PLEASE TAKE NOTICE: There will be a City of Lodi Plan
Commission meeting Tuesday, June 14, 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/82395645570?
pwd=Qy9PQ2k4aGY1NGZudVYrQ2k1ZHExUT09
Meeting ID: 823 9564 5570 Passcode: 286949 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. Approve Minutes from May 10th, 2022 and May 17th, 2022.
Documents:
05-10-22 PC Minutes.pdf
05-17-22 PC Minutes.pdf
7. Public Hearing - To Consider Zoning Amendment to Chapter 340-32 C-2 Central Business
District Core to Move Assembly Uses from a Permitted Use to a Conditional Use
8. Discuss And Consider Recommending Common Council Approval Of A Zoning Amendment
To Chapter 340-32 C-2 Central Business District Core To Move Assembly Uses (I.E., Civic
Uses, Clubs And Associations, Schools: SIC 7911, Dance Studios, Schools And Halls)
From A Conditional Use To A Permitted Use
Documents:
Staff Report_Assembly Uses_Conditional_C2_06_06_2022.Pdf
9. Discussion Permit Requirements For Small Sheds And Accessory Structure Distance From
Principal Structures

Documents:
Staff Report_Assembly Uses_Conditional_C2_06_06_2022.Pdf
9. Discussion Permit Requirements For Small Sheds And Accessory Structure Distance From
Principal Structures
Documents:
Staff Report_Accessory Structures_Setback_2022_06_08.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_06_09.Pdf
11. Adjourn
Posted:_________________
By:_____________________
Members: Mayor Groves Lloyd, Alders Stevenson (Chair), Strasser, Tonn; Citizens Clark, Detmer, Larsen
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, May 10th, 2022 at 6:30 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 6:31 pm.
2. Virtual Etiquette Announcement
3. Roll Call
Commission members present: Groves Lloyd, Peter Tonn, Rich Stevenson, Nick Strasser, Ken Detmer
Commission members excused: Jennie Larsen, Jennie Clark
Staff present: Stephen Tremlett – MSA (remote), 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 April 12th, 2022.
Motion by Groves Lloyd, seconded by Strasser, to approve the minutes. Motion passed 5-0.
7. Discussion on changing allowances for assembly-type uses in the C-2 zoning district.
Tremlett reviewed the staff report, dated May 4th, 2022. Stevenson asked if existing assembly-type uses, such as the
funeral home or American Legion, if the City is treating them as conditional use. Tremlett stated that existing uses
may or may not have a conditional use permit on record, but zoning district restrictions change and if pre-existing to
changes to the code they are a legal non-conforming use.
Tonn reinforced that the pre-existing uses are grandfathered, but this change is how the City will regulate going
forward. At the previous meeting, he reminded the commissioners that the act requires assembly uses to be treated
equally, and there was support to maintain the integrity of the two block central business district. Thus, the option to
move all assembly uses to conditional. Tonn asked about where the new Church is in the process of opening up, and
if they would be required to get a conditional use permit.
Tremlett stated he is unaware if the Church is close to opening up. He noted that the Church is making interior
improvements with no change to exterior, so there would be no other review by the zoning administrator outside of the
use. He has not received a conditional use permit application.
Tonn restated that he suggested at the last meeting to consider moving the other assembly-type uses to conditional to
maintain the two-block central business district, as noted by Larson who is not here tonight. Tonn stated he is still in
favor in this direction. Strasser agreed. Stevenson said he agreed that as long as all assembly-type uses are in the
category they are all equal and the City has the right to say “aye” or “nay” based on what’s needed for the City.
Tremlett made a clarification that Churches are currently a conditional use in the ordinance, so both churches would
be required to obtain a conditional use permit. Tonn clarified that the regulation was in place when the other church
moved in two years ago vs. the American Legion existed when it was a permitted use. Tremlett confirmed this
statement.
Detmer asked about the other churches in other districts. Tremlett stated that churches are permitted in C-1 and C-3.
Detmer noted that we would have some churches as permitted, while others conditional. Tonn added based on
location. Tremlett added that churches are conditional in residential districts.
Motion by Tonn, seconded by Groves Lloyd, to move remaining assembly uses to conditional use. Tremlett clarified
that this agenda item is to discuss and provide direction, because a public hearing will be required if we the direction is
to move other uses to conditional [with the former public hearing was on moving churches to permitted]. Tonn
removed his motion and Groves Lloyd removed her second.
Stevenson affirmed that the direction is to move the other assembly uses to conditional use in the C-2 zoning district.
Detmer asked if gentlemen’s and ladies clubs are under ‘clubs and associations’ and treated as conditional. Tremlett
stated typically that type of use is defined differently and handled separately, but he could look into it. Stevenson

