Plan Commission
Meeting Agenda October 27, 2020
6:30 pm
Teleconference
Please join my meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone.
https://zoom.us/j/94516302390?pwd=SE05QzRDMzl0cUtjbkJ1YTMxK2psdz09
Meeting ID: 945 1630 2390
Passcode: 924250
Dial in by using +1 (312) 626-6799
1.

Call to order.

2.

Approval of September 22, 2020 meeting minutes.

3.

Approval of the September 29, 2020 meeting minutes.

4.

A). Public Hearing: Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application to operate a
seasonal tree lot at commercial property 4121 N. Wilson Drive in the Village of
Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 240-9979-000.
B). Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application to operate a seasonal tree lot at
commercial property 4121 N. Wilson Drive in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee
County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 240-9979-000.

5.

A). Public Hearing: Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed
delivery/curbside pick-up sandwich shop to be located at commercial property 4473B N.
Oakland Avenue in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID
236-0002-001.
B). Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed delivery/curbside
pick-up sandwich shop to be located at commercial property 4473B N. Oakland Avenue
in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 236-0002-001.

6.

A). Public Hearing: Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed
second drive-thru lane to be located on commercial property 1325 E. Capitol Drive in the
Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 275-1088-000.
B). Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed second drive-thru
lane to be located on commercial property 1325 E. Capitol Drive in the Village of
Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 275-1088-000.

7.

Update on Comprehensive Plan Update

8.

Future agenda items.

9.

Adjournment.

Dated at Shorewood, Wisconsin, this 23rd day of October, 2020

Village of Shorewood
Sara Bruckman, Village Clerk, CMC/WCMC
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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.

Page 2 of 41

Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes
September 22, 2020
3930 N. Murray Ave. Village of Shorewood, WI 53211
DRAFT

1.

Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 6:35 p.m.
President Allison Rozek
Trustee Kathy Stokebrand
Eric Couto
Therese Klein
Barbara Kiely Miller
Sangeeta Patel
Daniel Wycklendt

No
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Others present were Planning Director Bart Griepentrog and Planning Administrative
Clerk Crystal Kopydlowski.
Mr. Griepentrog informed the Commission that the Village Board adopted the ordinance
amendment at last night’s meeting that lowers the required number of commissioners to
seven. This will make establishing a quorum easier as that requires four members now.
2.

Approval of August 25, 2020 meeting minutes.
Ms. Kiely Miller moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Mr. Couto. Vote 6-0 to
approve.

3.

Public Hearing: Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a
proposed carryout and delivery sandwich shop to be located at commercial
property 4473 N. Oakland Avenue in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County,
Wisconsin. TAX ID 236-0002-001. CANCELLED
Planning Director Bart Griepentrog explained this is the space previously occupied by
Curves and stated the item was canceled as the business plan that was proposed did
not work and is being modified. The building inspector and health sanitarian have been
working with the business owner on the modifications required for the space. The item
will likely be on the next meeting agenda in October.

4.

Review of draft Utilities and Community Facilities chapter of the Comprehensive
Plan Update.
Mr. Griepentrog introduced the chapter and gave an overview of the sections. He gave a
brief update on the comprehensive plan process. He inform the Commission that the
topic of a village wide parking ordinance is still being discussed at the Village Board level
and that because of that the Comprehensive Plan schedule may be pushed back
because of the amount of work parking is requiring. There is no penalty if the
Comprehensive Plan is not adopted by January 2021 but that has always been the goal.
Commissioners discussed the Utilities and Community Facilities Chapter.
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Mr. Griepentrog said that during stakeholder interviews there was a general theme to
maximize the use of existing facilities.
Trustee Stokebrand asked if the stakeholder input section (Section 4.2.1) will be
rewritten and questioned the wording that stated “minimal direct input related to
community facilities and utilities may relate to a general comfort or lack of awareness
with existing conditions.” Mr. Griepentrog said this chapter is an update and there is no
specific Village initiative that specifically addressed this topic so there was minimal input.
More input could be added via a survey at the open house. Trustee Stokebrand wanted
to ensure the high impact updates at the school district were included. Mr. Griepentrog
will review the section.
Trustee Stokebrand asked if information on the Lange bequest ($5 million) to the library
should be included (Section 4.3.6). Mr. Griepentrog said that is accurate to include if it is
intended for capital improvements to the library.
Trustee Stokebrand asked about the signage pertaining to the Shorewood Historical
Society on the north side of the Village Hall facility. Ms. Kopydlowski stated it was for
storage purposes. Mr. Griepentrog said he would add mention of it under the Village Hall
section.
Ms. Kiely Miller said the nature preserve should be mentioned in Section 4.3.7. Trustee
Stokebrand added to also include details on the canoe/kayak launch that is going
through approval and the river trail in Hubbard Park.
Ms. Patel asked if fiber optic network updates are looked at in this chapter. Mr.
Griepentrog said there is a section regarding telecommunications and he will update and
confirm that information with the village inspector and the DPW.
Trustee Stokebrand said that Kingo Lutheran Church operated a private pre-school at
their facility prior to the pandemic and suggested it be included.
Trustee Stokebrand asked if a brief outline of future sewer projects should be added. Mr.
Griepentrog said they could be but he is hesitant to provide details because they often
change. This is why he referenced the Long Range Financial Plan where those projects
are detailed. He will review this section with the Director of Public Works.
Ms. Patel suggested adding details regarding the reconstruction of Lake Drive and utility
work pertaining to that.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if there are any reports regarding updates or renovations that
Village Hall would need. Mr. Griepentrog said the only report he was familiar with was an
occupancy inspection report that the previous inspector had performed.
Ms. Klein asked if concerns of lead in the water supply should be added. Mr. Griepentrog
will confirm information with the Director of Public Works.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if the downspout disconnection program as required my MMSD
(listed in the concepts under Section 4.6) references village owned properties and
residential properties. Mr. Griepentrog said it is both village owned and residential. Ms.
Kiely Miller suggested adding the language “where feasible” for this program. Mr.
Griepentrog said this is required by 2025 and more information will be included. Trustee
Stokebrand asked if this was a state requirement or MMSD requirement. Mr. Griepentrog
stated it was an MMSD requirement because of the combined sewer area within the
village.
5.

