PLEASE TAKE NOTICE: There will be a City of Lodi Plan
Commission meeting Tuesday, April 12, 2022 at 6:30 pm in the City
Hall Council Room, 130 South Main Street, Lodi, WI.
Registration for virtual attendee public input must be completed 24 hours
prior to meeting start time.
Virtual Meeting Access: https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84335964220?
pwd=eUVlWTFtM1pNa3NtaW1Kd2x0NXFTUT09
Meeting ID: 843 3596 4220 Passcode: 148058 Phone: 1-312-626-6799

Plan Commission Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Meeting Etiquette
l

l
l
l
l

The meeting Chair will:
¡ Identify the number of public input registrations
¡ Identify Alders or staff attending remotely (Stay muted
when not speaking)
¡ Acknowledge attendees prior to speaking
Virtual attendees should identify themselves in the chat box
In-person attendees should sign the attendance sheet
All attendees should raise their hand to be recognized prior to speaking
No side conversations

3. Roll Call
4. The Pledge of Allegiance
5. Public Input
Must state name and address. Must be limited to items not on the agenda. Limited
to two minutes unless otherwise extended. Commission’s role is to listen and not
discuss the item. Personnel issues cannot be discussed nor individuals named. The
Commission is unable to take action at this meeting.
6. Approval of Minutes from March 15, 2022
Documents:
03-15-22 PC Minutes.pdf
7. Public Hearing - To Consider Zoning Amendment to Chapter 340-32 C-2 Central Business
District Core to Change Churches from a Conditional Use to a Permitted Use
8. Discuss and consider Recommending Common Council Approval of a Zoning Amendment to
Chapter 340-32 C-2 Central Business District Core to Change Churches from a Conditional
Use to a Permitted Use
Documents:
C-2_Amendment_Churches_Permitted Use.pdf
9. Discussion on Potential Zoning Amendments to Remove Barriers to Affordable Housing
Documents:

C-2_Amendment_Churches_Permitted Use.pdf
9. Discussion on Potential Zoning Amendments to Remove Barriers to Affordable Housing
Documents:
Zoning Amendments_Affordable Housing_Memo_2022_04_07.Pdf
10. Update and Discussion on Zoning Administrator Report (zoning inquires or permits approved
since the last meeting, on-going City project updates, and requests for future agenda items)
Documents:
Zoning Administrator Report_2022_04_07.Pdf
11. Adjourn
Posted:_________________
By:_____________________
Members: Mayor Groves Lloyd, Alders Stevenson (Chair), Strasser, Tonn; Citizens Detmer, Larsen, Lee
Agendas may change up to 24 hours prior to the commencement of the meeting. Reasonable
accommodations for persons with disabilities may be made in advance by calling City Hall at 608-5923247.
Notice is hereby given that a majority of the City of Lodi Common Council may be present at a meeting of the Plan
Commission to gather information about subjects over which they have decision making responsibility. This constitutes a
meeting of the city council pursuant to State ex rel. Badke v. Greendale Village Bd., 173 Wis.2d 553, 494 N.W.2d 408
(1993), and must be noticed as such; although the City of Lodi Common Council will not take any formal action at this
meeting.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that there will be a City of Lodi Plan Commission
meeting held on Tuesday, March 15th, 2022 at 5:00 pm in the Council
Room, City Hall, 130 South Main Street, Lodi, WI.

