Plan Commission
Meeting Agenda August 24, 2021
6:30 pm
Teleconference
Join Zoom Meeting
https://zoom.us/j/96185771994?pwd=UFJuUjhHNmFwRitwT1U0UDUvbHpKUT09
Meeting ID: 961 8577 1994
Passcode: 487421
Dial in by using +1 (312) 626-6799
Written comments on any of the following agenda items may be submitted to
bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org through 3:00 pm the day prior to the meeting. Comments
received prior to the deadline will be shared with the Plan Commission. Comments after that
deadline will need to be shared verbally within the meeting during available public comment
periods.
1.

Call to order.

2.

Approval of July 27, 2021 meeting minutes.

3.

Reconsideration of June 22, 2021 meeting minutes.

4.

Discussion and possible recommendation of a Request for Proposals for consulting
services related to a Form-based Code Update of the Village’s Commercial and MixedUse Zoning Districts.

5.

a.

Overview

b.

Public comment

c.

Plan Commission deliberation

Discussion and possible recommendation of modifications to front and street side yard
patio requirements, as detailed in 535-9F(2).
a.

Overview

b.

Public comment

c.

Plan Commission deliberation

6.

Future agenda items.

7.

Adjournment.

Dated at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 16th day of August, 2021
Village of Shorewood
Sara Bruckman, Village Clerk, CMC/WCMC
Should you have any questions or comments regarding any item on this agenda, please contact Bart Griepentrog,
Planning Director, Planning & Development Department, at (414) 847-2640. Upon reasonable notice, efforts will be made
to accommodate the needs of all persons.
It is possible that members of and possibly a quorum of members of other governmental bodies of the municipality may
be in attendance at the above stated meeting to gather information; no action will be taken by any governmental body at
the above stated meeting other than the governmental body specifically referred to above in this notice.
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Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes
July 27, 2021

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

1.

Call to order.

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

Aye
Aye (arrived after roll call)
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

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

Approval of June 22, 2021 meeting minutes.

Mr. Wycklendt moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Ms. Kiely Miller.
President McKaig stated she emailed staff regarding a couple changes including a reference to the
Comprehensive Plan being the bible. She added that the minutes were long and subjective and
that she would work with staff to see what can be done to shorten them. Ms. Kiely Miller said the
bible reference was her comment and that a change could be to reference the Comprehensive
Plan as being the Village’s go to plan instead.
Vote to approve with the changes referenced 7-0.
3.
Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed fitness studio at
commercial property 3514 N. Oakland Ave. in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County,
Wisconsin. TAX ID 276-0555-001.
a. Overview
Mr. Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided and a slide
presentation.
b. Public Hearing
President McKaig opened public comment at 6:40 p.m. Hearing no public comments
President McKaig closed the public comments at 6:41 p.m.
c. Plan Commission deliberation
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if there was any other sound proofing besides the windows and
doors being closed. Mr. Griepentrog said no but that Inspector Justin Burris stated the
building of this age is solid and that sound would not emanate beyond the building.
Ms. Kiely Miller noted the floor plans stated an occupancy load of 38 but that there
would be 10-25 customers present at a time. She asked if the business’s actual

Page 2 of 60

occupancy capacity will be 25. Mr. Griepentrog said commercial occupancy loads are
based on bathrooms and he would verify that with the building inspector.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked how the serving of beer would mix with the exercise equipment.
Mr. Griepentrog stated that during the Village Board discussion of the liquor license it
was described as being offered after workouts as a congratulatory drink. President
McKaig said at the Village Board level they confirmed beer would not be served at the 5
a.m. early hours.
Mr. Wycklendt moved to approve the Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed
fitness studio at commercial property 3514 N. Oakland Avenue, based on meeting the
conditions stipulated in 535-25C. Seconded by Mr. Couto.
A roll call vote was taken: President McKaig – Aye, Trustee Bockhorst – Aye, Mr. Couto
– Aye, Ms. Kiely Miller – Aye, Ms. Klein – Aye, Mr. Pollack – Aye and Mr. Wycklendt –
Aye. Vote to approve 7-0.
4.
Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed physical
therapy/massage therapy business at commercial property 4433 N. Oakland Ave. in the
Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 240-185-001.
a. Overview
Mr. Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided and a slide
presentation. Business owner Hillary Jackson was present but had nothing further to
add.
b. Public Hearing
President McKaig opened public comment at 6:54 p.m. Hearing no public comments
President McKaig closed the public comments at 6:55 p.m.
c. Plan Commission deliberation
Mr. Wycklendt moved to approve the Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed
physical therapy/massage therapy business at commercial property 4433 N. Oakland
Avenue, based on meeting the conditions stipulated in 535-25C. Seconded by Ms.
Klein.
A roll call vote was taken: President McKaig – Aye, Trustee Bockhorst – Aye, Mr.
Wycklendt – Aye, Mr. Pollack – Aye, Ms. Klein – Aye, Ms. Kiely Miller – Aye and Mr.
Couto – Aye. Vote to approve as amended 7-0.
5.
Consideration of a Parking Special Exception for a proposed multi-family
redevelopment at 4414 N. Oakland Ave., submitted by Acquisition Entity V, LLC (Wimmer
Communities).
a. Overview
President McKaig stated that this item relates very closely to item six pertaining to
modifications to Chapter 535 and that the applicant chose to be considered before the
code modification discussion.
Mr. Couto moved to postpone item five to the next scheduled Plan Commission
meeting. Ms. Kiely Miller seconded the motion. President McKaig opened the floor for
discussion.

Page 3 of 60

Mr. Couto said agenda item number six directly affects agenda item number five and
that with neighbors being notified late last week and the meeting materials put forth at
about 3:45 p.m. on Friday they owe it to the community to allow residents more than 48
hours to put together their thoughts. He said this should be postponed to the next
meeting so that they can hear from everybody that wants to be heard and so they can
discuss agenda item six first which directly affects this item.
Ms. Kiely Miller said they should review the code for any changes before granting more
special exceptions.
Trustee Bockhorst said this proposal has been in discussions for quite some time and
they knew this was coming to the Plan Commission. She said all the rules and
regulations have been followed regarding noticing the public and questioned delaying
the item.
Mr. Pollack asked what the process is for notifying the neighbors. Mr. Griepentrog said
that Village Code 535-51 does not have requirements for notifying the public regarding
special exceptions. He said as a matter of courtesy notices were hand-delivered on
Friday to neighbors after the agenda was posted on Tuesday. Ms. Kiely Miller asked if
notices went to residential and commercial neighbors. Mr. Griepentrog said yes. Mr.
Couto asked what time the notices were hand-delivered. Ms. Kopydlowski said between
11 a.m. and 1 p.m.
Mr. Wycklendt said some of the resistance they have experienced is because residents
have felt they didn’t have enough time to react. He agrees with deferring it to the next
meeting.
Trustee Bockhorst asked if Mr. Couto has communicated with any residents in the area
around the development. She is not opposed to talking about this item at another time
but a month delay is too long. She said this development is not a new thing that was
sprung on them and that there have been many news articles about it. She will not
support postponing it for another month. She said all the rules have been followed and
this was not fast-tracked. She thinks they should vote this evening.
Mr. Couto stated he had a number of residents reach out to him today that were just
hearing about the project. He said to put out a 200 page packet on a Friday afternoon
and expect residents to read it and formulate responses by Tuesday is asking too
much.
b. Public Comment
President McKaig suggested hearing public comment. Mr. Wycklendt asked if they
could take public comment. Attorney Bayer stated it was up to the Commission as there
was a motion and a second on the floor along with discussion/debate. He said there is
nothing legally compelling them but if they feel it is appropriate they can.
President McKaig opened public comment at 7:19 p.m.
Peter Hill, 1815 E. Lake Bluff Blvd., said this was the first time hearing about the
proposal and feels ill-prepared to provide comments and would appreciate more time.
Andy Lehn, 4406 N. Murray Ave., first heard about the proposal and meeting via a
Facebook post and felt it is important to have an opportunity to weigh-in because his
children attend Lake Bluff Elementary and walk past it daily but is not prepared to do
that tonight and would like more time.
Liza Mazzie, 1816 E. Lake Bluff Blvd., received the notice on Friday and would
appreciate the extra time to read the materials, digest it and respond to it in writing.
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Mark Gardiner, 1816 E. Lake Bluff Blvd., said there is a significant parking challenge on
Lake Bluff Blvd. and would like more time to respond in writing.
President McKaig stated the motion on the table is whether to defer item five and any
comments regarding the application should be held.
Elizabeth Beeghly, 2413 E. Shorewood Blvd., thinks the item should be deferred as
some residents may feel the item is thrown at them and being rushed through. She said
more time will help residents feel comfortable and informed.
David Schroeder, 1819 E. Lake Bluff Blvd., feels the same way as Mr. Couto and feels it
is important to take time to understand the item. It is unreasonable to put something out
on a Friday and expect responses by Tuesday.
Public comment ended at 7:27 p.m.
c. Plan Commission deliberation
Trustee Bockhorst said the developer submitted a very comprehensive, well-detailed
plan and application and what they are being asked to weigh-in on is a parking decision.
She said if the item is going to be postponed it is incumbent upon them to schedule a
special meeting and get this decided. She said if they set the precedent of deferring
items then it can always be said that more time is needed and this will continue to
happen.
President McKaig asked if the Commission was ready to take a vote on the motion.
Ms. Kiely Miller said they have a responsibility to the residents. She said the whole
packet was not available until Friday. She said some elected officials may have known
about this development but all the Commissioners did not. She said considering this
item before the parking regulations is like putting the cart before the horse. She did not
feel they should schedule a special meeting. President McKaig disagreed and said
when the reporters asked for the application the application was shared with the
Commissioners and the media at the same time. She said the remainder of the packet
and meeting materials were shared on Friday.
President McKaig asked if the Commissioners were ready to vote. Mr. Couto said there
appeared to be one more public comment and he would like to hear it.
Dan Walsh, 4024 N. Stowell Avenue, said he is a part of the appeal regarding the
Stowell development. He said they filed the first appeal because the Commission acted
without providing any information to the neighbors. He said they filed the second time
because the Commission acted on false information and inapplicable information that
was supposedly substantial evidence that the development would not be detrimental to
the neighbors. He said it is a good idea to slow down and go through the materials so
the neighbors feel like they are represented.
Ms. Kopydlowski confirmed that Mr. Couto’s motion was to defer the item until the next
scheduled Plan Commission meeting.
A roll call vote was taken: Mr. Couto – Aye, Ms. Kiely Miller – Aye, Ms. Klein –
Abstained, Mr. Pollack – Aye, Mr. Wycklendt – Aye, Trustee Bockhorst – No and
President McKaig – Aye. Vote approved 5-1-1.
Trustee Bockhorst asked if the developers could be allowed to speak. Attorney Bayer
said it was at the Commission’s discretion. President McKaig asked the developer if
they had any comments on the motion to defer.
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Mark Wimmer, Nick Wimmer, John Wimmer and Dave Wimmer with Wimmer Properties
were present. Mark Wimmer stated they would not be able to attend the August Plan
Commission meeting (August 24th) due to previous commitments.
Mr. Couto asked Wimmer Properties if they have had conversations with other
Commissioners regarding this project or is this the first time Commissioners are getting
the information. Mark Wimmer said they have been working with staff to ensure the
application was complete and that they were addressing all points of order. They have
had no interactions with any Plan Commissioners or Trustees.
President McKaig directed staff to work with Wimmer Properties to find a date next
month to schedule the item.
6.
Discussion and possible recommendation of modifications to Chapter 535 Zoning
Article IX Off-Street Parking.
a. Overview
President McKaig reminded the Commission that at the last meeting they reviewed the
current code. Mr. Griepentrog’s presentation includes a report with red text based on
the Commission’s consensus from that discussion. He also brought a red-lined draft of
the revised chapter. The only thing that has not been discussed was changing the
ratios. She said there were three options: to recommend to the Village Board the draft
as presented, recommend it with changes or to take no action.
Mr. Griepentrog introduced the item per a slide presentation and the memo that was
provided.
b. Public Comment
President McKaig opened public comment at 8:06 p.m.
Dawn Blackmore, 4240 N. Ardmore Ave., stated she appreciated item five being
deferred and asked if the article titled “People Over Parking” pertained to agenda item
five or six. Mr. Griepentrog said item six. She appreciated the best practices and articles
and felt they were very important. She said this article hangs its hat on the value,
necessity and critical importance of building more affordable housing. She said the
article explains how affordable housing was increased successfully by allowing
developers to build apartments with less parking and therefore the rents were offered
below market values. She thought the article was useful and impactful but didn’t see
how it related to the proposal on the agenda. She asked if anything like this was being
done here. Mr. Griepentrog said the adjustments section of the code is where this could
be incorporated and that if the Plan Commission agreed adjustments could be made for
senior housing, affordable housing, electric vehicle charging or bike parking. He said he
would need to clarify also because the state has a prohibition on inclusionary zoning
and he would need to make sure that doesn’t infringe on that.
Dan Walsh, 4024 N. Stowell Avenue, said he was looking for a reason behind the 1.75
ratios and that it had to have been established for a reason. He asked what has been
lost and/or what is the Village not doing because of the 1.75 ratio. He said this change
will dramatically increase the density of development possibilities. He said density
issues affect all those in the Village. He said the village needs to limit the applicability of
special exceptions also allowing the code requirement to be lessened to 1.4 or 1.5 and
not by upwards of 60%.
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Elizabeth Beeghly, 2413 E. Shorewood Blvd., said that the community will change when
density is increased without parking. She said it is a hard sell to lower the requirement
this much without enough transit infrastructure.
Trustee Stokebrand, 4130 N. Lake Dr., asked if there is any way to get a memo of
understanding from the County that would promise no cuts or diminished bus service to
the area if affordable housing was increased. She doesn’t know how to push people to
use their vehicles less without a commitment for public transportation from the County.
President McKaig said this was a good question but suggested she direct the question
to the Village Board when this is before them. She asked Mr. Griepentrog to note this
question for follow up as well.
President McKaig closed the public comments at 8:20 p.m.
c. Plan Commission deliberation
Mr. Couto asked how the 1:1 ratio for commercially-zoned multi-family was determined.
Mr. Griepentrog said SmartCode, the national model developed by the Congress for
New Urbanism, references a 1:1 ratio in medium to high density districts. Milwaukee
only requires .67 units per dwelling with additional available reductions for things such
as access to transit and public parking. His recommendation is to align with the
SmartCode whose recommendation is 1:1 in the medium to high density areas.
Mr. Couto asked if meeting packets could be provided earlier. Mr. Griepentrog said
getting packets out earlier is always desired but isn’t a reality. He referenced planned
development districts applications that have a two meeting requirement. The first
meeting the applicant comes directly to the Plan Commission outlining their project. The
Plan Commission has the ability to ask questions and request things. The second
meeting the applicant would come back with their application for consideration. This is a
zoning change which is a bigger change than a parking special exception but it is an
example. Mr. Griepentrog said applications need to be complete in order to notice the
public. Once the public is noticed it is the public’s right to view the application. With
conditional use applications there are two notices required so the application would be
on file a month prior to the meeting. Mr. Griepentrog said that the notice requirement
per 535-51B would state that property owners within 200 feet of the property for which
the special exception is being considered seven days prior to the meeting. This is the
same requirement for conditional use notices.
President McKaig suggested that Mr. Griepentrog make notes on ways we might work
with the timelines to see how we can still be responsive to the matters at hand but also
include more public engagement.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if an applicant can be required to attend the meeting in which
their item is being considered. Mr. Griepentrog said the Commission could always defer
an item if they needed the applicant present to answer questions or provide more
information.
Ms. Kiely Miller said her thinking regarding the ratio was closer to Whitefish Bay’s 1.5
ratio requirement. She said that the cities discussed in the material articles were a lot
different than Shorewood. She said to keep the screening requirement when
considering parking slabs. She said Shorewood is not a city and has limited public
transportation. She said the 1:1 suggested ratio is too low.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if the medical office requirement was adjusted and what the
recommendation was for that. Mr. Griepentrog said his recommendation is to base it off
of a conditional use review which is more contextual in nature. The current requirement
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is four spaces per doctor and one per employee which is a bit high but he understands
medical offices have impacts on neighborhoods. He said the recommendation would be
that medical, dental and veterinary clinics are subject to review by the Plan Commission
as a conditional use, with general guidance of four spaces per doctor, dentist or
veterinarian.
President McKaig reminded Commissioners that the options are a motion to
recommend to the Village Board or a motion to defer to a future meeting.
Ms. Klein said they can change the parking ratio to be more in line with modern things
and that allows people to come forward with redevelopment at lower costs. She said
they have no say in what developer’s charge for rent and that all they can vote on is the
opportunity for affordable housing to come. She questioned if it was the density of
people or cars that will be affected by this ratio change. Mr. Griepentrog added that the
State of Wisconsin prohibits inclusionary zoning such as requiring affordable housing.
He said the one caveat is that if the Village is a partner in a development deal and are
giving TIF or other funding then affordable housing could be required. Mr. Griepentrog
also said the parking and transportation analysis from 2019-2020 suggested offering
on-street parking permits because we have the capacity for it.
Mr. Pollack asked about the data on parking permits and demand. Mr. Griepentrog said
it was not included because it was still being prepared for the Village Board meeting on
August 2. He would provide it when it is ready. President McKaig said if the
Commission was comfortable with the recommendation to the Village Board it could
include that the Village Board evaluates the permit data. Mr. Pollack asked why not
recommend a waiver of the enclosure requirements if the purpose is to simplify and
decrease the number of special exceptions. He said they could still be going through
this process moving forward because of the enclosure requirement just with a narrower
purview. Mr. Griepentrog said he did not push to remove the enclosure requirement
because the guide he provided last month suggested that the more important
component with parking is screening it and getting it away from public view. The first
thing is to review where they allow it and surface parking lots would be the worst case
scenario. He is open to conversation if this is burdensome.
Mr. Pollack asked for clarification on why there is a relationship between parking
minimums and potentially lower costs of rent. Mr. Griepentrog said that developers will
tell you the cost of underground parking space/structure is between $20,000-$30,000
apiece and that impacts their bottom line of what units need to be rented for. He said he
does not own a vehicle and rents in buildings that do not offer parking because they are
typically cheaper. If we require developments to develop parking at certain ratios then
that will impact their bottom lines and require them to possibly raise rents.
Mr. Pollack asked how the Village plans to service a lot more residents that may have
electric vehicles and be parking on the street if there is a trend towards electrification of
vehicles. Mr. Griepentrog said electric vehicle stations could be added to the
adjustments section and incentivize a development.
Trustee Bockhorst said Minneapolis has similar weather to Shorewood and they went
down to a radical change of having zero parking requirements. She does not think they
are going far enough with a change of 1.75 to 1. She said the parking code was created
in 1951 and there was no requirement before that. She said Shorewood has great
public transportation options and that she herself went a whole year without a vehicle.
She said we are not asking people to go without cars or get rid of their vehicles. She
said there is enough data to support these changes and that she is ready to vote.
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President McKaig said she is ready to make a recommendation tonight. She said the
1:1 parking ratio is very important and it brings us into alignment with what functionally
exists. She said the Village Board will receive this and give it due diligence. She said in
regards to the feel of the village that they cannot afford to have no traffic and no
redevelopment and that the village, land use wise, is closer to an urban community than
a suburban community. She supports suggestions around timeline adjustments to the
code and considering adjustments for electrification.
Mr. Couto stated that he feels going from a ratio of 1.75 to 1 is too big of a jump. He
said he would be much more comfortable with 1.5. President McKaig said the Village’s
functioning ratio is currently 0.34 if you look at the village as a whole. She said 1:1 is
pretty conservative.
Ms. Klein moved to recommend Village Board consideration of the modifications to
Chapter 535 Zoning Article IX Off-Street Parking as presented in the staff report.
Seconded by Trustee Bockhorst.
A roll call vote was taken: Trustee Bockhorst – Aye, Mr. Couto – No, Mr. Wycklendt –
Aye, Ms. Kiely Miller – No, Mr. Pollack – Aye, Ms. Klein – Aye, and President McKaig –
Aye. Vote approved 5-2.
7.