stated that as long as it’s reviewed specifically for that use that satisfies the question.
Tremlett stated Plan Commission has provided the direction and next month there will be a public hearing to consider
moving the other assembly uses to conditional in the C-2 zoning district.
8. Discussion on accessory structure distance from principal structures.
Tremlett reviewed the staff report, dated May 5th, 2022. Tonn rephrased that memo says the City can abandon this
regulation because it is already covered in the State building code and references a standard that is reviewed by the
building inspector. Tremlett confirmed this is accurate. Tonn added that this regulation in the zoning ordinance could
be correct and redundant, or potentially wrong.
Tonn agreed that redundancy is not needed and removing it will entirely in the zoning ordinance resolves potentially
inaccuracy in the code. Tremlett stated the only potential reason to include language that reaffirms the WI Building
Code is to have understanding of this requirement in site plan review. Tonn suggested that this language refers to the
WI Building Code, so it is always current. Groves Lloyd and Stevenson agreed with this direction.
Detmer asked if this means the City is abandoning the six-foot separation requirement. Tonn stated if we are using a
different restriction than the State code, we will need to defend language contradicting or more restrictive regulation.
Strasser added that people could still build at six feet or closer, but with the fire-rated construction.
Tonn asked if small pop-up retail sheds is considered an accessory structure, and would be required to meet this
standard. Tremlett confirmed that all sheds are regulated by this ordinance, and in discussion with building inspector
structures under 100 square feet would not require building permit. Through discussion it was further clarified that the
City would not require review of structures under 100 square feet, but all accessory structures shall meet all
regulations in the zoning ordinance.
Strasser suggested Plan Commission request Tremlett to review how these pre-fab sheds are handled in other
communities. All agreed to review if this is an issue in other communities and how are they reviewed and regulated.

9. Discussion on potential zoning amendments to remove barriers to affordable housing.
Tremlett reviewed the staff report, dated May 5th, 2022, and requested comment to several questions. On the first
question, Tonn suggested the revision should include three levels of R-1 by density (vs. two as proposed in the
memo) to allow a developer to allow for small lots that are 100% intended for single-family. Tremlett noted the policies
in the Comp Plan suggest balanced neighborhoods with a reduction in single use neighborhoods. Strasser noted it is
possibly when laying out a new neighborhood to include some R-2 with the remaining areas as R-1a/b/c. Tonn
reaffirmed this interest and desire for three levels of R-1 by density even with R-2 district allowing the same lot
size/width for single-family. Stevenson concluded that all are receptive with the three-tiered R-1 and we can make a
decision once it’s brought back in final draft form.
On the second question, Groves Lloyd stated it looks good. Ayers clarified that the memo discusses R-1b at 8,000
square feet (vs. 8,500). Tremlett noted the error in the description, but the correct is the 8,500 square feet in the table
on the next page. No comments on reducing the setbacks as you shrink the minimum of lot size.
On the third question, Groves Lloyd likes three- and four-unit residential uses in R-2. Strasser agreed. Stevenson
noted the interest in allowing for cottage cluster and this is good way to allow this type of development. Tonn asked
about multi-family residential buildings. Tremlett stated they are permitted in R-3 only with this change allowing threeand four-unit conditionally in R-2.
On the fourth question, all agreed this change allowing rebuilding and expanding existing home to match existing
non-conformity on setbacks.
On the five question, Stevenson asked about requiring a separate lateral for the ADU. Tremlett noted that new twofamily structures are required to have separate laterals; however, that is a bit more difficult to existing structures
converted to include an ADU. This may be the case where it is not required unless it’s the City’s directive to require it.
Groves Lloyd questions if its necessary as its expensive. Strasser discussed what is practical to require it with
converting existing structure. Tonn suggested for new construction a separate lateral for the ADU could be required,
but not for adding one to an existing structure. Tremlett noted that there is language in the code that allows for a
waiver of the separate lateral for converting a duplex to zero-lot line condo. Some additional conversation on size
was discussed with Tonn acknowledging we use this language and reassess in time how it’s working or not working.
Tremlett reaffirmed that a lateral will be required for detached and not for attached. Detmer and Ayers asked about
requiring a parking space for the ADU. Tremlett suggested revising to require one space dedicated for ADU and
keeping existing required parking for the primary dwelling must be maintained or replaced on-site. Tonn suggests we
just note the required number of spaces that includes required for the existing residence and the ADU (vs. stating one
space added).
On the sixth question, Tonn asked if the existing lots in R-1 that are smaller in lot size or width can rebuild on their lot
without needing to rezone. There was some debate on how this case is handled with the noted change to nonconforming structures will allow for rebuilding on the lot. All agreed this overlay can be removed with the changes
above. Tonn wanted to recognize the effort in creating the overlay and the intent was in creating it, as well as

