
  

Agenda   
Village of Arlington Heights 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
Buechner Room, 1st Floor 

 
Arlington Heights Village Hall 

33 S. Arlington Heights Road 
 Arlington Heights, IL 60005 

December 8, 2014 
7:00 PM  

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Deloncker Residence - 1207 W. Noyes St. 

B. VanDijk Petition - 214 S. Stratford Rd. 

C. Thompson Residence - 101 S. Fernandez Ave. 

D. Soderna Residence - 2224 N. Dryden Ln. 

E. Kozlik Residence - 1110 W. Maude Ave. 

F. Craig Residence - 28 S. Yale Ave. 

G. Nick Residence - 604 E. Charles St. 

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. ZBA#14-044 - Weiss Residence - 1528 N. Fernandez Pl. 

B. ZBA#14-045 - Olejniczak Residence - 1314 W. Watling St. 

C. ZBA#14-046 - Wronkiewicz Residence - 901 N. Hickory Ave. 

D. ZBA#14-047 - Muenkel Residence - 1105 N. Mitchell Ave. 

E. ZBA#14-048 - Teague Residence - 301 S. Walnut Ave. 

F. ZBA#14-049 - Kopach Residence - 328 S. Donald Ave. 

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

A. Budget FY2015 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT



Persons with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services, such as an American 

Sign Language interpreter or written materials in accessible formats, should 
contact David Robb, Disability Services Coordinator, at 33 S. Arlington Heights 

Road, Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005, (847)368-5793 (Voice), (847)368-5980 
(Fax) or drobb@vah.com.



  

Item:  Deloncker Residence - 1207 W. Noyes St. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

Approval of Minutes & Findings from the 11/10/14 hearing. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Minutes 11/10/14 - Deloncker Minutes 

Findings 11/10/14 - Deloncker Minutes 
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ZONING BOARD    
                   REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS OF A MEETING 
                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                         ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  ZBA #14-036 - DELONCKER RESIDENCE - 1207 W. NOYES ST. 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the  
 
Arlington Heights Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights  
 
Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, Arlington Heights, Illinois  
 
on Monday, the 10th day of November, 2014, at the hour of  
 
7:00 o'clock p.m. 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:              
 
TONY PETRILLO, Chairman 
JOSEPH SELBKA 
DAVID DIVITO 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BARBARA LIVERMORE 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
DEREK MACH, Landscape Planner 
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Before we get started, I'll just ask, 
what we'll do this evening is we'll ask anyone who intends to provide 
any testimony on behalf of a petitioner, or anyone in the audience who 
wants to speak to a petition, if you would please sign in now and that 
will just save us some time when we start to get through these 
petitions.  So, if you haven't signed in, if you would?  If you wish to 
speak, please sign in. 
   While we're waiting, we'll wait a few minutes, while 
we're waiting for another Board member, he's questionable to show 
tonight, we have five of seven members present this evening.  In order 
for your petition to pass, you have to have four affirmative votes.  
So, that would mean if the Board stays in this size this evening, you 
would need four out of the five.  Again, we're expecting another Board 
member, you need four out of the six.   
   So, I would offer, if it does stay at five this evening 
and any petitioner wishes to defer their petition to the next Board 
meeting, it won't be held against you in any way.  But you are going to 
take a little bit of a risk going four out of five as opposed to four 
out of six or even four out of seven.  And I don't know if we have a 
roll call or a head count on the next Board meeting.   
   What is the date of the next meeting? 
  MR. MACH:  December 8th. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  December 8th.  I would plan on being 
here.  If anybody else has any conflicts at this point in time?  So, 
again you would at least have five at the next Board meeting as well.  
And we'll wait for Mr. Siavelis to attend or see if he's going to be an 
attendee. 
   I will explain to you that this evening, the Zoning 
Board of Appeals will review your petition when, you would have to 
demonstrate though to this Board that a strict application of the terms 
of the zoning regulations related to the construction or to your 
variance will impose the owner or you yourself with an unusual or 
impractical hardship, or imposes you some type of difficulties, that if 
there is a strict application in the terms of the zoning regulations, 
that you have a hardship or unique circumstances to your case that 
don't allow you to be able to comply with the zoning regulations.  But 
these zoning regulations are only meant in the cases of hardships, not 
the matters of convenience.   
   So, tonight, we'll ask you to state what your hardship 
is that you can't achieve a reasonable return on your investment, that 
your plight is due to unique circumstances, maybe there is an odd-
shaped lot or that your lot has a different configuration that doesn't 
allow you to comply with the code, and that if the variation is 
granted, it will not alter the character of the neighborhood.  So, you 
have to make those three points: the hardship, the plight of owner is 
due to unique circumstances, and the character of the neighborhood will 
not be changed by the variance if the variance is granted.  Okay? 
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   Derek, do you want to, we'll call this meeting to order. 
 Would you please, roll call? 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Present. 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes, here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Anfenson. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Siavelis. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Here. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  We'll then start our meeting with the 
pledge of allegiance.  If you would rise and join us in facing the flag 
and stating the pledge of allegiance? 
   (Pledge of Allegiance.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  The next order of business is approval of 
the minutes of the previous Board meeting.  Has every Board member had 
a chance to review those minutes?  Are there any changes or 
clarifications that need to be read into the record? 
   If not, is there a motion on the floor for approval? 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'll motion. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Motion to approve. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And we have a second.  All those in 
favor, say aye. 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Any opposed, say nay. 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Seeing there's no nays, motion passes.  
So, I'll just throw this back out onto the floor to each of the 
petitioners.  We are going to start out meeting in the absence of Mr. 
Siavelis.  And if you, is there any petitioner that wishes to take a 
deferment or delay until the next meeting? 
   None being heard, okay, we'll start.  We have our first, 
the Bradish Residence has been withdrawn, correct? 
  MR. MACH:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  So, Deloncker Residence? 
  MR. DELONCKER:  Deloncker, yes.  How are you? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Good evening.  Have you signed in, sir? 
  MR. DELONCKER:  Yes, I have. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  If I could ask you to raise your right 
hand, I'll swear you in. 
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   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Thank you.  Would you state your name and 
address for the record? 
  MR. DELONCKER:  Jason Deloncker at 1207 Noyes in Arlington 
Heights, 60005. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay, you may proceed. 
  MR. DELONCKER:  Yes.  I am coming to you for a variance on my 
front.  I'm building out the front of my house to be parallel with my 
garage.  And I am, my hardship is that the foyer is a small area and, 
with the ease of access in that area, I'm trying to make it compliant 
for being able to move around easily.  The way the house is set up, my 
front door slams into my stairs, so it's not really functional. 
   And currently, my property is at 26.8 feet back from the 
build line.  The average build line has moved to 28.5.  When the house 
was built, it was 25.  And I'm looking to just make it flush with the 
front of my garage, my front door.   
   And it shouldn't alter the, it will not alter the 
appearance of the house and it will fit in nicely with the rest of the 
neighborhood. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  What, if this petition is not granted, 
what is the hardship that you will endure? 
  MR. DELONCKER:  The foyer is a very small area in the home 
currently.  We're trying to make it more functional. I have a, I am 
legally blind, I have an eye disability, and I like more area to move 
around in, in that area.  There is already concrete poured in the area 
that I want to pour.  When they built the house, they actually built a 
foundation all the way along it, and that is where I want to move my 
front door to, to gain more foyer area.  And when it was built, it was 
at 25, like I said, the average build line.  And it has moved back from 
the other houses that were built after to 28.5. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, you will not be encroaching any 
farther into the setback than the existing structure already does, 
correct? 
  MR. DELONCKER:  That is correct. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And you have a disability that being able 
to enter into the home will provide you more room to be able to 
maneuver, engage or judge your surroundings as you described? 
  MR. DELONCKER:  Correct.  Correct, yes.  Like I stated, my 
front door swings into my stair area, so when you come down the stairs, 
the door there which, I mean I can obviously handle that but it's just 
more area to move around and be able to egress easily. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And you with your vision, this will solve 
what type of inconveniences that you have or hardship that you need to 
-- 
  MR. DELONCKER:  Just free egress and being able to, I mean 
when I come down the stairs, I have more area to enter into in that 
area and everything. 
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, if you're coming down the stairs and 
somebody is swinging the door open, there is a likelihood -- 
  MR. DELONCKER:  It's going to meet me.   
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay. 
  MR. DELONCKER:  It's going to meet me, and when you come down 
to the stairs, you come down to a wall and then you have to make a 
turn.  I'm looking to, that would open up that area and everything in 
that. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Are there any other questions from any 
other member of the Board?  Is there any person in the audience that 
wishes to address this petition or speak on behalf of this petition?  
None being heard, thank you. 
  MR. DELONCKER:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Seeing that there is no further 
testimony, we'll open it up to Board comments.  I think that this 
Petitioner, in my opinion, has demonstrated the need for this 
additional space, and there is a potential safety issue with him coming 
up and down the stairs because of the limited vision that he does have. 
 And it's not going to encroach any farther than the existing 
structure.  I don't have any issues with this petition. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'd agree with that as well, and maybe add a 
little diversity to the neighborhood. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Are there any other questions or comments 
from the Board? 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Seems very straightforward. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Is there a motion on the floor? 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  I move approval. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  We have a motion to approve. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'll second. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And a second.  Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes.  Have at it, good luck! 
  MR. DELONCKER:  Thank you very much, I appreciate it. 
   (Whereupon, the hearing in the above-mentioned petition 

was adjourned at 7:08 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
November 10, 2014 

 

PETITIONER:   Deloncker Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1207 W. Noyes St.  
 