Review of draft Natural and Cultural Resources chapter of the Comprehensive
Plan Update.
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Mr. Griepentrog introduced the chapter and gave an overview of the sections.
Commissioners discussed the Natural and Cultural Resources Chapter.
Ms. Kiely Miller suggested rephrasing the second paragraph in the introduction to read
“As immigrants settled in the area, the land was used for agriculture…”
Trustee Stokebrand asked if it is a state requirement to address farmland/agricultural
because later in the chapter it states the village has none. Mr. Griepentrog said yes that
has to be added and clarified. He said the closest mention is the farmer’s market and its
offering of fresh produce. Trustee Stokebrand suggested adding information on
beekeeping.
Ms. Klein suggested adding the specific Native Americans that resided in the Village as
part of the introduction.
Ms. Klein asked about community gardens in regards to Section 5.3. Ms. Patel said Lake
Bluff Elementary and Shorewood High School have gardens. Trustee Stokebrand added
Kingo Lutheran Church has a garden too. Mr. Griepentrog said he will research the
gardens and add information.
Trustee Stokebrand asked about Section 5.4.6 Lake Bed Grant Program and issues with
Atwater Beach. She said that when she and Ms. Patel were involved they were told by
the Village that all was contingent on DNR approval. Ms. Patel said that was her
understanding and that the lake beds were granted to Milwaukee County but they were
hands off and gave the responsibility to the local communities. Ms. Patel said permits are
not needed through the DNR. Mr. Griepentrog will confirm with the DNR also. Ms. Patel
said this is granted in state statutes.
Ms. Klein asked to clarify the Village’s relationship with Estabrook Park and the Village
responsibilities. She believed Milwaukee County maintains the park and Shorewood
Police patrol the park. Ms. Kiely Miller said it would be worth mentioning Friends of
Estabrook Park and the Friends of Atwater Park. Trustee Stokebrand suggested listing
some of the park amenities. Mr. Griepentrog suggested possibly a map of the park
showing the municipal boundaries.
Trustee Stokebrand suggested changing Atwater Park from a neighborhood park to a
different category (County Park or Regional Park). Mr. Griepentrog said the Outdoor
Recreation Plan is where the park category should be changed. Ms. Kiely Miller
suggested adding a sentence about the parks being owned by the Village but being
open to the public and residents from all municipalities use them.
Trustee Stokebrand said that Atwater Elementary has additional striping and a
removable net to allow for a pickleball court. Ms. Patel added that Lake Bluff Elementary
has tennis courts and futsal. Mr. Griepentrog said he will confirm with the school district
the facilities and add them.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked if information should be included on higher lake levels and storms
in the last years and how that has impacted the plans pertaining to the beach area. Mr.
Griepentrog said he could add mention to that under the Atwater Park section.
Ms. Kiely Miller suggested removing the third bullet point under goal three (Section 5.7)
which stated “Encourage private investment in private property along the banks of the
Milwaukee River.” She said with the development of Harbor Chase and The Oaks this is
irrelevant.
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Ms. Kiely Miller commented on the potential concept that stated “identify opportunities for
optimal use of parks and open spaces” saying that there should remain some
undeveloped park space to enjoy nature.
Ms. Kiely Miller suggested including mention that the Lake Michigan shoreline and
Estabrook Park are important migratory bird paths for a number of species. Trustee
Stokebrand added to include mention of monarch way stations in the village.
Trustee Stokebrand suggested a potential concept (Section 5.9) of continued support of
the performing arts in the school district. Ms. Patel disagreed stating it is the Department
of Public Instruction determines and dictates what the school can do. She sees a
potential conflict making it a village priority. Mr. Couto agreed and said this should be left
for the schools. Mr. Griepentrog said there could be a generic goal added for supporting
the performing arts.
Ms. Kiely Miller agreed that the listed goal in Section 5.9 needs to be rewritten and
emailed a suggested rephrasing in the survey that had been sent to the Plan
Commission.
6.

Discuss virtual public engagement meeting date to review draft Comprehensive
Plan Update.
Mr. Griepentrog explained that he needs more time personally and professionally to work
on the update and that the mid-October public engagement meeting will likely need to be
rescheduled for November. The schedule will be pushed back by a month roughly.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that publication of the public engagement meeting will need to be
done as soon as the date is confirmed. Mr. Griepentrog said a village-wide mailing is
planned when the date is confirmed.

7.

Future agenda items.
Mr. Couto asked what is coming after the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Griepentrog said
items on his list are off-street parking regulations in the Zoning Code for new
occupancies, special privilege permits and when required. He said that after the
Comprehensive Plan is complete updating the Zoning and Land Use Chapter of the
Village Code will begin.

8.

Discuss next meeting(s).
The next meeting will be September 29 with the consultant (VandeWalle & Associates)
led chapters being presented for review.

9.

Adjournment.
Mr. Couto moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:16 p.m., seconded by Ms. Patel. Vote to
adjourn 6-0.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Plan Commission
Meeting Minutes
September 29, 2020
3930 N. Murray Ave. Village of Shorewood, WI 53211
DRAFT

1.

Call to order.
The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m.
President Allison Rozek
Trustee Kathy Stokebrand
Eric Couto
Therese Klein
Barbara Kiely Miller
Sangeeta Patel
Daniel Wycklendt

No
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Others present were Planning Director Bart Griepentrog, Planning Administrative Clerk
Crystal Kopydlowski and Jackie Mich from Vandewalle & Associates.
Trustee Stokebrand ceded the role of committee chair to Mr. Griepentrog who ceded that
the Ms. Mich of Vandewalle & Associates.
Ms. Mich asked to move the discussion of the Land Use Chapter up to item number
three. Ms. Mich stated she wanted to ensure the commission had enough time to cover
all the land use topics as it is a critical item.
Ms. Mich gave the Commission a project status update. She explained that the
Vandewalle led chapters are drafted and Village led chapters are still in progress. The
next step is to review all chapters with the Plan Commission and assemble a full
complete plan document with all the chapters and all the maps. From there the project
moves into the public participation phase getting the public’s input on the drafted plan.
Ms. Mich emphasized that this was a collaborative effort between Vandewalle &
Associates and Village staff. Vandewalle is leading three chapters and the public
participation. They are advising on maps and compile and produce the final document.
2.

Review of draft Issues and Opportunities Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan
Update.
Ms. Mich introduced the chapter and gave an overview of the chapter, the chapter’s
strategic directions and the strategic directions graphic.
Commissioners discussed the Issues and Opportunities Chapter.
Trustee Stokebrand said the bullet point under Direction 1 which stated “in general,
discourage or prohibit replacement or redevelopment of existing residential adjacent to
Capitol and Oakland” seemed to contradict other areas where flexibility was encouraged.
Ms. Mich said this point discusses the properties next to or behind properties on Oakland
and Capitol. Ms. Kiely Miller said this addresses commercial creep into the residential
areas and discourages that.
Page 7 of 41

