VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
13600 Juneau Boulevard
Elm Grove, WI 53122
BOARD OF APPEALS
Tuesday, October 29, 2019 * 5:00 PM * Park View Room

AGENDA
1. Bring meeting to order and roll call
Documents:
BOA memo 10.29.19.pdf

2. Review and act on Minutes
September 24, 2019
Documents:
BA092419md.pdf

3. Consideration, hearing, and action on appeal for side yard setback - 12975
Elmwood Rd.
Documents:
12975 Elmwood Rd - Street Yard Variance.pdf
12975 Elmwood Road - Renderings.pdf

4. Consideration, hearing, and action on appeal for 13450 Brook Ave of Building
Board Decision
Documents:
Appeals Board Application.pdf
Board Response Letter.pdf
Appeals Board Application Letterhead.pdf
Existing pier 13450 BROOK AVENUE.pdf
Berens Piers LAYOUT ABUTTING PROPERTIES.pdf
IMPERVIOUS SUBMITTAL MARKUP MARCH 2018.pdf
Village examples.pdf
Neighbors approval 1.pdf
Neighbors approval 2.pdf
BB090319m -.pdf
BB091719m -.pdf
BB100119dm -.pdf

5. Convene into closed session to deliberate the above appeals
6. Reconvene into open session
7. Adjourn

6. Reconvene into open session
7. Adjourn

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.

Memo
To:

Board of Appeals

From: Thomas Harrigan, Zoning and Planning Administrator/Assistant Manager
Date: October 25, 2019
Re:

Review of Agenda for Tuesday, October 29, 2019

Item 3. Consideration, hearing, and action on a request by Richard Berens, 13450 Brook
Avenue, Elm Grove, Wisconsin appealing the decision of the Building Board to deny a request
for approval for two front entrance monument piers pursuant to §335-90.
Dr. Berens is appealing the October 1st, 2019 decision of the Village Building Board which denied his
request for two front entrance monument piers. Dr. Berens has hired Trees on the Move to complete
several landscaping projects at his home, and the monument piers are one element in the scope of
this work. Gerard Rewolinski, Sr. Landscape Architect with Trees on the Move, was unaware that
monument entrance piers require Village Building Board review and approval. Thus, the entrance
piers were constructed prior to submitting application to the Building Board. Having worked with Mr.
Rewolinski on projects that require Building Board review in the past, I notified Mr. Rewolinski of the
review requirement and he promptly responded by submitting the formal application materials. The
Building Board first reviewed the monument pier application at the September 3rd, 2019 meeting.
There was no body in attendance to represent the application at this meeting as it was thought,
monument piers are a common item reviewed by the Board which seemingly require a minimum level
of review compared to more complicated projects such as a home addition or new home construction.
At this initial meeting, the Board determined the piers do not complement the existing style of the
home, which is colonial. Rather the Board found the piers to be incompatible in color and material
selection, resembling a monument pier that might be found located within an “industrial park”. Since
there was not a representative to respond to questions from the Board, this item was tabled for the
September 17th, 2019 meeting. Mr. Rewolinski attended the September 17th, 2019 meeting as a
representative of Dr. and Mrs. Berens. Mr. Rewolinski provided a written letter which addressed every
concern the Building Board had stated at the September 3rd meeting. It was made clear that the home
owners wished to keep the monument piers as constructed as they were pleased with the finished
product. Again, the Board stated concerns regarding the style of the piers and suggested that a subcommittee of the Building Board could be convened to discuss the pier design in detail and perhaps
generate an alternative option. Again, the item was tabled at the request of Mr. Rewolinski. After this
meeting I spoke with Dr. Berens and suggested he consider utilizing the Building Board subcommittee to discuss alternative options for the piers. Dr. Berens indicated he had no interest in
convening the sub-committee as he wished the Building Board would take a formal vote on the piers
as originally submitted. At the October 1st, 2019 Building Board meeting, the Board voted to deny the
monument pier application as the scale of the monument pier materials (brick blocks) does not match
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the house; the white beige of the monument piers is inconsistent with the white of the home as is the
red tone of the brick.
Monument piers are classified as structures and are governed by the same ordinance regulations as
retaining walls, §335-88D(8)(h):
“Definition. For purpose of this section, a retaining wall or like structure is one used for a
gardening, screening, stabilizing, ornamental, drainage, decorative or landmark
purpose. Included in this definition are monuments, columns and other similar
property entrance features. For retaining walls, "height" is defined as the vertically
exposed surface area of the wall.”
Please see the enclosed monument pier application materials, and appeals documents enclosed for
review.
Item 4. Consideration, hearing, and action on a request by Susan Baumann, 12975 Elmwood
Road, Elm Grove, Wisconsin requesting a variance from §335-19F(1-2) and §335-88D(8)(c)[4]
to allow for a street-yard setback of 11.19 feet from the northern lot line and a side-yard
setback of 13.4 feet from the eastern lot line to construct a shed.
Ms. Baumann is requesting approval of a variance in order to construct a shed within the required
street yard setback of Elmwood Road. Located within the Rs-3 Single-family Zoning District, 12975
Elmwood Road has a required street yard setback of 50’. This property is classified as a double
frontage lot as it is located on the corner of Elmwood Road and Crescent Drive. Therefore the property
is required to comply with two street yard setbacks of 50’. Ms. Baumann is requesting the footprint of
the proposed shed be located 11.19’ from the northern property boundary on Elmwood Road and 13.4’
from the eastern property boundary (side yard). The proposed shed has not been reviewed by the
Village Building Board. Please see the enclosed Variance application materials for review.
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VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
BOARD OF APPEALS
Tuesday, September 24, 2019 * 5:00 p.m.

