Plan Commission
Meeting Agenda August 25, 2020
6:30 pm
Teleconference
Please join my meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone.
https://zoom.us/j/98272951398?pwd=b0tUTVF5WThBVHlEbXFQZlRGSzZZdz09
Meeting ID: 982 7295 1398
Passcode: 457957
Dial in by using +1 (312) 626-6799 US
1.

Call to order.

2.

Approval of June 23, 2020 meeting minutes.

3.

Discussion and recommendation of application to discontinue a portion of unimproved
right-of-way on the west side of N. Cramer St. at the southwest intersection of N. Cramer
St. and E. Menlo Blvd.

4.

Review of draft Housing Chapter for the Comprehensive Plan Update.

5.

Review of draft Transportation Chapter for the Comprehensive Plan Update.

6.

Review of draft Economic Development Chapter for the Comprehensive Plan Update.

7.

Future agenda items.

8.

Discuss next meeting(s).

9.

Adjournment.

Dated at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 20th day of August, 2020

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 23, 2020
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 Allison Rozek
Trustee Kathy Stokebrand (Acting Chair)
Leah Blankenship
Eric Couto
Tim Hansmann
Therese Klein
Barbara Kiely Miller
Sangeeta Patel
Daniel Wycklendt (arrived after item 3)

Aye
Aye
No
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Others present were Planning Director Bart Griepentrog, Planning Administrative Clerk
Crystal Kopydlowski and Meredith Perks with Vandewalle & Associates.
2.

Approval of May 19, 2020 meeting minutes.
Ms. Kiely Miller stated she had some small changes she would email to staff. Trustee
Stokebrand asked for the Plan Commission initiatives to be listed in the motion for easy
reference in the future.
Mr. Couto moved to approve the minutes as amended, seconded by Ms. Kiely Miller.
Vote 8-0 to approve.

3.

Discussion of proposed Comprehensive Plan Update Schedule.
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog introduced the item per the project schedule that was
provided to the Plan Commission. He explained that department heads met earlier in the
day with Meredith Perks and Jackie Mich from Vandewalle & Associates to discuss the
schedule and public participation plan and that any changes or updates from that
meeting may not reflect in the provided schedule.
Mr. Griepentrog said the purpose of this meeting is to go through the schedule and make
sure it meets the expectations of the Plan Commission. He said the goal is to get the
comprehensive plan update adopted prior to it expiring in January.
The schedule provided is the starting point and it outlines the public participation
elements, potential meetings of the Plan Commission, public meetings, public
engagement and meetings of the Village Board to adopt the plan.
Meredith Perks, with Vandewalle & Associates, explained that the schedule was shared
in the packet materials and reflects the full scope of work Vandewalle & Associates will
be doing as part of this planning process along with some target dates and phases of the
plan update with the goal to complete the plan by the end of the year with adoption in
January of 2021.
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In the first part of the schedule, Ms. Perks noted the kickoff meeting with staff and the
adoption of the public participation plan. Next steps are the due diligence phase of the
project where they will work behind the scenes to update data and demographics and
take a look at current conditions in the Village as well as start the public input process.
The public open house and stakeholder interviews are scheduled for mid-July and the
specific date may be tweaked. The bulk of the drafting done both by Vandewalle and
village staff will happen in July to mid-August. There will be check-ins and discussions
throughout that process.
Trustee Stokebrand asked who the stakeholders are and how many different groups
there will be. Ms. Perks said that they group people based on area of expertise and that
they will work with village staff to identify who the specific stakeholders should be. She
said meetings with stakeholders will be a virtual meeting similar to this meeting.
President Rozek said that during the transportation study a technical advisory committee
was used and she said the Plan Commission is the technical advisory committee for the
comprehensive plan update. She added that staff will give the consultant
recommendations but if staff has questions moving forward they will turn to the Plan
Commission for input.
Trustee Stokebrand asked based on the contract how many focus groups/people can be
incorporated into the process. Mr. Griepentrog said that there are four stakeholder
groups per the contract and getting four cohesive groups established was the goal. He
said during the earlier staff meeting themes for the groups were discussed and renters
came up as a possible group. They also discussed having people on both sides of the
development spectrum which may include an actual developer who would understand
what it would take to develop in Shorewood and a resident who has opposition to what
has occurred. Ms. Perks said that small business and local business owners was
discussed too. Mr. Griepentrog said a focus group compiled of volunteer committee
members and committee chairs was discussed also. This is a collaborative discussion
currently and none of the four groups have been decided.
President Rozek said that public input is best and suggested steering away from
individuals representing individuals and focus on key stakeholder representatives who
represent more than themselves. An example would be the BID Director representing
businesses. She added that collecting public opinion through online survey or open
houses where all the public is invited is best in this short time.
Trustee Stokebrand asked why only the Issues & Opportunities Chapter and Land Use
Chapter are mentioned on the schedule but no others. Mr. Griepentrog stated that the
Intergovernmental Chapter is mentioned too and these chapters are the ones that the
Plan Commission chose to highlight and task the consultant with updating.
Ms. Perks explained the drafting would happen in July and August. The final phase of
adoption would happen in the fall with Plan Commission meetings in which chapters are
presented for input. In fall a public input meeting will happen in October to present the
plan to the public. Then a full draft will be presented to the Village Board in October and
November for adoption in January 2021.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that the first public open house is scheduled for about three weeks
away and asked what the plan is to make the public aware of the meeting and what the
meeting will consist of. Ms. Perks said the open house is to make the public aware of the
planning process and get initial ideas from the community. It will be more of sharing
information on the process and getting feedback from the public. The format will be some
sort of virtual meeting with a presentation and materials to review through the web page.
2
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Mr. Griepentrog said the open house is highlighted for the week of July 13th but his
understanding is that there may be conflicts with other Village committee meetings and a
town forum. The date for the open house will be confirmed at the July 6th Village Board
meeting. He suggested the open house being the week of July 20th. The date will be
confirmed at the beginning of July giving about three weeks to promote the meeting.
Ms. Patel asked if there was any flexibility with the January deadline due to COVID. Mr.
Griepentrog said he confirmed with the state that there is no financial or technical
penalty for not having the plan adopted on time. Any delay would delay the Village from
updating the Village Code because the code should comply with the Comprehensive
Plan. President Rozek said this doesn’t delay changing the code it is more if someone
would sue the Village the code could be deemed invalidated.
Trustee Stokebrand suggested putting notice of the Comprehensive Plan update and
Open House in the next Village Manager’s Memo. Mr. Griepentrog said he cannot
promise anything with the manager’s memo deadline being tomorrow at noon but he
could get an introduction included possibly.
President Rozek suggested the Village’s mission statement should be reviewed before
any public participation should be started. She said that, as a technical advisory
committee on the comprehensive plan, the plan commissioners haven’t discussed what
they are looking for with this plan update. She also said that having a series of maps that
show existing conditions, areas susceptible to change and owner occupied versus nonowner occupied properties would help when having future discussion with the public
especially with the Issues and Opportunities Chapter.
Mr. Griepentrog stated he could poll the commissioners for their thoughts moving
forward in regards to the Issues & Opportunities Chapter. He asked if President Rozek’s
intent was to have the maps she mentioned available at the first open house meeting.
She said it should be the first step before any public involvement but she said the Village
is small and they could be presented later. Ms. Perks said that other plans have had
different versions of the map described and she would look into the areas susceptible to
change map in Milwaukee. She said if the data is currently available it could be a quick
process to create the map but if it is not that could impact timing. She said it is a great
idea and would look into its feasibility.
Trustee Stokebrand asked if the BID/CDA has a list of vacant buildings. Mr. Griepentrog
said that our department database would have that information as well. She said the
overall goal would be to have the data available as soon as possible and by the second
week in July if possible. Mr. Griepentrog said that would work.
4.

Discussion and recommendation of Comprehensive Plan Public Participation
Plan.
Ms. Perks began by explaining the public participation plan is a required element of the
comprehensive plan process. The purpose of the plan is to outline goals for the public
participation and describing how the public will be involved. The goal in this process is to
hear from the public and get their input and have a plan at the end of this process that
reflects the Village of Shorewood and the community’s ideas, values and objectives.
There will be a number of techniques for getting public input. This will be a balance of
individual input and targeted/group representation input. Ms. Perks stated that because
of the unique situation we are currently in that using other means to get input will
encourage participation more. The technique/specific input opportunities include an open
house (virtual), public meetings to review drafts and get input, focus groups and utilizing
the Village’s existing outreach channels (both digital and other ways that residents are
3
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reached). At the end of the techniques would be the required formal public hearing to
adopt the plan and recommend it to the Village Board. Public input will occur throughout
the drafting process.
Mr. Griepentrog said he clarified in the staff meeting use of social media and that the
intent is not to engage via social media but rather to drive people to a more formal way
to respond. This could be a post with a link to the draft on the village website with a more
formal area to leave comments.
Trustee Stokebrand said she saw a lot of reference to written comments and asked if
calls and comments during the virtual open house would be transcribed. Ms. Perks said
the open house will be recorded allowing for review of the comments made during the
event. She said comments are collected and reviewed to see how they can be
incorporated into the plan.
President Rozek asked if with a virtual meeting there is a way to allow residents to click
an area to type their comments. Mr. Griepentrog said that it was discussed to offer a link
to a survey monkey or comment page so that the presentation could occur without a
back and forth comment chat feature. The presentations could be linked to the village
webpage which would include the survey or form for more formal comment submission.
President Rozek asked if it was possible to have the public comments from the virtual
events transcribed into writing and submitted along with all the paper/form comments.
Mr. Griepentrog said he was not comfortable answering that because due to the lengths
of the virtual events staff may not have the time to transcribe the comments. He also
added that all formal comments submitted should have a name and address attached to
them and he cannot guarantee that all those would be able to be transcribed. Staff will
do the best they can to document what is received. Ms. Kiely Miller said she transcribed
the Wilson Drive comments and it took her hours to complete them. In addition to making
them available to the steering committee they were put on the village webpage and a
matter of public record. She didn’t know if having staff transcribe the comments was best
because it is very time consuming.
President Rozek said that because of so much planning efforts being done lately the
consultant should review the comments received from other recent planning efforts. This
is another form of public involvement. Mr. Griepentrog said the comments from recent
planning efforts were summarized and can be provided to Vandewalle & Associates.
Trustee Stokebrand stated she noticed that comments were sent to Village Clerk Sara
Bruckman and asked if we wanted to have that extra layer instead of them coming
directly to him. She asked if there was a statutory reason they were being directed to the
village clerk. Mr. Griepentrog said that comments received during public hearings go to
the village clerk but he said other comments should come to him and he can update that
in the plan.
Mr. Hansmann asked what was required in order to provide comments on the web page.
He asked if it was name and address or if more was required. President Rozek stated
name and address are what has always been required. Mr. Griepentrog said name and
address could be required fields on the comment form but it will be hard to verify all
names and addresses. President Rozek asked if there was a way to add a field
identifying what type of stakeholder the person would be. Mr. Griepentrog said that could
be added.
Ms. Kiely Miller said she was concerned with reviewing zoning and who the stakeholders
are. She said in the past she remembered reading the Central District Master Plan and
seeing that the stakeholders included developers who didn’t live in Shorewood but may
4
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have been interested in building in Shorewood and they don’t have to live with it
afterwards. She said whether stakeholders are with the BID or someone representing
each of the citizen volunteer groups, those individuals from those groups should be
included. She suggested doing outreach to residents who perhaps haven’t participated
before. She said the makeup of the stakeholders is important and that they should
include people who have an investment in Shorewood.
Ms. Patel said she was fine with the public input plan but asked if they would be
submitting individually as Plan Commissioners what kind of maps or information they
would like included in the plan. Mr. Griepentrog said he was ok with information being
sent right now or at any time during the drafting. She said one thing to keep in mind
when doing the comprehensive plan update would be a map of all the different types of
housing and where it is located in the village. President Rozek asked for clarification if
she was meaning a map showing owner versus renter occupied or a map showing types
of housing units. Ms. Patel said she was looking more for a map showing the types of
housing.
Trustee Stokebrand asked when the Shorewood Today would come out during this
process. Mr. Griepentrog said the next would be sometime in fall and he could confirm
with Tyler Burkhardt. He said they could still advertise for it for continued engagement.
Trustee Stokebrand said the map of areas susceptible to change sounds good and it
would be good to set up a doodle poll as a way for commissioners to get back to staff
about what they are all interested in getting out of this update. She also added that the
stakeholders are important and that adding a representative from the school district,
various committees, Friends of Atwater Beach, Women’s Club and Men’s Club would
increase the diversity of your pool and speak for the group. President Rozek added that
someone from the county should be included too.
President Rozek asked what specific changes to the plan have been stated. She said
looking into advertising or publicizing the word broader and looking into comments from
past planning studies and efforts. Ms. Patel said recording names and addresses with
comments was another. Mr. Griepentrog said a lot was discussed but nothing specific to
the plan. He said the plan as drafted is good. He noted requests for specifics of how to
submit public comments and the composition of the focus groups.
Trustee Stokebrand said on the second page of the draft of the public participation plan it
talked about providing public comments at the beginning, during, end or a combination
of. She encouraged comments at the beginning and the end only. President Rozek
agreed. She added that with Zoom like meetings it is hard to keep order in a public
meeting with back and forth comments. She would like to see some more structure in
regards to public comments. Ms. Perks said the language is meant to mean keeping in
with what is already being done at existing meetings within the village and following what
the current protocol is. President Rozek asked if the point of public comment was to hear
public comment or if it was to ask questions of the consultant and to get dialogue back
and forth. She said there is a value in back and forth comments but suggested having it
at the beginning or end because it can sometimes get off topic and it is hard to control.
Mr. Hansmann asked if there was a chat box feature with Zoom. President Rozek said
there is but the Village has had a bad experience with it.
Mr. Couto said he has no interest in the back and forth comments. He said having them
at the beginning or end is acceptable.
Mr. Griepentrog said the chat feature is impossible for staff who are trying to run a
meeting and then moderate the chat comments. He is in support of disabling this feature.
5
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He prefers opening up with public comments but without questions and placing a time
limit on the comment portion. He said if any back and forth is needed it would be at the
end. The conversation needs to be focused and not detract from the purpose of the
meeting.
Ms. Klein agreed with Mr. Griepentrog to have comments before and at the end with a
time limit.
Ms. Kiely Miller agreed with Mr. Couto. She referred to the Wilson Drive meetings in
which during the presentations on the project individuals could raise their hands to
comment and then during the Village Board discussions of the project then President
Johnson had limited comments to 3 minutes. She acknowledged these things are harder
with a digital format but agreed that finding a way to not have a less productive meeting
than they are used to.
Ms. Patel and Mr. Wycklendt agreed with Mr. Griepentrog’s statement on public
comments.
Trustee Stokebrand agreed the time limit is a good idea.
President Rozek asked if the comments would be before and after every agenda item or
before the agenda as a whole and after. Mr. Griepentrog stated before the agenda as a
whole and at the end of the meeting.
Mr. Griepentrog confirmed that the three things he heard as recommendations in regards
to the participation plan were to confirm public comment by name, address and
representative group if possible, to confirm the stakeholder groups and to incorporate
and review existing engagement efforts of recent planning efforts/plans in the village.
President Rozek moved to recommend the approval of the participation plan with the
three changes identified by Planning Director Griepentrog. Seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
A roll call vote was taken: President Rozek – Aye, Trustee Stokebrand – Aye, Mr. Couto
– Aye, Mr. Hansmann – Aye, Ms. Klein – Aye, Ms. Kiely Miller – Aye, Ms. Patel – Aye,
and Mr. Wycklendt - Aye. Vote 8-0.
5.

