
From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

~ 
A1l..&lw 
Agenda Item 8 •• Housing Density & Condltonal Use Thresholds 
Monday, March 29, 2021 2:27:54 PM 

Caution: This email was sen t from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

To: Madison Alders 

From: Sharon Goss, President of Elderberry Neighborhood Association 

The Board of Elderberry NA opposes the changes laid out in File 63902. We have 
stud ied this proposal, as best we can in the short time allotted to us, and believe it is not in 
Madison's best interest. 

1. We strongly object to the elimination of resident input into future development proposals. 
This runs contrary to Madison's civic history. Our neighborhood associations have a solid 
record of improving projects through their input and we ask that this tradition be maintained. 
Madison residents will continue to love their city only as long as they feel they have a voice in 
its future. 

2. This proposal claims it will address the lack of middle range housing. However, nothing 
in these new regulations would require that to actually happen. The trend in Madison is 
clearly to build luxury housing, and we have no reason to believe that unrestricted developers 
would voluntari ly serve the common good. 

3. The public has become aware of this proposal only in the last few weeks. File 63902 is 
very complicated, and it requires a lot of work for ordinary people to understand. We are 
disappointed in the sponsors for rushing a vote before the public is even aware of what 63902 
entails. 

4. Even the Plan Commission recognizes the problem of "unforeseen consequences." Please 
note the experience of the City of Cleveland, as described in a recent edition of the Plain­
Dealer. I.e., after a short period of trying out the very same proposal, the city is now moving 
toward rescinding the plan because it has resul ted in unsuitable buildings that don't even serve 
the purpose for which they were intended. The Planning Dept. staff can, at this point, offer 
only vague statements about what they think will be the outcome of these changes (e.g., that 
these changes will not result in the tearing down of existing older housing). W c need 
information, not hopes and assumptions. And we certainly need to learn from the mistakes of 
other cities. 

On behalf of all neighborhoods, we urge you to defer this proposal until it can be fu lly studied 
and the public fu lly educated about what it means. And we urge you not to pass any 
measure, now or later, that takes away residents' voice in the future of their city. 

Respectfully, Sharon M. Goss 
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Dear Madison Alders - please find attached a letter on the zoning ordinance changes before you 
tonight. 

T hank you, 

Kw:t Paulsen, AICP 
Professor, Dept. of Planning and Landscape Architecture 
University of Wisconsin - Madison 



Kurt Paulsen 
Department of Planning and Landscape Archltecture 
University of Wisconsin - Madison 

March 29, 2021 

Madison Alders: 

I am writing in regard to File #63902 regarding conditional use thresholds on your Tuesday, March 
3Qd' 2021 meeting. 

Because of my general interest in and research on the relarionshlp between zoning and housing 
affordability, I attended (virtually) the Plan Commission hearing on thls matter on March 22. I have 
been following similar debates and zoning reforms across the country. 

At that meeting, I was asked to respond to a few questions by Alder Evers based on my research 
and experience. I want to use this letter as an opportunity to provide a fuller response to some of 
the issues raised and to provide a little more context for the proposal before you. 

I'll begin, however, with a standard disclaimer: For informational purposes, I am a professor of 
urban planning at UW-Madison and my main areas of teaching, research and outreach are in the 
areas of housing planning, land use planning and municipal finance. I am the author of the two 
Dane County housing needs assessments (2015, and 2019) and the author of a state workforce 
housing report (2019). I was also one of the outside community members of the RESJI review of 
the "Analysis ofimpediments to Fair Housing" repor t. 

Because I am a state government employee and have worked with communities across Dane County 
on issues of housing, I want to make clear that my comments are for informational purposes only 
and that I do not (and cannot) advocate for or against any particular piece of legislation. My 
comments are my own and do not necessarily reflect the view of any city, county, or state agency. 

At the plan commission hearing, we heard three major issues raised regarding the proposal 1) 
neighborhood input; 2) displacement; and 3) residential-only buildings in mixed-use districts. I will 
try to provide some information on each of these .issues, based on some simple analysis I did in 
reading the proposed ordinance. 

As I mentioned in response to Alder Evers questions, similar debates and zoning reforms are taking 
place .in cities as diverse as Minneapolis, Sacramento, Berkeley, Austin, and Cambridge as well as 
state-level zoning reforms approved in Oregon and proposed in states like Connecticut. In each of 
the examples cited, land development codes (including zoning) have been updated to permit a 
greater density and var.iely of housing to be built as a necessaiy (but not sufficient) approach to 
reduce housing cost growth, improve affordability and expand housing options, especially in 
proximity to jobs or trans.it. 

First, the context of the proposed ordinance is to implement the land use and housing policies 
identified in the Comprehensive Plan, as staff have detailed in their memos and presentations. The 
proposal does not significantly change land uses in the city and does not alter the boundaries of any 
zoning district. What the proposal docs is takes some subset of multifamily uses that are currently 



allowable uses through a "conditional use" permit (CUP) and makes them permitted (by right) uses. 
As the staff memo outlines, the height, setbacks, step-back and parking (etc.) provisions of the 
zoning ordinance still apply. The ordinance also modestly lowers the amount of lot area per dwelling 
unit in some zoning districts. 

I think it's important to remember that a conditional use is a use of land the City docs intend to be 
an allowable use in that zoning district, just a use subject to additional standards and conditions 
described in the ordinance. A conditional use is not a prohibited use, it is a use that City Plans have 
determined is appropriate for a particular zoning district subject to conditions. In each of the 
proposed conditional use threshold changes in the ordinance amendment before you, staff have 
documented that the heights and densities are within the ranges indicated on the comprehensive 
plan. 

State statutes govern (Wis. Stat. 62.23(7)(de)) govern the conditional use process which direct that 
conditions attached to a conditional use permit must be related to the purpose of the zoning 
ordinance, specified in the ordinance, and based on substantial evidence. 

Because the conditional use process can introduce time delays and uncertainty in the development 
process, many developers will avoid projects that require a conditional use. This is particularly the 
case for smaller develope.ts who are more thinly capitalized, as well as non-profi t developers looking 
to acquire sites to build affordable housing. 

Before any developer (market rate, affordable, non-profit) can submit a conditional use permit 
application on a site, they must secure some form of site control, usually through a signed contract 
or option to purchase. In addition, the preparation of a site plan and building plans as part of the 
conditional use process, when combined with potential revisions to those plans, can impose 
significant costs to developers with no guarantee of success. Design and architect fees, in addition to 
holding costs can range from $30,000 to well over $100,000 for complex projects. Small developers 
and/ or non~profits don't usually have the capital or cash flow from existing projects to be able to 
take this risk. Even if they ru:e successful in securing conditional use approval, time delays and 
holding costs have to be recovered somehow in rent from tenants. If a building doesn't pencil out 
financially, it won't be built. 

The proposal to change some categories of multifamily bui.ldings from conditional uses to permitted 
uses does not rezone these parcels to allow uses previously prohibited. The proposal does not create 
land uses that are inconsistent with the comprehensive plan. The proposed changes aim to 
implement the comprehensive plan by making some smaller multifamily housing more predictable 
and certain (by right), while still being subject to the density, height, and other requirements in the 
zoning ordinance. 

Second, the proposed ordinance changes some of the density limitations on multifamily buildings in 
some zoning districts. It does this by reducing the amount of lot area required per dwelling unit. To 
take an example, the SR-V2 district, the proposed ordinance makes a modest change to densities, 
decreasing the required lot area per dwelling unit from 2,000 ft? to 1,500 ft2. If we consider a 10,000 
fr lot in the SR-V2 district, under the current ordinance 5 dwelling units are permitted, but under 
the change 6.7 units would be permitted. 



Even though the conditional use threshold in the SR-V2 is proposed to increase from the present 8-
unit to 24-units, density controls would still restrict what is possible to build. To build a 24-unit 
building by right in the SR-V2 (under the proposal), a developer would still need to assemble a lot of 
36,000 ft:2 because the ordinance requires 1,500 ft:2 of lot area per dwelling unit. The height limit of 3 
stories/ 40 feet would also continue for this district from the existing ordinance. Any building that 
contained more than 24 units would remain a conditional use in this district, but the lot area per 
dwelling unit and the height limits are not waivable under the conditional use process. 

For these reasons, I consider most of these proposed density changes and conditional use thresholds 
changes in residential districts to be modest at best. The density changes and the conditional use 
thresholds work together to create some additional opportunities for smaller-scale housing in 
residential districts. But large .re-development projects in these districts would require rezoning of 

the parcel. 

The second issue regards the potential for displacement under this proposal, with increased lands 
open to potential development or redevelopment. Although I could talk forever about what recent 
research tells us about the relationship between housing construction, affordability, and 
gentrification at the regional and neighborhood level, it would be more helpful to focus comments 
specifically to the potential for displacement because of these specific zoning changes. 

Here, we want to split out two categories of proposed changes: those dealing with residential 
districts (SR-V1, SR-V2, TR-V2, TR-U1 and 'fR-U2) and those dealing with mixed-use/commercial 
districts. As the staff report indicates, the residential districts under consideration in this proposed 
ordinance change comprise only 5.3 percent of the city's land area. Many multifamily residential 
properties already exist on existing developed parcels. The concern is that developers might 
purchase existing Class-C ~ower than market average rent per square foot) 4-unit and 8-unit 
buildings (for example) in some residential neighborhoods and redevelop the properties to market 
rate units, which would displace existing tenants. 

The concern about displacement of existing residents in lower-rent older housing stock is a valid 
concern that requires careful thought. However, I will argue that careful analysis of these proposed 
zoning changes in residential districts suggests there will likely be little displacement potential of 
existing housing. 

T o demonstrate this, I took as an exercise what I would undertake ifT were a market-rate developer 
looking to acquire enough land in the SR-V2 district (the math works pretty similarly in the other 
residential districts in this proposal) to build the 24-unit by-right that the proposed ordinance would 
permit. Again, recall that this would require acguiring a minimum 36,000 ft:2 parcel. 

I selected for this exercise two areas of the city I am more familiar with where existing lower-cost 
housing exists in neighborhoods currently zoned SR-V2: Brentwood Parkway and Badger Road. 
Each of those streets bas multiple existing 4-unit buildings that generally contain 2-bedroom units 
that can rent between $800-$950 per month. These buildings arc older and have fewer in-unit and 
in-building amenities. This unsubsidized but less-unaffordable stock in older buildings raiscsc the 
concern of displacement due to potential redevelopment. 

If I were a developer and wanted to acquire enough land to build a 24-uoit by right in the SR-V2 
district on either of those two streets, I would need to acguire 4 contiguous parcels on Badger Road, 



or 3 contiguous parcels on Brentwood Avenue, given existing parcel sizes. I would need to buy out 
the existing owner(s), and the price per parcel would reflect the existing rent levels on the properties. 
Land acquisition costs (of existing buildings) to acquire enough parcels to get a 36,000 ft2 parcel 
would be from $900,000 to $1.2 million if I use current assessed valuations. However, given the rent 
that these units currently generate, at cut.tent market cap rates, the acquisition costs might be closer 
to $1.5 million. 

Demolition cost, site preparation, and the ·costs of new construction, combine to suggest that the all­
in costs of land and construction for this project would range from about $5.5 million to $5.8 
million for a 24-unit building. I honestly think that the lower end of the range: all-in costs could go 
for about $6 million. 

The result of this simple pro forma analysis is that I would need to get somewhere around $1700-
$1900 in rent per month on each 2-bedroom unit in the new building just to cover the debt service I 
would need to take on to build the building. As anyone who has done a market rent study knows, 
there really isn't any reasonable way that a market-rate developer could ever expect to get $1700 for 
a 2-bedroom in rent when all of the surrounding properties in the neighborhood charge significantly 
less. 

Because of Madison's housing shortage, the rent commanded in the market for these existing older 
4-unit and 8-unit buildings is high enough that redevelopment (given the density limits in these 
residential zoning districts even under the new proposal) would not generally be economically viable. 
To even approach economic viability, a developer needs to acquire a much larger lot and seek a 
rezoning request to much higher densities. In that case, a xezooing request is a discretionary review 
by Council or the Plan Commission, where concerns about affordability and displacement can be 
part of the discussion. 

In the SR-V2 district under the proposed ordinance change, a developer who wanted to build a 
building with more than 24-units would still be required to seek a conditional use permit. But they 
would still be required to buy an even larger lot area because the 1,500 square feet of lot area per 
dwelling unit still is a binding requirement and the height limit is still 3 stories. 

In my opinion, these modest changes to density limits and conditional use thresholds will not 
significantly lead to market development pressures that result in displacing existing rental housing 
units, given the height and lot area requirements that remain and the existing rent levels for existing 
housing. Large-scale market rate redevelopment projects are extremely unlikely in existing residential 
districts without rezoning to much higher densities. 

Likewise, the proposed changes for the mixed use and commercial districts will unlikely lead to 
significant displacement of existing housing. As the staff report points out, many of the parcels in 
these districts that have seen significant redevelopment (including housing) in the pas t years. But 
these auto-oriented commercial uses that have redeveloped don't usually have existing hotising. 

Third, the issue was raised regarding residential-only buildings in mixed use and commercial zoning 
districts, specifically the NM:X, TSS and CC-T districts. H ere, the proposed ordinance would allow 
small-scale residential~only buildings (i.e., without ground-level commercial uses) as a permitted right 
rather than as a conditional use. Again, the overall height and density of mixed-use buildings 
(housing + commercial) is not significantly changed. 



In the Neighborhood Mixed Use district, the proposed change (substitute amendment) would allow 
a 12-unit residential-only building by right. Anything with more units would still be a conditional 
use. The lot area per dwelling unit is reduced to 500 square feet per unit. This would mean that, to 
build a 12-unit residential-only building by-right, a developer would need to acquire a parcel at least 
6,000 square feet in size. · 

The concern is that, by allowing residential-only bulldings by right which are not required to include 
retail uses, neighborhoods might lose existing retail and/ or be unable to acquire new retail uses in 
NMX districts. 

But, to completely thwart the non-residential requirements of the ordinance, a developer would have 
to acquire enough land to stack multiple 12-unit buildings (each as separate building) next to each 
other, all on separate parcels. Because zoning regulates parcel by parcel, each separate parcel could 
only do a 12-unit building by right, anything more would still trigger a conditional use process. 
These couldn't be one building, because eac;h parcel can contain only one principal use. 

If a developer acquired enough land to build something more than a 12-unit residential-only 
building, they would still need to get conditional use approval. 

