; that which is included under this subsection shall be subject to the
approval of the Building Inspector.
E. In the business districts, where illumination from streetlights to adjacent parking facilities, lots or
spaces is no less than one footcandle power, no additional illumination of the premises will be
required. Where such illumination is not available, a minimum illumination of one footcandle
power of such premises shall be provided, installed and maintained in a manner so as not to
reflect or glare onto adjoining streets or premises. When night parking is permitted on such
premises, the same shall at all times be adequately lighted as herein required.
F. Parking facilities shall provide marked parking spaces no less than nine feet wide and 18 feet in
length.
G. Parking lots shall conform to the following additional requirements and regulations:
(1) To prevent the extension of any part of the parked vehicle into or onto any required setback,
side yard, adjacent premises or public way, an adequate and approved wheel stop or
bumper shall be provided for each space. It shall be a violation of this article if any vehicle is
not parked within the lines of a marked parking space or if parked in more than one marked
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space. Excepted from the parking space dimensions set forth herein shall be spaces located
in the parking lots not governed by the use requirements of § 535-47 of this article. In such
cases, market considerations shall control the size of parking spaces in parking lots as
determined by the Planning and Development Department of the Village but subject to
approval of the Village Board.
(2) The premises shall be screened from any public street upon which it abuts or from any
adjoining residential property, except for openings for ingress and egress, by a decorative
wall or fence, or a substantial growth of shrubbery, or a berm; provided, however, that the
height of said screening shall be approximately 42 inches, but in no event more than 48
inches, provided, further, that any wall or fence constructed hereunder shall be of a natural
or manufactured material which shall be compatible with adjacent or adjoining structures, so
that such wall or fence will not adversely affect the aesthetic quality or character of the area.
Such screening as required hereunder shall all be subject to the approval of the Building
Inspector. Where a solidly constructed decorative wall or fence is provided along the interior
lot line, the minimum setback for the parking area shall be five feet from said lot line. That
fence shall be located a minimum of one foot from said lot line.
H. Other requirements.
(1) Parking on a lot is prohibited, except on approved driveways or approved parking spaces.
(2) Parking of vehicles other than automobiles is prohibited, except in the rear yard of a lot.
(3) Outdoor parking spaces other than approved driveways shall not be constructed in the front
yard or side yard of a lot; provided, however, that on corner lots outdoor parking spaces may
be constructed in a side yard of a lot.
(4) Parking spaces to accommodate more than one motor vehicle outside of a garage on a
single-family lot in the R-1 through R-6 Residential Districts are prohibited. Parking spaces
for up to two motor vehicles may be permitted in the R-6 Residential District on lots with a
two-family dwelling. Outside parking spaces in the R-1 through R-6 Residential Districts shall
only be permitted if they are in addition to the required parking in an approved garage.
(5) Parking spaces adjacent to the public way or to another residential lot shall be screened as
provided in Subsection G(2) of this section. Screening of parking spaces located in the rear
yard of a lot by means of a decorative wall or fence or a substantial growth of shrubbery or a
berm shall be no less than four feet in height nor more than six feet in height.
(6) Parking in the public way is prohibited, except upon the public highway where permitted.
I.

It shall be unlawful for any person to park any vehicle at any time on any land of which he is not
the owner, without the owner's permission.

J. The parking of mobile homes or any other vehicles in the Village of Shorewood while the same
are being used or occupied as living quarters by any person or persons is expressly prohibited.
K. The parking of mobile homes or other vehicles unless legally licensed under Wisconsin Statutes
on any land in the Village of Shorewood shall be prohibited except on licensed used car lots, as
provided for in Chapter 506, Article I of this Code.
L. The parking facilities, lots or spaces required pursuant to this article shall be provided and
maintained so long as the use exists for which the same is designed.
M. Such use for which parking facilities, lots or spaces are provided shall not be changed to any use
requiring more parking space unless additional parking space is provided as required herein.
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N. The control of abandoned and inoperable motor vehicles shall be subject to the provisions of
Article IX of Chapter 500 of the Village Code.

§ 535-50. Applicability.
The provisions of this chapter related to required parking facilities, lots or spaces shall apply only to
new buildings or structures and to substantially altered buildings or structures. However, all facilities,
lots or spaces used for the parking of vehicles shall be used, maintained and operated as required
under this chapter.