Future agenda items.
Mr. Griepentrog stated there are no agenda items for a July meeting. The next meeting
would be August 25th. President Rozek agreed with having no meeting in July and asked
to utilize that time in-between meetings to send an email to commissioners requesting
their input on what they want out of the comprehensive plan and to also send them a link
to the public comments from the last three studies that the village has done. Mr.
Griepentrog intends to send the email to commissioners with hopes to have responses
by July 6th.
Trustee Stokebrand asked what the Plan Commission’s role was in regards to the public
open house. Mr. Griepentrog said his expectation of commissioners as the advisory
group is to be present, listen and bring back any feedback post meeting.
President Rozek asked if any maps and materials intended to be presented at the open
house will be available to them to review prior. Mr. Griepentrog said he will work with the
consultant to have the materials done and available to review by July 13th for a public
open house the week of July 20th.

6.

Adjournment.
Mr. Couto moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:00 p.m., seconded by President Rozek.
Vote to adjourn 8-0.
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Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Report to Plan Commission
August 21, 2020
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Discussion and recommendation of application to discontinue a portion of
unimproved right-of-way on the west side of N. Cramer St. at the southwest
intersection of N. Cramer St. and E. Menlo Blvd.

Project Overview
Todd Hutchison, property owner of 1821 E. Menlo Blvd., applied for a Special Privilege in 2019 to
erect a fence in the right-of-way along the side yard facing N. Cramer St. Upon review of his
application, it was noted that the parcel boundaries were atypical and featured what was
determined to be 14 ft. of “excess” right-of-way.
Staff believes the reason for the atypical configuration stems from the original platting of the area,
which did not show N. Cramer St. intersecting E. Menlo Blvd. Two 40’ lots were platted in this
location instead, and when those lots were eliminated to allow for the intersection, the adjacent
property lines were not changed. Thus, the current map has an 80 ft. public right-of-way. The extra
land has served as a de facto side yard 1821 E. Menlo Blvd. and extra front yard for both 3563 and
3568 N. Cramer St. DPW has confirmed that no utilities are located in this area.
The Special Privilege was approved in 2019 on the condition that the property owner submit a
complete application requesting the discontinuance of the “excess” right of way within 90 days. A
complete application was never received, and the Special Privilege approval expired.
In spring 2020, the Village’s Code Enforcement Inspector noticed that landscaping within this area
was removed and that preparation for the installation of a retaining wall was taking place. The
property owner was contacted and informed to stop work and either re-apply for Special Privilege
approval or finalize the application to discontinue the right-of-way. A completed Petition for Zoning
change application was received on June 11, 2020, which has triggered a series of events as
required by State Statutes to consider the request.
In accordance with State Statutes, the Village Board adopted Resolution 2020-23 on July 6, 2020
setting the date of September 8, 2020 for a public hearing on this request. (A Special Privilege was
also approved at the same meeting, allowing the homeowner to install the desired retaining wall
and fence.) Subsequently, a Lis Pendens relative to the proposed discontinuance was filed with the
Milwaukee County Register of Deeds, a class 3 notice was published in the North Shore NOW, and
a Notice of Hearing was served to all property owners with land abutting the proposed
discontinuance. The Plan Commission is being asked to provide a recommendation relative to the
proposal at their August 25, 2020 meeting.
Staff Comments
As there is no known reason for this “excess” land to remain right-of-way, staff has no objections to
the proposed discontinuance and would recommend that the Village Board approve the application,
to normalize the lot configuration of this corner.
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Suggested Motion:
“I recommend that the Village Board approve the application to discontinue a portion of unimproved
right-of-way on the west side of N. Cramer St. at the southwest intersection of N. Cramer St. and E.
Menlo Blvd.”
Materials Enclosed
• Original Plat
• Current lot configuration
• Petition for Zoning Change – 1821 E. Menlo Blvd.
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Office Use Only
Date received

Vilage of Shorewood
Planning & Development Department
3930 N. Murray Avenue
Shorewood, WI 53211
(414) 847-2640

Received by

06/11/2020
BG
VB 7/6/20 & 9/8/20
PC 8/25/20

Scheduled meeting
Fee: $500

paid 2/20/20

Petition for Zoning Change
Address of Property

1821 E. Menlo Blvd

Current Zoning

Single Family

Proposed Zoning

Single Family

Applicant

Todd Hutchison

Applicant Address

1821 E. Menlo Blvd, Shorewood, WI 53211

Phone number

414-791-4222
Day

Property Owner

414-791-4222
Mobile

Todd and Loribeth Hutchison

Owner Address

1821 E. Menlo Blvd, Shorewood,WI 53211

Owner Phone Number

414-791-4222

414-791-4222

Day

Mobile

Property description

Single Family Home with abnormally large village right of way on the east side of the lot
The request is to

Vacate the larger than normal right of way back to the standard as shown on the rest of Cramer Street
Reason for request

To standardize the lot with other neighboring properties and allow for a new fence to be installed

Proposed use

Green Space and Yard

PRINT

RESET

SUBMIT
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Report to Plan Commission
August 21, 2020
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE: 4. 5. and 6. Review of draft Housing, Transportation and Economic Development
Chapters for the Comprehensive Plan Update.
Item Overview
The Village commenced the process to update its Comprehensive Plan earlier this year.
Vandewalle & Associates has been contracted to assist with the Update. As an early step, a
virtual Public Open House was convened on July 21, 2020 to introduce the Update to the public
and solicit initial feedback.
Based on the project schedule, which has been drafted with the goal to adopt the Update prior
to the current Plan’s expiration in January 2021, Village staff has prepared draft contents for
three chapters: Housing, Transportation and Economic Development for early review. Staff
would like to emphasize that these chapters are in their draft forms and have not been
extensively reviewed internally nor by the consultant. These chapters follow similar framework
of the current plan, but expand on ideas and planning efforts that have taken place since 2010.
The purpose of the August 25 Plan Commission meeting, which is open to the public, is to
introduce the updated content, and confirm whether or not any clarifications are required or
additional information is requested. As can be noted, maps have not been created for these
elements, as staff desires to better understand the full scope of what mapping efforts are
required, and prioritize creation based on available budget. Images will also be added to help
illustrate concepts described within the narrative.
Importantly, while the contents of the chapters have been drafted, the proposed goals,
objectives and recommendations remain in need of discussion. At the end of each chapter,
staff has included the goals and objectives of the current Comprehensive Plan, along with
suggested concepts for incorporation into new goals, objectives and recommendations. Not all
concepts can be included, so staff would like to get an idea of which ones should be prioritized
for further public engagement. Additional concepts may also be identified, as additional
chapters are drafted.
More complete project details may be found at: www.villageofshorewood.org/Shorewood2040
Next Steps
Additional chapters will be presented for similar discussion at future Plan Commission meetings,
with a goal to have all elements in draft form prior to a mid-October public meeting where goals,
objectives and recommendations can be further refined. After that meeting, a presentation of
the draft plan will be presented to the Plan Commission for recommendation to the Village
Board.
Admittedly ambitious, this timeline will need to remain flexible, so that adequate input can be
gathered and incorporated, prior to consideration via public hearing in front of the Village Board.
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Materials Enclosed
• Chapter 2: Housing – DRAFT
• Chapter 3: Transportation – DRAFT
• Chapter 6: Economic Development – DRAFT
• Project Schedule 6.30.20
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2 Housing
2.1 Introduction
Shorewood features a full spectrum of housing options from studio
and efficiency apartments within multi-family apartment buildings
and modest homes to multistory mixed-use apartment and
substantial single-family mansions on Lake Drive. With an
estimated 52% of housing units built before World War II, much of
the original development of Shorewood occurred in the 1920’s when
the Village was a streetcar suburb.
Neighborhoods within Shorewood have a variety of dwelling types
with generally consistent setbacks between neighboring buildings,
allowing uniform street views and harmonious landscapes.
Quartered by the N. Oakland Ave. and E. Capitol Dr. commercial
corridors, the Village of Shorewood’s pedestrian-friendly residential
neighborhoods constitute over 95% of the Village’s land area and
stretch from Lake Michigan to the Milwaukee River.
The tree-lined streets in these pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods
form a continuous connected network that accommodate not only
automobiles but also those who cannot drive or choose to walk or
bike. All the residences in the neighborhoods are within a five-toten minute walk of the business district. The locations of the schools,
parks, library, Village Hall, offices and shops throughout the village
encourage pedestrian activity.
The quality and variety of options offered within Shorewood’s
housing stock is a key contributor to the quality of life of its
residences and significant factor in Shorewood’s regional
desirability. Given Shorewood’s proximity to downtown
Milwaukee, the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, and natural
amenities like Lake Michigan and the Milwaukee River, general
housing demand in Shorewood has always been high.