Future agenda items.

Ms. Kiely Miller asked if the first steps could be taken to begin the discussion on form-based
zoning. Mr. Griepentrog said this is next on his to-do list and he is planning for the topic to be on
the August meeting.
Trustee Bockhorst asked about considering daytime parking passes for multi-family residents. Mr.
Griepentrog said this would be Village Board consideration not the Plan Commission.
8.

Adjournment.

Trustee Bockhorst moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:18 p.m., seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
Vote to adjourn 7-0.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Bayer, Nathan J.
President McKaig; Bart Griepentrog
Rebecca Ewald; Crystal R. Kopydlowski; Sara Bruckman; Kosmeder, Stephanie N.
RE: Plan Commission Minutes- Follow Up
Friday, August 06, 2021 3:32:14 PM

Good afternoon:
Based upon the below, it would appear that the amended sentence that is now included in the
minutes does also accurately reflect what was stated during the actual meeting, just not in a
“verbatim” form. Since it makes no substantive difference either way, I don’t think it is absolutely
necessary to go back and revisit the minutes for a second time. Just keep this in mind for future
requests to amend.
Nathan Bayer
From: President McKaig <PresidentMcKaig@villageofshorewood.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 2:40 PM
To: Bart Griepentrog <bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org>; Bayer, Nathan J.
<NBayer@CrivelloCarlson.com>
Cc: Rebecca Ewald <rewald@villageofshorewood.org>; Crystal R. Kopydlowski
<ckopydlowski@villageofshorewood.org>; Sara Bruckman <sbruckman@villageofshorewood.org>;
Kosmeder, Stephanie N. <SKosmeder@CrivelloCarlson.com>
Subject: Re: Plan Commission Minutes- Follow Up

Due to the concern stated during the meeting, I think it best to
reconsider. Please agenda.

Would it be possible to have a brief discussion on minutes for the
future?  

Ann McCullough McKaig
Village President
414-758-0148

"You don't have to see the whole staircase- just take the first step." - Dr.
Page 10 of 60

Martin Luther King, Jr.
From: Bart Griepentrog
Sent: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 10:22:05 AM
To: Nathan J. Bayer; President McKaig
Cc: Rebecca Ewald; Crystal R. Kopydlowski; Sara Bruckman; Kosmeder, Stephanie N.
Subject: RE: Plan Commission Minutes- Follow Up
Thanks, Nathan.
For confirmation, Barbara Kiely Miller was not misquoted in the draft minutes. She did refer to the
Comp Plan as the “bible” with a lower case “b.” However, based on the amendments discussed,
which Barbara agreed to, and the motion approved, the minutes were approved with the following
amended sentence: “She [Barbara Kiely Miller] said when they are looking to do anything in the
village that the Comprehensive Plan should be the go to plan.”
President McKaig,
Based on Nathan’s explanation, please let me know if you would like me to list the June 22 meeting
minutess on the August 24 agenda for reconsideration.
Regards,
Bart
Bart Griepentrog, AICP
Planning & Development Director
From: Bayer, Nathan J. <NBayer@CrivelloCarlson.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 9:58 AM
To: President McKaig <PresidentMcKaig@villageofshorewood.org>; Bart Griepentrog
<bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org>
Cc: Rebecca Ewald <rewald@villageofshorewood.org>; Crystal R. Kopydlowski
<ckopydlowski@villageofshorewood.org>; Sara Bruckman <sbruckman@villageofshorewood.org>;
Kosmeder, Stephanie N. <SKosmeder@CrivelloCarlson.com>
Subject: RE: Plan Commission Minutes- Follow Up
Good morning:
As I indicated in my original email, I was experiencing connectivity issues at the beginning of the
meeting and the conversation was fading in and out. My initial understanding, based on what I did
hear, was that Commissioner Kiely Miller was conveying that she was misquoted and the change to
the minutes was simply to reflect that. If that is what happened, the amendment was perfectly
appropriate. However, I questioned whether my interpretation of the portions of the discussion I
heard were correct based upon a comment made later in the meeting, which made it seem like the
minutes were changed out of a sense of decorum or feeling on what was or was not appropriate. If
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it was the latter, I wanted to note that the purpose and intent of the minutes was to correctly reflect
exactly what occurred, whatever that actually was, and, moving forward, should not be edited for
reasons of “decorum.”
In the end, whether the minutes reflect whether or not someone referred to the village “master
plan” as the Village’s “bible” is essentially immaterial to the underlying issue under discussion and
not related in any way to any action taken by the body. The purpose, intent, and legal requirements
of the minutes is so that someone that did not attend the meeting can see what actions the body
took, what motions were made by whom, and the votes. Although the custom and practice in
Shorewood has been to create minutes that are more detailed than that, there is no formal
requirement that individual comments be reflected with the level of detail to begin with. In that
sense, going back and revisiting the minutes again will not substantively change anything. If I may
use a baseball analogy, it is like an official scorer changing an “error” to a “hit” long after the game is
over and decided. The main point I was trying to convey is that if the minutes were edited not for an
incorrect recitation of the comment, but out of a sense of decorum, that should not occur in the
future.
Ultimately it is up to the body whether to revisit the minutes another time.   
From: President McKaig <PresidentMcKaig@villageofshorewood.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 9:09 AM
To: Bart Griepentrog <bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org>
Cc: Rebecca Ewald <rewald@villageofshorewood.org>; Crystal R. Kopydlowski
<ckopydlowski@villageofshorewood.org>; Bayer, Nathan J. <NBayer@CrivelloCarlson.com>; Sara
Bruckman <sbruckman@villageofshorewood.org>
Subject: Re: Plan Commission Minutes- Follow Up

Thanks Bart- based on Nathan's reflection, it seems best to reconsider.
Nathan, please advise.

Ann McCullough McKaig
Village President
414-758-0148

"You don't have to see the whole staircase- just take the first step." - Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr.
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From: Bart Griepentrog
Sent: Monday, August 2, 2021 4:10:33 PM
To: President McKaig
Cc: Rebecca Ewald; Crystal R. Kopydlowski; Nathan J. Bayer; Sara Bruckman
Subject: RE: Plan Commission Minutes- Follow Up
Hi Ann,
Crystal updated and posted the minutes as approved last Tuesday. This included the rephrasing of
Barbara’s comment, which she agreed to.
If anyone wanted to reconsider the minutes, I believe we would need to place that onto the next
available meeting agenda, first to vote on whether or not to reconsider and then to vote on the reapproval with any revisions. Please advise if you’d like us to plan to do so.
Nathan, if you have any other/additional comments or thoughts, feel free to let us know.
Regards,
Bart
Bart Griepentrog, AICP
Planning & Development Director
From: President McKaig <PresidentMcKaig@villageofshorewood.org>
Sent: Monday, August 2, 2021 11:25 AM
To: Bart Griepentrog <bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org>; Crystal R. Kopydlowski
<ckopydlowski@villageofshorewood.org>; Nathan J. Bayer <nbayer@crivellocarlson.com>
Cc: Rebecca Ewald <rewald@villageofshorewood.org>
Subject: Plan Commission Minutes- Follow Up

Good Morning,
I am back in town and can follow up on Plan Commission minutes this
week.
#1- do we need to reconsider the amended minutes at the August
meeting based on Nathan's post-meeting reflection?
#2- For future meetings, I would like to try a modified format that
avoids descriptive words and metaphors from individual statements.
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I am available to discuss this week, if needed.
Thanks,
Ann

Ann McCullough McKaig
Village President
414-758-0148

"You don't have to see the whole staircase- just take the first step." - Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr.
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Re: Reflection of Minute Amendment
Barbara Kiely Miller <bkm@wi.rr.com>
Thu 7/29/2021 10:19 AM
Deleted Items
To: Trustee

Stokebrand <TrusteeStokebrand@villageofshorewood.org>;

Cc:President

McKaig <PresidentMcKaig@villageofshorewood.org>; Nathan J. Bayer <nbayer@crivellocarlson.com>; Crystal R. Kopydlowski
<ckopydlowski@villageofshorewood.org>; Bart Griepentrog <bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org>;

Thank you, Trustee Stokebrand. I appreciate your background as a journalist and your knowledge of First Amendment issues. As to the
comprehensive minutes of the Plan Commission, I think we are lucky to have them. Future commissioners, trustees, and residents will be able
to look back and review why a particular course of action was taken. On Monday of this week, while reading our meeting packet, I had a
recollection about asking North Shore Bank about usage of their drive thru on Lake Bluff when they came before the Plan Commission five
years ago for a drive thru permit at their new location. I was able to look back at the minutes of that meeting and read the response from the
bank to my question and compare it to the figure provided in the traffic study done for the proposed project on Lake Bluff. I always find
Crystal’s minutes extremely helpful. And although I have only missed four meetings in almost six years, I think they are useful to any
commissioner who cannot attend a meeting.
Sincerely,
Barbara
Sent from my iPhone
On Jul 29, 2021, at 9:42 AM, Trustee Stokebrand <TrusteeStokebrand@villageofshorewood.org> wrote:

Greetings all,

It's important to remember that speech is, to a certain extent,
protected by the First Amendment. If the minutes reflect what has been said,
then to declare that they are subjective is irrelevant. The question is,
do they reflect what was said and done, as Atty. Bayer has
indicated. In addition to public comment, we will continue to
have instances where religious references are part of village
business. A Jewish group could apply for a permit to put a
menorah in Atwater Park again. Should we declare that it be
referred to as a candelabra with 7 candles in a specific shape?
Courts have decided what is offensive and inciteful. We can
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rehash this in our community, but is this a priority for most
residents? If something is confusing in the minutes, staff or elected
officials or volunteer commissioners will be able to offer
explanations. And the minutes can be amended by the
body. Personally, I would like to the village code updated so it
no longer, in most instances, uses only masculine pronouns. But
we only have so much time and so much money. Leaders
need to prioritize.
It's also important to remember that we live in a local news dessert. Residents are clamoring for
more information in a timely manner. It would be highly inadvisable to diminish the Plan
Commission minutes in any way. Staff has done a remarkable job of detailing the meetings and I have
heard supportive feedback regarding this. We should not reduce this level of communication at this
time. Residents can read the minutes, which may take 10-20 minutes, or listen to a 2+ hour recording.
At a minimum, the Plan Commission should be allowed to vote as a body upon something as
significant as this. It's important to take the view of commission members into consideration.