To illustrate how this would play out, I examined some of the NNJX parcels south of Northport 
drive, north of Troy Drive and east of the Culvers. (I may or may not be a frequent customer of this 
Culvers.) Combined, these non-Culvers parcels are about 55,000 square feet. A developer could 
conceivably buy all 3 parcels, subdivide into 9 separate parcels, and build 9 individually separate 12-
unit buildings, one on each parcel under this proposed ordinance to eliminate all retail requirements. 
But this is not anywhere close to economically viable as a development activity. Given the 
conditional use threshold in the substitute amendment of 12-units for residential-only projects, 
displacement of viable neighborhood retail use is unlikely. 

My analysis would produce similar results for the 24-unit thresholds in the TSS district and the 36-
unit threshold in the CC-T districts. For any redevelopment project to be economically viable 
without subsidy (such as TIF), a developer needs to amortize fixed costs of a project over more 
units. A 36-unit residential-only-by-right building in the CC-T district would still require an 18,000 
square foot parcel. 
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To: 

All Alders 

From: Sherman Neighborhood Association 

The board of the Sherman Neighborhood Association wishes to register its opposition to the proposed 
changes under the Zoning Text Amendment on Housing Density and Conditional Use Thresholds 
(Legistar 63902). These changes remove input from neighborhood residents and open the door for large, 
poorly designed development in existing neighborhoods. 

The proposed transfer of decision making power from Madison's Plan Commission to Madison's Planning 
Department means that developers can propose a project and have it approved by City Planning staff 
without input from neighbors. The current approval process does not stop projects that ought to be 
approved but it does give current residents the opportunity to provide feedback which often makes the 
projects a better fit for their neighborhood. 

We are also concerned about the increased height and density allowed under the proposed changes. 
Reasonably sized multi-family buildings are already allowed in the locations to which this ordinance 
applies. By increasing the permissible heights and densities and reducing the required usable open 
space, the proposed ordinance changes allow the construction of large buildings that are not in scale with 
the surrounding buildings. 

The stated purpose for these changes is to provide "more housing units in general, more housing options 
affordable to all households, and a broader variety of housing so that people have the choices they need 
to live in neighborhoods across the city, regardless of income, age, race, or ability." We understand that 
need but do not bel ieve these changes will achieve that goal. We urge the city to look for creative ways 
to address this issue while still respecting the residents already in these neighborhoods. 

Sincerely, 

The Sherman Neighborhood Association 
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Good Afternoon Alders: 

I hope you al l had a good weekend. Please find the attached Downtown Madison, Inc. (DMI} 

position statement on agenda item 8 (file number 63902) for tomorrow night's City Council meeting. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you for all the leadership and I hope you have 

a nice afternoon. 

Jason llstrup 

President 

Downtown Madison Inc. 

122 West Washington Avenue, Suite 250 

Madison, Wisconsin 53703 

608.512.1330 

www.downtownmadjson,org 

•• • • ■ooWNTOWN 
• ■MADISON . . • . 
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.• . 
March 29, 2021 

Dear Alders: 

Downtown Madison, Inc. (DMI) strongly supports resolution file number 63902 (Counci l agenda item 
number 8), legislation seeking to amend various sections of Subchapters 28C and 280 of the Madison 
General Ordinance in order to moderately increase allowable densities and decrease conditional use 
thresholds in certain multi-family residential, mixed-use, and .commercial districts. 

As the current economic crises has clearly shown, Downtown Madison and the city have a severe dearth 
of affordable housing and a real lack of diversity amongst its developer ranks. The shortage of affordable 
housing and housing developers are having serious consequences on our workforce and our community. 
This proposed resolution deftly seeks to meet both challenges by creating opportunities to build additional 
housing units and lowering the barriers of entry to become a housing developer. 

DMI is strongly committed to supporting greater downtown housing densities and diversity, including 
affordable and accessible housing to serve all socioeconomic groups. Allowing more housing units by 
right, either downtown or in the greater city, means more housing will be built. Without the conditional 
use permitting, the entitlement process wi ll shorten and create more certainty for developers. These 
changes will mean developers and small housing operators will be able to produce more housing at a 
lower cost thereby helping both supply and costs to renters. 

Madison has long suffered from a lack of diversity from within its developer ranks. This lack of diversity 
often stems from barriers placed in front of willing entrants. DMI and the City must identify, confront, and 
dismantle the structural and cultural barriers that deprive any individual of meaningful opportunities to fully 
participate within our economic system, including real estate development. By creating a more certain 
process, this resolution significantly lowers the barriers to entry for developers. Nearly all developers start 
by producing small buildings and then grow into larger projects. Allowing small projects to be built by 
right will help ensure more people are participating in developing housing. 

DMI strongly urges you to support resolution 63902. This resolution will allow more affordable housing to 
be built while helping ensure our development community is diverse, inclusive, and equitable. 

Sincerely, 

Jason llstrup 
President 
Downtown Madison, Inc. (DMI) 
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Hello City of Madison Alders, 
I offer the attached letter in reference to Item 8, File #63902 on the agenda for the 
Common Council meeting on Tuesday, March 30th. 

Thank you for your consideration and for your service. 

Respectfully, 

Brad Hinkfuss 



March 25, 2021 

Dear City of M adison Alders, 

How many of you are comfortable tinkering with the source code for the operating system on your 

computer? Not many, I wager. Tinkering with the basic principles of how complicated things work is fraught 

with the potential for unwanted results and unintended consequences. In similar fashion, at your next 

meeting on March 30th
, you wi ll be faced with a decision on Fi le #63902 as to whether to support some 

proposed changes in allowable densities in select zoning districts, as well as conditional use thresholds. This 

is the source code for how t his city is built. It should give you reason for pause. I strongly encourage you t o 

refer the proposal for further review. 

This proposal arrives w ith the best of intentions, to help address t he twin crises of affordability and t he 

demand for more housing units. Everyone wants solutions to these urgent problems. But urgency breeds 

haste. Haste leads to recklessness. Recklessness ca n lead to injury. And when you are building things that 

may last 80 years or more that injury would be long lasting. 

What are the issues? There are many, but here are a few: 

First , the proposed changes arrive with a striking lack of evidence that t hey wi ll achieve the expressed goals 

in any meaningful way. Developers are already building many units. Streamlining the development process 

and easing conditional use thresholds w ill make a minor piece of what developers are already doing just a 

litt le bit easier. Availability of land, the cost of construction, and financing are much bigger obstacles. The 

proposed changes do nothing t o address them. 

Second, the evidence of t he past 20 years is that developers wi ll build t o the high end ofthe market: 

efficiencies and 1-bedroom apartments at market rate rents. This is simply what the private market naturally 

does. In so doing, t hey will codify certain districts and neighborhoods as too expensive and unavailable to 

lower-income residents and families. Opportunities for a richer mix of housing types wi ll be lost. 

Third, in removing the conditional use threshold for many types of development, key elements of review wi ll 

be lost along with public meetings. These opportunit ies for review wi ll be lost for residents, lost for alders, 

and lost for t he Plan Commission. Instead, authority wi ll be focused in an unseeing code and a handfu l of 

staff positions. This is an unapologetic loss of opportunity for meaningful dialogue and inclusion, no matter 

who you are. 

Unintended consequences. Consequences for buildings and for people. Fortunately, t he City of Madison has 

a process to address this, the Racial Equity and Social Justice Initiative (RESJI). As t he City RESJI page states, 

''Identify groups and individuals most likely to be impacted by the decision, policy, program, pract ice or 

budget. Find ways to involve them in t he analysis." This has not happened here. 

I urge you to refer t his proposal. Pause for a few months and invest in a RESJI analysis. Nothing wi ll be lost, 

only potentially gained. Parts of the current proposal should be preserved. Other parts warrant more 

scrutiny. As the City RESJI webpage states, " Imagine a Madison where all residents have opportunities for 

fa ir and just inclusion in public processes and decisions." This is not just about saying, no. This is about 

working together to craft a better proposa l for everyone. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Bradley Hinkfuss - Executive Director, Housing Initiatives, Inc. 
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Begin forwarded message: 

From: matthewdfrater@gmail.com 
Date: March 25, 2021 at 5:44:42 PM CDT 
To: "B idar, Shiva'' <district5@cityofmadison.com> 
Subject: [D5] Legistar File #: 63902 

Recipient: District 5, Shiva Bidar 

Name: Matt Frater 
Address: 2906 Stevens Street, Madison, W] 53705 
Phone: 608-622-0922 
Email: matthewdfrater@gmail.com 

Would you like us to contact you? Yes, by email 

Message: 

Alder Bidar, 

I ' m writing in strong support of the original zoning ordinance amendments 
Version 1 as proposed by staff - and asking you to support the original version as 
well. 

It's clear that we need solutions to our housing crunch across the City, and 
bu ilding more housing by right is part of that solution. Various City departments 
are undertaking a comprehensive approach including programs and funding, and 
these changes are a moderate, incremental step that will strengthen publicly 
supported programs through complementary increased small-scale incremental 
development in the private sector. 

l want to add that there is nothing wrong with purely residential buildings within 
mixed-use districts, and it has nothing to do with current vacancies in the market. 
We need higher residential densities to support commercial spaces, across the 
board, and this is a step in the right direction. Low-density residential will never 
be enough to support neighborhood retail, and densities in the buildings 
themselves don't close that gap. 

l have additional concerns that the original version was amended at plan 



commission under pressure of a few select alders, largely out of concerns 
previously addressed by staff, while citizen commissioners were supportive of 
this as a whole. We need comprehensive solutions that will benefit our entire city 
- and this is one of the ways we can accomplish tbat. r would urge you to work 
with your colleagues, connect with staff that can help alleviate their concerns, and 
help center the conversation in the benefits all neighborhoods will see as we 
continue to take steps toward a healthy housing market. 
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F rom: Thomas Larson <tlarson@wra.org> 
Date: March 27, 2021 at 1 :30:05 PM CDT 
To: "Bidar, Shiva" <district5@cityofmadison.com> 
Subject: I Support Affordable Housing - Legistar 63902 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and 
attachments. 

Dear Alder Bidar, 

Madison does not have enough housing options. I agree with Mayor Rohdes­
Conway statement that: 

"The patterns of development we see in Madison today stem from past practices 
of redlining and exclusionary zoning ... This ordinance change, and our housing 
work over all, is focused on undoing that past harm and creating greater 
opportunity in our community."* 

I support the proposed amendment to Madison's Zoning Code regarding housing 
density and conditional use standards (LEGJSTAR NO. 63902) to address this 
problem. Please vote to approve the amendment, and thank you for supporting 
affordable housing! 

*https://www.cityofmadison.com/news/mayor-and-aldcrs-propose-zoning­
changes-to-increase-and-diversify-housing 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Larson 
3012 Lake Mendota Dr 
Madison, WI 53705 
tlarson@wra.org 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

annewalker@home1andgarden com 
Maw; All.Ald.eJ::i 
aclao Benford 
Item #8, Common Council, proposed zoning ordinance change 
Monday, March 29, 2021 8:07:21 PM 

Attachments: 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

Dear Mayor, Alders and Neighbors, 

I live on the the corner of Merry St., Winnebago and the Yahara River. The proposed zoning change, item 
#8, would contravene the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, it would support increased infill in an area that 
has flooded in the past, and is likely to flood again. I do not support this change. 

Generalized Future Land Use Map Comments Summary 6/20/18, item #53, was a 
discussion of whether the west side of Merry Street should be changed back to Low­
Medium Residential (due to 222 and 230 Merry, a 22-unit apartment and vacant lot) as 
shown on an interim map. The Plan Commission did not adopt that change, and all of 
Merry Street remains Low-Residential. bttps;//madjson,legistar.com/View.ashx? 
M=f&IP-6336147&GUID- BBF47547-51DA-4BE2-BC96-0ADB9A283AES 

The Comprehensive Plan specifies: 
"While more intense forms of multifamily or mixed-use development may occur as 
mapped along major corridors adjacent to, or running through, LR areas, any infill 
or redevelopment that occurs within an LR area should be compatible with 
established neighborhood scale, and consistent with any relevant sub-area plan." 
( emphasis added) 

Yet the proposed ordinance change would permit 95 units on those two lots with the 
changes to TR-U2 zoning (60 on the lot with the existing building, 35 on t he vacant lot), 
based on the number of units allowed and the reduced minimum lot size per unit. That 
would be a density of 103 du/acre, in the midst of a street with a density of 9.74 du/acre. 
Merry St is 1/2 a block long, ending at the RR tracks. 95 cars could be added to a 1/2 block 
long street that provides access to 21 dwelling units. 

As many neighbors pointed out in the Comprehensive Plan process, this is a location that 
has flooded in the past, and is very likely to flood in the future. Building a sustainable and 
resilient city has a great deal to do with common sense planning in a time of climate change. 

Respectfully, 

Anne Walker 
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First and foremost, let me stress that I understand and support the need for more affordable 
housing across Madison. I believe everyone should have the opportunity to live in the city in 
which they work, if they so choose. What I do not support, however, is the City's attempt to 
silence neighborhood input on any future developments, :-Vhether large or small. To allow 
designated development to be approved administratively without a discretionary review, 
eliminates neighborhood input and discussions between concerned parties. This goes against 
everything Madison has nurtured for decades. The City of Madison has long supported 
neighborhood input in multiple ways, including participation on citywide committees, 
commissions, planning groups, advisory groups and through neighborhood grants. Substantial 
financial support has been provided to formulate neighborhood plans that involved countless 
hours of neighborhood participation. Neighbors have always had the opportunity to provide 
input on neighborhood developments. That input has, in many cases, actually improved the 
fi nal products. Neighborhood participation and input should continue to be encouraged and 
welcomed. Often neighbors have the clearest perspective of what would work best in their 
closest surroundings. Why does the City want to suppress neighborhood vo ices at any leve.l? 
Yes, broader input and discussion often lead to more time spent, but that is not always a bad 
thing. Participation is and should remain a cornerstone of our democracy. Neighborhood 
voices should not become collateral damage on the road to a worthy end. 

Ulrike Dieterle, 323 N Blackhawk Ave, Madison WI 53705 
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Mon. March 29, 202 1 

To the Madison Common Council: 

I oppose the changes Lo Madison's zoning ordinances found in Legislar 63902. 

Proposed changes Lo Madison's zoning ordinances will increase the number of multi-family development projects 
that do not require conditional use permits from Madison's Plan Commission. The purpose of the change is to deny 
citizens of Madison their chance to persuade the Plan Commission Lo reject or alter those projects. The proposed 
zoning law reduces the number of projects that the Plan Commission must approve by drastically raising the size 
limi ts on the projects that must obtain a conditional use permit from the Plan Commission. By removing the Plan 
Commission from the planning process, the decision making power will shift Lo Madison's Planning Department, 
whose staff will make Lhc decisions now made by the Plan Commission. Neighbors of mnny new housing projects 
will find that conditional use permits arc no longer required for projects that currently must be approved by the Plan 
Commission, so the projects' neighbors will no longer have a meaningful forum in which to 
register 
their comments. 

