CITY OF DELAFIELD
MEETING MINUTES
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
FOCUS GROUP
Members: Ald Jackie Valde, Plan Commissioner Bob Weiler, Jonathan Kemman, John Siepmann, Gerry Holton, Ken
Beckman, David Simon, Scott Krienke, Craig Reinders
Tuesday, May 25, 2021

6:30 P.M.

City Hall, Council Chambers
500 Genesee St.

Regular Meeting
DRAFT
1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 6:34 PM.
2. Roll Call
Committee Members Present:
Ald. Jackie Valde
Plan Commissioner Bob Weiler
Jonathan Kemman

John Siepmann
Gerry Holton
Ken Beckman

David Simon
Scott Krienke
Craig Reinders

Also Present:
Amy Barrows, Planner
Mike Court, Engineer
Molly Schneider, City Clerk
3. Approve Minutes from April 27, 2021
Motion by Beckman seconded by Ald. Valde, to approve the minutes of the April 27, 2021 meeting as presented.
Motion carried.
4. Public Comments
June Sawant, 741 Mill St. - spoke against development in St. John’s Bay.
Chloe Wandschneider, 834 Mill St – Spoke regarding the origins of the City of Delafield and some of the effects of
development on the environment and questioned the representation and goals of the Economic Development
Committee. She encouraged protection of the environment.
Chris Pitzo, 805 Mill St. – spoke regarding the goals and methodology of the group. Spoke regarding the
economic impacts and ecological impact of the projects. Spoke regarding the pier project and asked the
Committee to consider the overall benefit of the project.
Lorraine Bonniwell, 761 Mill St. – spoke against St. John’s Bay pier and potential negative effects of the pier.
Beth Chelminiak, 2212 West Shore Dr. – Spoke against St. Johns Bay pier and spoke about the DNR restrictions
on the Bay and the negative ecological impacts of the pier and the negative impacts of increased traffic in the
Bay.
Julie Hollingsworth, 813 Mill St. – Echoed concern of other residents. Spoke about additional concerns about
ecological impact and DNR response to the project.
Tracy Konieczny, 801 Mill St. – agreed with others from the community.
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Trisha Vukodinovich, 801 Mill St. – Asked about whether the specific pier project was on the agenda. Barrows
explained that the committee was looking at development in the City as a whole, but was not focused on the pier
as a specific project, more looking at access from the lake to downtown and summarized the plan for the
Committee for the evening and stated that the Committee is not voting on any specific item and is only making
recommendations. Valde noted she was concerned that the pier keeps an making appearance at various
meetings and that comments were coming up in order to voice opinions before the project moves forward.
No further comments.
5. Expectations & Rules of Participation
Barrows commented on diversity of the group, asked for rules to be determined for the group.
1. Allow everyone to speak and be respectful and be succinct in comments.
2. Staying focused on task at hand and issue in front of the committee.
3. Voting – property by property versus voting as a region or section.
Discussion occurred about the process of voting and what the committee may vote on as well as the fact that the
votes will result in recommendation to the City. Barrows wants to reach a general consensus of information to
send to the City for consideration. There also was discussion about the timing of voting and whether voting should
occur as the process goes along or more towards the end of the process. The group came to a general
consensus that voting would occur later in the process in order to allow considerations of items that are discussed
as the group moves along.
6.Explanation of City’s Land Use Related Guiding Documents
Barrows explained the Comprehensive Plan and spoke about the Land Use Plan of the City. Noted the items that
are required to be addressed when making long term decisions. The City reviewed the Plan in the year 2019 and
decided to not look at it at the time, but with Census data coming in, it is a good time to look into the current Land
Use Plan. The Land Use Plan is guiding document. The Zoning code is regulatory document. Spoke about Zoning
Code, Zoning Districts, and Conditional Uses including planned developments and conservation subdivisions.
Delafield is unique regarding planned development because there is flexibility allowed in lot sizes but not much