understanding this change handles it in another way and could be revised again in another ten years.
On the seventh question, Tonn noted a need to protect the occupant and if they were to modify the unit size it would
not be by much. This is a too prong approach to provide affordable living options, but also protecting the tenant to get
something decent for their money. Groves Lloyd thinks there should be minimum, especially for efficiencies. Strasser
asked if there is option to propose a different unit size should the minimums remain in the ordinance. Groves Lloyd if
a variance is an option. Tremlett noted a planned unit development is the likely the only option to request smaller unit
size. Tonn asked if part of these amendments is to get away from planned unit developments (PUDs). Tremlett
acknowledged that its not a good practice to see PUDs become a good portion of the zoning map; however, there is a
minimum district area to PUDs so not in all cases would this be a tool that can be used for this purpose. Groves Lloyd
noted that there is a big difference to move from 600 square feet in efficiencies units to 500 square feet, and I would
not want to see that reduction for this unit type. Stevenson asked how tiny homes fit into this restriction. Tremlett
noted the minimum unit size is for R-3 multi-family units. Consensus is to maintain the current minimum unit sizes for
the R-3 zoning district.
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 May 5th, noting certificate of zoning compliance for PUD lots, inquires for
vacant lot on Hills Street, and upcoming rezone application scheduled for a special meeting next Tuesday.

11. Adjourn
Motion by Groves Lloyd, seconded by Strasser, to adjourn. Motion passed 5-0, meeting adjourned at 7:58pm.

Drafted by: Steve Tremlett, City Zoning Administrator

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that there will be a City of Lodi Plan Commission
meeting held on Tuesday, May 17th, 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 5:01 pm.