Thank you,

Kathy Stokebrand
Trustee
Village of Shorewood
3930 N. Murray Avenue
Shorewood WI 53211
TrusteeStokebrand@villageofshorewood.org
414-940-5513
Village Website
Sign up for information through the Weekly Manager's Memo.
shorewood-sig

From: President McKaig
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 11:23 PM
To: Nathan J. Bayer; Crystal R. Kopydlowski
Cc: Trustee Stokebrand; Bart Griepentrog
Subject: Re: Reflection of Minute Amendment
https://owa.villageofshorewood.org/owa/#path=/mail/search
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Attny Bayer,
I appreciate your reflection and agree. I will follow up with you as to the
correct course of action. As stated, I plan to work with staff to devise an
approach to minutes that captures the action of the meeting, including
requests, opposition and support. Commissioners can express themselves.
We do not need to record to such detail as to confuse or offend the public.
Best,
Ann

Ann McCullough McKaig
Village President
414-758-0148

"You don't have to see the whole staircase- just take the first step." - Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr.
From: Bayer, Nathan J. <NBayer@CrivelloCarlson.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 9:57:35 PM
To: Crystal R. Kopydlowski; President McKaig
Cc: Trustee Stokebrand
Subject: Reflection of Minute Amendment

Good evening:

I have a question about the amendment to the meeting minutes that occurred early in the agenda.
Do to some connectivity issues that were occurring, that discussion was very fragmented and I am
wondering if I heard the discussion correctly. I thought I understood Commissioner Kiely Miller to say
at the time that she was mis-quoted when the minutes reflected that she had referred to the master
plan as the Village’s “bible.” If she was misquoted and did not say that, it was of course appropriate to
amend the minutes to reflect whatever the comment actually was. However, Trustee Stokebrand’s
question at the end of the meeting was framed to suggest that the request to amend may not have
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been based upon a mistake in a quotation, but rather based upon a belief that the reference was not
appropriate. Was it the former or the latter?

I reiterate that the foremost purpose and intent of the minutes is to reflect what action was actually
taken by the body. Traditionally in Shorewood, more detailed minutes have been kept that often also
reflect what was said by various members or the public. To that end, when such minutes are taken,
the intent should also be the same: to reflect what actually happened. Changes to the minutes
should not be made to exclude something that may be offensive or felt inappropriate later. Minutes
are a record, and not malleable as such.

Nathan J. Bayer
Attorney at Law
Crivello Carlson, S.C.
710 N. Plankinton Ave, Suite 500
Milwaukee, WI 53203
(414) 271-7722 Main
(414) 290-7505 Direct
(414) 271-4438 Fax
nbayer@crivellocarlson.com
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Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes
June 22, 2021
3930 N. Murray Ave. Village of Shorewood, WI 53211

1.

Call to order.

The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m.
President Ann McKaig - Chair
Trustee Tammy Bockhorst
Eric Couto
Therese Klein
Barbara Kiely Miller
Josh Pollack
Daniel Wycklendt

Aye
Aye
No
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Others present were Planning Director Bart Griepentrog and Planning Administrative Clerk Crystal
Kopydlowski.
2.

Approval of June 1, 2021 special meeting minutes.

Trustee Bockhorst moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
Ms. Kiely Miller suggested a change/clarification to paragraph two on page 15 of the meeting
minutes in which she was discussing underground parking. She requested language be added that
reflected the following. “She said yes it is more expensive to have underground parking but thinks
there are physical constraints that prevent meeting the requirement without having underground
parking. She added that the three mixed use buildings on Kensington and Oakland provide
underground parking and those lots are not any deeper than the lot where this development is to
be placed.”
A roll call vote was taken: Ms. Kiely Miller – Yes, Mr. Pollack – Yes, Trustee Bockhorst – Yes, Mr.
Wycklendt – Yes, Ms. Klein – Yes, President McKaig – Yes. Motion passes by a Vote 6-0.
3.
Discussion and possible recommendation of modifications to Chapter 535 Zoning
Article IX Off-Street Parking.
a. Overview
Mr. Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided and a slide
presentation. He said the information is meant as an introduction and overview of the
existing regulations within the zoning chapter as well as some general comparisons with
our two adjacent municipalities and then a larger and broader overview discussion
section at the end to gather feedback from the Commission in preparation of a future
discussion and a possible recommendation. He said off-street parking has been a top
Plan Commission initiative second only to the Comprehensive Plan update. He
explained that the Plan Commission’s role is advisory to the Village Board and they will
deliberate this and make a recommendation to the Village Board. The recommendation
gets considered by the Village Board after a public notice and public hearing. President
McKaig said she did not expect a recommendation at this meeting. She said the goal is
to give Mr. Griepentrog direction and feedback so he can develop a draft to be
considered at the next meeting.

1
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b. Public Comment
President McKaig opened public comment at 6:53 p.m.
Andrew Rothrock, 4024 N. Prospect Avenue, moved into their house in 1998. He said
that they talk about the 1951 regulations and his house was built 37 years prior to that
and they saw far enough ahead at that time to build a garage that would fit a Model T or
motorcycle so they have a driveway. He said over the years he has been pushed back
by the greenspace requirement. He said when they tore out the green middle part of
their driveway they received some indication from the Village that they were going to
have to pay for that loss of greenspace. He said they have always been very mindful of
the 30% greenspace requirement. He said one neighbor of his was allowed to build a
double garage and the neighbor on the other side was not allowed to. He said when
they moved in they knew Shorewood was very strict on parking. He said to keep in mind
that when discussing the 1951 regulations many of the houses here were built years
prior to those. He said if we end up with a lot of people parking on our streets day and
night it could be frustrating to those who have made long term investments in their
homes.
Kimberly Luedke, 3900 N. Prospect Avenue, said she received an email to sign up for
Village meeting notifications and received a confirmation after she did that but never
received advance notice of this meeting. She asked what meetings are included with
the notifications and how this meeting was communicated to the public. Mr. Griepentrog
said he can look into what she signed up for and confirm that with her. He said the
meeting was notice last Tuesday on the Village website and the three locations required
by code.
Karen Desing, 3952 N. Stowell Avenue, said that comparisons were being made
between Whitefish Bay, Milwaukee and Shorewood and questioned if Shorewood is
trying to make itself into Milwaukee. She said when you make zoning
changes/recommendations regarding the parking that affects the neighborhood and
how it feels and what environment residents are trying to create. She said, in regards to
an earlier comment about developers knowing the market that of course a developer
would want to make a development profitable for themselves but to be considerate of
the neighbors who live around those areas. She said making a development profitable
could be to the detriment to the neighborhood. She asked that developers not be
allowed to define the number of parking spaces that are required and to consider what
type of environment is created in the Village. She said there were greenspace
requirements discussed regarding residential properties and asked for
recommendations to be considered for commercial/multi-family developments.
Rosina Bloomingdale, 3958 N. Stowell Avenue, said there had been comparisons
between Whitefish Bay, Milwaukee and Shorewood as well as between Downer Avenue
and Brady Street. She said her nephew lives in the Downer area and parking is a
nightmare. She said she would like to go to Brady Street but the parking is a big barrier
to that. She said the Village is not Milwaukee and not an urban area. She said they
need to be mindful of what our area is and what we would like our area to be. She said
yes we want to be active in development but we don’t want it to change our
neighborhood into an urban looking type of neighborhood. She said there are cars
parked right up to the intersection on the north side of Stowell and you nearly have to
be in the intersection to see if cars are coming. She said that maybe we need to survey
the whole community and ask how many vehicles there are and how often they use
mass transit.
2
Page 20 of 60

