Plan Commission
Meeting Agenda April 30, 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 March 26, 2019 meeting minutes.

5.

Consideration of an Application for a Zoning Review to confirm the side setback
at 2500 E. Capitol Dr., business owner David Rosene, Shorewood Animal
Hospital.

6.

Further discussion of amending zoning requirements to allow for porches and
covered entryways in required front and side yards. (meeting #6)

7.

Review of Plan Commission 2018 Annual Report

8.

Discussion and Consideration of Plan Commission 2020 Initiatives

9.

Schedule next meeting.

10.

Future agenda items.

11.

Adjournment.

Dated at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 26th day of April, 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
March 26, 2019
3930 N. Murray Ave Village of Shorewood, WI 53211
DRAFT

1.

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

2.

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

3.

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Approval of January 29, 2019 meeting minutes.
Mr. Couto moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Mr. Wycklendt.
Vote 9-0 to approve.

4.

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

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.
President Rozek opened the public hearing at 6:34 p.m.
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided
to the Plan Commission.
With no public comments the public hearing was closed at 6:38 p.m.
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.
President Rozek asked if the business was existing. Mr. Griepentrog explained that upon
reviewing the occupancy application it was noted that the business had already been
operating out of the space. Mr. Joe Greco, business owner, stated they have been
operating out of the space for two years. Mr. Griepentrog explained that as the five year
occupancy renewal inspections are being performed from time to time businesses
without occupancies are noticed to be operating in spaces in buildings the inspectors are
in doing inspections.
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President Rozek asked it the business is booked up with clients. Mr. Greco stated that
the practice is accepting new patients but they have limited availability and that there is a
great need.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if the Village is not doing enough to notify businesses they need
occupancy before opening. Mr. Griepentrog stated that the responsibility is partly on the
property owners who should be informing tenants of the occupancy requirements or
suggesting they contact the village. He added that the Plan Commission could consider
modifying the conditional use regulations to exempt clinics of particular sizes (square
footage). Other municipalities have exempted clinics under a particular square footage in
office buildings.
Trustee Amenta asked if our zoning code differentiates between office buildings and
retail buildings adding that she would be ok exempting clinics from conditional use
conditions if in an office building but if they would be converting a retail storefront that is
a different story. Mr. Griepentrog stated the code does not differentiate buildings within
zones.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if the eight clinicians within the business where Mr. Greco’s
employees or independent contractors. Mr. Greco stated they are independent. Ms. Kiely
Miller asked if staff is required to verify the contractor’s licenses. Mr. Griepentrog stated
he does not have to verify the licenses but that the licenses are all available on the
state’s credential page and can be easily verified if requested. Ms. Kiely Miller asked
about the four parking spaces required and whether the 13 parking spaces available on
site are sufficient for the business and other businesses within the building. Mr.
Griepentrog stated that the other business in the building is Shorewood Animal
Hospital’s cat clinic (due to their remodeling) and that he did not know the impact that
would have on the parking. He also added that the parking code was outdated and
needed to be updated. Mr. Greco added that the cat clinic is not open to the public and
won’t impact the parking spaces. Ms. Kiely Miller asked if any of the waiting room space
is shared with the other businesses. Mr. Greco stated that the business does have a
designated waiting room space for clients.
Mr. Griepentrog added that something to consider too could be modifying the code to
require a conditional use permit for clinics occupying a storefront as opposed to an office
space in a commercial building. He stated there are ways to condition certain business
uses and what type of building a business could occupy.
Mr. Wycklendt moved to approve the conditional use application for a mental health clinic
at commercial property 2510 E. Capitol Drive based on meeting the conditions stipulated
in 535-25C. Seconded by Mr. Couto. Vote 9-0 to approve.
6.