VARIATION:   5.1-3.6, 5.4 

 

A 1.8 foot variance to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 26.7 feet from the north property line instead of the minimum 

28.5 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave. 
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner testified 

that they are proposing to enclose a portion of the front porch which is encroaching into the required front yard setback. The 

petitioner explained that the existing entrance is not functional due to space constraints.  The petitioner testified that they have a 

vision disability and therefore additional space is necessary in order to separate the front door from the interior stair case.    

 

Based upon the foregoing as well as other evidence submitted, the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the petitioner has 

established the necessary elements for the granting of a variance, namely; that the petitioners would sustain a hardship if the 

variance were not granted; that the situation of the petitioners is unique; and, that the granting of a variance would not alter the 

essential character of the neighborhood.   Proof of ownership and compliance with the Notification Provisions of the Ordinance 

were presented. 

 

Thereafter, a motion was made by Ms. Livermore and seconded by Mr. Divito.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 

variance request.   

 
Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 5-0 to 
grant the variance as requested.  

  

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 

areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 

this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 

Village. 
 

It is expressly noted that no order of this Board permitting the aforesaid variance shall be valid for a period longer than 
one (1) year unless such construction is started and proceeds to completion within the terms of such permit.  
 

 Anthony Petrillo, Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 



  

Item:  VanDijk Petition - 214 S. Stratford Rd. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

Approval of Minutes & Findings from 11/10/14 hearing. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Minutes 11/10/14 - VanDijk Minutes 

Findings 11/10/14 - VanDijk Minutes 
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ZONING BOARD    
                   REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS OF A MEETING 
                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                         ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  ZBA #14-037 - 214 S. STRATFORD RD. 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the  
 
Arlington Heights Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights  
 
Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, Arlington Heights, Illinois  
 
on Monday, the 10th day of November, 2014, at the hour of  
 
7:08 o'clock p.m. 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:              
 