PC Meeting
06-22-2021

Elizabeth Beeghly, 2413 E. Shorewood Blvd., commented that she is a city planner that
had worked for the City of Portland. She said, as a current planner for five years, during
her time in Portland she watched development happen. She said Portland was at the
forefront of what was happening with green streets and getting rid of cars. She said
when you do this though you have to have the infrastructure behind it that provides
busses and light rail or other sorts of transportation options. She said we have to
remember where we live and the environment. She said Portland has one week of
winter whereas Wisconsin has three months of winter with subzero temperatures in
which people have to drive to the grocery stores, work etc. She said it would be very
unlikely that Shorewood would ever get to a zero use of cars level. She said when she
returned to Portland she worked on over 200 development proposals and is ashamed of
some of the things they created and the problems created in very livable
neighborhoods. She said it is a nightmare in Portland now. She said this didn’t work in
Portland and it is making it less desirable. She said if people have any questions about
city planning to talk to the city planner. She said there is one planner for the Village of
Shorewood and that when she worked on projects in Portland there were twenty
planners total and ten on her team she could talk to at any time. She said there are zero
planners on the Plan Commission and that is a tragedy and not what we want in the
Village. She said planners should be making these decisions who understand the
impacts of all these decisions. She said the Village has only one planner and he is
doing a great job but he only understands what he knows and having different planners
brings different information and expertise to the table.
Geoff Davidian, 4101 N. Prospect Avenue, said that he disagreed with the previous
speaker who said the planner should make the decisions. He thinks the Plan
Commission and Village Board should make decisions based on what the public wants
and find a way to facilitate it. He said there is a reason why there is a public comment
section for these meetings it is because the elected officials are supposed to do what
the public wants. He said we have seen in the last few meetings where the public rose
to that challenge and they have been slapped in the face. He said the only way to make
this work, to make decisions about the future of Shorewood, is to come up with a
proposal and put it on a referendum and let the residents vote on it. He said the elected
officials are not doing what people who live here want.
Erin Cutraro, 3915 N. Stowell Avenue, said they moved from an area out of state that
faced a similar decision and ultimately one of the components that was overlooked was
vacant properties. She said the development in her previous neighborhood resulted in it
being difficult to actually lease because the parking was so challenging. She would like
to hear what thought has gone into the vacancies on Capitol Drive. President McKaig
asked if she was referencing commercial vacancies. Ms. Cutraro said yes.
Dan Walsh, 4024 N. Stowell Avenue, said that it is often brought up how transit affects
parking requirements and feels that we don’t have it here in Shorewood. He said we
don’t have transportation we can rely on and ridership is down half of what it was in
1990. He said there is not data that supports the idea that this density will drive
ridership and the transit infrastructure will replace cars. He said to not make zoning
changes based on a fiction. He said the idea of zoning by Xerox is not accurate. He has
lived in the Village for 30 years and parking has been a fight for 30 years. He said this is
because developers and owners do not want to build it and residents do not want
parking sprawling into their neighborhoods. He said standards have been set by this
fight. He was not saying they are correct or shouldn’t be changed. He stated they are
not fake or made up and have been fought on over and over again. He said it is not fair
to say there is no basis for them. He said there is a lot of really good information in the
3
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Village and said it would not be the hardest thing in the world to get survey information
of what the actual requirements of some of these projects are based on some of the
data in the projects (the footprint of the units, the number of bedrooms, the total parking
available, and rents). He said there is very strong correlation between value, rents,
taxes, parking and demand. He said get that information and make a zoning decision
based on real information from what is really happening in Shorewood. He said we have
done an experiment over the last 14 years and let’s figure out how it worked and use
that information to guide us in good decisions. He said that market forces are going to
do nothing but advantage the people with the most money and the ability to get large
projects approved. He said it is very hard to be a resident fighting a larger project. What
protects the residents, occupants, and businesses in the Village is the zoning code. So
when you mess with the zoning code and make special exceptions and variances you
say were about to make changes and things will be different and that is why neighbors
get upset because they don’t know what those changes are going to be. This is why the
developer was asked to bring real valuable reliable information to meetings. He said to
make sure we get the right data when we make this decision and we don’t rely on
market forces to protect the charm of the Village.
Steve Filmanowicz, 4314 N. Stowell Avenue, said he believes Shorewood is an urban
suburb with a good supply of parking. He said there are underused properties and
underinvested properties on Capitol and new investment will help make our
neighborhood more vibrant and enrich our tax base in a much needed way. He said if
we turn away development because of the concern about parking we are making a
decision to keep our city and our tax base underdeveloped and creating an increased
tax load on all existing property owners. He said he knows there are concerns about
parking but believes that these plans will add parking and also homes and businesses
in the area have a good ability to absorb parking off-street with garages and driveways.
He said the new development will add parking just not at the unrealistic rate required by
the old requirements. He thinks vacant and underused properties are a bigger problem
and parking is a much smaller problem.
President McKaig asked if any further comments and reminded that comments can be
submitted by email to be included.
President McKaig closed the public comments at 7:18 p.m.
c. Plan Commission deliberation
President McKaig asked Commissioners for their interests and concerns regarding
simplifying some of the categories in the code. She is interested in what is resonating
with them and what questions they may have as well as what information may be
missing for them. She wants to hear any thoughts on ratios, reductions, general
assembly and office /retail.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that this was added to the Plan Commission initiatives list a couple
years ago because they kept getting requests for parking special exceptions including
The Ruckus, North Shore Bank, Soul Cycle and Fiddleheads. She said these came
before them because of change of uses and/or major renovations. She said they
wanted to look at it but not because they were unhappy with parking requirements for
residential developments. She said this is a big piece of policy/zoning code to look at
and they may want to review each part individually instead of trying to solving the whole
puzzle at once. She said it often seemed like they were counting the same number of
parking spaces on Oakland more than once whenever they received a new request.
She said there is also a difference between people coming to a one hour exercise class
4
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or people out to dinner for two hours versus an employee that may be parking for 8
hours. She said this is a tricky thing to think about when requiring parking based on
staff/employees and/or square footage. She agreed with some of the residents that
spoke but said Shorewood is a village and basically a bedroom community where
residents are working elsewhere in the county or beyond. She said comparing the
village to major cities that have central downtowns is not relevant. She agreed with the
comparison to Whitefish Bay. She said if we are going to continue comparing ourselves
to Milwaukee why we are maintaining an independent village. She agreed with one of
the residents that mentioned the parking around Brady being a nightmare.
President McKaig appreciated Ms. Kiely Miller’s comment on breaking down the
different sections of the code and reflecting on what is an easy decision and what is
harder and what level of change you’d be comfortable with.
Mr. Pollack asked which parking studies they should be reviewing that would help them
understand how parking is currently utilized in the Village and if there was any analysis
on the frequency of parking special exceptions in the past to get a baseline of what the
functional parking requirements were in practice. Mr. Griepentrog does not have that
data off hand but it is available and he can provide that. He will prepare data on the last
ten years.
President McKaig asked if Mr. Pollack was requesting the number of parking that was
provided in comparison to what is required. He said yes and that if the code says the
ratio is 1.75 but we keep granting exceptions at a rate of 1.25 then we know a 1.25 rate
keeps the quality of life about like this and is a good way to benchmark what the status
quo is instead of referring to a code that it 50 plus years old.
Trustee Bockhorst appreciated Mr. Pollack’s question about what studies to review. She
would like this qualified list also. She said a thing that strikes her about this has been
the numerous exceptions and discussions about changing this code because it is
antiquated and formulated in 1951 more than a half century ago. She said the village
has undergone a lot of change and life is much different than in 1951. She said to keep
in mind the multimodal options and opportunities that exist in the village in addition to
ones we have had in the past that could be brought back (Bublr bikes and zip car). She
said she appreciates the gathering of data from other communities (locally, regionally,
nationally and internationally). She asked to keep in mind parking requirements for short
and long term uses. She referenced business employees parking and not moving cars
all day. She said they dealt with this at the Village Board level around Kensington
Square and worked with businesses to get extended parking in municipal lots for their
employees. She understands that some employees of business are taking up prime
parking real estate all day. She said they can find a way and maybe changing the code
to not allow that. She said there have been a variety of visioning processes such as
Vision 2025 and the Comprehensive Plan with a great deal of community input. She
said they have received a variety of public input and understands that when a project is
close change can be difficult but they have to think globally. She said she is glad they
are using qualified data and that they are not just copying another municipality but being
thoughtful about the differences between municipalities and tailoring our zoning code to
the needs of our municipality.
Mr. Wycklendt said he appreciated the great robust public comment. He said that one
thing he wants to keep in mind is to look at the exceptions that have been granted in the
past and see exactly what has been done in the past. He would like recommends based
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on things they have done before and data that has already been put out. He
appreciated the articles and information that has been provide to them also. He said
that they need to frame this around the entire village as a whole. He knows public
comment has been focused these last few meetings on the project off of Capitol. He
said they need to come up with something that is smart, well thought out and grounded
in data that is good and something they can rely on. He said some residents have
commented that we should not cater to developers but the Comprehensive Plan is
based off of putting together new development in the region and growing the community
and residents to lower the tax base. He said the corridors to do that are Capitol and
Oakland. He wants to be smart about this update and have something the Village Board
can rely on and have a reasonable discussion about.
President McKaig clarified that what Mr. Wycklendt may have meant was to lower the
tax burden but expanding the tax base. Mr. Wycklendt agreed.
Ms. Klein agreed with Mr. Wycklendt. She likes the idea of simplifying the code as there
are a lot of things in the code currently that do not need to be so specific. She said there
really are very few categories. She would like time for the Plan Commission to talk
through that and see some of the data that was asked for and as well as discuss what
the goal really is and what they are trying to implement.
President McKaig asked if a good exercise for tonight would be two questions for
commissioners. One asking if individuals are comfortable with simplifying the code and
two asking where the commission are on changing the parking ratio. Mr. Griepentrog
said he is comfortable discussing the five components of the code. He is comfortable
providing a draft of what he is hearing and what, as the zoning administrator, makes
sense in terms of these general concepts. He said specific requirements is where he
will need more specific input and it sounds like more data is being requested to make
that input. He felt the numbers component of the discussion was not just there yet.
Mr. Griepentrog asked about the code’s applicability and when it should be triggered.
He said currently the code is triggered for all new construction. He said there is also a
category for substantial alteration which relates to improvements within a building. He
said a tenant in a ten unit building will likely never have an improvement project that
would trigger this. He said from an administrative standpoint it is his recommendation to
either remove it or modify it to relate to substantial alterations/enlargements or use
changes (when the use category changes). He is looking at simplification of when the
code would be triggered so that can be clear on an application. President McKaig said
the choices are to leave the code as is, check if the commission is in agreement on all
new construction triggering the code and whether to remove the substantial alteration
category or clarify it. Mr. Griepentrog suggested to remove the substantial alteration
category because it does not make sense. He said a business should not be punished
for improving their space but said if a business wants to double their square footage or
go to a more intensive use that makes more sense when triggering the code. President
McKaig asked commissioners if they agree (confirm) with Mr. Griepentrog’ s thought
process. Mr. Wycklendt confirmed. Ms. Klein confirmed. Trustee Bockhorst confirmed.
Mr. Pollack confirmed and added that anytime there is an enforcement question or the
trigger is ambiguous or you don’t like it that should trigger. He said we should not have
laws we cannot practically enforcing as it invites discriminatory enforcement. Ms. Kiely
Miller said she is of two minds about this. She agrees with Mr. Griepentrog that if the
use stays the same we should not recreate the wheel by asking a new tenant to meet
standards that the older tenant didn’t have to or where impossible to meet. She said
6
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when there is new construction they should look at it with fresh eyes. She said it was
interesting when Mr. Griepentrog said we shouldn’t be punishing businesses who want
to improve their spaces because listening to the residents off the main business
corridors they would say they are the ones being punished. She said on page 21 of the
packet it discusses off-street parking requirements and how it falls on the adjacent
neighborhoods and questioned why we are asking these residents to sacrifice for the
greater good. She thinks it is important to separate the issues. She said if the use is
going to stay the same we can let that go but if the use is substantially different they
need to look at it and require more information. She said someone had mentioned doing
a survey of existing properties and had thought of that herself as well. She said with all
the apartment buildings the village has it would be interesting to find out from the
owners the number of tenants, how many bedrooms and the number of cars they have.
President McKaig confirmed.
Mr. Griepentrog said there are currently four use categories currently which are
lodging/dwelling, schools/institutions/auditoriums/assembly, recreational uses and
business district. He noted that he is not sure what the recreation use relates to. He
said the village does not build new parks and do not have occupancy for parks. He
suggested removing the recreation use category and going down to three categories
(lodging/dwelling, assembly areas and businesses). President McKaig confirmed. Mr.
Wycklendt confirmed. Trustee Bockhorst confirmed. Mr. Pollack confirmed. Ms. Klein
confirmed. Ms. Kiely Miller confirmed.
Mr. Griepentrog asked whether or not there were certain thresholds, locations or
amenities exceptions that they would like to be built into or considered in the code. He
said an example would be if a project is near a parking structure. He said the village
spent a lot of money to develop structures and there are public parking lots also. He
asked if this would be something to give credit towards. He said other codes give credit
towards providing bike parking or vehicle charging stations. He said this could be a
larger discussion but wanted direction on what they would like him to research.
President McKaig asked if a credit meant a reduction. Mr. Griepentrog said yes.
President McKaig confirmed. Mr. Wycklendt confirmed. Trustee Bockhorst confirmed.
Mr. Pollack confirmed. Ms. Klein confirmed. Ms. Kiely Miller said that spaces have been
counted multiple times over the years with parking exceptions and they would need to
really know how many spaces in lots are already committed. She said with this
information she would be moving favorably in that area. Mr. Griepentrog said he could
clarify or try to make that clear in the code when spaces do or do not qualify.
Mr. Griepentrog asked, in terms of the requirement section, if they wanted to look at
thresholds. He said an example of this would be square footage of a space. He said
that they had discussed this in the past when reviewing conditional use applications for
a small clinic. He said the comment is typically this is so small that it doesn’t make an
impact. He said they don’t want to remove clinics from a conditional use but they don’t
necessarily need to see the small versions of them. He asked if they were comfortable
with building in thresholds for a large space that would trigger the code and said the
exact numbers can be calibrated. He said if the average retail/small business space is a
1000 square feet and we know that that is what has been developed there in the past
and are living with that history perhaps the code says we do not review it. But if you are
planning to redevelop the district making it new or different then we would review it.
President McKaig confirmed. Trustee Bockhorst confirmed. Mr. Pollack confirmed. Ms.
Klein confirmed. Ms. Kiely Miller confirmed. Mr. Wycklendt said he would apply
thresholds for sure if he understood this correctly. He mentioned the code in regards to
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restaurants and how they realized the code for restaurants does not even make sense
but said if a restaurant like McDonald’s came the code is different and asked how they
tackle those differences. Mr. Griepentrog said he struggled with the example because
when he thinks about McDonald’s he thinks of it as a drive-thru. Mr. Wycklendt said to
consider larger restaurants that require a lot of parking then instead. Mr. Griepentrog
said his quick response was that a threshold would help because a smaller independent
restaurant would not have the capacity to develop parking but larger restaurants would
have corporate requirements/standards that would not allow them to franchise into a
location without the parking. He said their market forces would not allow them to invest
in properties without it.
Trustee Bockhorst said that the requirements for medical center would potentially be
something she would like to keep in the code. She said that one of the contingencies in
the developer’s agreement for the Metro Market was that they could not use the retail
spaces for ten years for that type of need (medical) because they do not bring in
vibrancy to the area. Mr. Griepentrog said with respect to the three categories he would
also be researching or providing a recommendation for a general use category.
Mr. Griepentrog asked about the pass through prohibition (tandem parking). President
McKaig asked why the prohibition and fear. Mr. Griepentrog said he does not know
what the fear is as long as you control both spaces. He thinks perhaps they were not
contemplating that scenario when they approved tandem parking at the Cornerstone.
He said this is a benefit to the Village to get the parking off the street and onto the
private property and allowing tandem or stacked parking with control would allow the
maximized use of spaces. He thinks it can be written better to allow the flexibility and
allow the maximum use of land. President McKaig confirmed. Mr. Wycklendt confirmed.
Trustee Bockhorst confirmed. Mr. Pollack confirmed. Ms. Klein confirmed. Ms. Kiely
Miller confirmed.
President McKaig asked if there were parking codes that cover valet parking. Mr.
Griepentrog said he was sure there are but would have to research further. He said it
could be under shared or off-site parking requirements. President McKaig asked him to
look into it and see if it is possible.
Mr. Griepentrog said the code currently require wheel stops and this is an enforcement
nightmare because we plow in the winter. He understands the purpose of wheel stops
to prevent drivers from hitting landscaping, alleys, driveways etc. but believes that is the
responsibility of the driver and that wheel stops go too far. He said we have not required
it even though it is in the code. He recommends removing it. Ms. Kiely Miller asked what
the purpose of wheel stops. Mr. Griepentrog said the purpose is to ensure cars remain
in a parking lot and do not encroach into landscaping, sidewalk or alley. President
McKaig confirmed. Mr. Wycklendt confirmed. Trustee Bockhorst confirmed. Mr. Pollack
confirmed. Ms. Klein confirmed. Ms. Kiely Miller confirmed.
Mr. Griepentrog asked about screening requirement triggers. He said currently there are
outdated parking lots without screening that meets the code and because they are
already developed there are no triggers for compliance. He said that at his last place of
employment parking lots were triggered with new occupancies. The Village does not
have an occupancy trigger and is instead based on the development of the parking lot.
He suggested changing the trigger to be not on new development or substantial
alteration but instead with occupancy. President McKaig confirmed. Mr. Wycklendt
8
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confirmed. Trustee Bockhorst confirmed. Mr. Pollack confirmed. Ms. Klein confirmed.
Ms. Kiely Miller confirmed.
Mr. Griepentrog said the code currently only allows single family parcels to develop one
external parking space. All single family residences are required to have a garage and
then allowed one external parking space. He said duplexes are allowed to have two
extra external parking spaces but often these lots are the same size as single family
lots. He said he would have to look into how to word this but thinks that the greenspace
requirement may need to be adjusted allowing single family residences to develop the
second space if the greenspace can be maintained. Ms. Kiely Miller asked about
screening these parking spaces and if it would be screened from the neighbors or the
alleyway. Mr. Griepentrog said currently the code requires screening of any parking
space but said he has not seen the requirement along alleys but where it has been
required at all times is if you have a parking space in your street side yard lot on a
corner property. Mr. Griepentrog said there are two components. One to allow single
family residences a second parking space and two whether to require screening. He
suggested the openness to allowing the second parking space but said screening is
difficult from an enforcement perspective. President McKaig asked if he still suggests
screening the street side yard spaces. Mr. Griepentrog said yes. Ms. Kiely Miller
wondered about screening because no one wants to sit on their porch and stare at a
parking lot. She asked if there will be a requirement of open space along the alley lot
lines for snow removal. Mr. Griepentrog said he does not know if that is currently
reviewed but would look into it so not to create more issues with allowing the second
parking spaces. President McKaig supports flexibility to allow residents to create a
second parking space for themselves if they own the property. She is not sure they can
require snow storage on private property so would like more information on that.
President McKaig recapped and said they are considering keeping the screening from
the right of way along corner lots, remove the screening requirement in rear yard
parking and allowing flexibility to add a second parking space for single family
residences. President McKaig confirmed. Mr. Wycklendt confirmed. Trustee Bockhorst
confirmed. Mr. Pollack confirmed. Ms. Klein confirmed. Ms. Kiely Miller confirmed.
Mr. Griepentrog said the last topic is the special exception component. He said it does
not require any neighborhood notice at this time. He said it makes sense to align those
notification standards with the same as the conditional use standards. He said from a
consistency and administration standpoint it makes sense. President McKaig confirmed.
Mr. Wycklendt confirmed. Trustee Bockhorst confirmed. Mr. Pollack confirmed. Ms.
Klein confirmed. Ms. Kiely Miller confirmed.
Mr. Griepentrog said these were his main overall points and that the ratios will be a
larger discussion that he will have to compile data for. He will pull the data and provide
recommendations for the July meeting. President McKaig asked the difference between
parking code and regulations. Mr. Griepentrog said parking code is within the zoning
code and regulations are in the traffic section of the code.
President McKaig asked if commissioners wanted to weigh in on parking ratios. She
said the village was 1.75, Whitefish Bay was 1.5 and Milwaukee was 1:1 in the low
density areas and 2:3 in the high density areas. Ms. Kiely Miller said it was hard to have
an opinion without more data. She said until they really know about the tenants in
existing buildings and how many bedrooms and cars they have it would be hard.
President McKaig asked if she would not make a decision without that type of data
compiled apartment by apartment. Ms. Kiely Miller said surveys have been mentioned
9
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and that the data would be helpful. She said that the gentleman who spoke at the last
meeting who owned the apartment building at the corner of Prospect and Capitol stated
his surface lot was insufficient for his tenants and this was the only information she had.
President McKaig just wants to set a clear expectation for staff of what they are coming
back to and if it is manageable for the July meeting. Mr. Griepentrog said it is not
possible and that he could provide the number of apartment buildings and the number
of spaces they offer but does not have the resources to go unit by unit to gather data.
He will do his best to get a list of multi-family buildings and spaces they offer.
Mr. Wycklendt asked for more articles and information on trends. He does not want to
match other municipalities as Shorewood is unique. He would like data put into a format
so they can have a more robust discussion.
Mr. Pollack said in lieu of estimating demand by asking each complex we could look to
see how many daytime and overnight parking permits were requested. Trustee
Bockhorst asked if they could get lists of how many permits are requested by those in
single family homes and duplexes. She said in some of the congested areas residents
of multi-family buildings cannot get a daytime parking pass. She does not see the need
of reaching out to owners of apartment buildings for data.
Mr. Pollack thanked residents for the public feedback. He said he was interested in
understanding what residents want regarding quality of life and for them to describe that
so he can be crafting policy for it because he does not have the same perception.
President McKaig asked how they assess for what is a problem areas. She said they
did a parking analysis and a traffic study and neither identified any problem areas.
Trustee Bockhorst encouraged people to read the planning and vision
statements/documents to help find ways to improve the vision of the Village moving
forward. Ms. Kiely Miller added that the Plan Commission spent six plus months crafting
the Comprehensive Plan that is the highest plan in the Village. She said when they are
looking to do anything in the village that the Comprehensive Plan should be the go to
plan.
4.