Further discussion and possible recommendation to Village Board for amending
zoning requirements for porches in front yard setbacks. (meeting #5)
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog introduced the item per the memo that was provided
to the Plan Commission.
He stated that the topic was originally discussed in 2015 and recommended to allow
porches in the front yard setback up to eight feet. The item was held while the Design
Review Board worked on residential design guidelines. The guidelines were drafted but
never approved. In 2017, the Plan Commission reconsidered an ordinance change
regarding decks, patios and porches. Ordinance changes were approved for decks and
patios but in July of 2017 the Plan Commission received a new copy of the ordinance
changes regarding porches in the front yard setback. The porch ordinance was held
again and subsequently there have been staff transitions and plan commission member
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transitions since and the item has not been further discussed. Mr. Griepentrog added
that a resident recently wanted to add a covered roof over their small entryway but the
zoning code does not allow for it being very restrictive to items extending into front yard
setbacks.
Mr. Griepentrog stated that he shared both the 2015 and 2017 versions of the ordinance.
He stated the first version was much more comprehensible and easy to administer by
simply stating that porches could project up to eight feet into the setback but be no
closer than ten feet to the lot line. He stated he had less information regarding the
second version and that the second version allowed a 10% deviation from the setback
but that the 10% would not allow many porches because of how front yard setbacks are
calculated. Mr. Griepentrog added that if the Village wants to encourage porches then
using the first version of the ordinance change made more sense because porches are
typically six to eight feet.
President Rozek asked what the drawbacks were to allowing porches into the front yard
setbacks that it needed to be regulated.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that the ten percent may have been addressing blocks like the block
she lives on in which all the house’s front facades line up but one or two houses that sit
along the back of the lot which throws off the front yard setback calculation. The ten
percent may have been to get around situations like that. She stated that the key
phrases of the code for her where that the code was in place to regulate light, air, and
privacy for better home environment.
Mr. Wycklendt added that he felt the code was for uniformity and that the ten percent
was not so you could add 2.5 feet of porch it was to address the houses set further back
on the lots.
Mr. Griepentrog stated that if the Village Board’s intent is to keep the blocks uniform then
the ordinance is not a big win for that but if the Board is looking to allow homeowners to
add porches he suggested the first version of the ordinance that allowed porches up to
eight feet into the setback.
President Rozek stated you always go back to what is the intent of a regulation. She
asked if the intent of the commission was to allow porches or not. From a planning
perspective porches are a positive thing that engage people. If the Village wanted to
encourage porches for those reasons then you make regulations less restrictive.
Trustee Amenta said that porches can add architectural interest to houses and that she
is in favor of them.
Ms. Kiely Miller added that she did not understand the changes on page 36 of the
materials (b(1) and b(2)). Mr. Griepentrog felt the same way and stated that if a code has
to be read and re-read to understand it that the code is not good. He felt the consensus
at the last discussion was that the second version was too complicated.
Mr. Hansmann said that a version was drafted and then the question was what other
municipalities where doing on the subject.
President Rozek asked if the ordinance covered both open and closed porches. Mr.
Griepentrog stated it addressed only open air porches.
President Rozek stated she was in support of allowing porches and lessening
regulations regarding porches.
Mr. Griepentrog wanted to discuss the topic so he was clear on what version he should
look to bring back.
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Ms. Kiely Miller asked about where lot lines would be measured from. Mr. Griepentrog
stated that the measurement would be from the lot line which is typically set back from
the sidewalk 2-3 feet. He added that averaging the setbacks of an entire block is not
always accurate either because often we do not have all surveys for properties on a full
block. He also stated that Design Review Board would review changes to front porches.
Ms. Patel stated that ten feet from a lot line seems really close to the street. She said on