Plan Commission Minutes
1. Call To Order
Rich Stevenson called the meeting to order at 5:00 pm.
2. Virtual Etiquette Announcement
3. Roll Call
Commission members present: Ann Groves Lloyd, Peter Tonn, Rich Stevenson, Nick Strasser, Ted Lee
Commission members excused: Ken Detmer, Jennie Larsen
Staff present: Stephen Tremlett - MSA, Zoning Administrator, Brenda Ayers – City Clerk, Terry Weter – Director
of Operations (remote)
4. The Pledge Of Allegiance
5. Public Input
None.
6. Approve Minutes from February 8, 2022.
Motion by Lee, seconded by Groves Lloyd, to approve the minutes. Motion passed 5-0.
7. Public Hearing
To consider a conditional use permit for 108 Lodi Street (parcel #11246-45) to allow the construction of a mural to be
installed on the side wall that faces the public library.
Tremlett reviewed the staff report, dated March 10, 2022. The applicant (Sarah Keyeski) added the design has
changed moving to wand into wander reflecting trail. Keyeski noted the update concept shows two actual
children in the graphic, but the final version will be less realistic – more artsy. However, they are still finalizing
the design. She also noted the request for potential refund of the application fee as a non-profit needing as
much money as possible to install the mural. Ayers noted this letter will need to go to Finance Committee and
Common Council for review and consideration – not through Plan Commission. Strasser, seconded by Groves
Lloyd, closing the public hearing on a 5-0 vote.
8. Discuss and consider recommending Common Council approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a mural to be
installed on the side wall that faces the public library at 108 Lodi Street (parcel #11246-45).
Groves Lloyd motioned, seconded by Lee, to recommend Common Council approve the conditional use permit
for a mural to be installed on the side wall facing the public library at 108 Lodi Street per the conditions of
approval outlined in the staff report. Groves Lloyd added she thinks the mural is beautiful idea where people
can purchase a square to paint that will be assembled into one community mural. Stevenson asked if each
square will be painted prior to install. Keyeski verified that is the case. Lee stated it will improve the existing
bare wall.
Tonn asked if they are working with the same vendor that did the mural on the other side of the building.
Keyeski confirmed that same person will cut out the squares, put the design together and install it. Tonn asked
if the wall will be painted prior to install as was done on the other wall. Keyeski stated the wall will be power
washed, tuckpointed, and painted.
Tonn asked about the basis for the 200 square feet maximum on the permit. Keyeski noted that the application
identified a 192 SF mural, as that is the amount of money they have at this time to complete the initial
maintenance of the wall and mural install. Tremlett verified he took that intended size and bumped it up to the
200 square feet with no specific intent. Tonn wondered about not putting a maximum size on the permit. He
further explained how the submitted images show a mural much larger than 200 square feet, and he would not
want the City to not allow the full mural to be installed. Tonn agree with the zoning administrator’s conditions
minus the size restriction.
Stevenson asked about the size of the mural installed on the other side of the building. Ayers verified the other
mural was 450 square feet in size. Strasser stated it would be nice to install the larger version. Keyeski noted
it will cost around $9,000 to fix the wall and another $12,000 for the mural install. Stevenson asked what the
timeline to begin. Keyeski stated May 14th. Stevenson asked if the design would allow for future expansion of
the mural beyond current funds. Keyeski said there would be the potential to do so.
Groves Llyod made a motion, seconded by Lee, to amend (#1) the motion under consideration by removing the

restriction on size of the mural. Strasser said this is a wonderful amendment. Motion to amend passed 5-0.
Tonn made a motion, seconded by Groves Lloyd, to amend (#2) motion under consideration to all future
expansion of the mural, up to the full building wall, with approval by the Zoning Administrator. Motion passed 50.
Stevenson repeated the motion under consideration to approve inclusive of amendments #1 and #2. Motion
passed 5-0.
9. Discussion on potential zoning amendments to remove barriers to affordable housing.
Tremlett summarized the staff report, dated March 10, 2022. Tremlett also shared a table illustrating potential
amendments to the zoning ordinance to remove barriers to affordable housing (attached to these minutes).
Tremlett stated he will clearly discuss the changes shown in the table exhibit for others not having a copy.
Ayers noted it will also be added to the packet.
Stevenson asked if there is difference between two-family units and in-law suite for extended family. Tremlett
stated it depends on how its defined in the ordinance, noting that separate utilities and/or entrance may be the
clarifying factor.
Tonn asked about how cottage courts can be allowed in the ordinance, and how to differentiate between
different development densities. He also wants to know how the ordinance can allow for development in the
Highlands of Ridgestone PUD and other smaller lot sizes. Thirdly, Tonn asked about how areas in the older
section of the City can be allowed to expand their homes without a need for expense and uncertainty of the
variance process. Stevenson stated he agreed with Tonn on amending the ordinance to allow for the
development that occurred in the Highlands of Ridgestone PUD. Tonn added possibly the ordinance allows for
lots as narrow as 60 feet. Groves Lloyd stated these are good suggestions.
Tremlett described in more detail the proposed amendments where the residential zoning districts allow for
greater density as you go from R-1 to R-3. He gave the example that single-family is permitted in all three
districts with the same minimum lot size and width. In the suggested amendment the size of the single-family
lot reduces in both size and width as you go from R-1 to R-2 to R-3. Tremlett also discussed reductions in
setbacks that correspond with higher density and narrower lots. Per the Comp Plan policies, additional
recommendations included allowing as conditional use of two-family homes in R-1 and up to four unit buildings
in R-2.
Tremlett pointed out a recommended change that would allow for additions and rebuilds to match the existing
structure setbacks even if its below the minimum setback threshold. Tonn asked if this would have resolved the
issue with variance request for a garage addition on a residential property near the downtown. Tremlett
confirmed this was the issue with the variance request and this change would allow the older homes in legally
nonconforming lots to make the necessary improvements and additions to continue living where they are. Tonn
noted this would streamline the process and remove add costs for the applicant and the City. Groves Lloyd
liked how this may reduce the hoops needed to approve such an addition.
Stevenson asked about rezoning impacts. Tremlett noted the recommended changes to lot sizes and widths
will bring most of the residential lots into conformance – likely better than the existing Traditional Neighborhood
Overlay. Strasser asked if the overlay would be eliminated. Tremlett stated it would be removed as the
changes to R-2 would match those established in the overlay.
Tremlett described other use changes that would allow for residential in the commercially zoned districts, noting
the several calls about putting residential on the south side of Main Street behind the commercial use or below
the Main Street level (on the Creekside access from the surface lot). Tonn stated a need to keep residential as
a conditional use in R-3 and prohibiting on street level to maintain what is roughly a few blocks of a downtown
for commercia development/uses. Stevenson noted a similar concern about maintain a commercial Main Street
through the downtown and added a concern about floodplain along the back surface lot area.
Tremlett asked about next steps in the process to continue the discussion. Stevenson stated more discussion
is needed before we hold a public discussion on the matter. Groves Lloyd concurred. Tonn discussed interest
in sharing the zoning amendment recommendations with developers to get additional feedback.

