
VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
13600 Juneau Boulevard

Elm Grove, WI  53122

BUILDING BOARD 
Tuesday, November 1, 2016  *  5:30 PM  *  Park View Room

AGENDA

Adjournment

Review and act on meeting minutes dated 10/18/16.

BB101816dm.pdf

Item 3. Review and act on a request by Edward and Amy Zosel, 2075 Elm Tree 
Court, for a new home.

2075 Elm Tree Court Grading Plan 10.27.16.pdf

Harrigan-20161020-2075 Elm Tree Court Redevelopment Plan Review.pdf

La Bella Building PLANS 10.7.16.pdf

Landscaping Plan 9.7.16.pdf

Other Business

Adjournment

Any person who has a qualifying disability as defined by the Americans with Disabilities Act who 
requires that the meeting or materials for the meeting has to be in an accessible location or format 
must contact the Village Clerk, Mary S. Stredni, at 262 -782-6700 or 13600 Juneau Boulevard by 3:00 PM 
Friday prior to the meeting so that any necessary arrangements can be made to accommodate your 
request.

NOTICE:  It is possible that members of, and possibly a quorum of, other governmental bodies of the 
Village may be in attendance at the above stated meeting to gather information.  No action will be 
taken by any governmental body at the above stated meeting other than the governmental body 

specifically referred to in the above notice

1.

2.

Documents:

3.

Documents:

4.

5.

http://www.elmgrovewi.org/2f2b427d-7950-47f3-84a1-6ef01b4c53d7
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DISCLAIMER – THE FOLLOWING ARE DRAFT MINUTES FROM THE BUILDING 
BOARD AND ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE UPON APPROVAL FROM THE 

BUILDING BOARD

BUILDING BOARD 
MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, October 18, 2016

Meeting was called to order at 5:31 p.m. by Mr. Olson.

1. Roll Call.
Present: Mr. Olson, Mr. Liechty, Mr. Matola, Mr. Schoenecker, Mr. Domaszek, Ms.
Steindorf, and Mr. Janusz.
Absent:  Mr. Wollersheim (excused).
Also Present:  Mr. Harrigan, Ms. Nelson, Applicants.

2. Review and act on meeting minutes dated October 4, 2016.
Mr. Liechty stated that on page one, item three, paragraph four, the first sentence
should read “Mr. Liechty asked if the basement egress would be finished flush at grade
level.”

Mr. Liechty stated that on page two, item four, paragraph nine, the word “of” should be
changed to “on” and Mr. Schoenecker stated that the phrase “of the submitted plans”
should be inserted so that it reads “… the third page of the submitted plans…”.  

Mr. Liechty stated that on page three, item six, third paragraph, “Ms. Larson” should be
changed to “Mrs. Larson.”  

Mr. Matola stated that adjournment should be changed to item number 9.

Mr. Matola motioned and Mr. Schoenecker seconded to approve the meeting minutes
as amended.  Motion carried 6-0.

3.   Consideration,   public   hearing,   and   action   on   a   fence   variance   request   by
Joseph and Joni McDevitt at 15150 Irene Court.
Joseph and Joni McDevitt were present before the board.

Mr. Olson opened the public hearing at 5:35 p.m.

Mr. Olson stated that the board has received two letters in opposition to the fence from
neighboring properties.

Mr. McDevitt stated that the letters are actually from the same developer. He stated
that the developer is an absentee landlord and his property is very ill-kempt. In the
winter, they have a direct view from their patio into the pool house of that neighboring
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property. The pool house is a mess and has wildlife living in it and they would like
something to block that view. Mr. McDevitt said that they had looked into alternative
screening methods but arborvitae will not grow in that area.  

Mr. Schoenecker asked if the fence will be 70 feet in length from the north property line.
Mr. McDevitt said yes.

Mr. Olson closed the public hearing at 5:39 p.m.

Ms. Steindorf joined the meeting at 5:40 p.m.

Mr. Matola stated that although he is generally opposed to fences, he does see the
need for a fence in this situation.