2. Virtual Etiquette Announcement
3. Roll Call
Commission members present: Groves Lloyd, Peter Tonn, Rich Stevenson, Nick Strasser, Ken Detmer, Jennie
Larsen, Jennie Clark
Staff present: Stephen Tremlett – MSA, Zoning Administrator, Brenda Ayers – City Clerk, Terry Weter –
Director of Operations
4. The Pledge Of Allegiance
5. Public Input
None.
6. Public Hearing: To consider rezoning Parcel 195.02 from R-2 (single and two family residential) to R-3 (multiple family
residential).
No public in attendance in person or online outside of the applicants. Public hearing opened and closed at
5:03pm.
7. Discuss and consider recommending Common Council approve a rezone of Parcel 195.02 from R-2 (single and two
family residential) to R-3 (multiple family residential).
Tremlett reviewed the staff report, dated May 6th, 2022. Larsen asked what happens if they approve this
rezone and the land is sold to an owner looking to put in a six unit (which could be permitted based on lot size).
Brad Skrum (applicant) stated there are only three laterals to the property. Tonn noted that the building would
need to be sprinkled if built for more than three units. Skrum stated their intent is to build a 3-unit as soon as
possible. Tonn restated the concern is if the three unit is not built and plans change the R-3 designation allows
the property owner to build more than three units. Stevenson asked how the property got three laterals when it
was zoned R-2, which limits it to two laterals. Skrum stated he asked for a third and paid for the third lateral
with their plans to potentially ask for a rezone to build a three-unit structure. Groves Lloyd noted during
reconstruction of Gay Street. Skrum stated he was being proactive to pay for the third during that
reconstruction project.
Tonn stated the 3-unit as drawn in the application is a good fit, but he does not know what a 6-unit structure
would look like or how it would impact surrounding lots. Skrum noted that in discussions with the zoning
administrator a 3-unit is possible on the existing lot without moving the northern lot line, but the units would face
side lot line and driveways would come from the other side lot line; however, they preferred a design that have
units facing on to Gay Street. Thus, the intended future step is to move the lot line north.
Deed restriction was discussed and Skrum noted the willingness to restrict the lot to three units. Detmer is
concerned about approving with deed restriction condition due to previous lapse in recording a deed restriction
on another property. Ayers stated between herself and Tremlett the deed restriction will be recorded before a
development will be approved. Clark asked about who records the deed restriction. Ayers stated City Attorney
drafts it and it get recorded with the County, and this restriction stays with property but may be amended in the
future.
Motion by Tonn, seconded by Larsen, to recommend approval of the rezone to R-3 with the applicant
submitting a CSM at later date that moves the lot line north to match the submitted design and a deed
restriction is placed on the property limiting development to three units per agreement by the applicant. Motion
passed 7-0.
8. Adjourn
Motion by Groves Lloyd, seconded by Clark, to adjourn. Motion passed 7-0, meeting adjourned at 5:30pm.

Drafted by: Steve Tremlett, City Zoning Administrator

Memo
To:
From:
Subject:

Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator
Amendment to Chapter 340‐32 C‐2 Central Business District Core (Assembly Uses to
Conditional)

Date:

June 6, 2022

Request
Consider an amendment to Chapter 340‐32 C‐2 Central Business District Core to change all assembly‐type uses from
permitted to conditional use.

Background Information
To maintain the primarily two‐block downtown section as a commercial business district, Plan Commission directed
the zoning administrator to draft an ordinance amendment to move all assembly uses to conditional use. This also
moves the City’s ordinances into compliance with the 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.
The assembly uses to be moved to conditional include civic uses, clubs and associations, and schools/dance studios.
Approved existing uses that have been in operation prior to this amendment would be allowed to continue as legal
non‐conforming uses.
Should a property owner in the C‐2 zoning district have interest in operating or leasing to an operator of one of these
assembly uses in the future, Plan Commission shall make a motion to conditionally approve or disapprove based on
the criteria in Chapter 340‐54 (shown below). It is important to recognize that any motion to approve with conditions
or to deny the application must provide substantial evidence to support the decision.
§ 340‐54 Decision criteria.
A. In making a determination on an application for a conditional use, the Commission shall consider all relevant
factors specified in other sections of this chapter, including standards for specific requirements for certain
land uses and activities.
B. The Commission shall consider the following criteria:
(1) Compatibility. The compatibility of the proposed use with existing development within 300 feet of the
proposed use and within 500 feet along the same street and development anticipated in the foreseeable
future within the neighborhood and conditions that would make the use more compatible.
(2) Consistency with Comprehensive Plan. The relationship of the proposed use to the objectives of the
City of Lodi Comprehensive Plan.
(3) Importance of services to the community. The importance of the services provided by the proposed
facility to the community, if any, and the requirements of the facility for certain locations, if any, and
without undue inconvenience to the developer, and the availability of alternative locations equally suitable.
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(4) Neighborhood protections. The sufficiency of the terms and conditions proposed to protect and
maintain the uses in the surrounding neighborhood.
(5) Conformance with other requirements of this chapter. The conformance of the proposed development
with all provisions of this chapter.
(6) Other factors. Other factors pertinent to the proposed use, site conditions, or surrounding area
considerations that the Commission feels are necessary for review in order to make an informed and just
decision.