10.Update and Discussion on Zoning Administrator Report (zoning inquires or permits approved since the last meeting,
on-going City project updates, and requests for future agenda items).
Tremlett reviewed the staff report, dated March 10, noting the approval of the Lodi Canning Company Site Plan
permit and the landscaping plan for the circle median in the Terrace Vista Phase 2 development.
11. Adjourn
Motion by Lee, seconded by Groves Lloyd, to adjourn. Motion passed 5-0, meeting adjourned at 5:57pm.

Drafted by: Steve Tremlett, City Zoning Administrator

Memo
To:

Lodi Plan Commission

From:

Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator

Subject:

Amendment to Chapter 340-32 C-2 Central Business District Core

Date:

April 6th, 2022

Request
Approval of an amendment to Chapter 340-32 C-2 Central Business District Core to change Churches from a
conditional use to a permitted use.

Background Information
In 2000, the U.S. Congress passed a law (Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA) to prevent
religious assemblies and other tax-exempt organizations from being treated differently from other public assemblies
and taxable organizations in local zoning regulations. If assemblies of persons are permitted by right in a particular
zoning district, but churches are not, it would be a violation of RLUIPA.
Section 340-32 of the City of Lodi Zoning Ordinance allows civic uses, clubs and associations, parks, schools, and
other such assemblies of persons by right. However, churches are currently a conditional use. Grace Valley Church
(120 Portage St) and Zion Lutheran Church (216 S Main) currently operate in the zoning district. This amendment
would bring both churches into compliance by right.
Parking will not be affected. Per the current ordinance, no business is required to provide off-street parking.

Applicable Zoning & Development Code Regulations
•

Chapter 340-32 C-2 Central Business District Core

Recommendation
Recommend Common Council approval of the amendment. This is a minor but necessary change to bring the
ordinance in compliance with federal law.
Sincerely,
MSA Professional Services, Inc.

Stephen Tremlett, AICP
Zoning Administrator
Enc:

C-2 Central Business District Core Proposed Update
1702 PANKRATZ STREET, MADISON, WI 53704
P (608) 242-7779 • TF (800) 446-0679 • F (608) 242-5664
WWW.MSA-PS.COM
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4/06/2022

Changes indicated in red.
§ 340-32 C-2 Central Business District Core.
A. Intent. The intent of the C-2 Central Business District Core is to provide a district that encourages and
fosters the further development of the downtown business district core area. The district
requirements recognize the unique characteristics of the downtown business district that differ from
other commercial districts in the City. The intent of the requirements is to retain the existing "Main
Street" characteristics of the core blocks on Main Street.
B. Permitted uses:
(1) Automotive sales.
(2) Automotive service and repair.
(3) Business services.
(4) Civic uses.
(5) Churches.
(6) Clubs and associations.
(7) Convenience stores.
(8) Day-care centers.
(9) Essential service structures.
(10) Parking.
(11) Parks.
(12) Personal services.
(13) Professional offices.
(14) Repair shops.
(15) Residential uses above street level.
(16) Restaurants.
(17) Retail trade.
(18) Schools: SIC 7911, dance studios, schools and halls.
[Amended 9-17-2013 by Ord. No. A-461]
(19) Artisan retreat facility.
[Added 9-17-2013 by Ord. No. A-460]
C. Conditional uses:
(1) Amusement and recreation services.
(2) Bed-and-breakfasts and tourist homes.
(3) Boardinghouses.
(4) Building supply stores.
(5) Churches.
(5) Family day care.
(6) Funeral homes and mortuaries.
(7) Garden supply stores.
(8) Gas stations.
[Added 10-20-2020 by Ord. No. S-137[1]]
[1] Editor's Note: This ordinance also redesignated former Subsection C(9) through (13) as
Subsection C(10) through (14).
(9) Guest homes.
[Amended 10-10-2006 by Ord. No. A-361]
(10) Lodging establishments.
(11) Utility facilities.
(12) Wireless communication facilities, including towers.
[Added 10-10-2006 by Ord. No. A-361]
(13) Unenclosed smoking area.
[Added 9-6-2011 by Ord. No. A-422]
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Memo
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator
Affordability Zoning Code Amendments
April 7th, 2022