State Statute §66.1001(2)
“(b) Housing element. A
compilation of objectives,
policies, goals, maps and
programs of the local
governmental
unit
to
provide
an
adequate
housing supply that meets
existing and forecasted
housing demand in the
local governmental unit.
The element shall assess
the age, structural, value
and
occupancy
characteristics of the local
governmental
unit’s
housing stock. The element
shall also identify specific
policies and programs that
promote the development
of housing for residents of
the local governmental unit
and provide a range of
housing choices that meet
the needs of persons of all
income levels and of all age
groups and persons with
special needs, policies and
programs that promote the
availability of land for the
development
or
redevelopment of low–
income and moderate–
and
income
housing,
policies and programs to
maintain or rehabilitate the
local governmental unit’s
existing housing stock.”

Page 19 of 60

As a land-locked, built-out community, any future housing development is
dependent upon renovation or redevelopment. The age, variety, size, cost and
tenure of Shorewood’s housing stock presents unique challenges.
The goals and objectives detailed later within this Chapter were developed based on
recent planning efforts and public engagement, namely the Architectural Survey of
Shorewood, Wisconsin (2011), Central District Master Plan (2014), Neighborhood
Assessment Summary Report (2015), Comprehensive Housing Market Study and
Needs Analysis (2020) and Joint CDA/Village Board Strategic Planning (2020).

2.2 Vision Statement
Shorewood’s 2025 Vision Statement states that “Shorewood will be a vibrant urban
community with safe, friendly neighborhoods offering desirable housing options
that attract diverse people of all ages and stages of life.”
2.2.1 Stakeholder Input
Stakeholder input pertaining to housing issues in the Village was specifically
solicited as part of the CDA’s Comprehensive Housing Market Study and Needs
Analysis (2020). A variety of mechanisms was utilized, including public open houses
and an online survey. The following feedback was documented:
Gaps were identified in the following categories: senior friendly single-family
home options to age in place, updated move-in ready supply, energy efficient,
permanent supportive housing for persons living with a disability, and
affordable units – both for sale and for rent, particularly for young families
and seniors.
Barriers were identified with relation to meeting housing needs. Zoning does
not permit some types of housing that could be solutions to existing housing
supply issues, such as accessory dwelling units or co-housing. Loan terms for
the purchase of duplex housing are difficult. Older housing stock does not
offer move-in-ready supply. Taxes are too high. There is a lack of knowledge
of housing options or programs. There is no vacant land to develop. A fear
of density impacts support for redevelopment projects.
An online survey revealed that residents make sacrifices to enter or remain in
the community.
Renters documented that they have foregone
homeownership in order to stay in Shorewood based on a lack of affordable
supply. Homeowners identified that they prioritized quality of life features,
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such as walkability and access to schools over affordability concerns.
Homeowners
were
generally
more
interested
in
upgrading
kitchens/bathrooms, renovating unfinished space (attics/basements) or
increasing energy efficiency than increasing the overall size, number of
bedrooms or accessibility of their current home.
As part of Joint Strategic Planning undertaken by the Village Board and CDA in 2020,
stakeholder groups, consisting primarily of Village volunteer committees and
commissions were surveyed. The following housing concepts were summarized:
Housing Strengths
• Quality of older homes
• Diversity
• Location
• Architecture
• Schools
• High demand / low vacancy
• Walkability
Housing Issues/Concerns
• Older homes require maintenance and upgrades
• Lack of affordability
• Balance of single-family and rental needs
• Fully built-out – no room to grow

2.3 Housing Historical Context and Framework
2.3.1 Development of Shorewood
The Architectural Survey of Shorewood, Wisconsin (2011) provides the following
context for the development of Shorewood:
The development of Shorewood, Wisconsin from rural landscape to dense
suburb is a brief, but intense, story. The bulk of the community developed
between 1910 and 1930 as a primarily upper middle-class to wealthy suburb
of Milwaukee. It was natural for citizens in the increasingly crowded city of
Milwaukee to look to areas outside of the city limits for new housing and
during the period of 1910 to 1930, the rise in the use of automobiles and the
convenience of public transportation helped to foster this movement. The
north side of the city of Milwaukee was largely an upper middle-class to
wealthy enclave during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and as
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this area of the city became more dense, upper middle-class to wealthy
families migrated north into developing suburbs. As the first suburb north
of the city limits, Shorewood filled up quickly after 1910. The northern
migration of middle-class to wealthy families continued into other suburbs
north of Shorewood, such as Whitefish Bay, Fox Point, Glendale, and
Bayside well into the late twentieth century.
The rapid growth of Shorewood into a fashionable suburb is not only
interesting from a local history standpoint, but also as a national example of
historic suburban development during the first half of the twentieth century.
How Shorewood developed during this short period of largely 20 years can
shed valuable light on the overall history of suburban development in the
United States.
As with other communities, the development of Shorewood was facilitated by land
speculation and subdivisions. As Milwaukee’s population grew, land owners and
real estate investors created private parcels and dedicated public right of way, first
to the Town of East Milwaukee and then to the Village of Shorewood, upon its
incorporation. In total, 53 subdivisions were recorded within Shorewood’s modern
boundaries, both before and after incorporation.
These individual subdivisions laid the groundwork for the development pattern,
including land uses, lot sizes and setbacks, and the block pattern still evident
today. Today, the Village’s Zoning Code serves most of those functions on a
village-wide zoned basis.
Many subdivisions also contained various deed restrictions that dictated how the
Village was to be developed and who could live here. This was not unique to
Shorewood. Some of those restrictions ensured that a certain level of quality be
constructed. For example, within the Armory Subdivision “No single-family
residence shall be erected on any of said foregoing lots which shall cost less than
$6500 and in case of two-family residence, which shall cost not less than $10,000.
However, that same deed restriction also included the abhorrent clause that “At no
time shall any of such lot or lots in said subdivision, or any building or structure
tereon [sic], be built, erected, purchased, owned, leased, occupied or used by any
person other than of the white race.” Clauses such as those appeared throughout
suburban Milwaukee County and both created and reinforced the patterns of
segregation still evident to this day. They were not invalidated until 1972 by the
U.S. Court of Appeals as a violation of the 1968 Fair Housing Law.
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Housing segregation within the Milwaukee metro region was also shaped by the
practice of “redlining.” In the 1930s homeownership became more attainable to
many Americans through increased access to secured mortgages. However, those
mortgages were not offered equally. (The practice of “redlining,” where red lines
were literally drawn on a map, created boundaries within metropolitan regions
where “riskier” applicants were denied or offered more expensive mortgages with
higher insurance costs.)_ The Home Owners’ Loan Corporation created residential
security maps, which were used by loan officers, appraisers and other real estate
professionals to identify high risk areas that essentially denied access to capital
investment to improve housing and economic conditions for certain residents. The
Residential Security Map for Milwaukee County in 1938 showed Shorewood
neighborhoods as a combination of First and Second Grade, whereas “redline”
areas of Milwaukee are classified as Fourth Grade.
[insert redlining map]
Other than Federal or State issued housing legislation, the Village Board sets
Shorewood’s local housing policies. These policies are administered or enforced
through various Boards, Committees or Departments. The Village’s Community
Development Authority has also been established to serve as the Village’s Housing
Authority.
2.3.2 Community Development Authority
The Community Development Authority (CDA) serves as the Village’s housing
authority for the purpose of carrying out blight elimination, slum clearance, urban
renewal programs and projects and housing projects. The CDA is authorized to
transact business for housing and redevelopment.
2.3.3 Design Review Board
With respect to housing issues, Shorewood’s Design Review Board reviews all new
residential and commercial development, exterior modifications and additions to
protect the appearance of buildings, structures and open spaces and to encourage
and promote integrity, attractiveness and compatibility within the building stock,
maintaining established standards and property values.
2.3.4 Board of Appeals
The Board of Appeals was established for the purpose of hearing appeals of any
administrative order, decision or determination, and for the purpose of hearing
applications and granting variances. The Board of Appeals often hears requests for
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interpretations, special exceptions or variances with respect to the zoning code,
including various housing issues.
2.3.5 Plan Commission
The Plan Commission provides oversight of the Village’s zoning code, including
residential use and physical development standards.
They provide
recommendations to the Village Board for amendments to the code.
2.3.6 Planning & Development Department
The Planning & Development Department issues residential construction permits,
and performs building inspection and code enforcement responsibilities. It also
serves as staff liaison to the CDA, Design Review Board, Board of Appeals and
Plan Commission.

2.4 Housing Facts & Trends
2.4.1 Breakdown of Existing Housing
Shorewood’s owner-occupancy rate is 46.6%, which is lower than Wisconsin’s
average of 67.1% and its adjacent North Shore communities. However, this
distribution is more similar to the overall rate within Milwaukee County of 49.5%
and comparable to Milwaukee’s other inner-ring suburbs.
Table 2.x – Housing Tenure
West Milwaukee
Milwaukee
Shorewood
St. Francis
West Allis
Cudahy
Wauwatosa
Brown Deer
Glendale
Whitefish Bay

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS

Owner-occupied %
40.2%
41.8%
46.6%
50.0%
51.5%
57.5%
62.6%
65.7%
68.5%
81.9%

Renter-occupied %
59.8%
58.2%
53.4%
50.0%
48.5%
42.5%
37.4%
34.3%
31.5%
18.1%

There are approximately 6,275 housing units within Shorewood. Of those, 37.5%
(2,352) are 1-unit detached or “single family” houses. Units within higher density (5
or more units) multi-family structures comprise the next highest percentage at 33.8%.
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Duplexes define 18.5% all housing units, and units within medium density (3-4 units)
structures represent 6.22%.
Table 2.x Units in Structure
1-unit detached
1-unit attached
2 unit
3 or 4 units
5 or more units
Other
Total

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS

2,352
221
1,159
390
2,119
34
6,275

37.5%
3.5%
18.5%
6.2%
33.8%
0.5%

[insert map of housing units by type]
2.4.2 Age and Architecture of Existing Housing Stock
The majority of Shorewood’s housing units (52.7%) were built in 1939 or earlier.
Slightly under 40% of the total number of housing units were built between 1940 and
1979, and approximately 10% of housing units in the Village were built after 1980.
The age of a community’s housing stock may provide insight into modern amenities,
accessibility and energy efficiency.
Table 2.x Year Structure Built
1939 or earlier
1940-1949
1950-1959
1960-1969
1970-1979
1980-1989
1990-1999
2000-2009
2010 or later

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS

3,306
600
734
524
473
397
69
41
131

52.7%
9.6%
11.7%
8.4%
7.5%
6.3%
1.1%
0.7%
2.1%

[insert map of structure by year of construction]
In 2011, an “Architectural Survey of Shorewood, Wisconsin” was performed by
Carol Lohry Cartwright for the Village of Shorewood and the Division of Historic
Buildings and Public History at the Wisconsin Historical Society. The report was
meant to provide architectural and historical context for surveyed properties, along
with recommendations. With respect to style, the report notes that many homes can
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be classified into “period revival styles.” In addition, there are examples of Prairie
Style, Arts and Crafts, Craftsman, Bungalow and Modern styles throughout the
village.
The report notes that “Shorewood’s neighborhoods were developed primarily for
middle-class to wealthy families, and almost all of the homes reflect architectural
styles, in other words there are few buildings that could be categorized as vernacular
forms rather than architectural styles.” It also states that Shorewood’s historical
buildings have, in general, been well-maintained and historic neighborhoods are
largely intact. As a result, the report notes that the potential for historic district and
individual property designation was high.
2.4.3 Housing Costs
The median housing value in Shorewood is approximately $334,700. This has
increased 11.17% since 2010 (not adjusted for inflation). This value remains higher
than county, metro, state and most comparable or neighboring communities, except
Whitefish Bay. In comparison to those same geographies, Shorewood’s median
value has increased the most within this timeframe.
Table 2.x Median Value Owner-Occupied Housing
2018
2010*
Shorewood
$334,700
$297,300
Milwaukee County
$153,600
$165,700
Milwaukee Metro
$204,700
$204,800
Wisconsin
$173,600
$169,000
Whitefish Bay
Glendale
Wauwatosa