TONY PETRILLO, Chairman 
JOSEPH SELBKA 
DAVID DIVITO 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BARBARA LIVERMORE 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
DEREK MACH, Landscape Planner 
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  The next petition on the agenda is at 214 
Stratford, and that is, the Petitioner is Tony Van Dyk? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Can I swear you in? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Yes, you may. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And could you state your name and address 
for the record please? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  My name is Tony Van Dyk, 800 South Milwaukee 
Avenue in Libertyville.  I am here to get a variance on a lot that we 
purchased here in Arlington Heights because the lot does not meet the 
size requirements for the R-3 zoning requirements in that particular 
area.  The lot already exists, there is already a house on it, but I 
can't do any work on the house, I can't tear down the house, or even 
remodel the house until I get a variance on the size variance. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Were you aware of this when you purchased 
the house? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  I was not at the time. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  Your intention is to tear down the 
house? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Rebuild it? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And you're a developer? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Yes, I have a client that asked me to purchase 
that particular lot because he wanted me to build a house for him on 
it. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  And what other options have you 
looked into?  Because you would tear this existing structure down to 
the studs, use the current foundation and so forth and still -- 
  MR. VAN DYK:  I still need to be here.  I still have to get a 
variance.  I can't do anything on that lot.  I can't do an addition, I 
couldn't do any work on that particular building, even the building 
that's in it. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Why couldn't you remodel it as it exists 
if you're not changing the footprint or anything? 
  MR. MACH:  The home can be maintained. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Right. 
  MR. MACH:  But it could not be expanded. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, what are those needs?  Why, what's 
the need to tear this down?  And this client that you purchased it for, 
is it their intention to reside  
there? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Yes, yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Or is it their intention to resell? 
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  MR. VAN DYK:  And the house itself right now is really not 
habitable.  There is, we've done some testing on it.  The roof is made 
of asbestos material that needs to be removed.  There are rodents 
living in the walls.  So, there's, it's got kind of a wood siding on 
it, so there's birds that have, woodpeckers that have made holes and a  
mess in the walls.  It's not a habitable residence at this point. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And what is, how are you going to change 
this home insofar as the existing footprint or setbacks compared to -- 
  MR. VAN DYK:  The new home that I want to put on the lot, it 
will meet all the setback requirements.  It will meet the impervious 
surface requirements, the FAR requirements.  All of those requirements 
will be met with the new home.  So, I'm not asking for a variance on 
setbacks at all. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  So, just that, so you will, it's a 
50-foot lot and it's 10 percent setback on either side then? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Or what would the setback need?  So, it 
would be within 5 feet of the setback, the front of the home will be 
made to comply with the code? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Correct, the other, Grove Street. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  Are there any other questions for 
the Petitioner?  Is there anyone in the audience that wishes to speak 
to this petition? 
  MR. SCHMELTER:  I just have, can I just ask a question? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Sir, if you would, would you sign in 
please?  And then I'll swear you in. 
   Can I swear you in, sir? 
  MR. SCHMELTER:  Sure. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Could you state your name and address 
please? 
  MR. SCHMELTER:  Allen Schmelter, 209 South Wilshire, 
Arlington Heights.  I live right in the back of your lot.  And my 
question is how much farther back will the house be from the existing 
footprint? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  There now has like a garage. 
  MR. SCHMELTER:  Right. 
  MR. VAN DYK:  And a shed behind the garage. 
  MR. SCHMELTER:  Yes. 
  MR. VAN DYK:  It would be about the edge of that shed. 
  MR. SCHMELTER:  Right to the edge of the shed? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Somewhere in that area. 
  MR. SCHMELTER:  Okay, that sounds good.  I think it's a very 
nice plan.  I'd like to speak and hope that you proceed with the, that 
it passes the request. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Thank you. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Mr. Schmelter, is the current house unlivable? 
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  MR. SCHMELTER:  I don't know about that, but it certainly 
isn't a very -- 
  MR. VAN DYK:  It's not well maintained. 
  MR. SCHMELTER:  Sure, yes.  And I think the house that he 
plans is going to look so much nicer.  The only concern I had, I didn't 
want it coming all the way into my backyard and have no backyard of his 
own.  So, that was my concern.  But I think it's going to be real nice. 
 It looks good. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Thank you.  Are there any other questions 
for the Petitioner? 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  The lady hasn't signed in but she has her 
hand up. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  One moment.  Ma'am, do you have 
questions or comments? 
  MS. ANTONSON:  I had a comment. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Can I get you to sign in please?  And 
then, folks, if you haven't signed in?   
  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  We're signed in. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay, thank you. 
   Ma'am, can I swear you in please?  Would you raise your 
right hand? 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Could you state your name and address for 
the record? 
  MS. ANTONSON:  Barbara Antonson, 400 South Windsor Drive, 
Arlington Heights 60004. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay, you may go ahead. 
  MS. ANTONSON:  I just wanted to speak to the, is it habitable 
or not.  We used to live, my husband and I used to live in that house, 
and we moved out in about 1987, moved over to Windsor Drive.  And I've 
kind of watched the progression of that property.  And although I have 
not been in the house for about maybe ten years, my opinion would be 
that it would be a benefit to the neighborhood, although we loved the 
house when we were there, it would now at this point in time to be a 
benefit to the neighborhood to do something a little bit more 
attractive. 
   It's a very unique house for the Stone Gate area.  And 
like I said, it served our purposes and we loved it.  But it's time I 
think for it to go. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Thank you very much. 
  MS. ANTONSON:  You're welcome. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Is there an additional individual who 
would like to speak to this petition?  One or all three, you're all 
welcome. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Us, too, how about that? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  That would be fine.  You both have been 
signed in?  
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  MR. HENLEY:  She has. 
  MS. FORD:  I have. 
  MR. HENLEY:  And I have not. 
  MS. FORD:  So, we are -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Wait, I will swear you both in.  Would 
you raise your right hand?   
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  If you would both, ladies first, state 
your name and address?  And sir, you would just follow her, for the 
record. 
  MS. FORD:  Katie Ford, and 5060 East Mayfair Road. So, we're 
right next to that house to be built. 
  MR. HENLEY:  My name is Mike Henley, I'm a friend of theirs. 
 I live at 625 South Mitchell, Arlington Heights. But they're friends 
of mine so I just thought I'd help them along a little bit. 
  MS. FORD:  So, we're trying to understand.  So, you said this 
is where the easement is.  I'm trying to understand because the -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Well, there is no easement.  He's taking 
his house, his proposal is to take this house down and then comply with 
all the existing requirements of building a new home on a lot that's 
undersized and that you have to have 75 feet, the width of the lot has 
to be 75 feet wide.  This is a 50-foot wide lot. 
  MS. FORD:  Right. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And there's an existing home on that.  
And then he would meet the setback requirements of 10 percent, so being 
5 feet away from the lot line. 
  MR. HENLEY:  So, the interpretation, the actual footprint of 
the current structure is not going to change? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Are the setbacks at 5 feet currently? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  I'm not sure exactly where the current setbacks 
are to be honest. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Do you have a plat with you? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Unfortunately, I do not. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  This is very hard to read. 
  MR. HENLEY:  That's a plat of the current structure. 
  MS. FORD:  It's not a new one. 
  MR. HENLEY:  He didn't provide one. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Well, that's why I'm trying to assess 
what the setback is with the current structure. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  You don't have a full size -- can you 
read that on there? 
  MR. GEISEL:  I'm trying to. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Right here.   
  MR. GEISEL:  Which one are you looking for?  This? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  I'm looking for the setbacks on either 
side. 
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  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  There's a brick wall there and it looks 
like it's 5, or is it 4.75? 
  MR. GEISEL:  This actually looks like it's 3.3. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  It's actually 3 feet on one side and -- 
  MR. GEISEL:  3.38 and 8.68. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And 8.6.  So, one side of the home, it 
looks like the north side of the home is only 3 and-a-half feet away 
from the lot line, and the other side is 8, approximately 8 and-a-half 
feet. 
  MS. FORD:  So, ours is -- 
  MR. HENLEY:  So, the north side is, I'm sorry -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  It's approximately 3 and-a-half. 
  MR. HENLEY:  3 and-a-half.  And the south which is abutting 
up against your property is just over -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Just over 8, yes. 
  MR. HENLEY:  So, your home is not going to influence their 8 
feet? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  You have to address your questions to the 
Board here. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Oh, is his -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes, we'll ask, we'll get those answers 
for you then. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Okay, I apologize. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, if you want to ask your question just 
so we have it on the record so we can answer it appropriately? 
  MR. HENLEY:  Is the developer's setbacks on the south side 
going to change from the 8 feet? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  If the variance is granted, it would 
allow the building to be 3 feet closer.  So, the setback would go on 
that side from 8 and-a-half to 5.  So, 42 inches. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Okay.  So, in theory, potentially they could 
lose 3 feet? 
  MR. GEISEL:  No. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  No, they don't lose anything. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Well, if he's going to move it 3  
feet -- 
  MR. GEISEL:  He's moving it 3 feet on his own property. 
  MR. HENLEY:  On his property. 
  MR. SELBKA:  The building would be 3 feet closer. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Closer, that's what I'm saying, that's what I'm 
saying.  I apologize. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  And he can do that legally. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Legally, he can do that?  Okay. 
  MR. VAN DYK:  And I think that was just actually 39, so it 
will be like 5 and-a-half on each side from the center. 
  MS. FORD:  So, is it, so just so we're clear on -- north, 
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south, east, west, so the 3 and-a-half is on our side or is on the 
other side? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  The other side. 
  MR. HENLEY:  The other side is 3 and-a-half, but currently 
there is 8 and-a-half between your lot and his.  So, in theory, legally 
it would be a 5-foot setback. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Correct. 
  MS. FORD:  I guess that's regular, that's  
within -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  The width of this, it's a little bit more 
than the width of this table. 
  MR. VAN DYK:  That's it, yes. 
  MS. FORD:  And then -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Or it could. 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Potentially, yes. 
  MS. FORD:  Is there a drawing of the new house that actually 
is on the plat?  Because we have the old  
house but it's hard to see where the foundation would actually be. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Well -- 
  MR. GEISEL:  That was not submitted to us  
either. 
  MS. FORD:  Can we see that? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  I have a drawing of the house but it's still a 
preliminary plan.  We haven't finalized it.  And we'll go to Design 
Commission to finalize the plan. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  What are you driving at?  Because -- 
  MS. FORD:  Just understanding the existing overall, the 
current foundation where it actually is and the overall plan 
essentially, where they're looking to actually build. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  They haven't gone through the Design 
Commission yet. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Right, they have to have approval.  But 
we're not here to address that.  We're here to address whether this is 
a buildable lot or not.  So, let's say that this is approved, he would 
comply with the codes and, you know, get an extension of the existing 
foundation as much as the code allows. 
  MS. FORD:  Okay.  So, overall, it's within the front, the 
back and all the sides? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Correct.  We're only addressing whether 
we would allow a home to be built on this lot, an undersized lot. 
  MS. FORD:  Okay, that's all.  The only other question is, 
currently it looks as if the house is actually, the driveway is on the 
right side of the house right now.  And so, it actually, it looks like 
it's going to be on the left side which is -- 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Actually, we changed it back to the right.  I'm 
sorry. 
  MS. FORD:  All right.  It's just hard to assess. 
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  MR. VAN DYK:  We didn't want to take down the parkway trees. 
  MS. FORD:  So, the driveway will stay where it is right now. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Again, he has the ability to move within 
that footprint as the code allows.  And the Building Department would 
review that and the building process, if you had an objection to that, 
we are not here, we couldn't address that because that's not a part of 
the petition this evening. 
  MS. FORD:  Okay.   
  MR. GEISEL:  So, for example, if he was designing something 
you didn't care for, you would have the opportunity to go to Design 
Committee and voice your opinion.  The only thing that's up before us 
today is simply the fact that this is currently a non-buildable lot.  
And so, by virtue of wanting to replace the home, he needs a variance 
to do that. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Can I ask you a question on your definition of a 
non-buildable lot?  Because I think you had mentioned R-3?  Is there a 
-- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  It's a requirement, it has to be 75 feet 
wide. 
  MR. HENLEY:  For his design purposes? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  No.   
  MR. GEISEL:  No. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Any lot, and that's why it has to be 75 
feet wide.  The existing today is a 50-foot lot with a home on it. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Okay.  So, I did not know that Arlington Heights 
has requirements up to 75 feet in width for a new construction. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  In the R-3, correct, Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  70. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  70, I'm sorry. 
  MR. HENLEY:  So, is there something below than R-3? 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Not in this area. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Not in this area.  Okay.  Because my 
interpretation of unbuildable is I think not compatible with the way -- 
you can still, it was mentioned you can still tear down the studs and 
the foundation and still build a home.  Or are you saying that's not 
true? 
  MR. SELBKA:  No, you can maintain the home. 
  MR. HENLEY:  You can maintain the home. 
  MR. SELBKA:  But you can't rebuild the home without a 
variance because of the nature of this lot. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Okay. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Which probably came into existence before the 
current R-3 zoning. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  But Derek, correct me if I'm wrong, you 
could tear that down to the studs, keep the existing studs in place and 
work from that and rebuild interior, exterior walls, as long as the 
studs are maintained, that would be a remodel of the existing home and 
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it would be a renovation, correct? 
  MR. MACH:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And then you would be able to build off 
of that as the building code allows, or if it doesn't meet the setback 
requirements and wanted to go back, he would have to come back in for a 
variance to take it differently from what it is today. 
  MS. FORD:  I mean we love the design of the house, so it 
would be a marked improvement as opposed to the current structure.  We 
just want to make sure in terms of that what's in the overall design, 
in terms of actually what that is.  
  MR. VAN DYK:  That side of the house has a door on it. 
  MS. FORD:  Yes. 
  MR. VAN DYK:  And that stoop, that's about how far we're 
going to come out. 
  MS. FORD:  To the stoop? 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Yes, the stoop is about 3 feet, so that's how 
close it is.  It's not going to be -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And he'll have to, his plans will have to 
be reviewed by the Building Department, and this would require design 
reviews and Design Commission since it's being torn down and rebuilt. 
  MR. MACH:  I'm not sure if it's going to go to the full 
design review, Design Commission, or be handled administratively. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  The design review will deal with the 
design elements, the finishes and so forth, correct, and kind of maybe 
roof, you know, if he wanted to change roof lines or so forth but stay 
within the character of the neighborhood. 
  MR. MACH:  Correct. 
  MS. FORD:  So, there will be a design review in which people 
-- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  I think when they go through the building 
review process, when the permits are submitted, there will be a 
decision then that it needs to go before the Design Commission or not. 
  MR. MACH:  Correct. 
  MS. FORD:  And when does that happen?  Just approximately? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  He has to submit his plans for a permit 
first. 
  MS. FORD:  And is that a public hearing as well?  Or how do 
you even -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  You would be able to contact the Staff 
and review those plans that are on file when the petition is submitted. 
 Correct? 
  MS. FORD:  Thank you.  Okay. 
  MR. HENLEY:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  All right, thank you.  Is there anyone 
else in the audience who would like to speak to this petition?   
   None being heard, are there any questions or comments 
from the Board related to the testimony of those witnesses? 
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  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes, I have to agree with the former owner 
that it's time for the house to go, the existing house.  And I would 
move approval of this petition. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Before I ask for a second, is there any 
other question or comments for the Petitioner?  Okay.   
   I would agree with Barbara and I saw that the home is 
pretty dilapidated and the sketches or designs that we were provided, I 
think is an enhancement to the neighborhood.  And seeing that those 
that did testify this evening are in support and their questions have 
been satisfied and they understand the process for raising any 
objections or concerns, it seems to be understood by those witnesses, I 
would agree with Barbara.  And is there a second to Barbara's motion? 
  MR. GEISEL:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  We have second, a motion and a second.  
Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes. 
  MR. VAN DYK:  Thank you. 
   (Whereupon, the hearing in the above-mentioned petition 