Future agenda items.

Mr. Griepentrog stated there will be two conditional use applications on the next agenda in addition
to consideration of off-street parking.
5.

Adjournment.

Trustee Bockhorst moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:29 p.m., seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
Vote to adjourn 6-0.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Report to Plan Commission
August 13, 2021
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE: Discussion and possible recommendation of a Request for Proposals for consulting
services related to a Form-Based Code Update of the Village’s Commercial and Mixed-Use
Zoning Districts.
History and Topic Overview
The Village’s recently adopted Comprehensive Plan 2040 defines four strategic directions, the first of
which is to “Ensure Redevelopment on Capitol and Oakland Meets Community Goals.” The first subpoint of this direction is to “Engage in a form-based corridor planning study of the Capitol and Oakland
corridors and adopt specific, form-based zoning standards for these corridors that address physical
design and performance, in addition to land use. Through this process, develop specific requirements
and urban design features for buildings on Capitol and Oakland, based on surrounding context.”
Form-Based Zoning Standards are further defined within the Comprehensive Plan on page 182, as
follows:
Unlike conventional zoning, which emphasizes regulation of land uses (and separating land
uses), form-based zoning regulations emphasize the physical character of development
(development “form”). Form-based standards address land uses but focus on how
development relates to the context of surrounding development. In particular, a zoning code
with form-based standards considers the relationships between buildings and the street,
pedestrians and vehicles, and public spaces and private spaces. This Plan does not
recommend giving up land use control but rather recommends a hybrid approach that
regulates land use with the addition of specific, form-based standards.
Form-based standards are developed following a public design process, which creates
consensus and a clear vision as it relates to which aspects of the community should remain,
change, and be a model for future development, and big picture wishes. The updated code is
the implementation of that vision. Adopting form-based standards would enable the Village to
take a proactive approach toward potential redevelopment on Oakland and Capitol by
establishing upfront what the community wants rather than reacting to what it dislikes. For
further reading on form-based codes, refer to Form-Based Codes: A Step-by-Step Guide for
Communities, which is a handbook developed by the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for
Planning for use by communities in the Chicago metro area.
Additional information on form-based zoning may also be found at www.formbasedcodes.org.
For reference, the Plan Commission has submitted a “zoning map review” and ab “updated zoning
code relative to site design standards” as desired initiatives in 2019, 2020 and 2021. Implementation
was deferred for the completion of the Comprehensive Plan Update.
Based on the level of expertise and time required, a consultant will need to be hired to perform the
requested study. The project is expected to take approximately 6 months. The recommendation to
solicit consultation services will be followed up with a Capital Fund request of $50,000 within the 2022
budget.
The attached Request for Proposals has been drafted to solicit consulting services.
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Next Steps
The Plan Commission is requested to review the draft RFP and provide comment and ultimate
recommendation to the Village Board for publication. The Design Review Board will also be provided
a copy for their reference at an upcoming meeting. The current timeline anticipates Village Board
consideration prior to September 20th.
Suggested Motion
I move to recommend Village Board consideration of the Request for Proposals for consulting
services related to a Form-Based Code Update of the Village’s Commercial and Mixed-Use Zoning
Districts.
Materials Enclosed
• RFP – Form-Based Code Zoning Update
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Request for Proposal – To be Issued September 21, 2021
VILLAGE OF SHOREWOOD – FORM BASED CODE ZONING UPDATE
Proposal Requested
The Village of Shorewood is seeking a consultant to update the Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts within its
Zoning Code to include form-based elements alongside updated use classifications. The Village’s Central District
Master Plan Design Guidelines shall serve as a starting point, but incorporation of additional “best practice”
form-based elements are expected. This project is being initiated upon the recent adoption of the Village of
Shorewood Comprehensive Plan 2040. The consultant will work with the Planning & Development Director,
Plan Commission and Design Review Board to review the existing code and built environment, facilitate public
engagement, and draft the proposed update for consideration by the Village Board.
See the Project Scope included within this RFP for complete details.
Project Background
The village of Shorewood, Wisconsin (population 13,315 – 1.6 sq. miles) is located within Milwaukee County’s
North Shore communities. It is a built-out, first-ring, urban suburb of the city of Milwaukee that is amongst the
most densely developed municipalities in the state of Wisconsin. The village is a walkable and bikeable
community served by public transit. It is located adjacent to the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, and within
a short commute to employment within Downtown Milwaukee.
Over the last decade, the village has witnessed significant growth in its commercial corridors, much of which was
accomplished through Planned Development Districts. Some of that recent growth has challenged community
perceptions. Based on known redevelopment opportunities and its desirable location and real estate market,
the village expects to see continued redevelopment. It is hoped that a well-designed form-based code will
foster predictable improvements that are compatible with existing context and aligned with community
expectations.
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There are two intersecting commercial corridors (N. Oakland Ave. and E. Capitol Dr.) in the village that have
significant multi-story office, residential and mixed-use properties. This project will focus on updating the
zoning standards of these corridors. The N. Oakland Ave. corridor is approximately 1.25 miles. North of E.
Capitol Dr. it serves as the village’s traditional, walkable main street. N. Oakland Ave. south of E. Capitol Dr.
contains areas of mixed-use development but is more high-density residential in character. E. Capitol Dr., which
is also State Highway 190, features a two-lane divided roadway west of N. Oakland Ave., but a more walkable
small-scale development pattern east of N. Oakland Ave. E. Capitol Dr. also features significant portions of
institutional development (Shorewood High School, Atwater Elementary School and St. Robert’s Church).

The project will be led by the Planning & Development Director under the oversight of the Plan Commission and
in consultation with the Design Review Board. Ultimate approval will be required through the Village Board.
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Additional engagement with other Village committees and staff will be expected throughout the process.
Communication with and to those groups will be coordinated through the project leader (Planning and
Development Director).
Estimated Timeline
The Village anticipates that this update can be undertaken in the winter and spring with approval in summer of
2022. Details of the RFP timeline are noted below.
RFP published
Deadline for proposal questions and notice of interest
Proposal question responses emailed to consultants of interest
Proposals due
Firms notified of interview (if needed)
Interviews (if needed)
Plan Commission recommendation
Village Board approval of contract

September 21, 2021
October 8, 2021
October 15, 2021
October 22, 2021
October 29, 2021
November 8-12, 2021
November 23, 2021
December 6, 2021

The proposed review timeline is subject to change at the discretion of the Village. The Village anticipates the
need to conduct interviews within this RFP process. The Village will not be legally obligated to adhere to the
dates for interviews, recommendations, and award. Interviews will be with staff and possible representative(s)
of the Plan Commission, Design Review Board and Village Board.
Project Scope
PRIMARY WORK PRODUCT: This contract will result in a proposed form-based code, meant to update the
present zoning ordinance and other local land development regulations that apply to Shorewood’s commercial
corridors.
Task 1 Initial Review, Analysis and Project Introduction
A. Research and Interviews. The Consultant will review the existing, applicable zoning standards and
design guidelines in preparation to commence the project. Upon familiarity, the Consultant will
interview appropriate stakeholders involved with the project. These interviews will include groups and
individuals including elected officials, nonprofit organization leaders, property owners, neighborhood
representatives, local design professionals, developers, business organizations, and municipal staff.
B. Site Analysis. The Consultant will become familiar with the physical details of Shorewood’s commercial
corridors and the historic patterns of urbanism and architecture in the surrounding area.
C. Communication. The Consultant will draft a press release to inform the local community about the
planning efforts to be undertaken. The Consultant will provide information for the Village of
Shorewood’s website, including text, photographs, maps, renderings, and other images. This material
will describe the Consultant’s credentials and help explain the project’s process.
D. Project Introduction. The Consultant will introduce the project and present the findings from their
initial review and analysis to the Plan Commission.
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Task 2 Public Design Process
A. Generate necessary background maps. The Village of Shorewood will provide all necessary base map
information as needed by the Consultant. These documents will be used to produce the maps that will
be used during the preparation of the form-based code.
B. Public Workshop and/or Design Charrette. The Consultant will organize and lead at least two design
workshops or full planning charrettes to engage the community, gather ideas and goals, and formulate
implementation strategies. The Consultant will tailor the workshops or charrettes to obtain maximum
community input to produce the best possible master plan on which to base the new code. The
charrette format will also take into consideration the findings of the initial site analysis, input from staff,
and information obtained at previous meetings, workshops, and interviews. While the result will be new
land development regulations, the public process will include discussions of alternatives for street
design, street connectivity, and town planning strategies that create vital town centers, corridors, and
livable neighborhoods. At the conclusion of the workshops, the Consultant will present the work
generated to-date to the Plan Commission, including plans, renderings, and initial coding ideas that
reflect ideas articulated in the workshops. It is essential that local government officials attend this
presentation along with citizens, stakeholders and staff.
Task 3 Drafting the Form-Based Code
A. Design Parameters for the Form-Based Code. The new code will regulate development to ensure highquality public spaces defined by a variety of building types and uses including housing, retail, and office
space. The new code will incorporate a regulating plan, building form standards, use regulations as
needed, descriptive building or lot types, and other elements needed to implement the principles of
functional and vital urbanism and practical management of growth. Sections of this document would
typically include the following:
1. Overview, including definitions, principles, and intent; and explanation of the regulations and
process in clear user-friendly language.
2. Regulating Plan (a schematic representation of the master plan) illustrating the location of streets,
blocks, public spaces (such as greens, squares, and parks), and other special features. Regulating
plans may also include aspects of Building Form Standards such as “build-to-lines” or “required
building lines” and building type or form designations.
3. Building Form Standards governing basic building form, placement, and fundamental urban
elements to ensure that all buildings complement neighboring structures and the street. These
standards should be based upon study of building types appropriate for the region, climate, and
neighborhood vitality.
4. As determined to be necessary, building or lot types, architectural standards, landscape standards
and parking standards shall be incorporated.
B. Integration of the Form-Based Code. The form-based code must be integrated into the Village of
Shorewood’s existing regulatory framework in a manner that ensures procedural consistency,
conformity with state and local legal requirements, provides clarity as to applicability of existing
regulations, and maximizes the effectiveness of the code.
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Task 4 Refining the Form-Based Code
A. Presentation of First Draft. The Consultant will present the first draft of the form-based code to the
Plan Commission for the purpose of gathering comments. The presentation may be made before a joint
gathering of municipal boards and committees, as determined by the Village of Shorewood.
B. Presentation of the Second Draft. After making revisions in response to comments on the first draft,
the Consultant will present the second draft of the form-based code at another meeting to the Plan
Commission for recommendation of approval, as determined by the Village of Shorewood.
Task 5 Approval Process
A. Public Hearing Presentations. Upon recommendation of the draft form-based code by the Plan
Commission, the consultant will make a formal presentation to the Village Board.
B. Additional Revisions. The Consultant will be responsible for up to two rounds of revisions that may
become necessary between presentations. Village staff will be responsible for collecting comments,
questions, and suggestions for these refinements from various sources and consolidating them into a
series of action items for revision or responses.
Proposal Content
The proposal should not exceed 10 single-sided pages, not including appendices, and should address the
following:
1.
Transmittal Information
a. Firm’s name, address, telephone number and contact person(s).
b. Firm’s confirmation of understanding of the project and commitment to provide the appropriate
personnel, equipment and facilities to perform the scope of services as defined in this
document.
2.

Approach
a. Provide a description of the anticipated planning efforts in relation to the defined Project Scope.
b. Identify your expected public engagement efforts, including number and purpose of meetings or
other activities. Please include details of virtual or in-person expectations.
c. Outline your proposed staffing levels and activities.
d. Provide estimated hours for all tasks.

3.

Personnel Experience
For each project team member please submit a BRIEF description of the following:
a. Name
b. Proposed responsibilities
c. Professional registrations
d. Description of related past experience, particularly experience of a similar capacity on projects
of comparable size and/or scope
e. Profiles or resumes may be included within appendices.

4.

Previous work samples and references
a. Provide examples of previous, related work, including at least one adopted municipal formbased code. Full documents may be attached as hyperlinks or appendices, as necessary.
b. Provide a list of references of comparable clients.
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5.

Cost
a. Provide a cost “not to exceed” per task along with an hourly rate for each project team member
working on those tasks and the expected hours by task and position to satisfactorily perform the
scope of services.
i. Costs shall be commensurate to the proposed work. The Village does not anticipate
costs to exceed $50,000 but will review all proposals.
b. Please note there will be no reimbursement for travel time, meals, or mileage; these incidental
costs should be included in the hourly rates.
c. Describe the circumstances under which you would propose to modify the fees, including the
rate at which the Village would be charged for additional work, and how you would
communicate such a potential modification to the Village of Shorewood.

6.

Contract
a. Please attach a copy of your standard contract for these types of services in the email
submitting the proposal.

7.

Insurance
a. The proposal must include either a description of the firm’s insurance or a certificate of
insurance outlining the firm’s insurance policies which evidence compliance with the
requirements noted in the Terms and Conditions section of this RFP.

