Plan Commission
Meeting Agenda March 26, 2019
6:30 p.m. Village Hall Court Room
3930 N. Murray Ave Village of Shorewood, WI 53211

1.

Call to order.

2.

Roll call.

3.

Statement of Public Notice.

4.

Approval of January 29, 2019 meeting minutes.

5.

a). Public Hearing: Conditional use application for a proposed mental health clinic
at commercial property 2510 E. Capitol Drive, business owner Many Roads Clinic
LLC.
b). Consideration of conditional use application for a proposed mental health
clinic at commercial property 2510 E. Capitol Drive, business owner Many Roads
Clinic LLC.

6.

Further discussion and possible recommendation to Village Board for amending
zoning requirements for porches in front setbacks. (meeting #5)

7.

Schedule next meeting.

8.

Future agenda items.

9.

Adjournment.

Dated at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 19th day of March, 2019
Village of Shorewood
Sara Bruckman, CMC/WCMC
Village Clerk

PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE APPLICANT FOR THE
AGENDA ITEM MUST BE PRESENT AT THIS MEETING.
Should you have any questions or comments regarding any item on this agenda, please contact Bart
Griepentrog, Planning Director, Planning & Development Department, at (414) 847-2640.
Upon reasonable notice, efforts will be made to accommodate the needs of disabled individuals.
It is possible that members of and possibly a quorum of members of other governmental bodies of the municipality may
be in attendance at the above stated meeting to gather information; no action will be taken by any governmental body at
the above stated meeting other than the governmental body specifically referred to above in this notice.
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Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes
January 29, 2019
3930 N. Murray Ave Village of Shorewood, WI 53211
DRAFT

1.

Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 6:38 p.m.

2.

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

3.

Aye
Aye
No
Aye
No
No
No
Aye
Aye

Approval of September 25, 2018 meeting minutes.
Mr. Couto moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
Trustee Amenta asked that any reference of the current study in the minutes reflect that
the study was a parking study and not a traffic study.
Vote 5-0 to approve with stated changes.

4.

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

5.

Public Hearing: Conditional use application for a proposed mental health clinic at
commercial property 3970 N. Oakland Avenue, Units 402 and 404, business owner
Family Healing and Wellness Clinic LLC.
President Rozek opened the public hearing at 6:40 p.m.
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided
to the Plan Commission. Mr. Griepentrog informed the commissioners that three letters
were received from citizens regarding the conditional use application. The letters were
printed and provided at their desks for review. The letters will be entered into public
record with the minutes from the meeting.
With no public comments the public hearing was closed at 6:46 p.m.

6.

Consideration of conditional use application for a proposed mental health clinic at
commercial property 3970 N. Oakland Avenue, Units 402 and 404, business owner
Family Healing and Wellness Clinic LLC.
Village Attorney Nathan Bayer explained that often he is asked why the Village Code has
a provision under 535-25 which gives criteria for which we are to determine whether a
conditional use is to be approved of not yet in 535-27 the code defines a bunch of
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commercial uses that are favored conditional uses in certain areas. The reason for that is
that initially under 535-25 it states that if you are going to allow something beyond the
scope of the exisiting zoning then this is the criteria you use to determine those. Over
time there have been certain types of residential and commercial uses that have been
determined favorable but still give the Plan Commission the discretion to review them by
conditional use. A clinic is an example of a favorable use in B-1 district.
President Rozek asked if favorable uses could be combined with allowed uses at some
point in the code. Attorney Bayer said that would be up to the Village Board and that
while generally some uses may work in a district they may not work in other locations
within the district.
Mr. Cuoto asked how many tenants are currently in the 3970 Oakland building. Mr.
Griepentrog stated that there are currently 15 but there are a few tenants recently
discovered without occupancy which could raise the number to 14-16 tenants. Mr. Cuoto
also added that per the business’s webpage they state they are currently operating out
of the location and he asked if this was accurate. Mr. Griepentrog stated the business
should not be open for operation and that they have applied for occupancy. An
inspection is scheduled for tomorrow at which time they could receive temporary or full
occupancy. Mr. Griepentrog added that he was very clear in communicating that
conditional use approval and occupancy approval are required before opening.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if they specialize in the treatment in children. Mr. Griepentrog
stated that a lot of their clients are families and children. Mr. Wycklendt said that with
them treating families and children then the concerns of residents are a little less
worrisome.
President Rozek added that the village has a shortage of child/adolescent
psychotherapists and that this is a fabulous location for the business with so many
families struggling to get appointments. President Rozek stated her full support of the
application.
Trustee Amenta referred to the letter from Patricia Winter in which she refers to court
records and asked whether this had any relevance to the Plan Commission’s decision.
Mr. Griepentrog confirmed with the police department that the court records were public
record and not deemed relevant to the proposed business use.
Mr. Wycklendt moved to approve the conditional use application for a mental health clinic
at commercial property 3970 N. Oakland Avenue, Units 402 and 404, based on meeting
the conditions stipulated in 535-25C. Seconded by Trustee Amenta. Vote 4-1 approved.
Mr. Cuoto voting nay.
7.