Mr. Schoenecker voiced concern that there may be access issues for maintenance if
the fence is located only two feet off the property line. Mr. Liechty agreed but stated
that the fence is the best option in that location since arborvitae will not grow in that
area and the goal is two block the view of the neighboring pool house and equipment
that is left out all year.  

Mr. Domaszek stated that the board should also take into consideration that this fence
will act as a barrier between a single family property and a multi-family property.  

Mr. Matola asked if the applicant would be willing to move the fence so that it is located
three feet from the property line, instead of two. Mr. McDevitt stated that he would
prefer to keep it at two feet since that part of the property slopes down and the fence
would not block as much of the view if it was moved to three feet.

Mr. Schoenecker asked if the western red cedar would be natural or stained. Mr.
McDevitt stated he would be leaving it natural.  

Mr. Domaszek motioned and Mr. Schoenecker seconded to approve the plans as
submitted.  Motion carried 7-0.

4.  Review  and  act  on  a  request  by  Tadeo  Balderrama  at  920  Katherine  Drive  for  a
building alteration.
Mr. Balderrama was present before the board.

Mr. Balderrama stated that the reason they wish to remove the window is to create
privacy and to have the option to put in a fireplace in the future.  

Mr. Matola asked if the new siding will be consistent with the existing siding. Mr.
Balderrama said yes.  
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Mr. Schoenecker asked for clarification on the submitted plans as to whether another
window was being removed. Mr. Balderrama stated that only one window is going to be
removed.

Mr. Liechty motioned and Mr. Matola seconded to approve the plans as submitted.
Motion carried 7-0.

5.  Review  and  act  on  a  request  by  Daniel  and  Judy  Quigley  at  15030  Westover
road for a building alteration.
Dan Johnson, the builder, was present before the board.

Mr. Liechty asked if the opening was expanding to the West only. Mr. Johnson said
yes.

Mr. Liechty asked for clarification on the dimensions on the submitted plans and asked if
there would be enough space for an 18” shutter. Mr. Johnson stated that the shutters
would be narrower and stated that they can be eliminated since they will not be the
same size as the other shutters on the home. 

Mr. Liechty asked if the trim color is the same as the rest of the house. Mr. Johnson
said yes.

Mr. Liechty asked if the window will have divided lites.  Mr. Johnson said yes.

Mr. Liechty motioned and Mr. Schoenecker seconded to approve plans with the
modification that the shutters will be eliminated and with the notation that the window
will have divided lites.  Motion carried 7-0.

Mr. Domaszek recused himself from the meeting at 5:54 p.m.

6.  Review  and  act  on  a  request  by  Linda  and  Ben  Bolton  at  13700  Watertown
Plank Road for a monument property entrance feature.
Linda and Ben Bolton were present before the board.

Mr. Liechty asked how far back from the pathway the monument would be located. Ms.
Bolton said about five feet back and said she wanted it far enough back so that it would
not be knocked over by the snow plows. She stated it would be incorporated with the
landscaping.

Mr. Liechty asked if there will be any power to the monument. Ms. Bolton stated that
they will not have any power but may install a small solar light above the house
numbers.  

Mr. Liechty asked if the brick would match the home.  Ms. Bolton said yes.
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Mr. Liechty motioned to approve the plans with the notation that the monument will be
located five feet off the walking path.  Mr. Schoenecker seconded.

Mr. Matola asked if they would need to resubmit plans. Mr. Harrigan said no, that the
notation will be made on the survey.  

Motion carried 6-0.

Mr. Domaszek rejoined the meeting at 5:57 p.m.

7.  Review  and  act  on  a  request  by  John  and  Mary  Riemer  at  14325  Hillside  Road
for a retaining wall.
Mary Riemer was present before the board.

Mr. Olson stated that the board was not sure if a fence would be required with the
retaining wall.  Mr. Harrigan stated that the building inspector would be reviewing it.

Mr. Matola stated that the intent was to create as much usable yard space as possible
and that it appears the wall will need to be five feet at its highest point.  

Ms. Riemer stated that if they had kept the wall under four feet that they would lose a
large portion of the yard space.  

