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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MEETING
October 8, 2025 – 6:05 p.m.

	CALL TO ORDER
	A meeting of the Architectural Review Board (ARB) of the City of Glendale was held on Wednesday, October 8, 2025. Member Reed Voorhees presided and called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. 


	ROLL CALL
	Members Present                        Members Absent

Reed Voorhees                            Jon Emert
Brad Weitekamp                         Chairman Fernhoff
Mike Moran
John Falk                           
Laura Switzer

Also present were Frank Johnson, City Administrator; Gabby Macaluso, Community Engagement Officer; Allie Sievers, City Attorney; Kori Neely, City Engineer. 

	
	

	APPROVAL OF MINUTES
	Mr. Moran moved to approve the minutes from the September 10, 2025 meeting. The motion was seconded by Ms. Switzer and unanimously carried. 


	REVIEW OF PLANS FOR A REAR ADDITION – Allyson Donovan, 715 Luckystone Ave. 
	Mr. Voorhees introduced the project at 715 Luckystone Ave. and invited the applicant to present the project. 

Drainage and Landscape
The applicant/property owner’s representative, Jeff Warren, summarized the project, noting that the plans call for a 400-square-foot rear addition with a roofline to match the existing structure with a 15-foot screened porch on one side. Mr. Johnson introduced City Engineer Kori Neely to the ARB members. 

Mr. Weitekamp asked about the layout of the existing French drain on the driveway. Mr. Warren stated that there is a step down of about 8 inches from the front to the rear of the property. Mr. Weitekamp noted that there was no indication of where the French drain daylighted on the property. 

The ARB next discussed how impervious surface was calculated, particularly how the differential between the existing and the proposed was figured. Mr. Warren stated it had been his understanding that the entire roof area had to be included. Mr. Falk clarified that only the differential needed to be mitigated. Mr. Falk stated that the coverage map included with the plans indicated an increase of 350 square feet. He noted that the plans show a dry well for mitigating the additional runoff and explained that they are typically built with an overflow pop-up emitter. 

There was further discussion of different versions of the civil plans and some confusion over what had been submitted. Mr. Johnson clarified that TWM, the applicant’s civil engineer, had submitted revised plans on Oct. 1, and that only the initial submittal had been reviewed by Ms. Neely. 

Mr. Falk asked if a silt fence was shown on the plans, and Ms. Neely stated that it is described on sheet 2.1. Mr. Falk noted that the area of disturbances from the project goes beyond the limits of the proposed silt fence, and that it should be moved farther north. Mr. Falk and Ms. Neely also discussed several details regarding the stormwater runoff calculations and whether they should be revised as a condition of the approval. The ARB members also noted that the north-south orientation is incorrect on the site plans and needs to be flipped. 

Architecture
Ms. Switzer asked for clarification about the size of the screen header on the north elevation. After some discussion, the ARB and Mr. Warren agreed that the screen likely extends too high and that the height should be revised to account for the roof line around the corner. The ARB also suggested that the applicant give more consideration to how the overhead electric utility will connect with the new addition, as it currently connects to the rear of the home and will have to be relocated. 

Mr. Moran moved to approve the applicant’s project with the following conditions:

· Add an overflow pipe and pop-up emitter to the west flow well with a discharge point 10’ from any property line, or relocate the flow well to be 10’ from the property line. 
· Add tree protection fencing for 24” and 8” trees on the west boundary on sheet c1.1
· Relocate the silt fence to be north of the west flow well and include grading area of excavation. 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Folk. The motion passed with a vote of 5 “Aye”, 0 “Nay,” and 2 Absent. The votes was as follows: 

Reed Vorhees                             “Aye”
John Falk                                   “Aye”
Mike Moran                              “Aye”
Laura Switzer                            “Aye”
Brad Weitekamp                       “Aye”


	REVIEW OF PLANS FOR  NEW HOME – Mike and Kristen Valenti, 20 Elm Ave. 

	Mr. Voorhees introduced the project at 20 Elm Ave. 

The applicant/property owner’s representative, Mike Lewis, presented the plans for the project. He stated that they had adjusted the composition of the brick façade on the front elevation and made changes to how it wraps around the side elevations. He also noted that the driveway had been curved over to allow for more landscaping between the neighboring property.  

Drainage and Landscaping
Mr. Lewis stated that the civil plans call for two drywells in the front and rear of the property, as well as a swale in the side yard to carry water from the rear yard to the front. 