This memo is a follow up on our discussion last month to further review the recommendations outlined
during that meeting. See the previous memo for background on this request (attached to this packet).
Applicable Zoning & Development Code Regulations


Chapter 340 Zoning

Zoning Admin Recommendations
There are several amendments identified in the zoning amendment table shared last month (see the next
page). I have outlined changes based on the type of change below.
Lot Sizes + Widths
We discussed how the residential districts could allow for increased density as you move from R‐1 to R‐2
to R‐3. To allow for greater density, the minimum lot sizes and widths should be reduced in R‐2 and R‐3
zoning districts (e.g., Single‐Family lots: min. 10,800 SF in R‐1, min. 8,500 SF in R‐2, and min. 7,200 SF in R‐
3). Single‐family lot widths reduce from 80 ft. (was 90) in R‐1 to 66 ft in R‐2 to 60 ft in R‐3. Typically, lot
widths lower than 60 feet require alley‐loaded garages. Similarly, to single‐family lots, I have outlined
changes to two‐family and clarified/cleaned up requirements on multi‐family and zero‐lot line uses.
Question #1: Do you support this change to use the residential districts to allow for denser neighborhoods
with the potential for smaller lot developments where designated as R‐2 and R‐3?
Question #2: Do you agree with the identified lot sizes and widths noted in the amendment table?

Setbacks
If you allow greater densities (discussed above), there is merit to allowing buildings to be closer together
(i.e., set lower minimums for side and rear yards). This sets the character of the neighborhood and more
importantly allows for typical home sizes.
Question #3: Do you agree with the identified reduced setback requirements in R‐2 and R‐3, as noted in
the amendment table?

1702 PANKRATZ STREET, MADISON, WI 53704
P (608) 242‐7779  TF (800) 446‐0679  F (608) 242‐5664
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R‐1: Two‐Family Unit Conditional Use
The Comprehensive Plan identified locational requirements where two‐family (duplex) units are
appropriate in neighborhoods (as shown below). This suggest even R‐1 zoning should open the door for
this type of home in the right location. I have proposed two‐family units can be a conditional use in R‐1,
as long as it meets the Comp Plan locational/design requirements.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 2040 Lodi Comp Plan excerpt
Duplex units are appropriate just about anywhere within a neighborhood, as follows:
1. On any corner lot, if each unit faces and is addressed to a separate street and meets the
standard setback requirements and pattern typical along the street.
2. In the middle of a block between single family detached homes, if substantially similar to other
homes along the street in massing, architectural character, total garage doors, and driveway
width.
3. As a transitional use when facing or next to a more intensive institutional, residential or
commercial use. In this case there should be some general consistency of form and style with
other homes in the neighborhood, but also more flexibility in design as compared to sites
surrounded by single family homes.

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Question #4: Do you support this change to use allow two‐family units in all residential districts, including
R‐1 as a conditional use? If any, what concerns do you have?

R‐2: Triplex/Fourplex (Multi‐Family) Conditional Use
The Comprehensive Plan identified locational requirements where multi‐family up to 4 units are
appropriate in neighborhoods (as shown below). This suggest R‐2 zoning should open the door for this
type of development in the right location. I have proposed multi‐family (up to 4 units) can be a conditional
use in R‐2, as long as it meets the Comp Plan locational/design requirements.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 2040 Lodi Comp Plan excerpt
Townhomes or rowhouses with up to 4 contiguous units are appropriate in any neighborhood, as follows:
1. When facing or adjacent to a commercial use, large institutional use, or residential use of equal or
greater intensity.
2. When facing a public park or permanent green space.
Small multi-unit buildings with up to 4 units per building or Cottage Cluster may be appropriate in any
neighborhood, evaluated on a case-by-case basis, if ALL the following apply:
1. As a transitional use, if any of the facing or adjacent uses are commercial, large institutional, or
residential of equal or greater intensity.
2. Where facing or adjacent to single-family homes along the same street, the setbacks will be no
less than the minimum allowed in the facing or adjacent single-family zoning district and the
buildings will employ architectural techniques to reduce the apparent size of the building.
3. There must be off-street parking consistent with City ordinance and on-street parking adjacent to
the lot to accommodate visitors.
4. If approved either through the Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning process or Conditional
Use Permit (CUP) process.