some streets there is a great deal of front yard space compared to other streets. Mr.
Griepentrog said that a porch would only be able to be eight feet deep per ordinance.
Ms. Klein asked if there was any limit on how large a porch could be. Mr. Griepentrog
said based on the proposal a porch could only be 8 feet deep but that there are no
regulations on the width of a porch. Limiting the width of a porch would be a
conversation that would need to be had.
Mr. Hansmann said that corner houses were also discussed and whether a porch could
wrap around the house.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked to clarify the language regarding the 30% of floor area being
enclosed. Mr. Griepentrog stated he felt it related to an entryway and that the language
has to be clarified.
Trustee Amenta added that there has to be a regulation regarding enclosing an open air
porch which is not allowed.
Mr. Wycklendt added that the language of the code needs to be cleaned up for clarity.
Mr. Griepentrog has consulted with Inspector Justin Burris as well regarding language
because he is who will be regulating the code.
Attorney Bayer said that the code changes came about due to residents wanting to
cover/enclose a stoop/patio area making a porch to enhance the area but the code
would not allow the encroachment. One way to look at the code is that if a house is
already at the front yard setback do you want to allow a porch on that residence.
Mr. Couto said that he would not be okay with a neighbor whose house’s front façade
was at the front yard setback and then added an eight foot patio on the front of the
house if he lived in a house next to it which was setback further.
President Rozek said that if ten feet of front yard was enough look of front yard to
address the concern of uniformity then the concern of neighbor to neighbor wouldn’t
matter. Mr. Couto said his concern is the homes set closer to the road who add an
additional 8 feet of porch and now the neighbor is even further back looking at a porch
next door.
Ms. Patel said that if the concern is uniformity then she felt ten feet was not enough
space.
Ms. Klein asked if a covered entry with no posts was considered a porch. Mr.
Griepentrog stated that yes it would be considered a porch. He said this is the trouble
residents are having currently. Trustee Amenta said she didn’t feel that a covered
entryway would cause as much concern for neighbors.
Mr. Griepentrog stated that there are also side setbacks that limit the size of a porch and
neighbors could be notified upon a porch being submitted for Design Review Board as
well.
President Rozek understood the concern with front yard space but stated that if you can
only build an 8 foot porch then a property with a smaller front yard would not be able to
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build a porch. She questioned what is acceptable for the streets where the front yard is
not larger. Ms. Patel stated that she would then go back to the older code in which a
patio is acceptable instead of a porch on the streets with less front yard space.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that based on pictures provided that porches appear to have a
couple steps up from the ground. She said that some has to do with architecture and
what is appropriate for a particular entryway.
Mr. Wycklendt said that it appears the commission likes porches but also having some
uniformity.
Mr. Griepentrog added that there are ways to limit porches. The code could do things like
allow an 8 foot porch with a no case shell no closer than ten feet to the lot line and a no
case shell has to be more than 15 feet from your adjacent neighbors primary façade. He
stated he could provide some examples of varying blocks and the setbacks moving
forward as well.
Ms. Klein stated that there is a different value added to homes depending on whether a
roof is installed over an entryway or a porch. Mr. Griepentrog stated he could look into
covered entryways versus porches.
Trustee Amenta asked if anyone had any objection to a covered entryway and
suggested separating covered entryways from porches in the code.
Mr. Wycklendt asked if requests for covered entryways are an issue. Mr. Griepentrog
stated a roof structure needs a building permit and it would be denied based on the
current code.
President Rozek stated that when zoning codes are discussed in an urban neighborhood
the question comes down to value and is there more value in allowing porches or not.
Anything that can be done to add value to residential stock would really accentuate the
tax value in the village.
Ms. Patel said that one option could be to reduce the amount of coverage of a porch that
is allowed if the porch is approaching the ten foot setback requirement.
Mr. Griepentrog said he felt he had good direction on how to move forward with the
ordinance changes.
7.