Trustee Stokebrand said another concern was that the mention of affordable housing
only addresses the cost of buying houses, apartments or rental units and there is no
addressing of taxes under Direction Three. Ms. Mich said that the most common way to
do that is work with developers who used affordable housing tax credits and that allows
them to bring in affordable units. She said typically tax credits are the way most
communities do it but credits do not have anything to do with the village’s tax rate but
more with incentives that the developer can get that reduces their tax burden to develop
the affordable housing. Mr. Griepentrog said taxes were addressed in the Economic
Development Chapter but suggested including an additional bullet point focusing on a
desire to keep the tax rate low so people are not overburdened.
Ms. Kiely Miller addressed the last bullet point of Direction One that stated only “using
TIF or considering height/bulk increases beyond what is allowed under current zoning
when public benefits are allowed”. She said if there is a zoning height that it has to be
respected. Trustee Stokebrand said “public benefits” is vague and subjective and asked
if the commission was comfortable with that language.
Trustee Stokebrand does not support the bullet point that states “evaluate and relaunch
loan and grant programs” under Direction Four. She said the grant programs have been
highly controversial and suggested removing mention of grant programs. Ms. Kiely Miller
agreed that they are controversial. Mr. Griepentrog said recently the grant program was
modified and the last three years was a lesser program and less lucrative. He said the
CDA has listened to community input and has modified the program. He said if the
programs were relaunched they would need to be focused on what the Village and/or
CDA would be willing to support and this plan could document that. Mr. Couto suggested
rephrasing the bullet to say “evaluate and potentially relaunch” and tighten up the
language of this bullet point. Ms. Kiely Miller asked about the CDA discussions regarding
residential loans. Mr. Griepentrog said there have always been separate residential and
commercial loans and that the Neighborhood Improvement Loan is also frozen and will
be reevaluate before the commercial program. Ms. Patel asked if a bullet point about this
is under the affordable housing strategic direction. Mr. Griepentrog said a bullet point
similar to that under strategic direction four would work. Ms. Patel suggested “evaluate
and explore the need for loans and grant programs”.
Trustee Stokebrand asked about the last bullet under Direction Four that referenced
“encourage small businesses led by people of color by establishing a small business
program to utilize vacant commercial spaces by offering reduced rents for startups for a
short period” and questioned if this type of program would work in the village. Ms. Mich
said the bullet could be changed to say “explore and evaluate”.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked about the mention of form-based zoning (Direction Four) and
expressed her concern with having residential in the business district and not having
specific zoning uses in our code. Ms. Mich said many of their clients that pursue formbased zoning do more of a hybrid approach which include form-based provisions that
relate to the bulk of the building or the height or the setback and then include land use
based regulations also. Ms. Mich said that is her recommendation for the village.
3.