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Question #5: Do you support this change to make multi‐family up to 4 units a conditional use in R‐2
residential district? If any, what concerns do you have?
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Legal Nonconforming Structures
Currently nonconforming structures cannot be rebuilt or expanded in a way that increases the
nonconformity per current regulations. One of the affordable option in communities is to purchase an
existing built home, especially older homes. Allowance to upgrade older homes, including expanding the
home within the same setbacks as the built home, makes older homes an affordable option. The
recommendation to allow for rebuilding and/or expanding to match existing principal structure setbacks
by right would be a good way to promote upgrading and maintaining the older homes in the community.
Current practice requires homeowners to request a variance to increase the nonconformity, which takes
time and money with no guarantee it will be approved.
Question #6: Do you support this change to allow existing structures to expand to match existing side,
front and rear setbacks?

Accessory Dwelling Unit as Permitted Use
The Comp Plan states that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) should be permitted in any single‐family
housing district. ADUs allow for increased densities in neighborhoods, especially existing neighborhoods,
with limited impact on the overall character of the neighborhood. There are several types of ADUs both
attached or detached from the principal home. Based on the conversation last month, I am proposing
additional language to clarify how this differs from an in‐law suite that typically does not include all the
following: separate living, sleeping, eating, cooking, sanitation, and separate exterior access. The
language shown below would be added to Article XII (Specific Requirements for Certain Land Uses and
Activities) and referenced with the permitted list under all three residential districts.
Section 340‐66.2 (NEW) Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).
A. Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) means an attached or a detached residential dwelling unit that
provides complete independent living facilities for one (1) or more persons and is located on a
lot with a proposed or existing primary residence. The unit shall contain permanent provisions
for:
(1) Living;
(2) Sleeping;
(3) Eating;
(4) Cooking;
(5) Sanitation;
(6) Exterior access separate from the primary dwelling.
B. Eligibility. One ADU is permitted per residentially zoned lot per the following requirements.
(1) Attached or Interior ADUs. Attached or interior ADUs which do not exceed one thousand
(1,000) square feet or fifty percent (50%) of an existing primary dwelling, whichever is
greater, and have no more than two (2) bedrooms are a permitted use in all residential
zoning districts.
(2) Detached ADUs. Detached ADUs which do not exceed one thousand (1,000) square feet and
have no more than two (2) bedrooms are a permitted use in all residential zoning districts.
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C. Design. Design standards for ADUs are stated in this section. If not addressed in this section,
base zone development standards apply. All ADUs must meet the following requirements:
(1) Size. An ADU may be no more than 800 square feet or the size of the primary dwelling, whichever
is less.
(2) Parking. No additional parking is required for an ADU. Existing required parking for the primary
dwelling must be maintained or replaced on‐site.
(3) Yard setbacks. No portion of an existing building that encroaches within a required yard setback
may be converted to or used as a garden cottage unless the building complies with setback
exemptions available elsewhere in the code.
D. ADUs as conditional uses. ADUs exceeding the standards set forth above in Subsection C may be
permitted as conditional uses, subject to the terms and conditions of Article X.
Question #7: Do you support allowing accessory dwelling units in all residential districts with the set of
requirements outlined above?
Question #8: Do we need to modify these requirements? Other concerns that should be considered in the
regulations to allow ADUs by right?
Retire the Traditional Neighborhood Overlay
The Traditional Neighborhood Overlay was developed to remove nonconformity created by newer zoning
regulations on older plats and developments. As we discussed last year, this overlay only partial has
achieved its goal. Also notable is the overlay covers a good portion of the residential areas in the City.
The proposed changes to R‐2 and R‐3 districts can be used for these older sections of the community to
bring them into compliance without the need of the overlay. This solves the issue and makes it cleaner
to administer and for the general public to understand when reviewing the zoning ordinance.
Question #9: Do you support removing the overlay (if you support the changes to R‐2 and R‐3 lot
widths/size minimums)?
R‐3: Minimum Unit Sizes
Zoning requires minimum sizes of 600 SF for Efficiency, 800 SF for 1‐bed and 1,000 SF for 2‐bed. Defenders
of minimum lot size requirements offer a range of arguments, ranging from the need to protect local
planning rights, to the preservation of neighborhood character, to the simple fact that big lots are just
what people want. The counterpoint to these concerns is that eliminating minimum lot requirements
does not compel developers to build on smaller lots. Developers will tend to build whatever the market
prefers. But other recent studies suggests that, given the option, many people would actually choose a
smaller lot than the requirements allow. In other words, many developers build to the minimum lot size
because it’s the law, not because it’s what people want.
Question #10: Do you support removing the minimum unit size? Or do you prefer reducing the current
minimums?
Sincerely,
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, CNU‐A
Zoning Administrator

Enc: Zoning Administrator Memo, dated March 10, 2022
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To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator
Affordability Zoning Code Amendments
March 10, 2022