was adjourned at 7:28 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
  

FINDINGS 
November 10, 2014 

 

PETITIONER:   VanDijk Petition  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 214 S. Stratford Rd.  
 

VARIATION:   5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) 

 

A variance to allow a 50.1-ft. wide, 6,087-sq. ft. lot to be buildable, where 70 feet wide, 8750 sq. ft. is required.  
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner explained 

that they are proposing to construct a new home.  The petitioner testified that the proposal is before the Zoning Board of 

Appeals because of the substandard lot area.  And pursuant to Chapter 28 no permit shall be issued for any parcel containing 

less than 6,250 SF and a lot width of 50 feet.  The petitioner explained that the property is 50 feet wide and 6,087 square feet, 

and that there is no majority of substandard developed lots on the same frontage as the subject site.  The petitioner testified that 

the home is currently uninhabitable and explained that they are requesting a variation for lot width in order to make the lot 

buildable. 

 

Based upon the foregoing as well as other evidence submitted, the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the petitioner has 

established the necessary elements for the granting of a variance, namely; that the petitioners would sustain a hardship if the 

variance were not granted; that the situation of the petitioners is unique; and, that the granting of a variance would not alter the 

essential character of the neighborhood.   Proof of ownership and compliance with the Notification Provisions of the Ordinance 

were presented. 

 

Thereafter, a motion was made by Ms. Livermore and seconded by Mr. Geisel.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 

variance request.   

 
Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 5-0 to 
grant the variance as requested.  

  

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 

areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 

this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 

Village. 
 

It is expressly noted that no order of this Board permitting the aforesaid variance shall be valid for a period longer than 
one (1) year unless such construction is started and proceeds to completion within the terms of such permit.  
 

 Anthony Petrillo, Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 

 



  

Item:  Thompson Residence - 101 S. Fernandez Ave. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

Approval of Minutes & Findings from 11/10/14 hearing. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Minutes 11/10/14 - Thompson Minutes 

Findings 11/10/14 - Thompson Minutes 
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ZONING BOARD    
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                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                         ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
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RE:  ZBA #14-038 - THOMPSON RESIDENCE - 101 S. FERNANDEZ AVE. 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the  
 
Arlington Heights Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights  
 
Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, Arlington Heights, Illinois  
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TONY PETRILLO, Chairman 
JOSEPH SELBKA 
DAVID DIVITO 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BARBARA LIVERMORE 
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DEREK MACH, Landscape Planner 
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  The next petition is the Thompson 
Residence. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Good evening. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Bob, you've signed in, I know that.  You 
know this process. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes, we've all signed in. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Everybody signed in? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Can I just swear you in?  And then we'll 
ask any questions and we'll get this all done at once. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Would you state your name and address, 
each of you? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Robert Flubacker of Robert Flubacker 
Architects, Rolling Meadows. 
  MRS. THOMPSON:  Dawn Thompson, 101 South Fernandez. 
  MR. THOMPSON:  Sean Thompson, 101 South Fernandez. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  I'm not quite sure where to start here.  One 
thing, I want to enter, if it's okay, I've got one more exhibit.  This 
is a landscape plan, proposed landscape plan for the project. 
   The proposed project is a pool house housing three 
functions.  One is a pool bath, the other is a storage room, and the 
third is an outdoor screened-in living area.  The Staff has classified 
this as a gazebo which puts a 300 square-foot limit on the gazebo.  I'm 
not sure I agree with the Staff's assessment of the project. 
   One of the things I'd like to note, this is a half-acre 
lot.  It's a 22,000 square-foot lot.  And the accessory structure 
limitations are exactly the same as far as size and quantity on this 
lot as it would be on a 50 by 130 lot.  There is no proportionality on 
size of accessory structures.  Should I design this with a garage door 
and call it a garage, I don't need a zoning variation for it.   
   The zoning ordinance specifically deals with accessory 
structures in several different ways in limiting their size.  It 
classifies accessory structures four ways, and this structure meets all 
four of those criteria as an accessory structure.  It then gives 
examples of uses of accessory structures; specifically, it says an 
accessory structure including but not limited to a tool shed, storage 
building, detached garage, tree house or gazebo.   
   The balance of it starts to discuss limitations on size, 
and there are only certain structures that are mentioned as far as 
limitation of sizes.  One is a detached garage at 720 square feet.  The 
second classification is playhouse, shed and gazebo of 300 square feet. 
 And the last one is a tree house of 100 square feet, leaving any use 
other than those listed there as limited only by the combined FAR of 
all of the structures of the property which obviously on a 22,000 
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square-foot lot would be significantly more than what we're proposing. 
   Additionally, my clients have another option of doing 
detached accessory structures.  They have a, they're allowed three 
total accessory structures, and if they were all gazebos, for instance, 
we can do three 300 square-foot gazebos, or a 300 square-foot gazebo 
with a 300 square-foot toilet/storage building right next to it.  So, 
in essence, build the same type of structure, same size structure. 
   We have designed this to be as sensitive as you can be 
to the particular property.  We're back from the setback on Sigwalt, 
which is the front setback on this particular structure with more than 
the minimum setback at the rear yard.  As you can see, there's existing 
evergreens right by the building now and we're supplementing that with 
additional landscaping. 
   My clients have talked to all three of the neighbors 
that are common to the, would that be the southeast corner of the 
property?  And all three of them are in favor of the project.   
   So, the other variation I'm requesting is for the 
chimney.  As you know, on a principal structure, the chimney would not 
be counted in the height.  But in the zoning ordinance, the specific 
limitations on accessory structures is any point of the building can't 
be more than 15 feet.  We're matching the pitch of the existing roof, 
so that's where the height of the chimney comes in. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Is there a fireplace or a fire pit? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Fireplace within the living area. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  If you were to build a garage, you say 
that you would be able to meet all the requirements or put a garage 
door on it, but typically they wouldn't be used for the same thing.  
Would you be required to provide a driveway to that structure if you 
called it a garage? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  I believe that's a debatable point.  I don't 
think the code specifically says you need a driveway to a garage, or 
that you need to park cars in it. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Is there a reason that three structures can't be 
detached from one another?  So, if you detach the three structures, 
they would come within the four corners of the zoning ordinance, 
correct? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Well, I believe we currently are but that's a 
debatable point.  And I don't come to this conclusion from an outsider 
standpoint.  I spent 25 years here at the Village on the committee that 
writes the building codes.  So, I know the codes here, I know what 
these codes say.  And I believe that this is just a, you know, there's 
a gap in the accessory structure code.  If you want to limit any 
accessory structure other than detached garages to 300 feet, it should 
say that. 
  MR. SELBKA:  But you could have these three structures at 300 
feet each and it would comply as long as they were detached from one 
another, correct?   