$373,200
$216,600
$233,100

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS & 2010 5-Year ACS
*not adjusted for inflation

$339,300
$215,300
$231,300

Change
11.17%
-7.88%
-.05%
2.65%
9.08%
0.60%
0.77%

Median rent in Shorewood is estimated at $976, which is up 21.82% since 2010.
Although all other geographies have also increased, Shorewood’s change is the
largest. However, rental rates remain lower than its adjacent North Shore
communities and Wauwatosa.
Table 2.x Median monthly rent
Shorewood

2018
$976

2010*
$763

Change
21.82%
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Milwaukee County
Milwaukee Metro
Wisconsin
Whitefish Bay
Glendale
Wauwatosa

$864
$885
$837

$752
$769
$713

12.96%
13.11%
14.81%

$1,253
$1,086
$1,071

$1,061
$1,012
$891

15.32%
6.81%
16.81%

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS & 2010 5-Year ACS
*not adjusted for inflation

2.4.4 Housing Cost Burden
As detailed within the Village’s Housing Market Study and Needs Analysis (pages
65-75), cost burdened households are defined by HUD as “households that spend
more than 30 and less than 50 percent of monthly income on housing costs.” For
renters, housing cost is equivalent to the gross rent (asking rent plus utilities). For
owners, housing cost includes the monthly mortgage payment, utilities, association
fees, insurance and real estate taxes.
Based on this definition, in 2018, 24.17% of households with a mortgage and 39.22%
of renters are cost burdened in Shorewood. Those figures are actually slightly less
than comparative statistics for Milwaukee County, the metro region and state.
When compared to Whitefish Bay, Glendale and Wauwatosa, Shorewood’s
homeowners with a mortgage are slightly more burdened, but its renters are
slightly less. Compared to similar statistics from 2010, cost burden has actually
decreased within all categories at all geographies, except for renters in Wauwatosa.
Table 2.x Cost burden by Tenure and Mortgage
Owner w/
Mortgage
2010
36.98%
Shorewood
2018
24.17%
2010
38.42%
Milwaukee County
2018
29.05%
2010
34.99%
Milwaukee Metro
2018
25.84%
2010
34.02%
Wisconsin
2018
24.27%
Whitefish Bay

2010
2018

25.90%
23.46%

Owner w/o
Mortgage
15.81%
19.55%
21.67%
18.62%
18.59%
16.01%
16.69%
14.20%

44.02%
39.22%
55.01%
54.44%
52.60%
52.14%
50.14%
48.03%

17.28%
25.60%

56.53%
43.74%

Renter
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Glendale
Wauwatosa

2010
2018
2010
2018

31.24%
23.57%
27.93%
17.69%

17.03%
19.10%
16.40%
15.29%

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS & 2010 5-Year ACS

50.30%
48.46%
43.64%
45.49%

2.5 Residential Construction Activity
Residential building permit data has remained generally stable within recent years.
Table 2.x Residential Building Permits
2017
Single Family
410 $7,492,650
Duplex
108 $1,039,472
Condo
9
$498,442
Multifamily
3
$36,388
Total
530 $9,066,952

2018
362 $7,910,944
108 $1,053,425
4
$28,300
4
$34,000
478 $9,026,669

Source: Planning & Development Department (BS&A Report)

2019
359 $10,351,834
118 $1,667,251
8
$156,390
4
$13,663
489 $12,189,138

As a built-out community, new housing construction is primarily limited to
redevelopment projects. Since 2010, 389 new units have been constructed within the
village. However, this figure does not take into account units that may have been
removed to facilitate the new construction (i.e. replaced).
Table 2.x New Housing Construction Permits Issued by Year
New Units Notes
2010
0
2011
20 Ravenna
2012
86 LightHorse
2013
1
2014
93 Harbor Chase
2015
85 Mosaic
2016
0
2017
102 The Oaks of Shorewood
2018
1
2019
1
Total
389

Source: Planning & Development Department
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2.6 Housing Programs
2.6.1 Code Enforcement
In 1980, the Village established a Code Compliance Program to prevent the
deterioration of its housing stock and to preserve property values. The program
monitored the upkeep and maintenance of all residential properties at the time of
sale. The Program was ended in 2015, as a result of a prohibition enacted by the
State. However, the Village still does perform pro-active Code Enforcement
inspections with respect to exterior property maintenance. The program is staffed
by a half-time building inspector within the Planning & Development Department.
2.6.2 Neighborhood Improvement Loan Program
The Neighborhood Improvement Loan Program was established by the Village
Board through the CDA in 2009 was developed to serve as a catalyst for enhancing
Shorewood’s gaining housing stock, maintaining the rate of owner-occupied
housing units, and increasing the number of housing units with three or more
bedrooms in Shorewood.
The program offers deferred, zero-interest loans for down-payment assistance, attic
improvement loans and duplex conversion loans. The program previously also
offered loans for exterior maintenance. Initially designed for payback upon resale,
the program was modified to require payback within 10 years with the first two years
being deferred. This allowed for more frequent recirculation of the $535,000 of
available funds. The program was frozen in 2018 for reevaluation. As of June 1,
2020, $257,266 of the program funds were outstanding, leaving $277,734 in the fund
balance.
Table 2.x Neighborhood Improvement Loan Program Summary
Type
Quantity Amount
Outstanding
Loaned
Down Payment Assistance
9
$37,250
$8,000
Exterior Maintenance
5
$30,025
$3,525
Duplex Conversion
13
$244,170
$56,980
Attic Improvement
17
$323,568
$188,761
Total
44
$635,013
$257,266
Source: Planning & Development Department

2.6.3 Community Development Block Grant Home Repair Program
Qualifying residents of Shorewood are eligible to apply for Community
Development Block Grant Home Repair Program through the Village’s participation
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within the Milwaukee County consortium. The Home Repair Program provides
low- and no-interest loans for home repair, including the removal of architectural
barriers for disabled low-income homeowners and tenants.
2.6.4 Section 8
Section 8 is funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). This program is designed to help low-income families and individuals with
rent assistance for decent, safe and sanitary housing provided by private owners and
rental agents. Landlords and property managers in Milwaukee County may not
prohibit qualifying renters from utilizing this type of assistance throughout the
County, including Shorewood.
The Wisconsin Housing and Economic Development Authority (WHEDA) keeps a
statewide listing of rental housing that is paid with federal assistance. Shorewood
has 229 units for Section 8/NC, 416 units for Elderly and 13 units for disabled within
the River Park I and River Park II apartments at 1600 and 1700 River Park Court.

2.7 Housing Goals, Objectives and Recommendations
TO BE DEVELOPED
The following Goals and Objectives appeared in the current Comprehensive Plan:
1. Maintain a wide variety of housing options that meet the housing needs of
people of all ages and stages of life in single-family homes, duplexes,
condominiums, and apartments that are both attractive and well-maintained
• Enable restoration, redevelopment, and development of multi-family
housing to provide condominiums and apartments
• Create an environment that encourages upgrades and enhancements of
single-family homes
• Create an environment that encourages upgrades, enhancements, and
home ownership of duplexes and discourages large-group rentals of
duplexes
• Require pedestrian-scale design in large-scale multi-family housing
structures
2. Strive to retain and attract residents who value education, culture, and a
high quality of life
• Promote Shorewood’s competitiveness in the north shore housing
market
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3. Maintain and improve private property and public infrastructure to
maximize assessed value of all real estate
• Minimize code and process impediments to maintenance of properties
• Promote on-going single-family and duplex maintenance
• Encourage owner-occupied housing
• Maintain attractive neighborhoods
The following list represents potential concepts for discussion and incorporation it
the Comprehensive Plan Update:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Consider implementation of the recommendations within the Housing
Market Study and Needs Analysis
o Eliminate housing gaps
o Diversify the housing stock
o Prevent displacement
o Add housing supply with minimal public resistance
o Minimize public financial involvement, while also adding new
housing units
o Increase the tax levy for the Village
o Maximize the aggregate valuation for the Village
Promote equity, diversity and inclusion within housing policies and
programs
Encourage the development of affordable housing options
Explore opportunities to extend TIDs for one year to support affordable
housing
Evaluate and relaunch Neighborhood Improvement Loan Program
Encourage energy efficiency improvements
Encourage the “modernization” of aging housing stock
Update zoning code to include low-density residential options, including
duplexes, triplexes and accessory dwelling units
Update zoning code use standards with respect to family definitions and cohousing options
Identify needs and opportunities to support senior housing and “aging in
place”
Identify needs and opportunities to support young-families
Identify needs and opportunities to support supportive housing
Research historic district and individual property designations
Promote use of historic tax credits for residential properties
Continue code enforcement program to promote exterior property
maintenance
Formulate residential design guidelines for the Design Review Board
Promote the use of federal, state and county housing assistance programs
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3 Transportation
3.1 Introduction
Transportation planning and maintenance is a key function
of local, county and state governments. Shorewood plans,
maintains and/or has access to roads, alleys, sidewalks,
bicycle lanes, multi-use paths, crosswalks and mass transit
within its municipal borders.
The chapter includes goals, objectives to meet the future
transportation needs of the community, including existing
programs and recommendations. Prior planning efforts,
including the Village’s 2021-2030 Long Range Financial Plan,
Transportation and Parking Analysis (2019), Pavement
Management Plan and Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (2015)
were utilized to provide much of the background for this element.

3.2 Vision Statement
Shorewood’s 2025 Vision Statement projects that “Shorwood
will be a vibrant urban community with strong multi-modal
transportation infrastructure that meets transportation
needs.” It further notes that Shorewood will be “a financially
responsible community with suitable and well-maintained . .
. infrastructure.”
3.2.1 Stakeholder Input
Specific stakeholder input on Transportation issues were
gathered within the Village’s Transportation and Planning
Analysis (2019) (pages 11-20), which also incorporated
responses to the Village’s 2019 Community Survey.

State Statute §66.1001(2)
“(c) Transportation element. A
compilation of objectives,
policies, goals, maps and
programs to guide the future
development of the various
modes
of
transportation,
including highways, transit,
transportation systems for
persons with disabilities,
bicycles, electric personal
assistive mobility devices,
walking,
railroads,
air
transportation, trucking and
water transportation. The
element shall compare the
local governmental unit’s
objectives, policies, goals and
programs to state and regional
transportation plans. The
element shall also identify
highways within the local
governmental unit by function
and incorporate state, regional
and
other
applicable
transportation plans, including
transportation corridor plans,
county highway functional and
jurisdictional studies, urban
area
and
rural
area
transportation plans, airport
master plans and rail plans that
apply
in
the
local
governmental unit.”

Those engagement efforts were categorized into four areas: N. Oakland Ave., E. Capitol
Dr., Residential Parking and Multi-Modal Transportation. Public input was summarized
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pertaining to general and specific efforts related to enforcement, safety, access, choice,
education and communication. Recommendations based on that input were detailed for
implementation and are incorporated into this chapter.

3.3 Transportation Framework
The Village Board oversees implementation of transportation policies and improvements,
primarily though budgetary allocations. Planning and maintenance functions are
performed by the Department of Public Works, with consultation from a contracted
Village Engineer.
The Village also maintains a Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Committee. The Committee’s
mission is to promote safe, enjoyable and healthful ways for pedestrians and cyclists to
travel through the Village by: advocating for safe access for pedestrians and cyclists;
providing input into the design and operation of roadways to improve the quality of the
pedestrian network; supporting education, outreach and enforcement issues, and;
serving as a forum for community input on matters of pedestrian and bicycle safety.