Request
Most zoning codes have developed over decades to assign ideal standards for exclusionary zoning in new
developments, not what is currently there. Doing so reduces space for development and makes many
existing lots illegal. Until you meet local demand for housing, you won’t have naturally occurring
affordable housing and you’ll continue to rely on subsidized housing.
This memo is analysis of Lodi’s current zoning code with a focus of changes that will address
affordability goals identified in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Background Information
City of Lodi 2040 Comprehensive Plan
Goal 1:
Housing and neighborhoods throughout the City provide a range of affordable, accessible, safe and
desirable housing options for existing and future residents.
Polices:
3. Encourage accessory dwelling units as a part of new neighborhood development, during initial
construction and site design.
4. Encourage the maintenance and repair of existing housing units to promote the utilization of existing
structures and to safeguard the health, safety, and welfare of City residents.
Actions:
1. Address housing affordability through the following strategies:
b. Review and consider amendments to the zoning ordinance to enable development of housing formats
that limit cost and increase diversity of housing stock, including smaller lots, smaller homes, attached units
and “cottage court” clusters of detached homes. Identify locations for these housing forms in new and
existing neighborhoods to provide a range of options for current and prospective residents.
Goal 2:
Encourage housing to be sensitive to the integrity of existing and future neighborhoods.
Policies:
10. As new neighborhoods are created and existing neighborhoods change over time, encourage a
healthy mix of housing units including single‐family, duplex, townhomes, apartments and other
formats. New housing should be compatible with the existing surrounding neighborhoods.
1702 PANKRATZ STREET, MADISON, WI 53704
P (608) 242‐7779  TF (800) 446‐0679  F (608) 242‐5664
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11. Encourage new housing starts in areas that are already served by public services including sanitary
sewer and water.

User Guide to Wisconsin Neighborhood Affordability
The League of WI Municipalities issued a “User Guide to Wisconsin Neighborhood Affordability” recently
and a colleague of mine attended a seminar regarding this guide. The following is a snapshot of short‐
term changes that should be considered to making it easier to building affordable housing.


Dimensional Requirements. The quickest change is to align dimensional standards with the local
context to make existing spaces legal. Make sure lot sizes, setbacks, and landscaping requirements
conform to existing lots. Newer neighborhood roads are often built for more capacity than is
needed. Reducing road width adds more space for development. If possible, eliminate lot area
requirements. It’s lot width that controls character, not area. Many corner lots can be split in half
without affecting neighborhood character.



Parking. Reduce parking requirements and allow properties to count on‐street and shared spots
toward the requirement. Excessive parking requirements for homes and businesses takes land
away from development, and parking standards aren’t based on solid research.



Multifamily. Eliminate building size minimums for multifamily developments. This creates
opportunities for a diversity of multifamily options. Most multifamily developments are designed
based on assumptions about family composition rather than actual needs and wants.



Conflicts in Code
Many codes are added to and amended in bits and pieces. Audit the zoning code to remove
conflicts and redundancies. This improves understanding and administration.

Applicable Zoning & Development Code Regulations


Chapter 340 Zoning

Consistency with the City’s Comprehensive Plan
The proposed changes to the zoning code will allow for greater flexibility in use of existing properties to
allow for expansions and additions, accessory dwelling units and greater design flexibility for newly
created residential lots. These subtle changes will allow for existing homes to accommodate seniors
hoping to age in place and multi‐generational households to stay in the community. These proposed
changes for discussion closely match the goals of the City of Lodi 2040 Comprehensive Plan.
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Zoning Admin Recommendation
Potential updates include streamlining the residential district requirements including reducing minimum
lot size and setbacks, eliminate requirement for frontage on a public street, allowing accessory dwelling
units in all residential districts, eliminating the traditional neighborhood classification, adjusting minimum
parking requirements for residential districts, updating nonconforming structure section and elimination
of minimum floor area ratios for residential units.
Sincerely,
MSA Professional Services, Inc.

Stephen Tremlett, AICP, CNU‐A
Zoning Administrator
Enc: Comp Plan Future Land Use Policies
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City of Lodi
Comprehensive Plan