Schedule next meeting.
Mr. Griepentrog explained that he would not be present for a meeting on April 23rd and
suggested moving the April meeting to April 30th. Commissioners were ok with the date
change.

8.

Future agenda items.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked about Village Board priorities and if the list of priorities should be
revisited. President Rozek explained she discussed with the Village Manager recently
and that the priorities are being narrowed down. Mr. Griepentrog stated the priority list
will be a topic at the April meeting.
Trustee Amenta asked if the Village transportation study will be discussed with the Plan
Commission in the future. Mr. Griepentrog stated he was meeting with the consultant in
the coming week to discuss the communication and management plan which will then go
to the Village Board for approval. If a commissioner desires to be on the advisory
committee for the study one can be recommended.

9.

Adjournment.
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Trustee Amenta moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:45 p.m., seconded by Mr. Couto.
Vote to adjourn 9-0.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Report to Plan Commission
April 26, 2019
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Consideration of an Application for a Zoning Review to confirm the side setback at 2500
E. Capitol Dr., business owner David Rosene, Shorewood Animal Hospital.

Project, Parcel and Structure Overview
Brook Meier, d/b/a Workshop Architects, on behalf of property owner David Rosene, d/b/a Shorewood
Animal Hospital has applied for a Zoning Review to confirm the building setback at 2500 E. Capitol Dr.
The parcel is zoned B-3 Mixed-Use Commercial District.
On behalf of the Shorewood Animal Hospital, Mr. Meier has applied for permits to renovate the
existing building with the inclusion of a new vestibule. That new vestibule will modify the side setback
of the building, which must be verified in compliance with Village Code.
Per Village Code 535-21C(6)(c)[2] the side setback of corner lots within this district shall have a buildto line of 20 feet from the street curbline, except that side yard setback on corner lots shall be
reviewed by the Plan Commission to determine whether or twenty-foot build-to line or another corner
lot side yard build-to line is appropriate due to parking considerations and the layout of the
intersection.
A build-to line is line within a lot parallel to the
adjacent street curbline or lot line along which at
least 50% of a building facade must be built. A build-to
line is established to create an even (or more or less
even) building facade line on a street. A build-to line is
also referred to as a maximum setback. This is
counter to a typical [minimum] setback, which is a line
on a lot where the structure shall be located behind.
Based on the provided survey within the renovation plans, the current building is setback is 11.85 ft.
from the property line and 32.35 ft. from the curbline. The new vestibule will be located 4.69 ft. from
the property line or 25.19 ft. from the curbline. The property line itself is located 20.5 ft. from the
curbline, so in actuality accomplishing the 20 ft. build-to line cannot be achieved. However, the code
allows the Plan Commission discretion to review this requirement on a corner lot.
The front of the property also has a build-to line established of the lot line. However, no changes are
proposed to the front elevation to be reviewed.
In consideration of these build-to lines, the building therefore exists as a nonconforming structure.
Per code 535-34A, no such structure shall be expanded or enlarged if such expansion or enlargement
will add to or increase the degree of nonconformity, unless such structure is made to confirm to the
regulations of the district in which it’s located. The proposed renovation is not expanding or enlarging
the non-conformity, it is actually lessening the nonconformity.
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Proposed Use
The Shorewood Animal Hospital has had occupancy since June 5, 1988. The proposed use is not
changing with these renovations. The site will continue to be operated as an animal hospital, which
per code is currently allowed as a conditional use within the B-3 district. A conditional use was not
required at the time of initial occupancy, and due to continued occupancy, the site is considered an
existing conforming use.
Parking
Renovation of the facility will not modify parking requirements or allocations for the property. Nine
spaces will be provided on site. Street parking is also available along N. Stowell Ave.
Review and Approval
The Plan Commission is being asked to confirm the acceptability of the proposed side setback in
relation to the Code’s stated requirement. Flexibility is provided to the Plan Commission in
consideration of either parking considerations or the layout of the intersection.
If denied by the Plan Commission, the applicant may seek a Special Exception from the Board of
Appeals as detailed in 535-34E.
Staff Comments
Based on review of the application and existing site conditions, staff has no objections to the
proposed structure location, and notes that the renovation will bring the structure closer to the desired
build-to line. If the plans detailed a redevelopment, rather than a renovation, strict conformity of the
build-to lines would be required.
The applicant has also applied and is working with building inspectors to obtain the appropriate
building permits, subject to approval of the building’s placement. The Design Review Board has
already reviewed and approved the architectural design of the renovation, subject to confirmation of
the structure’s location from the Plan Commission.
Suggested Motion:
“I move to approve the proposed building placement of the Shorewood Animal Hospital located at
2500 E. Capitol Dr., as submitted, in consideration of the layout of the intersection and the fact that
the non-conformity is being lessened with this renovation.”
Materials Enclosed
• Application for Zoning Review
• Shorewood Animal Hospital Renovation Plans – 04-01-19
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SHOREWOOD ANIMAL HOSPITAL : Renovation
04.01.2019
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PLAT OF SURVEY