There is an important difference between having Madison's Planning Department approve development projects and 
having Madison's Plan Commission issue a conditional use permit. The key word in "conditional use permit" is 
"conditional". By imposing conditions on a particular project, the Plan Commission can tailor the project to fit the 
needs of the neighborhood. After listening to comments from the public, the Plan Commission can use the insights 
of citizens who live in the neighborhood to reject or, more likely, alter a project to fit the neighborhood's unique 
nei::ds. The Planning Department has neither the requirement nor the power to impose conditions on projects. 

Madison"s population has been growing steadily. This growth indicates that many people like the housing mix 
produced by Madison's current zoning codes. People considering big changes to the zoning laws should stop and 
think about that. The aim of the proposed zoning changes is to incrense housing density by building larger buildings 
with less open space. It is possible to create a conflict between housing density and infill development. If people 
cannot find human scale housing in Madison, they can simply move to the surrounding communities. Infill 
development will decline. 

Reducing the number of projects on which Madison's citizens can make comments before the Plan Commission 
makes an important statement. Madison's Planning Department implicitly says that it and the city's real estate 
developers know all that is needed to make development decisions. Ordinary citizens who live in a project's area are 
seen as obstacles instead of as people whose opinions and insights arc valued. 

This power grab by Heather Stouder, Director of the City Planning Department, should be rejected by the City 
Council. The Planning Department is not a neutral body. Jt works hand in glove with developers to push big 
apartment development projects through the planning process despite neighborhood resistance. 

McKenzie Place, on Sherman Avenue, is one concrete example of how the Planning Department favors developers. 
The Planning Division Staff Report (Legistar File JD 39483) for McKenzie Place favored a project that was far too 
big for the neighborhood where it is located. The proposed project exceeded the maximum zoning height allowed 
and exceeded the density recommended for Neighborhood Mixed Use areas by 36%. Seventy-five residents of the 



area signed a petition opposing a building of the size proposed for the site. Despite these problems, the Planning 
Department's report said, "Staff believes that the proposed bui !ding size density, if well-designed, can be a great lit 
for this site.'' Heather Stouder was the Planning Department staff member responsible for this report. She is now 
the Department's Director. Her poor judgement on the very issues at the center of the proposed ordinance change 
should disqualify her and the Department she now heads from making the final deci 
sion on 
proposed housing development construction. 

Reasonably sized multi-family buildings are already allowed in all the locations to which this ordinance change 
applies. By increasing the permissible heights and densities and reducing the required usable open space, the 
proposed ordinance change allows the construction of unreasonably large buildings and fosters overcrowded 
neighborhoods. The proposed ordinance change also denies the projects' neighbors their right to make meaningful 
comments on many new construction projects that would have come before the Plan Commission. 

Don Lindsay 
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Dear Plan Commissioners, Alders, and Mayor Rhodes-Conway, 

I am writing to urge you to oppose Legistar #63902, the zoning text amendment on housing 

density and cond itional use thresholds, in its current form. I strongly support several of the 

goals explained by Planning, such as providing good housing choices for people, supporting 

small/less wealthy/more diverse developers, and looking at development through an equity 

lens. However, the more I have studied the proposal, the more I believe it will end up doing 

the opposite of what it intends. 

Part of the problem is that there is nothing integral to the proposal that actua lly addresses 

either affordability or support for small developers. These are only hoped-for outcomes, and 

market forces will work against them. I understand that the city is working to increase 

incentives for affordable housing, but without those measures being linked or integral to this 

policy, it will just cause a rush toward more of the same high-end housing that's already 

flooding our neighborhood. In practice, I think the proposal will result in less affordable 

housing, less inclusivity, and the real possibility of destabilizing at-risk neighborhoods through 

specu lation. 

An additional problem is that th is proposal removes a mechanism for citizen 

participation. What is described as "uncertainty," "unpredictabi lity," and "barriers" is actually 

neighborhood input that makes projects better. The tiny gain in speed for developers would 

come at a huge cost to neighborhoods where these buildings (if built well) will last for 

decades. While Planning has characterized the zoning changes as small, slight, and modest, in 

many cases this is not true - particularly in mixed-use areas and densely-packed areas where 

adjacent properties have different zoning. Going from two to three units may be 

modest. Building a 48-unit or 24-unit next to an old house is not. Neighbors know a place in 

granular detail, lot by lot. This is necessary to help a development fit well and have a positive 

impact. 

I'll use my own home as an example of what I fear this proposal will do. I live on Dewey Court, 

a one-block street at the edge of Marquette's residential area. We're a pocket of mainly 

small, old houses on small lots, among the most affordable remaining in our increasingly 

expensive neighborhood. We have a mix of owner-occupied single-family homes and 

rentals. These include two-flats and three-flats with relatively low rents for the area. Across 

the railroad, there's a swath of industrial land between us and the new developments 

progressing down East Washington, bringing mostly high-rise luxury housing. 



We've felt vulnerable to the development pressure looming over us for some time. We 

regularly get postcards from companies looking to buy our house for cash. ("You don't even 

have to clean it up I") A developer once told me that bulldozing my street for redevelopment 

would be a "greater good." While I see my home as full of value - walkable to amenities, close 

to transit, relatively affordable, with fami ly-friendly housing close to a school, and ecologically 

green old housing stock, not to mention a community I care deeply about- it's also seen as a 

prime development target. A neighbor once said that "neighborhoods dissolve from the 

outside in," and here we are, on the edge. 

The houses here are zoned TR-C4, and the Comprehensive Plan has us at low density 

residential. But there's a chunk of NMX in the northwest corner of our neighborhood, 

between Dewey and Baldwin. There's another at Port St. Vincent on Ba ldwin. Under the new 

proposal, what could happen there? Would the older buildings be demolished, and 24-unit 

buildings go up, by right, with no neighborhood input? Given recent building history and the 

desirable location, they would be market-rate or luxury apartments. What would happen then 

to our small neighborhood? I expect that speculation on land prices and development 

pressure would become intense, and eventually houses would begin to sell, beginning with 

the small, affordable rentals that would be overshadowed by a large building. A neighborhood 

destabilized in this way runs a real risk of disappearing. Already-existing older and more 

affordable housing - including some of the "missing middle" this proposal supports - would 

be torn down (also a huge environmenta l waste), and high-end units would take over. In 

practice, this proposal would be a gentrification ordinance. I know that's not the goal. 

At meeting after meeting over the last several years in my own near-east neighborhood, it's 

the neighbors who implore developers to include affordable, family-friendly units instead of all 

market-rate one-bedrooms, to consider adding density with smaller "missing middle"-sized 

buildings when wedged between existing homes, and to preserve trees and green space to 

address flooding and cl imate change. More often than not, developers tell us none of these 

things are "financially feasible." As a result, our neighborhood is rapid ly becoming financially 

infeasible for people without high incomes. Citizens, and not always the for-profit developers, 

are on the city's side in the quest for affordable, inclusive, sustainable neighborhoods where 

all people can thrive. Please protect our seat at the table where these decisions are made, 

and please take another look at this ordinance to make it one that really helps our affordable 

housing problem. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Pilar Gomez-Ibanez 

1326 Dewey Court, Madison 
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Madison Mayor and Alders - I'm wri ting to you as the president of the Cardinal Glenn 
Neighborhood Association. 

We are greatly opposed to taking the voice away from residents regarding any future projects 
to our zone regard less of size and scope. We have worked with every developer over the last 
10 years who have bu il t within our boundaries and worked with them to make projects better. 
McKenzie, Forward and Welton have all adjusted their plans after suggestions and 
modifications requested by our residents. 

J have attended web discussions where city leaders have conjectured developers will still have 
a desire to work with NA's and the like. Out of experience, I bel ieve that to be completely 
false. Some developers have even tried to circumvent meeting with our association under 
current rules and restrictions. 1 can give specific examples of this if you desire. J have 
personally been the head of our association since inception, and [ have never seen an issue so 
unanimously agreed upon by our residents. We implore you to not remove the vital lifeline 
between developers anq those of us that live in these highly growing areas - checks and 
balances are needed and good for everyone. 

Lastly, we have brainstormed multiple alternatives if any of you would like to have a 
discussion. We're not against development, we're against having less seats at the table. Thank 
you for yom time. 

Austin Krueger 
President 
Cardinal Glenn Neighborhood Association 
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Dear Mayor, Alders, Neighbors, 

I've lived in my neighborhood in the isthmus, across from the Yahara River since 1992. 
1993 was the first year I saw my neighborhood and the river flood. It's flooded many times since, with the 
last round needing the aid of the City, the National Guard and many volunteers who helped to sandbag 
old, and, new development in the neighborhood. The last round felt like watching a disaster in slow 
motion coming at us, and, with climate change, another round is likely not far behind. This is some of the 
same area that is being considered for additional infill. 

Roger Bannerman, an expert on stormwater, was a much respected expert in our 
community and at the Department of Natural Resources. Our City of Madison rain 
garden program is named after him. He tirelessly shared excellent information about 
stormwater and its effects. 

I attended a presentation some years back which detailed the increase in stormwater 
runoff we could expect for Lake Mendota for year 2000 to 2020. Based on proposed 
development, stormwater was projected to increase in Lake Mendota by 57%. 

Its been my experience that there are times when Lake Mendota becomes too full, and 
the locks are opened, releasing water into the Yahara River, even when there really isn"t 
room for more downstream. In addition the Yahara River also receives quite a bit of 
storm water from less previous portions of the neighborhood. It's hardly surprising that the neighborhood 
is flooding with that volume of water concentrating in the area along the river. The isthmus is uniquely 
vulnerable. 

I have asked several Mayor's for help, as well as Common Councils, Plan Commissions, 
Engineering. I am asking again. In the proposed changes in the zoning ordinance, areas 
that are vulnerable to flooding are being considered for additional infill. Development 
practices have contributed to making some areas of our city very vulnerable to flooding. 
Proposed changes in infill cannot exacerbate those problem. Building well in the age of climate change 
must include innovative projects that come from common sense planning. 

Please carefully consider changes in our zoning that would increase flooding in already vulnerable 
locations. Please give your consideration to this very pressing crisis. 

Anne Walker 
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City of Madison Alders, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed zoning changes regarding 

development in Madison; particularly changes affecting development on the isthmus. 1 will 

essentially restate my earlier comments to the Planning Commission. 

While I'm no expert on these issues, I have been living in Madison since 1973 and in various 

locations on the "Near East Side" since 1978. 1 purchased a small house there in 1990 for $69,000. 

Much has changed over those years. It would seem obvious, given the logic of capital accumulation, 

that by giving the developer businesses a freer hand along with a reduction (or elimination) of 

community and neighborhood input, we will see more development of market-based properties and 

not affordable working class housing. The class and racial divides within the Madison community will 

be exacerbated by these proposed changes, not lessened. 

Some smaller non-profit developers of affordable working class housing may find their opportunities 

for development easier but they will only be a very small part of the development that is to occur. 

Developer businesses with deeper pockets will likely eliminate some of the existing affordable 

housing stock- outbidding competitors for the properties, tearing them down, and replacing them 

with market-based housing. (If you can sell your property to a market-based developer for twice the 

price/value that you are offered by the non-profit developer, who will you sell to?) 

I understand some of the proponents of the zoning change are well intended. But I respectful ly 

submit that this proposed change will on ly exacerbate our community's problems engendered by 

the last century of racist and class-based housing practices and policies. We are supposed to be 

fighting to eliminate these institutional and structural barriers to a more equitable community. 

Implementing these changes will not guarantee that more affordable working class housing will be 

built in our neighborhoods; in fact the opposite will occur to the detriment of our City - as folks of 

lesser means are pushed further to the periphery and accelerating the gentrification process on the 

isthmus. 

On the "missing middle". In the SW United States, the missing middle has been de'.ined essentially as 

"affordable" suburban sprawl. While that's not the definition utilized in this instant case, it is 

apparently used to define a rather broad spectrum of housing. I'd submit that this proposal will likely 

result in the destruction of missing middle affordable housing structures on the isthmus and see 

them replaced with missing middle market housing structures. 

This proposal should go back to the drawing board. Perhaps the City should focus on ways to make 



it easier for non-profit organizations to build affordable working class housing. Or, perhaps, some 

who are proposing this are looking merely for a way to drive up property values and the property tax 

base - this proposal will do that; but we are supposed to be better than that. 

Thanks, again, for this opportunity to comment. 

In Solidarity, 

DAVE 

David Poklinkoski 

205 Ramsey Court 

Madison, WI. 53704 

Email: jbew2304@att net 
Cell: 608-770-8896 



Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed zoning changes regarding development 
in Madison; particularly changes affecting development on the isthmus. I will essentially restate my earlier 
comments to the Planning Commission. 

While I'm no expert on these issues, I have been living in Madison since 1973 and in various locations on the 
"Near East Side" since 1978. I purchased a small house there in 1990 for $69,000. 

Much has changed over those years. It wou ld seem obvious, given the logic of capita l accumulation, that by 
giving the developer businesses a freer hand along with a reduction (or elimination) of community and 
neighborhood input, we will see more development of market-based properties and not affordable working 
class housing. The class and racial divides within the Madison community will be exacerbated by these 
proposed changes, not lessened. 

Some smaller non-profit developers of affordable working class housing may find their opportunities for 
development easier but they will only be a very small part of the development that is to occur. Developer 
businesses with deeper pockets wi ll likely eliminate some of the existing affordable housing stock - outbidding 
competitors for the properties, t earing them down, and replacing them with market-based housing. (If you 
can sell your property to a market-based developer for twice the price/value that you are offered by the non­
profit developer, who will you sell to?) 

I understand some of the proponents of the zoning change are well intended. But I respectfully submit that 
this proposed change will only exacerbate our community's problems engendered by the last century of racist 
and class-based housing practices and policies. We are supposed to be fighting to eliminate these institutional 
and structural barriers to a more equitable community. Implementing these changes will not guarantee that 
more affordable working class housing will be built in our neighborhoods; in fact the opposite will occur to the 
detriment of our City - as folks of lesser means are pushed further to the periphery and accelerating the 
gentrification process on the isthmus. 

On the "missing middle" . In the SW United States, the missing middle has been defined essentia lly as 
"affordable" suburban sprawl. Whi le that's not the definition utilized in this instant case, it is apparently used 
to define a rather broad spectrum of housing. I'd submit that this proposal will likely result in the destruction 
of missing middle affordable housing structures on the isthmus and see them replaced with missing middle 
market housing structures. 