Applicable Zoning & Development Code Regulations


Chapter 340‐32 C‐2 Central Business District Core

Recommendation
Moving all assembly‐type uses to conditional in the C‐2 zoning district aligns with RLUIPA. A conditional use will
allow for assembly uses to be conditionally approved based on the merits of the use, available structure and
infrastructure to serve the use, and impacts on surrounding properties and the district as whole.

Sincerely,
MSA Professional Services, Inc.

Stephen Tremlett, AICP
Zoning Administrator
Enc:

Proposed C‐2 Central Business District Core Regulation
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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) Clubs and associations.
(6) Convenience stores.
(7) Day-care centers.
(8) Essential service structures.
(9) Parking.
(10) Parks.
(11) Personal services.
(12) Professional offices.
(13) Repair shops.
(14) Residential uses above street level.
(15) Restaurants.
(16) Retail trade.
(17) Schools: SIC 7911, dance studios, schools and halls.
(18) Artisan retreat facility.
C. Conditional uses:
(1) Amusement and recreation services.
(2) Bed-and-breakfasts and tourist homes.
(3) Boardinghouses.
(4) Building supply stores.
(5) Churches.
(6) Civic uses.
(7) Clubs and associations.
(8) Family day care.
(9) Funeral homes and mortuaries.
(10)Garden supply stores.
(11)Gas stations.
(12)Guest homes.
(13)Lodging establishments.
(14)Schools: SIC 7911, dance studios, schools and halls.
(15)Utility facilities.
(16)Wireless communication facilities, including towers.
(17)Unenclosed smoking area.
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Memo
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator

Potential Amendment to Chapter 340‐11 (Accessory Buildings and Uses)
June 8, 2022

Request
Consider an amendment to Chapter 340‐11(B) that currently requires detached accessory buildings to be a minimum
of 6 feet from the principal structure. Per discussions at our May meeting, Plan Commission requested further review
on how small low‐cost sheds are treated in other community zoning ordinances.
This an update to a memo (dated May 5th, 2022) shared at the May 12 Plan Commission meeting.

Background Information
The building inspector has had several building permit
requests for installing sheds near their principal structure
with many planned to be abutting their garage. City zoning
ordinance requires all accessory structures, including
(tool)sheds, to be a minimum of six feet from the principal
structure (and three feet from any property line). While
reviewing these proposals, the building inspector noted
many sheds in the community are in fact closer than 6 feet
from the principal structure.
Fire protection is the primary concern with detached
accessory structure placement near the principal structure;
however, building codes allow for structures to be closer
than six feet with a minimum of ¾‐hour fire rated
construction (per WI Uniform Dwelling Code, Table 321.08
table – shown on the right). Fire‐rated construction is not
required if accessory structures are built/installed more than
10 feet from the principal structure.
In the past sheds were reviewed only by the building
inspector, as it is generally a building code issue; however, it
fair to question why six feet minimum separation in the
zoning ordinance if it’s based on fire protection.
In review of other communities of similar size, I have found that most allow for accessory buildings closer than 10
feet with ¾‐hour (or 1‐hour) fire‐rated construction. In some cases, they require 10 feet separation. In no cases did
they require 6 feet, which appears arbitrary based on fire protection codes and codes in other communities.
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I found no cases where the zoning ordinances allow for an exemption to building separation for specific accessory
structure (this includes no exemption for low‐cost sheds).
Building inspector is okay with accessory structures closer than 10 feet to a dwelling if the wall parallel has a 45‐
minute fire wall per the Uniform Dwelling Code. He also has no objections to exempting sheds (no permanent
foundations) less than 100 square feet from building permit process.

Applicable Zoning & Development Code Regulations


Chapter 127‐13 Building permit required.
A. No building or structure or any part thereof shall hereafter be built, enlarged, altered, demolished or
moved within the City or Lodi, nor permanent building equipment be installed, except as herein
provided, unless a permit therefor shall first be obtained by the owner, or his agent, from the Building
Inspector.



Chapter 340‐11(B) Accessory buildings and uses. (Full ordinance section provided as an attachment)
B. Separation from principal structures. Detached accessory buildings shall be distant at least six feet from
the principal structure situated on the same lot.