DISCLAIMER – THE FOLLOWING ARE DRAFT MINUTES
AND ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE UPON APPROVAL
OF THE BOARD OF APPEALS
Present:

Barry Book Chairman, John Finerty, John Allen, Doug Jacobson, and Lorenz.
Giampietro and Puchner excused.
Village Clerk Mary Stredni, Zoning/Planning Administrator Tom Harrigan, and Assistant Village
Attorney Chris Koehnke.

1.

Roll Call
Chairman Book brought the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. Mary Stredni took the roll.

2.

Minutes
Finerty and Lorenz moved and seconded to approve the August 7, 2019 minutes. Motion carried.

3.

Consideration, hearing, and action on request for appeal for Ordinance Interpretation and Administrative
Decision – 1760 Wedgewood Drive E
Mary S. Stredni swore in Marlin Chu, Andy Marini, Carol Delind, Thomas Harrigan, and David De Angelis.
Ms. Chu testified that on 7-24-19 she had her driveway excavated; 7-25-19 Richard Paul Jr., Public Works
Director, advised her that a permit was needed and that the driveway opening must be at least three feet
from the lot line. 7-26-19 Completed the application. First heard about a three foot setback for the entire
length of the driveway from neighbor, Ms. Delind. After stating several times that the three foot setback
only applied to the opening of the driveway, Richard Paul Jr. retracted the statement and said that the
entire length of the driveway must be three feet away from the lot line. The current driveway was
approved by the inspector without the three foot setback.
Opined that the ordinance is not clear and states only that the opening of the driveway must be three feet
from the lot line. Wants to replace the driveway on its existing footprint.
Jacobson verified that the provided drawing is of the original driveway.
Finerty verified that Ms. Chu is replacing the existing driveway in the same footprint. Asked how old the
existing driveway is. Ms. Chu not sure.
Harrigan testified that a portion of the driveway may be encroaching partially into the neighbor’s
property.
Allen stated that after driving by the property believes that only a small portion of the driveway is actually
less than three feet off the lot line.
De Angelis testified that it is unfortunate that the Public Works Director gave incorrect information in the
beginning. Driveway application review is done by the Public Works Director and then the Plan
Department. The purpose of including the three foot language in the Ordinance is because property
owners were objecting to a large flare at the end of driveways. A driveway must be three feet off the lot
line so it does not encroach on a neighbor’s lot. The Ordinance implies that the three feet applies to the
entire driveway.
Lorenz asked Ms. Chu what the hardship would be if she could not use the existing footprint of the
driveway. Ms. Chu stated that it would be difficult to landscape any portion not used as the driveway and
she wants to improve the look of the outside of her property.
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Carol Delind – 1740 Wedgewood Drive E – testified that she called Richard Paul, Jr., Public Works Director,
when the driveway was excavated. She believes that the driveway at one point is over her lot line by
seven inches since it was put in and this seemed like a good time to correct that. Provided photos
showing the portion of the driveway near the garage. Had a survey done for her lot which showed the
driveway over her lot line. Testified that she does not agree with Ms. Chu’s statement in her letter that
states ‘she does not intend to clear any of the wild plants on her side of the yard’. Stated that she did not
say that. Also testified that she does not agree with July 25, 2019 email from Ms. Chu to Thomas Harrigan
“My neighbor has told me that she believes the entire driveway needs to be 3 feet from all lot lines”
Delind testified she did not say that.
Lorenz clarified that Delind has a Certified Survey Map. She stated that she does, but does not know
where it is. She does believe there is a stake in the back. Jacobson asked Delind if her original thought
was that this was a good time to correct the driveway portion which goes over the lot line and that was
her objective. Delind stated yes.
As there was no more testimony, Chairman Book closed this portion of the hearing.
4.

Consideration, hearing, and action on request for variance – 1300 Victoria Circle S
Mary S. Stredni swore in Christian Walters, Thomas Harrigan, and David De Angelis.
Walters testified that he is requesting a variance for a street yard setback requirement of 50 feet for a
shed. Wishes to place a shed eight feet from the street yard setback. He obtained written permission
from five adjoining neighbors. His property slopes down to the north significantly and there is an existing
retaining wall in the back yard, which prevents placing a shed to the rear of the property. There is very
little flat area in the back yard in which to place the shed and placing in the back yard would create a
problem with accessibility. Will plant more evergreen landscaping around the shed to shield from the
street.
De Angelis testified that there is an issue as there is a retaining wall running through the back yard.
As there was no more testimony, Chairman Book closed this portion of the hearing.

5.

Consideration, hearing, and action on appeal of Building Board decision for a fence at 1045 Circle Drive
Mary S. Stredni swore in Sherri Radke, Thomas Harrigan, David De Angelis, John Domaszek, Brad and Amy
Fryjoff, Mike Trotta, Debrah Vander Heiden, Julie Hosley, Andreas Klotz, Markos Ramirez, Tom Blanchard,
Matthew Wilhelm, and Danny Wilhelm.
On August 6, 2019 the Elm Grove Building Board approved a 6 foot, solid fence on the property of 1045
Circle Drive, from the back lot line to 20 feet from the front lot line on the west portion of the property,
between 1045 Circle Drive and 1125 Circle Drive. Ms. Radke, owner of 1125 Circle Drive is appealing that
decision.
Ms. Radke testified that she had no advance notice of a fence going up. It obstructs her view of the pond,
because it goes along her entire lot line she is very much affected by the fence. Believes it sets a
precedent for this type of fence. There are a lot of arborvitae along the property line which provide
privacy. Believes that the fence creates a safety issue on Circle Drive and will negatively impact property
values. Not opposed to a fence that abides by the zoning and design guidelines, which would be a four
foot – 50% open fence, limited to the length of the rear of the home.
John Domaszek, Chair of Building Board, spoke. Opined that as a procedure, Ms. Radke has no appeal
right of the Building Board decision. She is not an aggrieved party; her letter was provided to the Building
Board and taken into consideration. The Building Board approved the fence as a privacy fence; a lot of
thought was put into the decision. Six feet is standard and the type has been approved before in the
Village. Reviewed facts as to why in his opinion this was a different situation for a fence of this type.

