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VILLAGE OF GERMANTOWN 
N112 W17001 MEQUON ROAD, GERMANTOWN, WI  53022 

 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER    This meeting has been given public notice in accordance with Wisconsin Statutes, 

Section 19.83 and 19.84 in such form that will apprise the general public and news media of subject 
matter that is intended for discussion and action. 

 

II. ROLL CALL    
 

III. PUBLIC INPUT/PUBLIC APPEARANCE Please be advised per §19.84(2) that information will be 
received from the public, however, no action will be taken at this time. 
 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES   January 27, 2020 
 

V. NEW BUSINESS 
 
 A.  Edward J. Casper - W217 N9862 White Horse Drive.  2-Lot Certified Survey Map (CSM)   
  [ACTION]  
 
 B.   John & Ellen Kuber - W200 N14144 Rocky Lane -Town of Germantown - Extraterritorial Plat  
         Review 2-Lot Certified Survey Map (CSM) [ACTION] 
 

C.    Steven & Elizabeth Green - N116 W16033 Main Street.  Zoning Permit to construct an attached   
   garage and detached accessory building. [DISCUSSION & ACTION; continued from 1-13-20] 

D.   Community Development Department – Future Land Use Discussion (Neighborhoods-Districts-    
  Corridors) as part of the Germantown 2050 Comprehensive Plan.  [DISCUSSION] 

VI. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

 VII. ADJOURNMENT 
   

UPON REASONABLE NOTICE, efforts will be made to accommodate the needs of disabled individuals through appropriate aids and services. For additional information or to request this 
service please contact the Village Clerk at (262)250-4740 at least 2 days prior to the meeting. Notice is given that a majority of the Village Board may attend this meeting to gather 
information about an item over which they have decision making responsibility. This may constitute a meeting of the Village Board per State ex rel. Badke v. Greendale Village Board, even 
though the Village Board will not take formal action at this meeting. 

 
MEETING:                      PLAN COMMISSION 
 

DATE AND TIME:         MONDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 2020   6:30 p.m.  
 

LOCATION:                  Germantown Village Hall Board Room 



 

 

                    
       PLAN COMMISSION MINUTES 

          January 27, 2020 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  Chairman Wolter called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm. 
 
ROLL CALL:  Chairman Dean Wolter, Trustee David Baum, Commissioners Peter Nilles, Tony 
Laszewski and Matt Kimmler. Commissioner Bob Williams and Bill Shadid were absent and excused. 
Also present were Community Development Director Jeff Retzlaff, Associate Planner Emily Zandt and 
Planning Assistant Lori Johnson.   
 
PUBLIC INPUT:   None 
  
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   
MOTION Baum second Laszewski to Approve the minutes from 1-13-20.   
MOTION carried unanimously. 
 
Community Development Department - Future Land Use Discussion as part of the 
Germantown 2050 Comprehensive Plan.  Planner Retzlaff explained tonight’s meeting is designed 
as a workshop to discuss the future land use component.  He explained Graef will introduce the 
proposed neighborhoods, districts and corridors they’ve created for the new plan.  Craig Huebner and 
Larry Witzling, Graef, reviewed the corridors and draft boundaries adding that the names and lines 
could be moved around.  He asked that Plan Commission members discuss which uses they would 
like to see for each area. 
 
Discussion on DOA population growth estimate - 21,000 households by 2040.  Mr. Huebner reviewed 
the City of South Milwaukee land use plan.  He explained it provides a narrative description of the 
corridor and specific types of land uses (desirable, allowable or undesirable).  He asked what 
Germantown wants to see in the specific districts. The description could be exactly where you want 
something to happen.  He added if the Village gets a description wrong it could be changed - but the 
boundary would stay the same.  The description could also be specific to an area.  
 
Discussion on Neighborhood G and its uses followed.  Trustee Zabel asked what happens with 
existing development that is there.  He heard Waste Management wants to expand up to Donges Bay 
Road.  Mr. Witzling said existing uses would be described in their exact location.  Environmental 
concerns and impacts would be included.  Chairman Wolter said some areas are already set with a 
use.  He added that the dump is done in Germantown.  Trustee Baum said use as a dump is 
undesirable but asked if an industrial use is acceptable for that area.  
 
Planner Retzlaff said the main districts to discuss are the Village Center, Rural Preservation, Rural 
Transition and the Gateway District.  Trustee Baum stated residents in his area do not want to see 
lots less than 1 acre in size and lots north of Freistadt Road should remain a minimum of 5 acres.  
Chairman Wolter commented that rule has stopped development in the past, but now that’s been 
broken.  Discussion on where to put higher density residential followed.  Sewer extension has 
changed the area, but residents moved there to be in the country.  Commissioner Kimmler asked why 
smaller lots would be OK in his area but not for the Kinderberg subdivision that was denied based on 
smaller lot sizes.  He said people want the country feel and to have horses. Trustee Baum 
commented that Commissioner Kemmler’s area is more of a transitional residential area.   
 
Mr. Huebner asked Plan Commissioners do a little homework by drawing boundary lines on the map 
and completing the chart by filling in desirable, allowable and, undesirable uses.  Planner Retzlaff 
said a discussion item would be added to the next Plan Commission meeting .  Chairman Wolter said 
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he doesn’t want to draw a line north of Freistadt Road requiring 5 acre lots.  Trustee Zabel said there 
is a lot of wetland in the north part of the Village and that could be the dividing line.  Discussion 
continued.   
 
Planner Retzlaff said there are shortcomings on the current plan with the environmental corridor 
having no description.  Chairman Wolter stated it makes sense to put multi-family where multi-family 
already is.  He wants to support the Main Street area to keep the commercial there and not pull 
commercial to the north.  Planner Retzlaff said Plan Commission has enough information to continue 
the thought process and refine the areas.   
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS:   None 
 
ADJOURNMENT:  There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:27 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Lori Johnson 
Planning Assistant 



CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP (CSM) APPLICATION 
2/10/20 Plan Commission Meeting 

 
Edward Casper   

Village Planner Report Germantown, Wisconsin 
 

 
Summary 

Edward J. Casper, property owner of a 1.24-acre lot located at W217N9862 White 
Horse Drive in Happy Hollow Estates Subdivision, is seeking approval of a 2-lot 
Certified Survey Map (CSM) to create one (1) additional residential lot. 

 
Location:  W217N9862 White Horse Drive 
 
Applicant/ 
Property Owner: Edward J. Casper 
   W217N9862 White Horse Drive 

Germantown, WI 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Current Zoning District:  Rs-4 Single-family Residential 
  

 
Adjacent Land Uses Zoning 
 
North 

 
Residential Rs-1 

 
South 

 
Residential Rs-4 

 
East 

 
Agricultural A-2 

 
West 

 
Residential Rs-4 

 
       

Location Map 
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Proposal 
Edward J. Casper, property owner of a 1.24-acre lot located at W217N9862 White 
Horse Drive in Happy Hollow Estates Subdivision, is seeking approval of a 2-lot 
Certified Survey Map (CSM) to create one (1) additional residential lot. 
 