Mr. Matola stated that they may need a fence if any portion of the wall is over three feet.

Mr. Domaszek stated that an engineer would be required if the retaining wall was four
feet or higher.

Mr. Liechty asked if there was going to be new paving. Ms. Riemer said yes, that they
will be replacing the existing patio. Mr. Liechty asked about impervious surface
requirements. Mr. Harrigan stated that the applicant would need to come back when
the patio plans were finalized and they could look at the impervious surface
calculations.  

Mr. Liechty asked if the three yard drains were going to remain. Ms. Riemer stated that
she believed new drains were going to be installed. Mr. Liechty stated that the plans
indicated a swale but not a drain. Ms. Riemer stated that she and her husband were
concerned about water drainage and will clarify with the landscaper whether or not new
drains will be added.   

Mr. Matola asked for clarification on what the board would need to approve. Mr.
Domaszek stated that the board can approve a wall up to four feet in height but
anything above that would need to have an engineer design the plans.
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Ms. Riemer asked if they decided to do two tiers, would each wall have to be four feet.
Mr. Liechty said that they could have two walls at two feet each.  

Ms. Riemer asked how much space they would need to have between the two walls.
Mr. Liechty said three feet.

Mr. Olson stated that the board was just approving the aesthetics. Mr. Domaszek
stated that the ordinance states the building board also approves structural integrity.
Mr. Olson said he was not sure that the board had ever reviewed structural integrity and
that possibly they could approve it contingent on the approval of a structural engineer.

Ms. Reimer stated that she would like to go back and confer with her landscaper to see
what the options were.  

Mr. Domaszek said that the board can still vote on the submitted plans and if the
applicants do decide to change, they can resubmit to Mr. Harrigan.  

Mr. Matola motioned and Mr. Schoenecker seconded to approve plans on the condition
that any portion of the wall exceeding four feet in height will be designed by a structural
engineer and if the applicants decide to use two tiers, each wall will not exceed four
feet.  

Ms. Riemer asked to confirm that if they decide to tier the walls they do not need to
resubmit for approval.  Mr. Olson said yes.

Motion carried 7-0.

8.  Review  and  act  on  a  request  by  Richard  and  Rosalind  Wakefield  at  15240
Cascade Drive for an accessory structure (garage). 
Rosalind Wakefield was present before the board.

Ms. Wakefield presented sample colors and materials.

Mr. Domaszek and Mr. Schoenecker asked for confirmation that the siding will match
the style and color of the house.  Ms. Wakefield said yes.

Mr. Liechty and Mr. Matola voiced concerns that the covered portico roof would not
match the existing pitch of the roof of the home. Ms. Wakefield asked if an arbor
connecting the garage to the house would work better instead. Mr. Harrigan said he did
not believe that would meet the requirements that the garage have a covered
attachment to the house.  

Mr. Matola and Mr. Olson agreed that a flat roof on the portico would be preferable. Ms.
Wakefield said that would be fine.  
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Mr. Matola confirmed with Mr. Harrigan that the garage met all the village requirements.
Mr. Harrigan said yes it needs to be covered and attached to the home. A detached
garage would need a variance.  

Mr. Liechty asked if the new garage door will match the existing door. Ms. Wakefield
said yes.

Mr. Liechty asked if the lighting would be consistent with the rest of the home. Ms.
Wakefield said yes that they will match the lights on the front of the house.  

Mr. Matola motioned and Ms. Steindorf seconded to approve the plans noting that the
siding will match the existing siding on the home and that the covered portico would
have a flat roof.  Motion carried 7-0.

9. Other Business
Mr. Harrigan distributed the proposed 2017 meeting calendar to the board.

Board discussed possible dates for a Christmas party.