S:\Committees\Board of Appeals\Agenda and Minutes 2019\BA092419md.docx

Chairman Book inquired as to was there an admission of the property owner to not build the fence when
the decision was under appeal. Domaszek stated that he did not see any chance the Building Board
decision would be overturned. Fryjoff’s felt once the fence was approved they were anxious to have it
built.
Allen asked Domaszek if the Building Board would have approved this fence if not for the special situation.
Domaszek opined he did not know, but fences like this have been approved in the past.
Lorenz verified that Evan Radke, Ms. Radke’s son, has not been convicted. Public record shows that he
has been charged, but not convicted.
Jacobson asked Village Attorney Koehnke if the applicant has the right to appeal the Building Board
decision. Attorney Koehnke stated that yes she does have the right to appeal. Domaszek stated that in
his opinion there is no standing for an appeal.
Allen verified that there is a trial date set for October 28, 2018 for Evan Radke and it was clarified that he
is living temporarily at 1125 Circle Drive.
Domaszek stated that there has been activity in the past by Evan Radke according to the Elm Grove Police
Department. All of the perceived activities were taken into consideration by the Building Board.
Ms. Radke stated that in regard to photos taken by neighbor of her son, he was cutting branches that she
had asked him to cut.
De Angelis pointed out that fences of this type have been approved in the past, but they typically end at
the house and he was not familiar with any that go so far to the front lot line. Chairman Book asked if the
Building Board went through a rigorous process. De Angelis stated that yes it did.
Attorney Koehnke asked Domaszek what the basis was to approve the fence to go 20 feet from the front
property line rather than ending at the rear of the house. Domaszek stated that the Building Board came
to the conclusion that for privacy the fence should go to 20 feet from the front property line. Attorney
Koehnke asked if the fence was constructed properly. Domaszek stated he was not sure.
Brad Fryjoff, owner of 1045 Circle Drive testified that he did not want to build a fence, but opined that he
and his children could not use their yard because he believes Mr. Radke is watching his children. They
have a right to use their yard without feeling as they are being watched or afraid of a neighbor.
Jacobson asked if Fryjoff understood that the fence could not go up because of the appeal. Fryjoff stated
that he believed he could put the fence up right away. Harrigan testified that the permit was issued, but
Fryjoff was informed that he risked having to take the fence down depending on the decision by the
Board of Appeals.
Mike Trotta – 1040 Circle Dr. stated that he had no objection to the fence.
Debrah Vander Heiden – 975 Brinsmere Dr. referred to the letter provided by James Vander Heiden; does
not believe that the fence was erected as approved by the Building Board. Would prefer no fence; opined
that the arborvitaes provided enough screening. Would prefer that the fence be four feet high and 50%
open.
Amy Fryjoff – 1045 Circle Drive Stated that her children are typically outside all of the time and testified
that she felt that as parents they had to teach their children to come into the house if Mr. Radke is
outside. Need the fence to go as far as it does because her children play basketball in the front area and
she feels there needs to be a screen. Testified that her belief is they are being watched by Mr. Radke.
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Julie Hosley – 950 Brinsmere Dr. stated that she shares a lot line with Radke’s. Her concern is that she
feels spied upon by Mr. Radke. Regardless of what happens in court, she has also felt uncomfortable with
him living there.
Andreas Klotz – 1100 Circle Drive Has spoken with Mrs. Radke in regard to how some of the neighbors
feel. It is very much an emotional issue.
Matthew Wilhelm – 14100 Oakdale Drive Testified that he is also concerned with privacy and with Mr.
Radke’s behavior in the past.
Markos Ramirez – 955 Brinsmere Can see the fence from property, but is in favor of it. Opined Mr.
Radke’s behavior has been a problem for a while.
Tom Blanchard – 905 Kurtis Dr. Drives by the fence every day and does not feel that it impedes traffic in
any way. Stated belief that Building Board did due process.
Danny Wilhelm – 14100 Oakdale Drive Stated that the fence blends in with the neighborhood and does
not impede traffic.
Sherri Radke testified that it was difficult to be before the Board of Review. Her neighbors have been
ignoring her. If anyone had asked she would have said she tried to find another place for her son to live.
Opined that he is not dangerous and that the neighbors have already convicted him even though he has
not yet gone to trial and the fence is already up. Stated that once the trial is over, Evan Radke will no
longer be living there.
Chairman Book closed the testimony.
6.

Convene into closed session
By roll call vote at 6:47 p.m. the Board convened into closed session pursuant to Wis. Stats. §19.85(1)(a)
to deliberate the above referenced quasi-judicial hearings.

7.

Reconvene into open session
The Board reconvened into open session at 7:07 p.m. Chairman Book stated that:
1760 Wedgewood Drive E – appeal regarding the administrative decision the request is granted. The
driveway can be replaced in the current footprint and the driveway will not go over the lot line.
1300 Victoria Circle S – the Board voted 3-2 in favor of the variance for the shed.
1045 Circle Drive fence – the Board concluded that there was not sufficient evidence to overrule the
Building Board decision therefore the appeal is denied. As far as technical compliance for the fence that is
up to the Building Inspector.