Discussion and recommendation of certified survey map for the consolidation of
three existing lots at commercial properties 4023-27 N. Oakland Avenue, property
owner Columbia St. Mary’s Inc.
Mr. Griepentrog introduced the item and summarized the memo that was provided to the
Plan Commission. Mr. Griepentrog explained that the Plan Commission has 60 days
from time of submittal to recommend the certified survey map to the Village Board and at
that time the Village Board has 30 days to act on the recommendation. Mr. Griepentrog
added that the combination of the three lots was being done primarily for building code
purposes to avoid the need for firewalls within the building. Staff has no objections to the
proposed application based on technical reviews.
Trustee Amenta asked if there are fire walls in the building currently. Mr. Griepentrog
stated that there are no firewalls in the building currently. He added that he cannot speak
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to how that was permitted/allowed in the past but the building technically requires a
firewall along lot lines. Trustee Amenta asked how long the building has been there.
Attorney Bayer stated the building may predate the code. Mr. Griepentrog believes there
was an addition at some point to the northern part of the building but does not have the
exact date of the addition.
President Rozek asked if this application was the first time the applicant was listed as
Columbia St. Mary’s Inc. of Wisconsin as a non-profit entity. Mr. Griepentrog did not
know how they were listed on previous applications but stated all applications have been
provided to the Commissioners in all previous packets.
President Rozek asked Attorney Bayer if a Wisconsin non-profit corporation is non-tax
paying. Attorney Bayer stated that there is no straight answer to the question and there
is numerous case law that relates to whether a medical clinic is tax exempt and a lot of
the determinations show they are not. Attorney Bayer added that the tax status of the
entity does not have any bearing on the consolidation of the parcels. Under Code
Section 470-11 the review of the Plan Commission is limited to whether or not the
consolidation would create a variance in the width, area or shape with the lots in the
immediate neighborhood as to cause a substantial depreciation in property values within
the neighborhood.
Ms. Patel asked if the firewall provision was the only regulatory issue affected by the
consolidation of the three parcels. Mr. Griepentrog stated yes.
President Rozek asked about the easements on the property and if the easements
would have to be updated. Attorney Bayer stated the easements run with the land.
Mr. Griepentrog clarified that the northern parcel is part of a PDD and the other parcels
where the building is located are B-1. Mr. Griepentrog recommended that after the
parcels are combined that the northern portion of the lot be rezoned to be B-1 so that the
property is all under one zoning and that a future zoning map will be cleaner.
President Rozek asked how lots can be combined with two different zonings. Mr.
Griepentrog added that when the PDD was adopted a legal description defining that
boundary may have been included and that even with combining the parcels it can
remain as a split zoned parcel. It is preferred that the zoning be cleaned up and all
zoned B-1 but is not necessary.
Attorney Bayer stated that zoning is totally independent of the legal description of a
parcel. President Rozek asked for a zoning map to be brought before the Village Board
at the time of consideration.
Trustee Amenta moved to recommend approval by the Village Board of certified survey
map for the consolidation of three existing lots at commercial property 4023-27 N.
Oakland Avenue, property owner Columbia St. Mary’s Inc. Seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
Ms. Patel asked what the difference was between the B-1 and PDD zoning. President
Rozek explained that a PDD has specific criteria/standards and B-1 is general zoning.
Vote 4-0-1 approved. President Rozek abstained from vote.
Trustee Amenta moved to give direction to Planning and Development Director to
recommend to the Village Board that the PDD parcel be rezoned as B-1. Seconded by
President Rozek. Vote 5-0 to approve.

4 of 37

8.

Recommendation for an Ordinance Amendment regarding Conditional Use Permit
Regulations.
Mr. Griepentrog introduced the item and summarized the memo that was provided to the
Plan Commission.
President Rozek asked about Section 535-25G that states “Any conditional use
approved by the Plan Commission shall be construed to run with the land” and whether
this means that when a conditional use is approved it is with the same factors moving
forward. Mr. Griepentrog explained that if a business is taken over by a new owner or the
property is sold, the conditional use application runs with the land not with the owner or
the applicant. Attorney Bayer added that a conditional use can be withdrawn if it goes
outside of the parameters that where approved also. Mr. Griepentrog stated the new
language was to clarify that if a new owner took over a business and ran it exactly the
same way they would have the right to do so under the previous conditional use
approval.
Trustee Amenta asked why the Plan Commission would not want a new operator to
come back before the Plan Commission. Mr. Griepentrog gave an example stating that if
a restaurant changes ownership and the use is not changing just who is running the
business it is still bound by the previous conditional use approval. Mr. Griepentrog added
that if the nature of the business changed then it would be subject to zoning enforcement
which would require a new conditional use or termination of the previous one.
President Rozek still felt like the proposed language just focused on the use and not the
exact standards of the approval.
Mr. Cuoto asked who determines if a use has changed. Mr. Griepentrog explained that
the determination would be made by Planning and Development after reviewing an
occupancy/occupancy renewal application and plan of operations submitted.
Trustee Amenta asked whether it would be easier to have new business owners (same
business with a new owner) come before the Plan Commission for approval than relying
on a police power to figure if they are living up to the previously approved conditional use
conditions. Mr. Wycklendt stated that puts more burden on current business owners
looking to sell their viable businesses.
Ms. Patel suggested using the same language from proposed Section J (1) which states
“in conformity with the original application or any conditions imposed within the approval”
in Section G for clarification.
Trustee Amenta asked about clarification of timelines once a conditional use is approved
and if there are any approved conditional uses that are not currently occupied or under
construction. Mr. Griepentrog stated the only two he is aware of that are under
construction are Casa de Corazon (4114 Oakland Avenue) and Ascension Health (402327 Oakland Avenue).
Trustee Amenta moved to recommend to the Village Board a proposed Ordinance
Amendment regarding Conditional Use Permit regulations with the change to subsection
G to read “Any conditional use approved in conformity with the original application or any
conditions imposed within the approval by the Plan Commission shall be construed to
run with the land and benefit all future owners and occupants of the affected premises”.
Seconded by President Rozek. Vote 5-0 to approve.

9.

Schedule next meeting.
Mr. Griepentrog stated no applications have been submitted for a February meeting.
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10.

Future agenda items.
President Rozek asked if the Plan Commission should adopt the same procedure the
Village Board has for future agenda items which is someone makes a motion for an
agenda item there is a second, discussion and a vote to place an item on the next
meeting. Mr. Griepentrog stated he would be in support of that method because he
would have clarity moving forward with an item.
Mr. Griepentrog added that the Commission previously worked on and had discussions
about front yard porch/patio modifications. Recently, a resident was denied a permit to
modify a porch based on current standards and he would be willing to research the topic
and bring it back before the commission.
President Rozek moved to direct staff to finalize a recommendation for the Plan
Commission on porches and front yard setbacks. Seconded by Mr. Cuoto. Vote 5-0 to
approve.
Mr. Cuoto asked that there was more to do in regards to updating and cleaning up the
zoning code in general and that if there are months when there are no applications or a
lot of agenda items the Commission could work their way through the procedure of
updating the code. Mr. Griepentrog stated that his 2019 work plan has him updating the
sign code that is outdated due to a recent Supreme Court decision first and then after
address the zoning code.

11.