DRAFT 
 

19 
 

  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes. 
  MR. SELBKA:  According to code? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes. 
  MR. SELBKA:  And is there a reason they're connected in your 
plan? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  For convenience of use.  And also to minimize 
how much open land gets used by those structures. 
   I'll throw another question out there.  If instead of a 
screen-in room that were glassed in, how would it be classified in that 
circumstance?  It's been classified as a gazebo, and let me read the 
definition of a gazebo in the zoning ordinance.  It says, "an accessory 
building that is detached, covered, freestanding, open-air structure." 
 The structure you have in front of you has over two-thirds of its 
perimeter solid wall.  So, I have difficulty calling that an open-air 
structure.   
   But if we were to window it in, then how does this get 
classified?  It's certainly not a detached garage.  It's not a tool 
shed.  It's not a, you know, playhouse.  It's not a tree house.  So, 
again I think it falls into that gap that just isn't defined other than 
the combined FAR of the property. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Well, this is the problem I have, is we 
have an interpretation of the code by the Staff. And that's how I see 
fit to regulate.  We're not here to interpret the code but to take the 
code or the interpretation and then apply it in this situation to the 
variance.  So, you know -- 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  I'm not sure I agree how to proceed with 
that.  I think you also are an interpreting body. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Well, that's my opinion.  And in 
reviewing the guidelines and procedures that are set forth, I don't see 
anywhere in our guidelines, and I may have missed, that allow us for 
interpretation of the code. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Well, by granting variations, you're 
interpreting the intent of the zoning ordinance. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  No, we're interpreting that there are 
three conditions that are met by which if the petitioners, if there is 
a strict interpretation of the code that's going to impose some type of 
hardship on the petitioner that can't be overcome or will not allow 
them to earn a reasonable return on their investment. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Agree to disagree. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  It's written on, it's published on the 
Village's website.  And those are our guiding principles and our 
guiding procedures. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Well, my position here tonight which I wrote 
in the application is our hardship is the interpretation of the zoning 
ordinance. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  You mean of the code. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes, the zoning ordinance, yes.  It's the 
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definition of this as a gazebo, the interpretation of this structure as 
a gazebo is a hardship. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And what hardship does the Petitioner 
endure that you as an architect could not solve for them to comply with 
the code? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  There's obviously solutions I can give that 
would satisfy the code.  With the separated structure, I could move the 
building over whatever it is, 15-20 feet to actually attach it to the 
structure.  And as long as I'm within the rear setback, we're not going 
to need a variation again. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And why aren't either of those two an 
option? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Because this is a summer month use structure. 
 It's not meant to be a part of the house.  It's meant to be a part of 
the development of that pool area.  And it serves those needs much 
better as a detached structure. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  What's the distance from the home to the 
structure? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  If I were to guess, I'd say about 20 feet. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Do you have that shown anywhere on the 
plat? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes, the cover sheet of my set.  I don't know 
if the -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  We have -- 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  I think you just flipped it over. Right 
there, the site plan on that page.  I have a full set. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Let me see if I can, you said you have a 
full set now. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes, I've got a full set. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  If I find it, I'll pull it up here. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  It would be from that corner to that corner. 
 And this distance there is about 20 feet, so roughly 20 feet. 
   I guess in light of the conversation, I guess my request 
is can I attach two accessory structures together. 
  MR. SELBKA:  I ask this question, can you answer again, what 
is the hardship in having two accessories not attached together? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Well, separated, they're going to cost more 
as two independent structures and are going to consume more land, more 
acreage to do that than to combine structures.   
  MR. SELBKA:  Okay. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  There's a functional use, too, but you know, 
to walk from a covered living space to a separate covered bathroom is 
not a huge thing. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Okay. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Are there any other questions from any 
member of the Board?  Is there anyone in the audience that wishes to 
speak to this petition? 
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   None being heard, I'll open it up for Board comments.  I 
think that there are other options in this, by my calculation, without 
using a definitive rule of measure.  The building is approximately 12 
feet from the existing home. I've heard two other options that were 
offered by testimony this evening to solve this problem.  And the third 
being a connection to the house and whether it be at a 12-foot by 
whatever, 15-foot breeze way, whatever that might be, the testimony was 
that it was an achievable code compliant resolution to this. 
   Is there any other questions or any other comments? 
  MR. GEISEL:  But the same thing with the breeze way.  I'm not 
sure materially that that's any different  
than -- 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Well, then it becomes a home addition, 
right, with the breezeway?  And you can do that without us.  Wouldn't 
that be easy? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Again, the reason we're here is that the 
design of this was my reading of the zoning ordinance and 
interpretation of what the zoning ordinance says. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Okay. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  One of the key elements of the design of the 
project is access to the backyard in the space between the house and 
the pool house.  There's stone pillars and a gate that's the formal 
entry to the backyard for visitors.  To attach it to the structure now 
makes that entry around the end of that and, you know, obviously brings 
all of that noise and activity closer to the neighbor. 
  MR. THOMPSON:  Can I say something, if you don't mind? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes, go ahead. 
  MR. THOMPSON:  And I know we're not here tonight to decide on 
the aesthetics, but my wife and I, I'm a 45-year resident of Arlington 
Heights.  And so, we have been very conscious to, whatever we put 
together, we want to make sure it was aesthetically pleasing, fit 
within the neighborhood and, quite frankly, our neighbors weren't upset 
by.  And I appreciate the comment from Mr. Petrillo about, you know, we 
could attach a breezeway, or Mr. Geisel, I agree with you.  It's just, 
aesthetically, I don't think that would look as nice as what we have 
now. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  I agree. 
  MR. THOMPSON:  And it would just, it may be conforming, yes, 
but I just think aesthetically people would drive by and go what the 
heck did they do?  So, I appreciate your comment, but we did go through 
effort here to try and make this as conforming to the neighborhood as 
possible and not disrupt, you know, where people would come by and say, 
geez, what the heck are they doing? 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  I would agree with you that it's very 
pleasing.  But we are sitting on the horns of a problem here and I 
don't know what to say about this. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  What do you perceive that problem to be? 
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  MRS. LIVERMORE:  The size of the gazebo I guess, the gazebo 
and pool house and these extra structures.  What are we to do with 
them?  And I don't know that it's spelled out. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Well, for instance, as I mentioned before, if 
we were to glass in the walls of that living space, would I be required 
for a variation? 
  MR. SELBKA:  It seems to me you could classify the variance 
as simply having two structures connected to one another as opposed to 
having two structures a foot or two apart.  And if that's the case, 
then there is kind of a hardship associated with not having them 
together for the reasons that, I'm sorry? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  It's Bob, it's fine. 
  MR. SELBKA:  That Bob had said that, you know, there's a 
certain efficiency with having them connected.  And that seems like a 
very small variance, and there is a hardship there compared to the 
variance that they're asking for if you look at it that way.  And I 
think the circumstances are kind of unique because there is an 
aesthetic issue here with having these two structures connected as 
opposed to being apart. 
   I think that by looking at it in a slightly different 
way, we could grant this variance which it seems like aesthetically is 
a lot nicer than requiring them to stay within a very restrictive 
reading of the zoning ordinance.  So, I think that just by sort of re-
jiggering the petition a little bit, we can grant this.  And I'm 
inclined to be in favor of it because it is better than what the zoning 
ordinance would require if we made a very restrictive reading of the 
zoning ordinance. 
  MR. GEISEL:  What was the overall square footage of this? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  622 square feet I think. 
  MR. GEISEL:  So, less than, for example, if you did the 
detached garage? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes.  Yes. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Which you wouldn't need a variance for. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Right, right.  And the other point I bring up 
is the proportionality.  You know, as the lot sizes grow, there is an 
increase of proportionality in accessory structures. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And what do you see as the hardship 
that's imposed on the Petitioner? 
  MR. SELBKA:  Well, the hardship would be by not having the 
structures together, by requiring the three structures to be separate, 
there are additional -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Well, you would only have two, right? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Well, a -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Your 600 square feet -- 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  I could give you a perfectly code compliant 
solution to this problem that all it would do is lower the roof of the 
two wings and raise the roof of the middle so that they don't touch, 
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and now I have three separate structures. 
  MRS. THOMPSON:  Which really doesn't make sense. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  But there are additional costs related to 
that, Bob? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Oh, yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  What in your estimation are those 
additional?  Just give me a ballpark figure with that, Bob. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  It's more than $1,000 and less than $10,000. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And would that then, having those 
separate structures and not sharing a roof line, that would, I'm 
assuming that would allow water penetration and so forth? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Wind, water. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, if you want to enjoy two separately, 
you'd be walking across in open weather and especially weather on a 
cool day. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Also, the rain, yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And then what about snow buildup and so 
forth in between those? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Is there probably an erosion of, what's, 
I'm sorry, what's the material of the exterior? 
  MR. THOMPSON:  It's going to be brick and stone. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Brick and stone. 
  MR. THOMPSON:  To match the existing house.   
  MR. FLUBACKER:  The other thing is it now is no longer in 
character with the existing house.  The existing house has one 
continuous roof line with no break in it. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And you're creating pretty much a trap 
then -- 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  For drifting snow. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  For drifting snow and everything else. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Wind, stuff like that, yes.  It becomes 
almost impossible to screen off that center room. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Any other questions or comments from the 
Board?  I see this as just a matter of big inconvenience, not a matter 
of, that the interpretation of the code, that that interpretation of 
the code seen by what the Staff has deemed, that there's a lot of 
inconveniences associated with this where there is much more reasonable 
solution that I think reduces the cost and protects the asset better 
than it would separate structures.  So, I don't have any -- 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  You said it better than I could have. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  I don't have any issues with it.  Did 
someone make a motion to approve? 
  MR. SELBKA:  I'll make a motion to approve. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'll second. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  We have a motion and a second.  
Derek? 
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  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes.  
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Thank you all. 
  MRS. THOMPSON:  Thank you. 
  MR. THOMPSON:  Thank you very much. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Whatever you call it. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  He's still going to do an overhead garage 
door on it, you know that. 
  MRS. THOMPSON:  Thank you. 
   (Whereupon, the hearing in the above-mentioned petition 