8.

Adjourn
At 7:10 p.m. Lorenz and Jacobson moved and seconded to adjourn. Motion carried.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary S. Stredni
Village Clerk
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More than just trees…

we’re your complete landscaping service!

September 13, 2019

Mr. Tom Harrigan
Zoning & Planning Administrator
Assistant to the Village Manager
Village of Elm Grove
13600 Juneau Blvd.
Elm Grove, WI 53122
RE: Berens Residence Pier Approval

Dear Mr. Harrigan,
We recently submitted an Accessory Structure Permit to the Building Board for review and approval for
two (2) entry piers at the Berens Residence, located at 13400 Brook Ave. Our request for approval was
tabled by the Board at the September 3rd meeting. I thank you for sharing their concerns with us as
indicated in your recent email dated September 5, 2019. The intent of this letter is to offer our response
to each of their concerns. See our responses below.
•

The style and design of the monument piers do not complement the style of the home. They would have
preferred to see all red brick.
The white/tan and red hues of the piers were chosen to reflect both the home's siding, window
sills, mortar & brick colors.

•

The actual scale and size of the bricks used in the piers is different from that of the brick used on the
home (the monument brick is smooth face with no joint).
The scale and size of the pier materials is proportionate with the house materials. Additionally,
they are more appropriate considering their application with the overall size and scale of the
piers. The larger white blocks are visibly contrasting, yet similarly compatible to the red block
materials, mirroring the same relationship the house siding has to the house brick. The smooth
texture is inherent to the product.

•

The Board is looking for consistency, something that would complement the home.
The piers fit in well with other built elements on the property. Construction of the piers is
consistent with the construction of the patio seat walls and columns. The pier caps match the
caps on the patio seat wall and columns. Mortar joints are not necessary in their construction.

5611 S. Calhoun Road  New Berlin, WI 53151
262-679-5200  Fax 262-679-5215  TreesOnTheMove.com

More than just trees…
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•

The Board was uncertain if a light fixture will be included on top of the pier. If so, they would like to see a
cut sheet of the proposed light fixture.
See lantern image below:

Epiphany Lighting 104986 BK Cast Aluminum Outdoor Exterior Three Light Post
Lantern in Black Finish by Epiphany
Cast Aluminum Post Lantern with Clear Beveled Glass. Wet Location Exterior Post Mount in
Black Finish. Width: 8; Height: 24"; Bulb: 3-60 Watt (C)

We believe the collaborative design process between home owner and contractor, successfully
complements materials, colors and scale with the home and patio elements. We find the piers to be
attractive, tasteful and complimentary with the home.
I hope our responses satisfies the Board's concerns and justifies our design selection process. This
information should help the Board better understand the project and support them toward reaching
agreement for approval. Please let us know how the Board may vote at the September 16th meeting for
reconsideration of our request for approval.
Sincerely,

Gerard Rewolinski, PLA
Sr. Landscape Architect
Trees on the Move
gerard@treesonthemove.com
cc: Richard Berens, file
5611 S. Calhoun Road  New Berlin, WI 53151
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October 14, 2019

Mr. Tom Harrigan
Zoning & Planning Administrator
Assistant to the Village Manager
Village of Elm Grove
13600 Juneau Blvd.
Elm Grove, WI 53122
RE: Appeals Board approval of entrance piers previously denied by Building Board
Dear Mr. Harrigan,
On behalf of Richard and Molly Berens, I respectfully ask that you place our application for appeal of the
Building Board's October 1, 2019 decision to deny approval for two entrance piers at their residence, on
the October 29th Appeals Board agenda.
Over the past 19 months, beginning in March 2018, when we initially submitted our vision for an overall
master landscape plan to the Village for impervious area calculations review and administrative approval
to install a new patio, seat wall and seat wall columns, we have continued to make site improvements to
the property. All improvements have been aesthetically well thought out utilizing quality materials and
complementing the Elm Grove community character, while benefitting neighborhood value.
Although the master plan identified a fence in the front yard, it was decided to only install two entrance
piers to enhance the sense of arrival to the home. Deciding to forgo the fence, we were not aware a
permit was required for the pier installation. Once the Village informed us an Accessory Structure
Permit would be required we acted swiftly and submitted all requested application documentation for
approval. The Building Board however, over a three cycle meeting period starting in September 2019,
unanimously denied the piers on the basis that they tend to pose an adverse impact on aesthetic values
in the immediate neighborhood. After initially tabling our petition, we responded with written answers
addressing their concerns. Subsequently, our sincere, honest, sound design decisions did not meet with
their approval. They remained steadfast in their opinion that the piers were not colonial enough in
appearance, but industrial looking. They too felt their scale, texture and color 'doesn't work but was
inconsistent with the white of the house and red tone of the brick.
According to Zoning Code Section 335 -88 (D)(8)(j) [1]: Accessory structures.....shall be designed to be
harmonious with the architectural character, concept and style of the primary structure. Materials shall be
compatible with respect to size, proportion, materials and colors of the principal structure.
We feel the piers, as designed, meet the integrity of the code in respect to compatibility, harmony and
community character and ask the Appeals Board to repeal the Building Board's decision for denial and
approve the piers as originally designed.
5611 S. Calhoun Road  New Berlin, WI 53151
262-679-5200  Fax 262-679-5215  TreesOnTheMove.com
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We look forward to presenting our position before the Appeals Board where we will bring additional
corroborating materials to support our request for approval.
Sincerely,

Gerard Rewolinski, PLA
Sr. Landscape Architect
Trees on the Move
gerard@treesonthemove.com
cc: Richard Berens, file
attachment: Landscape Markup Plan, Landscape Markup Plan email Correspondence, Pier Layout Plan,
Board Response Letter, Existing Pier Photograph
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Appeals Board Meeting
October 29, 2019
Berens Residence
13450 Brook Avenue
The following photographs illustrate the Berens' piers which utilize similar materials and colors
that are compatible with the principal architecture.