This proposal should go back to the drawing board. Perhaps the City should focus on ways to make it easier 
for non-profit organizat ions to build affordable working class housing. Or, perhaps, some who are proposing 
this are looking merely for a way to drive up property va lues and the property tax base - this proposal will do 
that; but we are supposed to be better than that. 

Thanks, again, for this opportunity to comment. 

DAVE 

David Poklinkoski 
. 205 Ramsey Court 
Madison, WI. 53704 

Email : ibew2304@att.net 
Cell: 608-770-8896 
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Members of the Common Council; 

We need more housing solutions. We need more housing options. And we need them 
desperately. I'm writing to ask you to support and champion the original zoning 
ordinance amendments (Version 1) as proposed by staff. 

These zoning ordinance amendments have the potential to help us accomplish three key goals: 

1. Increase the development potential for affordable housing 
2. Ease a tight rental market that is actively displacing residents 
3. Ensure the viability of existing and new neighborhood-serving retail 

Allowing more development by right is only a small step toward a solution. Throughout this 
conversation, we've heard staff detail the critical existing programs and funding streams 
that have the potential to work in concert with this change - allowing the City and its pa1·tners 
to leverage all available resources to substantially increase the development potential of 
affordable housing in key areas. Making it easier to develop more efficiently will benefit 
affordable housing opportunity and development throughout the city. 

This change also allows us to reduce housing pressure throughout our market. We need to 
continue to recognize that development of market rate housing at increased densities 
throughout the City increases choice and opportunity - helping preserve affordability. 
Increasing development by-right is one of the key solutions identified in the Equitable 
Development report on gentrification & displacement, recognizing that downward pressure 
from moderate and high-income renters exacerbates our affordability crisis. Our market is 
actively displacing residents every s ingle day - by artificially restricting supply of units at 
market rents we are assisting in creating competition that disproportionately benefits 
moderate- and high-income earners in every single neighborhood. It may not be as visible of a 
displacement as redevelopment of individual bui ldings, but collectively has a larger impact. 

Our commercial market doesn't support new retail uses in mixed-use buildings in every 
neighborhood, either. And this isn't due to COYID - it's been this way for years. Requiring 
new construction to include commercial space increases rents in those very buildings to 
compensate for retail vacancies. This ordinance will support existing and future retail 
opportun ities by increasing the consumer base in ways that naturally create walkable, 
livable, complete neighborhoods. As alders, I know the value you place in ensuring residents 
of our neighborhoods have access to businesses that serve their needs. And increased density 
naturally provides a more viable consumer base for the retail that currently exists. Tt also 
makes it more likely that key corridors and areas will develop as mixed-use centers in the 
future, continuing to expand resident choices. We want our residents to thrive - but we need 
our businesses to thrive, too. This works to achieve that balance. 

I understand the concern of some residents. I really do. Change is scary. But 1 can't think of 



any other small, common sense changes that will ultimately support our neighborhoods more. 
The Imagine Madison Comprehensive Planning process was the most equitable and wide­
ranging outreach we've ever accomplished in the City. And we should center the quality and 
outcomes of that engagement, respecting the time and preferences of all members of the 
community. 

Thank you for your time and your consideration. 

Matt Frater 
2906 Stevens Street 
Madison, WI 
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To: All Alders 

From: David and Leigh Mollenhoff 

Subject: Common Council agenda item #8, Legistar 63902 

The mayor has proposed a very complicated "zoning update" to increase density. However, as 
residents who have been involved in civic affairs for 50 years, we urge you to refer this proposal 
until answers to the following questions have been ful ly disclosed to you: 

1. Exactly, what changes will the proposal cause in my district? You need to know this because the 
proposal makes extensive changes to the standards and definitions for 13 residential, mixed use, and 
commercial zoning categories. The answers may surprise you. 

2. Should Madison terminate its 40 year-old City policy for neighborhood participation in 
development decisions- a policy that has been strongly suppo1ted by Mayors Soglin, 
Sensenbrenner, Skornicka, Bauman, and Cieslewicz? 

3. Where is the evidence that the proposal's process for "streamlining" will increase the number of 
developers who arc seeking to construct projects in Madison? Our observation is that developers 
are clamoring to build in Madison, many of whom come from out-of-state. 

4. Why hasn't a RESH analysis been done for this proposed major zoning change? This is one of 
Madi.son's highest priorities? 

5. Will the incentives being proposed for new "missing middle" housing produce more affordable 
and workforce housing, or will the proposal simply encourage private sector developers to continue 
producing more small, high end units in ve1y large buildings? 

6. Wil l the proposal really encourage a new generation of small developers to produce missing 
middle housing? Where is the evidence that they wil l be able to compete with big, established, 
wealthy developers? 

7. How many more existing and affordable two, three, and four uni t bui ldings will be demolished 
under this proposal so that new, small, high-end apartments can be built? 

Thank you for your consideration. 
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Good morning, Alders-

In advance of tomorrow evening's Council meeting, I've attached the newest staff presentation 
related to Item #8 on your agenda, Legislative File .6.3..9..Q2.. It will be attached in Legistar later this 

morning. 

Please feel free to review these slides in advance, along with materials referenced in my e-mail 
below and others on Legistar. 

Thank you for your efforts to prepare for discussion on _this item. 

All the best-

Heather 

Heather Stouder, AICP (she, her, hers) 
Director, Planning Division 
City of Madison Department of Planning & 
Community & Economic Development 
215 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd., Ste. 017 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 
P: 608-266-5974 F: 608-267-8739 
Email: hstouder@cjtyo[madlsoo com 
Web: http-1/www cjtyo[madlson com/dpcedtplaooiool 

.. Currently working remotely - E-mail is best'"' 

From: Stouder, Heather 
Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 202110:32 AM 
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com> 
Cc: Rhodes-Conway, Satya V. <SRhodes-Conway@cityofmadison.com>; Baumel, Christie 
<CBaumel@cityofmadison.com>; Wachter, Matthew <mwachter@cityofmadison.com> 
Subject: Housing Ordinances - Legislative item 63902 

Good morning, Alders-

As you're aware, Legislative Item .6.3.902 is scheduled to be heard by the Common Council on 3/30, 
with unanimous recommendations for adoption from the Housing Strategy Committee and Plan 
Commission (with amendments to be shown in a substitute* .) 



If you haven't yet had an opportunity, I encourage you to familiarize yourself with the proposed 

changes in advance in an effort to save time at next Tuesday's Council meeting. I suggest these 

resources: 

1) Watch part/all of the recorded staff presentatjon from late February 

2) Read the February 17 staff memo, which provides detail and links to many additional 

resources 

3) Watch portions of the March 22 Piao Commjssjon Meeting, where this item was covered 

for 4+ hours, as follows: 

• 1:52:45 - Start of item and new staff presentation 

• 2:24:30 - Public comment 

• 3:18:20 - Mayor's comments 

• 3:28:00 - Questions for registrants and staff 

• 5:15:50 - Motions, deliberation, action 

• 5:58:30 - End of item 

* Note: The substitute recommended by Plan Commission would lower the number of units that can 
be constructed as a permitted use in purely residential buildings in the mixed-use zoning districts, and 

also increase the amount of commercial space needed in the CC-T zoning district for a proposal to 

move forward as a permitted use. 

Thank you very much for your time! 

Respectfu I ly-

Heather 

Heather Stouder, AICP (she, her, hers) 
Director, Planning Division 
City of Madison Department of Planning & 
Community & Economic Development 
215 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd., Ste. 017 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 
P: 608-266-5974 F: 608-267-8739 
Email: bstoyder@cHyofmadison com 
Web: htto·11www cjtyofmadjsoo com/dpced/01aooloo1 

••curren/ly working remotely - E-mail is best•• 



Zoning Code Changes to 
Support Additional Housing 
Residential Densities & Conditional Use Thresholds 
MARCH 30, 2021 COMMON COU NCI L MEET ING 

---- --~- -

Introduction & Policy Context 

--- --,--------- - -

WHAT WE HEARD 
-NEIGHBORHOODS & HOUSING-

• More housing choices 

I 



WHAT WE HEARD 
-NEIGHBORHOODS & HOUSING-

RESJI Analysis led City to support 
12 Resident Panels throughout Public Engagement 

• Black 
• Latlnx 
• Hmong 
• Ho-Chunk Nation 
• Transgender 
• Fotmerly Incarcerated 
• People Experiencing Homelessness 
• seniors 
• Youth 

-NEIGHBORHOODS & HOUSING-

#1 Draft Strategy Prioritized by Resident Panels: 

"Ensure that there Is a sufficient supply of rental 
housing to reduce housing costs and provide 
more choices." 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
-NEIGHBORHOODS & HOUSING-

_ ~ GOAL: Madison will have a full range of quality and 
V affordable housing opportunities throughout the city. 
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COMPREHENSI VE PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
-NEIGHBORHOODS & HOUSING-

GOAL: Madison will have a fu ll range of quality and 
affordable housing opportunities throughout the city. 

Zoning Efforts 
• Housing Cooperatives, ADUs 
• New RMX Zonin District 
• Conditional Use Thresholds 
• Density Ad"ustments 



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
-NEIGHBORHOODS & HOUSING-

_ ~ GOAL: Madison will have a full range of quality and 
V affordable housing opportunities throughout the city. 

_ ~ Strategy 2: Support development of a wider mix of 
V housing types, sizes, and costs throughout the city. 

Actions relate to: "Missing Middle" housing, life-cycle 
housing, variety of ownership and occupancy structures 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
-NEIGHBORHOODS & HOUSING-

_ ~ GOAL: Madison will have a full range of quality and 
V affordable housing opportunities throughout the city. 

-./ Strategy 3: Increase the amount of available housing. 

_ ~ Action B: Explore adjustments to the # dwelling units, 
V building size, and height thresholds between permitted 

& conditional uses to Increase the allowable density 
for residential buildings In mixed-use & s¢1ect 
residential zoning districts 

2021 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PROGRESS UPDATE 
-NEIGHBORHOODS & HOUSING-
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Other recommendations 
on-going or in progress 
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ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE 

• Adopted October, 2019 

• Prepared by Community Development Division 

• RESJI Analysis completed by staff and 
community members 



ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE 
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RESJI Analysis Finding 

"those who hove always benefited w/11 continue 
to benefit the most, Including homeowners 
through Increased property values. 

Low-Income renters benefit because as more 
luxury units are delivered, affluent renters do 
not need to rent modest rent units because they 
hove more options." 

-

PROGRESS - ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE 
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Other recommendations 
on-going or in progress 

Madison's 
Housing Supply & Demand 

-- - - ~--------
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City of Madison Population Trend 
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Rental Affordability to the Median White Household, 2018 
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HOUSING GHOIH 

Rental Aftordablllty to tho Median Black Houuhold, 2018 
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Summary of Changes & 
Zoning District Locations 

- . -------- - ---- .. 

In Multi-family Residential and Mixed-Use zoning 
districts (7.3% of City's land area): 

• Recalibrate conditional use thresholds to allow more 
housing to be built "by right" 

• Make modest adjustments to allow for greater 
residential densities 

---------~ -- ------ ----
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In Multi-family Residential and Mixed-Use zoning 

districts (7.3% of City's land area): 

• Recalibrate conditional use thresholds to allow more 
housing to be built "by right" 

Permitted Uses vs. Conditional Uses 

- -- - - ------------ - - - - - - -- -.. 

Multl.famuy o•v•lopm,nt 
2011,2020 

• '11 
• 1'•09 
• 41, M 

• ,,. ,w .... 

•· 
I •• 

• or the -10,aoo housing units approved since 2016, proposed 
changes would have made ~390 (3.6%) a "permitted use" 

------ - - - - .,. -~-·---------------
u 

In zoning districts allowing for very small multi-family 

buildings (4.0% of City's land area): 

• Remove "dispersion requirement" that currently 
necessitates conditional use review for any two-family or 
sma ll multi-family building proposed within 300' of another 

-----------~----- - -------
' . 
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Analysis-
Substitute & Alternate Ordinance 

---- -- - ---- - - - -------
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Substitute Ordinance 
Recommended by Plan Commission and staff 
Would allow for small and some mid-scale purely residential 
buildings as permitted uses In relevant mixed-use districts. 

Alternat e Ordinance 
Would require condltionai use aoproval for purely residential 
buildings In these diStrlcts If property abuts an Arterial or 
Collector Street (90% of the property In these districts) 

IIIB91 W■iil 
NMX 
TSS 

CC-T 

IZ 

?4 

36 

l 04 acres (0.29'of city) 10,2 ICIH (0,02" of dty) 
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10,2 IC,h {0,16" Of city) 
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Growth Priority Areas 

• 

■ 

Growth Priority Areas 
& Land in Relevant 
Mixed-Use Districts 

- NMX 

- TSS 

- CC-T j 
I I I · 

I t 

Growth Priority Areas \ 
& Land In Relevant 

Mixed-Use Districts not on J 
Arterials or Collectors 

- NMX 

C 

-■ 

- TSS 

- Cc-T ] 
1 / ! 

Examples - Recently Approved 
Multi-Family & Mixed-Use Buildings 

Provided for referanco H nccdod during Q & A 



827 Gorham St. 
TR•V2 Dlstrlct-4 unit mu~l-fumily complex on 8700 sq ft lot 

woufd remain Conditional Un, dut to mart than one bulfdlna on o lot 
-------- ----- -- ----

4310 Mohawk or. 
SR-Vl District - Addition of a 3,d unit to a 2-unlt building on a l0,000 sq ft lot 

would b«om, P,rm((tad Uso 
------- -

.. 

- ' _, - ... 

2901 Atwood Ave. 
TSS District - 9 unit building on 5200 sq ft lot 

wfth mlm;,r d,:slgn d1ongt1, would become Permlu,d Un: . - ---- - - -----
- £ - • • - 0 

5802 Raymond Rd. 
NMX District -11-unlt mixed-use building on an 18,000 sq ft lot 

would bacomt Ptrmllttd UH 
- - ~ - . -----

4 -' • "' 



1937-1949 Winnebago St. 
TSS Dlstrlct - 11-unlt mixed-use building on 13,000 sq ft lot 

would bacoma Permitted Use 

2830 Dryden Dr. 
CC·T District- 27-unlt 4-story building on a 22,000 sq ft lot 

would b«omc Permitted Use 

1109-1123 S Park St. 
TSS Olstrict - 44-unlt mixed-use building on 28,000 sq ft lot 

with minor design chofloas, would hccom~ Permitted Use 
- --- ------- ----- - - ---
' .. 