Proposed Lot 1 will contain 0.48 acres and be considered buildable for a single-family 
dwelling. Lot 2 will include 0.76 acres and the existing single-family dwelling. 
 
Staff Comment 
The Rs-4 Single-family Residential district allows a minimum lot size of 20,000 square 
feet. The proposed division will create lots meeting this requirement.  
 
Wetlands have been identified on proposed Lot 1. The wetland delineation has been 
provided on the submitted CSM. The 25’ wetland setback line has not been included on 
the CSM. There is also a navigable stream located within the Indian Parkway right-of-
way. All navigable streams require a 75’ setback. The 25’ wetland and 75’ navigable 
stream setback lines must be added to the CSM on proposed Lot 1. The setback areas 
are “no touch” restrictions that prohibit any buildings, structures, grading, or other 
development activity. 
 
Soil evaluations for proposed Lot 1 indicate the parcel is suitable for the installation of a 
“mound” private on-site wastewater treatment system (POWTS).  
 
The Village Surveyor has identified technical corrections in a January 10, 2020 memo 
(copy attached) including questions about the wetland delineation, the addition of the 
25’ wetland buffer and the addition of an unnamed stream. These items have been 
included as a condition of approval. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  
Village Planner Recommendation 

 
APPROVE the proposed 2-lot Certified Survey Map (CSM) of the 1.24-acre parcel 
owned by Edward Casper located at W217N9862 White Horse Drive with the 
following conditions:  

1. All technical issues and plan corrections identified by the Village Surveyor (see 
January 10, 2020 memo) shall be addressed and reflected in revised plans 
submitted and approved by Village Staff prior to review by the Village Board. 
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 Engineering Department  
Memorandum 

To: Jeff Retzlaff Village Planner 

CC:  

From: Bob Beilfuss, PLS, Village Surveyor 

Date: January 10, 2020 
Re: Casper CSM  
 
Jeff, 

Here are my review comments for the CSM received 12/12/2019.  

Certified Survey Map  

Applicant or Owner: Edward Casper 
Land Surveyor/Firm: Phillip Landry, PLS – C3E Geomatics 

 
1. Graphically show and dimension building setback lines on all lots per current zoning code. 

 
2. This Certified Survey Map is a redivision of Lot 2 of Block 5 and should be stated as a 

Redivision on each sheet header, in the Professional Land Surveyor’s certificate and in the 
Village Board’s approval certificate 
 

3. The wetland line shown on Lot 1 appears to stop in the middle of the north boundary line, but 
the documentation supplied by the DNR shows the wetland boundary continuing to the east 
boundary of the Lot and exiting south of the northeast corner of the Lot.  
 
The question I have is did the DNR not complete the delineation on the property? Did the DNR 
issue a concurrence or approval letter stating they agreed with the mapping prepared by the 
surveyor. 
 

4. The 25’ wetland setback line needs to be added to the map 
 

5. A certificate of mortgagee is required if the land is mortgaged with a lender. The certificate of 
mortgagee requires the following information: 
 
 Complete statements per Chapter 236.21(2)(a) 
 Lending institution name, signature of bank officer and date. 
 Notary statement, seal, signature and date. 

 
The mortgage certificate requirement is waived if owner can provide written proof of ownership 
that the property is free of mortgage from the lending institution. 
 

6. There is an unnamed stream located in the unimproved right of way of Indian Parkway that needs 
to be added along with a 75’ stream setback from the stream needs to be shown as well. 
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No further review comments. 
 
Document Approval and Recording 
 
For this CSM to be approved by the Village Board and recorded at the Washington County Register 
of Deeds, the document must be provided to the Village Clerk’s office in a completed format including 
all original signatures of the owner and lending institution, original seals of the professional land 
surveyor on the recordable media the Wednesday prior to the scheduled Village Board meeting. 
 
This includes the CADD file. 
 
Any documents or digital files not submitted by the due date or contain outstanding technical review 
comments that have not be addressed, will be moved to the next scheduled Village Board meeting 
agenda. 
 
Document Submittals and Data Conversion 

As of October 2005, the Village of Germantown requires a digital copy of all Certified Survey Maps, 
Condominium Plats and Subdivision Plats in addition to the documents as required by Wisconsin 
Statute and Village Ordinances as part of the land division approval. 
 
Prior to Recording the Certified Survey Map or Subdivision Plat, The professional land surveyor 
is responsible for submitting a copy of the AutoCad drawing file (.dwg) of the document in version 
2019 on compact disk (CD) or via email to the Village Surveyor for mapping purposes.  
 
All digital professional land surveyor seals and signatures will be purged from the digital copy prior to 
submittal.  
  
The model space of the drawing will be done in Wisconsin State Plane Coordinate System, 
South Zone (NAD 1927 datum) and the Grid Bearing basis.  
 
Note: In 2020, the Village will be updating its municipal code to recognize the NAD83/2011 
adjustment for horizontal control and NAVD88 for vertical control for mapping all land division 
documents and plan submittals for review. 
 
There are new dossier sheets for all the Public Land Survey System monuments that contain the new 
coordinate positions and elevations available currently on the State Cartographer’s website by using 
the Survey Control Finder application 
 
Prior to Recording the Certified Survey Map or Final Subdivision Plat, the Village Engineering 
Department will verify that the boundary markers have been installed as described on the submitted 
map. All boundary corners are to be clearly marked in the field by the professional land surveyor of 
record.  



















































CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP (CSM) APPLICATION 
2/10/20 Plan Commission Meeting 

 
John & Ellen Kuber    

Village Planner Report Germantown, Wisconsin 
 
 

Summary 
Tom Zernia, Boss Realty, Agent for John & Ellen Kuber, property owners of a 31.7-
acre parcel on Rocky Lane in the Town of Germantown are seeking approval of a 2-lot 
Certified Survey Map (CSM). Village of Germantown review/approval is required under 
the Village’s extraterritorial plat authority. 

 
Location:   W200 N14144 Rocky Lane (1/2 mile north of Cedar Lane) 
 
Applicant/ 
Property Owner: John & Ellen Kuber    
   W200 N14144 Rocky Lane   
   Richfield, WI    
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Zoning District: Agricultural 
  

 
Adjacent Land Uses Zoning 
 
North 

 
Agricultural (T. of Jackson) A-1 

 
South 

 
Agricultural (T. of Germantown) A-1 

 
East 

 
Agricultural (T. of Germantown) A-1 

 
West 

 
Residential (T. of Germantown) A-1 

 
       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Location Map 
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Proposal 
Tom Zernia, Boss Realty, Agent for John & Ellen Kuber, property owners of a 31.7-acre 
parcel on Rocky Lane in the Town of Germantown are seeking approval of a 2-lot 
Certified Survey Map (CSM).  
 
Staff Analysis 
Village of Germantown review/approval is required under the Village’s extraterritorial 
plat authority (where divisions of land in an adjacent town located within 1,000 feet of 
the common municipal boundary require Village Plan Commission and Board approval). 
Review and approval of the CSM by the Town of Germantown has been granted subject 
to Village Board review and action. 
 
Soil evaluations have been completed and indicate that Lot 1 and Lot 2 are suitable for 
the installation of an on-site (mound-type) sanitary system.  
 