10. Adjournment
Mr. Schoenecker motioned and Mr. Matola seconded to adjourn the meeting. Motion
carried 7-0.

Meeting adjourned at 6:37 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Carey Nelson
Administrative Assistant
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Mr. Thomas Harrigan 

Zoning and Planning Administrator 

Village of Elm Grove 

13600 Juneau Boulevard 

Elm Grove, WI  53122-0906 

 

 

Re: 2075 Elm Tree Court 

 Redevelopment Plan Review 

Dear Mr. Harrigan: 

As requested, we have reviewed the documents submitted to the Village for the 

construction of a new single family home at 2075 Elm Tree Court.  These documents were 

submitted to meet the requirements of the Village Code.  A site visit was held before our 

review of the application to demolish the existing home on August 31, 2016 with yourself, 

Richard Paul and I in attendance.  Our findings and recommendations for various utility, 

grading, and restoration elements of the proposed new construction are as follows: 

1. The following information must be added to the Plat of Survey: 

a. Proposed garage floor elevation. 

b. Label the existing sanitary sewer main as an 8-inch diameter pipe in accordance 

with record drawing. 

c. Distances from proposed well to adjacent structures and lot lines. 

d. Direction of discharge from proposed downspouts. 

e. Proposed sanitary lateral, gas, electric and telephone utilities that will serve the 

new home. 

f. Impervious area calculations of the existing site development and as proposed. 

 

2. Sanitary Lateral: 

 

Record drawings indicate the property is served by an existing 8-inch diameter clay 

sanitary sewer located within the public right-of-way with the lateral for this property 

connected to the dead end sanitary manhole. The demolition application indicates the 

sanitary sewer lateral will be replaced with a new PVC lateral.  Since the existing lateral 

is connected to the manhole, a new lateral connection will be required.  The new lateral 
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connection may be made anywhere along the sewer main except the new lateral may not 

be directly connected to the sewer manhole or within 5 feet of the manhole structure. 

 

Per Section 232-8 of the Village Code, the existing sanitary lateral will need to be 

severed from the main and a watertight seal placed at the main connection.  The 

abandonment will need to be inspected and tested to the satisfaction of the Director of 

Public Works. 

 

The new sanitary lateral will need to be separated from the new potable well in 

accordance with WDNR Administrative Code NR812, which prescribes differing 

separation distances depending upon the pipe material used for the lateral. 

 

Cement slurry backfill will be required for excavations under the road pavement with 

pavement replacement in kind. 

 

3. Water:  The Plat of Survey shows a new well to be drilled in front of the new home. 

The existing potable well will need to be abandoned in accordance with Village Code 

Chapter 283, which references WDNR Administrative Code NR812. 

 

The new well will require a permit and needs to be constructed in accordance with 

Village Code Chapter 212, which also references WDNR Administrative Code NR812. 

 

4. If there is a delay between demolition of the existing home and construction of a new 

home, then a barrier fence should be installed around any open excavation. 

 

5. Erosion Control: 

 

The Erosion Control plan provided with the demolition application shows silt fence to 

be installed around the perimeter of the property.  The silt fence cannot be installed 

within the public right-of-way and should be moved south to the property line. 

 

A 30-foot long tracking pad consisting of 3-inch breaker run stone in the new driveway 

near the road must be added to the Erosion Control plan. 

 

If any disturbance is necessary in the public right-of-way, then temporary manufactured 

erosion log ditch checks and/or other perimeter control devices other than silt fencing 

conforming to DNR Technical Standards 1062 and/or 1071, respectively must be used 

downstream across un-stabilized ditches and swales.  This item can be addressed in the 

field by Village Staff. 
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All erosion controls must be in place prior to beginning land disturbing activities. 

 

6. Driveway Culvert: 

 

The existing driveway culvert is assumed to be left in place.  During our site visit it was 

determined that the existing culvert is in fair condition but may need to be replaced due 

to construction traffic. 

 

If the existing culvert pipe is replaced, then details of the replacement will need to be 

coordinated with Village Staff.  The Village Department of Public Works will install a 

new culvert at the property owner’s expense and complete any necessary ditch grading 

work.  If a new culvert is necessary, the applicant will need to schedule the installation 

with the Village and stake the culvert location in the field. 

 

7. Storm Drainage/Grading: 

Existing topography of the property generally slopes toward the northeast. 