15' PUBLIC ALLEY

CLIENT
Outside Architecture

sITE ADDRESS
2500 E. Capitol Dr. Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin.

lEGAL DESCRIPTION
Lot 26, in Block 3, C. A. Maynard & Agnew's Subdivision No. 2, of part of the South 1/2 of the South West
1/4 of Section 3, Township 7 North, range 22 East, in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County,
Wisconsin.

NOTES
Utility lines are shown from visible surface evidence, municipal plans and from plans and markings
provided by Diggers Hotline, the One-call Utility Marking System (Wisconsin Statute 182.0175), Ticket
Number 20183901404.

N. STOWELL AVE.

Vertical datum is based on Village of Shorewood Vertical Datum which is
NGVD 1929 - 580.603 (673.26 - 580.603 =92.65)

LEGEND

VICINITY MAP

SITE

E. CAPITOL DR.

I Certify that I have surveyed the above described property (Property), and the above map is correct to the best of
my professional knowledge and belief and shows the size and location of the Property, its exterior boundaries, the location and
dimensions of all visible structures thereon, boundary fences, apparent easements and roadways and visible encroachments, if
any. This survey is made for the exclusive use of the present owners of the Property, and also those who purchase, mortgage,
or guarantee the title thereto, within one (1) year from date hereof.

Date: October 10, 2018
Donald C. Chaput
Professional Land Surveyor
Registration Number S-1316

Date

234 W. Florida Street
Milwaukee, WI 53204

414-224-8068
www.chaputlandsurveys.com

Revision description

This document is an instrument of professional service, and may be protected by the
surveyors work product doctrine or surveyor / client privilege. The information shown
hereon is intended solely for the use of the client and client directed third parties.

Drawing No. 3039-jhc
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Report to Plan Commission
April 26, 2019
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Further discussion of amending zoning requirements to allow for porches and covered
entryways in required front and side yards. (meeting #6)