Future Land Use

4.4 Future Land Use Categories
This section includes a description of each of the Future Land Use Plan categories. These categories
include recommended land uses (e.g. residential, commercial, industrial), and land use densities (i.e.
dwelling units per net acre). All zoning decisions, land divisions, utility extensions, capital
improvement projects, and related land development activities and decisions should be consistent
with the recommendations of the Future Land Use Plan. Refer to the Planning Area Maps of this
chapter for more information regarding specific planning areas.
NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTIAL (NR)
NR areas provide a mix of housing types, civic uses (e.g., place of worship, social service clubs, etc.),
existing neighborhood commercial, and daycare facilities. Most of the area designated as NR is or will
be used for single family homes, but a variety of other housing types are appropriate within this
designation, including duplex, town home, and small multi‐unit formats (up to 4‐units in a building).
The purpose of the NR designation is to achieve balanced neighborhoods while also ensuring
compatibility between differing housing types and forms. The following policies include design
guidelines to ensure compatibility:
1. Housing will be one to two‐and‐a‐half stories in height with residential densities in most places
of 3‐10 units per net acre (excluding streets, parks, outlots, etc.).
2. In new neighborhoods, the creation of a detailed neighborhood plan and/or Planned Unit
Development Zoning is strongly encouraged to identify specific locations for various housing
types and densities.
3. When integrating housing forms other than single‐family detached, whether in new or existing
neighborhoods, the following policies should inform neighborhood design and/or infill
redevelopment design and approval. If more detailed neighborhood plans are prepared and
adopted for specific neighborhoods (either new or existing), additional site‐specific designations
in those plans may supersede these policies.
a. Accessory dwelling units should be permitted in any single‐family housing district.
b. Duplex units are appropriate just about anywhere within a neighborhood, as follows:
i. On any corner lot, if each unit faces and is addressed to a separate street and
meets the standard setback requirements and pattern typical along the street.
ii. In the middle of a block between single family detached homes, if substantially
similar to other homes along the street in massing, architectural character, total
garage doors, and driveway width.
iii. As a transitional use when facing or next to a more intensive institutional,
residential or commercial use. In this case there should be some general
consistency of form and style with other homes in the neighborhood, but also
more flexibility in design as compared to sites surrounded by single family homes.
c. Townhomes or rowhouses with up to 4 contiguous units are appropriate in any
neighborhood, as follows:
i. When facing or adjacent to a commercial use, large institutional use, or residential
use of equal or greater intensity.
ii. When facing a public park or permanent green space.
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d. Small multi‐unit buildings with up to 4
units per building or Cottage Cluster
may be appropriate in any neighborhood,
evaluated on a case‐by‐case basis, if ALL
the following apply:
i. As a transitional use, if any of the
facing or adjacent uses are
commercial, large institutional, or
residential of equal or greater
intensity.
ii. Where facing or adjacent to
single‐family homes along the
same street, the setbacks will be
no less than the minimum
This housing type provides a
allowed in the facing or adjacent
community‐oriented option with a
single‐family zoning district and
group of detached homes (typically
the buildings will employ
smaller than the average home –
architectural techniques to reduce
800‐1,200 SF) grouped together
the apparent size of the building.
around a common green space.
iii. There must be off‐street parking
Units are typically offered under
consistent with City ordinance
condominium ownership or as
and on‐street parking adjacent to
rentals.
the lot to accommodate visitors.
iv. If approved either through the
Planned Unit Development (PUD)
zoning process or Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process.
e. Larger multi‐unit buildings exceeding 4 units or 10 units per net acre have a place in
balanced neighborhoods. These more intensive forms are generally most appropriate
close to major streets, mixed‐use areas, or commercial areas to provide convenient,
walkable access to shopping, restaurants, and other amenities. This plan identifies specific
sites for such housing. Properties that are either already intensely developed, or are
suitable for more intensive development, have been identified as High‐Intensity
Residential (HIR) Overlay on the Future Land Use Maps, and additional policies apply.