was adjourned at 7:50 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
  

FINDINGS 
November 10, 2014 

 

PETITIONER:   Thompson Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 101 S. Fernandez Ave.  
 

VARIATION:   6.5-6, 6.5-7 (Accessory Buildings) 

 

A 325 square foot variance to allow an accessory structure to be 625 square feet instead of the maximum allowed 300 square 

feet; and a 2.0 foot variance to allow an increase to the maximum height of an accessory structure from 15 feet to 17 feet. 
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner explained 

that they are proposing a 625 square foot accessory structure where the maximum allowed is 300 square feet.  The petitioner 

testified that code would allow three accessory structures.     The petitioner testified that they would incur additional costs for 

constructing three structures as well as additional maintenance.  The petitioner testified that the accessory structure will be 

landscaped along Sigwalt Street. 

 

Based upon the foregoing as well as other evidence submitted, the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the petitioner has 

established the necessary elements for the granting of a variance, namely; that the petitioners would sustain a hardship if the 

variance were not granted; that the situation of the petitioners is unique; and, that the granting of a variance would not alter the 

essential character of the neighborhood.   Proof of ownership and compliance with the Notification Provisions of the Ordinance 

were presented. 

 

Thereafter, a motion was made by Mr. Selbka and seconded by Mr. Divito.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 

variance request.   

 
Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 5-0 to 
grant the variance as requested.  

  

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 

areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 

this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 

Village. 
 

It is expressly noted that no order of this Board permitting the aforesaid variance shall be valid for a period longer than 
one (1) year unless such construction is started and proceeds to completion within the terms of such permit.  
 

 Anthony Petrillo, Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 
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                         ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  ZBA #14-039 - SODERNA RESIDENCE - 2224 N. DRYDEN LN. 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the  
 
Arlington Heights Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights  
 
Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, Arlington Heights, Illinois  
 
on Monday, the 10th day of November, 2014, at the hour of  
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MEMBERS PRESENT:              
 
TONY PETRILLO, Chairman 
JOSEPH SELBKA 
DAVID DIVITO 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BARBARA LIVERMORE 
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DEREK MACH, Landscape Planner 
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  All right.  The next petition, Soderna? 
  MS. SODERNA:  Yes, Soderna.  Good evening. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Good evening.  Can I just, you've already 
signed in, ma'am? 
  MS. SODERNA:  I've signed in. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Could I swear you in? 
  MS. SODERNA:  Yes.  Right hand, right? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Would you state your name and address for 
the record please? 
  MS. SODERNA:  Julie Soderna, 2224 North Dryden, Arlington  
Heights 60004.  So, my matter that I bring to you this evening is 
relatively simple compared to what you just faced.  But we simply want 
to replace our, let me back up.  In the extreme storms at the end of 
August, our back fence blew down.  We border Ivy Hills School.  So, to 
the back is basically an open field area in between our house and the 
playground. 
   So, the fence blew down and we sought some quotes and, 
you know, settled on a contractor and then went to get the permit and 
faced the problem because we want to replace what is an existing 6-foot 
fence with another 6-foot fence.  And apparently, the code has changed 
in the last 20 years or so and we can only get, we're only allowed to 
put up a 5-foot fence in the back.  And we're trying to seek a variance 
to get a 6-foot fence. 
   As you can imagine, bordering the school, we get a lot 
of, there's a lot of traffic.  Kids literally play up to our fence at 
recess every single day.  And we get balls and other activity coming 
into our yard.  There is a slight, the ground level is slightly raised 
behind our yard so that even with a 6-foot fence, we can see what's 
going on, which is okay because we have small kids.  But we don't want 
to enhance that sight line. 
   More importantly, the burden that we would incur if we 
were only allowed to have a 5-foot fence, every neighbor along that 
entire sight line, all five other yards have 6-foot fences.  It would 
look utterly ridiculous if we had a 5-foot fence.  And we're looking to 
get a PVC fence, we're going to be paying close to $8,000 for this 
fence.  And to have one that's a foot lower where we've got all this 
interaction with the school would present a significant hardship to us. 
   And in fact, I was kind of curious how we don't, how the 
zoning districts I think you call them, how it did not fall within that 
exception considering, but I don't know anything about the zoning 
districts.  So, I was pretty shocked to find out that we needed a 
variance, because I also know that one of our neighbors got a 6-foot 
fence a couple of years ago without a variance, and they did get a 
permit so I'm not sure how that happened.   
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   So, it's kind of a frustrating situation because our 
fence right now is completely dilapidated and blows over at the 
slightest wind.  My husband has propped it up with like 20 different 2 
by 4's and we're literally right next to the school where the kids 
play, so it's a hazard at this point.  So, I am really hoping that you 
agree with me. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Are there any questions or comments from 
the Board? 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Obviously it's needed. 
  MS. SODERNA:  I would like to also say that I spoke with my 
neighbors in addition to sending the letters out, and they both are a 
hundred percent supportive of our planned fence. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  And appearance-wise, it should be 6 feet if 
everybody else is. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Agreed. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Is there a motion? 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  I move approval. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Is there a second? 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'll second. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  We have a motion and a second. Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
  MS. SODERNA:  Thank you, I appreciate it. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Good luck! 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Are you going to get it in before the 
winter hits? 
  MS. SODERNA:  Yes, we're, now that's my concern.  He tells 
me, our contractor tells me we should be okay.  But hopefully the next 
week doesn't freeze the ground too much.  Thank you. 
   (Whereupon, the hearing in the above-mentioned petition 

was adjourned at 7:55 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
  

FINDINGS 
November 10, 2014 

 

PETITIONER:   Soderna Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 2224 N. Dryden Ln.  
 