Review of draft Land Use Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan Update.
Ms. Mich introduced the chapter and gave an overview of the chapter.
Commissioners discussed the Land Use Chapter.
Ms. Mich discussed the Areas Susceptible to Change Map. Ms. Kiely Miller said that
some of the areas designated susceptible to change have been developed (Harbor
Chase and The Oaks). She also questioned areas that may be less susceptible to
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change (The Shorewood Animal Hospital, Corner Bakery and Culvers). Ms. Klein said
that opinions can change with time. Mr. Griepentrog said he did not want to pick and
choose which surface lots could be susceptible. They included all surface lots on the
map.
Ms. Mich discussed the working draft of the Future Land Use Map.
Trustee Stokebrand questioned the boundary for the Central Core Mixed Use District
and suggested the south boundary be Shorewood Blvd.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that the allowance of taller building height is getting further from the
intersection of Capitol and Oakland and she doesn’t agree with this. She also asked how
many stories are envisioned for the Higher-Density Residential. Ms. Mich said she had 45 stories in mind based on the Village’s current zoning.
Ms. Kiely Miller recommended 2-4 stories allowed in the Main Street Mixed Use District.
Trustee Stokebrand agreed.
Mr. Griepentrog said that if the Plan Commission wanted to recommend by consensus
height limits in certain districts that this was where those changes should be made and
zoning code changes would be done after.
Trustee Stokebrand asked if going around to each member to see if there was a
consensus to change the building height restrictions from 4-5 stories to 2-4 stories in the
Main Street Mixed Use and Suburban Mixed Use Districts was what should be done. Mr.
Couto said he agreed. Mr. Griepentrog said that he would like to hear the consensus if
that was the case. He said if anyone objected now would be the time. Ms. Klein said she
had some hesitation and that they are making a decision on building height based on
what the Commission feels a neighborhood should feel like and that there are financial
part of this. She said no developer will come in and build a two-story building because
they will not make any money. She said there has to be a balance between a feasible
business plan for development and the request from President Rozek to increase the
amount of housing to keep taxes down. These two things seem to go against this desire
for a low building height village. She said she is more a proponent of it needs to make
sense, it needs to fit, it needs to be financially viable and hold down taxes in our
neighborhoods. Mr. Wycklendt agreed. Ms. Patel said the question is more about going
from 5 stories to 4 stories in these districts. Mr. Griepentrog said in the zoning code there
are areas that allow for up to 5 stories and some that allow for up to 4 stories. He said it
is not consistent through a whole corridor and he would like that more clear and clean in
the new zoning update after the comprehensive plan update. He said this is not an easy
decision. Ms. Mich encouraged the Commission to keep a range at the comprehensive
plan level because if the Village does take on a form-based planning process you may
find that based on the context of existing buildings some buildings may want to be on the
higher end of the range and another may want to be on the lower end.
Ms. Keily Miller asked about the multi-housing area on the east side of Wilson Drive and
thinks of them as a possibility for renovation or redevelopment and they are not listed as
a possible future land use and asked why. Mr. Griepentrog said that there is a clear area
for low density residential (single and two-family) and higher density which could be a 45 story building. He added that there is also a middle range with a 4-10 unit building
similar to what is on Wilson Drive. He would advocate for the consideration of a third
residential density category and put it on the Wilson Drive corridor.
Ms. Patel said that light and views were always a topic when discussing zoning when
she lived in California and because of that concept she would not lump Capitol Drive and
Oakland Avenue together. She said that one complaint with Metro Market was the loss of
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light because of it. Ms. Mich said it was a good point and she would have to research it
more. Mr. Griepentrog said it could be addressed with form-based zoning where the first
two stories could be continuous development along the street but then the third and
fourth could only be no more than a certain feet wide allowing for the sun to peak
through.
Ms. Mich reviewed each Central District Future Land Use categories.
Ms. Mich introduced the Central Core Mixed Use District.
Trustee Stokebrand said that in the Central Core Mixed Use District she would not
extend 6-8 stories beyond the southeast corner of Oakland and Capitol (beyond that
block). Mr. Couto felt the same way with the east side of Oakland Avenue up to Olive
Street not allowing 6-8 stories. Ms. Kiely Miller said that was also the feedback from the
public and the stakeholders. She feels keeping that height clustered around the
intersection of Capitol and Oakland makes sense. Ms. Mich asked where the northern
boundary would be changed to. Trustee Stokebrand said nothing north of Capitol.
Ms. Mich said there were people in the public input who wanted more density. She said
they knew that whatever map was developed someone would not be happy. She said
she is pushing a bit on the 6-8 stories which is not in the current code and if they lower it
to 5 stories that is what is currently allowed. She said if they change to lower than what is
current that is a policy change. Ms. Mich said that it has to be acknowledged that there
are buildings taller than four stories on Oakland north of Capitol Drive.
Ms. Klein and Mr. Wycklendt disagree with not allowing any more six-story buildings
north of Capitol Drive. Mr. Wycklendt said there are more spaces north of Capitol Drive
taken up by six-story buildings than there are south of Capitol.
Mr. Griepentrog said there was a public comment that referenced a six story building
north of Capitol looked less contextual because it was only on the west side and
suggested if there was an opportunity to balance it on the east side the district would
look more cohesive. He cautioned making non-conforming structures by downsizing the
zoning.
Ms. Patel said to leave the current zoning and let developers apply for planned
development districts etc. to build outside of what is allowed. Trustee Stokebrand
agreed.
Mr. Couto asked if the Commission agreed on the boundaries of the Central Core Mixed
Use District. Trustee Stokebrand suggested the south boundary end at Shorewood Blvd.
and the north boundary end at Capitol Drive. Mr. Couto agreed.
Mr. Griepentrog said he has heard a legitimate amount of conversation on height for the
moment. He did say this is one chapter of the plan and that decisions on height and
aesthetics to impact other things like taxes and affordable housing. He will work with Ms.
Mich and make sure it all lines up with other things and makes sense moving forward.
Mr. Couto asked how we move forward with the decisions on height. He asked if a vote
was should be taken. Mr. Griepentrog explained that the Plan Commission is the
recommending body and that the Village Board is the final authority. He said a vote
could be done on issues of height and that reasons for dissent could be put in the
minutes.
Ms. Mich introduced the Main Street Mixed Use District.
Ms. Kiely Miller said this was the one area she would like to rezone. She encouraged 2-4
stories and there is a mix of residences on Capitol Drive and it is a smaller narrower
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street with a different character than the entertainment district on Oakland Avenue. Mr.
Griepentrog asked if Ms. Kiely Miller was referring to Capitol Drive east of Murray
Avenue. She said yes. He said the area is now zoned B-3 which lines up more with
Capitol and thinks the recommendation would be to zone it more consistent with the
smaller scale Oakland but asked if she was suggesting an even smaller scale. She said
yes and felt 4-5 stories was too big and wanted to retain the character of the
neighborhood. Ms. Mich encourage 4-5 stories across from the school and the more
commercial uses because it would be the most compatible. Trustee Stokebrand asked
what the current zoning allows in this area. Ms. Kiely Miller said it is currently zoned for
4-5 stories and she would recommend changing it to 2-4 stories. Mr. Griepentrog said
that character and height are two different things. He said there are way to design a 4story building that could complement the existing neighborhood pattern.
Mr. Wycklendt said there has been a lot of talk about affordability and if we don’t
encourage development there will not be affordability in the village. Building up is a way
to grow the tax base in the village. A four to five story building that is aesthetically
pleasing could be great and developers will not come here to tear down and build a 2-4
story building.
Trustee Stokebrand supports 2-4 stories in the Main Street Mixed Use District.
Ms. Kiely Miller supports 2-4 stories in the Main Street Mixed Use District.
Ms. Patel supports 2-4 stories in the Main Street Mixed Use District and if a developer
want higher they can seek that out.
Ms. Klein likes the outline/boundary of the area and encourages more shopping and
retail down to Downer. She said it is lightly used and could encourage some more
livelihood.
Trustee Stokebrand agrees with the boundaries.
Mr. Couto agrees with the boundaries and 2-4 stories for height.
Ms. Mich introduced the Suburban Mixed Use District.
Trustee Stokebrand agreed with this district.
Mr. Couto said this area has less of a sunlight issue. Mr. Wycklendt said that is not
necessarily true because if you build big on the north side of Capitol Drive it will block the
sun from the south.
Trustee Stokebrand said they seemed to be fans of 2-4 stories. Ms. Klein said there are
already a lot of four-story buildings in this district and said someone could build a tenstory building where Culvers is and no one would notice.
Ms. Patel discussed the possibility of making a defined process that makes requesting a
taller building easier. Ms. Mich said other communities will have designated criteria and
expectations along with a formal process if a developer were requesting a higher
building. Ms. Patel suggested maybe designating on the map which areas allow for a
procedure like this.
Ms. Klein suggested extending the boundary to the west to include the ReMax building.
Ms. Mich introduced the Higher Density Residential District.
Ms. Klein asked about why some areas on the map go around the few residential
properties in the commercial district. Ms. Mich said they should be included because this
is a long term plan and that will be researched.