Adjournment.
Mr. Couto moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:39 p.m., seconded by Mr. Wycklendt. Vote
to adjourn 5-0.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Report to Plan Commission
March 22, 2019
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Public Hearing: Conditional use application for a proposed mental health clinic at
commercial property 2510 E. Capitol Drive, business owner Many Roads Clinic LLC.
Consideration of conditional use application for a proposed mental health clinic at
commercial property 2510 E. Capitol Drive, business owner Many Roads Clinic LLC.

Project and Parcel Overview
Joe Greco, d/b/a Many Roads Clinic, LLC has applied to operate an outpatient psychotherapy
private practice clinic at 2510 E. Capitol Dr. The property is zoned B-3 Mixed-Use Commercial
District. The B-3 Mixed Use Commercial District is intended to provide opportunities for mixed-use
development while encouraging commercial development. This district provides maximum flexibility
by allowing buildings with exclusively commercial uses, buildings with exclusively residential uses,
and mixed-use buildings with commercial on the first floor.
Per 535-27D, “clinics” are allowed to operate within the B-1, B-2, and B-3 districts as a Conditional
Use, subject to the review and approval of the Plan Commission, after a public hearing.
The parcel is currently developed with a 4,300 sq. ft., 2-story multi-tenant commercial building. Two
other commercial tenants also occupy the building. The parcel has 13 surface-level parking
spaces accessible off of the alley in the rear of the property that are shared amongst the building’s
users. No exterior modifications to the building or lot are proposed with this application.
Proposed Operations
The Many Roads Clinic is a new business seeking to serve the mental health needs of a diverse
population of clients in Shorewood and the surrounding areas. The proposed space of
approximately 750 sq. ft., is located within four offices on both the first and second floors of the
building, as detailed in the provided floor plans.
Many Roads Clinic will be operated Monday through Saturday ranging from 8 am to approximately
8 pm. Eight independent clinicians will share the space for psychotherapy services, seeing up to
four clients per hour. All clinicians maintain their own schedule and client files. No other staff will
be employed on site for this business. Total clients served varies greatly by the day.
Parking
Per 535-47D(6), medical and dental offices require four spaces per practitioner, plus one space per
each additional employee at the time the greatest number of employees are present. Based on the
proposed operations within four offices and no support staff, this requires four (4) off-street parking
stalls, and the site has 13 off-street stalls behind the building to be shared amongst tenants.
Review and Approval
Per 535-25, the Village Plan Commission shall review the site, existing and proposed structures,
architectural plans, neighboring uses, parking areas, driveway locations, highway access, traffic
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generation and circulation, drainage, sewerage and water systems, and the proposed operation.
Conditions, such as landscaping, architectural design, type of construction, construction
commencement and completion dates, sureties, lighting, fencing, planting screens, operational
control, hours of operation, improved traffic circulation, deed restrictions, highway access
restrictions, increased yards, or parking requirements, may be required by the Village Plan
Commission upon its finding that these are necessary to fulfill the purpose and intent of this
chapter.
Furthermore, per 535-25C: No conditional use permit shall be authorized by the Plan Commission
unless such Commission shall find that:
(1) The establishment, maintenance or operation of the conditional use will not be detrimental to
or endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.
(2) The conditional use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted nor substantially diminish or impair
property values within the neighborhood.
(3) The establishment of the conditional use will not impede the normal and orderly
development and improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district
or have a negative impact on the diversity of the type of businesses located in the district.
(4) Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or are being
provided.
(5) Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so designed
as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.
(6) The conditional use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the
district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified
by the Board of Trustees pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission.
(7) The conditional use is in accordance with and subject to all other applicable laws and
regulations.
Staff Comments
Based on review of the application and existing site conditions, staff has no objections to the
proposed operations. The applicant has also applied and is working with building inspectors to
obtain the appropriate occupancy permit, subject to approval of the Conditional Use Permit.
Suggested Motion:
“I move to approve the conditional use application for a mental health clinic at commercial property
2510 E. Capitol Dr., based on meeting the conditions stipulated in 535-25C.”
Materials Enclosed
• Application for Conditional Use Permit
• Proposed Plan of Operations
• Floor Plans
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Report to Plan Commission
March 22, 2019
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Further discussion and possible recommendation to Village Board for amending zoning
requirements for porches in front setbacks. (meeting #5)