History and Topic Overview
The Plan Commission reviewed the history of this topic at their March 22, 2019 meeting and provided
direction to move forward with a new draft allowing porches in front yards and research the addition of
covered entryways. That draft is attached for initial consideration. The following summarizes the
contents and highlights questions to be addressed.
1. A proposed definition for “covered entryway” is being suggested for inclusion within 535-6
Definitions and word usage. No change is being proposed to the current definition of porch.
2. The title of 535-9F is being proposed to include porches.
3. Non-substantive format and wording changes for clarification are being suggested to the deck
section.
4. Non-substantive format and wording changes for clarification are being proposed to the patio
section.
5. A new section including porches and covered entryways is being proposed. The following
topics are to be discussed.
a. Confirm desirable front yard encroachment for porches (8 ft. from the main façade of
the house, but not closer than 10 ft. to lot line) and covered entryways (4 ft., but not
closer than 10 ft. to lot line).
b. Confirm desirable side setbacks for porches (minimum setback or more?).
c. Confirm no porches in street side yards.
d. Confirm desirable encroachment of covered entryway in street side yard (4 ft., but not
closer than 6 ft. to lot line).
e. Confirm acceptability of second story deck on top of porch (yes or no?).
f. Confirm open-air requirements of porch (50%, more or less?).
g. Confirm design restrictions on covered entryways (centered and not more than 3 ft. on
either side)
h. Confirm prohibition of unfinished green-treated materials.
6. Other questions, not currently within draft ordinance:
a. Took out section allowing 30% of porch floor area to be enclosed. Unsure of its intent.
b. Should special exceptions be brought to the Plan Commission or sought as a variance
through the Board of Appeals?
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7. Non-substantive format and wording changes for clarification are being proposed to the
driveways section.
Next Steps
Based on discussion, staff will modify the proposed ordinance amendment and illustrate examples of
how this will affect various properties. A formal recommendation of the ordinance will be sought at the
next Plan Commission meeting. Upon receipt of a favorable recommendation, a public hearing will be
arranged at a Village Board meeting prior to formal consideration.
Materials Enclosed
• Current 535-9 Site restrictions. F. Decks, patios and driveways.
• Proposed amendment to porch regulations – April 30, 2019
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F. Decks, patios and driveways.
(1) No deck, patio, or driveway shall be constructed unless a Village building permit is applied for
and issued by the Village in accordance with the requirements of the Village Code.
(2) Decks shall not be located in the front yard and street side yard or the side or rear setback of a
lot. [Amended 8-14-2017 by Ord. No. 2080]
(3) On-grade patios may be located in the front yard or street side yard only when constructed
within the following parameters: [Amended 2-16-2016 by Ord. No. 2059; 8-14-2017 by Ord. No.
2080]
(a) No more than 30% of any front yard or street side yard may be covered by a patio.
(b) One entire side of a patio must be directly adjacent to the principal structure of the lot.
(c) Front yard patios and street side yard patios shall not be more than three feet from the
property front yard and street side yard lot line.
(d) A scale drawing of the proposed layout of a new front yard or street side yard patio must be
completed, along with a list of proposed materials to be used in construction, all of which
shall be submitted to the Design Review Board for review and approval. All materials must
be of high quality, such as cut stone, Lannon or blue stone, or decorative concrete. In
addition the stone surface shall be screened from public view by natural vegetation. No
fences shall serve as the primary screening materials.
(e) Patios may not exceed six inches above grade in front yard and street side yard setbacks.
[Added 8-14-2017 by Ord. No. 2080]
(f) Patios shall not be located in the side or rear setback of a lot, with the exception of on-grade
patios in residence districts R-5 Single-Family Residence District No. 1 and R-6 One- and
Two-Family Residence District No. 1 are allowed within the side yard and rear zoning
setbacks. [Added 8-14-2017 by Ord. No. 2080]
(4) Driveways shall not be constructed unless they lead to a garage, except that circular driveways
may be located in the front yard, provided that there is a garage or a garage is being constructed
on the lot contemporaneously and provided that:
(a) An applicant for a permit to construct a circular driveway must submit a sketch of the
proposed layout and landscape screening in addition to any other information that the
Building Inspector or the Design Review Board may reasonably require in order to comply
with this section;
(b) The design and materials used are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood;