The ARB then discussed the tree study and the landscaping plan. Mr. Lewis stated that he had worked with Andrew Haskenhoff, their arborist, to try and understand how many trees needed to be planted on the lot. The ARB noted that there were discrepancies between the tree study and the landscape plan. Mr. Johnson clarified that they could pay into the City’s tree fund to make up the difference between the number of trees they are required to place on the lot and the number they can feasibly install. Mr. Weitekamp stated that there are canopy trees being removed, so that he would like to see at least a canopy tree or two in the front with another in the back if possible. Mr. Haskenhoff stated they will make adjustment and redo the tree replacement calculations. 

Mr. Falk noted that the stormwater calculations should really use a different runoff factor for the roof area, as indicated by the City Engineer in their review, and that applicant’s engineer will need to re-run the calculations. 

Architecture
Mr. Voorhees stated that he appreciated the revised brick heights but pointed out that the colored renderings don’t match the elevations. Mr. Lewis clarified that the intent is to make the brick siding sill high. Ms. Switzer stated that she appreciates the color scheme and how the home steps down to the houses on either side. Mr. Voorhees added that his only issue is that detail is mainly limited to the front of the home with the brick siding largely disappearing on the sides. Mr. Moran noted that he still appreciates that it at least turns the corner, and that there is a smaller public domain on larger houses. 



Public Comments
Mr. Johnson noted that the City had received a comment by email from a neighboring resident who is supportive of the application but did express concerns related to the high watertable in the area. Mr. Weitekamp agreed that they have seen issues with deeper digs for basement walls resulting in sump pumps that run constantly. Mr. Falk suggested the applicant look at routing the pipe for the rear sump pump through the basement instead of around the house. 

Mr. Moran moved to approve the applicant’s project with the following conditions.
· Add a canopy tree in the front yard on the east side and work out other tree mitigation measures.
· Use a factor of 4.2 PI for the roof drainage and resize BMPs accordingly. 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Falk. The motion passed with a vote of 5 “Aye”, 0 “Nay,” and 2 Absent. The votes was as follows: 

Reed Vorhees                             “Aye”
John Falk                                  “Aye”
Mike Moran                              “Aye”
Laura Switzer                            “Aye”
Brad Weitekamp                       “Aye”



	REVIEW OF PLANS FOR  NEW HOME – Jason and Michelle Frank, 785 Bismark Ave. 

	Mr. Voorhees introduced the project at 785 Bismark Ave. 

Building Height
Mr. Johnson introduced the project and reminded the ARB how the City calculates the height of a building relative to the Average Grade Elevation (AGE). Mr. Johnson noted that due to the substantial downward slope of the property from the front to the rear of the lot, the height of the proposed home exceeds the 35’ limit. Because of this, while the ARB can discuss the project, it will need to be postponed pending an application to the Board of Adjustment for a height variance. 

The applicant/property owner’s representative, Nick Liuzza, stated that the highest roofline ridge on the structure is approximately 33’ above the foundation and roughly 6-7’ over the height limit, as measured from the AGE. Mr. Voorhees noted that they have seen this issue on other properties and that he has always had questions about how the City does its building height calculations. Mr. Liuzza stated that he had faced a similar issue with a house on Brownell, but the slope was less extreme, and they were able to adjust the design. They also discussed putting on a lower slope roof. Mr. Liuzza noted that steeper is the preferred look by the property owner, but that even reducing the pitch to 6/12 would not make much difference. 

Mr. Moran stated that the site is somewhat unique due to the lay of the land, and that he would consider measuring the height in two portions, one related to the main presentation to the street and a second measurement to the west. He noted that there is a natural break in the land at the northerly bump out that could serve as a dividing line. He added that if both of those portions could be brought into the 35’ range, he would be comfortable recommending granting the variance. 

In response to a question by Ms. Switzer about modifying the design to accommodate the slope, Mr. Moran noted that there are usually ways to solve these kinds of issues with the architecture. Mr. Voorhees added that the applicant appears to be taking a building design not really meant for this kind of site and trying to fit it in. 

Mr. Falk noted that, as with the prior applications, the incorrect PI factor is being used on the stormwater runoff calculations. 

Drainage and Landscape
Mr. Weitekamp suggested that the applicant consider adding some substantial tree plantings to the backyard, since the plans propose removing numerous trees from the lot and, due to the slope, the space is not suitable for an open lawn. He recommended a mix of species. 