All technical review comments and corrections identified by the Village Surveyor have 
already been made and are reflected in the proposed CSM. 
 
 

 
 
 

  
Village Planner Recommendation 

 
APPROVE the 2-lot Certified Survey Map land division of the 31.7-acre parcel owned 
by John and Ellen Kuber located off Rocky Lane (in the Town of Germantown) as 
proposed. 
 







OWNER’S CERTIFICATE 
 
AS OWNERS, WE HEREBY CERTIFY THAT WE CAUSED THE LAND DESCRIBED TO BE SURVEYED, DIVIDED, AND MAPPED AS 
SHOWN HEREON.  WE ALSO CERTIFY THAT THIS MAP IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH WISCONSIN STATUTES 236.34 AND THE 
TOWN OF GERMANTOWN REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFIED SURVEY MAPS. 
 
JOHN C. KUBER and ELLEN M. KUBER 
 
 
____________________________________________________  ______________________________________________________
JOHN C. KUBER      ELLEN M. KUBER 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
   :SS 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 
 
PERSONALLY CAME BEFORE ME THIS __________ DAY OF ___________________________, 2020. 
 
 
_____________________________________, TO ME KNOWN AS THE PERSON(S) WHO EXECUTED THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT 
AND ACKNOWLEDGED SAME. 
 
 
______________________________________________ MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:_____________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF WISCONSIN 

SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE 
 
I, J. SCOTT HENKEL, PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE SURVEYED, DIVIDED, AND 
MAPPED THE FOLLOWING LAND AS DIRECTED BY THE OWNERS, JOHN C. and ELLEN M. KUBER: 
 
LOT 2 OF CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP 6658, RECORDED AS DOCUMENT NO. 1394142 BEING PART OF THE NE FRACTIONAL 1/4 
OF THE NW FRACTIONAL 1/4 OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 9 NORTH, RANGE 20 EAST, IN THE TOWN OF GERMANTOWN, 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON, STATE OF WISCONSIN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST FRACTIONAL 1/4 OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 9 NORTH, 
RANGE 20 EAST; 
THENCE SOUTH 00°32’54” EAST, 307.34 FEET, ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID NORTHWEST 1/4 SECTION TO THE 
NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 2 AND THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF THIS DESCRIPTION; 
THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 00°32’54” EAST, 1446.94 FEET, ALONG SAID EAST LINE TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF OUTLOT 
1 OF CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP 6624; 
THENCE SOUTH 89°29’07” WEST, 21.20 FEET, ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID OUTLOT 1; 
THENCE NORTH 84°25’06” WEST, 61.64 FEET, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE; 
THENCE SOUTH 86°57’25” WEST, 133.94 FEET, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE; 
THENCE SOUTH 89°38’37” WEST, 317.52 FEET, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE; 
THENCE NORTH 89°11’40” WEST, 190.17 FEET, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE; 
THENCE SOUTH 89°39’17” WEST, 555.44 FEET, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE TO THE EAST LINE OF ROCKY LANE; 
THENCE NORTH 00°24’29” WEST, 761.78 FEET, ALONG SAID EAST LINE TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 1 OF 
CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP 6658; 
THENCE NORTH 89°35’31” EAST, 680.77 FEET, ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 1; 
THENCE NORTH 00°24’29” WEST, 680.00 FEET, ALONG THE EAST LINE SAID LOT 1; 
THENCE NORTH 89°35’31” EAST, 595.08 FEET, ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID LOT 2 TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
CONTAINING 1,381,780 SQUARE FEET / 31.7213 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
 
I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE MAP PREPARED IS A CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF ALL OF THE EXTERIOR BOUNDARIES 
AS SHOWN AND THAT I HAVE FULLY COMPLIED WITH THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 236.34 OF THE WISCONSIN 
STATUTES, AND THE TOWN OF GERMANTOWN SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE. 
 
____________________________________________ 
J. SCOTT HENKEL, PLS 2495 



TOWN OF GERMANTOWN TOWN BOARD APPROVAL 
 
THIS CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP IS HEREBY APPROVED BY THE TOWN BOARD OF THE TOWN OF GERMANTOWN ON  
 
THIS ____________ DAY OF __________________________________, 2020. 
 
 
__________________________________________   _____________________________________________ 
PAUL METZ, TOWN CHAIRMAN    DEANNE R. HAPKA, TOWN CLERK 

VILLAGE OF GERMANTOWN PLAN COMMISSION APPROVAL 
 
THIS CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP IS HEREBY APPROVED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION OF THE VILLAGE OF GERMANTOWN ON  
 
THIS ____________ DAY OF __________________________________, 2020. 
 
 
_____________________________________________  ____________________________________________ 
DEAN WOLTER, PLAN COMMISSION CHAIRMAN  LORI JOHNSON, SECRETARY 
 
 
VILLAGE OF GERMANTOWN VILLAGE BOARD APPROVAL 
 
THIS CERTIFIED SURVEY MAP IS HEREBY APPROVED BY THE VILLAGE BOARD OF THE VILLAGE OF GERMANTOWN ON  
 
THIS ____________ DAY OF __________________________________, 2020. 
 
 
__________________________________________   _____________________________________________ 
DEAN WOLTER, VILLAGE PRESIDENT    DEANNA BRAUNSCHWEIG, VILLAGE CLERK 



























ZONING PERMIT 
2/10/20 Plan Commission Meeting 

  
Steven & Elizabeth Green    

Village Planner Report Germantown, Wisconsin 
 
 

Summary 
Steven and Elizabeth Green, property owners, are seeking approval of a Zoning 
Permit to construct a 24’x26’ (624 sqft) attached garage and a 16’x’32 (512 sqft) 
detached accessory storage building on the property located at N116 W16033 Main 
Street. 

 
Property Location:  N116 W16033 Main Street  

 
Applicant/ 
Property Owner:  Steve & Elizabeth Green    

N116 W16033 Main Street   
Germantown, WI 53022   

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Current Zoning: B-3: General Business 
    

 
Adjacent Land Uses Zoning 
 
North 

 
Industrial B-3 

 
South 

 
Residential Rm-2 

 
East 

 
Residential B-3 

 
West 

 
Residential B-3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Location Map 
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Background 
At the December 9 meeting, the PC postponed action on the Green request in order to 
give Green and the adjacent property owner, Kaiser, an opportunity to discuss entering 
into a shared driveway/access agreement as recommended by staff. As was the case 
last month, we are not aware that an agreement has been reached although one is 
being prepared by the Green’s for consideration by Kaiser. We may have more 
information at the meeting. 
 
In the meantime, the following report, originally prepared for the December 9 and 
January 13 PC meetings, has been revised to reflect the following changes in the Green 
proposal and actions taken by the Green’s: 

 Relocate the proposed attached garage doors from the east to the south 
elevation (as recommended by staff) 

 Combine the two adjacent parcels owned by Green into one parcel as part of a 
separate CSM application to be processed independently from this Zoning Permit 
application (as recommended by staff) 

 A shared driveway easement agreement is being prepared for consideration by 
the adjacent owner (Kaiser) 
 

Proposal 
Steven & Elizabeth Green, property owners, are seeking approval of a Zoning Permit to 
construct a 24’x26’ (624 sqft) attached garage and a separate 16’x’32 (512 sqft) 
detached accessory storage building on the property located at N116 W16033 Main 
Street.  
 