History and Topic Overview
The Plan Commission has discussed the possibility of amending the Village Zoning Code in relation to
porches within the front setback over the course of four meetings starting back in September 2015.
This particular issue often arises because the Village Zoning Code is rather restrictive in terms of front
setbacks in that the setback is based on either a defined number (25 ft. in R-5 and R-6) or the
average of houses on the block, whichever is greater. In essence, this often locks in the current
character of the street and limits the ability for porch additions.
Since the original discussions took place, the Village has undergone transition in some Plan
Commissioners, Village Trustees and its Planning & Development Director. In order to bring
everyone back up to speed on where this discussion left off and whether or not changes are still under
consideration for recommendation, this item has been scheduled for discussion at this month’s Plan
Commission meeting.
Currently, porches are not allowed to encroach into the front setback, unlike “uncovered stairs or
landings,” which may encroach up to six feet. (535-32) The initial discussion in 2015 centered on
allowing porches to encroach into the front setback to a depth of no more than eight feet from the
primary façade, but was ultimately deferred for further input from staff and the Design Review Board.
(The Design Review Board was working on the formulation of residential design guidelines to include
reference to porches. Those efforts did not materialize into anything that formally was adopted.)
In May and July 2017, the conversation came back to the Plan Commission, and at some point was
amended to allow consideration of porches within the front setback in the range of 10% plus or minus
from the block’s average setback, rather than the former language of no more than eight feet. That
modification appears to have been modeled off of current regulations from the City of Milwaukee.
However, that suggested change resulted undesired complexity within the code. In the end, any
regulation changes to porches were removed from consideration at that time.
These discussions also included review of decks and patios, which subsequently were amended by
the Village Board via Ordinance 2080 in August. Those changes are located within the Zoning Code’s
Site Restrictions section 535-9F, which remains silent in regards to porches. That ordinance did
amended/clarified the definition of a porch in 535-6, but did not change regulations relating to them.
Currently, porches are now defined as “An elevated structure attached to the entrance of a building
without side walls, forming a covered approach or vestibule to a doorway.” Because of their covered
nature, porches are considered part of the primary structure, and thus are not allowed to encroach
into the front setback of a property. However, staff still does receive questions from homeowners
looking to add a front porch to their property. This conversation is hoped to clarify the Village’s
perspective on those requests and whether or not they’d be allowed under certain circumstances.
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Included within your packet is a reference document of photos and previous staff interpretation on
how front yard alterations are treated. Also included are previous draft ordinance amendment
suggestions. Staff is seeking guidance and confirmation from the Plan Commission about whether or
not elements of these drafts should be worked into a revised draft for further consideration. Staff is
not opposed to amending the code to allow porches within a defined portion of the setback, but
shares the previous sentiment that the code should not become too complicated or difficult to
administer.
Next Steps
Based on conversation and direction, staff will draft a proposed ordinance amendment for discussion
and consideration of recommendation to the Plan Commission, if/as desired. Per 535-64 of Article XI
Changes and Amendments of the Zoning Chapter, proposed changes and amendments to the code
shall be made at a meeting subsequent to the meeting at which the petition is first submitted. In this
instance, the next Plan Commission meeting would be utilized for discussion and review of the
potential changes. The Plan Commission may also hold this item for further discussion, if needed or
desired, as staff does not believe the matter to be pressing at this time.
Materials Enclosed
• Plan Commission Minutes – September 22, 2015, item #7
• Plan Commission Minutes – October 27, 2015, item #8
• Plan Commission Minutes – May 23, 2017, item #8
• Plan Commission Minutes – July 25, 2017, item #7
• Ordinance 2080 – Amending Setbacks for On Grade Patios
• Exhibit D – July 18, 2017
• Proposed amendment to porch regulations – May 23, 2017
• Proposed amendment to porch regulations – July 25, 2017
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Shorewood Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes September 22, 2015
vegetation. Ms. Lang stated some of the pictures where taken in spring before growth came
through.
Ms. Lang stated that currently front yard patios go before Design Review Board for approval and
staff would like street side yard patios to as well.
Mr. Johnson asked if the village has received any concerns from residents who live on corner lots
who have wanted to do this and upset that they have not been able to. Ms. Lang stated a good
handful over the years. She stated there are a good half a dozen existing non-conforming patios in
the village as well. Ms. Kiely Miller stated that it is a little tricky when two different houses could
have the same lot size but depending on where the front door is orientated one house may be
allowed the patio and the other could not.
Mr. Piotrowski asked if the front yard is defined by where the front door is. Ms. Lang stated it is
defined by the house address.
Mr. Hansmann asked if it was feasible for some corner lots to have both front and side yard. Ms.
Lang stated yes as long as the green space requirement was met. Ms. Lang stated there are a lot of
side by side buildings on the corner lots as well and a patio in the front yard and side yard could
be servicing each tenant.
Mr. Maher clarified that this item is only addressing street side yards. Ms. Lang stated that
interior lots have 3 feet setbacks.
7.

Discuss and possible recommendation to revise allowable dimensions of front yard porches
and stoops into the zoning setback.
Ms. Lang introduced the item. She stated this item is a little more complicated due to how staff
interprets the code today. Ms. Lang explained that the code allows front yard patios to be 30% of
the area and that the front yard zoning setback is essentially up to the face of the house in a
majority of one and two family districts. Decks are not allowed in front yards; any structure
placed in the front yard setback besides a patio has to go to Board of Appeals for a variance.
Commissioners were given two pages of codes that relate to this item in their materials. Ms. Lang
is asking the commission to consider if the village should allow porches in the front yard up to 8
feet out from the face of the front facade. Mr. Johnson asked what the difference was between a
patio and a porch and Ms. Lang explained that a porch is raised off the ground and has a cover
and/or made with decking materials.
Ms. Lang explained that if a house has a front covered entryway with a stoop it is allowed to build
a platform/deck across the front of the house if it does not extend out any further than the existing
stoop and because the existing stoop has a cover staff is not requiring covering over the new area.
The Design Review Board disagrees with staff’s interpretation of porch/deck covering. Residents
who are extending their platform are using decking materials because concrete and brick and
mortar are too expensive. The Design Review Board has been approving these scenarios but
reluctantly. If the platform/deck extended beyond the original front covered entrance it would not
be allowed and would have to go to Board of Appeals for a variance for being within the zoning
front yard setback. Patios are allowed to be installed in the front yard. Ms. Lang explained that a
patio is defined as being raised or at grade.
Ms. Lang continued to explain that houses with small front landings are allowed to install a front
patio in place of the landing but cannot install a porch without a variance.
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Shorewood Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes September 22, 2015
For traditional bungalows and two flat duplexes, Ms. Lang explained that porches are typically 68 feet in depth and are original to the construction. If a property owner wanted to reconstruct it
staff would ask that they retain that same footprint and go before the Design Review Board. For
houses that never had porches/patios, a patio would be allowed to be installed but a porch would
be denied.
Mr. Hansmann asked about whether Design Review Board considers continuity along the street
front when considering these decks/porches. Ms. Lang stated that continuity is a concern but that
Design Review Board would not look at the houses next door when considering a deck/porch.
They look at design only. They do say if it’s too big in context to the home and do inquire about
neighboring properties.
Mr. Piotrowski suggested looking at the code and taking an average of the two adjacent properties
if talking about fully built out blocks. If there is one house set back at 35 feet and another at 20
feet you would not want to allow an extension at another home to get more out of hand but find a
middle ground.
Ms. Lang said that currently the village uses that process to determine front yard setbacks. If
homes on a block are all within the same plane and no one had a porch Ms. Lang stated the code
should allow a porch; patios are allowed. If the porch is done right and the Design Review Board
approves it and the staff and Design Review Board are strict to the definition of a porch.
Mr. Hansmann stated that allowing porches to come into the front yard setback makes sense as it
adds life to the street but if a property does not have a porch and is built out as far as it can be and
then wanted a porch that could cause some issues. Ms. Kiely Miller commented on how on her
street the houses line up but there are extensions to the front of some properties.
Mr. Johnson reviewed that staff is asking for a change to the zoning code that would allow
porches in the front yard setback, up to 8 feet out from the house face. Ms. Lang stated that the
zoning code right now does not expressly prohibit porches in the front yard but requires a
variance.
Mr. Piotrowski asked if, with this code change, decks/porches would be allowed to extend further
than the existing front stoop/entryway. Ms. Lang stated yes. Ms. Lang stated that this item would
be presented to the Design Review Board at their next meeting and she could bring details back
with refined definitions of deck and porch.
Mr. Piotrowski stated he was in favor of some added flexibility for homeowners to add value to
their property and activating the street frontage and would trust the process of going before the
Design Review Board to preserve a positive aesthetic. He felt the bigger question would be how
to average dimensions between existing properties and what the dimension decided on (whether 6
or 8 feet) would broadly be a positive change.
Mr. Hansmann stated six feet would be a minimum usable size for a deck/porch.
Mr. Johnson asked if going before the Design Review Board would affect the draft ordinance or
would their feedback be inputted into what is being drafted. Ms. Lang stated she would
incorporate the Design Review Board feedback into the draft ordinance.
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Shorewood Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes September 22, 2015
Mr. Maher asked where the definition of deck was located in the code. Ms. Lang stated it was in
two locations. In the zoning code section §535-6 it is described as a flat board or surface structure
on a lot adjacent to a building usually supported above grade. In the flood plain section §535-14 it
is described as an unenclosed exterior structure that has no roof or sides but has a permeable floor
which allows infiltration of precipitation. Ms. Lang preferred the description as described in the
code section §535-14 and stated that should be in the regular zoning chapter..
8.