Terms and Conditions
Payment Terms
All invoices for services will be processed within 30 days based upon completion of defined deliverables to be
confirmed within the contract, pending verification and the receipt of any required documentation of services
provided in accordance with the terms of the agreement. Payment will be issued based on monthly invoices for
payment based on an hourly rate and identification of percentage of tasks completed.
Insurance
The successful firm shall agree that it will, at all times during the term of the agreement, keep in force and effect
insurance policies required by the contract, issued by a company or companies authorized to do business in the
State of Wisconsin and satisfactory to the Village. Such insurance shall be primary. Prior to execution of the
written contract, the successful firm shall furnish the Village with a Certificate of Insurance listing the Village as
an additional insured and upon request, certified copies of the required insurance policies. The Certificate shall
reference the contract and provide for thirty (30) days advance notice of cancellation or nonrenewal during the
term of the agreement. Failure to submit an insurance certificate, as required, can make the contract voidable at
the Village’s discretion. Additionally, the Firm shall not allow any subcontractor to commence work until the
aforementioned documents, where applicable, have been obtained from the subcontractor and approved by
Village of Shorewood.
Nondiscrimination
In connection with the performance of work under this agreement, the Firm agrees not to discriminate against
any employee or applicant for employment because of age, race, religion, color, marital status, sexual
orientation, sex, disability, national origin or ancestry. This provision must be included in all subcontracts.
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Assignment or Subcontract
The contract may not be assigned or subcontracted by the firm without the written consent of the Village. If all
or a portion of the contract work is proposed to be assigned or subcontracted, the name of the individual(s) to
complete the work, address and firm proposed shall be submitted within the scope of the proposal.
Independent Contractor Status
The firm agrees that it is an Independent Contractor with respect to the services provided pursuant to this
agreement. Nothing in this agreement shall be considered to create the relationship of employer and employee
between the parties.
Amendments to Contract
This contract may be modified only by written amendment to the contract, signed by both parties.
Waiver
One or more waivers by any party of any term of the contract will not be construed as a waiver of a subsequent
breach of the same or any other term. The consent or approval given by any party with respect to any act by the
other party requiring such consent or approval shall not be deemed to waive the need for further consent or
approval of any subsequent similar act by such party.
Indemnification and Defense of Suits
The firm agrees to indemnify, hold harmless, and defend the Village, its officers, agents and employees from any
and all liability including claims, demands, damages, actions or causes of action, together with any and all losses,
costs, or expense, including attorney fees, where such liability is founded upon or grows out of the acts, errors,
or omissions of the firm, its employees, agents or subcontractors.
Contract Period
The term of this contract will be specified in the contract based on the expected timeline to complete the
required analysis and plan document.
Termination of Contract
To be defined in the contract.
Professional Services Contract
If your proposal is accepted and a contract is issued, then this Request for Proposal and all documents attached
hereto including any amendments, the firm’s technical and price proposals, and any other written
offers/clarifications made by the firm and accepted by the Village, will be incorporated into a contract between
the Village and the firm, it shall contain all the terms and conditions agreed on by the parties hereto, and no
other agreement regarding the subject matter of this proposal shall be determined to exist or bind any of the
parties hereto.
The submission of a proposal shall be considered as a representation that the firm has carefully investigated all
conditions, has full knowledge of the scope, nature and quality of work required, and is familiar with all
applicable State, Federal and Local regulations that affect, or may at some future date affect the performance of
this contract.
Acceptance of this proposal will take place only upon award by the Village Board, execution of the contract by
the proper Village officials, and delivery of the fully executed contract to the firm. Acceptance may be revoked
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at any time prior to delivery of the fully executed contract to the successful firm. The contract may be amended
only by written agreement between the firm and the Village of Shorewood.
Selection Criteria
Village staff will consider the following in evaluation of the proposals:
1. Past record of performance of the consultant and team on similar projects.
2. Quality and content of the written proposal.
3. Experience and technical competence of the consultant and project team assigned to the project
(developing municipal form-based codes, building community consensus, written and oral presentation
skills, etc.), including previous work samples and references.
4. Familiarity of the consultant with the types of issues typically encountered on projects such as this and
the recommended alternatives to address such issues.
5. General understanding and agreement with the consultant’s approach to the project, including public
engagement and the Village’s confidence in the consultant’s ability to satisfactorily perform the work.
6. Ability to complete the project within the necessary time frame.
7. Participation of Disadvantaged Business Enterprises.
8. Cost.
Instructions to Firms
Submittal Instructions
1. Please provide one (1) digital copy of the proposal to:
Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org
Identify proposal name within the subject line of the email:
Form-Based Code Zoning Update
Deadline:
4:30 PM CST
Friday, October 22, 2021
2. Proposals will be accepted on or before the deadline identified above. Proposals received after that date
and time will be rejected. Proposals will not be opened publicly.
3. Questions regarding this RFP should only be directed to staff member identified above. Contact with
elected officials, committee members and other staff members is grounds for disqualification.
This RFP does not commit the Village to award a contract, to pay any costs incurred in the preparation of a
response to this request or to procure or contract for services or supplies. Depending on cost, the Village may
opt to remove portions of the scope, prior to the contract period. The Village reserves the right to accept or
reject any or all proposals received as a result of this request, to waive minor irregularities in the procedure, to
negotiate with any qualified source, or to cancel in part or in its entirety, this RFP, if it is in the best interest of
the Village of Shorewood to do so.
Amendments
Amendment of proposals may be done as follows:
By Village: This Request for Proposals may be amended by the Village in response to need for further
clarification, specifications and/or requirements changes, new opening date, etc. Copies of the amendment will
be mailed to prospective vendors.
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By Firm: Proposals may only be amended by submitting a later-dated proposal that specifically states that it is
amending an earlier proposal. No proposal may be amended after the proposal due date, unless requested by
the Village.
Proposals may be withdrawn only in total, and only by a written request to the Village prior to the time and date
scheduled for opening of proposals.
Contract Administration
The primary contact for contract administration of this proposal:
Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
bgriepentrog@villageofshorewood.org
(414) 847-2647
In the absence of the primary contact, the secondary contact for contraction administration is:
Rebecca Ewald, Village Manager
rewald@villageofshorewood.org
(414) 847-2701
-

END DOCUMENT -
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mark Warhus
Bart Griepentrog
RFP FOR FORM BASED ZONING
Monday, August 23, 2021 11:11:45 AM



 Bart Griepentrog, Planning and Developmet Director
When the planning commission meets on Tuesday August 24 to consider the “Discussion and
possible recommendation of a Request for Proposals (RFP) for consulting services related to a Formbased Code Update of the Village’s Commercial and Mixed- Use Zoning Districts,” I would like these
comments entered into the record.  
  
As the village seeks to change zoning styles through “a form-based corridor planning study of the
Capitol and Oakland corridors and adopt specific, form-based zoning standards for these corridors”, I
believe it is imperative that resident education, involvement, and decision making be involved in the
process.  This is especially important as the Comprehensive Plan 2040 that is the basis for this effort
was completed during the height of the Covid epidemic and from my research had at most 100
individuals involved in the process.
Furthermore, I believe the 2 design charrettes and one public presentation called for in the RFP are
inadequate for the required public participation.  Multiple methods exist for educating, informing,
and gather public opinion.  The recent Keep Lake Drive Green campaign is an excellent example of
public information, education, and opinion gathering.  Surely, Shorewood could use similar methods
and technologies in planning something so important as what our village commercial corridors will
look like for future generations.
I sincerely hope that the Planning Commission will call for innovative and effective public
participation as we all plan for the future of our community.
Mark Warhus
4071 N Stowell Ave.

Mark Warhus
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Report to Plan Commission
August 13, 2021
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE: Discussion and possible recommendation of modifications to front and street side yard
patio requirements, as detailed in 535-9F(2).
History and Topic Overview
The Village regulates the installation of residential patios within its zoning chapter, more specifically
within 535-9F Site restrictions alongside decks, porches and driveways. The Plan Commission most
recently discussed and suggested modifications to patio requirements in 2015 (Ord 2059) and 2017
(Ord 2080), both of which were approved by the Village Board.
Based on the current regulations, all front and street side yard patios shall be reviewed and approved
by the Design Review Board (DRB). Amongst other things, the DRB reviews plans to confirm that the
patio is “screened from public view by natural vegetation.” DRB has typically interpreted that to mean
continuous, year-round screening from plant materials that are of a certain height.
On May 13, 2021, the DRB reviewed a screening plan for a patio at 4349 N. Woodburn Pl., which
proposed peony plants as the natural vegetation. DRB disallowed peony plants to be used because
they would not provide adequate year-round screening. They conditioned their approval on changing
the plant materials to something that would provide that year-round screening to be confirmed by
staff.
The applicant disagreed with that approval and appealed the decision to the Board of Appeals. On
July 13, 2021, the Board of Appeals took up the matter and ruled in favor of the applicant, noting that
the lawn provided adequate screening within the parameters of the code.
This decision was brought to the DRB’s attention on July 22, 2021, at which point they discussed
changes to the code to clarify their preferred screening requirements. Those suggestions were
recommended for consideration at their August 12, 2021 meeting.
As a general summary, the recommendations would add a definition of a patio, including minimum
size requirements, remove “directly” from the adjacency clause, acknowledging that homeowners
oftentimes want landscaping in between for both buffer and drainage purposes, and provide the
following screening language:
In addition, the stone patio surface shall be screened from public view by year-round, continuous,
natural vegetation of at least 18 inches in height, such as shrubs, ornamental grasses or perennial
plants that provide screening through the winter months. High quality, decorative masonry or
concrete walls, and permanent planters, no higher than 3 ft., may be used in combination with natural
vegetation to achieve year-round screening. No fences shall serve as the primary screening materials.
Because the requirements are listed within the Zoning Chapter, the Plan Commission is being asked
to review and confirm acceptance of their recommendation. If agreed upon, the matter will be
scheduled for consideration by the Village Board at a future meeting.
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Next Steps
The Plan Commission is requested to review the proposed changes and provide recommendation to
the Village Board for consideration. Because this change relates to zoning standards, a class 2 notice
would need to be published and a public hearing convened before the Village Board before the matter
may be approved. If a recommendation were provided by the Plan Commission at the August 24th
meeting, Village Board consideration could take place on September 20, 2021.
Suggested Motion
I move to recommend Village Board consideration of modifications to front and street side yard patio
requirements detailed in 535-9F(2), as suggested by the Design Review Board and contained within
the staff report.
Materials Enclosed
• Proposed patio plans – 4349 N Woodburn Pl
• May 13, 2021 Design Review Board minutes
• July 13, 2021 Board of Appeals minutes – DRAFT
• July 22, 2021 Design Review Board minutes
• 535-9F(2) current
• 535-9F(2) proposed
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Design Review Board
Meeting Minutes
Thursday, May 13, 2021
via tele/videoconference

1. Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 5:01 p.m.
Members present: Wesley Brice, Bryan Koester (acting Chair), Ryan O’Connor, Larry
Pachefsky and Mike Skauge.
Others present: Dorothy Shashko, Rosina Bloomingdale, Genevieve Liesemeyer, Shawn
Welsh, Ron Hartzheim, Michael Julian, Jill Julian, Jason Rose, Jim Himmelstein, Michael
Dlugi, Abraham Elizondo, and Planning & Development Director Bart Griepentrog.
2. Approval of the April 22, 2021 meeting minutes.
Mr. Pachefsky motioned to approve the minutes as drafted; seconded by Mr. O’Connor. Vote
5-0.
7. Consideration of the application and plans on file for the installation of street side yard
patio at residential property 4349 N. Woodburn Street.
Director Griepentrog provided an overview of the project, noting that in 2020 the homeowner
had a contractor install a new side yard sidewalk and driveway and within the process
unknowingly installed what was also considered a side yard patio. Ms. Shashko clarified that
the side yard walkway previously existed as a lannon stone walk, but was improved to a
smooth surface for safety. Director Griepentrog noted that although the newly constructed area
was not used as a patio that it could be in the future and required landscape screening per code.
He noted that the applicant has offered to plant a row of peonies in front of it, which would
match other plantings in the vicinity.
Chair Koester confirmed that previous applicants were required to install year-round
landscaping. He also noted that an 18” minimum has been the typical standard. Ms. Shashko
suggested that year-round screening was not possible due to snow removal. She stated that
shoveling show to the north was the only possibility. Mr. Skauge disagreed, believing that the
snow could also be shoveled to the west. Chair Koester restated that year-round screening was
the expectation and suggested that boxwoods could be planted. Mr. O’Connor agreed.
Mr. O’Connor motioned to approve the plans with respect to the location and size of the
screening, but subject to the inclusion of year-round plantings to be confirmed by Village staff;
seconded by Mr. Skauge. Vote 5-0.
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3. Further consideration of the application and plans on file for a rear two-story addition at
residential property 3958 N. Stowell Avenue.
Ms. Liesemeyer presented updated plans to the north elevation for reconsideration. The first
option, which was the homeowner’s preference, involved additional cedar shakes, whereas the
second option utilized stucco. It was also noted that the railing on the second story balcony had
been updated.
Mr. O’Connor questioned how the roof detail stops after turning the corner onto the north
elevation. Ms. Liesemeyer referred to it as a turnback.
Mr. O’Connor confirmed that the addition was co-planer with the existing house. Mr.
Pachefsky questioned if a step-back on the new elevation was possible, and Ms. Liesemeyer
noted that it was not since the wall was an extension of the kitchen and needed to be straight for
cabinetry purposes.
Ms. Liesemeyer suggested that the additional shake balanced out the elevation, whereas the
stucco looked heavy. Mr. Skauge confirmed that shakes were also installed on the east and
west side dormers. Mr. Pachefsky noted that cedar shakes were historically only used on the
upper story. Mr. Skauge suggested that a frieze board and drip edge should be installed at the
bottom to protect from water damage. Ms. Liesemeyer agreed.
Mr. Brice noted a dislike of the partial roof on the north elevation and how it terminated. He
suggested that it should be extended to the gambrel roof. Ms. Liesemeyer noted that was not
possible, since the new roof stuck out further than the existing gambrel. She noted that there
was no ideal place to stop. Mr. Skauge noted that this elevation was never going to be seen
from the public right of way.
Mr. Skauge motioned to approve the plans as detailed in option 1 (cedar shakes), with the
addition of a frieze board and drip edge to protect the cedar shakes from damage; seconded by
Mr. O’Connor. Vote 4-1 (Mr. Brice voting nay.)
4. Further consideration of the application and plans on file for the modification of the front
porch at residential property 4304 N. Murray Avenue.
Mr. Welsh presented updated porch plans including a cross section of the proposed railing. He
noted that the dimensions of the primary posts were 8”x8” and that the interior posts were
4”x4”. He pointed out that 5/4” Ipe with custom steel bracketing would be utilized for the top
rail and stated that a grab rail would need to be installed on the stairway per code, since the top
rail would not work out. He also reminded the Board that the stone pillars were to be
repurposed as stone foundations, and suggested that up to three stones would be utilized to
match up with the house’s foundation.
Chair Koester believed that all previously questioned details had been answered. Mr. Skauge
agreed.
Mr. Skauge motioned to approve the plans as submitted; seconded by Mr. O’Connor. Vote 5-0.
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5. Consideration of the application and plans on file for the installation of a street side yard
patio at residential property 2001 E. Lake Bluff Blvd.
Mr. Hartzheim provided an overview of his proposed street side yard patio, noting that stone
paver blocks would be utilized on the 24’10” x 9’ patio. He noted that four dwarf Alberta
spruce bushes would be planted and provided that those bushes grow to an average height of 6’
to 8’ with a width of 4’ to 5’. Director Griepentrog also pointed out that a 4’ tall fence would
be installed to enclose the patio, but reminded the Board that the code does not allow for
fencing to serve as screening by itself.
Chair Koester questioned the distance from the sidewalk to the fence and was informed that it
was 8 feet. Mr. O’Connor noted that the proposed landscaping satisfied the code’s
requirement. It was noted that if the bushes grow as expected that future trimming may be
required.
Mr. O’Connor motioned to approve the plans, as submitted; seconded by Mr. Skauge. Vote 50.
6. Consideration of the application and plans on file for the installation of a second story
rear deck, the removal of a window and the installation of a patio door at residential
property 4149 N. Morris Blvd.
Mr. Rose provided an overview of the project, which involved a second-story rear deck
addition. He noted that the deck would project 16’ from the rear of the house and be between
13’ to 10’8” wide. One side of the deck would be angled in order to avoid the garage.
Although the plans noted a height of 3’5”, Mr. Rose noted that the deck would actually be 9’ to
10’ off the ground. He also pointed out that a lighting plan had been provided and clarified that
the light shown on the plan was not from the direct source.
Chair Koester noted that the deck looked quite large for the size of the house. Mr. Rose
disagreed and said it would be just big enough for a table and grill. Mr. O’Connor suggested
that it was large for a second story deck. Mr. Julian noted that it was coming off of the second
floor living room. Mr. Pachefsky questioned if the deck could be rotated 180 degrees so that
the long edge was along the house. Mr. Rose stated that it would not work. Chair Koester
restated that it felt big for the space.
Chair Koester questioned the details of the door and was informed it was a Marvin sliding
French patio door with trim to match the windows. Mr. O’Connor questioned if the door
header would be lower than the windows, as shown on the plan. Mr. Rose stated that it would
not and that the doors and window heights would align.
Mr. Brice stated that it was hard to completely understand the project without better plans. He
requested that a site plan be provided to understand the deck’s relationship to the garage. He
also noted that a plan view showing exactly how the deck attached to the house would be
desired. Mr. O’Connor and Chair Koester agreed. Mr. Rose questioned why details were
required. It was noted that the plans needed to be understood in context with the house and
garage.
Mr. Brice questioned how the support columns would be treated and how they would terminate
into the ground level patio. Mr. Pachefsky suggested that cross bracing may also be required.
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The item was deferred for further information, as discussed.
8. Consideration of the application and plans on file for the installation of a wall sign at
commercial property 3551 N. Oakland Avenue.
Director Griepentrog summarized the memo prepared for this item and stated that the 18” halolit channel letter sign met technical code requirements. He noted that the Board was being
asked to discuss aesthetics. Mr. Himmelstein was present to answer any questions.
Chair Koester questioned how tall the lettering for the former tenant (Super Cuts) had been.
Director Griepentrog noted that he was unable to find that information. Mr. Himmelstein stated
that the neighboring tenant’s sign (Select Property Group) was recently installed by their
company, and he believed that sign was 19” tall. (The approved plans on file for that sign
indicate they are 18”.) Mr. Himmelstein noted that based on comments provided by Director
Griepentrog that the size of this sign was reduced to meet code.
Chair Koester noted that he was ok with the sign, as proposed.
Mr. O’Connor motioned to approve the plans, as submitted; seconded by Mr. Skauge. Vote 5-0.
9. Consideration by Special Exception of the application and plans on file for an existing
monument sign at commercial property 4156 N. Oakland Avenue.
Director Griepentrog noted that this Special Exception consideration had been brought forth
based on a recent inspection where it was noted that the sign had not been installed to its
approved design. He noted that the 2016 approval had indicated routed-out tenant panels were
to be installed. However, that same plan also showed an acrylic face with opaque vinyl
overlay, but since that was not allowed per code, a Special Exception would have been required
to install it in that manner. The applicant was seeking that Special Exception through this
application.
Mr. Dluigi noted that there was a limited area available for the tenant panels. He stated that
based on the small size, the copy would not be visible from routed out metal panels, unless seen
from straight on. He noted that once you would step to the side, the copy would disappear. He
stated that an opaque vinyl overlay would provide the same exact look and allow the copy of
the tenant panels to be visible.
Mr. O’Connor thanked the applicant for the thorough explanation.
Mr. Skauge motioned to approve the Special Exception based on the sign’s construction type
(4) and its size (7); seconded by Mr. O’Connor. Vote 5-0.
10. Consideration of the application and plans on file for a wall sign at commercial property
4166 N. Oakland Avenue.
Director Griepentrog summarized the content of his cover memo on the topic and noted that the
sign review was a bit atypical because the sign was not located within a sign band. He noted
that the cumulative sum of the sign text and logo area, the sign conformed to the required
standard. He confirmed that the sign would feature open face channel letters, which per the
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Village’s channel letter handout have been allowed. The sign would also feature a halo-lit
logo, which would also feature varying levels of opacity. Mr. Elizondo noted that the proposed
sign would be slightly smaller than the neighboring tenant signage for Great Clips.
Mr. Skauge noted that the sign would be an improvement from what had been installed. Mr.
O’Connor and Chair Koester agreed.
Mr. O’Connor motioned to approve the sign, as proposed; seconded by Mr. Skauge. Vote 5-0.
11. Adjournment
Mr. Pachefsky motioned to adjourn the meeting at 6:41 p.m.; seconded by Mr. O’Connor. Vote
5-0.
Recorded by,

Bart Griepentrog, AICP
Planning & Development Director
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VILLAGE OF SHOREWOOD
BOARD OF APPEALS MINUTES
July 13, 2021

DRAFT

1.

Call to Order
Mr. Paulson called the meeting to order at 5:32 p.m.

2.

Roll Call
Members present: April Toy, Michael Paulson, Kara Espera and Wendy Smith (alternate 1) and Jon
Toutenhoofd (alternate 2). Adam Burns and Karen Tidwall were excused. A quorum was noted
present.
Others present: Village Attorney Nathan Bayer, Building Inspector Justin Burris

3.

Statement of Public Notice
Clerk Bruckman stated that the meeting had been posted and noticed according to law.

4.

Consider Board of Appeals Internal Operating Rules
Attorney Bayer explained besides the state statute that governs the Board of Appeals has the
authority to adopt additional internal policies and procedures to assist with running the meetings.
Mr. Paulson explained section 6, the last sentence should say “a motion for reconsideration, having
failed shall not be renewed.” Attorney Bayer explained the language could be cleaned up. It was
originally adopted that way to be consistent with chapter 155 of the Village Code which is what
currently governs the Village Board.
Mr. Paulson questioned the decision to a written order. In the past the Board of Appeals has
reached the decision and staff will implement without a formal written. Mr. Paulson explained he
does not have a problem leaving the procedure with the written decision when appropriate. Attorney
Bayer explained it’s helpful for staff to have the formalized decision to be kept on file.
Ms. Smith explained there is a typo first line referring to the Wisconsin statute it should say 62.23
instead of 63.23. Attorney Bayer will correct the typo.
Ms. Smith explained Section 3 the designation of an alternate member, the alternate member
should be documented in the meeting minutes. Attorney Bayer further explained in section 3 in
respect to reaching a quorum the Board will need to decide if there is a situation of three members
and one alternate, if the alternate should participate. He stated there is a potential for a tie vote.
Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Mr. Toutenhoofd to adopt the Board of Appeals Internal Operating
Rules that alternate member presence should be reflected in the meeting minutes. Motion carried 5
– 0.

5.

Approval of May 11, 2021 meeting minutes
Mr. Paulson moved, seconded by Ms. Smith to approve the minutes of July 8, 2021 meeting
minutes with removing alternate from Kara Espera’s name in the roll call. Motion passed 5 - 0.

6.

Attorney to Review Standards by which the Board of Appeals must abide.
Mr. Paulson outlined procedures for the meeting and introduced Attorney Bayer who outlined the
procedures by which the Board of Appeals (BOA) must abide and the legal standards involved.
Attorney Bayer explained the power of the Board of Appeals to grant variances is granted under
§535-55 of the Village of Shorewood Municipal Code. The Board of Appeals can hear and grant
variances that are not contrary to the public interest whereby owing to special conditions, a literal
enforcement will result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship, so that the spirit and purpose
of the building code shall be observed and the public safety, welfare and justice secured. Some
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specific findings must be reflected in the minutes before a request for a variance can be granted. If
you decide to grant a variance, you must find the following “(a) Exceptional circumstances. There
must be exceptional, extraordinary or unusual circumstances or conditions applying to the lot,
parcel or structure that does not apply generally to other properties in the same district and the
granting of the variance would not be of so general or recurrent nature as to suggest that this
chapter should be changed. (b) Absence of detriment. The variance will not create substantial
detriment to adjacent property and will not materially impair or be contrary to the purpose and the
spirit of this chapter or the public interest.”
7.

Consideration of a request for a variance of Village Codes 225-7 F. (4) & 535-19 F. (5) for the
placement of an A/C condenser in the southwest yard within the setback at residential
property 3563 N. Cramer St.
Justin Burris, Village of Shorewood Building Inspector was sworn in.
The property owners of 3563 N Cramer St. are seeking a variance to place an A/C condenser in the
Southwest side and rear yard setbacks of the property. The Village received the HVAC Permit
application on May 07, 2021, and the Village received the Board of Appeals application on May 24,
2021.
The proposed location violates both the Building Chapter and the Zoning Chapter of the Village
ordinances.
Zoning/Applicable Regulations:
225-7 F. (4): Air-conditioning units may not be located in front yards or rear or side setbacks.
[Added 2-25-2008 by Ord. No. 1935]
535-19 F (5):
Setback:
(a) Front, minimum: 25 feet or the average of existing setbacks on the side of the street where the
property is located, between the two closest intersecting streets, whichever is greater.
(b) Rear, minimum: three feet.
(c) Side: [1] Interior, minimum: three feet.
Mr. Burris explained he received an email from Todd and Shanna Davis in support of the variance.
Ms. Smith questioned if there was an alternative site that could confirm that is not the patio area.
Mr. Burris explained the lot itself is legal non-conforming. There is very little yard that is actually the
owner’s property, the only area that would be available north of the house and south the garage.
Sarah Wang and Joe Wang, applicants were sworn in
Mr. Wang explained there is no place on the property that would be conforming other than the patio
area.
Ms. Toy clarified the space does not allow for much recreation outside. Ms. Wang explained the
drainage issues are due to the area being graded too high causing leaks in the basement and
foundation issues.
Testimony was closed.
Ms. Toy explained the property in relation to the size of the house on it presents obstacles; granting
an exception would avoid undue hardship. The Board unanimously agreed with the comment.
Mr. Paulson moved, seconded by Ms. Toy to grant a request for a variance of Village Codes 225-7
F. (4) & 535-19 F. (5) for the placement of an A/C condenser in the southwest yard within the
setback at residential property 3563 N. Cramer St. Motion carried 5 – 0.
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8.

Appeal the interpretation and decision of the Village of Shorewood Design Review Board
from the May 13, 2021 meeting pertaining to a street side yard patio, and required screening
at residential property 4349 N. Woodburn St.
Attorney Bayer explained the appeal is challenging the Design Review Board interpretation and
application of the code. The decision by the Design Review Board and the specific village code
section they were interpreting and application of the code. 535.3 f2a4 The stone surfaced shall be
screened by public view by natural vegetation.
Justin Burris, Village of Shorewood Building Inspector was sworn in.
The property owners of 4349 N Woodburn St. are appealing the decision rendered by the Village of
Shorewood Design Review Board on May 13, 2021.
The meeting was for the consideration of the application and plans on file for the installation of a
street side yard patio at residential property 4349 N. Woodburn Street. The application and plan
was ultimately approved, but subject to the inclusion of year-round plantings.
The owner would prefer no plantings at all, but had offered to plant a row of peonies in front of the
patio, which would match other plantings in the vicinity. While the DRB has historically requested
“year-round” plantings, the Village ordinance does not specify what vegetation shall be used to
screen a patio and notes only, “screened from public view by natural vegetation.”
Is the stone surface actually visible because they are on a hill? What can a passerby actually see?
Walkways do not require a permit; the area is large (it’s a patio) agree from street view it can’t be
seen, barely visible from the sidewalk.
Mr. Paulson moved, seconded by Mr. Toutenhoofd to grant the appeal and reverse the decision of
the Village of Shorewood Design Review Board from the May 13, 2021 meeting pertaining to a
street side yard patio, and required screening at residential property 4349 N. Woodburn St be
reversed and find that the lawn provides adequate screening in meaning of the code at this
particular property.

9.

Consideration of a request for a variance of Village Code 535-19 F. (5) (b) & (c) for the
placement of a detached garage in the West and North rear and side yard setbacks at
residential property 1908 E. Lake Bluff Blvd.
Justin Burris, Village of Shorewood Building Inspector was sworn in.
The property owner of 1908 E Lake Bluff Blvd. is seeking a variance to construct a new 14’x20’
single car garage. The Village approved the Building Permit application on April 28, 2021. The
original permit submittal complied with the zoning regulations, and on May 20, 2021 a
forms/foundation inspection was conducted and approved. Only after the foundation/garage slab
was in, did the owner realize that getting the car in/out of the garage would be nearly impossible
given the location of the new garage in relation to the house; the Village received the Board of
Appeals application on June 22, 2021.
The former garage was 10’x18’, and was legal non-conforming as it did not meet the rear or side
yard setback requirements.
Zoning/Applicable Regulations:
535-19 F (5):
Setback:
(a) Front, minimum: 25 feet or the average of existing setbacks on the side of the street where the
property is located, between the two closest intersecting streets, whichever is greater.
(b) Rear, minimum: three feet.
(c) Side: [1] Interior, minimum: three feet.
Page 52 of 60

Existing Conditions:
Zoning District R-6 Existing actuals:
Minimum lot width: 40’ feet Compliant 40’ feet
Minimum area: 4,500sq.ft. Non-Compliant 4,256sq.ft.
Pamela Wilkie was sworn in. neighbors garage, doesn’t sit as far back. Ask for the variance and
received it. Still have a hard time getting the car in and out.
Mr. Paulson moved, seconded by Ms. Toy to grant the variance of Village Code 535-19 F. (5) (b) &
(c) for the placement of a detached garage in the West and North rear and side yard setbacks at
residential property 1908 E. Lake Bluff Blvd to within 1 foot of the property lot lines. Motion carried
5-0
10.