5201 Old Middleton Rd. 
NMX District - SO-unit mixed-use building on 34,000 sq ft lot 

would remafn Condftlonal Use due to 4111 stol)', >24 units, and comnittt:lot spoce 
----------- --- - - - . -·- ---------

u 



4606 Hammersley Rd. 
CC•T Dlstrict - 53-unit mixed-use bulldinB 

Undrr rite Subjrftute, would st/II be a Conditional Use 

1224 S Park St. 
CC-T District - 62-unlt, 4-story mixed use building on a 26,000 sq. ft. lot 

with 60 units, would be-come o Pc,rmfHrd Use ----~- - ---
" 

1313 Regent St. 
TSS District - 63-unlt, 4-story mixed use building on a 39,000 sq. ft. lot 

w to 4'" sto and >48 unltt 

Examples - Theoretical Capacity of 
Properties in Mixed-Use Districts 

Provided for reforence 11, needed durlnr, Q & A 



Currently 
Allowable 

Proposod to 
b• Allownble 
(5ubltltutt) 

4·Unit re1id,ntl1I bul1dli'111 I storlts m.1-., OR; 
a-norv mlxtd-uu. bulldln1 w/ around 11oor 
COn'lltltttlll and 8 unlu 

12-unlt ruldantl•I buildln., t ,t<HIC11 muc, OR; 
3,story mhuid,usc bulldlns w/ around noor 
commercial 1nd up to 24 units 

12,164 sq. ft. -----

12:•unlt rasldenllll bulldln1, OR; 
Mhcod,un, bulldln1 w/ &(Ound floor commtrc:111 and 
no unit or h• lthl llmlli 

U •unlt bulldlna, 3 ,torles maic, OA: 
Mlktd•us• bulldlna w/ around noor commercl1t and 
no unit or helaht llmlts 

NMX Zoning 5317-5325 Old Middleton Rd, 34,721 SQ, ft. 

.. . 

lllTJ..-

me :l . 

c,mentlv 
Allow,blt 

Propo11d 10 

be Allowable 
(Sub,lltute) 

4•unlt resldenlial bulldln1, B norle, m1x•1 OR; 
3,storv• mhu,d-uu bu1ldln1 w/ arourid noor 
commerclal al'ld 8 unltt 

u -unlt residential bulldtna, a stories mai•, OR; 
3-uorv• mhred,use bultdlna w/ around floor 
commt rc.111 and up to 24 units 

11:•unlt resldentl1I bulldln1, OR: 
Mhied•use bul1dln1 w/ around floor cornmtrcl1I 1ntJ 
no unit or he!Jhl UmlU' 

24•unU rC1Jldt nU111I bulldln1, 3 stories ma11•. OAi 
Mlxt d-uu bu ltd Ina w/ ,,ound floor commercl;1I and 
no unl1 or helaht Uml11• 

Currently 
Allowable 

Proposed to 
bt AHowablt 
(SubsUtuttl 

Cur,enity 
Allow,blt 

P(oposed 10 
b~Allow1ble 
(Sub1tltute) 

l •storv commarel1I or mhced-u1e bulldln1, und.r 
25,000 sq h, w/ around lloor commttch1\ ;iind up 
to 24 units 

18-unlt ruldentl1l bultdlng, 3 starlet max 
a-t,IOIY mlx41d,u5e bulldlna w/ around tloor­
COl'!Hfltrclal and up to 48 unit, 

, ,1tory tommerc/11 or mhctd·\Ue bulltJln1, under 
2S,OOO iq ft, w/ tro\lnd floor commercl•I and up 
to 24 units 

24-unlt r01ldentl1l bulldln1, J stories m1K 
3•1tory mlxed•UH buUdln1 w/ around floor 
comm11c;;l1I and up to 41!1 unlls 

13,unlt 1esldenl11I bulldln1, OA; 
Mh1ed·use bu lid Ina w/ around floor commtrch1I 1nd 
no unit or h11l1ht llmlts 

Mhc•d use bulldlna w/ around floor commercial and no 

unit or hctl&ht Um1ts 

17,447 sq. ft. 

l4•unlt rasld1ntl1I bulldln1, no hel1ht llmlt OR; 
M lxtd,uso build Ina w/ , ,ovnd noor cornm1rc1,1 trid 
no uolt or h,ltht llmlts 

40-vn!t tuldt n1!1I b\llldln1, no hol11ht llmlt 
Mb,td v1t bulld!n1 w/ ground floor commcrd1I and no 
unit or h1l1ht Hmlu 



CC-T Zoning 3077 E Washington Ave, 38,438 sq. ft. 

J • ,. , ----------..---

Cummtlv 
AlloWab1t 

PropoHd to 
bt Allow1bl• 
(Sutntl1t111) 

curru111y 
Allow1blt 

Pr'OpOSed to 
beAlloW1blc 
(Sub,tltute) 

~--

S•ito,y commuc.111 or mbcod-uie bulldln1, under 
1101000,q h, w/ around floor commcrclal ind up 
10 211 unlu 

lG,unlt resldenth1I bulldln&, S ,torles mu 
S,story mhtcd,usc bulldlnt w/ around floor 
comm1mlal ■nd up 10 GO unlu 

51•unlt 1111ld1nll1I bulldlnt, tH> h•laht Umh 
C<1,~,n,trcl11I or Mh11d,uu bulld!na w/ around floor 
co,1'MtrC.111 ind no unit or hela;ht Umlts 

?G0 unlt resldentlal bultdln1, no htl&ht Umlt 
Ml11ed,use bulldln1 w/ around noor commercl1I ,nd 
no unit or hcl&ht Hmils 

1309 s P.,ar,.k_st,.. . ....,..., __ 1..,6,.s_s1_s .. ci ... _ft_. _ _____ .,. 

S,story• commercl1I or mlxed•UH buUdlns, under 
40,0001(1 It, w/ around floor commerdat and up 
to 24 llnlu 

J~•unlt resldl!ntl1I bulldln&, 5 11011u• mix 
S•tlorv• ml11ed•use bulldln1 w/ 1round floor 
commerd1! and up to GO units 

22,unlt residentl1I bo!ldln&, no htl&hl llml\• 
Commuclal or Mlxtd·UH bulldlng w/ gtound noor 
commerclel find 1\0 vn11 or h4ltht ltmlts 
Mlxcrd,usc bul1dln1 w/ lfl:f(IVnd floor commtrclal ind 
no unit or hel(lht llmlh 



From: 
To: 

Greg Stroupe at Inventure Realty Group 
~ 

Subject: 
Date: 

Re: Modernize Madlson"s Zoning Code • Leglstar 63902 
Monday, March 22, 2021 5:35:46 PM 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

To Madison's alders: 

I support lhe effort lo modernize Madison's Zoning Code (LEG I STAR NO. 63902). 

Please vote lo approve the zoning text amendment. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Stroupe 
140 N Franklin St 
Madison, WI 53703 
ecee,stroupe@arnail com 

REALTOR 
lnvenlure Realty Group 
70 I E. Washington Ave. Suite 102 
Madison, WI 53703 
(608) 445-6787 

50 w\tlile oVJce we tisked, 

VlDW CDvdd we possil?ly previ::1il over cv1-tv1s-trop\tle? 

Now we v1ssu-t. 

How. CDv\ld cv1-tv1s-trop\tle possikily J;>revv1il over v\S? 

tap here to search for properties on your phone 

Litiketlln Proji[e Page 

[i] 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Austin, 

Skidmore eau1 
Austin Krueger 
All.AIWli 
Re: Ordinance Changes 
Saturday, March 27, 20211:58:05 PM 

Thanks for the prompt reply. And thanks for your encouraging words. Please send letters of 

concern to: 

allalders@cjt:yofmadjson com and 

ma:yor@cit:yofmadison.com 

Thanks for helping to spread the word. 

Paul Skidmore, 9th District Alder 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 
13 Red Maple Trail 

Madison, WI 53717 

(608) 829 3425 

(608) 335 1529 (C) 

From: Austin Krueger 
Sent: Saturday, March 27, 20211:47 PM 

To: Paul Skidmore 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

What is the best email to use in order to express my concerns? 

Good timing, we were at the library voting when you sent this 

On Sat, Mar 27, 2021, 12:32 PM Skidmore, Paul <djstrjct9@cjt:yofmadjson com> wrote: 

Hi Austin, 

I have an update on my last email. It is apparent that there are many alders that are getting 

constituent contacts regarding this proposed ordinance change. Many are opposed to the 

proposed changes, and many are confused and want a referra l to get more information and 

have more discussion. I talked to the Council leadership (alders Carter and Abbas) very 

recently, and they support referral of this item. However, the Mayor and (outgoing) alder 

Bidar adamantly demand approva l of the changes at the next Council meeting. (That raises 

major concerns for many alders). I plan to support referral of this the proposed ordinance 



changes. If referral fails, I plan to vote against the proposed changes. If you and others are 

as concerned as I am, I suggest that you express those concerns to the Mayor and all alders 

via email or t estimony at the Council meeting. 

Thanks for your input on this items. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions, 

or if you want to discuss this further. 

Paul Skidmore, 9th District Alder 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 

13 Red Maple Trail 

Madison, WI 53717 

(608) 829 3425 

(608) 335 1529 (C) 

From: Paul Skidmore 
Sent: Saturday, March 27, 202110:02 AM 

To: Austin Krueger 

Austin, 

This is a somewhat strange proposed ordinance change. It is intended to streamline the 

development process by allowing some, smaller new apartment projects to be receive staff 

approval (without public input) if they meet certain conditions (i.e. single building, small 

size, lower density, proper zoning in place, etc.) that are similar in scope to constructing 

single family housing. This would not affect large projects with multiple buildings and a large 

impact on the neighborhood. A number of us are skeptical that there might be a last minute 

bait and switch by the far left sponsor. this proposal wil l meet still questioning and possible 

referral. 

Thanks for asking. I will keep you posted. 

Paul Skidmore, 9th District Alder 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 

13 Red Maple Trail 

Madison, WI 53717 

(608) 829 3425 

(608) 335 1529 (C) 

From: Austin Krueger 
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 2:03 PM 

To: Paul Skidmore 



-

Caution: This emai l was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

Paul - what is the status on this? Sounds like last week it was more or less approved, w_here 

do you see this heading? 

On Tue, Mar 2, 2021 at 8:02 AM Austin Krueger <austjn krueger@gmaj1.com> wrote: 

I will post something to see if enough residents have interest in a Zoom meeting. I guess 

the question Is, what can we do to ensure NA's going forward still have a voice? My 

understanding is there is another meeting on this tomorrow - is that the final date in 

which decisions will be made? 

On Tue, Mar 2, 2021 at 7:33 AM Skidmore, Paul <distrjct9@cjtyofmadison.com> wrote: 

Hi Austin, 

Thanks for reaching out to me with your concern about the proposed ordinance 

changes on housing. I share your concerns - the devil is in the details. While these 

changes are being touted as a means of speeding up the permitting process, they also 

take away important neighborhood review mechanisms, and they also place too much 

power in the Planning Department. I also agree that developers will do what is most 

exped ient for them, which is usually to the determent of the neighborhood. I have 

always believed that there is no detriment to transparency and open communications. 

I would be happy to talk to you about this in more detail. I would also be happy to 

participate in a (Zoom) neighborhood discussion, if you are interested. I will not let 

these recommendations proceed unchallenged. Please let me know how you would like 

to proceed. 

Paul Skidmore, 9th District Alder 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 

13 Red Maple Trail 

Madison, WI 53717 

(608) 829 3425 

(608) 335 1529 (C) 

From: Austin Krueger 
Se nt: Monday, March 1, 2021 7:28 PM 

To: Paul Skidmore 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 



Paul - I wanted to touch base after the call this evening relating to the ordinance 

changes on housing. I didn't get a chance to speak, but I wanted to get my opinion to 

you to share with your constituents. 

I'm greatly opposed to taking the voice away from t he residents and simply rubber 

stamping a certain type of housing going forward. We have the Welton property zoned 

CC-T today that hasn't been started, and who knows what will happen with the Theis 

property longer term. Every project that has been implemented in our neighborhood 

has been run by our NA and we have provided input that has resulted in positive 

change. 

Perhaps my issue is too fresh with the Leaders Custom Homes 9 unit complex on Cross 

Oak. He had no desire to interact with us and only after I was persistent, did he meet 

and agree with our issues. It turns out he said what he needed to say and then didn't 

follow up and now I'm working with the city and our property manager to fight for what 

he cut back on. The city seems to think developers will want to work with the NA's 

without a need, and I find that t o be categorically fa lse. I've not experienced any 

developers who met with me out of kindness, rather than not wanting 100 angry 

citizens to show up at city council. Without having that voice, I don't see how anyone 

would feel this is a positive to the city. 

I'm happy to discuss this further over the phone if you desire. Let me know when you 

may be free tomorrow, and I can reach out. Thanks. 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

caa1e Rothburd 
Al1..&1m 
Response from some Bay Creek neighbors to proposed zoning change 
Friday, March 26, 2021 7:33:51 PM 
Common Council Letter re rezonlno.odf 

Caution: fhis email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

To all alders: 

Please accept the feedback from some Bay Creek neighbors on the proposed zoning ordinance 
changes. Several of us will be present to answer any questions you may have about the 
specific and unintended impact on Bay Creek. 

Sincerely, 
Carrie Rothburd on behalf of Bay Creek neighbors 



To: Plan Commission, Alder Evers 
From: Bay Creek neighbors: Barb Bailly, Jody Clowes, Steven Davis, Usie Kitchel, Cindy McCallum, Janelle Munns, Judy 

Robinson, Carrie Rothburd, Charlene Sweeney, Daniel Thurs 

Re: Proposed Changes to Zoning Ordinances 

Date: March 22, 2021 

We support the City in its efforts to create more housing-specifically more affordable housing-and believe that all 

Madison neighborhoods have a role to play in Integrating more varied housing In their midst. However we advocate 

deferring the decision on the proposed changes to the zoning ordinance and development approval process to allow time 

for: 1) thorough analysis by Planning staff of the implications for existing ordinances (stormwater, demolition, etc.) and 2) 

robust input by neighbors and neighborhoods, including unforeseen impacts on specific locations in Madison. As important 

and sweeping a zoning change as this should require more than broad-stroke projections of its intended consequences. We 

have the following concerns about the proposed changes: 

Equitable participation in the development process: The pandemic has limited the access of people without computers to 

the City's virtual notifications and presentations about the proposed changes. The citizens of Madison need to be fully 

Informed about the changes and deserve the opportunity to provide input, especially those who will be affected by these 

changes. More Inclusive representation and wider participation by the public should be possible soon and should be a 

priority of good planning and policy. 