NOTE: the construction of a residential structure on a platted lot is not a typical project 
that requires Plan Commission review/approval. However, because the property is 
located in a B-3: General Business District, and, the B-3 regulations do not adequately 
address residential accessory uses and structures in the B-3, Plan Commission 
approval is required. 
 
The Greens propose to add a 24’x26’ (624 sqft) attached garage to the south side of the 
existing dwelling. The garage will be wood frame construction with Smartside horizontal 
siding (white) and a shingled roof. The garage doors will be located on the south east 
elevation. A second 16’x32’ (512 sqft) detached accessory building is proposed to be 
constructed in the rear yard near an existing 20’x34’ accessory storage building. The 
detached garage will be wood frame construction with Smartside vertical siding (white) 
and a metal gambrel roof (white). 
 
Staff Comment 
As mention above, Plan Commission review/approval is required because the property 
is located in a B-3: General Business Zoning District. While the pre-existing residential 
uses such as this are allowed in the B-3 District, there is a general lack of specific 
allowances and restrictions to guide improvements to residential uses in a B-3 District. 
In fact, in 2017 Section 17.30(1)(iii) was added to the B-3 District regulations as a 
permitted use to address residential uses in the B-3 District: 
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17.30(1)(iii) 
Single-family residential uses in a building originally constructed for 
residential use that was subsequently converted into a business use, in 
whole or in part, that the owner wants to revert back to a residential use, in 
whole or in part, subject to all applicable requirements, restrictions and 
allowances of the Village's Zoning and Building Codes. 

 
This provision was added to reflect (if not flat out establish) the Village’s policy that pre-
existing residential uses in a B-3 District will not simply be accommodated as non-
conforming uses that will eventually be converted into commercial/retail uses, but 
rather, encouraged to continue, convert back from commercial and even expand as 
integral components of a B-3 District. 
 
While there are prescribed building setbacks in the B-3 District, there are no specific 
limits on the number and size of accessory buildings for residential uses in the B-3 
District, as there are in each of the “standard” residential zoning districts (i.e. Rs-1, Rs-
2, Rs-3, etc.). Moreover, it’s unclear if residential uses in a B-3 District, whether they are 
pre-existing or new, should be treated as commercial or as residential with respect to 
building design, architecture, materials, size, height, etc. 
 
With regard to this proposal, Staff feels that, unless and until a specific set of 
allowances and limitations regarding accessory structures is added to the B-3 District 
regulations, the Plan Commission should enforce through their review and approval 
authority the same allowances and limitations on residential parcels in a B-3 District as 
those that apply to residential parcels of the same size in whatever “standard” 
residential zoning district would apply based on parcel size. For example, a 20,000 sqft 
residential parcel in B-3 District should be allowed the same number and size of 
accessory buildings as a 20,000 sqft parcel in an Rs-4: Single-Family District; and a 1.0-
acre parcel in a B-3 District should be allowed the same number and size of accessory 
buildings as a 1.0-acre parcel in an Rs-2 District. Because there is a “sliding scale” for 
accessory buildings in all of the “standard” residential districts, this approach appears to 
be the most equitable when compared to other residential uses in the Village. 
 
So how does this approach apply to the Green proposal? ANSWER: Not favorably. 
Consider the following: 
 
The Green’s actually own two (2) separate, adjacent parcels on Main Street (see Lots 1 
& 2 of CSM#5927 attached). There is also a 10’ wide access easement that allows Lot 1 
(vacant lot on west) to gain access across Lot 2 (Green existing dwelling on east). This 
access easement agreement was created when the original .94-acre parcel was divided 
into two lots back in 2002 and owned by separate parties. At this time, Green proposes 
to add the attached garage AND detached storage building to the .43-ac parcel (Lot 2) 
with the existing house. If located in a “standard” residential district, a .43-acre parcel 
would likely be located in a Rs-5 District (15,000 sqft minimum parcel size) that allows 
one (1) detached accessory building up to a maximum of 1% of the parcel size or 186 
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sqft. Because this parcel already has an existing 20’x34’ (680 sqft) accessory building, a 
2nd detached accessory building would not be allowed (if this parcel were in an Rs-5 
District). 
 
NOTE: On February 5 Steve Green submitted a proposed certified survey map that 
combines the two adjacent parcels and eliminates the 10’ access easement that is no 
longer needed once the parcels are combined. 
 
What about the adjacent parcel owned by Green? Since the Zoning Code does not 
allow an accessory use or structure on a parcel where a primary use does not yet exist, 
the only way the adjacent parcel could be used to help the situation would be to 
combine the two parcels into one large .84-acre parcel. However, since a .84-acre 
parcel would likely be located in an Rs-4 District (20,000 sqft minimum parcel size), the 
Rs-4 District still only allows one (1) detached accessory building up to a maximum of 
1% of the parcel size or 365 sqft in this case. In fact, the Green’s property would have to 
be at least 1.83 acres in total area and in an Rs-2 District in order to have two 
accessory buildings totaling 1,192 sqft (which is what their proposal includes). 
 
Notwithstanding the above discussion, Staff supports the idea of combining the two 
adjacent parcels owned by Green. Based on a review of the historical records pertaining 
to the original land division that created the two lots back in 2002, it appears that the 
access easement is no longer needed since the Green’s own both parcels, and, they 
have no intention of developing Lot 1 (vacant west). Moreover, assuming Lot 1 were 
developed separately by the Green’s or another owner, Lot 1 abuts Main Street and 
continues to have access rights to Main Street. Whether it was another residence or a 
small retail shop, the owner of Lot 1 would likely choose to have direct access to Main 
Street vs. across the back yard of another residential parcel. In hindsight, the Village 
should have acquired the access rights to Main Street at the time CSM#5927 was 
approved to make the access easement enforceable and protect the integrity of the 
existing angled parking stalls that are currently located along the Main Street frontage of 
Lot 1.  
 
With respect to the proposed attached garage, the situation is more favorable. Attached 
garages are not limited in size under any of the “standard” residential districts and then 
only regulated by building setbacks. Assuming the Green’s combined the two parcels 
into one .84-acre parcel, the equivalent building setback in the Rs-4 District is a 
minimum 20 feet. The proposed attached garage will be at least 21 feet from the east 
property line. The building setback in an Rs-5 District is only 15 feet and even less in 
the B-3 District (no prescribed minimum but not less than the average of the adjacent 
properties). What does affect the proposed attached garage is the 10’ wide access  
 easement. With only 21 feet from the east edge of the proposed garage to the east 
property line, it would not be possible to park a vehicle in front of the east-facing 
attached garage doors without encroaching into the 10’ easement that lies along the 
east property line. As part of any proposal to combine Lot 1 & Lot 2, Green could also 
propose to vacate/remove the 10’ access easement since it wouldn’t be needed to 
legally access what is currently Lot 1. 
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Therefore, staff would recommend that unless the 10’ access easement is removed, the 
garage doors for the attached garage be located on the south elevation (vs. the east 
elevation as currently proposed).  
 