Page 11 of 41

Ms. Klein asked about looking into the River Park area that is zoned exempt institutional
which includes the high-rise complex that a lot of people live in.
Ms. Kiely Miller asked what the recommended building height was for this district. Ms.
Mich said that she is reviewing the current R-9 district and the B-2 district to provide a
recommendation.
Trustee Stokebrand suggested labeling the area Main Street Mixed Use instead. Ms.
Klein asked why it is labeled Higher Density Residential and not Main Street Mixed Use.
Ms. Mich said because it is predominantly residential now and they try to concentrate the
existing mixed use and commercial rather than diffusing them across the village. Ms.
Kiely Miller said there are a number of successful businesses in this district currently. Mr.
Griepentrog said he would not want to exclude the possibility of some commercial in this
district but its predominant characteristic is high density residential. He also said he
believed Oakland Avenue in this area is bigger and so it doesn’t lend itself to walkability
like the north end. He does like the classification category but there is room in there for
the maintenance of existing mixed-use structures. Trustee Stokebrand said the
consensus is to leave this as High Density Residential. Maintaining the existing mixeduse is more of a zoning fine grained detail.
Ms. Mich discussed the Central District Master Plan’s Land Use Strategy and how
proactive the Village should be when it comes to development. She referenced the
Redevelopment Opportunities Map and questioned if the plan update should identify
specific sites.
Ms. Kiely Miller said that this would be more of a market approach instead of proactively
seeking developers. She feels the map is outdated and that the central plaza on the high
school property hadn’t been a priority when the referendum was going through. She felt
the village should not be involved with school district property.
Ms. Patel said she is in the middle of proactive and reactive. She doesn’t feel the village
should actively seek a developer with a specific idea in mind but would rather have
developers come in with their ideas. She said the village should have information
available on sites and what is allowed.
Ms. Mich said identifying sites in the plan is a way to market the community to
developers.
Mr. Wycklendt said communities need to be proactive to present plans to encourage
development and developers to step up. He said the village should designate sites for
potential development/redevelopment and make the process easier and not make
developers go to multiple long meetings. The Village has to find ways to encourage
developers to come here.
Ms. Kiely Miller suggested relooking at the designated sites.
Mr. Greipentrog said when staff sees developers they are often asked about available
sites. He said they will direct developers to vacant sites but not others unless designated
in this plan or with further direction.
Mr. Couto said he is afraid that if you put a bunch of properties on a list that could anger
a property owner. He asked what stops a poll being sent to property owners asking if
they would be interested in redeveloping. Mr. Griepentrog said that is asking staff to be
proactive and that has not been asked for. Ms. Kiely Miller said this would be a good first
step. Trustee Stokebrand agreed but said this is a staff question and if this can be added
to the work load.
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Ms. Patel said the map and sites are very subjective which is why she prefers it should
be more general.
Mr. Wycklendt likes the idea of giving staff direction to be more proactive with developers
when they are seen at conferences etc.
Ms. Mich said the last policy question related to the Areas Susceptible to Change Map.
She said there were concerns with how residential areas adjacent to Capitol and
Oakland experience somewhat abrupt land use transition between higher density mixed
use on the main corridors and the fairly low density residential immediately next door.
She said some communities choose to allow somewhat higher density development in
these transition areas and that would allow for a more gradual land use transition. The
question is whether to promote some change in land use between the high density
corridors and the single families in that transition area or keep the current land use
pattern.
Ms. Klein asked how you put in a provision like this when a community is all built up. Ms.
Mich said it would be a committed developer who would have to buy multiple properties
at once and develop them together.
Ms. Kiely Miller said her block has a transition similar to what is being described. She
said many blocks adjacent to Oakland and Capitol have a mix of duplexes and single
families and doesn’t know if we need the disruption of putting something in between.
Trustee Stokebrand said it sounded like there was more of a desire to keep the corridor
2-4 stories rather than making a buffer to make 5 stories look less bad.
Mr. Griepentrog said this was a good conversation that deals with the balance of needs.
He explained that currently single families cannot be made into duplexes because the
zoning code currently does not allow it. Trustee Stokebrand asked if we are trying to
increase housing stock why are we not allowing single families to be converted to
duplexes or triplexes. Mr. Griepentrog said this was a previous policy and he cannot
answer. Mr. Couto says this flies in the face of all they have been discussing.
Ms. Patel said if you buy a single family residence near the commercial district now you
have a better idea of what to expect than you did years ago.
Trustee Stokebrand asked if the policy regarding single family not being allowed to be
converted to duplexes should remain. She agreed to leave the policy as is. Mr. Couto
agreed.
Ms. Klein said she liked the idea of a transition/buffer zone and that just because you
draw the line doesn’t make development happen. Mr. Griepentrog said this probably isn’t
feasible because of the cost of the lots in Shorewood.
Mr. Couto asked why they would want more duplexes. Trustee Stokebrand said it
increases the assessed value and provides more housing. She said she sees both sides
of the argument.
Ms. Patel said she is not a fan of duplexes.
Trustee Stokebrand said the consensus was to leave the policy as it.
4.

Review of draft Intergovernmental Cooperation Chapter of the Comprehensive
Plan Update.
The chapter was not discussed and commissioners were encouraged to email or call
with their comments on the chapter.
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5.

Discuss Comprehensive Plan Update Project Schedule
Ms. Mich shared the next steps of the process. Mr. Griepentrog informed the
Commission that the public meeting will likely be scheduled in November.

6.

Future agenda items.
No future agenda items were discussed.

7.

Discuss next meeting(s).
The next meeting will be October 27, 2020.

8.

Adjournment.
Mr. Wycklendt moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:20 p.m., seconded by Mr. Couto. Vote
to adjourn 6-0.
Recorded by,

Crystal Kopydlowski
Planning Department Administrative Clerk
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Report to Plan Commission
October 23, 2020
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

PUBLIC HEARING: Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application to operate a
seasonal tree lot at commercial property 4121 N. Wilson Drive in the Village of
Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 240-9979-000.
Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application to operate a seasonal tree lot at
commercial property 4121 N. Wilson Drive in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee
County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 240-9979-000.

Project and Parcel Overview
From at least 2010 through 2018, the Village of Shorewood allowed the sale of trees and holiday
accessories within parking Lot B of the River Park municipal parking lots. Those sales were
permitted via an agreement between the Village Board and Ideal Property Management. An
original agreement was made on November 2, 2015 and lasted through December 28, 2017. In
2018, the Village Board extended that agreement for one year to align with the previously granted
conditional use and allow a test for compatibility with its recently enacted snow dumping practices in
Lot C. On October 25, 2016, the Plan Commission approved the sale of such items as a
conditional use interpreting the request as an “unclassified, atypical temporary use.” Their approval
was granted through the end of 2018.
In 2019, in light of larger Village discussions pertaining to holiday/seasonal decorations on public
property between the Village Board and the Human Relations Commission, Rick Dassow, d/b/a
Ideal Property Management, opted to apply for the temporary sales within the parking lot at the
former North Shore American Legion Post at 4121 N. Wilson Dr. Since this site was not located on
public property, it did not require Village Board approval, but did still require Plan Commission
approval of the temporary use. That permission was granted at the Plan Commission’s November
11, 2019 meeting. A similar application has been made for 2020.
The previous allowances for the temporary tree and decoration sales were approved by the Plan
Commission through a Conditional Use Permit as an “unclassified use” similar to a permitted use
per 535-10B. The site is zoned B-3, which permits retail uses such as florists and specialty retail
stores. Their approval was also in conjunction with 535-10C(2), which states that persons “may
apply to the Plan Commission for temporary uses in any district, provided that such uses are of a
temporary nature, do not involve the erection of a substantial structure, and are compatible with the
neighboring uses.”
Proposed Operations
Mr. Dassow has submitted the attached Plan of Operations, which details his desire to begin set up
of the operation on Wednesday, November 11th with sales to start on Friday, November 20. The lot
would be open seven days a week from 9:00 am to 9:00 pm through Wednesday, December 23.
The site would be cleared and cleaned by Saturday, December 26.
During operations, a construction trailer would be placed on site to act as an office. A porta potty
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would also be on site. The building will not be utilized. Snow fencing would be installed to
delineate the perimeter of the inventory display area. Mini-fluorescent lights would be strung and
holiday music would be played. Neither are expected, nor would they be allowed, to disturb
neighboring properties.
The Village of Shorewood Police Department has access to eight parking spaces along the north
side of their building, including their only ADA-compliant stall, through this parking lot. As a result,
the proposed layout of the tree lot includes an access aisle along the east and south of the
property. This aisle may also be utilized for customer parking and pick-up.
Through a prior agreement, the Village’s Department of Public Works provides snow removal to this
lot. Last year, the DPW was able to provide snow removal with a skid steer to areas not occupied
by tree sales with this configuration. Snow removal within the tree lot will not be provided.
Parking
Per 535-50, code provisions related to required parking facilities shall only apply to new buildings or
structures and substantially altered buildings or structures. The proposed occupancy does not
qualify for either. Customers may drive into the lot and nearby street parking is also available.
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
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 proposed site operations, staff has no objections to the
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proposed operations, as long as the Police Department’s access and DPW’s snow removal
operations are not hindered.
Suggested Motion:
“I move to approve the Conditional Use Permit application to operate a seasonal tree lot at
commercial property 4121 N. Wilson Drive, based on meeting the conditions stipulated in 535-25C.”
Materials Enclosed
• Application for Conditional Use Permit
• Proposed Plan of Operations
• Site Plan
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PLAN OF OPERATIONS
A Plan of Operations is required for submittal with all Applications for Commercial Occupancy. The Plan of
Operations components listed below represent an assortment of possible topics to include. The description
should be as complete as possible. This description not only provides the Village of Shorewood information
helpful to determining conformance to the Zoning Code, but also other reviews, licenses and permits that may be
required, as well. Please provide all of the information that applies to your proposal, as applicable. If you do not
believe a particular item applies, please indicate why.
1. Name of business and address
Ideal Property Management
20316 W. Main St.
Lannon, WI 53046
2. Name(s) of owner of business and address
Richard Dassow
3. Brief overview of proposed type of use(s)/service(s) to be offered
Temporary sale of holiday trees, wreaths, garland, boughs, etc.
4. Previous experience (i.e. new business, relocation or expansion)
a. Existing or proposed licenses required for operations
16 years in Shorewood, also has lots in Whitefish Bay and Pere Marquette Park
5. Building/tenant space description (entire building, floor number, suite number, etc.), including sq. ft.
of occupancy
See proposed site plan. No interior space to be occupied. A construction trailer and porta-potty
will be brought to the site.
6. Brief description of onsite operations
a. Days of week and hours of operation
9am to 9 pm – seven days a week
b. Total number of employees, and maximum number of employees per shift
2-3 employees onsite
c. Expected number of customers per hour/day
10-15 customers per day
d. Traffic circulation and parking provisions
Street parking
e. Location and frequency of onsite deliveries
Multiple trucks will deliver the inventory the week of November 13-20
f.