Consideration of a request for a variance of Village Code 535-19 F. (5) (b) for the placement
of a detached garage in the West rear yard setback at residential property 2315 E. Olive St.
Justin Burris, Village of Shorewood Building Inspector was sworn in.
The property owners of 2315 E Olive St. are seeking a variance to construct a new 13’x20’ single
car
garage in the same location as the current garage that encroaches six inches into the side yard
setback. The Village received the Building Permit application on May 07, 2021, and received the
Board of Appeals application on June 23, 2021.
The proposed location violates the Zoning Chapter of the Village ordinances.
Zoning/Applicable Regulations:
535-19 F (5):
Setback:
(a) Front, minimum: 25 feet or the average of existing setbacks on the side of the street where the
property is located, between the two closest intersecting streets, whichever is greater.
(b) Rear, minimum: three feet.
(c) Side: [1] Interior, minimum: three feet.
Existing Conditions:
Zoning District R-6 Existing actuals:
Minimum lot width: 40’ feet Non-Compliant 35’ feet
Minimum area: 4,500sq.ft. Non-Compliant 3,150sq.ft.
Minimum “green space” 30% of lot _ 945sq.ft. Compliant +/- 1,200sq.ft.
Staff Comments:
The lot and improvements upon it are legal non-conforming, as the house itself does not meet the
side yard setback requirements, and the lot is undersized.
Mr. Paulson moved, seconded by Mr. Toutenhoofd to grant a variance of Village Code 535-19 F. (5)
(b) for the placement of a detached garage in the West rear yard setback at residential property
2315 E. Olive St. with an intrusion into the side yard setback not to exceed 6 inches. Motion carried
3 – 2.

11.

Adjournment
Mr. moved, seconded by Ms. to adjourn the meeting at p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Sara Bruckman, CMC/WCMC, Clerk
Page 53 of 60

Design Review Board
Meeting Minutes
Thursday, July 22, 2021
via tele/videoconference

1. Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 5:01 p.m.
Members present: Chair Scott Kraehnke, Wesley Brice, Bryan Koester, Lybra Loest, Ryan
O’Connor, Larry Pachefsky and Mike Skauge.
Others present: Andy Lehn, James Lucas, Meg Baniukiewicz, Matthew Krier, Melissa Cataldo,
Kelly Hanaway, Planning & Development Director Bart Griepentrog.
2. Approval of the July 8, 2021 meeting minutes.
Mr. Pachefsky motioned to approve the minutes as drafted; seconded by Mr. Koester. Vote 70.
3. Further consideration of the application and plans on file for the expansion of an existing
dormer (north elevation) at residential property 4406-08 N. Murray Avenue.
Andy Lehn and James Lucas were present to discuss their updated plans. It was noted that the
roof design on the proposed dormer had been modified to include a hip on all sides. An
additional window was added on the east side of the dormer lining up with the windows below
it, and additional wood trim was added to the bank of three windows to space them out to
match other window banks on the house. Lastly, it was noted that the proposed shake material
(CertainTeed Cedar Impressions Perfection) was able to be installed with a mitered corner.
Chair Kraehnke questioned if the proposed shake was synthetic or read wood. Mr. Lehn
informed that it was synthetic.
Mr. O’Connor stated that the revised drawings were helpful and that the changes made sense.
Mr. Brice questioned the exposure of the proposed vinyl shake in relation to the existing cedar
shake. Mr. Lehn noted that the existing vertical reveal was 6-7 inches, and the new product
would be similar. He also noted that the color would match. Mr. Brice noted that he was still
not in favor of mixing the vinyl shake with the existing cedar shake. Mr. Brice also questioned
the proposed sill nosing and head and jam casing on the new windows. Mr. Lucas stated that
these new dormer windows were designed to match the other third floor windows on the south
side of the house. Mr. Brice noted a preference to match the windows in the wood trimmed
portion on the same elevation. Mr. Lucas noted that could be done. Chair Kraehnke and Mr.
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Koester agreed with that direction. Mr. Koester also expressed concern over the addition of a
third material.
Ms. Loest questioned if the new windows would align with each other. Mr. Lucas stated that
the windows were all identical and would line up.
Chair Kraehnke questioned if the intent was to hold the dormer framing back from the existing
hip or to line up directly with it. Mr. Lucas stated that he did not want to involve the existing
hip ridge. Chair Kraehnke stated his preference would be to hold back the new framing from
the main hip. Mr. Lucas agreed and confirmed that is what would take place. Mr. O’Connor
agreed with that direction, as did Mr. Skauge.
Mr. Koester reiterated his concern over the introduction of a third material and noted potential
color differences. Chair Kraehnke believed the roof provided a break so that the shake
materials would not touch. He also noted that the new shakes would be high on the house and
hard to see. Mr. Brice noted that he was not in favor of the vinyl. Mr. Pachefsky stated that he
would rather see a cedar shake be used.
Mr. Lehn noted that the shape, color, texture, and color of the new material would match the
existing, that the corners would be mitered and that the roof provided an interruption. He stated
that the photos don’t give a great impression of reality and that it will be quite hard to even see
the dormer from the street. He also noted that maintenance of the new material would be
easier, particularly at this height.
Mr. Pachefsky noted that the other dormer was clad in cedar shake and believed this new one
should be as well for consistency. Mr. Brice noted that vinyl does not age well, and the
difference will become more noticeable in the future. Chair Kraehnke asked Director
Griepentrog to confirm whether material selection was under the DRB’s review authority, and
Director Griepentrog noted that the review should confirm that the addition matches or
complements the existing house and that materials could be part of that discussion. An
informal poll was taken, which revealed that the members were split on whether or not that
vinyl material was acceptable, with one member undecided. Mr. Lehn stated that the cost of
cedar shake would be approximately an additional $1,000.
Mr. O’Connor motioned to approve the plans, as drawn (with the CertainTeed Cedar
Impressions Perfection vinyl shakes), but with the windows aligned and trimmed to match the
house; seconded by Mr. Skauge. Vote 4-3 (Mr. Pachefsky, Mr. Koester and Mr. Brice voting
no).
4. Consideration of the application and plans on file for the conversion of an existing
attached garage into living space and the installation of French doors (west elevation) at
residential property 4471 N. Prospect Avenue.
Meg Baniukiewicz, the project architect, provided an overview of the plans, which involved the
conversion of an existing one-car attached garage into living space. She noted that a set of
three sliding French doors with the center panel active and a bank of four casement style
windows that match the existing house would be added to the west elevation. The west
elevation would also have a new stucco finish applied to its entirety, matching the other three
sides which were recently recoated. She noted that the existing garage door on the south
elevation would be infilled with stucco to match, and two casement windows would be added.
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Director Griepentrog confirmed that a new detached garage would also eventually be
constructed. Ms. Baniukiewicz also noted that a window would be infilled on the north façade
to accommodate a new kitchen range.
Chair Kraehnke confirmed that the new windows in the existing garage would be added at the
same head and sill height. Mr. O’Connor stated that the improvements made sense and fit the
style of the house. Mr. Skauge agreed and noted that the improvements enhance the house.
Mr. Skauge motioned to approve the plans, as drawn; seconded by Mr. Koester. Vote 7-0.
5. Consideration of the application and plans on file for the installation of a dormer (west
elevation) at residential property 4467 N. Ardmore Avenue.
Matthew Krier from Design Group Three was present to discuss the project. He noted that the
project would allow the owners to add a bathroom on the second floor to their master suite.
The exterior siding on the dormer is proposed to match the siding of the garage, which is a 3inch exposure cedar. He noted that the roof will be completely replaced.
Mr. O’Connor asked how the new dormer materials would meet the existing brick. Mr. Krier
noted that there is a slight offset. Mr. Skauge confirmed that the new windows would match
the existing. Ms. Loest noted that there was no siding on the front of the house. Mr. Krier
noted that the garage featured the same cedar siding.
Mr. Skauge motioned to approve the plans, as drawn; seconded by Mr. O’Connor. Vote 7-0.
7. Consideration of the application and plans of file for the installation of an illuminated
monument sign at commercial property 4201 N. Oakland Avenue.
Melissa Cataldo from Innovative Signs was present to discuss the proposed plans. Director
Griepentrog noted that revised plans were received in the morning that met the Village’s code
with respect to size and that his memo had been updated to reflect that. He noted that a night
view had been provided to confirm the illumination methodology of the routed out lettering,
which has been previously allowed by the Board. Ms. Cataldo provided that the proposed
illumination was 6500K, and Director Griepentrog noted that the Board has previously
expressed a desire to keep signs at or below 3500k.
Mr. Brice confirmed that the new sign would be shorter than the existing sign. Ms. Cataldo
noted that the current sign is 8 ft. tall and the new sign would only be 5 feet 5 inches. Mr.
Brice was also informed that the base of the sign would be the same height, but wider. Mr.
Brice stated that the proposed sign would look better with the shorter design. Ms. Loest
questioned the suggested illumination limitation. Director Griepentrog noted that the Board
had desired to provide consistency throughout the district and has historically requested
illumination at or below 3500k. Mr. O’Connor clarified that the specification related to the
temperature as opposed to brightness. Mr. Skauge noted that he would like to see the color
temperature reduced to 3500k. Ms. Loest, Mr. Pachefsky and Mr. Brice agreed.
Mr. Skauge motioned to approve the plans as submitted, with the modification to a light
temperature not to exceed 3500k; seconded by Mr. Pachefsky. Vote 7-0.
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8. Consideration by Special Exception of the application and plans on file for the installation
of a blade sign at commercial property 4050 N. Oakland Avenue.
Kelly Hanaway from Milwaukee Sign Company represented this item. He noted that the
proposed blade sign was a non-illuminated replacement of an existing structure. The blade
sign, which is 9 sq. ft. (3 ft. x 3 ft.) is a metal panel with a vinyl application. He noted that the
existing sign was previously approved by Special Exception. Director Griepentrog informed
that the sign code requires any new sign to conform to the code or seek a corresponding Special
Exception. He noted that since the previous sign was approved by Special Exception in the
same size and location that he felt consideration was warranted, unless specifically determined
otherwise.
Mr. Koester motioned to approve the plans, via Special Exception, citing the (5) appearance of
the sign and (11) historical precedent; seconded by Mr. Skauge. Vote 7-0.
6. Consideration of the application and plans on file for the installation of a façade sign at
commercial property 1518 E. Capitol Drive.
Director Griepentrog provided an overview of the proposed sign, noting that it would replace a
previously approved sign in the same size and location. He noted that the height of the lettering
totaled 14 inches and was thus conforming to code.
Mr. Skauge confirmed that the sign was not illuminated.
Mr. Skauge motioned to approve the plans, as drawn; seconded by Mr. Koester. Vote 7-0.
9. Discussion and possible recommendation of modifications to front and street side yard
patio requirements, as detailed in 535-9F(2).
Director Griepentrog provided an overview of this item, noting that a recent DRB approval had
been appealed to the Board of Appeals with respect to screening requirements. The Board of
Appeals ruled that the code was not written in a manner that required year-round screening. It
also noted that as written, grass could technically qualify for the natural vegetation
requirements.
In response to that appeal, Director Griepentrog presented a draft code update to the Design
Review Board for consideration, with respect to his understanding of their intentions. He noted
that staff would like to add a patio definition and clarify screening requirements to be yearround and continuous. He also suggested adding a minimum height standard and rewording the
“directly adjacent” requirement to simply read “adjacent.”
Ms. Loest questioned the intention of “year-round,” specifically whether that would require
evergreen plantings. Director Griepentrog noted that he believed the intent was to have some
sort of year-round screening, but that it did not to be green leafed at all times. Chair Kraehnke
suggested the intent of year-round related to something that would be present and not cut down
or removed. Mr. O’Connor suggested separating the proposed wording into two sentence, one
related to continuous screening of a minimum height and another clarifying the intention of
year-round with provided examples. Ms. Loest noted that a shrub or something with structure
seemed to be desired.
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Ms. Loest also questioned the overall intention of the screening. Mr. O’Connor stated that the
screening helps facilitate a transition between the areas and defines an edge. Ms. Loest
wondered why non-vegetative materials, such as lannon stone seat wall, were not desired.
Chair Kraehnke noted that low planters could also be an effective screen. Mr. Brice suggested
there were other creative ways to do screening but cautioned on anything that provided too hard
of an edge.
Director Griepentrog stated that he would incorporate these discussion points into a revised
draft to be shared and considered at the next meeting. He encouraged Board members to
submit their own thoughts directly to him.
10. Adjournment
Mr. Koester motioned to adjourn the meeting at 6:16 p.m.; seconded by Mr. Skauge. Vote 7-0.
Recorded by,

Bart Griepentrog, AICP
Planning & Development Director
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(2) Patios.
(a) Patios may be located in the front yard or street side yard, only when constructed within the
following parameters:
[1] No more than 30% of any front yard or street side yard may be covered by a patio.
[2] One entire side of a patio must be directly adjacent to the principal structure of the lot.
[3] Front yard patios and street side yard patios shall not be located closer than three feet to
the front lot line or street side lot line.
[4] A scaled drawing of the proposed layout of the new front yard or street side yard patio must
be completed, along with a list of proposed materials to be used in construction, all of which
shall be submitted to the Design Review Board for review and approval. All materials must
be of high quality, such as cut stone, Lannon or blue stone, or decorative concrete. In
addition, the stone surface shall be screened from public view by natural vegetation. No
fences shall serve as the primary screening materials.
[5] Patios may not exceed six inches above grade in the front yard or street side yard.
(b) Patios shall not be located in the side setback or rear setback of a lot, with the exception of ongrade patios in the R-5 and R-6 residence districts.
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(2) Patios.
(a) Patios, which are defined to include any unenclosed, at-grade, hard-surfaced outdoor area with
minimum dimensions of greater than 6 ft. in length and width and an area of 64 sq. ft. or
greater, may be located in the front yard or street side yard, only when constructed within the
following parameters:
[1] No more than 30% of any front yard or street side yard may be covered by a patio.
[2] One entire side of a patio must be directly adjacent to the principal structure of the lot.
[3] Front yard patios and street side yard patios shall not be located closer than three feet to
the front lot line or street side lot line.
[4] A scaled drawing of the proposed layout of the new front yard or street side yard patio must
be completed, along with a list of proposed materials to be used in construction, all of which
shall be submitted to the Design Review Board for review and approval. All materials must
be of high quality, such as cut stone, Lannon or blue stone, or decorative concrete. In
addition, the stone patio surface shall be screened from public view by year-round,
continuous, natural vegetation of at least 18 inches in height, such as shrubs, ornamental
grasses or perennial plants that provide screening through the winter months. High quality,
decorative masonry or concrete walls, and permanent planters, no higher than 3 ft., may be
used in combination with natural vegetation to achieve year-round screening. No fences
shall serve as the primary screening materials.
[5] Patios may not exceed six inches above grade in the front yard or street side yard.
(b) Patios shall not be located in the side setback or rear setback of a lot, with the exception of ongrade patios in the R-5 and R-6 residence districts.
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