incentive for density increase, which may discourage developers from being creative with developments that may
lead to increased conservation. If developments do not meet requirements, then there is the process of rezoning.
Rezoning/other uses– does this meet land use plan – if not must revisit plan. Downtown development plan is
older – could be revisited. Also, information about business environment in Delafield. Talked about Park and Rec
5-Year Plan and the elements being incorporated. The settlement agreements between Hartland, City of Delafield
and Town of Delafield were explained. There was an annexation of eastern parcels which requires site plan
review in Village of Hartland. Oakwood/Hwy 16 development is limited and must be joint reviewed. Traffic studies
etc. may be required for development in this area.
Holton asked if there were any other border agreements. Barrows would double check.
Siepmann asked if review requirements were a remnant of extraterritorial zoning? Barrows was not sure.
Reinders asked what powers the agreement granted over decision of the City. Barrows clarified that it shall be
subject to review for a particular property, but in other areas submitted for comment. Oakwood/Hwy 16 goes to
Hartland comment/report but city may not be bound. Nagawicka View Dairy property requires review of Village
and review/approval of Town.
Siepmann commented the agreement is unusual, but didn’t recall details. Court commented that sewer
service/water might have played a part.
7. Summary of Survey Results
Barrows explained that they were working on getting a good summary of the responses. Due to open-ended
nature of questions, it is difficult to collect and summarize. Krienke asked about the process. Barrows explained
they are trying to characterize into themes and noted there was a word cloud.
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Barrows discussed demographic summary of responses. 295 responses with complete data. 90% own home.
15% had children in the school district. Majority of respondents were 55 and older.
Simon asked if the number of responses was lower than expected. Barrows noted the majority of the responses
were driven by the post card that was sent out.
Barrows continued explaining that the majority lived in subdivision or on lake and lived in single family homes.
More variety of length of time as resident of Delafield. Close to 50/50 female to male. Discussed the variation of
the employment demographics.
The answers for strengths were explained.
Words with high usage – downtown used 118 times. Lake etc. used 86 times, restaurants, easy access, proximity,
safe, schools, rural, quaint, trails also had high usage.
Themes – quaint rural small town, downtown restaurants small business, lake, hiking, biking, walkability, single
family, safety and low crime, green space, big box stores in appropriate location.
The answers for threats were explained. Word clouds were created from answers – taxes, development,
housing/affordable housing, younger generation, pollution, multifamily, apartments overdevelopment, traffic
rentals. These items need to be analyzed more to determine what elements of these items are considered a
threat.
Barrows moved to item #8.
Barrows discussed census data collected a year or two ago, most of major employers are big box retail or
restaurants. The rest of Waukesha County, the largest employers are medical centers, medical products, and
manufacturing. Delafield has low industrial and low medical use. It was suggested industrial park locations might
fill up quickly. Beckman asked if her data showed whether people who worked in Delafield lived in Delafield.
Barrows stated she had presented this previously. Barrows explained the information was located on the website.
Barrows presented the Visual Preference results and noted that the information regarding the results was
available on the website. Simon stated he had feedback from individuals that people struggled with lack of context
of the buildings. Barrows continued to present the survey results.
Barrows moved to item #9.
8.Summary of Cost of Community Services Study
Barrows stated this study was completed, but under review. Stated an interesting item that came out of it is that
the cost of residential development is lower than typical.
There was a break taken at this time. Upon return from the break, Barrows moved back to item #7 to discuss
additional data and survey results.