Finally, another complication affecting this proposal is the fact that the existing driveway 
serving the Green property is located almost entirely on the adjacent property to the 
east, and, there is not a recorded access easement or agreement that addresses this 
situation.  Because the parcels in this area are relatively narrow, the shared driveway 
benefits the Green’s by allowing more useable yard area along the east side of their 
dwelling (that would otherwise be taken up by a separate driveway and setback 
requirement. Without the shared driveway, the proposed attached garage may have to 
be relocated, reoriented and/or reduced in size to allow for reasonable access and 
circulation along the east side of the Green property.  Without a shared driveway or 
easement agreement with the neighbor to the east, the Green’s (or subsequent owner) 
may eventually have to install their own separate driveway. Therefore, staff believes it is 
reasonable to require that a shared driveway/easement agreement between the 
Green’s and the neighbor to the east be entered into and recorded concurrent with or 
prior to approving construction of the attached garage. 
 
As indicated above and reflected in the conditions below, Staff recommends that, 
despite being located in a B-3: General Business District, the proposal to add accessory 
buildings (both attached and detached) be viewed and regulated as if the Green’s 
property were similarly-sized and located in an applicable residential zoning district (in 
this case Rs-4 if the parcels are combined or Rs-5 if not combined).As discussed at 
length herein, doing so would allow the proposed 24’x24’ attached garage with some 
limitation created by the existing 10’ access easement, but, would not allow the 
proposed 16’x32’ detached accessory building (because there’s already one detached 
building that exceeds the allowable size). 
 
With that said, the Plan Commission can choose to review the Green’s proposal 
differently and, given the broad latitude resulting from the lack of any specific 
restrictions affecting residential uses in the B-3 District, decide whether or not to allow 
the proposed 16’x32’ detached accessory building. As discussed above, the B-3 District 
does not specify a limit on the maximum size, height, etc. of an accessory building. The 
only limiting factors are building setbacks and a maximum lot coverage restriction of 90 
percent of the parcel size. So, if reviewed under these restrictions, the attached AND 
detached accessory buildings could be allowed as proposed subject to reasonable 
minimum setback requirements. The Plan Commission might also want to consider the 
proposed design and exterior materials for the proposed buildings. 
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Village Planner Recommendation 
 
APPROVE a Zoning Permit for Steven & Elizabeth Green to allow the construction of a detached 
accessory building on their property located at N116 W16033 Main Street subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. This permit allows the construction of a 24’x26’ (624 sqft) attached garage as generally 
described and depicted in the application dated 9-23-2019 and supporting documents 
subject to any further requirements and revisions set forth herein or required by the Plan 
Commission. 

2. Unless the 10’ access easement across Lot 1 of CSM#5927 is legally vacated or removed, 
the garage doors on the attached garage shall be located on the south elevation. 

3. If the two adjacent parcels owned by Green (Lot 1 & Lot 2 of CSM#5927) are combined 
into one parcel, construction of the 24’x26’ attached garage shall comply with building 
setback and other applicable requirements in the Rs-4: Single-Family District; otherwise 
construction shall comply with the Rs-5 District requirements if the parcels are not 
combined. 

3. The architecture and exterior and roofing materials for the attached garage shall be the 
same or comparable to those of the primary dwelling.  

4. If the Plan Commission allows the proposed 16’x32’ detached accessory building, the 
Gambrel design and metal roof shall be revised to match or be more similar to the primary 
dwelling, and the attached garage shall meet a minimum side yard building setback of 15 
feet (19 feet is currently proposed) and the detached accessory building shall meet a 
minimum 25 feet rear yard setback and 5 feet side yard setback. 

5. The Green’s are strongly encouraged to negotiate a shared driveway/easement 
agreement with the adjacent property owner to clearly establish mutually-acceptable terms 
for the use, improvement and maintenance of the existing shared driveway that straddles 
their common property line. 

6. The certified survey map (CSM) to combine the two adjacent parcels owned by Green 
shall be submitted to the Village for review/approval no later than April 1, 2020, and, shall 
include an access restriction prohibiting driveway access along Main Street in the vicinity 
of existing parking stalls on Main Street. 

7. Prior to issuance of a building permit for construction of the proposed attached garage, a 
shared driveway/easement agreement between the Green’s and the property owner to the 
east shall be entered into and recorded. A copy of said agreement shall be submitted with 
the building permit application. 
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DATE:  January 23, 2020 
 
PROJECT NAME:  Germantown Comprehensive Plan 2050 
 
SUBJECT: Future Land Use Planning – Neighborhoods, Districts & Corridors (NDC) 
 
A New Approach to Future Land Use Planning 
The planning team will be adopting a fresh approach to future land use planning for the Germantown 
Comprehensive Plan 2050 – this approach is referred to as “Neighborhoods, Districts & Corridors” (NDC). The 
NDC approach is slightly different than how Germantown has approached future land use planning in the 
past, which has focused on prescribing future land uses on a parcel‐by‐parcel basis. In contrast, the NDC 
approach takes a higher‐level look at how the community might develop over the next 20 years and provides 
greater flexibility in accommodating future uses with less administrative burden. Rather than focusing on 
planning for individual parcels, the NDC approach focuses on the different “places” that define a community: 
its neighborhoods, its districts, and its corridors.    
 
How the NDC Approach Operates 
The NDC approach to future land use planning involves two different tools: the NDC Map and the NDC Table. 
These two tools work in tandem to describe the physical qualities and types of land uses that are envisioned 
for a particular area. On the NDC Map, a community is separated into different neighborhoods, districts, and 
corridors; on the NDC Table, each neighborhood, district, and corridor is evaluated in terms of the types of 
uses, density requirements, and physical characteristics that should be encouraged or discouraged. Below is 
an example of how this works, taken from South Milwaukee. 
 
NDC Map (South Milwaukee):    NDC Table (South Milwaukee): 

      
 
On the left, the NDC Map delineates boundaries of the unique neighborhoods, districts, and corridors in 
South Milwaukee. On the right, each of these unique places is placed on a row of the table and is evaluated in 
the following manner: 

‐ The preferred general character of the place is described in a few sentences 
‐ The preferred future land uses of the place are categorized as desired, allowed, or undesirable 
‐ The preferred density requirements of the place are listed 
‐ The preferred community design of the place is categorized as desired, allowed, or undesirable 
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In contrast to the parcel‐by‐parcel approach to future land use planning, this NDC approach enables a 
broader vision of how a community might develop through the decades (i.e. rather than prescribing a single 
future land use for a parcel, the NDC approach can describe a range of possible future land uses that might 
be desirable for an area). Thus, the NDC approach enables greater flexibility in future land use planning and 
avoids unnecessary administrative burdens, such as rezoning or comprehensive plan amendments. 
 