VARIATION:   6.13-3b (Location of Fences) 

 

A 1 foot variance to allow an increase to the maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence located along the rear 

property line. 
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner testified 

they are proposing a six foot high fence.  The petitioner explained that they back up to Ivy Hills School.  The petitioner also, 

explained that there is a grade change on the adjacent property.     

 

Based upon the foregoing as well as other evidence submitted, the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the petitioner has 

established the necessary elements for the granting of a variance, namely; that the petitioners would sustain a hardship if the 

variance were not granted; that the situation of the petitioners is unique; and, that the granting of a variance would not alter the 

essential character of the neighborhood.   Proof of ownership and compliance with the Notification Provisions of the Ordinance 

were presented. 

 

Thereafter, a motion was made by Ms. Livermore and seconded by Mr. Geisel.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 

variance request.   

 
Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 5-0 to 
grant the variance as requested.  

  

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 

areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 

this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 

Village. 
 

It is expressly noted that no order of this Board permitting the aforesaid variance shall be valid for a period longer 
than one (1) year unless such construction is started and proceeds to completion within the terms of such permit.  
 

 Anthony Petrillo, Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the  
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Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, Arlington Heights, Illinois  
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  The next petition is the Kozlik, is that 
correct? 
  MRS. KOZLIK:  Yes. 
  MR. KOZLIK:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Has everybody signed in? 
  MR. KOZLIK:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  We'll swear you all in at once and 
then ask you to state your name and address for the record.  Would you 
raise your right hands please? 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And if you would, ladies first, state 
your name and address for the record? 
  MRS. KOZLIK:  Julie Kozlik at 1110 West Maude Avenue in 
Arlington Heights, 60004. 
  MR. KOZLIK:  Dave Kozlik -- 
  MRS. KOZLIK:  1110.  We just moved in. 
  MR. KOZLIK:  Yes.  1110 West Maude Avenue, Arlington Heights, 
60004. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  Neil Schook, 2039 West Potomac, Chicago.  I'm 
their architect. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  All right. 
  MRS. KOZLIK:  We are here today to ask you if we would be 
able to turn our one-car garage into a two-car garage.  We've been in 
the house for a little over three months, and when we had our 
inspection, there was a crack in our foundation that we knew about.  
But the people that lived in the house before us hadn't taken care of 
the yard, so there were lots of weeds and trees and we had to cut 
everything down, and found out that there is another big crack on the 
other side.  So, in order to fix the garage, it actually needs to be 
reconstructed, torn down and reconstructed. 
     We're a two-car family with a young son, and the one-car 
garage just doesn't fit our needs.   
  MR. KOZLIK:  The garage as it is right now, the foundation 
has settled to the point where there is a 6 to 8-inch gap, slope if you 
will, from midway of the garage to the bottom.  
  MRS. KOZLIK:  The wall. 
  MR. KOZLIK:  And the wall has bowed out and we're getting, we 
found mice droppings and I've set traps and poison and we've got a 
young son. 
  MRS. KOZLIK:  And dogs. 
  MR. KOZLIK:  And dogs.  And we're worried about mice entering 
the house of course, especially at this time of the year.  And if it's 
not torn down or, you know, if we don't do something about it, it's 
just -- 
  MRS. KOZLIK:  Even if the variation doesn't pass and we 
rebuild it to just the one-car garage, the way that the -- 
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  MR. SCHOOK:  One of the conditions on that block is, on Maude 
Street, is that there's two zoning.  It straddles two different zoning 
districts.  The owners are in R-3 and then to the west of Harvard 
Avenue is R-E, and west of it are larger lots, deeper lots with deeper 
setbacks in the front.  So, when you average that, it really puts a 
burden on Julie and David in that their house actually is nonconforming 
as is.  If we move it back 41 feet, the three buildings to the east of 
Harvard, all three buildings are nonconforming as is.  So, in order to 
reconstruct the garage, even if we did it as a single-car garage, it's 
nonconforming.  
  MRS. KOZLIK:  We would need a variance for that. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  So, we would need a variance even just to 
replace it. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And how far is that existing setback? 
  MR. SCHOOK:  The average is 41 feet. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  No, the home now, the garage now. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  It's on the drawing.  The existing is 31.5 feet. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, that's 31.5 feet. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  To the front of the garage. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  To the front of the garage.  And you want 
to come roughly another 9 feet?  Or 11 feet? 
  MR. SCHOOK:  Actually 7 feet.  7 feet. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  7 feet. 
  DAVID:  7 feet 8 inches I believe. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And what is the, what are the dimensions, 
Derek, of a two-car garage? 
  MR. MACH:  21 feet by 21 and 4 inches I believe interior.  
That is for the interior, minimum. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  It's the smallest we could do to make it a 
functional two-car garage. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay, that's what I was going to ask. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  To keep it a minimum. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  What are the proposed dimensions of your 
garage? 
  MR. SCHOOK:  21 feet. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  It falls within the minimum requirements? 
  MR. SCHOOK:  Oh, yes.  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  So, you're not asking for 24 feet, 
26 or 30 feet. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  No.  No, no. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  You're taking the minimal that's 
allowable. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  Yes.  But it's also the minimal that has the 
least impact on the setback. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Are there any -- I'm sorry? 
  DAVID:  I'm sorry.  We have talked to our neighbors to the 
left and to the right of us, and neither one of them could make it.  
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But they're all for it and, you know, I see them all the time and we've 
talked about it.  We had an issue not too long ago, so that was like 
the talk between us and then that turned into the sign in front of the 
house.  So, they're all for it, the idea of it because it's just going 
to be more aesthetically pleasing to whole block of all six houses if 
you will. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  In my review of the documents, I don't 
see any other alternatives for you.  You're stretched for storage space 
and I was unaware of the need with the crack in the foundation.  But I 
don't see any other option. 
  MR. SCHOOK:  Just to add a little further, the owners did 
have a contractor look at it and I agree with them.  Most likely the 
footings aren't adequate which is what caused this.  So, the footings 
have to be rebuilt, they're not deep enough. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  Are there any other questions or 
comments from the Board?  I just think this is pretty straightforward, 
and in my opinion, my review of the documents they furnished to us, I 
don't see any other options.  And considering that they are not asking 
for more than, you know, they're taking the minimum distances and 
meeting the minimum requirements of a two-car garage, I don't see any 
issues with this petition. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'll motion to approve. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And is there a second? 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  We have a motion and a second. Derek, 
would you call the roll? 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes. 
  MRS. KOZLIK:  Thank you very much. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Good luck! 
  MR. KOZLIK:  Thank you. 
   (Whereupon, the hearing in the above-mentioned petition 

was adjourned at 8:01 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
  

FINDINGS 
November 10, 2014 

 

PETITIONER:   Kozlik Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1110 W. Maude Ave.  
 

VARIATION:   5.1-3.6, 5.4 

 

A 17.0 foot variance to allow an expansion to the attached garage with a front yard setback of 24.5 feet from the south property 

line instead of the minimum 41.5 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave.  
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner explained 

that they are proposing to expand the existing one car attached garage and create a two car attached garage.  The petitioner 

explained that the existing garage has settled and therefore needs to be rebuilt.  The petitioner further explained that there are 

two zoning districts on the block and that the homes on the west end of the block skew the average for the required front yard 

setback.   

 

Based upon the foregoing as well as other evidence submitted, the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the petitioner has 

established the necessary elements for the granting of a variance, namely; that the petitioners would sustain a hardship if the 

variance were not granted; that the situation of the petitioners is unique; and, that the granting of a variance would not alter the 

essential character of the neighborhood.   Proof of ownership and compliance with the Notification Provisions of the Ordinance 

were presented. 

 

Thereafter, a motion was made by Mr. Divito and seconded by Ms. Livermore.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 

variance request.   

 
Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 5-0 to 
grant the variance as requested.  

  

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 

areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 

this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 

Village. 
 

It is expressly noted that no order of this Board permitting the aforesaid variance shall be valid for a period longer than 
one (1) year unless such construction is started and proceeds to completion within the terms of such permit.  
 

 Anthony Petrillo, Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  The next petition is the Craig petition. 
  