Chapter 340‐117 Definitions, interpretation. Accessory Use or Structure
A use or structure subordinate to the principal use of a building or to the principal use of land and which is
located on the same parcel and serving a purpose customarily incidental to the use of the principal building
or land use. Accessory uses or structures to residential principal uses may include garages, carports, other
parking spaces, swimming pools, tennis courts, and toolsheds. Accessory uses in residential districts shall
not involve the conduct of any business, trade, or industry, except as defined as a home occupation, and
shall not include the commercial boarding of animals or the keeping of fowl or farm animals.

Recommendation
There are two factors to consider when reviewing this standard: 1) What’s the regulation? 2) How will it be
administered?. In reverse order, please consider the following questions.
1.

Do ALL structures incidental to the principal structure (as listed in Chapter 340‐117), inclusive of ALL shed
types/sizes, need zoning permit (requiring applications and fees)?

2.

Should there be an amendment to the building separation standard in Chapter 340‐11 (see above)?

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Question 1: Do ALL structures incidental to the principal structure (as listed in Chapter 340‐117), inclusive of all
sheds, need a zoning permit (requiring permit applications and fees)?
All accessory structures are required to be reviewed if strictly enforcing the zoning ordinance. Previously discussed
was a 100 square foot exemption from zoning (and building inspection review). Here is a brief review of ordinances
describing an “accessory use” and any exemptions from zoning permit process.


Village of Poynette:
o Definition: Includes detached residential garages, carports, and hoop sheds designed primarily
to shelter parked passenger vehicles; utility sheds used primarily to store residential
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maintenance equipment for the same property; private recreation structures such as gazebos,
and detached elevated decks or walkways associated with residential uses
o Zoning Permit Exemption: None
Village of Arlington:
o Definition: no specific types identified
o Zoning Permit Exemption: None
City of Portage:
o Definition: Include detached private residential garages, carports primarily use to shelter
parked passenger vehicles, and utility sheds used to store residential maintenance equipment
of the subject property.
o Zoning Permit Exemption: None
Columbia County:
o Definition: no specific types identified
o Zoning Permit exemption:
 Birdhouses, birdbaths, clothes lines and poles flag poles, lawn ornaments and
fixtures, landscaping structures, residential fuel storage tanks and pumps and
accessory heating units, mailboxes, satellite dishes, and garbage containers, and
similar structures as approved by the Zoning Administrator.
 Accessory buildings that do not exceed 100 square feet and are used by the
residents of the principal building, including but not limited to tree houses and play
houses, shelters for dogs and domestic pets of the residents of the property, ice
fishing shanties, sheds, and other storage buildings under this area threshold.
 Recreational equipment used by the residents of the principal building for on
premises activities, games and sports, including but not limited to swings, slides,
climbers, teeter‐totters, basketball baskets and backboards, badminton nets, and
similar equipment.
 Fences and walls six feet in height or less, as measured from the established grade,
and all agricultural fences which meet the requirements of Chapter 90, Wisconsin
Statutes.
Portage County:
o Definition: Accessory structures may include, but not limited to, garage, shed, storage
building, boathouse, porch, deck, gazebo, or patio
o Zoning Permit Exemption: “accessory structures less than 100 square feet, provided such
building conforms to all the setbacks, yard and open space requirements of this Ordinance.”
Town of Middleton:
o Zoning Permit Exemption: ”accessory buildings 120 square feet or less in size on non‐
permanent foundations, provided they meet setback, height and lot coverage requirements.”

Recommendation: I support exempting accessory structures less than 100 square feet from zoning permit
requirement.

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Question 2: Should there be an amendment to the building separation standard in Chapter 340‐11 (see above)?
Recommendation: Since fire protection is a building code concern, I would recommend the regulation match what
is allowed per Wisconsin’s SPS 321.08. While I could see removing this regulation entirely (leaving it to building code
enforcement and permitting), it may prove beneficial to change the language to inform the Zoning Administrator
and Plan Commission of the fire separation requirements for reviewing development proposals.
My recommended is noted in the attachment. If there is support for this change, there will be a public hearing
scheduled at the next regularly scheduled Plan Commission meeting prior to an agenda item to consider
recommending approval of the zoning amendment to City Council.