Any expected noise, odors, glare, dust, fire hazards or smoke resulting from use
Radio playing holiday music not to be heard outside of property lines

7. Interior or exterior modifications to the tenant space, building or site associated with your
occupancy
Perimeter snow fencing will be erected around sales area
Mini-fluorescent lights will be strung around the perimeter and within sales area
8. Signage plans
2’x10’ Temporary banner in front of site
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9. Plans for refuse storage, collection and screening.
Will provide own trash services
10. Plans for any other storage, interior or exterior, including vehicles, associated with this occupancy.
None
11. Expected date of occupancy
Set-up: Wednesday, November 11 to begin set up
Sales: Friday, November 20 open for sales through Wednesday, December 23
Site cleaned up and cleared by December 26
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Report to Plan Commission
October 23, 2020
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Public Hearing: Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed
delivery/curbside pick-up sandwich shop to be located at commercial property 4473B
N. Oakland Avenue in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX
ID 236-0002-001.
Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed delivery/curbside
pick-up sandwich shop to be located at commercial property 4473B N. Oakland
Avenue in the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 236-0002001.

Project and Parcel Overview
John and Jessica Ludwig have applied to operate a 640 sq. ft. delivery/curbside pick-up sandwich
shop at 4473B N. Oakland Ave. to be known as Riley’s Sandwich Company. The proposed lease
space is located within a 4-tenant commercial building that is presently also occupied by Nino’s
Southern Sides, B.K. Yun Taekwondo and the Brian Houston Salon. The site has eleven parking
spaces located behind the building, which is directly served by the alley that connects to E.
Kensington Blvd. on the north and E. Lake Bluff Blvd. on the south.
The existing tenant space, which was most recently occupied by the Curves fitness studio, will be
split into two tenant spaces addressed A & B. The B tenant space, which will house the sandwich
company, will be located in the back. The A tenant space (600 sq. ft.) will be located in front and be
occupied by a retail store focused on dog-themed items. A Class A Beer and Liquor License has
been applied for within the retail tenant space to allow for the sale of beer and wine, which will need
to be reviewed and approved by the Village Board.
The property is zoned B-1 Commercial Use District. The B-1 Commercial Use District is intended to
provide the Village with a mix of retail, service, restaurant, office, and residential uses in a
pedestrian-friendly, active shopping environment. Building massing, scale and appearance and the
general character of this district should be oriented toward a "small town," "Main Street," pedestrian
character. To encourage further retail development within the district, especially in the core blocks
extending from the Capitol and Oakland intersection, first-floor commercial is required.
Carry-out restaurants are specifically listed as a Conditional Use within the Village Code (535-27K).
Staff has interpreted the delivery/curbside operation to be consistent with the intention of a carry-out
restaurant, so a Conditional Use Permit has been required.
No exterior modifications to the building or site are proposed. However, extensive interior
renovations, including improvements to split the space into two tenant spaces are planned and are
subject to permits and inspections.
Proposed Operations
Riley’s Sandwich Company would like to eventually operate seven days a week with hours between
8:00 am and 10:00 pm. However, the applicant would like to start with limited operations
Wednesday through Friday from 5:00 pm to 8:30 pm, and 11:00 am to 2:00 pm on Saturday and
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Sunday. Sandwiches are primarily intended to be picked-up within the retail store or curbside along
N. Oakland Ave. Delivery to Shorewood and Whitefish Bay are also possible. The business is
expected to employ 4 people maximum per shift. The business is expected to serve approximately
15 customers per hour.
Should the applicant desire to install sidewalk seating, an Application for Special Privilege would
need to be submitted annually for Village Board consideration.
Refuse will be stored and deliveries will be accepted at the back of the building.
Based on approvals, permitting and construction, expected occupancy for the business has been
proposed for November 2020.
Parking
Per 535-47D(7), restaurants require 20 parking spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of sit-down area. Since no
sit-down dining is proposed within the Plan of Operations, there are no parking minimums that need
to be met with application. As previously noted, there are 11 parking spaces located at the rear of
the property behind the building.
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
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.
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Staff Comments
Based on review of the application and existing site conditions, staff has no objections to the
proposed operations.
Suggested Motion:
“I move to approve the Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed delivery/curbside pick-up
sandwich shop to be located at commercial property 4473B N. Oakland Avenue, based on meeting
the conditions stipulated in 535-25C.”
Materials Enclosed
• Application for Conditional Use Permit
• Proposed Plan of Operations
• Proposed floor plans
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APPLICATION FOR
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
Village of Shorewood
Planning & Development Department
3930 N. Murray Avenue
Shorewood, WI 53211
Phone (414) 847-2640
Facsimile (414) 847-2648
www.villageofshorewood.org
PAD@villageofshorewood.org