(c) The width of the lot at the front property line is at least 60 feet to allow for an adequate
turning radius;
(d) There is landscaping necessary to adequately screen it from street view that does not impair
the vision triangle; and
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(e) The plans, including the landscaping, have been reviewed and approved by the Design
Review Board.
(5) Newly constructed or reconstructed driveways shall have a minimum width of eight feet. In
cases of reconstruction of driveways the Building Inspector may waive the minimum width
where it is not practically possible to reconstruct an existing driveway to that width, but the
reconstructed driveway may not be narrower than it was prior to reconstruction.
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535-6 Definitions and word usage.
COVERED ENTRYWAY
A covered entrance over a doorway without support structures extending to the ground or floor.
PORCH
An elevated structure attached to the entrance of a building without side walls, forming a covered
approach or vestibule to a doorway.
535-9 Site restrictions.
F. Decks, patios, porches and driveways.
(1) No deck, patio, porch or driveway shall be constructed unless a Village building permit is applied for
and issued by the Village in accordance with the requirements of the Village Code.
(21) Decks.
(a) Decks shall not be located in the front yard and or street side yard, or the side setback or
rear setback of a lot.
(32) Patios.
(a) On-grade pPatios may be located in the front yard or street side yard only when constructed
within the following parameters:
(a)[1] No more than 30% of any front yard or street side yard may be covered by a patio.
(b)[2]One entire side of a patio must be directly adjacent to the principal structure of the lot.
(c)[3]Front yard patios and street side yard patios shall not be located closer more than three
feet from to the property front yard and street side yard lot lines.
(d)[4] A scale drawing of the proposed layout of a new front yard or street side yard patio
must be completed, along with a list of proposed materials to be used in construction,
all of which shall be submitted to the Design Review Board for review and approval. All
materials must be of high quality, such as cut stone, Lannon or blue stone, or decorative
concrete. In addition the stone surface shall be screened from public view by natural
vegetation. No fences shall serve as the primary screening materials.
(e)[5] Patios may not exceed six inches above grade in front yard and or street side yard
setbacks.
(fb) Patios shall not be located in the side or rear setback of a lot, with the exception of on-grade
patios in residence districts the R-5 Single-Family Residence District No. 1 and R-6 One- and
Two-Family Residence District No. 1 residence districts. are allowed within the side yard
and rear zoning setbacks.
(3) Porches and covered entryways.
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In order for buildings to have various features that provide variety, articulation and unique
character, standards are established to allow certain elements of modest size to be placed in
setback areas.
(a) Required setbacks.
[1] Porches may project up to 8 feet from the main façade of the house into the required
front yard and covered entryways may project up to 4 feet into the required front yard;
however, in no instance may such projection encroach closer than 10 ft. to the front lot
line.
[2] Porches and covered entryways may not be located beyond the side setback.
[3] Covered entryways may project up to 4 feet into the required street side yard; however,
in no instance may such projection encroach closer than 6 ft. to the lot line.
(b) Design requirements.
[1] The floor height of any porch or covered entryway shall be at the front entry height.
[2] Porch and covered entryway roof height shall be a maximum of one-story. A second
floor deck with railing may be allowed.
[3] At least 50% of the exterior wall area shall be open; mesh screened areas shall not be
considered enclosed.
[4] A covered entryway shall be centered over the doorway, including sidelights, and shall
not extend greater than 3 feet in either direction.
(c) Prohibitions.
[1] Unfinished green-treated materials are prohibited.
[2] Porches may not be used for living purposes, three/four-season rooms, greenhouses,
sunrooms, solariums (glass roof) or other like structures.
(4) Driveways.
(a) Driveways shall not be constructed unless they lead to a garage, except that circular
driveways may be located in the front yard, provided that there is a garage or a garage is
being constructed on the lot contemporaneously and provided that:
(a)[1] An applicant for a permit to construct a circular driveway must submit a sketch of the
proposed layout and landscape screening in addition to any other information that the
Building Inspector or the Design Review Board may reasonably require in order to
comply with this section;
(b)[2] The design and materials used are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood;
(c)[3] The width of the lot at the front property line is at least 60 feet to allow for an
adequate turning radius;