House: red brick, cream mortar, buff window sill, white siding, black shutters
Pier: red block band, buff cap, cream block

Patio: seat wall, black accent band, buff cap

The following photographs illustrate examples in the community where accessory structures
have been built which seem less harmonious or compatible with the architectural character,
concept and style of the primary structure.

House: light grey brick, black shutters
Pier: distressed brown brick

House: white painted brick, white siding, black shutters
Pier: dark grey/charcoal brick, slate cap

House: red brick, white shutters
Wall: cut lannon stone, corten steel, recessed lights

House: beige brick, light grey siding, grey shutters
Pier: faux fieldstone, concrete cap

House: grey siding, black shutters
Pier: white painted brick

House: seamless stacked beige limestone
Pier: reddish brown concrete block, concrete cap

VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
BUILDING BOARD
MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, September 3rd, 2019

Meeting was called to order at 5:34 by Chairman Olson
1. Roll Call.

Present: Chairman Olson, Mr. Liechty, Mr. Matola, Mr. Domaszek, and Mr. Koleski.
Absent: Mr. Schoenecker Mr. Collins, Ms. Steindorf and Mr. Janusz
Also present: Mr. Harrigan, Ms. Walters, Ms. Vlach and applicants.
2. Review and act on meeting minutes dated August 20th, 2019.
Mr. Matola motioned and Mr. Liechty seconded to approve the minutes as amended.
Motion carried 5-0
Item 3. Review and act on a request by Chris Miller, 1250 Fairhaven Boulevard, for
approval of lighting, garage door details, changes to siding and roof color, to a new
home previously approved by the Building Board on June 4th 2019.
Chris Miller was present before the board.
Mr. Miller explained the house has been sold and the new homeowner has made color
and material changes. The windows remain black. Mr. Miller reviewed lighting
placement.
Mr. Koleski observed that many new homes being constructed in the village are white in
color.
Mr. Matola motioned to accept the plan as submitted. Mr. Liechty seconded. Motion
carried 5-0.
Item 4. Review and act on a request by Carrie and Kenneth Allen, 755 Verdant
Drive, for a building alternation.
Ron Rozman, the contractor was present before the board.
There are existing elements of the kitchen that are not changing. That explains some of
the offset of the new windows in relation to the second story existing windows.
Mr. Liechty motioned to approve the plan as submitted. Mr. Matola seconded. Motion
carried.5-0

Item 5. Review and act on a request by Elda Yellick, 1615 Longwood Ave, for a
building addition.
Mike Kuhagen was present before the board.
This new shed replaces the existing playhouse. The existing structure is currently noncompliant.
Mr. Olson asked about the trim. Mr. Kuhagen said the windows are white framed
windows. All the trim will match the walls. The doors will be smooth fiberglass in Rolex
bronze color.
Underside of soffits will be cherrywood color.
Mr. Liechty asked for the height. The shed will be 10 feet. There will be a ridge vent at
the peak.
Mr. Liechty motioned to accept the plan as submitted, Mr. Matola seconded. Motion
carried 5-0.
Item 6. Review and act on a request by Dayle Gamache and Anne Lawrence,
12900 Lee Court, for a building addition.
The homeowners were present before the board.
There will be lighting and an outlet within the gazebo. Mr. Liechty noted the home
existing roof lines are gable and the addition’s roof is hip. The homeowner chose the hip
line to keep the rain out of the addition.
This will be a ground level deck so its recommended there is some screening 1/4 X 1/4
mesh to keep the animals out.
Mr. Matola motioned to accept the plan as submitted with perimeter deck board and
skirting and Mr. Liechty seconded. Motion carried 5-0.
Item 7. Review and act on a request by JB Koenings, 13205 Oakhurst Ave, for a
building addition.
There was no one present to represent this project.
The board will require skylight detail before they could approve the plan.
The plan does not reflect elevations. Need detail on the stone
Mr. Liechty motioned to table this item for further clarification on the first floor bathroom
and the skylights. Mr. Domaszek seconded. Motion carried 5-0.
Item 8. Review and act on a request by Mike Parey, 1380 Woodlawn Circle, for a
replacement deck.
Mr. Parey was present before the board.

The deck will be smaller in size than the old deck. Mr. Parey explained there will be a
cable rail and a composite deck.
Mr. Liechty motioned to accept the plan as submitted. Mr. Matola seconded. Motion
carried 5-0.
Item 9. Review and act on a request by Mary and John Riemer, 1720 Wedgewood
Drive E, for window replacement.
Mary Riemer was present before the board.
The height of the windows will all be the same when this project is completed. There
have been multiple additions with different window styles in the past.
Mr. Liechty motioned to accept the plan with the revised relocation of the windows in the
front bedroom to match the left side window (bedroom 1). It is further noted there will be
new gutters and downspouts. Mr. Domaszek seconded. Motion carried 5-0.
Item 10. Review and act on a request by the Berens, 13450 Brook Avenue, for
approval of their monument piers.
No one was present before the board
This is a colonel house and the requested monuments have a more industrial look.
There is an existing landscape wall around their patio. The color doesn't work, as well
as scale, texture, and lack of light fixture detail.
Mr. Domaszek motioned to table and have the owner come in with a means to make
this blend with the house. Mr. Matola seconded. Motion carried 5-0

11. Other business
None
12. Adjournment
Mr. Matola motioned to adjourn and Mr. Domaszek seconded. Motion carried 5-0.
Meeting adjourned at 6:34pm
Respectfully Submitted,

Diane Walters
Administrative Assistant

VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
BUILDING BOARD
MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, September 17, 2019

Meeting was called to order at 5:31 by Chairman Olson
1. Roll Call.