3.4 Existing Transportation Network
The transportation network within Shorewood includes 28 miles of roadways. The
network includes State Highways 190 (E. Capitol Dr.) and 32 (N. Lake Dr.), arterial roads,
local streets, alleys, sidewalks, several Milwaukee County Transit System bus routes, and
multi-purpose trails. The Village generally has an established rectilinear roadway grid
system that connects to Milwaukee to the south and Whitefish Bay to the north. Access
to the west is cut-off by the Milwaukee River, except for the bridge on E. Capitol Dr. The
Village has no direct Interstate access; however, residents can access Interstate 43 by
traveling west on E. Capitol Dr. approximately 1.5 miles.
[insert general map]
3.4.1a Roadways
Shorewood’s urban street network contains three functional classifications: arterial,
collector and local roadways. Most residential and commercial lots have direct access to
the roadway network, although various portions of the Village are served by alleys. Most
roadways function as through-streets, although N. Harcourt Pl., E. Pinedale Ct. and River
Park Ct. feature a cul de sac, N. Newhall St. and N. Bartlett Ave. are dead-ended into
school properties in two locations, and N. Estabrook Pkway dead-ends into an apartment
complex. Two small sections of E. Elmdale Ct. and E. Shorewood Blvd. are designated
as one-way roadways.
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[insert roadway classification map]
Arterials
An arterial roadway gives priority to thru traffic and carries both local and regional
traffic. Speed limits may approach 35 mph or greater, and traffic volumes are at least
6,000 vehicles per day. Arterial roadways oftentimes have two or more travel lanes, plus
turn lanes at critical intersections.
Shorewood contains both principal and minor arterial roadways. Principal arterials
include E. Capitol Dr. and N. Lake Dr., both of which fall under the jurisdiction of the
Wisconsin Department of Transportation and are posted with speed limits of 30 mph. N.
Oakland Ave. (south of E. Capitol Dr.) is also classified as a principal arterial, but has a
posted speed limit of 25 mph. Shorewood’s minor arterials include N. Oakland Ave.
(north of E. Capitol Dr.), N. Wilson Dr. and N. Downer Ave. (south of E. Capitol Dr.) N.
Wilson Dr. has a posted speed limit of 30 mph, whereas N. Oakland Ave. and N. Downer
Ave. are restricted to 25 mph.
Table 3.x Average Daily Traffic Counts (Arterials)
Roadway
Section
E. Capitol Dr.
West of Estabrook
Between Wilson and Estabrook
Between Wilson and Woodburn
Between Bartlett and Oakland
Between Oakland and Cramer
Between Maryland and Farwell
Between Harcourt and Lake

N. Wilson Dr.

Between Capitol and Kenmore
Between Marlborough and Sheffield

N. Oakland Ave.

Between Edgewood and Menlo
Between Shorewood and Capitol
Between Capitol and Elmdale
Between Lake Bluff and Kensington

N. Downer Ave.

Between Edgewood and Stratford
Between Capitol and Jarvis

N. Lake Dr.

Between Edgewood and Shepard
Between Capitol and Jarvis
Between Marion and Lake Bluff
Between Lake Bluff and Kensington

2019
20,500
20,300
20,800
16,700
10,200
6,600
4,500
8,100
7,800
11,300
10,400
N/A
6,100
N/A
830
14,600
12,800
12,000
11,400

2016
N/A
24,200
20,600
N/A
10,500
7,300
4,800
10,600
7,400
14,200
12,300
9,700
9,400
5,800
N/A
11,700
10,700
12,100
12,100

2013
29,700
24,900
25,900
19,300
10,300
7,200
4,400
8,100
7,300
16,700
13,900
12,700
8,900
N/A
N/A
12,200
10,600
N/A
12,800

Source: WisDOT (via Transportation and Parking Analysis, 2019)
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Collectors
A collector road gives equal priority of access to local properties and traffic, while
simultaneously serving as a connection from the local streets to arterial roadways. Speed
limits are generally between 25 to 35 mph and daily volumes range from 1,500 to 6,000
vehicles per day.
A number of collector roadways exist in Shorewood, including N. Estabrook Parkway,
N. Alpine Ave., N. Ardmore Ave. (north of E. Lake Bluff Blvd.), E. Kensington Blvd, E.
Lake Bluff Blvd., N. Morris Blvd., E. Menlo Blvd. (west of N. Oakland Ave.), N. Maryland
Ave., N. Downer Ave. (north of E. Capitol Dr.) and E. Edgewood Ave. With the exception
of N. Estabrook Parkway, which is under the jurisdiction of Milwaukee County and E.
Edgewood Ave., which is split with the City of Milwaukee, these roadways are all
maintained by the Village. All have posted speed limits of 25 mph.
Table 3.x Average Daily Traffic Counts (Collectors)
Roadway
Section
2019
2016
2013
E. Alpine Ave.
360
N/A
N/A
Between Wilson and Ardmore
N. Ardmore Ave.
440
N/A
N/A
Between Congress and Kensington
N. Morris Blvd.
N/A
5,600
5,000
Between Beverly and Capitol
2,600
2,500
N/A
Between Capitol and Elmdale
N. Maryland Ave.
2,500
N/A
3,700
Between Edgewood and Stratford
1,500
N/A
N/A
Between Capitol and Kenmore
320
N/A
N/A
Between Lake Bluff and Kensington
E. Kensington Blvd. Between Wilson and Woodruff
2,100
N/A
N/A
2,100
N/A
N/A
Between Wildwood and Ardmore
860
N/A
N/A
Between Ardmore and Woodburn
1,400
N/A
N/A
Between Morris and Larkin
1,400
N/A
N/A
Between Oakland and Cramer
800
N/A
N/A
Between Maryland and Lake
E. Lake Bluff Blvd.
850
N/A
N/A
Between Woodburn and Morris
910
N/A
N/A
Between Morris and Larkin
910
N/A
N/A
Between Frederick and Maryland
720
N/A
N/A
Between Farwell and Prospect
E. Edgewood Ave.
2,300
N/A
N/A
Between Oakland and Cramer
2,400
N/A
N/A
Between Maryland and Prospect
1,300
N/a
N/A
Between Shepard and Lake
Source: WisDOT (via Transportation and Parking Analysis, 2019)
Local Streets
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The remainder of the roadways in the Village are local streets. These roadways provide
access to residences and neighborhood businesses.
3.4.1b Traffic Control and Calming
Shorewood has three types of traffic control devices utilized at intersections: traffic
signals, stop signs and yield signs. Traffic signals are installed at locations with higher
volumes. There are 12 traffic signals in Shorewood; however, only the signals on N.
Oakland Ave. (except at E. Capitol Dr. and E. Edgewood Ave.) are controlled by the
Village. The State controls the signals on E. Capitol Dr. and the City of Milwaukee
controls the signals at E. Edgewood Ave. Stop and yield signs are installed at low-volume
intersections.
Although more common in other municipalities, traffic calming devices, such as speed
humps, speed tables, traffic circles or raised intersections, have not traditionally been
utilized in Shorewood. The design of Shorewood’s narrow roadways and on-street
parking have served the purpose of traffic calming. However, several intersections along
N. Oakland Ave. and E. Capitol Dr. have “bump-outs” installed at intersections to lessen
the pedestrian crossing distance.
3.4.2 Bridges
The only bridge in the village features an elevated section of the multi-purpose Oak Leaf
Trail above E. Capitol Dr. The structure was originally utilized for a railway, until the
railroad lines were removed and the bike path was created. The former railroad structure
was replaced as a part of the E. Capitol Dr. reconstruction project in 2010. The structure
is owned and maintained by Milwaukee County. The bridge structure symbolically
serves as a gateway to the Village for residents and visitors entering from the city of
Milwaukee.
3.4.3 Truck Transportation
Although no major truck routes run through the Village of Shorewood, four roadways
have been designated as routes for heavy traffic. Those roadways: E. Capitol Dr., N.
Oakland Ave., N. Wilson Dr. and N. Lake Dr. The designation as routes for heavy traffic
is to ensure that no one shall operate vehicles with the classification of heavy traffic over
any streets except those designated.
3.4.4 Airport Service
The nearest general airport service provided for residents of Shorewood, as well most of
Southeastern Wisconsin, is General Mitchell International Airport located approximately
13 miles south of the village in the City of Milwaukee. The airport is owned and operated