 

Impervious area calculations and gross lot size were not provided with the submittal.  It 

is unknown if the proposed redevelopment plan meets building footprint and 

impervious area limitations set by Chapter 335 of the Village Code. 

 

The Plat of Survey shows the proposed driveway having slopes in excess of 14% and up 

to 20% in one location.  Driveways with slopes greater than 10% are considered steep 

and in general undesirable.  The applicant should consider revising the grading plan to 

make driveway slopes more desirable. 

 

The Plat of Survey shows the proposed sidewalk leading up to the front door having a 

slope of 20%.  Sidewalk ramps as defined by ADA are typically limited to a slope of 

8.33% (1:12). ADA accessible sidewalk runs are limited to a 5% slope unless proper 

landings are provided.  Even though revisions may not make the sidewalk ADA 

accessible, the applicant should consider revising the grading plan to make the sidewalk 

slope more desirable. 

 

Topographic contours show that storm water runoff from the southwest part of the lot is 

directed onto the neighboring property to the west.  Since the proposed redevelopment 

is likely to direct more runoff toward the neighboring property than under existing 

conditions, the grading plan must be revised to keep storm water runoff on the 

applicant’s property. 

 

The Plat of Survey shows a swale to be constructed around the south side of the 

proposed house directing storm water runoff toward the east.  The Plat of Survey also 
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shows a landscape berm will be constructed along the east property line.  The grading 

plan must be revised to show the height of the berm will be adequate to intercept the 

runoff from the swale and direct the flow to the Elm Tree Court right-of-way.  The 

berm will also need to be extended at both ends so that runoff does not flow onto the 

neighboring property.  An inlet should be provided between the two driveways to allow 

the runoff to enter the culvert rather than flow across the neighboring driveway.  

 

The Plat of Survey shows some proposed contours having slopes that are 3:1.  We 

recommend vegetated slopes be 4:1 slope or flatter to make initial restoration and future 

maintenance by the home owner easier.  Therefore, we recommend the grading plan be 

revised to provide slopes that are 4:1 or flatter when possible. 

 

8. Sump Pump Discharge:  Section 212-23 of the Village Code states all sump pumps 

discharging clear water shall discharge at least three feet out from the building. The 

preferred location of the sump discharge pipe shall be to the front of the building when 

practicable. The Plat of Survey shows a sump pump discharge directed toward the east 

lot line.  We recommend the proposed sump pump discharge line be redirected toward 

the cul-de-sac. 

 

9. House Setback:  The Plat of Survey shows the proposed new home will meet minimum 

setback requirements for front, side and rear yards for RS-1 zoning. 

 

10. House Grade: 

 

The Plat of Survey shows the first floor elevation of the new house will be at elevation 

825.8.  The first floor elevation of the new home: 

 is approximately 1.7 feet higher than the first floor elevation of the existing 

home on the lot. 

 is approximately 13.5 feet higher than the edge of pavement in the cul-de-sac. 

 is approximately level with the first floor elevation of the neighboring home to 

the west. 

 is approximately 13.5 feet higher than the first floor elevation of the 

neighboring home to the east. 

 

The first floor elevation is set at an elevation that will provide a 7 foot lower-level 

exposure on the east side of the new home. The first floor elevation may need to be 

lowered to resolve sidewalk/driveway slope and drainage issues discussed in other 

comments.  Regardless, the Building Board will need to review the house grade from an 

aesthetic point of view. 
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11. Landscaping:  A landscape plan will need to be submitted to the Village at a later date 

as required by Village Code. 

 

Based upon the above issues, we recommend the Plat of Survey and Erosion Control 

plan be revised and resubmitted before it is approved by the Village.  Please contact our office 

with any questions regarding this matter.  Thank you for allowing us to be of service to the 

Village of Elm Grove. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

RUEKERT & MIELKE, INC. 

 
Anthony D. Petersen, P.E. (WI, IA) 

Senior Project Manager 

apetersen@ruekert-mielke.com 

 

ADP:crp 

cc: David De Angelis, Village of Elm Grove 

 Richard Paul, Jr., Village of Elm Grove 

 File 

 

mailto:apetersen@ruekert-mielke.com
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