Present: Chairman Olson, Mr. Liechty, Mr. Matola, Mr. Janusz, Mr. Collins and Mr.
Koleski.
Absent: Mr. Schoenecker, Ms. Steindorf, and Mr. Domaszek
Also present: Mr. Harrigan, Ms. Walters, Ms. Vlach and applicants.
2. Review and act on meeting minutes dated September 3, 2019.
Mr. Liechty motioned and Mr. Collins seconded to approve the minutes as amended.
Motion carried 6-0
Item 3. Review and act on a request by John and Jenny Dale, 1690 Berkshire Dr.,
for a building alteration.
Jenny Dale was present before the board.
Mr. Liechty asked if all the windows will be replaced. Ms. Dale and her designer
explained yes, they will be aluminum exterior and maintaining the same color.
They will remove a little bit of brick band to get the new slider in.
Mr. Liechty motioned to accept the plan as submitted. Mr. Matola seconded. Motion
carried 6-0.
Item 4. Review and act on a request by JB Koenings, 13205 Oakhurst Ave, for a
building addition.
The Builder was present before the board.
He provided the additional details needed for a decision. The proposed skylights will
have a small curb lift at the roof line, and the glass window portion of the skylight will be
flat.
The proposed first floor bathroom is in dead space now and there will be no exterior
changes.

Mr. Liechty motioned to approve the plan as submitted. Mr. Matola seconded. Motion
carried.6-0
Item 5. Review and act on a request by Richard and Molly Berens, 13450 Brook
Avenue, for approval of two front entrance monument piers.
Jerard Rewoninski from Trees on the Move was present before the board, representing
the home owners.
A letter of response to the Building Boards comments from the September 3rd, 2019
meeting was submitted for consideration.
Mr. Olson asked why there are not any similarities in the pillar material color to match
the existing exterior material colors of the home.
Mr. Rewoninski said the owners chose to match the interior colors of the home as well
as the materials used to construct the seat wall located in the rear patio area.
Mr. Liechty noted that the scale of the blocks used to construct the pillars does not
match the scale of the brick on the house. Mr. Liechty commented that the patio wall in
the rear is not noticeable to the front of the house
Mr. Olson stated that he feels the proposed lighting fixtures to be located on top of the
piers does compliment the style of the home.
Mr. Koleski asked if there would be a paint or stain that could make the existing brick
used to construct the piers more compatible with the color of the brick on the home.
Mr. Rewoninski stated that using a stain on the pillar materials is not desirable. The
home owners choose the specific color of the materials.
Mr. Matola asked if there are frost footing constructed beneath the piers.
Mr. Rewoninski stated there are no footings but there is epoxy between the courses of
brick.
Mr. Liechty motioned to deny the plan as submitted as the proposed address monument
piers are at variance with the existing materials and colors of the home.
The board offered to convene a Building Board subcommittee in the near future with Mr.
Rewoninski and home owners in an effort to find workable solutions rather than outright
deny the plan.
Mr. Rewoninski requested that the plan be tabled.
Mr. Liechty motioned to withdraw his motion to deny the plan and motioned to accept
Mr. Rewoninski’s request to table, Mr. Matola seconded. Motion carried 6-0.
Item 6. Review and act on a request by Steve and Kathy Baptie, 1165 W Lone Tree
Road, for a building addition.

The Builders were present before the board.
Mr. Olson asked if they will match the home’s existing brick. Yes, that is there intent.
The size and style will remain the same. Down spout will remain out to the east and
then south, following the same path. Grey siding will match existing siding.
The board asked that the brick wrap 12 inches around the corner on the south
elevation.
There will be a down light above the porch on the flat ceiling.
Mr. Liechty motioned to accept the plan with notation that the face brick on the SE
corner of the garage will turn the corner and extend to the west 12” with a termination
board to match the corner board on the SW elevation. Motion carried 6-0.
Item 7. Review and act on a request by Glenn Schrubbe, 1150 Red Barn Lane, for
two front entrance monument piers.
Mr. Schrubbe was present to represent this project as the homeowner.
Cream City brick will be used and his stock of brick is plentiful.
Mr. Matola asked for the distance from the driveway. It’s about a foot to 1.5 feet.
Driveway might be replaced next year.
These will match the existing piers near the house.
Mr. Matola motioned to accept the plan as submitted Mr. Collins seconded. Motion
carried 6-0.
8. Other business
None
9. Adjournment
Mr. Collins motioned to adjourn and Mr. Liechty seconded. Motion carried 6-0.
Meeting adjourned at 6:14pm
Respectfully Submitted,

Diane Walters
Administrative Assistant

VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
BUILDING BOARD
MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, October 1st, 2019

Meeting was called to order at 5:31 by Chairman Olson
1. Roll Call.
Present: Chairman Olson, Mr. Liechty, Mr. Matola, Mr. Collins, Mr. Schoenecker, Ms.
Steindorf, and Mr. Koleski.
Absent: Mr. Domaszek and Mr. Janusz
Also present: Mr. Harrigan, Ms. Vlach, and applicants.
2. Review and act on meeting minutes dated September 17, 2019.
Mr. Matola motioned and Mr. Schoenecker seconded to approve the minutes as
amended. Motion carried 7-0
Item 3. Review and act on a request by Richard and Molly Berens, 13450 Brook
Avenue,
for
approval
of
two
front
entrance
monument
piers.
Mr. Harrigan said that he spoke with Dr. Berens who said that he plans to proceed with
the design as previously submitted; Dr. Berens feels that the piers do compliment the
home and wants the Building Board to proceed with an action; Dr. Berens respectfully
denied the offer of a subcommittee.
Mr. Matola pointed out how the monument pier materials are inconsistent with the
material of the house or something that faces the street and that the Berens’ monument
piers submission continues to not change in design.
Discussion followed about the next steps if the Building Board voted to deny the
application.
Mr. Olson said that he did not mind the location of the piers, just the look of the piers.
Mr. Liechty added that the scale of the monument pier materials does not match the
house; the white beige of the monument piers is inconsistent with the white of the house
as is the red tone of the brick.
Mr. Matola motioned to deny the application. Mr. Koleski seconded. Motion carried 7-0.