Office Use Only
General Fee $125
Solar Energy Fee $75
Permit No.
Zoning District
CUP Reason
Code Reference
Plan Comm. Meeting
Outcome

CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATIONS ARE CONSIDERED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION. MEETINGS ARE THE 4TH TUESDAY
EACH MONTH, AS NEEDED. APPLICATIONS ARE DUE 4 WEEKS BEFORE SCHEDULED MEETINGS AND ADDITIONAL
MATERIALS AS IDENTIFIED BY THE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT.
PROPERTY ADDRESS:

4473 N Oakland Ave

PROPERTY OWNER
Owner Name:
Phone Number:
Email:

BK Yun
414-721-8515
BKYFIVE@aol.com

Owner Address: 4477

N Oakland Ave
Shorewood, WI 53211

APPLICANT/BUSINESS
Name:
Phone Number:
Email:

Riley's Sandwich Company
262-232-7654
info@rileysandwich.com

Check if prefer to receive Meeting Agenda by EMAIL:

Address:

4473 N Oakland Ave
Shorewood, WI 53211
email preferred

PROPERTY OWNER

APPLICANT

BUSINESS INFORMATION
Name of Business

Riley's Sandwich Company

Max # Employees On-site

6

Is a survey attached? (if required)
Is a parking plan attached? (if required)
*Provide copy of business plan
What do you wish to do that will require a Conditional Use Permit?

Carryout/Delivery Food. No dine in. Deliver/curbside food, beer and wine
________________________________________

8/27/2020 9/23/2020
_____________________________

SIGNATURE

DATE
2/2016
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PLAN OF OPERATIONS
A Plan of Operations is required for submittal with all Applications for Commercial Occupancy. The Plan of
Operations components listed below represent an assortment of possible topics to include. The description
should be as complete as possible. This description not only provides the Village of Shorewood information
helpful to determining conformance to the Zoning Code, but also other reviews, licenses and permits that may be
required, as well. Please provide all of the information that applies to your proposal, as applicable. If you do not
believe a particular item applies, please indicate why.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Name of business and address
Name(s) of owner of business and address
Brief overview of proposed type of use(s)/service(s) to be offered
Previous experience (i.e. new business, relocation or expansion)
a. Existing or proposed licenses required for operations
Building/tenant space description (entire building, floor number, suite number, etc.), including sq. ft. of
occupancy
Brief description of onsite operations
a. Days of week and hours of operation
b. Total number of employees, and maximum number of employees per shift
c. Expected number of customers per hour/day
d. Traffic circulation and parking provisions
e. Location and frequency of onsite deliveries
f. Any expected noise, odors, glare, dust, fire hazards or smoke resulting from use
Interior or exterior modifications to the tenant space, building or site associated with your occupancy
Signage plans
Plans for refuse storage, collection and screening.
Plans for any other storage, interior or exterior, including vehicles, associated with this occupancy.
Expected date of occupancy

1. Riley's Sandwich Company - 4473 N Oakland Dr, Shorewood, WI 53211. 2. Jessica & John Ludwig
3. Gourmet Sandwiches inspired by our dog, Riley with a mission to give back. Delivery/curbside
4. Combined 40 years in customer service. John has over 20 years in the restaurant/food service
industry working all positions from cook to District Manager. Lead opening of 4 new businesses for
Sodexo in the past 5 years. Jess has her Master's from Marquette and a top performer in all of her
roles, although customer service is her greatest strength... and passion for dogs.
4a. Food license, class a beer license to sell Black Husky canned beer, class a wine to sell Bailey's
Vineyard Wine
5. 640 sq ft of 1,200 sq. ft. Brick exterior, next to Nino's. Former Curves. Drop ceiling, laminate floors, 1
unisex ADA restroom. Construct wall to separate space.
6a. Wed-Fri (5-8:30p). Sat-Sun (11a-2p) - Initial hours with plans to expand
6b. 4 additional employees, Max 4 per shift
6c. 45 orders per day. 15 orders per hour
6d. Will be part of the already bustling Oakland Dr area. Interested in curbside pickup zone.
6e. Shorewood/Whitefish Bay Delivery - map TBD
6f. No. Will not have flames 7. See drawings 8. See proposal 9. WasteManagement 2 yard. 10. 2
parking spaces in rear. 11. November

RESET

PRINT

SUBMIT
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Report to Plan Commission
October 23, 2020
Prepared by: Bart Griepentrog, AICP, Planning & Development Director
RE:

Public Hearing: Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed
second drive-thru lane to be located on commercial property 1325 E. Capitol Drive in
the Village of Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 275-1088-000.
Consideration of Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed second drive-thru
lane to be located on commercial property 1325 E. Capitol Drive in the Village of
Shorewood, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. TAX ID 275-1088-000.