January 27 Plan Commission Workshop 
The planning team and Village Staff have recently developed initial drafts of the NDC Map and Table for 
Germantown (see attached exhibits). These drafts are intended to serve only as a starting point for the Plan 
Commission. During the January 27th meeting, you will be asked to work with the planning team and Village 
Staff to modify and enhance the draft maps and table, which will then be brought to the community for 
review at the next public meeting. 
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Places Preferred General Character

Neighborhood                   
District                

Corridor
Place Type Place Name Description

District Village Center TBD
 
 

District Mixed-Use County Line Road
 
 

District Industrial / Commercial Willow Creek       
Business Park

 
 

District Industrial / Commercial Germantown       
Business Park

 
 

District Industrial Industrial Park
 
 

District Industrial Gateway Corporate 
Park District

 
 

District Industrial Southeast District
 
 

District Agricultural Rural            
Preservation District

 
 

District Rural Transition Rural Transition 
District

Corridor Mixed-Use Lannon Road
 
 

Corridor Mixed-Use Fond du Lac Avenue
 
 

U = Undesirable 
Generally, these uses should not be encouraged, but 
may still be acceptable under special circumstances.

D = Desirable 
These uses should be encouraged and 
support the desired character of the area.

A = Allowable 
These uses are appropriate for the area, but may 
require additional consideration to fit the vision.

Preferred Future Land Uses

Ex
ist

in
g 

U
se

s

Re
sid

en
tia

l: 
Si

ng
le

 F
am

ily

Re
sid

en
tia

l: 
Tw

o 
& 

Th
re

e 
Fa

m
ily

Re
sid

en
tia

l: 
M

ul
ti-

fa
m

ily
 / 

Se
ni

or

M
ix

ed
-U

se
: C

om
m

er
ci

al
 / 

Re
sid

en
tia

l

M
ix

ed
-U

se
: C

om
m

er
ci

al
 / 

In
du

st
ria

l

Co
m

m
er

ci
al

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

O
pe

n 
Sp

ac
e 

& 
Re

cr
ea

tio
na

l

M
in

er
al

 E
xt

ra
ct

io
n

In
du

st
ria

l

Ag
ric

ul
tu

ra
l

 A U U A D U D A D U U U

 

 A A D D

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Preferred 
Site

Design

Tr
ad

iti
on

al
 S

ub
di

vi
sio

n

Su
bu

rb
an

 S
ub

di
vi

sio
n

Ru
ra

l E
st

at
e 

Su
bd

iv
isi

on

Co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

Su
bd

iv
isi

on

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Density

D
w

el
lin

g 
U

ni
ts

 / 
Ac

re
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
0.1 units/acre

 

SSA

Se
w

er
ed

? 
(Y

/N
)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

01.24.2020 WORKING DRAFT



Places Preferred General Character

Neighborhood                   
District                

Corridor
Place Type Place Name Description

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood A
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood B
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood C
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood D
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood E
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood F
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood G
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood H
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood I
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood J
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood K
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood L
 

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood M

Neighborhood Residential Community Neighborhood N
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DATE: January 14, 2020 
 
PROJECT NAME:  Germantown Comprehensive Plan 2050 
 
SUBJECT: “Future Land Use Discussion (Neighborhoods-Districts-Corridors)” 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. INTRODUCTIONS 

 
2. FUTURE LAND USE PRESENTATION 

 
3. NEIGHBORHOODS – DISTRICTS – CORRIDORS MAP DISCUSSION 

 
4. SUB-AREA PLANNING 



Village of Germantown

Future Land Use Planning:
Neighborhoods, Districts, and Corridors



Existing Zoning
(as of 2019)

Existing Land Use 
(as of 2004)

Future Land Use 
(as envisioned in 2004)
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BACKGROUND 

The Village of Germantown contacted Paul Roback, Community Development Educator at UW-
Madison Division of Extension Washington County, to facilitate a process to identify strategic 
priorities for the Village board and staff.   A pre-planning meeting was held with Village 
Administrator and Support Services Manager.  As a result of this conversation, a planning 
process was designed using the Village’s existing mission and vision statements as a framework 
to identify goals that would provide direction for Village board members and staff in future 
decision-making.   

PROCESS OUTLINE 

 

 

Staff

• October 8, 2019

• Review Mission & Vision Statements

• Identify Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Challenges

• Brainstorm and Prioritize External & Internal Goals

Board

• November 4, 2019 

• Review Mission & Vision Statements

• Identify Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Challenges

• Brainstorm and Prioritize External & Internal Goals

Joint

• December 2, 2019 

• Alignment of Board & Staff External Goals

• Alignment of Board & Staff Internal Goals

• Action Steps Towards Goal Implementation

Mission: 
“Working together to respond to our residents and businesses by providing efficient 

services that enhance the community’s quality of life.” 

Vision: 
“Germantown’s ethnic heritage, high quality of life based on its rural and suburban 

character, and desirable location in the greater metropolitan area create our competitive 
advantage.  Our people will work together, with respect for each other, to ensure that 
development is consistent with Germantown’s future as a neighborly and safe place to 

live, work and play.” 
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SUMMARY OF STRATEGIC GOALS: 

 

 
1. Planning- Complete the Comprehensive Planning process with public input that develops a 

unified community vision that addresses community growth (residential, commercial, and 
industrial), while balancing the desires of current residents and future generations.   
 

2. Infrastructure- Develop a capital improvement plan for current and future infrastructure 
needs (e.g. roads, public works building, police department…). 

 
3. Public Engagement- Build public trust through communication and transparency. Develop 

new strategies to engage the public; improve internal communications to create efficiencies 
and improved customer service.  

 
4. Inter-Agency Relationships- Collaborate with civic groups, businesses, other government 

entities, including the Germantown School District, to provide community-focused services 
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STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES, AND CHALLENGES 
IDENTIFICATION 

A number of internal and external forces affect the ability of an organization to carry out its 
mission through action plans.  Positive forces (strengths and opportunities) should be built 
upon and hindering forces (weaknesses and challenges) should be proactively addressed in 
action plans.  A Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities & Challenges (SWOC) Identification is a 
participatory activity that assists in the identification of these forces.   
 
On October 8, 2019, nine Village staff identified strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and 
challenges within Village government and within the greater Germantown Community (outside 
of Village Government).  On November 4, 2019, eight Village board members participated in a 
similar process.  Responses are recorded in the tables below.  For each table, an attempt was 
made to align similar staff and board responses in the same row.  Generally, responses further 
down the table are less similar between board and staff.  There were numerous responses that 
were consistent between the board and staff in each of the tables, except for the last table 
related to challenges within the community.  Board and staff may want to discuss this table to 
understand each perspectives on community challenges.  