9.Presentation Regarding Conservation Subdivisions (John Siepmann)
*Items provided by the presenter are attached to these minutes.
Siepmann discussed conservation subdivisions. Stated Lake Country area is possibly the largest density of
conservation subdivisions in the world. Spoke about the Washington Highlands Development in Wauwatosa.
Spoke about Hawks Nest in the Town of Delafield. The process of designing a conservation subdivision was
explained. The first step in the process is to identify resources and design around these resources. Yield plan is
next step which looks at basic density layout. The conservation plan step cuts back lot size and works in and
around the green space. Home owners have less to maintain and more to enjoy. Green space is commonly
owned and maintained. Discussed important features of conservation subdivisions.
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Holton asked for clarification regarding the Hawks Nest subdivision shown and discussed in the presentation and
what it would have to look like to be viable today. Siepmann stated lot size would be reduced and/or lot cost
would be significantly higher and additional considerations such as curb and gutter and sidewalks would not be
viable.
Siepmann stated gathering areas are an important part of the conservation subdivisions as well as recreation
trails. The importance of stormwater management was explained. Randall Arendt’s 4 step design process was
explained. Advantages of conservation subdivisions were further discussed. The challenges of conservation
developments were explained. One of the primary challenges was the process, which tends to be more drawn out
for conservation development. Siepmann noted that municipalities should consider their codes and perhaps level
the playing fields for desired development styles. Weiler asked if it was the density that needed to be codified.
Siepmann explained that it wasn’t the density, but the process that was challenging. Reinders asked if there were
communities trying to incentivize these types of developments. Incentives and conservation subdivisions in
general were discussed further.
Krienke asked if the condo development referenced was a conservation development. Siepmann explained the
ratios of open space and differences between the condo development and the conservation subdivisions in the
plans presented.
10.Deeper Dive on Mapping Exercise
-We will begin by addressing the agricultural fields in Detail Areas 5, 1 & 2 (in that order)
Stickers and corresponding comments were previously placed on the maps by Committee members. Comments
related to the respective stickers were noted and discussed.
Map 5 – NW Quadrant of the City
Sticker #92 – Business – property located adjacent to the pending Hawthorne Farms development. Barrows
explained there was no access to this property, but the proposed Siepmann development would provide access.
Developing here would be difficult at the density required in the Land Use Plan. Barrows explained the density
requirement. Discussion occurred about the property being a good location for high density development.
Additional discussion occurred regarding visibility and the effects of a higher density development on the
neighboring properties. Access issues were further discussed. Discussion occurred about the challenges of other
potential types of development. Discussion occurred about the popularity of condos. Barrows asked what style
condominiums should be considered for recommendation. Beckman stated that it wasn’t visible, so looks or
amount of units wasn’t an issue but more so to consider what would make it viable to a developer. Reinders
stated the cost of services could be a factor. Krienke suggested that the demographic of potential buyers might be
considered – maybe 4 max per building. Also maybe consider higher end, yet more affordable developments.
Holton asked if it was up to the developer to propose this to the City. Barrows explained that it was important to
consider things that would be appropriate so that the City wasn’t forced into a development that wasn’t wanted.
Kemman suggested that it was important to gather all information and consider final recommendations at the end.
Barrows asked if anyone had any objections to possible higher density, condominium style recommendation
pending final review. There were no objections. The group moved on.
Sticker #10 – Loacted in the Village of Nashotah – not for consideration.
Sticker #118 – park & Sticker #91 - condos - Gehl Property – 260 acres - Was noted that property owner had zero
intention of a park. Currently zoned Agriculture. The history of property was discussed. Barrows explained that it
was important to look at the surrounding uses of the property when considering adjustment. Court stated there
would be a need for a lift station which would be additional cost. Barrows explained that the lower density lots
typically don’t have sewer service. Siepmann noted this cost typically gets pushed on. Simon stated that
development would be highly controversial. Barrows noted that planned development can force protections of
environmental corridor. Agri hoods were discussed. No proposed changes on the property. Barrows would be
entering no change into final review.
Sicker #119 – St John’s – skipped – on different map.
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Map 1 – HWY 83/HWY 16
#109 – mixed use residential - part of Lois Jensen preserve. Fairly unbuildable.
#108 commercial or industrial & #136 – business/office/light industrial - Former David Morris Property - currently
agricultural. Adjacent to the industrial park, but some properties landlocked. Two different owners. Barrows
suggested planned mixed use might be appropriate. Siepmann said it was a good area for industrial, but how
would you transition from industrial to residential. Reinders suggested that a good transition would be high-end
offices and corporate development. Barrows suggested commercial to multifamily to single family. Discussion
occurred about the viability of industrial use in the parcel. Kemman asked about 2000 square ft. condo flex unit
being considered as industrial. Barrows suggested that a summary of mixed use would be recorded as an
appropriate use to be revisited later. Discussion continued about the various uses that could be considered.
Reinders suggested Brookfield Lakes Corporate Center as an example of the type of development to consider.
Barrows noted it wasn’t necessary to get so specific as to limit development that is not able to reflect changes in
the market. Kemman suggested a medical clinic.
11.Action Steps for Next Meeting
Think about new dates for optional meeting.

12.Adjournment
Motion by Krienke seconded by Reinders, to adjourn the meeting at 9:34 PM. Motion carried.

Respectfully Submitted,
Molly Schneider
City Clerk
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