Item 4. Review and act on a request by Christian Walters, 1300 Victoria Circle
South, for a new Yard Maintenance Building (shed).
Christian Walters was present before the board.
Mr. Walters stated that he was very keen to have an aesthetically pleasing accessory to
his house and has worked hard to achieve that goal.
Mr. Liechty confirmed the height and width of all windows.
Mr. Olson asked if the roof will be metal and if it will match the house’s roof.
Mr. Walters stated that the metal roof color of the shed will be as close as possible to
the shingle color of the house.
Mr. Koleski asked if the shed will be constructed on a concrete pad.
Mr. Walters confirmed that the shed will be on a concrete pad and added that the home
does not exceed its allowed permeable area for the lot.
Mr. Schoenecker asked about the material used for the side of the shed.
Mr. Walters said that the material is cut to look like tongue and groove.
Mr. Liechty asked for clarification on the landscaping plan.
Mr. Walters stated that he hadn’t committed yet to the size of the trees; said he
imagined something about half the height of the building but definitely not gallon trees.
Discussion followed about the light that would reach the side of the garage and how that
may impact the ability of plantings to grow.
Mr. Walters suggested that the landscape plan be amended to just indicate that an
evergreen species would be planted on the east side of the shed.
Mr. Schoenecker motioned to accept the plans as submitted. Ms. Steindorf seconded.
Motion carried 7-0.
Item 5. Review and act on a request by John and Julie Bonfilio, 1655 Shady Lane,
for
a
revised
new
home
plan
set.
Discussion occurred regarding what the difference(s) between what was previously
submitted and what was currently submitted.
Mr. Harrigan noted the change on the right elevation, second story, to include a third
window when previously there had been two.

Discussion occurred about the windows matching the other windows.
Mr. Matola stated that he thinks that the addition of the third window fills the space in
better.
Mr. Schoenecker motioned to accept the plans as submitted. Mr. Matola seconded.
Motion carried 7-0.
Item 6. Review and act on a request by, Daniel Butz and Megan Troy, 1005 San
Jose
Drive,
for
a
home
addition.
Rob Miller and Lisa Krusick were present before the board.
Mr. Koleski asked if an engineering report was conducted.
Mr. Harrigan stated that there was not an engineering report but that the board can
request one.
Mr. Liechty questioned on whether the short wall extension is being considered as an
addition.
Mr. Matola stated that roofs have to appear to touch otherwise long walls leading to a
complete second structure would be possible as they would be considered additions.
Mr. Liechty stated that the proposed addition seemed more like a large accessory
structure.
Mr. Koleski asked what the common wall was.
Mr. Schoenecker asked if the area open to yard in View B was some sort of attachment.
Mr. Matola stated that fascia was behind the area open to yard in View B.
Mr. Liechty asked again if this was an addition. Stated that additions typically require a
roof connecting the two structures; referenced garage additions with regard to how roofs
are required to connect.
Mr. Harrigan asked if this would be classified as a common wall. He then showed the
ordinance on the screen for permitted accessory uses within the Rs-1 Single-Family
Residential District.
Mr. Matola stated that everything else visually about the proposal looked really nice.
Mr. Koleski stated he wanted to understand the material choices.

Mr. Liechty noted that the house was cream city brick but the addition was primarily
stone
Discussion occurred regarding the approval of larger sized structures but only on a
case-by-case basis and depending on the lot size.
Mr. Matola stated that the roof lines appear to visually tie in and match but was curious
if the stone will match.
Mr. Liechty stated that the change of material, from brick to stone, would be in the same
plane.
Mr. Olson noted that the board had done one of these in a different yard that was limited
to a 10 foot height.
Mr. Matola stated that the case to which Mr. Olson was referring to involved an
accessory structured and, unless they could classify the proposal as an addition, the
same could not be applied. Asked if the transition to the house would make it an
addition.
Mr. Miller stated that the addition will match the color scheme of the cream city bricks
used on the home and stated that the owner thought that, if the addition was also made
out of cream city bricks, there would be too much brick; noted that some cream city
brick was used throughout addition as an accent.
Ms. Steindorf stated that she would like to see something in the addition that would tie it
more closely to the home from the street view.
Ms. Krusick stated that the cap of the chimney is cream city brick.
Mr. Matola stated the base of the pillars would be stone.
Mr. Miller said that they wanted something to compliment the brick and were trying to tie
the old to the new.
Mr. Matola stated that the bigger issue is if the proposal classified as an addition; asked
if there are height restrictions on a garage.
Mr. Harrigan stated that the staff were trying to take the approach that the proposal was
an addition; stated that if the application changed to be an accessory structure, the
property would need to address the fact that it already has a pool shed and the proposal
would be a second accessory structure.
Mr. Liechty asked if there was a way to put a small roof over the pool heater and filter
area to connect the roof of the proposed addition to the roof of the house.
Ms. Krusick asked if the roof needs to connect physically or visibly.