Project and Parcel Overview
George Dimitropulos on behalf of Culver’s of Shorewood has applied to install a second ordering
point to the existing drive-thru operations at the rear of the commercial property located at 1325 E.
Capitol Dr. The approximate 1.3 acre site (57,840 sq. ft.) is developed with a 4,738 sq. ft. restaurant
with drive-thru operations. The site also has front-facing patio for outdoor dining and a screened
refuse area at the rear.
The property is zoned B-3 Commercial Use 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.
Drive-thru restaurants are specifically listed as a Conditional Use in the B-3 District (535-27L).
Although the site already has an approved drive-thru, the Village’s Conditional Use language states
that “No alteration, extension or other modification of a conditional use shall be permitted, unless
specifically approved by the Plan Commission. Any application for an alteration, extension or other
modification will be filed and processed as an original application under this section.” (535-25F)
The alteration of the existing drive-thru operation must therefore be approved by the Plan
Commission.
Exterior modifications to the site include a new landscape island to separate the two ordering point
lanes, which will require the elimination of six parking spaces. Additional signage associated with
the second ordering point will also be installed. Both of those improvements require review and
approval from the Design Review Board. No interior renovations are proposed.
Proposed Operations
Culver’s has been in operation at this site since 2002. They operate seven days a week from 10:00
am to 10:00 pm. Typically, dine-in, carry-out and drive-thru services are offered. With this
application, Culver’s is proposing to add a second ordering point to their drive-thru operations in
order to be able to capture orders quicker and reduce parking lot congestion and backed-up traffic
on E. Capitol Dr.
Culver’s has indicated that their overall transactions have remained relatively consistent over the
last five years, but more guests are now choosing to utilize their carry-out or drive-thru options.
They have indicated this is an overall trend in the Culver’s system, which is also being witnessed
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industry-wide in the restaurant business. This has put more pressure on their drive-thru operations
and resulted in more congestion.
Culver’s has also indicated that COVID-19 has brought about many challenges to their business,
including a decision to suspend operations within their dining room and lobby for the safety of their
employees and customers. As a result, drive-thru and curbside ordering has increased. Curbside
ordering will be eliminated in the winter months, which is projected to add further congestion to their
drive-thru operations. The addition of this second ordering point is intended to relieve that
congestion, so that it does not back-up onto E. Capitol Dr. Culver’s believes that COVID-19 will
have lasting effects on consumer behavior moving forward.
With the second ordering point, Culver’s believes they will be able to capture orders faster, which
will speed up service and reduce wait times and congestion. They anticipate no additional traffic
into or out of their lot. Their goal is to ease congestion, avoid back-ups at their entrance and offer a
better customer experience.
Parking
Per 535-47D(7), restaurants require 20 parking spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of sit-down area. The
indoor seating area of the restaurant is approximately 2,000 sq. ft., which would require 40 parking
spaces. There are currently 77 parking spaces on the site, four of which are ADA-compliant. The
site also features two bike racks along E. Capitol Dr., which are to remain. With the proposed
modifications, 71 parking spaces would remain, including all four ADA-compliant stalls. Additional
stalls along the northeastern portion of the lot would be reserved for cars awaiting drive-thru orders.
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
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
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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
Staff notes that traffic exiting Culver’s desiring to travel westbound is required to make a U-turn at
the intersection of E. Capitol Dr. and N. Morris Blvd. This pattern was identified as a potential
safety conflict for auto and bicycle traffic and pedestrians within the Village’s recent Transportation
and Parking Analysis (p 79-81). The Village had at one point tried to prohibit this movement, but
this portion of roadway is controlled by the WisDOT, who deemed the prohibition impermissible. A
long-range solution of providing cross-access through to the Corner Bakery to exit at the traffic
signal at Wilson Dr. was suggested.
Based on review of the application, existing site conditions and an understanding that no additional
traffic is expected to be generated by this modification, staff has no objections to the proposed
operations. However, staff would like the applicant to consider future modifications, as suggested
within the Analysis.
Suggested Motion:
“I move to approve the Conditional Use Permit application for a proposed second drive-thru lane to
be located on commercial property 1325 E. Capitol Drive, based on meeting the conditions
stipulated in 535-25C.”
Materials Enclosed
• Application for Conditional Use Permit
• Proposed Plan of Operations
• Existing site configuration
• Proposed site configuration
• Sign modification details
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APPLICATION FOR
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Shorewood

Village of Shorewood
Planning & Development Department
3930 N. Murray Avenue
Shorewood, WI 53211
Phone (414) 847-2640
Facsimile (414) 847-2648
www.villageofshorewood.org
PAD@villageofshorewood.org

, ...

Office Use Only "
General Fee $125 I Solar Energy Fee $75
Permit No.
Zoning District
CUP Reason
Code Reference
Plan Comm. Meeting
Outcome

CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATIONS ARE CONSIDERED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION. MEETINGS ARE THE 4TH TUESDAY
EACH MONTH, AS NEEDED. APPLICATIONS ARE DUE 4 WEEKS BEFORE SCHEDULED MEETINGS AND ADDITIONAL
MATERIALS AS IDENTIFIED BY THE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT.

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 1325 E Capitol Drive Shorewood, WI 53211
PROPERTY OWNER
Owner Name:
Phone Number:
Email:

K Dimitropoulos
- - - - - - - - - - - - Owner Address:
-----------414-587-7459

4041 N Oakland Ave, #606

dimitri@ohiokilts.com

Shorewood, WI 53211

APPLICANT/BUSINESS
Name:
Phone Number:
Em aiI:

George Dimitropoulos I Neo Gen II Inc. Address:

1325 E Capitol Drive

414-803-793 5

Shorewood, WI 53211

- ----------gdimitropoulo s88@gmail.c om

Check if prefer to receive Meeting Agenda by EMAi L:

PROPERTY OWNER

APPLICANT

BUSINESS INFORMATION
Name of Business

Culver's of Shorewood

Max # Employees On-site

15

Is a survey attached? (if required)
Is a parking plan attached? (if required)
*Provide copy of business plan
VVhat do you wish to do that will require a Conditional Use Permit?
We would like to add a second drive-thru land and ordering point.

9/28/20
SIGNATU~

DATE

212016
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Culver’s of Shorewood located at 1325 E Capitol Drive has been in business since
2002. Hours of operation are 10am-10pm, 7 days a week.
We are proposing adding a second lane and ordering point to our drive-thru in
order to be able to capture orders quicker and reduce parking lot congestion and
backed up traffic on Capitol Drive as automobiles are waiting to enter our lot.
COVID-19 has brought about many challenges to our business. We have elected
to not open our dining room or lobby for carry-out orders for the safety of our
team and guests. We have been utilizing our drive-thru in addition to outside
curbside ordering. The outside curbside ordering will be eliminated as we enter
the winter months which will further add to the congestion which we hope to
avoid.
Over the last five years, our overall transactions have remained relatively
consistent. What has changed, is how guests choose to order. We have seen a
decline in dine-in orders which has shifted to carry out and drive-thru. This is an
overall trend in the Culver’s system and industry wide in the restaurant business.
This has put more pressure on our drive-thru and has resulted in more
congestion. We believe COVID-19 will change consumer behaviors going forward
into the future and this trend will continue.
With our second drive-thru ordering point, we will capture orders faster which
will speed up service and reduce wait times and congestion. We anticipate no
additional impact on additional traffic in and out of our lot. Our goal is to ease
congestion, avoid back-ups at our entrance, and offer a better guest experience.
Our proposed modifications are not visible from the street and will not disrupt
cars from being able to circulate through our lot.
We look forward to working through the approval process on something that will
benefit our business and be a better community partner.
Regards,
George Dimitropoulos
Culver’s of Shorewood
GDimitropoulos88@gmail.com
Mobile 414.803.7935
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Existing single Drive-Thru lane and ordering point
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Culver Franchising
System, LLC.
1240 Water Street
Prairie du Sac, WI 53578
608-643-7980

EXISTING SITE PLAN

SHOREWOOD, WI

OPTION:
EXISTING
Drawn By:
JGD
9/25/2020

This drawing is conceptual only.
All shown dimensions, utility easements,
lot property lines, grading, and site
requirements pertaining to the property
should be verified by surveyor and/or civil
engineer before actual construction.
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Proposed with 2nd Drive-Thru lane and ordering point
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PROPOSED DOUBLE DRIVE-THRU PLAN

OPTION: 2

SHOREWOOD, WI
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Drawn By:

This drawing is conceptual only.
All shown dimensions, utility easements,
lot property lines, grading, and site
requirements pertaining to the property
should be verified by surveyor and/or civil
engineer before actual construction.
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