26 of 31

(d)[4] There is landscaping necessary to adequately screen it from street view that does not
impair the vision triangle; and
(e)[5] The plans, including the landscaping, have been reviewed and approved by the Design
Review Board.
(5b) Newly constructed or reconstructed driveways shall have a minimum width of eight feet. In
cases of reconstruction of driveways the Building Inspector may waive the minimum width
where it is not practically possible to reconstruct an existing driveway to that width, but the
reconstructed driveway may not be narrower than it was prior to reconstruction.
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Report to Plan Commission
April 26, 2019
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Review of Plan Commission 2018 Annual Report and 2020 Initiatives

Overview
All Village Boards, Committees and Commissions are asked to provide annual reports summarizing
their previous year’s accomplishments. The Plan Commission’s 2018 accomplishments have been
summarized as an attachment within this packet.
In addition, all Boards, Committees and Commissions are asked to identify future initiatives to work
on. Last year the Plan Commission submitted nine initiatives to the Village Board for consideration.
Of those nine, the Village Board directed staff to work on revisions to the Sign Code, in cooperation
with the Design Review Board. As of the timing of this memo, that revision has yet to take place. The
Plan Commission is also currently working on finalizing a decision on porches, and slightly
accomplished revisions to the Village’s Conditional Use Permit standards.
Moving forward, Board, Committee and Commission initiatives will not be forwarded directly to the
Village Board for consideration. Rather, staff liaisons will provide them to the Village Manager who
will work with staff to identify available resources to accomplish them, in consideration of Annual Work
Plans and other Village priorities. Maintaining a “wish list” of projects is not discouraged, but
understanding the availably of resources to accomplish them and or seek assistance from
commission members must be considered.
Provided within this packet is last year’s list of proposed initiatives for re-consideration and/or editing.
Staff notes that Item 1 should be removed, as the Plan Commission is currently working on it. Item 8
should also be removed as it has already been assigned into the Planning Director’s work queue.
Item 2 was also partially accomplished, in that required neighbor notifications were passed as part of
the updates to both Solar Panel and Conditional Use Permit regulations. Staff would like to point out
the Item 9 should be selected as a top priority, as the Village must begin work on updating its
Comprehensive Plan within the next year, as it is required to be renewed by January 2021. Beyond
that it is unlikely that staff will have any additional time to devote to larger initiatives. However,
continuing to revise code sections as a matter of routine activity may be practical.
Suggested Motion:
“I move to approve the 2020 Plan Commission Initiatives, as discussed and selected within the
meeting.”
Materials Enclosed
• 2018 Annual Report
• 2020 Initiatives Form (blank)
• 2019 Initiatives
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VILLAGE OF SHOREWOOD
DEPARTMENT / COMMITTEE ANNUAL REPORT
Instructions: To help inform the Village Board on the annual operations, services and activities being performed by all areas of the
Village, the Village Manager is asking each department and citizen committee to complete the following report. Please contact the
Village Manager’s Office if you have any questions about the report.

Name of Department / Committee: Plan Commission
Name of Department Head / Committee Chair: Bart Griepentrog (staff liaison) / President Allison Rozek
Other Department Managers / Committee Members:
Tr. Davida Amenta, Leah Blankenship, Eric Cuoto, Tim Hansmann, Barbara Kiely Miller, Therese Klein, Sangeeta Patel, Dan Wyckendt

Identify your most significant department / committee services and activities performed in the past year.
1. Convened 6 meetings
2. Considered 12 Conditional Use Permits (4 solar panels, 1 riparian trail, 1 cellular antenna, 3 clinics, 1 fitness studio, 1 massage therapy, 1
daycare)
3. Denied 1 Conditional Use Permit (daycare)
4. Considered 4 parking special exceptions
5. Recommended approval of 1 Certified Survey Map
6. Provided one recommendation for the sale of public land.
7. Proposed modifications to fee schedule for Conditional Use Permits (passed by Village Board)
8. Proposed modifications to Solar and Wind Energy System regulations (passed by Village Board)
9. Proposed modifications to Conditional Use Permit regulations (passed by Village Board)
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Identify your department / committee proposed initiatives that you hope to perform or implement in future years. Initiatives
are significant subjects such as service delivery changes, capital items, programs, or studies that require Village resources and
time to execute. Each initiative listed should link to one of the six vision statements in Vision 2025 on pages 6-8. Include the
vision number(s) in the “Relationship to Vision 2025” column corresponding with the vision statement(s) that best relates to
the initiative along with a brief explanation. For each initiative, please complete the “Request Execution of New Village
Initiative” form to complete this section. For citizen committees, please utilize your staff liaison to complete this form.
Department / Committee Initiative(s)

Relationship to Vision 2025

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
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