Page 36 of 60

by Milwaukee County. The Airport Master Plan does not directly impact this plan for
the Village of Shorewood.
3.4.5 Water Transportation
Two companies currently provide ferry service across Lake Michigan for the Milwaukee
metropolitan area. The routes run between Milwaukee and Muskegon, Michigan and
Manitowoc, Wisconsin and Ludington, Michigan. The services run May through October
of the year.
3.4.6 Rail and Regional Bus Service
Passenger rail service, via Amtrak, is available from downtown Milwaukee’s Intermodal
Station. The Hiawatha Service connects Milwaukee and Chicago with seven roundtrip
daily departures. The Empire Builder line, which connects Chicago to the Pacific
Northwest through St. Paul/Minneapolis also operates daily through Milwaukee.
Milwaukee’s Intermodal Station also provides intercity regional bus service via
Greyhound, Coach USA, Badger Bus and other providers.
3.4.7 Public Transit
Public transit is provided via the Milwaukee County Transit System (MCTS). Transit
service is operated through a fleet of 370 clean diesel buses and a team of 1,100 operators,
mechanics and administrators. As of 2020, regular fares are $2.25 if paid by cash or $2.00
if paid by card or smart phone app for a 90-minute ride with unlimited transfers. Day,
week and monthly passes are also available. A GO Pass may be purchased by eligible
seniors or persons with disabilities for unlimited rides at $2 per day. Reduced fares at
$1.10 per ride are also available for other qualifying seniors, children aged 6 to 11 or
qualifying disabilities.
Three MCTS routes currently operate within Village. Those lines are the Green Line,
which runs between the Bayshore Town Center and General Mitchell International
Airport through downtown Milwaukee, the Red Line, which runs between the Waukesha
County border and UWM along E. Capitol Dr., and the 14, which operates between the
Bayshore Town Center and Southridge Mall through downtown Milwaukee.
Two additional lines run along the border of Shorewood on E. Edgewood Ave. Those
lines are the Gold Line, which operates between the UWM and Brookfield Square
through downtown Milwaukee, and the 30, which runs between UWM and Milwaukee’s
northwest side, via downtown Milwaukee, W. Wisconsin Ave. and Sherman Blvd.
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In 2018, MCTS began review of its current services in a process they called MCTS NEXT.
The process was intended to identify how to provide faster service with more connections
and increased accessibility. At its core, MCTS NEXT was about creating more high
frequency bus routes by increasing service in busy corridors to help people get where
they need to go faster and easier.
The study recommended route and service
enhancements that were further refined in 2020 with an expected implementation in 2021.
After refinement of the initial recommendations, all service in Shorewood is projected to
remain.
MCTS is also developing a nine-mile Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) east-west route to connect
major employment, education and recreation destinations though downtown Milwaukee
through Wauwatosa.
[Insert bus map with ridership information]
3.4.8 Taxi or Ride-Share
Various private companies operate taxi services within the Milwaukee metro area. More recently,
those services have faced competition from “ride-share” services that also offer rides in private
vehicles, but provide greater flexibility and frequency than traditional taxi companies.
3.4.9 Pedestrian and Bicycle Accommodations
In 2015, the Village adopted its Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. The planning effort
was led by the Village’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Committee. The Plan updated and
condensed previous materials into an actionable plan encompassing all aspects of
pedestrian and bicycle safety, infrastructure and education. Five goals were identified
within that Plan related to infrastructure, maintenance, education, marketing and
enforcement. The goals and objectives detailed later within this chapter are intended
incorporate those same concepts into the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.
Sidewalks and crosswalks
Walkability continuously scores high on the list of Shorewood’s strengths. The Village
has a complete sidewalk network to complement its street grid, which both provides
pedestrian access to its commercial corridors and within its residential neighborhoods.
This situation is a fortunate remnant of the Village’s historical “street car suburb”
development pattern. Recommendations to maintain and expand pedestrian amenities,
including marked cross walks, curb ramps, curb extensions (“bump outs”), buffers,
minimum access, signage, signals and lighting are detailed within the Village’s
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan.
Bicycle infrastructure
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Shorewood’s density and proximity to regional destinations, including recreational
multi-purpose trails and employment opportunities, make biking an attractive option for
Village residents. Shorewood provides various forms of bicycle infrastructure ranging
from streets designed for slow speeds to bike lanes and connections to off-street regional
trails. In 2019, Shorewood maintained its Silver status as a Bicycle Friendly Community,
as awarded by The League of American Bicyclists. The Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan includes details of best practices and recommendations for signage, parking, fog
lines, sharrows, bicycle lanes, colored pavement and bicycle boulevards. The selection of
infrastructure is often dependent up on available space, construction timing and budget.
Milwaukee County Parks Oak Leaf Trail
The Oak Leaf Trail is a multi-purpose trail system maintained by the Milwaukee County
Parks that provides over 125 miles of on- and off-street accommodations throughout
Milwaukee County. The Trail provides walking, bicycling and other recreational
opportunities for residents, employees, customers and visitors of Shorewood. The trail
runs through Estabrook Park and has numerous direct access points within the Village,
including River Park, Hubbard Park, E. Capitol Dr. E. Olive St. and E. Congress St.
[insert bike map]
3.4.10 Disability Transportation Accommodations
In addition to the Village’s pedestrian infrastructure which has been designed to
accommodate various supportive apparatus, including wheel chairs and personal
mobility devices, disabled transportation is provided by Transit Plus Milwaukee County
Paratransit Services. In order to use Transit Plus services, residents must complete the
eligibility procedure, which is determined by factors such as an inability to use or access
the bus. The Senior Resource Center located within the Shorewood Village Center may
also act as a resource for assisting seniors with finding transportation alternatives.
3.4.11 Parking
Parking in both residential and commercial areas was studied within the Village’s
Transportation and Parking Analysis in 2019. The Analysis noted that “transportation
and parking systems provide the physical connection to services, activities, and people
that define and strengthen the community.” The Analysis further indicated that there
was a surplus of parking within the village that was being underutilized.
Recommendations within that study were aimed at improving communication of current
policies and practices, improving accessibility to parking and transportation options,
standardizing processes and improving enforcement. Discussion of implementing the
recommendations within the Analysis, including a potential expansion of overnight onstreet parking permits, began in 2020.
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3.5 Transportation Conditions and Maintenance
Local Road Program
The Village of Shorewood maintains a Pavement Management Plan (PMP), which
incorporates three aspects of capital management: a Street Replacement Program; a
Pavement Maintenance Program; and an Alley Maintenance Program. This program was
first adopted in 2009 and has been updated several time since, most notably in
conjunction with the 2011 Comprehensive Sewer Facility developed in response to the
July 2010 flooding.
Acknowledging that a municipality is never “done” maintaining its roads, this plan
outlines a long-term approach to maximizing the useful life of existing pavements and
reduces the concentration of reconstruction. The intent is to provide for proper asset
management, allow the Village to create a more consistent budget over the life of the plan,
and to efficiently and orderly organize pavement improvements.
The Street Replacement Program is the foundation of the plan. It currently extends
through 2030 and outlines implementation of reconstruction projects in even-numbered
years.
The Pavement Maintenance Program and Alley Maintenance Program
supplement the reconstruction component on odd-numbered years. The Village
regularly updates the implementation schedule of these programs within its Long Range
Financial Plan, based on pavement conditions, geographical grouping, corresponding
utility improvements and financial capacity.
Substantial implementation of the Pavement Management Plan has been accomplished
since 2010; however, additional work remains. The following maps detail completed and
projected work through 2027.
[insert street and alley replacement/maintenance completion map}
[insert projected street and alley replacement/maintenance map]
Sidewalk Program
There are approximately 60 miles of public sidewalk pavement within Shorewood. To
ensure that these sidewalks remain in good condition, the Department of Public Works
administers a biennial sidewalk replacement program in each of the five defined areas of
the Village on a rotating cycle. The Village’s sidewalk replacement program is contracted
every other year in odd calendar years. Per Village policy, sidewalk replacement is
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assessed to adjacent private property owners at 100% of the cost (on a corner lot the
secondary frontage is assessed at 50%).
[insert sidewalk program map]

3.6 Review of State and Regional Transportation Plans
3.6.1 State Plans
Wisconsin Department of Transportation Connections 2030
Connections 2030 is the Wisconsin Department of Transportation's (WisDOT) long-range
transportation plan for the state. This plan addresses all forms of transportation over a
20-year planning horizon: highways, local roads, air, water, rail, bicycle, pedestrian and
transit. WisDOT officially adopted Connections 2030 in October 2009.
WisDOT Six Year Highway Improvement Program: 2020-2025
The highway improvement program covers the Wisconsin State Highway System that
the Department of Transportation maintains and administers. The state highway system
is made up of 11,745 miles of roadway.
Wisconsin Bicycle Transportation Plan 2020
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation has the responsibility for developing longrange, statewide bicycle plans. The Department encourages local level planning for
bicyclists in addition to the State plan. The plan creates guidelines for when roadways
are reconstructed or new roads are built to accommodate bicycle travel. The guidelines
were created to ensure that facilities to travel by bicycle are available and their use is
encouraged.
Wisconsin Pedestrian Policy Plan 2020
The Wisconsin Pedestrian Policy Plan 2020 provides a long-range vision to address
pedestrian needs in the state. The plan describes existing and emerging needs over the
next 20 years and a set of recommendations to fulfill the needs.
3.6.2 Regional Plans
VISION 2050: A Regional Land Use and Transportation Plan
The Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Plan Commission’s (SEWRPC) VISION 2050
recommends a long-range vision for land use and transportation in the seven-county
Southeastern Wisconsin Region. It makes recommendations to local and State
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government to shape and guide land use development and transportation improvement,
including public transit, arterial streets and highways, freight, and bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, to the year 2050.
A Transportation Improvement Program for Southeastern Wisconsin: 2019-2022
The Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) for Southeastern Wisconsin lists all arterial
highways, public transit, and other transportation improvement projects that are
proposed by State and local governments in the next four years (2019-2022) in the region.
By federal regulation, all projects of this type to be implemented in the next four years
with Federal U.S. Department of Transportation funding must be in this program to be
eligible for capital or operating federal funding. The TIP is compiled by an interagency
staff team and reviewed by the Regional Planning Commission to ensure consistency
with the regional transportation system plan. The listing of the TIP includes a brief
description; estimated costs; estimated levels of federal, state, and local funding; and the
state or local unit of government sponsor responsible for project implementation.
The listing includes one project within the Village of Shorewood: the reconstruction of
STH 32 Lake Drive from Edgewood Ave. to Kensington Boulevard. This project is listed
as a highway preservation project whose implementation status is beyond the term of the
current plan.

3.7 Transportation Goals, Objectives and Recommendations
TO BE DEVELOPED
The following Goals and Objectives appeared in the current Comprehensive Plan:
1. Maintain and improve private property and public infrastructure to maximize
assessed value of all real estate
•

Maintain up-to-date public works infrastructure

2. Strive to retain and attract residents who value urban living in walkable, safe
neighborhoods
•
•

Promote pedestrian safety on sidewalks and at intersections.
Support multi-modal transportation alternatives
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The following list represents potential concepts for discussion and incorporation it the
Comprehensive Plan Update:
Adopt a Complete Streets Policy
Continue to plan and maintain high-quality roadways, sidewalks and alleys
through existing programs
Maintain an “asset management” plan within budget discussions
Periodically review and implement recommendations within the Bike/Ped Plan
Explore implementation of recommended bicycle boulevards
Maintain connectivity of Shorewood’s urban street network
Continue discussion and implementation of recommendations within
Transportation and Parking Analysis
Identify opportunities for traffic calming
Design streets for optimal use (safety, cost, volume and speed)
Continue to support public transit
Provide input on regional and state transportation projects, including Interstate,
air, rail and bicycle facilities
Remain open to innovative solutions to standard practices
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6 Economic Development
6.1 Introduction
Economic development relates to programs or activities that
seek to improve the economic well-being and quality of life
for residents of a community by retaining or attracting jobs,
businesses or new developments that facilitate growth and
provide a stable tax base. Economic development within
Shorewood has traditionally been undertaken through
partnerships between the Village, its Community
Development Authority (CDA) and the Business
Improvement District (BID).
Prior or current aspects of economic development in
Shorewood include:
• marketing
• business assistance (grants and loans)
• façade improvement incentives
• tax incremental financing
• business improvement district
• infrastructure improvements
• business recruitment and retention

State Statute §66.1001(2)
“(f) Economic development
element. A compilation of
objectives, policies, goals,
maps and programs to promote
the stabilization, retention or
expansion, of the economic
base and quality employment
opportunities in the local
governmental unit, including
an analysis of the labor force
and economic base of the local
governmental
unit.
The
element shall assess categories
or particular types of new
businesses and industries that
are desired by the local
governmental
unit.
The
element shall assess the local
governmental unit’s strengths
and weaknesses with respect to
attracting
and
retaining
businesses and industries, and
shall designate an adequate
number of sites for such
businesses and industries. The
element shall also evaluate and
promote
the
use
of
environmentally contaminated
sites for commercial or
industrial uses. The element
shall also identify county,
regional and state economic
development programs that
apply
to
the
local
governmental unit.”

This element will review the local economic base in terms of
the
Village’s
economic
development
framework,
opportunities, programs, labor force and employment
sectors, and real estate and taxes, and environmental
contamination.
It will identify goals, objectives and
recommendations. Prior planning efforts, including the 2014
Central District Master Plan and 2020 Joint Strategic Planning
between the Village Board and CDA provide much of the background for this chapter.
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6.2 Vision Statement
With respect to economic development activities, Shorewood’s 2025 Vision Statement
details that “Shorewood will be a vibrant urban community with opportunities to work
in and to grow successful profit and non-profit businesses; and an attractive and thriving
local service, retail and hospitality businesses. It further states that “Shorewood will be
a financially responsible community with . . . strong property values [and] a competitive
tax rate.”
6.2.1 Stakeholder Input
Input related to the economic development was primarily solicited through stakeholder
participation in joint Strategic Planning convened by the Village Board and Community
Development Authority in 2020. The following strengths, weaknesses and priorities were
identified.
Strengths
• Location
• Schools
• Diversity of households
• Community pride
• Diverse economic profile
• Infrastructure investment
Weaknesses
• Use of public funds
• Limited land
• Limited tools
• High commercial rent and land costs
• Empty storefronts
• Low daytime population
Priorities (1-3 years)
• Focused retail areas for redevelopment/development
• New business development with reduced subsidy
• Fill empty storefronts
• Sustainable development practices
Priorities (4-10 years)
• Identity of business district
• Grow commercial tax base
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•
•
•

Full occupancy
Address strategic sites from Central District Master Plan
Prioritize redevelopment to improve commercial and community character

6.3 Existing Economic Development Framework
In addition to the policies set and budgeted by the Village Board, targeted economic
development activities are undertaken by various entities or organizations within or
affiliated with the Village. These stakeholders maintain both formal and informal
relationships, so it is critical that they understand how their individual responsibilities
function within the Village’s overall economic development framework.
Community Development Authority
The Community Development Authority (CDA) was created in 1993 to engage in
activities intended to “improve the functional unity, appearance, livability, and economic
well-being of the Village of Shorewood.” The Village Manager serves as the Executive
Director of the CDA. The goals of the CDA include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Strengthening the long-term economic viability of the Village
Eliminating substandard and obsolete buildings, environmental deficiencies and
non-conforming uses
Providing for orderly physical economic growth
Creating development and planning studies and proposals on behalf of the Village
Expanding the availability of affordable housing
Enhancing and preserving the Village’s tax base

The CDA provides oversight for the Village’s primary economic development activities,
including tools, programs and planning efforts. In recent years, those tools have included
Tax Incremental Financing, Façade Improvement Grants, Emergency Business Assistance
Grants (related to COVID-19) and Business Incentive Loans. In 2020, many of these
programs were discussed within joint Strategic Planning between the CDA and Village
Board. Direction was provided to re-evaluate their purpose and processes.
In 2014, the CDA led an update to the Village’s Central District Master Plan (CDMP).
That plan include the following eight objectives:
1. Guide Shorewood public committees, staff, and officials involved in community
improvement and economic development in their planning and
implementation activities.