Architecture
Mr. Voorhees stated that the plans don’t really show the scale of the proposed house compared to the adjacent properties. He noted that the proposed home is much bigger than anything around there. Mr. Moran stated the lots change dramatically in terms of size as go up the street, but agreed that the size of the footprint appears almost outlandish. However, he noted that the proposed home is well within the rules of the FAR and that the nature of the block lends itself to some variation. He recommend that the applicant consider more horizontal massing instead of vertical and/or incorporate a prairie-style design with low-slung hip roofs. Ms. Switzer pointed to a recent new home approved for 1240 N. Sappington Rd. that took similar considerations and was designed with lower roof lines. 

Mr. Falk  moved to postpone approval of the applicant’s project, pending the outcome of the variance appeal to the Board of Adjustment . 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Moran. The motion passed with a vote of 5 “Aye”, 0 “Nay,” and 2 Absent. The votes was as follows: 

Reed Vorhees                             “Aye”
John Falk                                  “Aye”
Mike Moran                              “Aye”
Laura Switzer                            “Aye”
Brad Weitekamp                       “Aye”


	REVIEW OF PLANS FOR A MULTISTORY ADDITION – Daniel and Kelly Gargan, 400 Parkland Ave.
	Mr. Voorhees introduced the project at 400 Parkland Ave. 

FAR Variance 
Mr. Johnson explained that the applicant is requesting a variance for the maximum allowed FAR. He stated that he worked with the applicant/property owner’s representative, Mike Lewis, as well as their attorney, Jennifer Deschamp, to make sure the FAR was properly calculated. 

Ms. Deschamp stated the request to exceed the FAR is based on the unique characteristics of the lot. She cited three main reasons. First, it is a double frontage lot that restricts how the addition and garage can be figured. She explained that it is not feasible to have a detached garage. Second, it is not a 90 degree lot but has a curved boundary that further restricts the buildable area. Third, it’s a midcentury modern home with three levels and is a type of residence not contemplated by the Municipal Code. 

Mr. Voorhees noted that the purpose of the FAR limit is to control the massing on the site, but that the ARB has approved applications with unique designs that exceed the FAR. He disagreed with Ms. Deschamps that the split-level fact is incumbering, noting that all three levels are above grade and the floor plates are the issue. 

Mr. Moran stated that the garage is a little bit long and out of proportion with the overall design, and that the applicant made no effort to push down the design of the floor plan so that it only breaks the rules a little bit. 

The ARB then discussed a previous variance for the side street setback granted by the Board of Adjustment, the logic of that decision, and how it impacts the request for the FAR variance.

Mr. Gargan stated that the goal in designing the larger closet and the bedroom on the first floor is to allow them to remain in Glendale. He noted that they have four young kids, and they are trying to create a master suite on the first floor with the kids upstairs. Returning to his earlier comment, Mr. Moran noted that even if they shortened the rooms, the reality is that the addition would still be over the FAR. 

Ms. Neely asked about the slope of the driveway, noting that the site plans do not have contours or spot grades. Mr. Johnson added that the City has plans to potentially add a sidewalk on that portion of Essex at some point in the future. Mr. Falk agreed that there should be contours or spot grades so the driveway could be assessed. 

Ms. Switzer stated that she liked the composition of the home and that it fit in with the area. She also agreed that there are probably parts that could be downsized, adding that it was a tough decision.

The ARB lastly discussed options for adding a third window to the front garage elevation and continuing the planter that runs along the existing portion. 

Mr. Moran moved to approve the applicant’s project and to grant the variance to exceed the maximum FAR of .30 by 0.63, with the following conditions.
· Use a factor of 4.2 PI for the roof drainage and resize BMPs accordingly.
· Add contours and spot elevations at the driveway near the street to the civil site plan. 
· Add a third window to the front garage elevation (facing Parkland Ave.).

The motion was seconded by Mr. Falk. The motion passed with a vote of 4 “Aye”, 1 “Nay,” and 2 Absent. The votes was as follows: 

Reed Vorhees                            “Nay”
John Falk                                  “Aye”
Mike Moran                              “Aye”
Laura Switzer                            “Aye”
Brad Weitekamp                       “Aye”


	MISCELLANEOUS   
	Mr. Johnson informed the ARB that the City would soon be switching to new, cloud-based permitting software with all submissions submitted electronically. Mr. Voorhees expressed a preference for a paper submission but that he could work with the digital submissions if needed. The ARB also discussed the process for reviewing applications and checking for completeness. The members agreed that if an application makes changes, revisions or additions after the submission deadline, they should be held over to the next meeting.  


	ADJOURN
	Mr. Moran motioned to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr. Falk and unanimously carried to adjourn the meeting.
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