Mr. Liechty responded in the affirmative.
Ms. Krusick stated that a covering over the walkway, of the stairs going down, could be
possible if the stairs were considered part of the house.
Mr. Matola stated that the roofs do not have to be touching but have to appear as such;
if the roof lines tie in, it would make the addition seem more cohesive.
Ms. Krusick stated that the alcove for the outdoor storage is the window to the home’s
master bedroom; would rather shift the structure over so the grill is connecting to the
corner.
Mr. Matola stated that the shift won’t bring the addition that much closer to the spa; then
the proposed addition would look more like an addition.
Mr. Liechty asked if the structure should be shifted or just extended.
Ms. Krusick stated that the property is exactly at their 30% for permeable surface and
therefore they cannot extend the addition; Kyle from seasonal landscaping has
discussed taking out a path and putting in permeable pavers.
Mr. Harrigan clarified that the property could go through a conditional use permit, which
would require plan commission review, so the property could go up to 33% for their
impervious surface.
Ms. Krusick stated that they would prefer to add the 3 feet to avoid a pinch point
between the pool and the column.
Mr. Miller asked for clarification on if the proposal will need to have an extension.
Mr. Olson asked for clarification on if the columns have stone bases as that the drawing
show columns with stone bases but the renderings do not.
Ms. Krusick stated that the floor plans call out all of the columns which have stone
bases.
Mr. Olson asked how high the stone will go up the columns.
Ms. Krusick stated that the stone would go 36 inches up the column.
Mr. Olson asked if some of the pillars would not have stone.
Ms. Krusick stated that homeowners thought that, without the stone, the pillars were too
plain; all of the stone on the front pillars go 24 inches up the column and the stone on
the back wall is higher.

Mr. Liechty asked if the seat wall would need to be lower because of the grade and
what was going to be done with the runoff from the roof.
Ms. Krusick stated that they will be burying the gutters and discharging to the south.
Mr. Liechty stated that water is currently sitting on the property and that the amount of
water sitting on the property is likely to get worse.
Ms. Steindorf stated that she felt there was a disconnect between the brick house and
the stone addition.
Mr. Olson agreed that the stone and the brick are so distinct; brick and stone together
don’t look good.
Mr. Matola asked if the fireplace could be a different material; does the seat wall
material need to be brick?
Mr. Olson suggested to make one element different from the house material but then to
match all else.
Mr. Harrigan stated that the staff was comfortable with the common wall.
Mr. Olson stated that, if it was a common wall, then it should also be brick.
Mr. Matola discussed the need to maintain symmetry; voiced concern with setting
precedent.
Mr. Olson stated that in order for the proposed addition to be classified as an addition, it
would need to have a common wall and roof.
Mr. Matola stated that he would want the rooflines to overlap, not just touch on a corner;
asked if the roof can be tied in.
Mr. Koleski stated that he wants the 30% impervious surface confirmed and is
requesting an engineering review be completed.
Mr. Matola asked if the stone pool deck would be expanding.
Ms. Krusick stated that it will end at the new structure.
Mr. Liechty asked the applicant if he would want the board to table the request.
Mr. Miller stated that he wanted to know exactly what the board would want to see
changed.

Mr. Koleski asked if this application had come before the building board before; the
feedback the applicant was receiving was feedback he had not heard before.
Mr. Olson stated that they could form a subcommittee.
Mr. Matola agreed saying that the subcommittee could even look at it on site.
Mr. Miller was agreeable to that proposal and requested that the application be tabled.
Mr. Liechty motioned to table the application per the applicant’s request, Mr.
Schoenecker seconded. Motion carried 7-0.
Item 7. Review and act on a request by Rob Miller, 1185 Highland Drive, for a new
home
Rob Miller and Lisa Krusick were present.
Mr. Schoenecker asked if the house currently faces the other street.
Mr. Miller confirmed that the proposed home would face the other street.
Mr. Olson asked what the thought process was with regard to the neighborhood
aesthetics.
Mr. Miller stated that the goal of the home was to be both modern and traditional.
Mr. Olson stated that the scale of the front rendering seemed awkward and had a
concern for why windows were on the front elevation but not on the rear; stated that the
house looked like Swiss cheese; stated that he felt like the garage looked like a lean-to;
stated that the home doesn’t appear to be traditional for what is found in Elm Grove;
noted that the left elevation that faces highland drive does not fit the style found in the
neighborhood.
Mr. Miller noted that the house on Victoria Circle was being used as reference.
Mr. Olson explained how the house on Victoria Circle was very thought out and that he
did not feel that the proposed home had the same richness that the house on Victoria
Circle has; Stated that the proposed home felt like a conglomeration of a variety of the
homeowners’ favorite things that failed to become a cohesive home.
Mr. Miller stated that he felt the home had cohesiveness due to the consistency in
stucco, the black and grey color palette; stated he does not want to make houses that
look like Swiss cheese.
Mr. Olson asked if this level of feedback and discussion would be more appropriate for
a subcommittee rather than Building Board.

Discussion followed on the height of the front door; door will go to the top of the
windows.
Ms. Steindorf noted that she preferred the 9 foot door to give the doorway more
presence.
Mr. Miller asked that the application be tabled.
Mr. Liechty motioned to table the application per the request of the applicant. Mr.
Schoenecker seconded. Motion carried 7-0.
8. Other business
None
9. Adjournment
Mr. Matola motioned to adjourn and Mr. Schoenecker seconded. Motion carried 7-0.
Meeting adjourned at 6:51 pm.

Respectfully Submitted,
Gina Vlach
Administrative Intern