Page 46 of 60

2. Attract potential developers by identifying projects that are likely to be
supported by the Village.
3. Attract and retain thriving local service, retail, and hospitality businesses.
4. Improve pedestrian, bicycle, vehicular access and circulation and public safety.
5. Enhance the physical conditions and overall pedestrian environment.
6. Improve parking for employees, visitors, shoppers, and restaurant patrons.
7. Bring innovative, creative, and feasible ideas to the District.
8. Create a clear, documented vision for the Central District’s future.
The goals, objectives and recommendations of the CDMP with respect to economic
development have been reviewed and incorporated, where applicable, within this
chapter.
Business Improvement District
In 1999, the Shorewood Business Improvement District (BD) was established by the
Village Board, upon petition of property owners within the District. Enabled by State
Statute 66.608, a business improvement district is a mechanism for a commercial district
to levy a special assessment to finance the achievement of a common goal. The BID
annually adopts an Operating Plan that is reviewed by the Village Board. The BID is
governed by By-Laws that further define the purpose, members, meetings, staff and
Board member responsibilities in support of its Operating Plan. The BID hires an
Executive Director to help it implement its operations, and a Trustee from the Village
Board serves as a liaison.
The BID’s initial Operating Plan, which remains incorporated by reference within
subsequent plans, indicated that it was “dedicated to increasing activity and improving
the image of the District. Staffed with a professional or volunteer manager, the BID will
create a link between service, retail, civic and social activities. It is anticipated that these
efforts will help increase District sales volumes, attract additional business investment,
and enhance property values in the Village Commercial areas.”
The BID’s current Strategic Plan includes the following three goals:
Goal 1: Marketing and Branding: Effectively and efficiently communicate the
Shorewood Business District’s unique value proposition to current and new
customers, members, clients, users and influencers.
Goal 2: Business Participation in the Business Improvement District: Deepen and
expand engagement of members of the business community to unify and grow.
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Goal 3: Business Recruitment and Retention: Attract, retain and facilitate the
development of a unique mix of sustainable businesses.
In 2020, the BID was comprised of 109 properties who paid a special assessment of $1.38
per $1,000 of assessed value (with a maximum contribution of $5,000) for a total of
$142,887. That special assessment is collected by the Village through annual tax bills and
disbursed to the BID for implementation of its Operating Plan.
[insert BID map]
Planning & Development Department
The Planning & Development Department oversees the day-to-day administration of the
Village Code, with respect to zoning, building, property maintenance and occupancy
requirements. It also performs planning oversight for various efforts. The Department
serves liaison responsibilities to the Plan Commission, Community Development
Authority, Design Review Board and Board of Appeals. The Department has also
historically been tasked with administration of various community development
activities, such as grant and loan programs.

6.4 Current Business Environment
The Village’s business district is comprised primarily of two intersecting thoroughfares,
E. Capitol Dr. and N. Oakland Ave. that run from border to border. Small portions of N.
Wilson Dr. also include commercial businesses. The general varieties of commercial uses
in the district include retail, service, office, and food/beverage.
Per Village Code, all businesses are required to obtain Occupancy Permits, which are
further required to be renewed every five years. Based on valid occupancy permits (as
of 8/1/2020), Shorewood has approximately 245 businesses along two miles of
commercial frontage. The businesses are distributed into the following percentages.
(This distribution relates solely to the quantity of businesses, not square footage or sales.)
Table 6.x Businesses by Sector
Retail
Food and Beverage
Office
Services
Total

30
31
51
133
245

Source: Planning & Development Department (BS&A)

12%
13%
21%
54%
100%
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Services, which by far has the most businesses occupancies, can be further broken down
into the following classifications.
Table 6.x Service Sector Businesses
Financial
4
Education
7
Auto-oriented
8
Physical Fitness
10
Salon/Spa
30
Clinic
59
Other
15
Total
133

Source: Planning & Development Department

3%
5%
6%
8%
23%
44%
11%
100%

6.5 Opportunities Analysis
The 2014 CDMP Update included a Market Analysis and identified Redevelopment
Opportunities. The Market Analysis detailed trade areas within the Village, as well as a
5- or 10-minute drive. It noted that median income is high within Shorewood, but falls
significantly, as the trade area expands. The higher income within the immediate trade
area was noted to be a good sign for small businesses who rely on local, rather than
outside customers.
The analysis recommended that when attracting new businesses, Shorewood should not
to try to compete with over-served sectors that rely on luring customers from outside of
the trade area. Utilizing consumer demand versus supply, the analysis noted that supply
gaps within the local trade area existed within the following industries:
•
•
•
•
•

Lawn & Garden Supply
General Merchandise
Home Furnishings
Shoes
Specialty Food

The analysis also noted that an increasing number of retail expenses are occurring online,
so brick-and-mortar stores who can operate with an online-presence out of their
storefronts may find more success.
The Market Analysis indicated that Shorewood has a strong mix of businesses in relation
to communities of comparable size. It noted that there was a particularly strong presence
of limited-service businesses such as, eating places, beauty salons, pharmacies and
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gasoline stations. As a result, the analysis stated that the Village and BID should pay just
as much, if not more, attention to the service environment in the Central District as the
retail environment.
Lastly, the analysis indicated that the Village supports a number of small businesses, not
only by employment, but by square footage. It noted that large businesses, such as
regional grocery stores or pharmacies, skewed the average sales per business. The wide
range in sales emphasized the importance of maintaining anchor stores that can attract
customers. It also noted that a variety of local, regional and national retailers contributes
to a healthy business district.
The Redevelopment Opportunities section of the CDMP identified underutilized
properties that presented opportunities for continued investment, density and uses to
serve residents. It also included opportunities to enhance connectivity, accessibility and
the public realm. The plan also included a land use strategy to reinforce how the Central
District could grow or change.
In total, nine redevelopment sites were detailed, one of which has been redeveloped since
its publication. Eight additional sites were described as community and land use
enhancement opportunities, two of which have been improved. The following areas or
sites remain susceptible to change, as previously identified:
Redevelopment Sites
• 1409-25 E. Capitol Dr.
• 1518-30 E. Capitol Dr.
• 1700 E. Capitol Dr.
• 3600 block of N. Oakland Ave.
• 4100 block of N. Oakland Ave.
• 4230 N. Oakland Ave.
• 4300 N. Oakland Ave.
Community & Land Use Opportunities
• 1550-60 E. Capitol Dr.
• 2400 block of E. Capitol Dr.
• 3500 block of N. Oakland Ave.
• 3800 block of N. Oakland Ave.
• 3900 block of N. Oakland Ave.
• 4200-4231 N. Oakland Ave.
[create and insert map of redevelopment sites and community & land use opportunities]
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6.6 Economic Development Programs
The Village has utilized and created several tools to assist with the implementation of its
economic development vision. Namely, those tools have included Tax Incremental
Financing (TIF), Façade Improvement Grants and Business Incentive Loans. While the
utilization of TIF is regulated by State Statues and administered by the Department of
Revenue, grant and loan programs have been developed locally based on desired needs
and outcomes. The Village also participates in a consortium with other suburban
municipalities within Milwaukee County to be eligible for Federal Community
Development Block Grant funds.
Tax Incremental Financing
Tax Incremental Financing (TIF) is often described as the most powerful economic
development tool that Wisconsin municipalities have within their tool kit. TIF provides
financing to developers to encourage new development or reinvestment in a district. TIF
allows a municipality to fund infrastructure and other improvements, through the
incremental value of property tax revenue generated on newly developed or improved
property.
Prior to being able to utilize TIF, a municipality must first identify an area, the Tax
Incremental District (TID), as appropriate for a certain type of development and obtain
approval from overlying taxing jurisdictions to freeze current tax collections. The
municipality also identifies projects eligible for funding to encourage and facilitate that
desired development. Those funds may be provided up front or reimbursed annually to
the developer. Then as property values rise based on the new development or
improvements, the municipality uses the full amount of incremental property tax
revenue on that development to pay down the project costs. After the project costs are
paid, the municipality closes the TID and the higher tax revenue is distributed to all
taxing jurisdictions.
As noted by the Department of Revenue: One key basis for the use of TIF is the "but for"
requirement. As part of all creation resolutions, a municipality must affirm that the
development would not happen "but for" the use of TIF. The municipality must believe
that without TIF the development would never happen. This requirement is important to
ensure TIF assists development projects needing help, but that it is not a gift of tax dollars
to private developers or property owners.
Since its inception, the CDA has led the creation of five TIF Districts. TID 1 was created
in 1995 and amended in 2005. It generally covers the entire business district on N.
Oakland Ave. and E. Capitol Dr. Funding within the District most recently helped
finance the Cornerstone (4500 N. Oakland Ave.) and Ravenna (4541 N. Oakland Ave.)
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mixed-use redevelopment projects. TID 2 was created to help finance the Edgewood
Place Condominiums on E. Edgewood Ave. between N. Maryland Ave. and N. Prospect
Ave. It was successfully closed in 2008. In 2008, the Village created TID 3, which has
since assisted to create the Harbor Chase Assisted Living Complex (1111 E. Capitol Dr.)
and The Oaks of Shorewood (3900 N. Estabrook Pkwy.) senior housing facility. TID 4
was created in 2011 to facilitate the LightHorse (4041 N. Oakland Ave.) mixed-use
development and parking garage. Most recently, TID 5 was created in 2014 to enable
redevelopment of the Metro Market grocery store (4075 N. Oakland Ave.), parking
structure and Mosaic (4175 N. Oakland Ave.) mixed-use developments.
[insert TID map]
The Village is required to submit annual reports to the Department of Revenue regarding
the status of its TIDs. Those reports must be submitted by July 1 and are reviewed by the
Village’s Joint Review Board (JRB), which consists of members from the Village, School
District, MATC, Milwaukee County and a member of the public. Those reports are also
shared with the CDA. Additionally, the Village’s Long Range Financial Plan includes
annual projections as to when each District will close and what incremental value in the
form or property tax relief each will bring. With the exception of TID 2, which is already
paid off, all districts are in various stages of payback.
Table 6.x TIF Status
Creation
TID 1
1995
TID 3
2008
TID 4
2011
TID 5
2014

Source: Long Range Financial Plan

Expected Closure
2021
2027
2028
2023

Projected Increment
$2,500,000
$1,400,000
$650,000
$1,500,000

Façade Grants
In 2004, the Village established a Façade Improvement Grant Program through the CDA,
which was administered by the BID, with eventual oversight provided by the Planning
& Development Department. The program was established to assist exterior building
improvements to existing commercial buildings in TID 1. The goals were to encourage
good design and materials standards that will enhance the experience of shopping in
Shorewood, promote commercial vitality, increase economic activity, and maintain and
improve existing property values in the target area. The program was significantly
updated in 2016 at which time the matching grants were capped at $10,000 for façade
improvements and $1,500 for signage.
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Original funding was provided as an eligible TIF project cost and expanded as additional
funding was requested. Through 2020, the program provided over $1,600,000 of
matching funds for eligible improvements. All funds from the program have been
expended, as its remaining funds ($300,628) were transferred to a one-time Emergency
Business Assistance grant program that was designed in response to COVID-19.
Business Loans
In 2007, the Village established a Business Incentive Fund, which provided low-interest
loans to finance business expansion and start-up projects. The loan funds were to be
repaid to create a revolving fund for additional assistance. The program was updated in
2016, at which point it was expected to be an important component of the Village’s
economic development toolbox, alongside the Façade Grant Improvement Program and
TIF redevelopment projects. The program’s goal was aimed at property tax base
enhancement, small business recruitment and retention, elimination of blight, increased
first floor activity and job creation.
The program, which was funded with approximately $625,000 and provided loans
between $10,000 - $45,000, was to be administered by the BID. Applicants needed to
provide sufficient collateral, including personal guarantees to secure the funding. Project
eligibility was based on priority to first floor retail uses, specifically retail and restaurant
uses, within the business corridor and first floor office uses that create daytime
employment. Secondary priority was to be given to other uses and upper floor uses
within the business district.
In recent years, the program was identified to be underutilized and eventually frozen due
to administrative issues. As of July 1, 2020, approximately $550,000 was available within
the fund with $80,000 outstanding.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Shorewood is a member of the Milwaukee County Community Development Block Grant
consortium, which among other options, allows the Village to apply for funds to facilitate
economic development projects. Any project must meet goals within the County’s
Consolidated Plan and a National Objective, such as benefitting low-to-moderate income
persons or the prevention or elimination of slum or blight. Program applications are due
to the County annually in August for funding within the next Federal Fiscal Year.