Schedule next meeting.
The next meeting is scheduled for October 27, 2015 at 6:30 p.m.

9.

Future agenda items.
Ms. Lang stated that a draft ordinance regarding lighting would be presented along with street
side yard patios and front yard porches/decks.

10.

Adjournment.
Mr. Maher moved to adjourn at 7:30 p.m., seconded by Mr. Piotrowski. Vote 6-0.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Administrative Clerk, Planning & Development Department
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Plan Commission Meeting Minutes
October 27, 2015
Mr. Maher moved to recommend to the Village Board the ordinance regarding corner street side
yards as presented by staff with the removal of the word “corner” from the ordinance in two
locations. Seconded by Ms. Buchanan. Vote 8-0.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if this ordinance included the allowance of patios in the front yard up to 3
feet from the lot line. Ms. Lang confirmed that yes this is included.
8.

Further discussion and recommendation of staff request to revise allowable dimensions of
front yard porches into the zoning setback.
Ms. Lang introduced the item. This item was first introduced at the September 22, 2015 Plan
Commission meeting, to allow porches up to eight feet from the face of the house.
At the previous meeting the commission questioned how to ensure all porches within the setback
will look appropriate. The Design Review Board considers all new or replaced porches and could
change dimensions if they feel an improvement is not to scale with the existing structure. The
board factors in surroundings in their decisions where appropriate. Since replacement porches
must remain within the same footprint, the board has never recommended that particular
dimensional change.
The proposed ordinance: redefines porch and deck; allows porches up to 8 feet within the front
yard setback; allows the Planning Director to determine where to start measurement; prohibits
new porches within 10 feet of the front property line; limits replacement porches to no greater
than 8 feet in depth if at all within the front setback; and requires Design Review Board approval.
The Design Review Board could change the depth of a proposed porch in the setback if they feel
it’s not to scale for the house or surrounding homes.
In the commissions packet staff took a sample of three blocks and provided front setback
distances. The 4000 block of Downer Avenue was chosen because the homes have typical front
yard setback distances like most blocks in the village. The other two blocks are the 3500 and 3600
blocks of Maryland Avenue. Those two blocks were chosen as a sample because half the homes
are closer to the street than what typically seen in the village.
Along Downer, the average front setback on the west side of the street is 28.3 feet. The average
on the east side is 22.7 feet. Along Maryland, most of the houses have porches. Some pictures of
this block were provided, showing three houses without traditional porches. The side-by-side
townhouse would not be appropriate for adding a porch.
Currently, only steps and stoops are allowed up to six feet in the front yard setback. Ms. Lang
explained that if a property owner wants to build a porch now the porch cannot sit in the front
yard setback. By example, on the 4000 block of Downer, the average front yard setback on the
west side of the street is 28.3 feet. This means no structure can be built closer than 28.3 feet from
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the front property line. The new ordinance would allow a property owner to build a porch up to 8
feet in that front yard setback.
This request came to the Plan Commission from staff because of property owners wanting to have
a little more outdoor space, but not a patio. One resident had a small entryway and she wanted an
additional 2 feet of depth and that required Board of Appeals because the porch would go into the
front yard setback.
Mr. Maher asked about design guidelines if opening the village up to more decks in the front
yard. Ms. Lang stated there are not design guidelines for residential properties currently but that is
something being worked on in the coming year. Having four architects on the Design Review
Board helps to ensure homeowners are installing porches that are tasteful and that look original to
the house.
Mr. Piotrowski generally felt the ordinance made sense and allowed homeowners more flexibility.
He suggested adding the word “decks” to the language of the ordinance (Section 2 F(6)c) but Ms.
Lang emphasized that decks are not allowed in front yards. Mr. Piotrowski stated that the word
“existing” in that line of the ordinance would limit the reconstruction to existing porches and
decks; not allowing property owners to install new decks. Ms. Lang explained that there has been
conflict in how staff and Design Review Board have interpreted the definitions of decks and
porches. It often comes down to design guidelines which are needed in determining the
difference.
Mr. Hansmann asked about language in Section 2 F(6)b in regards to height and not having
sidewalls. He asked if knee walls would be acceptable. Ms. Lang said yes.
Ms. Lang stated that the word “required” should be removed and the word “setback” should be
added to Section 2 F(6)c of the proposed ordinance.
Mr. Johnson read Section 2 F(6)c of the proposed ordinance with suggested changes for clarity. It
is to read as follows: “Existing porches and/or decks may be reconstructed so as to extend into the
front yard setback, provided the reconstructed porch and/or deck does not have a depth greater
than eight feet.”
Mr. Maher asked about the language regarding the height not exceeding the height of the first
story. Ms. Lang stated this was a concern of the Design Review Board. They did not want a
property owner to put a second story deck above a front porch. This language is intended to
prevent that.
The item was deferred for further details from staff.
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patios installed up to the property boundary. Some property owners remove the pavers in
the setback and others go to Board of Appeals for a variance. The exemption is for the R5 and R-6 residential districts that are typically 40-foot wide lots.
Setbacks are established to regulate light, air and privacy, creating yard space for a better
home environment and reducing fire hazards by providing distance between homes. Ms.
Lang stated that setbacks allow accessibility around ones property without having to go
onto neighboring properties.
The change to the code would be in §535-9 Site Restrictions. F. Decks, patios and driveways,
reading “Decks shall not be located in the front yard or the side or rear setback of a lot,
and patios shall not be located in the side or rear setback of a lot except at-grade paver
patios in residence districts R-5 Single-Family Residence District No. 1. & R-6 One- and
Two-Family Residence District No. 1.”
Ms. Kiely Miller noted a misprint in code section §535-9F(3)(c) that reads “front yard
patios and street side yard patios shall not be more than three feet from the property front
yard and street side yard lot line” the code should read “less than”. Ms. Lang stated that at
the time the code changes the misprint will be corrected.
Mr. Gallagher asked if there should be distinction between stoop and patio. Ms. Lang
stated that was why the term “at grade” was added.
Mr. Piotrowski added that concrete and paver patios should both be allowed in the
setback. The code change should exclude paver in the language.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked that if this code change is approved would it allow patios up to
the lot line but not structures such as pergolas. Ms. Lang confirmed that is correct.
Mr. Piotrowski asked that “paver” be added to list of zoning definitions.
Mr. Piotrowski moved to recommend to the Village Board the staff proposal to change
the residential zoning setback requirements with the language as proposed by staff;
removing reference of paver in the code language. Seconded by Ms. Kiely Miller. Vote 50.
8.