Good planning: According to news sources, by September 2020, the reform envisioned by the Minneapolis 2040 

Comprehensive Plan amounted to only three permit requests for new triplexes submitted by a single developer. Rather 

than rush hel'ldfirst Into a reform that may not deliver, we owe it to Madison and those in need of housing to take the time 

to carefully consider and choose a successful reform here in Madison. Residents current and future deserves a solid plan for 

housing equity that will benefit all. We should not jump to the conclusion that, contrary to the guidelines of "missing 

middle" guru Daniel Parolak, the solution lies in increasing the footprint and height of new multi-unit housing stock. 

Streamlining the development process: The Conditional Use Permit has been and continues to be a mechanism for 

catching problems with development proposals and minimizing their negative impacts on preexisting land uses. Even those 

developments that do not require conditional use have benefitted from planning meetings between developers and 

neighbors, as laid forth in the City's publication, Participating in the Development Process. There is no reason to throw out 

long-valued neighborhood input in the name of expediency for developers, who may or may not be thinking about 

community benefit or housing equity. Input need not slow down the development process; there are multiple methods for 

allowing neighborhoods to work with developers and have input in the development process. 

Specific Bay Creek concerns: The impact of the proposed zqning code change on two areas of Bay Creek in particular is of 

concern to neighbors. These areas clearly do not fit the rezoning's intended target of "urban corridors." The first of these, 

the 300-400 blocks of West Lakeside St., includes the elementary school, coffeehouse, historic mixed-use buildings. It forms 

the heart of Bay Creek and is home to one of the neighborhood's few meeting places. While falling into one of the 

designated categories of areas to be rezoned, these blocks a_re instead worthy of historic or cultural "preservation." 

Alteration of these buildings would be detrimental to the character of the historic part of the neighborhood. 

Narrow, residential Gilson Street, the focus of extended discussion during the recent Imagine Madison process, is the 

second area of concern. Conversations between BCNA and Planning staff resulted in the Plan Commission's decision to 

revert from the revised Comp Plan's proposed Employment designation for Gilson Street to the former-and current­

Comp Plan's stepped-up transitions from mostly single-family homes/duplexes between Lakeside and Cedar street to 

middle-density housing between Cedar to Wingra Creek. This well-thought-out plan for Increased density is part of the Bay 

Creek neighborhood plan, as included In the past and current (in-process) South Madison Neighborhood Plan. 

It is worth noting that much of Bay Creek's current housing is already "invisible" duplexes and triplexes that blend in with 

t he single-family homes in the neighborhood. Lakeside Street alone Is currently home to 2 buildings of 6-8 units each, 3 

triplexes, 7 duplexes, and 10 other rental houses or rental units above stores. Brooks Street west of Fish Hatchery consists 

of several blocks of 4- and 8-unit apartment buildings. The current rezoning proposal's mistaken inclusion of Gilson and 

Lakeside streets among the city's urban corridors demonstrates the need for Plan to move more slowly and more carefully 

consider the situation neighborhood-by-neighborhood and block-by-block in its attempt to integrate multi-family and 

affordable housing In areas throughout the city. This can only occur If Plan allows for neighborhood input to point out 

overlooked factors as we move forward in the rezoning process. 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

ern Connors 
MAY.or; AUl.dm 
stoyder, Heather 
Smart Growth Comments re Item 9 on March 30 Common Council Agenda 
Sunday, March 28, 2021 12:56:31 PM 
smart Growth Comments to cc re Leolstar 64250.odf 
Excemts ActlyeDeslgn Sidewalks NYCp2013 odf 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

Mayor Rhodes-Conway and Alderpersons: 

Please see the attached documents for the comments of Smart Growth Greater Madison 
regarding item #9 on the agenda for the March 30 Common Council meeting, Legistar 64250. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Bill Connors 
Executive Director 
Smart Growth Greater Madison, Inc. 
608-228-5995 (mobile) 
www.sma11growthgreatermadison,com 

25 W Main St - 5th Floor, Suite 33 
Madison, WI 53703 



Mayor Rhodes-Conway and Alderpersons: 

I am writing regarding item #9 on your March 30 meeting agenda. On behalf of Smart Growth Greater 

Madison, I ask you to consider whether the city government is living up to its pledge of inclusiveness if it 

enacts the ordinance to increase front setbacks, Legistar #64250, with no notice to adversely affected 

small property owners, and whether the benefit to street trees outweighs the negative economic 

impacts of proposed ordinance. 

Initial Lack of Varied Perspectives 

This proposed ordinance originated in a report of the Urban Forestry Task Force. To the best of my 

knowledge, no property owners or developers participated in that task force or were even invited to do 

so. It is highly unlikely that a good public policy can be produced when the people most affected by the 

policy are excluded from the process of making it. 

Lack of Notice to Affected Property Owners and Its Impact on Equity and Inclusion 

The proposed ordinance would effectively place a five-foot easement in favor of the public across the 

front of most of the parcels in the zoning districts listed in the ord inance, decreasing the value of those 

parcels. But the city government has provided no notice whatsoever to the property owners that the 

city government is considering adopting an ordinance that will decrease the values of t heir properties. 

The large property owners active in Smart Growth and Downtown Madison, Inc. are aware of this 

proposed ordinance and can take appropriate action to defend their Interests, but the owners of the 

vast majority of affected parcels have received no notice and are excluded from this process. 

I thought the Madison city government had pledged to stop conducting its business so that only t he 

powerful and connected have their interests protected while the voices of the not-powerful and not­

connected are excluded. It is my understanding that one of the primary reasons that property owners 

who will be negatively impacted by this proposed ordinance have not been notified under the current 

system is that it would cost the city government money to notify them. Is Madison city government 

willing to invest In being inclusive, or is its "commitment" to equity and inclusion primarily rhetoric? 

You might feel like it is inappropriate for me, a white man representing the interests of the real estate 

development and construction businesses, to lecture anyone about equity and inclusion. I concede that 

is a valid obj ection. However, in this case, you are not able to have conversations directly with Black, 

indigenous, and people of color who own sma ll commercial properties in Madison because the city 

government years ago implemented a system that does not provide them with any notice of a proposed 

ordinance like this, and that systemic lack of notice has effectively excluded them from the 

conversation. 

Greater Negative Impact on Smaller Developers and Smaller Projects 

Large developers undertaking large redevelopment projects eit her (a) can afford to give up t he five feet 

of space because of the economies of scale of their large projects (such as the Core Spaces proposed 

project on the block bounded by State, W Gorham, N Broom and W Johnson) or (b) will seek rezoning to 

Planned Development and negotiate a General Development Plan which decreases t he front setback. It 



is unlikely that smaller developers undertaking smaller redevelopment proj ects w ill be able to use these 

methods to avoid or minimize the negative impacts of t his ordinance. 

The proposed ordinance to make more housing development eligible to proceed by right (permitted 

use) rather than requiring a Conditional Use Permit and to increase allowable densities (Legistar 
63902-item #8 on your March 30 agenda) is a step in the direction for encouraging smaller developers 

undertaking smaller projects. In cont rast, Legistar 64250 is a st ep in the opposite direction. 

This proposed ordinance is anti-density and will inhibit the development of more housing units. 

Unanswered Questions 

We still do not know which parcels within the listed zoning districts will be subject t o the five-foot 

setback and which will not because the distance between the curb and property line already is 15 feet. 

City staff were working with GIS t o produce a map or list of the affected versus unaffected parcels, but 

that information is not available. 

Has the city government undertaken any study of how this proposed ordinance would adversely affect 

Investments in and revitalization of important urban corridors such as Monroe St, Williamson St, 

Atwood Ave/Winnebago St, E Johnson St and Park St? The redevelopment projects most likely to be 

discouraged by this ord inance are the projects in keeping with the scale of existing buildings in these 

urban corridors. If less redevelopment happens, t he corridors are likely to start to lose vit ality, which in 

turn w ill discourage owners of existing buildings from re-investing in their properties. The end resu lt 

could be deterioration of theses corridors to the point t hey are ripe for big developers to acquire large 

numbers of adjacent parcels to clear-cut the charming smaller shop buildings to make way for big 

redevelopment projects. Is it wise to go forward w ith this ordinance w ith no idea of the extent of its 

negative impact? You probably would hear more about this issue if the city government provided notice 

and inv ited participation by t he affected property owners. 

I have heard city staff say t hat in recent ly redevelopment projects, it has been common for the 
developers to propose setting back the building facades a few feet from the property line. Does city 

staff have any data, not just anecdotes, t o support that assertion? If that assertion is accurate, is t his 

proposed ordinance even needed? Why must an additional five feet of setback be mandated rather 

t han letting the developer and city staff come up with an additional setback that makes sense for the 

particular parcels involved in a proposed project, as they are doing now in many projects (according to 

city staff)? 

Some Madison neighborhood plans have recommended that the distance between t he property line and 

front fa~ades on important urban corridors (e.g., Monroe St, Williamson St, etc.) should be zero to five 

feet. This ordinance wou ld essentially amend t hose plans to say the distance should be exactly five feet. 

Does the city staff have any data showing how many street trees will die of other causes before they 

become mature enough to use the added canopy space that this proposed ordinance would provide? If 

many or most of the street trees wi ll die before they become mature enough t o use the additional 

space, that wi ll affect the cost-benefit analysis that should be required before the Common Council 

votes on this ordinance. 



So far, the City Forester has responded only by saying the average life of a street tree in an urban 

environment is 40 years, which means approximately half of street trees wi ll die sometime between 

immediately after they are planted (when they already are many years old) and when they reach 40 

years old. Immediately after the Plan Commission meeting, I sent a follow-up ema il t o Ms. Eddy posing 

the following questions to her: 

This is about doing a rigorous analysis of the alleged benefit of this ordinance. If 

this ordinance is adopted, how many more trees of the five (I think that is the 

number) larger varieties of trees do you anticipate actually planting? How many 

years must those trees live to grow large enough to need the additional canopy 

space provided by the ordinance? What percentage of t he larger variety trees 

will live long enough to reach the point that they start to grow into the additional 

canopy space provided by the ordinance? 

I have received no response. 

Fix the Problem in the Public Right of Way 

The streatery program has demonstrated that the city government is capable of creatively using the 

public right of to meet city priorities. If increasing space for street tree canopies is a high priority, the 

city government should move curbs away from building facades to create more space between the curb 

and the building fa~ades rather than decrease the value of hundreds or thousands of parcels. 

Other Considerations 

Please see the document attached to this email about shaping t he sidewalk experience. This document 

indicates that for "neighborhood main streets" like Madison's urban corridors (e.g., Monroe St. 

Williamson St, etc.), t he distance between the curb and building facades usually is a maximum of 12 

feet. The proposed ord inance would make that distance 15 feet in most cases. 

Please also keep in mind that when this ordinance causes the assessed values of parcels to be reduced, 

property tax burden w ill shift from these parcels to all the other taxable parcels in the city, including 

single-fami ly houses. 

The Proposed Ordinance Needs More Work 

Smart Growth does recognize and appreciate this proposed ordinance contains provisions that reduce 

its negative impact: (a) no additional setback is required if the space between the curb and property line 

is at least 15 feet, (b) if the space is only a few feet short of 15 feet, the property owner can agree to a 

no-build easement narrower than 5 feet to get to the required 15 feet, and (c) the map excluding certain 

block faces in the Downtown. But the ordinance still will decrease the values of parcels for an unknown 

amount of benefit to street trees (the benefit is unknow because we do not have information about how 

many street trees will live long enough to use the additional space). 



It would be prudent to add more provisions to reduce the negative impact of this proposed ordinance. 

For example, t he ordinance would be improved if shallow parcels were excluded from t he ordinance. 

An example of a particularly shallow parcel is 1933 Monroe St, at corner intersection of Van Buren St 

and Monroe St, zoned TSS. In addition, corner parcels such as 1933 Monroe St are more negatively 

impacted than interior parcels because the five-foot setback wou ld apply on both sides of the parcel 

that face onto a street. Where t o draw the line between exempt shallow parcels and non-exempt 

deeper parcels would be determined by more study and discussion. But t here is no reason to rush to 

adopt this proposed ordinance. 

There is, of course, another way to fix this ordinance's impact on shallow parcels: seeking a variance. 

But the variance process means more uncertainty and more time and expense- all things that prevent 

sma ller projects by smaller developers from even getting started. 

Conclusion 

I urge you t o refer this ordinance back t o the Plan Commission so more study has been conducted and 

more answers are provided, and so meaningful notice can be provided to the owners of properties that 

the proposed ordinance w ill reduce in value and they can be given an opportunity to make their voices 

heard. 

Bill Connors 

Executive Director 
Smart Growth Greater Madison 

bill@smartgrowthgreatermadison.com 

608-228-5995 



Excerpts from: Active Design - Shaping the Sidewalk Experience 
https://nacto.org/docs/usdg/active design shaping the sidewalk experience nycdot.pdf 
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CHAPTER 3 THE PHYSICAL SPA c·e 

DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL STREET 
This type of street typically has 
w ider sidewalks, with an 
approximately 10 to 15 foot clear 
path, wider overall right-of-way, 

street walls close to and framin11 the 
majority of the sidewalk length, taller 
buildings, and mostly ground-floor 
commercial uses. It is generally part 
of a network of streets arranged In 
a grid, and accommodates a range 
of pedestrian t ypes, Including office 
workers, transit riders, shoppers, 
tourists, and residents. 

NEIGHBORHOOD MAIN STREET 
This type of street usually has 
sidewalks with anywhere between 6 
to 12 foot clear paths. The buildings 

along it are often between one to four 
stories high, and in general form a 

strong street wall, sitting directly on 
or near the property line. Ground­
floor spaces are mostly occupied by 
commercial uses, with the occasional 
residentlal entry. They are often more 
unique in character and less orderly 
than the downtown sidewalks, with 
20· to 40-foot-wide establishment 
fronts, on average. The pedestrian 
population is generally a mix of local 
residents, schoolchildren, shoppers, 
and workers. 

RESIDENTIAL ONLY STREETS 
These streets have the narrowest 

clear path, of approximately 5 to 7 
feet. Pedestrian volumes tend to 
be much lower, with the occasional 
resident walking a dog, going for 
a run, or walking to a local store, 
transit stop, or school. In older 
neighborhoods, trees and planting 
strips often exist on the roadside of 
the clear path, end in newer areas, 
this planting sometimes sits on the 
private property side of the clear 
path, reducing the buffer between 
pedestrians and vehicles. Buildings 
are mostly set back from the property 
line, causing front yard planting, 
fencing, and car parking to become 
more dominant than the buildin11 wall. 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Jlro Anderson 
Al1..All1ffi 
Written testimony - agenda Item # 63902 
Saturday, March 27, 20211:49:42 PM 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

March 27,2021 

Dear Alders: 

On March 30, you wi ll consider the adoption of changes to the city's zoning ordinance. In my 
opinion, the proposed changes are transformational and should not be taken lightly. Their adoption 
will impact the entire city and fundamentally change the role that alders, Plan Commissioners, 
neighborhood associations, and individual citizens will have in determining how their city should 
grow. I would argue that the process to adopt these changes should be more rigorous than what has 
been offered to date. l believe that most of the city has not even heard about this proposal. Much of 
the information supporting the proposed changes feels like speculation to me and I feel .like we are 
being asked to trust that these changes wi II "work" as promoted. Like many of my neighbors, I have 
questions and would like more answers and assurances before the proposed changes are adopted. 