§ 535-51. Special exceptions.
A. The Plan Commission, upon application as required herein, may grant a special exception to the
provisions and requirements of this article.
B. Prior to granting a special exception, the Plan Commission shall consider all of the following as
applicable:
(1) The effect the granting of the exception will have on adjacent parking and traffic conditions.
(2) The effect the granting of the exception will have on the appearance and character of the
applicant's property, adjacent property and neighboring property.
(3) The effect the granting of the exception will have on the property values of the applicant's
property, adjacent property and neighboring property.
(4) Whether the granting of the exception will serve a public or desirable or useful purpose.
(5) Whether the spirit and intent of the requirements of this article are being carried out.
(6) Recommendations of any boards or committees to which the Plan Commission refers the
application for advice.
(7) Intensity of use, deviation from typical use classifications, access to transit, and physical
constraints to meeting parking requirements.
(8) If senior housing is proposed, the number of employees on site, the type of senior housing,
the parking needs of the residents, if any, and the ratios from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers parking generation report ratios for senior housing should be reviewed.
(9) Historical conditions and whether additional parking requirements for new or expanded use
may be satisfied with incremental increase commensurate with new or expanded use.
(10) Evidence that actual parking demands may be less than code requirements.
(11) Availability of shared parking, including satisfactory documentation of shared parking to
satisfy the parking demand.
(12) Alternative transportation that has been reasonably shown to reduce the need for parking.
(13) Such other matters as the Plan Commission deems relevant and material.
C. Application for a special exception permit may be obtained from the Planning and Zoning
Administrator upon the payment of a fee as provided by the Village Fee Schedule, which shall
not be refundable.
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D. The Plan Commission shall either approve or disapprove the application for a special exception
hereunder, in accordance with the provisions of this article, shall specify the requirement or
requirements that will be expected from the application and shall find that the special exception
is not inconsistent with the applicable provisions herein.
E. The Plan Commission's decision may be appealed to the Board of Appeals in accordance with
the provisions of §§ 535-56 and 535-57. The Board of Appeals, after a hearing, may affirm,
reverse or remand with recommendations any order, requirement, decision or determination of
the Plan Commission made under this section. The Board of Appeals shall decide all appeals
under this subsection within 30 days after final hearing and shall transmit a signed copy of the
Board's decision to the appellant and to the Planning and Development Department.
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Plan Commission
June 22, 2021
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3. Article IX Off-Street Parking
• Top Plan Commission Initiative from 2019 & 2020
• (Second initiative in 2018)

• Requirements seen as out-of-date and in need of recalibration
• Evidenced by issuance of Special Exceptions

• Zoning by Xerox
• Suburban in nature
• Irrespective of local development patterns

• Associated with zoning reform to “enable better
places”
• Location and design already regulated by design
guidelines in commercial district
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First Established in 1951 (Ordinance 688)
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Current Planning Context
• Minimums commonly reduced
• Requirements recently eliminated in cities
• Minneapolis, South Bend

• “High Cost of Free Parking”

• Providing parking is costly to develop, yet adds little
taxable value
• Extraneous costs as well (social and environmental)
• Affordability
• Equity & Inclusivity

• Parking provisions defined by market
• Parking location defined by code (Commercial
Guidelines)
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Article IX Off-Street Parking
• Triggered by new construction or “substantial
alterations”

• No building permits, occupancy or use permits issued
unless parking provided

• Use categories:
•
•
•
•

Dwelling and lodging
Schools, institutions, auditoriums, other assembly
Recreational uses
Business district uses

• General requirements

• Accessibility, location, materials, dimensions, screening,
quantity, permission, “vehicle” type, maintenance

• Special Exception provisions
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Existing Requirements and Comparisons
Dwelling and Lodging Uses

Shorewood

Hotels

1:unit, plus
additional
spaces for
accessory uses

Commercially-zoned Multi-family
(medium to high density)

1.75:unit

Residentially-zoned Multi-family
(low density)

1 BR – 1:unit
2BR - 1.25:unit
3BR – 1.5:unit
Guest - 1:10
units

One- and Two-Family dwellings

1:unit

Whitefish Bay

Milwaukee

SmartCode

1:1,000 sq. ft.

1:room

1.5:family, plus 1
space for every 10
units

.67:unit, with
available
reductions

1:1

1.5: family, plus 1
space for every 10
units

1:1, with
available
reductions

1:1.5

None
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Existing Requirements and Comparisons
Assembly Uses

Shorewood

Whitefish Bay

Milwaukee

General Assembly

1:5 seats or 90
linear inches of
seating space

Primary Schools

1:employee

Secondary Schools

1:7 students,
plus
1:employee

Churches

1:6 seats or
108 inches of
seating space

1:6 seats

Libraries

1:500 sq. ft.

None

Funeral Homes

1:100 sq. ft.

Hospitals

1:4 beds, plus
1:doctor, plus
1:4 employees

1:4 beds

Nursing homes

1:6 beds, plus
1:4 employees

1:4 beds

None
HS - 1:5 students
College – 1:2
students

1:6 seats

None

1:100 sq. ft.
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Existing Requirements and Comparisons
Office/Retail

Shorewood

Whitefish Bay

Milwaukee

General Office

1:250 sq. ft.

1:250 sq. ft.

1:500 sq. ft. (first 2,000
sq. ft.), 1:1000 sq. ft.
(above 2,000 sq. ft.)

General Retail

1:250 sq. ft.

1:300 sq. ft.

1:1,000 sq. ft. (max
3.5:1,000 sq. ft.)

Personal Services (beauty parlors)

1:100 sq. ft.

2:station, but not
less than 1:250 sq.
ft.

General retail

Banks

1:300 sq. ft.,
plus
1:employee

1:250 sq. ft.

Medical Offices

4:doctor, plus
1:employee

1:200 sq. ft.

General office

Restaurants

1:50 sq. ft.

1:150 sq. ft.

General retail
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Discussion
• Understand purpose and outcomes
• Applicability
• New construction
• Substantial alterations? (vs. additions?)
• Use categories or conversions?
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Discussion
• Calibration of requirements
• Dwelling and Lodging Uses
• Assembly Uses
• Business Uses

• Possible reductions or eliminations?
• Location or amenities exceptions?
• Opportunities to consolidate/simplify?
• Thresholds?
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Discussion
• General requirements
“Pass through” prohibition?
Wheel stops?
Screening requirement trigger?
Single and Two-family home allowances by green
space requirements?
• Eliminate screening requirements, unless in street
side yard?
•
•
•
•

• Special Exceptions
• Notice procedure?
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Next Steps
• Staff goal of providing a recommended draft for
Plan Commission review at the July 27th
meeting.
• Plan Commission’s role is advisory to the Village
Board – via recommendation
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