6.7 Labor Force and Employment Sector Analysis
Labor Force Data and Unemployment Rates
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The U.S. Census Bureau defines the labor force as all persons age 16 and older who are
classified as either employed or unemployed. Conceptually, the labor force level is the
number of people who are either working or actively looking for work. As of July 1, 2019,
when 2018 5-Year ACS estimates were published, the U.S. Census Bureau estimated that
70.3% (7,267) of Village residents were in the labor force (67.6% employed and 3.8%
unemployed).
Labor Force Characteristics
In comparison to its county and metro area geographies, Shorewood’s labor force is
employed in a higher percentage of professional jobs and has a higher level of educational
attainment. However, Shorewood residents also rely on the regional market to provide
jobs, predominantly within Milwaukee County, as employment opportunity within the
village is limited.
Over half of Shorewood’s labor force (63.6%) works in “white collar” occupations related
to management, business, science and arts. That compares to 36.1% of the labor force
within the same industries in Milwaukee County, 40.1% in the metro area and 36.4% in
Wisconsin. A more detailed breakdown within the following table also shows that
Shorewood has a higher percentage of jobs in sales and legal occupations, whereas the
County, MSA and State have a higher proportion within production and foodpreparation and serving.
Table 6.x Occupation

Management
Education, instruction & library
Sales
Office and administration
Health diagnosing and treatment
Business and financial
operations
Legal
Computer and mathematics
Arts, design, entertainment,
sports and media
Architecture and engineering
Personal care
Production
Food preparation and serving

Shorewood
13.94%
12.65%
9.80%
9.05%
8.46%
7.49%

Milwaukee
County
7.67%
5.44%
9.78%
11.28%
4.95%
5.45%

Milwaukee
Metro
9.74%
5.57%
10.34%
11.39%
5.31%
6.20%

Wisconsin
9.62%
5.49%
9.01%
11.35%
4.36%
5.23%

5.15%
4.14%
4.00%

1.16%
2.65%
1.90%

1.15%
3.19%
1.77%

0.68%
2.69%
1.55%

3.43%
2.97%
2.89%
2.59%

1.93%
2.52%
9.13%
6.09%

2.38%
2.51%
8.54%
5.32%

1.98%
2.44%
10.00%
5.34%

Page 54 of 60

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS

The estimated number of Shorewood residents within these professional sector jobs
correlates to the educational attainment levels. Over 74% of Shorewood residents age 2564 have attained a bachelor’s degree or higher, compared to 32% within Milwaukee
County, 38% within the metro area and 32% in the State. Educational attainment is more
comparable within adjacent North Shore communities and Wauwatosa.
Table 6.x Educational Attainment (Population 25-64)
Less than
High
High
School
School
Graduate
Shorewood
1.19%
6.64%
Milwaukee County
10.88%
26.99%
Milwaukee Metro
7.97%
25.40%
Wisconsin
7.22%
27.74%
Whitefish Bay
Glendale
Wauwatosa

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS

1.01%
3.15%
1.81%

4.76%
11.59%
11.45%

Some College
or Associate’s
Degree
17.82%
30.02%
29.52%
33.26%

Bachelor’s
Degree or
higher
74.35%
32.11%
38.19%
31.79%

14.30%
27.61%
21.2%

79.93%
57.65%
65.54%

Most Shorewood residents work outside of the community, as Shorewood does not have
a large employment base. Data pertaining to employment by sector indicate that
“accommodation and food services” and “retail trade” are Shorewood’s two largest
employment bases, with 679 and 547 employees respectively. However, these categories
and numbers do not align with Shorewood’s occupational categories, suggesting a spatial
mismatch. The mean travel time to work is estimated at 22.8 minutes (2018 5-Year ACS),
which would indicate that most Shorewood resident work within the nearby Milwaukee
job market, including downtown.
Median Household Income and Poverty
Median household income and poverty statistics provide insight into consumer
purchasing power and affordability within Shorewood. The US Census Bureau defines
poverty utilizing a family’s income threshold in relation to its size and composition;
geography is not a factor. These figures may be used to understand the potential success
for retail and service businesses; however, Shorewood’s unique household make-up
must also be taken into consideration.
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Based on 2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates, the median household income in Shorewood is
$72,903. This figure is higher than that of Milwaukee County ($48,742), the metro region
($59,751) and State ($59,209). Shorewood’s median income is less than its adjacent North
Shore neighbors (Whitefish Bay $117,300 and Glendale $92,088), which is likely
attributable to its unique household make-up which is majority renter-occupied. The
Village’s proximity to UWM also contributes, as student income skews the overall
number. When adjusted for inflation, Shorewood’s median household income has
increased 2.09% from its 2010 estimate ($59,693). This increase is slightly higher than that
of the State, County and metro region.
Table 6.x Median Household Income in the Past 12 Months (in 2018 dollars)
2010
2018
% Change
Shorewood
$71,377
$72,903
2.09%
Milwaukee County
$48,438
$48,742
0.62%
Milwaukee Metro
$59,516
$59,751
0.39%
Wisconsin
$58,592
$59,209
1.04%
Whitefish Bay
Glendale
Wauwatosa

Source: 2018 5-Year ACS

$127,758
$72,266
$77,213

$117,300
$92,088
$79,757

-8.92%
21.53%
3.19%

A comparison of the estimated percentage of individuals living below the poverty level
in 2018 shows Shorewood (11.2%) below the State (11.9%), County (19.9%) and metro
area (14.0%) estimates.
Shorewood’s rate is higher than its adjacent North Shore
communities (Whitefish Bay 6.9% and Glendale 6.7%), a fact once again likely due to its
higher proportion of renter household and college students. Shorewood’s poverty rate
has increased an additional 1.7 percentage points in comparison to the same estimate
from 2012. This is counter to trends at other geographic levels, except Wauwatosa.
Table 6.x Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months (Individuals)
2012
2018
Shorewood
9.5%
11.2%
Milwaukee County
20.9%
19.9%
Milwaukee Metro
14.6%
14.0%
Wisconsin
12.5%
11.9%
Whitefish Bay
Glendale
Wauwatosa

3.6%
8.8%
4.8%

3.5%
6.7%
6.9%
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Source: 2018 5-Year ACS

6.8 Assessed Real Estate and Tax Rates
Insert information from Assessor

6.9 Environmental Contamination

The State of Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Environmental Remediation
and Redevelopment Program provides environmental contamination data under the
Bureau for Remediation and Redevelopment Tracking System (BRRTS). The tracking
system is a database that contains information about contaminated properties and other
activities related to the investigation and cleanup of contaminated soil or groundwater in
the state.
Data from BRRTS from August 2020 shows that there are four known sites in the village
of Shorewood in need of cleanup or where cleanup is still underway. Two sites (1602 E.
Capitol Dr. and 4057 N. Wilson Dr.) are listed as Leaking Underground Storage Tank
(LUST) sites. LUST sites have contaminated soil and/or groundwater with petroleum,
which includes toxic and cancer causing substances. Petroleum contamination does,
however, naturally break down in the environment (biodegradation) over time. Two
sites (4300 N. Oakland Ave. and 2101 E. Capitol Dr.) are listed as Environmental Repair
(ERP) sites. ERP sites also have contaminated soil and/or groundwater but are not
LUSTs. Industrial spills (or dumping) that need long term investigation, buried
containers of hazardous substances, and closed landfills that have caused contamination
are all examples of ERP sites.

6.10 Economic Development Goal, Objectives and Recommendations
TO BE DEVELOPED
The following Goal and Objectives appeared in the current Comprehensive Plan:
1. Maintain and improve private property and public infrastructure to maximize
assessed value of all real estate
•
•
•
•
•

Minimize code and process impediments to maintenance of properties
Promote on-going commercial property maintenance
Promote development of a comprehensive needs-based parking program
Promote thriving commercial environment on Oakland and Capitol
Promote commercial property redevelopment
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The following list represents potential concepts for discussion and incorporation it the
Comprehensive Plan Update:
Consistently identify/label vacant commercial storefronts
Update and maintain up-to-date vacancy listing/database
Explore and promote the use of Historic Tax Credits to promote preservation
Develop regular survey of businesses
Evaluate business mix and identify targeted areas
Explore ways to build daytime population
Increase employment opportunities with an emphasis on living wage
Work with neighboring BIDs to promote the area
Identify and assist the development of Women and Minority Owned Businesses
Strengthen the overall identity of business district
Define “vitality” with respect to zoning districts and economic development
programs
Focus on business retention
Determine acceptable levels of growth
Understand redevelopment in relation to affordability, highest and best use, and taxes
Evaluate and relaunch loan and grant programs
Establish policies and procedures relating to TIF
Understand barriers to entry related to cost, including land value
Reevaluate redevelopment opportunities and identify desire for proactive measures
Update zoning code with respect to permitted, conditional and prohibited uses
Update sign code
Define and prioritize/codify character
Blight removal, including non-conforming uses and structures
Update (or sunset) Central District Master Plan
Update market study/profile
Promote redevelopment opportunities to developers
Promote commercial opportunities to [targeted] businesses
Improve accessibility and public spaces within the business district
Create/support marketing efforts
Reevaluate and update occupancy permit requirements
Acknowledge reliance on local customer base or explore opportunities for expansion
Identify and find opportunities to fill business/industry gaps
Encourage in-store and online compatibility
Acknowledge role of services within business mix
Evaluate balance of large/small, national/regional/local business mix
“Right-size” commercial spaces
Review and update home occupancy standards
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Support regional economic development
Encourage brownfield remediation
Continue to enforce commercial property maintenance
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Village of Shorewood
Comprehensive Plan Update

Project Schedule
Updated: June 30, 2020

Target Date

Task 1.8

Ongoing Project Management

Ongoing

Task 1.2

Provide Content for Project Website and Social Media

Ongoing

Task 1.1

Finalize Public Participation Plan & Materials

16‐Jun

Task 2.1

Kickoff Meeting with Village Staff

18‐Jun

Task 1.1

Recommend Public Participation Plan ‐ Plan Commission Meeting

23‐Jun

Task 1.1

Adopt Public Participation Plan ‐ Village Board Meeting

6‐Jul

Task 2.2

Send Updated Data & Memo (for Issues & Opps Chapter)

13‐Jul

Task 1.3

Public Open House (Provide Overview of Comprehensive Plan Update)

21‐Jul

Task 1.4

Stakeholder Interviews

Task 3.5

Direct Changes to Required Maps

31‐Jul

Task 3.1

Update Issues & Opportunities Chapter

31‐Jul

Task 3.2

Update Land Use Chapter

31‐Jul

Task 3.3

Update Intergovernmental Cooperation Chapter

31‐Jul

Task 3.4

Assist with Chapters Led by Village Staff

18‐Aug

Plan Commission Meeting (Present Drafts of Village‐led Chapters)

25‐Aug

n/a
Task 1.6

Plan Commission Meeting (Present Drafts of V&A‐led Chapters)

Task 1.5

Public Engagement Meeting

Task 1.7

Plan Commission Meeting (Present Final Plan; Recommend Plan)

n/a

Required 30‐Day Public Review Period

mid July

Special meeting‐
September
mid October
24‐Nov
Nov. 25‐Jan 3

Task 4.1

Village Board Presentation, Public Hearing, and Adoption

Task 4.2

Required Notifications

early January

Task 4.3

Production of Adopted Comprehensive Plan

early January

4‐Jan
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