Cottage Cluster

Potentially Acceptable Zoning Districts: Residential (R‐1) through (R‐3) District, Planned Unit
Development (PUD)
HIGH‐INTENSITY RESIDENTIAL OVERLAY (HIR)
HIR overlay identifies properties or areas in the Neighborhood Residential (NR) future land use areas
that are suitable for high‐intensity residential development. The objective is to provide a mix of
housing types to provide for balanced neighborhoods, while mitigating negative impacts to existing or
planned low‐intensity residential areas. For the purposes of this overlay, low‐intensity residential
includes single‐family, duplex, small multi‐unit/townhome buildings (up to 4 units). In general, high‐
intensity residential development is identified close to major streets, mixed‐use areas, or
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commercial/employment areas to provide convenient, walkable access to shopping, restaurants, and
other amenities.
1. This classification is intended to function as an overlay district with Neighborhood Residential
(NR) as the underlying future land use classification.
2. High‐intensity residential development in the NR areas are expected to range 10‐40 units per net
acres (excluding streets, parks, outlots, etc.).
3. Intensive residential development will require special attention to the design where the use
adjoins less intense residential development per the recommended Residential Compatibility
Standards outlined below, or as required in the City’s zoning ordinance (should the ordinance be
amended to include standards). Standards identified in the zoning ordinance shall supersede
those outlined below.
Potentially Acceptable Zoning Districts: Residential (R‐3) District, Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Compatibility Standards
A. Purpose. These standards provide a proper transition and compatibility between low‐intensity
residential development and more intense multi‐unit residential and mixed‐use development. For
purposes of this section, low‐intensity residential development shall mean single‐family, duplex, and
townhome / small multi‐unit buildings (4 or less units).
B. Applicability. These residential compatibility standards shall apply to all new multi‐unit
residential and/or mixed‐use development of three‐stories or larger and/or any development requiring
a Planned Development (PD) zoning approval located on land abutting or across a street or alley from
low‐intensity residential. These standards do not apply to development governed by an existing
General Development Plan (GDP), but they may be considered if a GDP is amended, especially as they
pertain to aspects of the development that are proposed for revision in the amendment.
C. Compatibility Standards. All development subject to this section shall comply with the following
standards:
1. Use Intensity. In developments with multiple buildings/uses with varying intensities, the
development shall locate buildings/uses with the least intense character (e.g., lower heights,
fewer units, parks) nearest to the abutting low‐intensity residential development.
2. Building Height. The height of the proposed structure(s) shall not exceed thirty‐five (35) feet in
height adjacent to a low‐intensity lot for a distance of:
a. Fifty (50) feet of a single‐family or duplex lot.
b. Twenty‐Five (25) feet of any other low‐intensity residential lot (i.e., structures with 3+
units).
3. Bulk and Mass. Primary facades abutting or across a street or alley from low‐intensity residential
development shall be in scale with that housing by employing the following strategies:
a. Varying the building plane setback, a minimum of two (2) feet at an interval equal or less
than the average lot width of the applicable low‐intensity residential uses. For example, if
a block of single‐family lots is across the street from the development with an average lot
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width of 50 feet, the applicable facade shall vary its building plane, at a minimum, every
50 feet.
b. Providing a gable, dormer, or other change in roof plane at an interval equal or less than
the average lot width of the applicable low‐intensity residential uses. For example, if a
block of single‐family lots is across the street from the development with an average lot
width of 50 feet, the applicable roofline shall vary, at a minimum, every 50 feet (measured
at the roof eave).
Architectural Features. At least two (2) of the following categories of architectural features shall
be incorporated into street‐facing facades:
a. Porches or porticos
b. Balconies
c. Dormers
d. Gables
e. Bay Windows
f. Door and Window Ornamentation which may include surrounds, pediments, lintels and
sills, hoods, and/or shutters.
Garages. Attached garages shall not face or open towards the street. If this is not attainable,
garages shall be sufficiently screened and face the street with the highest intensity of adjacent
uses (if on a corner lot).
Parking. Parking areas that are visible from the street and located in the building front lot setback
shall provide buffering at a minimum height of thirty‐six (36) inches above the parking surface.
Buffering can consist of landscaping, berms, fences/walls, or a combination of these.
Refuse Areas. Dumpsters shall be placed behind the building with opaque or semi‐opaque
screening (at a minimum, a chain link with fabric screening). If the refuse area cannot be placed
behind the building, a wood fence or wall, at least six (6) feet in height, shall be required.
Additional landscaping around trash enclosures is encouraged.

NEIGHBORHOOD MIXED USE (NMU)
NMU areas are intended to provide a unique mix of neighborhood commercial, medium‐ to higher‐
density residential, institutional and park uses. Areas identified as NMU often serve as a buffer
between residential neighborhoods and higher intensity commercial, industrial, or transportation
areas. Residential is also a component of the NMU district ‐ both in mixed use developments and as
stand‐alone multi‐unit residential developments. These parcels usually are located along or adjacent to
a local arterial or collector street. The purpose of the NMU category is to provide flexibility in
determining the most appropriate mix of complementary land uses near single‐family neighborhoods.
1. As part of the zoning approval process, the appropriate mix of land uses, densities, and
intensities will be determined with consideration of market conditions and compatibility with
adjacent neighborhoods. Typically, residential densities in NMU areas will be 12‐40 units per net
acre (excluding streets, parks, outlots, etc.).
2. While both residential and nonresidential uses are accommodated within this mixed‐use district,
not every building in a mixed‐use district needs to include both residential and non‐residential
uses. Nonresidential development within NMU areas should be service and retail to support
surrounding residential use.
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Memo
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator
Zoning Administrator March 2022 Monthly Report
April 8, 2022

The following is a summary of March zoning administration activities in addition to those items appearing on the
April 12th agenda.
Zoning Permits Approved:
 804 Ellie Rae Certificate of Zoning Compliance
Summary of Zoning Inquires:
 Setback requirements for detached garage, and process to consider approval of a second driveway.
 Appraiser verifying zoning designation.
 Allowance and restrictions for boat storage in the C‐1 zoning district.
 Landscaping requirements on single‐family lots.
 Restrictions on patio construction on single‐family lot.
 Allowance for a daycare in a R‐3 zoned property.
 Checking if a salon is permitted use within C‐1 zoning district.
On‐Going City Projects:
 None
Pending Requests/Future Agenda Items:
 Parcel 195.02 (Gay Street) Rezone and CSM Applications
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