1. Will increasing allowable densities "by right" actually increase "missing middle" housing? Where 
is the data? 

2. Is the need for these changes worth the unprecedented step of eliminating public review? 

3. Are there other strategies to make the the zoning approval process less burdensome without 
eliminating public input. 

4. Should the proposed changes be more targeted to areas of the city with the greatest need? 

5. Has the city done a RESD analysis for the proposed ordinance changes? 

6. Has Madison researched how other ci ties around the country are creating "missing middle" 
housing in less intrusive ways? 

7. What are the protections against the loss of existing "missing middle" housing through 
speculation, acquisition, and demo I ition? 

8. What are the protections against intrusive design if development is allowed "by right"? 

9. ln her Op-Ed piece, the Mayor stated that she recognizes that the proposed ordinance changes may 
reduce the influence some neighborhoods have on development proposals and that policy makers 
will have to "grapple" with how the public will be heard. We need to know the answer to this critical 
question before the proposed changes are adopted. 

In closing, you will be considering many referral motions on March 30 for agenda items that are not 
nearly as consequential as #63902. I respectfully request that you refer #63902 for more study and 
outreach so that the public is better informed. Thank you for your consideration. 

Tim Anderson 2126 Yahara Place Madison, WT 53704 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Kaeolvo Beebe 
All.Aldw; M.a.Yll.C 
Zoning . Please read before meeting Tuesday 
Monday, March 29, 2021 5:01:56 PM 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

Dear Mayor and Alders 

Please oppose the proposed batch of zoning changes. Here's why I ask .. 

Since the 1980s, I've owned and lived in an old house on Merry Street, among its mixed, 
working class residents. Over some years, Apex Rentals acquired 3 adjacent multi­
family properties her·e. Then they proposed a dcvclo ment on them that didn't mak 
sense in enou h ways to s ir nei hbors to work overtime to modif or sto lit. It hasn't 
ha cned yet. The ro osed zonin chan cs look like a licence for A ex to brin • in the 

The result could be a hu e o rcssive build in of a Jartments that nobody now on Merry 
St. could afford to rent. 

APEX owns so man houses in Madison. I don't know how man are next to each othe 
like these arc, but I'd hate to sec · t's historic workin 
class nei hborhoods and their bi dcvelo 1crs and their 
awful buildin s. 

Sincerely, 
Karolyn Beebe 
220 Merry St. - 53704 

ps: ypi might find this to be a helpfu l article ... 
Reinventing density: bending the rules can help stop urban sprawl 
bttps · //theconversatioo .com/reioveotiog-densi ty-bend i og-tbe-ru Ies-can-help-stop-urban­
sprawI-66408 

And for low income build ings, I hope this award-winning example inspires designs bui lt in 
Madison: 

'A masterpiece': Norwich council houses win Stirling architecture prize - Street of 105 
homes hailed as high-quality architecture in its most environmentally and socially conscious 
fonnhttps · Uwww.theguard iao ,com/artanddesjgn/2019/oct/08/sti rt i og-prize-arch itecture-
go ldsm ith-street-oorwicb-couoci 1-houses?CM P- share btn I ink 



From: 
To: 

Subject: 
Date: 

James feoJey 
All.&ler.s 
Zon Ing Proposal 
Thursday, March 25, 2021 7:29:09 PM 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

Good evening, 

I am writing today regarding the opinion article written by Mayor Rhodes-Conway on zoning 
law changes. 

I fully support the proposed changes, and hope they will be supported without amendments. 

Anything we can do to increase density and development in our city is good for all. We need 
to continue bui lding housing throughout our city to keep up with the market demand. These 
changes are the correct first step. 

Regards, 

James Fenley 
1829 Spaight St 
Madison, WI 53704 



From: Marv eustetovsky 
To: Afl.Aklm 
Subject: zoning reform 
Date: Thursday, March 25, 2021 3:01:04 PM 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

Mayor Rhodes-Conway, and Alders . 
I know that an important vote is upcoming on streamlining the permitting process for new 
construction. I wanted to provide my full-throated support of this proposal. I moved here last 
summer due to my husband's job at UW Madison. We moved from Austin, where the zoning 
code has not been reformed and is stuck in 1984. The MEAN home is now over $450,000. 
Many homes in central areas arc being sold for $600k, bulldozed, and replaced with homes 
worth well over $1M. This is directly due to market pressure. The process to provide a 
fourplex or even a duplex on that same plot of land is so onerous that it makes more sense to 
demolish and build for the rich. 

It's imperative that we provide more fl exibility for developers to build housing that is smaller, 
or is a more efficient use of land. In Austin, I lived in a townhouse and would have preferred 
to find one here. There were none on the market, and in the year that l have been fo llowing the 
market, I have not seen a single one come up for sale. This is a problem. 
Townhouses/rowhomes are more energy efficient due to shared walls, and are also cheaper 
than a single fami ly home, opening homeownership opportunities to more people. 

Although it is from California, this study shows clearly that meeting climate goals depends on 
infill development (bttps://www.next1 O,org/pub)jcatjons/rieht-bousjng). It decreases vehicle 
mi les traveled, and provides access to opportunity for jobs. 

I was interested in building an ADU on my lot because I'd like to support building housing for 
those with lower incomes. It's impossible to understand the regulations from the website, and 
it looks like I would have to go through a zoning hearing? This should be by-right. If the plans 
meet the requirements, it can be bu ilt. Period. Some cities have even explored offering "off the 
shelf ' plans that allow homeowners to purchase already approved designs that can be used 
quickly, saving in architect fees. 

The1·e are many ways for us to improve affordability in Madison, meet our climate goals, and 
make a more welcoming city. Zoning reform is a great first step to do so. I cringe at the 
possibi li ty of us becoming like Austin, where housing prices continue to spiral out of control, 
leaving more and more people out of the economy, or causing them to drive for hours each 
day to their jobs. We can make a different choice, and I urge you to do so. 

Thank you for your time, and for your service. 

Mary Pustejovsky 
Midvale Heights resident 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Jon Becker 
AIJ..8Js1m 
zoning single family residential : support, but with some requirements • 
Sunday, March 28, 202110:00:46 AM 

Caution: This email was sent From an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

Dear City Council Alders: 

Environmentalists have long supported increased urban density, along with ready access to 
parks and open spaces. 

The recent proposed changes to city zon ing likely have already been reviewed with equity in 
mind. 

How about eco-equjty? Will property owner who increase density be requ ired to: 

* achieve net zero energy (e.g., solar PV, heat pumps, etc.; subscription to renewable 
energy supply)? 

* avoid provision of a fossil gas supply line? 

* attain 100% stormwater stay-on (or pay a fee for offsetting within the same sub­
watershed?) 

* enhance the urban shade canopy, more than offsetting any new urban heat island effects? 

* achieve a net decrease in vehicle parking spaces per property, providing shared bicycles 
or other vehicles? 

For the good of the community, a reduction in city property taxes on any property that adds 
housing could perhaps offset expenses of meeting these requirements. It would be a shame 
If the new zoning policy negatively impacted our community's cnmate goals or eco-equity. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Regards, Jon 

Jon Becker 
PO Box 8574, Madison, WI 53708 USA 



Veldran, Lisa 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Brad Hinkfuss <bradhinkfuss@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 6:02 PM 
Veldran, Lisa; Stouder, Heather; All Alders 
Re-send of earlier comments 

Caution : This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

Hello, 
I am resending my comments regarding Item 8, #63902 since the original attachment does not appear in the public 
comments. Please include them. It is also my hope that this made it to all alders despite its absence in legistar. 

Dear City of Madison Alders, 

How many of you are comfortable tinkering with the source code for the operating system on your computer? Not many, I 
wager. Tinkering with the basic principles of how complicated things work is fraught with the potential for unwanted results and 
unintended consequences. In similar fashion, at your next meeting on March 30"', you will be faced with a decision on File 
#.63902 as to whether to support some proposed changes in allowable densities in select zoning districts, as well as conditional 
use thresholds. This is the source code for how this city is built. It should give you reason for pause. I strongly encourage you to 
refe r the proposal for further review. 

This proposal arrives with the best of intentions, to help address the twin crises of affordability and the demand for more 
housing units. Everyone wants solutions to these urgent problems. But urgency breeds haste. Haste leads to recklessness. 
Recklessness can lead to injury. And when you are building things that may last 80 years or more that injury would be long 
lasting. 

What are the issues? There are many, but here are a few: 

First, the proposed changes arrive with a striking lack of evidence that they will achieve the expressed goals in any meaningful 
way. Developers are already building many units. Streamlining the development process and easing conditional use thresholds 

. will make a minor piece of what developers are already doing just a little bit easier. Availability of land, the cost of construction, 
and financing are much bigger obstacles. The proposed changes do nothing to address them . 

Second, the evidence of the past 20 years is that developers will build to the high end of the market: efficiencies and 1-bedroom 
apartments at market rate rents. This is simply what the private market naturally does. In so doing, they will codify certain 
districts and neighborhoods as too expensive and unavailable to lower-income residents and families. Opportunities for a richer 
mix of housing types will be lost. 

Third, in removing the conditional use threshold for many types of development, key elements of review will be lost along with 
public meetings. These opportunities for review will be lost for residents, lost for alders, and lost for the Plan Commission. 
Instead, authority will be focused in an unseeing code and a handful of staff positions. This is an unapologetic loss of opportunity 
for meaningful dialogue and inclusion, no matter who you are. 

Unintended consequences. Consequences for buildings and for people. Fortunately, the City of Madison has a process to 
address this, the Racial Equity and Social Justice Initiative (RESJI). As the City RESJI page states, "Identify groups and individuals 
most likely to be impacted by the decision, policy, program, practice or budget. Find ways to involve them in the analysis." This 
has not happened here. 

1 



I urge you to refer this proposal. Pause for a few months and invest in a RESJI analysis . Nothing will be lost, only potentially 
gained. Parts of the current proposal should be preserved. Other parts warrant more scrutiny. As the City RESJI web page states, 
"Imagine a Madison where all residents have opportunities for fair and just inclusion in public processes and decisions." This is 
not just about saying, no. This is about working together to craft a better proposal for everyone . 

Respectfully submitted, 
Bradley Hinkfuss - Executive Director, Housing Initiatives, Inc. 
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Veldran, Lisa 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

annewalker@homelandgarden.com 
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 5:32 PM 
Stouder, Heather; Veldran, Lisa 
(Fwd) Proposed change in zoning -comments 
Mail message body.PM$ 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

To: mayor@cityofmadison .com, allalders@cityofmadison.com 
Subject:Proposed change in zoning -comments 
Copies to: brian Benford <brianbenfordOO@gmail.com> 
Date sent: Mon, 29 Mar 202117:50:17 -0500 

Dear Mayor, Alders, Neighbors, 

I've lived in my neighborhood in the isthmus, across from the Yahara River since 1992. 
1993 was the first year I saw my neighborhood and the river flood. It's flooded many times since, with the last round needing 
the aid of the City, the National Guard and many volunteers who helped to sandbag old, and, new development in the 
neighborhood. The last round felt like watching a disaster in slow motion coming at us, and, with climate change, another round 
is likely not far behind. This is some of the same area that is being considered for additional infill. 

Roger Bannerman, an expert on stormwater, was a much respected expert in our community and at the Department of Natural 
Resources. Our City of Madiso.n rain garden program is named after him. He tirelessly shared excellent information about 
stormwater and its effects. 

I attended a presentation some years back which detailed the increase in stormwater runoff we could expect for Lake Mendota 
for year 2000 to 2020. Based on proposed development, stormwater was projected to increase in Lake Mendota by 57%. 

Its been my experience that there are times when Lake Mendota becomes too full, and the locks are opened, releasing water 
into the Ya hara River, even when there really isn't room for more downstream. In addition the Yahara River also receives quite a 
bit of storm water from less previous portions of the neighborhood. It's hardly surprising that the neighborhood is flooding with 
that volume of water concentrating in the area along the river. The isthmus is uniquely vulnerable. 

I have asked several Mayor's for help, as well as Common Councils, Plan Commissions, Engineering. I am asking again. In the 
proposed changes in the zoning ordinance, areas that are vulnerable to flooding are being considered for additional 
infill. Development practices have contributed to making some areas of our city very vulnerable to flooding. Proposed changes 
in infill cannot exacerbate those problem. Building well in the age of climate change must include innovative projects that come 
from common sense planning. 

Please carefully consider changes in our zoning that would increase flooding in already vulnerable locations. Please give your 
consideration to this very pressing crisis. 

Anne Walker 

Attachments: C:\Users\anne\AppData\Local\Temp\WPM$MHSZ.PM$ 

1 



------- End of forwarded message-------
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Veldran, Lisa 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

annewalker@homelandgarden .com 
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 5:33 PM 
Stouder, Heather; Veldran, Lisa 
(Fwd) Item #8, Common Council, proposed zoning ordinance change 
Mail message body.PM$ 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

-- To: mayor@cityofmadison.com, allalders@cityofmadison.com 

Subject Item #8, Common Council, proposed zoning ordinance change 

Copies to: 

Date sent 

brian Benford <brianbenford00@gmail.com > 

Mon, 29 Mar 2021 20:04:34 -0500 

Dear Mayor, Alders and Neighbors, 

I live on the the corner of Merry St., Winnebago and the Yahara River. The proposed zoning change, item #8, would 

contravene the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, it would support increased infill in an area that has flooded in the past, and 

is likely to flood again. I do not support this change. 

Generalized Future Land Use Map Comments Summary 6/20/18, item #53, was a discussion of whether the west side 
of Merry Street should be changed back to Low-Medium Residential (due to 222 and 230 Merry, a 22-unit apartment 
and vacant lot) as shown on an interim map. The Plan Commission did not adopt that change, and all of Merry Street 
remains Low-Residential. https://madison.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6336147&GUID=BBF47547-51DA-4BE2-
BC96-0ADB9A283AE5 

The Comprehensive Plan specifies: 
"While more intense forms of multifamily or mixed-use development may occur as mapped along major 
corridors adjacent to, or running through, LR areas, any infill or redevelopment that occurs within an LR area 
should be compatible with established neighborhood scale, and consistent with any relevant sub-area plan." 
( emphasis added) 

Yet the proposed ordinance change would permit 95 units on those two lots with the changes to TR-U2 zoning 

(60 on the lot with the existing building, 35 on the vacant lot), based on the number of units allowed and the 

reduced minimum lot size per unit. That would be a density of 103 du/acre, in the midst of a street with a density 

of 9.74 du/acre. Merry St is 1/2 a block long, ending at the RR tracks. 95 cars could be added to a 1/2 block 

long street that provides access to 21 dwelling units. 