STRENGTHS 

Strengths within Village Government 

Identified by Village Staff Identified by Village Board 

Collaborative environment Collaborative Village Board 

Employees- experienced staff with longevity, 
history, and knowledge 

Employees- outstanding, longevity, good 
backgrounds/experience 

In very good fiscal health with reserves Board and staff understand conservative 
fiscal nature- all on the same page 

Board is supporting staff more- they are 
respectful even if they disagree 

Board’s respect for each other 

Leadership and becoming more professional Financial background of Village Administrator 

Village staff works together and 
communicates quickly 

Board and staff commitment to public service 

Communication Strong contingency fund 

Minimally political Village Board Strength of Police and Fire services 

 
Strengths within the Community  

Identified by Village Staff Identified by Village Board 

Open space with room to grow A lot of desirable land that could be 
developed 

Service groups and organizations willingness 
to volunteer 

Civic groups- Library (two groups), Chamber, 
Kiwanis, Historical Society 

Good schools High quality school system 
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Location- easy access to transportation and 
proximity to Milwaukee, Fox Valley, and 
Madison 

Location for businesses- freeway access, 
access to Milwaukee, close to urban area 

Shared vision and values for community Likeminded individuals with a conservative 
mentality 

Good mix of residential, commercial, and 
industry 

Strong tax base 

Community pride Good German events 

Friendly Desired area to live and raise a family 

Engagement- residents will come out on 
some issues 

Closeness of many of the neighborhoods 

Recreation and parks Rural character 

Safe / public safety Business friendly 

WEAKNESSES 

Weaknesses within Village Government 

Identified by Village Staff Identified by Village Board 

Growing pains- transitioning from small town 
to mid-size city 

Infrastructure needs as community grows- 
public works building, police, fire, and library 

Staff levels too low Staff shortages in some departments- 
challenging to respond to residents in a 
timely fashion 

Compensation Keeping pace with staff salaries compared to 
neighboring communities 

Budgeting challenges- competition for 
limited resources  

Limited revenue sources, revenue doesn’t 
match demand for services, and limited to 
how much budget can increase 

Differing visions due to management and 
staff turnover 

Not following Comprehensive Plan 

Communication- different styles between 
staff and communication across village 
government buildings 

Inability to share government information 
with all residents 

Lack of knowledge transfer and succession 
planning 

Infrastructure is aging 

Location- in corner of four counties, difficult 
for communication with various entities 

 

Lack of employee engagement- trying to 
break down historical barriers 

 

Lack of written policies and code updates  

Systems- each department runs as separate 
entity on autopilot 
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Lack of understanding of what staff do- 
between staff and between staff and Board 

 

Mentality of “we’ve always done it this way”  

 
Weaknesses within the Community  

Identified by Village Staff Identified by Village Board 

Aging infrastructure Continuing to fund road maintenance 

Disconnect between Village Board and School 
Board 

Not able to work with other public groups 

Communication- people have opinions 
without the facts; trying to balance between 
the old and new ways to communicate (e.g. 
paper verses electronic) 

No local paper reporting on a daily basis- lack 
of media focused on stories that are 
important to the residents  

Reliance on other communities- need to 
leave the community for hospitals and 
restaurants 

Inability to attract additional commerce, such 
as sit down restaurants 

Lack of identity Bedroom community- lack of a community 
identity and central downtown main street 

Growing pains- differing ideas between long-
term residents verses newer residents 

Lack of some services- walking and biking 
lanes, a community center 

Many levels of government- residents are 
unsure of where to go for services 

Residents mistrust of the Village government 

Lack treatment options for substance abuse 
and mental health issues 

Difficult cell service in the Northeast portion 
of the Village 

Tension between staying the same and the 
reality of change 

 

OPPORTUNITIES 

Opportunities within Village Government 

Identified by Village Staff Identified by Village Board 

Monumental development- hard to keep up; 
clashes with vision; good tax base 

Developable land for business and residential 
growth 

Expanding economy- business, sub-divisions, 
and residents 

Favorable interest rates and bond ratings 

Other communities are also expanding Proximity to freeway and Milwaukee 

New staff as people retire 2050 land use plan 

Change of management styles Lower tax rate compared to Milwaukee 

People want to work here, which is a positive To develop conservation subdivisions 

Growing openness of Village Board to new 
ideas 

Growth of multi-family housing 

Intergovernmental Agreements with other 
communities 
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School district has expanded facilities, which 
is an opportunity to collaborate 

 

 
Opportunities within the Community  

Identified by Village Staff Identified by Village Board 

Housing market and new residential 
development- single family, 
retirement/senior, and hipster apartments 

Residential growth- ability of families to grow 
here is a community asset 

Amenities- parks, playgrounds, golf course, 
recreation department, schools 

To take advantage of natural resources (e.g. 
Menomonee River), scenic areas, close 
proximity to Kettle Moraine State Forest 

Room for growth and open space Growth and land available for development 

Growth of manufacturing in Southeastern 
Wisconsin 

Share borders with communities that are also 
experiencing growth 

Access to cultural attractions Proximity to Menomonee Falls and their 
retail 

Changing demographics (e.g. school 
referendum passed) 

 

Longevity of residents  

CHALLENGES 

Challenges within Village Government 

Identified by Village Staff Identified by Village Board 

Levy limits State levy limits and mandates 

Government mandates State Government over-reach 

State law changes State eliminated home rule- impacted and 
limited our decisions by changing the rules 

Shrinking labor force Competing for talented staff with 
neighboring communities 

Increase in demand for services Balance growth with public service needs 

Distrust of government Current relationship with school district 

Attracting businesses- restaurants and 
industry 

Economy 

Post office- new Briggs building has a 
Richfield address 

Other taxing entities within the Village with 
differing goals 

Reputation- perception that we may be anti-
development 

 

Phone numbers have multiple exchanges  
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Challenges within the Community  

Identified by Village Staff Identified by Village Board 

Communicating (getting the word out) 
regarding new state laws 

Getting people to participate in government 

Potential for recession Economic Development- competition with 
using incentives 

Unrealistic expectations- want an immediate 
response to problems 

Managing quality of life issues with growth 
and businesses near residential 

Declining civility- more people having trouble 
working through issues with neighbors, level 
of anger 

Keeping up with road repairs 

Increasing diversity and number of people- 
some have difficulty with change (e.g. age, 
race, income) 

Business competition from neighboring 
communities 

Drugs Managing emerald ash borer 

Changing family structures- effects on 
schools and village government 

 

Aging demographics  

GOAL IDENTIFICATION & ALIGNMENT 

Goals are broad statements of what the organization hopes to achieve in the next few years.  
They focus on outcomes or results and are qualitative in nature.  Staff identified goals at the 
October 8th session and then grouped the goals into themes.  A survey was sent to Village board 
members soliciting their response on the question, “What do we need to accomplish over the 
next 2-3 years in our community?”  Staff and board goals are located in Appendix A.  Similar 
responses were then grouped into common themes and the following four goals were 
presented to board and staff at the December 2nd Village board meeting.  
 
Strategic Goal Alignment between Board and Staff: 
5. Planning- Complete the Comprehensive Planning process with public input that develops a 

unified community vision that addresses community growth (residential, commercial, and 
industrial), while balancing the desires of current residents and future generations.   
 

6. Infrastructure- Develop a capital improvement plan for current and future infrastructure 
needs (e.g. roads, public works building, police department…). 

 
7. Public Engagement- Build public trust through communication and transparency. 
 
8. Inter-Agency Relationships- Collaborate with civic groups, businesses, other government 

entities, including the Germantown School District, to provide community-focused services. 
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STRATEGIC QUESTIONS AND ACTIONS  

At the December 2nd Village Board meeting, participants reviewed and discussed  
1. Recognizing current fiscal constraints, how do you anticipate paying for infrastructure 

improvements? 
a. Encourage development that helps pay for improved infrastructure? 
b. Slow development and cut services? 
c. Borrow more money than has occurred in the past? 
d. Encourage infill development at sites with existing infrastructure? 
e. Increase taxes through a referendum?  
f. Use surplus reserves? 