Discussion and possible recommendation of staff proposal to allow porches within
the front yard zoning setbacks in residential districts.
Ms. Lang explained that she needed another meeting with the ad hoc committee working
on the Residential Design Guidelines. The item/recommendation was deferred.

9.

Schedule next meeting.
Staff has not received any applications for a June meeting.

10.

Future agenda items.

11.

Adjournment.
4
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1.

Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m.

2.

Roll call.
Chair Tr. Guy Johnson
Tr. Michael Maher
Tim Hansmann
Eric Couto
Chris Gallagher
Barbara Kiely Miller
Nate Piotrowski
Leah Blankenship
Dan Wycklendt

3.

Aye
Aye
Aye
No
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Approval of June 27, 2017 meeting minutes.
Ms. Kiely Miller moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Mr. Wycklendt. Vote 8-0 to
approve.

4.

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

5.

Public Hearing for agenda items 6a and 6b:
Chair Johnson opened the public hearing at 6:32 p.m. With no public comments, the
public hearing was closed immediately.

6.

Consent Agenda:
a. Consideration of conditional use application for installation of solar panels
at residential property 4485 N. Woodburn St.
b. Consideration of conditional use application for installation of solar panels
at residential property 2415 E. Kensington Blvd.
Mike Cornell from Arch Electric was present. Ms. Kiely Miller requested the removal of
item 6a from the consent agenda.
Mr. Gallagher moved to approve only item 6b on the consent agenda. Seconded by Mr.
Piotrowski. Vote to approve 8-0.
Mr. Gallagher moved to approve the conditional use application for the installation of
solar panels at residential property 4485 N. Woodburn Street. Seconded by Mr. Maher.
Vote to approve 7-0-1. Mr. Wycklendt recused himself from the vote on item 6a.

7.

Further discussion and possible recommendation to Village Board for amending
zoning requirements for porches in front setbacks and related structure.

