
Village of Holmen 
Planning Commission Minutes 

October 25, 2022 
 

Village President Barlow called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 6:00PM on 

Tuesday, October 25, 2022.  Present were commission members Barlow, Kulcinski, Stanek, 

Grokowsky, Appold, Kertis, and Nicklaus; along with advisory members Administrator Heinig.  

Engineer Dahl (arrived at 6:20pm).  Also in attendance was Chuck Olson. 

   

Public Hearings:  

 

Proposed Modification of the R-1 New Single-family Residential District Ordinance 

(Chapter 195-10) 

 

Motion by Appold, seconded by Grokowsky to open the public hearing. Carried 7-0. 

 

Administrator Heinig explained the content of the proposed changes to the R-1 Ordinance.  

No one spoke regarding the proposed ordinance.  Administrator Heinig also confirmed that 

no other comments had been received. 

 

Motion by Nicklaus, seconded by Stanek to close the public hearing. Carried 7-0. 

 

Approval of the September 27, 2022 minutes:  

 

Motion by Stanek, seconded by Kulcinski to approve the minutes of the September 27, 

2022 Meeting with the modification that Member Stanek was indeed present and not 

excused as suggested.  Carried 7-0. 

 

Public comment: 

 

None 

 

Agenda Items: 

Possible Recommendation and Action of Proposed Fechner Addition Prelminiary Plat, 

located off Second Avenue East and Gaarder Road  

Administrator Heinig spoke on behalf o the proposed Fechner Addition, which creates six 

new residential lots, supporting three twindos/duplexes.  All storm water from the site is 

captured intentionally at the rear of each lot and collectively pools (for short term emergency 

storage) at the southern most lot.  The West side of the plat has a berm to protect water from 

passing over to the adjacent lot as promised.  There is no infrastructure planned for the 

development, thus it is a very simple plat and the proposed plat is zoning compliant and 

meets the requirements of the subdivision ordinance.  Staff have no concerns with the 

proposed plat, aside from the fact that it knowingly forces the lots to contain their own storm 

water, which incidentally is identical to the lot design of the twindo/duplex lots across the 

street. 



 

Members asked questions regarding lot size, setback requirements and water storage 

(particularly for the southern lot).  The lot sizes and setback requirements are all zoning 

compliant.  It is understood, that the southern lot will have limited rear yard options as the 

storm water depression is located within 10 feet from where the proposed structure is likely 

to be located.   

 

Motion by Stanek, seconded by Appold to recommend approval of the proposed Fechner 

Addition Preliminary Plat as submitted, along with the requirement that a six-foot vinyl fence 

be built along the entire West lot line, spanning the addition from North to South.   

 

Possible Recommendation and Action on Proposed Modification to the R-1 New Single-

family Residential District Ordinance (Chapter 195-10) 

 

Administrator Heinig highlighted that the proposed R-1 Ordinance was a very workable 

ordinance, but could use some minor updating to be consistent with other text changes made 

elsewhere in Village Code and to provide clarifying language on small issues that can be 

confusing for residents.  For example, many residents seek to pave their entire side yard for 

parking purposes; yet state statutes prohibit the intentional act of depositing one’s storm 

water onto another’s property; thus, a minimum of 5’ of greenspace (non-paved) is required 

along the lot line to help absorb water and direct it away from the neighboring property; 

however, the R-1 Ordinance itself doesn’t actually specify this fact; thus, one change would 

be to include that statutory requirement within the text of the code for everyone to see and 

understand with ease.   

 

Another proposed modification would be to prohibit florescent or brightly colored exteriors 

on single family homes—that could possibly detract from the character of the neighborhood.  

Member Appold asked how that would be enforced.  Heinig explained it would need to be 

civilly enforced or the Village would act at the request of an impacted neighborhood via 

citation and then the municipal court would decide if the intent of the ordinance was being 

violated.  As it stands today, there is nothing in place to even force the conversation of 

unsightliness, thus this new provision would at least allow for the possibility of neighbors to 

voice a concern.  It was suggested that perhaps more teeth and even more provisions for 

other factors be considered.  Heinig stated that he intentionally refrained from adding a lot of 

controlling provisions, as we didn’t wish to become the “single-family home design police,” 

and typically we’ve supported the home owner’s right to design their homes and lots the way 

they wish to do so; additionally, most subdivisions (particularly new subdivisions) have 

restrictive covenants in place, specifically written to control those issues privately, and thus, 

the Village shouldn’t get involved in those private issues.  The Commission debated the 

effectiveness of private restrictive covenants and reflected on how they generally only work 

for the short term or for minor control issues, but honestly, they don’t work overall and have 

little legal standing for enforcement, especially for private citizens.  Still, it was agreed the 

proposed R-1 Ordinance was better left without strict covenant controls for now.   

 

Motion by Kulcinski, seconded by Appold to recommend approval of the modified R-1 

New Single-family Residential District Ordinance.  Carried 7-0. 



 

Updates and other informational items from and before the Planning Commission:  

 

None 

 

Adjourn: 

 

Motion by Grokowsky, seconded by Kulcinski to adjourn at 6:35 pm.  Carried 7-0.  

 

Minutes prepared by Scott Heinig, Village Administrator  