 Action: 
▪ Continue development and implementation of Affordability Model for the 

development of the capital improvement plan that prioritizes infrastructure needs 
and identifies funding strategies.   

▪ Use common sense approach to each project to identify priorities and fund what is 
needed in order to reduce expenditures and redirect funds to other priority needs.  

 
2. Recognizing current staff time and resource constraints, how do you anticipate 

addressing public engagement and inter-agency relationships?   
a. Allow flexibility to redirect current resources to accomplish (this may require 

changing organizational structures and processes)? 
Action: 
▪ Research successful public engagement strategies used by other municipalities 

including the effectiveness (outcome measurements) of these strategies.   
▪ Implement public engagement survey and promote with homeowner associations, 

library, and tax receipts.  
▪ Continue to implement changes to public hearing process and notifications.  
▪ Engage in proactive communication and shared decision-making with Washington 

County.  
Additional Action Steps Identified by President Dean Wolter on 1/20/20 
▪ Board and staff need to find ways to broadcast information out to the community, 

following the example of Community Development’s recent efforts. 
▪ Staff’s primary focus needs to be on communication because other goals will 

become easier to meet once we have better communications internally, with the 
board and with the community. 

 
3. Recognizing the Village is currently undertaking a Comprehensive Planning process, 

how do you anticipate balancing competing visions (e.g. growth vs. no growth)?  
Action: 
▪ Through public engagement process, provide rationale for decisions for 

infrastructure improvements and new developments.   
 
Additional Action Steps Identified by President Dean Wolter on 1/20/20. 

▪ Village Board reviews status of strategic priorities quarterly. 
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▪ Committees provide additional information at Board meetings (e.g. agenda items, major 
discussions, differing opinions, decisions…). 

▪ Village Board is more specific with goals (e.g. which specific streets need to be a higher 
priority for repairs). 

 
 

APPENDIX A: GOAL IDENTIFICATION 

Staff Goal Identification (grouped into themes): October 8, 2019 
 
Planning 
▪ Create a plan to move forward with 
▪ Community participation with comprehensive planning process 
▪ Planning for next generations- we have been baby boomer centric 
▪ Plan to update infrastructure and facilities 
▪ More funding for services- more diversified funding sources 
▪ Growing staff levels to meet current and future demands, and to sustain service levels 
▪ Proactive planning for development- resistance to change has led to lack of planning, but 

development will occur anyway 
▪ A more unified vision of who and what we are as a community (change vs. no change) 
 
Collaboration 
▪ Collaboration with other communities for shared resources- needs to be smart, responsible, 

and community focused.  The process for collaboration is important.  It needs to be 
community service focused, not money focused. 

▪ Intergovernmental Agreements with school district needs to be more collaboratively-based 
(current agreement expires in two years) 

▪ More diversity and involvement with government and civic groups 
▪ More collaboration between government, business, and residents (e.g. Gehl, JW Speaker) 
▪ A more unified vision of who and what we are as a community (change vs. no change) 

 
Communication 
▪ Better engagement and communication with public, build trust, and share challenges that 

we face 
▪ A more unified vision of who and what we are as a community (change vs. no change) 
 
 
Village Board Goal Identification Survey Responses: November 2019 
A survey was sent to Village Board members on November 5, 2019 asking members to reflect 
on the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Challenges that were identified on 
November 4th and then respond to the following question: What do we need to accomplish 
over the next 2-3 years in our community? 
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The survey was closed on November 26th and had five (5) responses, for a response rate of 56%.  
In order to assist with prioritizing the identified goals, the responses have been grouped into 
themes. 
 
Planning 
▪ A primary focus on neighborhoods 
▪ Complete and implement 2050 Plan 
▪ Develop a comprehensive plan to address the large expense of near future infrastructure 

costs 
▪ Stop industrial expansion into the downtown neighborhoods 
▪ Designate Downtown area for entertainment or provide direction on Germantown identity 
▪ Protect neighborhoods from crime, nuisances (noise, traffic, industrial activities, smells, 

etc.) 
▪ Celebrate neighborhoods by highlighting unique characteristics and promoting each area 
 
Infrastructure 
▪ Better Roads 
▪ Capital spending needs to be within our ability to pay 
▪ New Police Station 
▪ New Public Works building 
▪ Accelerate road resurfacing in neighborhoods 
▪ Infrastructure plan for long range build up & maintenance, sewer & water, streets 
 
Public Engagement 
▪ Provide more transparency to the public 
▪ Need to listen and work with residents on the development of this Village 
▪ Notify neighborhoods about plans under discussion for their area and the larger community 
▪ Need to develop a method of communicating what is happening that reaches a minority of 

residents 
▪ Need to be open and transparent 
 
Fiscal 
▪ We do not spend more than we take in 
▪ Cultivate or maintain a cautious fiscal outlook especially as things are going very well 
▪ More money for road repair coming from general fund & not borrowing 
▪ More competitive salaries for Village employees 
 
Inter-Agency Relationships 
▪ Cooperation with the School District for the betterment of all residents 
▪ Stop any “us v/s them” nonsense with the school board and start working together for 

Germantown 
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APPENDIX B: EVALUATIONS 

October 8, 2019 ~ 9 Responses ~ 9 Participants 
1.  Conducting a SWOC Analysis assisted in the 
identification of internal strengths & 
weaknesses and external opportunities & 
challenges. 
Average: 4.8 
Comments: 
▪ Required employee input and fleshing out problems and areas to be improved 
▪ Very helpful to get everyone’s input and ideas 
▪ Paul is very professional and an excellent communicator, facilitator and presenter 
▪ Good general collaborative process 
 
2. The process of identifying and prioritizing 
goals increased our ability to identify issues 
and set priorities. 
Average: 4.8 
Comments: 
▪ Very useful 
 
3.  Overall, how would you rate my facilitation 
of today’s session?   
Average: 4.9 
Comments:  
▪ Great job getting everyone involved 
▪ Excellent job, repeat of number 1 
 

November 4, 2019 ~ 8 Responses ~ 8 Participants 
1.  Conducting a SWOC Analysis assisted in the 
identification of internal strengths & weaknesses 
and external opportunities & challenges. 
Average: 3.8 
Comments: 
▪ Help to brainstorm for ideas 
 
2.  Overall, how would you rate my facilitation of 
today’s session?   
Average: 4.5 
Comments:  
▪ Paul always does a great job facilitating 
 
3. Additional Remarks:  
▪ Good start to the process. I look forward to the next step 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 Neutral  Strongly 
Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (22%) 7 (78%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 Neutral  Strongly 
Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (22%) 7 (78%) 

Poor  Neutral  Excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (11%) 8 (89%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 Neutral  Strongly 
Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 (13%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (75%) 1 (13%) 

Poor  Neutral  Excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 (50%) 4 (50%) 
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