1
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Ms. Lang noted the materials given to commissioners including a supplemental addition.
She explained that she took the suggestion of commissioners and researched other
communities. She discovered that many codes were similar in that they did not deal with
this topics yet the larger city like Milwaukee did. Ms. Lang included in the materials
language from Milwaukee’s code as a reference of similar language included in the
village code changes being recommended. The commissioners were reminded that that
they have met three times previously on this item.
Ms. Lang continued by stating the changes to the code noted in Exhibit A Zoning Code
Proposed Amendments Markups. Page one referenced the change in definitions for
decks and porches. Ms. Kiely Miller questioned the definition of patio. Mr. Gallagher
added the code should read “An outdoor living area, usually on grade, located on the lot
that is adjacent”.
Attorney Dineen commented about the deck definition and the permeable floor
requirement asking that if a permeable floor is not present then the item is not
considered a deck. Ms. Lang confirmed that the structure would be considered a patio or
raised structure at that point.
Mr. Maher asked why permeable was required. Ms. Lang stated that after much
discussion with the Residential Ad Hoc Design Group it was determined that keeping
decks permeable describes the typical deck thought of in backyards and that type of
deck was not desired in the front of houses.
Continuing, Ms. Lang explained that language pertaining to patios was added to 5359(F) Site Restrictions, particularly language allowing on-grade patios within the side yard
and rear setback and patios exceeding six inches above grade in front yard setbacks
and street side yard setbacks. Section 2c was added including language allowing a
special privilege to the six inch restriction.
Mr. Gallagher commented that he didn’t recall saying patios could be in any setback. Ms.
Lang explained that that was the crux of the proposal because numerous patios were
being installed in the rear yard and side yard setbacks and having to go to Board of
Appeals.
Further changes to formatting and consistency were noted.
Mr. Piotrowski noted how he felt commissioners were being editors and that that is not
their job. He felt the marked up document was not ready for consideration.
Ms. Lang commented that the item could be deferred and that she could have the village
attorney or other staff review the documents language.
Ms. Lang continued explaining the code section changes and inclusions regarding
porches in the front setback. The code language is similar to the City of Milwaukee’s
code language. Under Section 535-9F 5(a) the second sentence describing setback
average and range is already language from our existing code. The last sentence is from
Milwaukee’s code but staff changed the percentage from 20% (Milwaukee’s code) to
10%. Staff was not comfortable with that much leeway in the code. Mr. Gallagher asked
if this was encouraging homeowners to build porches inside of the front yard setback.
Ms. Lang wants to give homeowners the flexibility to have a covered porch that is one
third the width of the façade and want to extend that outward they can. Ms. Lang said
this was the most difficult topic she has worked on.
Mr. Gallagher asked whether the commission feels homeowners should be allowed to
build in the setback at all. Ms. Lang said it is not 100% in the setback. Mr. Gallagher
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wants to make sure the commission is not going down a road where porches will
eventually be built in the front yard setback.
Mr. Hansmann asked if this front yard zoning setback is stated anywhere else in the
code. Ms. Lang said yes explaining they are defined in the R District in the Zoning
Chapter. This section repeats what is already defined in the R Districts. Mr. Gallagher
asked why then repeat the code because puts the interpretation at risk should just refer
to existing code.
Mr. Gallagher felt that the changes were making things more complicated. This is a
community with small lots and people will continue to ask what more they can do to their
lot. He expressed a concern where in the future there will be porches five feet from the
sidewalk and eventually some will be enclosed.
The flexibility is for the properties where the averages are much greater than the typical
setback distance.
Mr. Hansmann added that the 10% language being specific to porches could be added
to the “Permitted setback intrusions” section of the code and all other language
regarding setbacks could be removed because it is language already existing in the
village code.
Mr. Piotrowski asked if thought had been given to a build to line as opposed to language
regarding an average.
Mr. Gallagher asked if the most requests are coming in for districts R-5 and R-6. Ms.
Lang confirmed yes.
Mr. Gallagher expressed wanting codes to be simple and that when you repeat code you
open up the chance for mistakes. He felt that if setbacks were already defined let’s not
redefine them and a porch is an addition which are already defined straightforward.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if a porch is added to the front of the house by 10% then the
setback is recalculated by that new outer most point. Ms. Lang confirmed this and this is
Mr. Gallagher’s concern.
Ms. Lang explained she would leave the existing code as is for porches but felt that the
code changes for patios and the definition changes could be approved.
Mr. Hansmann added that he agrees with what is presented but does not like repeated
language. He felt that things specific to porches should be kept and that references
should be made to existing codes. Mr. Hansmann also explained he did not like the
reference to green treated materials. Mr. Gallagher asked why couldn’t use language like
“high quality materials” or refer to Design Guidelines.
Ms. Lang is going to make all changes to the porch language and leave to future planner
to decide. Ms. Lang asked to remove the special privilege language under the patio code
changes. Mr. Gallagher agreed.
Mr. Lang concluded that the changes to approve would be the definition changes and
add patio code language and the formatting would revert back because porches would
not be added at this time.
Mr. Maher moved to recommend to the Village Board the code changes as noted to
Sections 535-6 and 535-9 as presented except for the new proposed section 2c is not
included in the changes for patios. Seconded by Mr. Gallagher. Vote 8-0.
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EXHIBIT D
Front Setback: 25-feet or the average or existing setbacks on the side of the street where the
property is located between the two closest intersecting streets, whichever is greater.

A. Existing Code
Able to rebuild as-is

A. Amended Code
Could rebuild up to 8-feet from front
door. Bungalow porch depths usually
between 6-9 feet deep.
Decking material not allowed.

B. Existing Code
Add Patio at-grade ONLY.
Assume house at front yard setback.

B. Amended Code
Could add Porch. Porch could be 8’ deep,
covered or uncovered with steps.
Decking material not allowed.

C. Existing Code
Add Patio at-grad ONLY.
Assume house at front yard setback line.

C. Amended Code
Could add Porch. Porch could be 8’ deep,
covered or uncovered with steps.
Decking material not allowed.
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Assumptions: all homes located at front yard zoning setback line.

D. Existing Code
Add patio at-grade.
Can add porch across front no further out than
existing entry; however, should not be decking
materials and disagree if requires full coverage

D. Amended Code
Extend open or covered porch at front
door level across front facade.
No decking materials.

E. Existing Code
Add patio at-grade ONLY.

E. Amended Code
Add open or covered porch 8-feet out
(remove stoop).
No decking materials.

F. Existing Code
Rebuild as-is.
Can add patio at-grade
only in front of
enclosed section.
No Porch addition

Can enclose rest of Porch.

F. Amended Code
Extend open or covered porch 8-feet
out from principal structure only.
No enclosed porch.
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G. Existing Code
No patio addition.
Rebuild as-is (grandfathered) at current depth.
Can NOT add porch cover because not original
design.

G. Amended Code
No patio addition.
Rebuild open/covered Porch 8-feet out.
No decking materials.

H. Existing Code
No additional patio.
Rebuild as-is (grandfathered) at current depth.
Can Not add cover because not original design.

H. Amended Code
Rebuild open/covered Porch 8-feet
out. Existing open porch may already
be more than 8 feet from façade, so
would require to stay within 8 feet.

I. Existing Code
No additional patio.
Rebuild as-is (grandfathered) at
current depth.
Can NOT add porch cover because not
original design.

I. Amended Code
Rebuild open/covered Porch 8-feet
out. Existing open porch may already
be more than 8 feet from façade, so
would require to stay within 8 feet.
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All these have existing covered entries that allows for a porch deck off to the side. The one picture with cement, actually protrudes
farther out from the entrance because considered a patio. The other 3 would not be allowed to extend porch deck out farther.

J. Existing Code
No patio addition unless remove side porch.
Rebuild as-is (grandfathered) at current depth.
Considered open porch and constructed of porch
materials (not deck) so staff would allow cover
extended over entire front- needs design
approval.

J. Amended Code
Rebuild open/covered Porch 8-feet out.
No decking materials.

K. Existing Code
No patio addition unless remove raised landing.
Rebuild as-is (grandfathered) at current depth.
Considered more like a landing because of
projection of entry. Could allow cover- needs
design approval.

K. Amended Code
Rebuild open/covered Porch 8-feet out
from main façade (at windows).
No decking materials.

L. Existing Code
Rebuild at same depth BUT NO
decking materials. Legal
Can enclose rest of Porch.
Nonconforming.
Can add patio at-grade only in
front of enclosed section.
No Porch addition

L. Amended Code
Extend open or covered porch 8-feet
out from principal structure only.
No enclosed porch.
No decking material
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The below decks are considered nonconforming structures because made of decking material and
no ‘cover’ to make it a porch.