Sincerely,
MSA Professional Services, Inc.

Stephen Tremlett, AICP
Zoning Administrator
Enc:

Chapter 340‐11 (Accessory Buildings and Uses)

Page 4 of 5

MEMO
6/08/2022

Changes indicated in red.
§ 340-11 Accessory buildings and uses.
Accessory uses may be allowed where they comply with the following conditions and requirements:
A. Size of accessory structures in residential districts. Accessory structures in residential districts
may not occupy more than 25% of a required rear yard or 35% of any nonrequired rear yard. In no
instance shall the accessory structure exceed the ground floor area of the main building used for
residence. The measurement of accessory structure size shall include the total of all detached or
attached accessory buildings on the lot. The total area of accessory structures on a single lot in
residential districts shall not exceed 1,000 square feet in area, except when issued a conditional use
permit under the terms and conditions of this chapter.
B. Separation from principal structures. Detached accessory buildings shall be distant at least six ten
feet from the principal structure situated on the same lot, unless applicable Wisconsin Construction
Standards are met. See Wisconsin Construction Standards, Table 321.08.
C. Accessory structures in front yards limited. No attached or detached accessory use or accessory
structure shall be permitted nearer to the front lot line than the legal front yard setback in the zoning
district for the principal structure or the average setback of the principal structures on lots immediately
adjoining the lot on the same side of the street, whichever distance is less. In no case may an accessory
structure be located closer to a front lot line than the principal structure.
D. Accessory structure side and rear setbacks. All accessory structures shall be set back at least
three feet from all interior lot lines. In those instances where the rear lot line is coterminous with an alley
right-of-way, the accessory building shall not be closer than 20 feet to such rear lot line.
E. Accessory structure setbacks on corner lots. The average setback of the four, or fewer, nearest
buildings may be used to determine the side street setback of an accessory building on a corner lot, but in
no case shall the reduced setback be less than 20 feet. In no case may an accessory structure be located
within the vision triangle as defined in § 340-19 of this chapter.
F. Accessory structure height. No accessory structure shall exceed 20 feet in height. "Height" for this
purpose shall mean the vertical distance between the lowest aboveground point of the front of the
structure and the peak of the roof. A cupola, no side of which exceeds three feet in length, and which
does not extend more than four feet above the peak of the roof, shall not be included in measuring height.
Any other cupola shall be included in the height measurement. Chimneys shall not be included in
measuring height.
G. Accessory structures attached to principal buildings. When an accessory building is structurally
attached to a main building, it shall be subject to, and must conform to, all regulations of this chapter
applicable to main buildings, including all yard setbacks. If after initial construction any detached
accessory building is attached to the principal building, the newly attached accessory structure must meet
all of the applicable yard setbacks for the principal structure.
H. Conversion of accessory structures to dwellings limited. The conversion of any accessory
structure into a dwelling or the conversion of any dwelling so as to accommodate an increased number of
dwelling units or families shall be permitted only within a district in which a new building for similar
occupancy would be permitted under this chapter, and only when the resulting occupancy will comply with
the requirements governing new construction in such district, with respect to minimum lot size, lot area
per dwelling unit, percentage of lot coverage, dimensions of yards and other open spaces, and off-street
parking.
I. Accessory structures without principal structure. No accessory structure shall be erected or
constructed prior to the erection or construction of the principal structure.
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Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator
Zoning Administrator May 2022 Monthly Report
June 9th, 2022

The following is a summary of May zoning administration activities in addition to those items appearing on the
June 14th agenda.
Zoning Permits Approved:
 615 Meadowview Detached Accessory Structure ‐ Certificate of Zoning Compliance
Summary of Zoning Inquires:
 Setback or other requirements on building a deck and screened in porch.
 CUP status for church in a residential neighborhood.
 Lot lines and floodplain concerns for a single‐family lot on Water Street.
 Restrictions on a potential reuse of a Main Street property with potential rear second‐story deck.
On‐Going City Projects:
 Zoning Amendments removing barriers to affordable housing
 Revamping zoning‐related forms with City staff
Pending Requests/Future Agenda Items:
 216 Main Street (Unit A) ‐ Conditional Use Permit Application
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