As many neighbors pointed out in the Comprehensive Plan process, this is a location that has flooded in the past, 

and is very likely to flood in the future. Building a sustainable and resilient city has a great deal to do with 

common sense planning in a time of climate change. 

Respectfully, 

1 



Anne Walker 

Attachments: C:WUsersWanneWAppDataWLocalWTempWWPM$0EEH.PM$ 

C:WUsersWanneWAppDataWLocalWTempWWPM$12XW.PM$ 

------- End of forwarded message -------
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Veldran, Lisa 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Linda <lehnertz.l@att.net> 
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 5:31 PM 
Stouder, Heather; Veldran, Lisa 
FW: comment letter attached for tonight's meeting on zoning changes 
CC comment letter Legistar 63902 3.30.21.pdf 

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments. 

I will be talking about this tonight. I expect my comments to be added to the Legistar record . 

From: Linda [mailto:lehnertz.l@att.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 202112:34 PM 
To: 'allalders@cityofmadison.com' <allalders@cityofmadison.com> 
Subject: comment letter attached for tonight's meeting on zoning changes 
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Common Council 
Meeting of March 30, 2021 
Agenda #8, Legistar #63902 

In a Cap Times op-ed piece dated March 25, 2021, the Mayor made certain claims. Those claims are 
worth further exploration. 
https://madiso·n.com/ct/opinion/column/satya-rhodes-conway-madison-needs-more-housing-our-zoning­
should-support-that-goal/article 037a0075-b157-5334-8b70-842f62008e53.html 

"The proposed changes would make it easier to develop housing in most multi-family residential and 
mixed-use zoning districts across the city by standardizing the permit review process for projects that 
meet basic requirements. Madison's zoning code has historically provided for discretionary review of 
nearly all multi-family development by the city's Plan Commission, and t.he proposed changes would allow 
more housing to be developed through a standard review process if it meets code requirements, which is 
more consistent with how many single-family and commercial development proposals are reviewed." 

• The current zoning code does provide a standardized review process for multi-family 
development. In the mixed-use districts a building that does not exceeding a specified floor area 
and height can be developed "by-right." Floor area and/or height can be exceeded with CU 
approval. The proposed ordinance would increase those "by-right" thresholds. Since developers 
regularly seek to build beyond the by-right thresholds, as it is more profitable, will increasing the 
thresholds decrease CU requests? Or, will the higher thresholds lead to just as many CU 
requests, but for even larger projects? 

• Unlike the mixed-use districts, single-family districts do NOT have ways to increase height 
through the CU process. Thus, trying to compare mixed-use to single-family is inapposite. As to 
commercial, the CC district has 445 parcels and the mixed-use districts have 1,254. Since 2019, 
there have been 4 CU requests in the CC district and 19 in the mixed-use districts for a size 
greater than what is allowed by-right. Or, . 9% of CC zoned properties made a CU request for a 
greater size as compared to 1.5% of mixed-use properties. 

"The current discretionary review process can add additional cost and uncertainty to projects, which can 
be a barrier to housing development." 

• Since developers from outside of Wisconsin (including IL, MN, GA, TN, NY) are willing to come to 
Madison for development projects in the mixed-use districts, if would seem that there is not 
enough uncertainty to create a barrier. 

• Additional costs have not been specified. As one commenter to the Plan Commission said, the 
proposals would allow developers to lock in land purchases and interest rates. How significant is 
a 7 week delay for Plan Commission approval after all the months spent to develop a project? 

• Delay caused by Plan Commission review will still happen even if these changes are made. Not 
one of the mixed-use projects approved by the Plan Commission since 2019 would escape Plan 
Commission review as a result of the ordinance changes. If demolition is changed to be by-right, 
then perhaps 3 of the 18 projects could have been by-right development. The other projects had 
requests for zoning changes and/or CU requests including outdoor recreation, excess height, 
parking reduction, counseling organization, outdoor eating, vehicle window, private parking 
facility, and rear yard abutting residential that was not the 45 degree angle. 

"The proposed zoning changes ... also allow for densities called for in the city's comprehensive plan and 
allow for more housing to be incorporated into developing and redeveloping parts of the city." "I want to 
be clear that the density changes here are very modest and are already included in our comprehensive 
plan." 

• The Comprehensive Plan does not use zoning districts. For example, some TSS zoned properties 
are in an area the Comprehensive Plan calls "Neighborhood Mixed-Use" others are in "Community 
Mixed-Use." NMU is 70 du/acre or less, the CMU is 130 du/acre or less. Yet version 1 of this 



proposed ordinance would allow a density of 124 du/acre (or more, if a mixed-use building), 
disregarding the Comprehensive Plan's designation of NMU at 70 or less du/acre. 

• The densities being claimed as authorized by the Comprehensive Plan are densities for purely 
residential buildings. Mixed-use buildings do not require a minimum amount of lot size per unit, 
thus mixed-use buildings almost always get built instead of purely residential buildings. For 
example, take 704 Williamson, 53 units on .36 acres for a density of 147 du/acre. _As a purely 
residential building, it would have been limited to 31 units currently, or 45 units under the 
proposed ordinance. 

• This focus on density is at odds with the Comprehensive Plan, which focused on building form in 
mixed-use districts. "The general density range is intentionally broad for most categories 
because building form, not density, should be the primary consideration when determining 
whether a building fits appropriately within a given neighborhood, district, or corridor." (CP, page 
17) In NMX, TSS and CC-T, limits on building size are being removed, allowing for a building of 
any size without regard to how it fits into its surroundings. (Building floor area maximums 
remain for MXC and CC.) · 

• "The range of nonresidential uses and the development density of both residential and non­
residential uses in mixed-use categories will vary depending on the size of the district and the 
type and intensity of the surrounding development." (CP, page 22) Yet the proposed ordinance 
would ignore those differences. 

• The density changes may be modest for some residential districts (not TR-U2), but they are not 
modest for mixed-use districts. 

"Housing is becoming increasingly unaffordable in Madison." "[O]ur affordability issues are still largely 
driven by a mismatch between supply and demand." "If we want a city that is inclusive and affordable, 
our zoning and permit processes need to align with that." 

• The Comprehensive Plan projected an additional 40,000 households between 2015 and 2040 
(page 3). From 2016 through 2020, building permits were issued for 9,682 new housing units, or 
for 24% of the need anticipated by the Comprehensive Plan. Of course, household growth may 
have been faster than anticipated, or the units addressed a historic backlog. But, the 10% 
increase in housing units since 2015 (106,827 to 116,509) has not resulted in more affordable 
rents, so the question is how will this ordinance change, one that is focused on adding more 
units, result in more affordable rents? What has been built in mixed-use districts is largely luxury 
housing. 

• If this ordinance would truly make rents more affordable, why aren't the advocates of affordable 
housing stepping up to praise the changes? The Executive Director, Housing Initiatives, Inc. 
requested a pause in the process for further analysis. 

"Our comprehensive plan and numerous other plans have called for these densities and more 
housing." 

• 

• 

• 

The Comprehensive Plan does not call for more density. As noted above, it is building form that · 
matters. 
The Comprehensive Plan does call for more housing. But it does NOT call for denser areas to be 
made denser. Rather, it calls for Growth Priority Areas (corridors and Activity Centers) "where 
the city should accommodate much of the anticipated 40,000 new housing units and 37,000 new 
jobs that it will see by 2040." (CP, page 14) 
"Redevelopment should be integrated into corridors and established and transitioning Activity 
Centers identified on the Growth Priority Areas map, consistent with this Plan and adopted sub­
area plans." (CP, page 39) The proposed ordinance does not focus on corridors and Activity 
Centers. While there is overlap between areas designated for growth in the Comprehensive Plan 
and this proposed ordinance, there are major mismatches. For example: 

The east side of S. Park from W Washington to Cedar is zoned TSS and CC-T (with one PD). 
The proposed ordinance would greatly increase intensity despite the GFLU map having this 
area as neighborhood mixed use (density of 70 du/acre of less). 
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The same thing would happen on Atwood, also neighborhood mixed use on the GFLU map, 
and which is not even designated a growth corridor. And Schenk's Corners was specifically 
reduced from community mixed-use to neighborhood mixed-use on the GFLU map, yet the 
proposed ordinance would greatly increase intensity. 
The same thing could happen on Williamson. Williamso'n was specifically removed as a 
growth "corridor" during the Comprehensive Plan process (as were portions of the 
Monroe/Regent corridor). 
Cottage Grove Road, a growth corridor, was primarily designated as neighborhood mixed-use 
on the GFLU map. The zoning in those areas varies between NMX, CC-T, and CC, leading to 
a range of densities and intensities, most of which are inconsistent with the GFLU 
neighborhood mixed-use designation. 
As can be seen on page 42 of the staff presentation, there is little effect on transitioning 
Activity Centers and Future Activity Centers. (Where there is an effect, such as north 
Madison shopping centers, more than just density increases are needed to create "complete 
neighborhoods.") Mineral Point and Odana, designated growth corridors, remain largely 
unaffected by the changes. 

"We need to diversify and expand housing choices for everybody in Madison and these zoning changes 
are important to enable the diverse housing options that we want." (This comment was made in the 
City's news update of January 28, 2021.) 

• "Missing middle housing is compatible in scale with most single-family residential areas, and can 
help meet the growing demand for urban living." (CP, page 49) The SR-Vl and TR-V2 increases 
are compatible with single family housing. 

• It is questionable whether diverse housing options will increase. The residential zonings with the 
number of units proposed to be increased (SR-Vl, SR-V2, TR-V2,. TR-Ul, TR-U2) total to 1,945 
acres. But not all of this acreage is available for redevelopment or additions to existing housing. 
The acreage for SR-Vl drops by over 1/3 when non-developable property is removed (e.g., 
condos, parcels with 8 or more units, parks, stortnwater). TR-V2 drops from 121 acres to 30 
acres. So how much of the land is really available to add housing units? Are single family 
owners going to want to expand to a 2-family (about 22% of the TR-V2 parcels available for 
growth are single family homes)? Is the potential housing growth in areas where growth is 
desired? Is it a good idea to take relatively affordable 8-unit apartment buildings on Sunny 
Meade and Raymond and allow them to be redeveloped at 12 units? 

"We have the same barrier in Madison that we see all over the country - that we require more steps in 
the permit process for multifamily housing than we do for other types of development. Requirements like 
these frequently popped up in zoning codes decades ago, after the racist practice of redlining was 
abolished." 

• No, the steps in the permit process were decided as part of the zoning code rewrite, effective 
1/2/2013. The decision was made to focus on building form: 
"The form-based approach is generally more flexible in terms of uses, but more prescriptive in 
terms of building scale, massing and design elements. It therefore requires a high level of 
understanding of the existing or desired built environment, which is depicted through detailed 
graphic standards and accompanying text. These characteristics all make it more appropriate for 
districts and corridors where a high level of design review is desired - for example, downtown 
and neighborhood centers, major entry corridors and gateways into the city, waterfront districts, 
and areas that are evolving to become mixed-use centers. By the same token, the form-based 
approach is less effective in stable residential neighborhoods, unless context-specific design 
standards are desired in those districts." 
http://leqistar.cityofmadison.com/attachments/f7f9a 14c-6169-4c81-8f9f-c09137a337e9. pdf 
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"I believe our need to maintain 'an affordable, accessible community in the face of growth pressures is 
important enough to try this." 

• The issue is more of how to create an affordable, accessi.ble community. Allowing developers to 
create bigger and denser buildings over the past 5 or so years has not increased either 
affordability or inclusiveness. Or, as said in the Comprehensive Plan: "Much of the recent 
redevelopment in and around downtown has been focused on high-end residential units." (CP, 
page 40) 

• What if there are unfortunate consequences as a result of this broad-brush approach, like the 
demolition and reconstruction of relatively affordable housing (e.g., Raymond Road, where the 
assessed value does not preclude redevelopment)? What if state law would basically preclude 
the Plan Commission from denying a conditional use for extra height in the mixed-use districts? 
(Developers are being given an allowed density and building size is being removed, so it could be 
argued that there is no such thing as a too big building - and if too wide isn't a problem, how 
can additional height be denied?) 

• If passed and unfortunate consequences arise, any change back to lower densities would count 
as downzoning under state law and require a 2/3 Council vote. 

"I've heard a concern that increasing densities can help drive up prices and gentrify a neighborhood." 
• The comments I have heard are: (1) that some relatively affordable housing could be profitable 

enough to redevelop at the increased densities (for increased rent); and (2) what is older and 
more affordable in any given neighborhood could be quickly snatched up by developers, taking 
away the potential for not-for-profit developers to make use of that property in the future. 

"I've also heard concerns about allowing residential buildings along arterials without ground floor retail. A 
few years ago, I would have shared that concern." 

• "However, special attention should be paid to maintaining commercial street frontages along 
mixed-use streets without creating residential "gaps" along streets that otherwise have 
commercial tenants at ground level." (CP, page 22) 

"Finally, I recognize a concern that this may reduce the influence some neighborhoods have on 
development proposals." Or, as the Mayor said in her comments to the Plan Commission on March 22: 
"How much involvement there is from neighborhoods is dependent highly on geography, its dependent 
on who the Alder is, and frankly I think that it is really inequitable right now. Now that isn't to say that 
we don't want to listen to our neighborhoods and we don't want input, but it is to say that we need to 
balance our need to maintain affordable accessible community in the face of growth pressures with input 
from neighborhoods." 

• Inequitable? No. What would be inequitable is to silence the voice of those communities before 
they ever feel a need to speak up. The isthmus has seen lots of redevelopment and seen the 
impact of those changes. Thus, neighbors know the importance of voicing concerns and do so. 
other areas have not had development or redevelopment pressures and have not had a need to 
speak. Once they see the impact on their own neighborhood, they should be able to have a 
voice. An example is District 18, where there is little development and little neighborhood voice 
(except to Parks on Warner issues). When the Raemisch farm replat arose, a lot of neighbors 
exercised their voices on the issue, either through written comments or testimony. They may 
well be interested in doing so for redevelopment projects. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Linda Lehnertz 

4 














































































	63902 attached to file.pdf
	033021 CC Mtg_Emails 63902
	20210331124416288

	add to attachments 63902