M. Existing Code
Legal nonconforming because materials
and no cover.
Could NOT rebuild as-is.
Could add stoop.
Could add patio if remove deck.

M. Amended Code
Rebuild open/covered Porch 8-feet out.
No decking materials.

O. Existing Code
Example of Enclosed Porch.
Probably would allow patio.
Can NOT add to porch.

O. Amended Code
Rebuild open/covered porch, 8 feet out.
Would not allow fully enclosed.

P. Existing Code
Like above house but covered landing
only.
Would allow side raised porch extension.
No decking materials, but have allowed in
past.
Patio allowed.

P. Amended Code
Rebuild open/covered Porch 8-feet out.
No decking materials.
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Q. Existing Code
Rebuild as-is. Looks original to house.
Can add on grade patio.

Q. Amended Code
Front entry nearly at grade. Would have
to stick to 8’ extension of trying to design
porch. No decking materials.

R. Existing Code
Maybe rebuild as-is. Does not look original
to house.
Cannot add patio.

R. Amended Code
Could build open covered porch 8-feet
out.

S. Existing Code
Porch not allowed.
Patio allowed.

S. Amended Code
Allow 8-foot raised porch. See below

T. Existing Code
Porch not original to construction.
Would not have allowed in Shorewood.
Example of good design.

T. Amended Code
Allow 8-foot raised porch.

32 of 37

U. Façade Examples, Front Yard Setbacks
The partial house to the left could
not add a porch under the existing
code and probably not with the new
code because it projects past the
front facades of the two houses to
the right. Staff would average the
blocks front setback.

House on right has enclosed
porch, assuming not original
design.
Middle house screened porch,
assuming not original design.
Screened porches would be
allowed under amended code.
Both would need extension
remodel to add an 8-foot deep
porch. Neither could be
enclosed.

1

2

3

All front facades aligned
Staff interprets front setback
measured from principal façade
that is setback from the 2 covered
entries.
#1 and #2 have enclosed entries
#1 and #2 have uncovered landings
#3 has a covered landing
All use stained decking materials
None interpreted as porches
There’s nothing in our code that
prohibits deck material landings.
If AMENDED code, could extend out
8 feet from primary façade, but
could not use decking materials.
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V. Existing Code
Allows at-grade patio
Porch not allowed.

V. Amended Code
Allow 8-foot raised porch.
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ZONING CODE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
- MARKUPS F(6) Porches. A porch may project into the required front yard setback, subject to compliance
with all of the following requirements:
a. Porches may project up to 8 feet into the required front yard setback, measured from the
principal structure, with eaves allowed an additional 18-inch projections.
b. Porch heights shall be at the front entry height.
c. Porch steps may project an additional 4 feet into the front setback.
d. Porches may not be closer than 10 feet to the front property boundary; porches may be
closer as determined by the zoning administrator based on the blocks average front
setback of the principal structures.
e. A porch projecting into the required front yard shall be a maximum one-story, unless
original design.
f.

Existing, unenclosed porches may be reconstructed so as to extend into the required
front yard provided the reconstructed porch does not have a depth greater than eight feet.

g. Green treated materials is prohibited for all finish materials.
h. Porches may not be enclosed more than 30% of the porch floor area; screened porches
are allowed.
i.

Porches may not be used for living purposes, three/four-season rooms, greenhouses,
sunrooms, solariums (glass roof) or other like structures.

j.

At least 50% of the exterior wall area shall be open. (This does not mean that a property
owner can enclose 50% of the property porch; it means that 50% of the total wall area
around a porch must be open).

k. A scaled drawings of the proposed design of a front yard porch 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.
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ZONING CODE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
- MARKUPS (5) Porches.
(a) Setback average and range. Residential districts R-5 and R-6 specify that
the minimum front setback for a principal building in a residential district
shall be 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. The front setback may be anywhere in the range of the
average setback minus 10% to the average setback or plus 10%.
(b) Required setback for addition or alteration.
1) In a case where portions of the existing structure are closer to the
front street lot line than the nearest adjacent buildings, a new porch
or alteration to a porch may come up to the portion of the structure
closest to the front property line, excluding porch steps.
2) Where the existing structure is set back farther from the front
property line than the nearest adjacent buildings, a new porch or
alteration to a porch shall be permitted within the front setback range
or may be placed up to any point between the existing front setback
and the setback range.
3) No structure may be altered by removing a portion of the structure
such that the front of the building will no longer be within the allowed
setback range, or will be even farther from the permitted range than it
already is.
4) When determining the required setback, the planning and zoning
administrator shall exclude any building with a setback that is at
least 25% less than the average setback of other buildings on the
blockface if the permit applicant requests such exclusion.
5) Atypical properties. When determining the required setback, the
planning and zoning administrator shall exclude any building with a
setback that exceeds the average setback of other buildings on the
blockface by more than 25 percent.
(c) Permitted setback intrusions.
1) General. In order for buildings to have various features that provide
variety, articulation and unique character, standards are established
to allow certain elements of modest size to be placed in setback
areas.
2) Porches. The term “porch” refers to a covered, open-sided
protrusion from the principal building. It does not refer to an
enclosed porch, which is considered part of the principal building, or
to an uncovered porch, which is considered a deck or patio.
(d) Prohibited:
1) Green treated materials is prohibited for all finish materials.
2) Porches may not be enclosed more than 30% of the porch floor area;
screened porches are allowed.
3) Porches may not be used for living purposes, three/four-season rooms,
greenhouses, sunrooms, solariums (glass roof) or other like structures.

Changed to 10%.
Milwaukee code
said 20%.
Refer to Setback
Example Calculation

May not be
necessary, but nice
preamble.

Important to keep

From Residential
Design Guidelines ad
hoc committee.

(e) At least 50% of the exterior wall area shall be open. (This does not mean that a
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property owner can enclose 50% of the property porch; it means that 50% of the
total wall area around a porch must be open).
(f) Special exceptions.
1) The Plan Commission, upon application as required herein, may grant a
special exception to the provisions and requirements under §535-51B.
2) Application for a special exception permit may be obtained from the
planning and zoning administrator upon the payment of a fee as provided
by the Village Fee Schedule, which shall not be refundable.

From plan
commission
discussion June
meeting.
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