  MR. PARKS:  Good evening. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Good evening.  Are you signed in, sir? 
  MR. PARKS:  I have signed in. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Could you raise your right hand?  I'll 
swear you in. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Could you state your name and address for 
the record? 
  MR. PARKS:  Aaron Parks, 401 North Fairview in Mount 
Prospect, 60056.  I was the architect for Evelyn Craig for this 
particular property.  She is the legal owner.  And she asked me to help 
out because we had to get a variance for a similar reason when she did 
her addition. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  I remember. 
  MR. PARKS:  You do remember?  She has a corner lot and it is 
practically, in all practical senses, her backyard is classified as an 
interior side yard, and her backyard is really her side yard, and her 
side yard is considered her front yard.  So, she is limited to build a 
fence of 3 feet in height in her side yard, which is by definition in 
the code a front yard, even though she has a Yale address. 
   So, the hardship here is that she has a large dog, she 
lives alone.  And the dog has gotten out twice because he can just leap 
quite easily over the 3-foot fence. And that creates not only stress 
for her but also neighbors that walk by.  And furthermore, she's 
willing to, if granted the ability to build a 5-and-a-half-foot fence, 
she's willing to angle it back as it approaches the adjacent driveway 
so that it respects the vision triangle that would be, not creating a 
kind of hazard for pedestrians as they approach that driveway. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Is the dog a recent acquisition? 
  MS. CRAIG:  No, I've had him for a few years.  The owner is 
my son who is a disabled Iraqi war veteran.  But he's no longer capable 
of caring for the dog. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  So, he's come to live with you. 
  MS. CRAIG:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And how long has he resided with you, 
ma'am? 
  MS. CRAIG:  I'm sorry. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  You know what, we're asking questions.  
We should swear you in. 
  MS. CRAIG:  Sure.  Okay. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And would you state your name and address 
for the record? 
  MS. CRAIG:  My name is Evelyn M. Craig, 28 South Yale Avenue, 
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Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Thank you.  And my question, ma'am, was 
and how long has your son resided with you? 
  MS. CRAIG:  Since about 2012, 2011. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, this has been a problem for you with 
the dog? 
  MS. CRAIG:  Yes.  The dog has soared over this fence several 
times already.  And the dog is just about as tall as the fence, he's an 
84-pound dog. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Who has to chase the dog down to you? 
  MS. CRAIG:  Well, it would have to be me but I'm not capable 
of doing it. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And I just want to note that the 
Engineering Department is not in favor of the proposed variance due to 
the restricted sight distance.  Derek, was there any quantification of 
that or anything that we can include and just, I don't have any issues 
with this variance but I do have an issue if we're not meeting any 
requirements or we're going to create an issue that I don't understand 
that is being raised by the Engineering Department. 
  MR. MACH:  Yes.  Since that comment, the Petitioner has 
provided a plan that's meeting the vision triangle on the southwest 
corner of the property adjacent to the sidewalk.  They're proposing to 
pull the fence back 12 feet in each direction. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Was the Engineering Department provided 
with this, do you know? 
  MR. MACH:  They were provided with the plan. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  But this is their point of reference?  
This was their reference for their issue, I'm sorry? 
  MR. MACH:  They did not, the Petitioner, in order to address 
Engineering's comment, provided a revised plan with that. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  I should make myself more clear, 
yes.  This restricted sight distance and this adjusted design is in 
reference to satisfy the requirements that Engineering required. 
  MR. MACH:  Right. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  All right.  I don't have any other 
questions.  Does any member of the Board have any questions or 
comments?  None being heard, and I think the one piece that needed to 
be satisfied for me and I just wanted to state that in the record that 
the Petitioner has met that, and if there is any addition, or if there 
is a motion on the floor, I'd ask that they include just that they meet 
those requirements of the Engineering Department and ask the 
Engineering Department to work with them in a flexible way. 
   Is there any other questions or comments or a motion on 
the floor? 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, I motion to approve with the addition of the 
-- 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Anybody have any comments in the back row 
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there? 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Would you like to comment on this? 
  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  No. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  Thank you, Barbara.  Okay, I'm 
sorry. 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, I motion to approve with the addition of the 
sight line variation that was added. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Is there a second? 
  MR. SELBKA:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  We have a motion and a second to approve. 
 Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes.  All right.  Good luck, ma'am. 
  MS. CRAIG:  Thank you.   
   (Whereupon, the hearing in the above-mentioned petition 

was adjourned at 8:08 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
  

FINDINGS 
November 10, 2014 

 

PETITIONER:   Craig Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 28 S. Yale Ave.  
 

VARIATION:   6.13-3 

 

A 2.5 foot height variance to allow a 5.5 foot tall fence in the front yard where 3 feet is the maximum height; and a variation to 

allow a semi-open fence in the front yard where only an open fence is permitted.   
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner explained 

that they are requesting a variance to allow a 5.5 foot high solid fence in the front yard where the maximum height allowed is a 3 

feet open fence.   The petitioner explained that the front of the home faces Yale Avenue which is the exterior side yard and that 

the side of the home is the front yard pursuant to the zoning definition.  The petitioner testified that their dog can jump over a 

three foot high fence.     

  

Based upon the foregoing as well as other evidence submitted, the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the petitioner has 

established the necessary elements for the granting of a variance, namely; that the petitioners would sustain a hardship if the 

variance were not granted; that the situation of the petitioners is unique; and, that the granting of a variance would not alter the 

essential character of the neighborhood.   Proof of ownership and compliance with the Notification Provisions of the Ordinance 

were presented. 

 

Thereafter, a motion was made by Mr. Divito and seconded by Mr. Selbka.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 

variance request.   

 
Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 5-0 to 
grant the variance as requested.  

  

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 

areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 

this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 

Village. 
 

It is expressly noted that no order of this Board permitting the aforesaid variance shall be valid for a period longer than 
one (1) year unless such construction is started and proceeds to completion within the terms of such permit.  
 

 Anthony Petrillo, Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 

 



  

Item:  Nick Residence - 604 E. Charles St. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

Approval of Minutes & Findings from 11/10/14 hearing. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Minutes 11/10/14 - Nick Minutes 

Findings 11/10/14 - Nick Minutes 
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ZONING BOARD    
                   REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS OF A MEETING 
                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                         ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  ZBA #14-043 - NICK RESIDENCE - 604 E. CHARLES ST. 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the  
 
Arlington Heights Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights  
 
Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, Arlington Heights, Illinois  
 
on Monday, the 10th day of November, 2014, at the hour of  
 
8:08 o'clock p.m. 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:              
 
TONY PETRILLO, Chairman 
JOSEPH SELBKA 
DAVID DIVITO 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BARBARA LIVERMORE 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
DEREK MACH, Landscape Planner 
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And the Nick Residence.  Have you both 
signed in? 
  MRS. NICK:  Mr. Nick has not signed in yet. 
  MR. NICK:  I'm Gene Nick. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  I'm sorry, sir.  I don't know if you're 
going to tell the truth yet so I have to swear you in.  Ma'am, are you 
going to testify as well? 
  MRS. NICK:  Yes. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  MR. NICK:  I'm Gene Nick, 604 East Charles Street, Arlington 
Heights, 60004. 
  MRS. NICK:  Laurie Nick at the same residence, 604 East 
Charles, Arlington Heights.  What we would like to propose is, we have 
an existing additional garage in our house, and our current house does 
not meet the current required setback requirements.  Our garage, in the 
addition that was put on the main house is sinking.  We would like to 
take that out and rebuild along the same property, the same building 
lines.  And the current codes are, we are required to set it back 
another almost 7 feet which would not make it functional from the main 
house.  And it causes great hardship, you know, we'd have to remodel a 
whole other part of the house. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, you're just going to take, are you 
using the same slab or foundation that is there currently? 
  MRS. NICK:  We have to make a crawl space.  The addition that 
is existing now, it's only a slab and railroad ties.  And I don't know, 
the garage is on the slab and there's a crack all the way down from the 
front to the back. We're going to have the addition on the house, we're 
only extending it another 4 feet from its current dimensions and the 
garage is going to be another 8 feet, for a total of 12 feet.  And 
we'll have, we want to make it structurally sound because now it's not. 
  MR. NICK:  And then we're going to widen the driveway out 
another 4 feet, to 30 feet. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, you're meeting the setback 
requirements, you're not going to encroach any further in the existing 
setback, am I correct in that? 
  MRS. NICK:  Right.  We want to maintain the same wall line. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And then the reason for the wider 
driveway? 
  MRS. NICK:  So, it will meet to the garage. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Are there any other questions for the 
Petitioners? 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, the front yard setback is the one that we're 
currently not compliant with? 
  MRS. NICK:  Right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  And we're just maintaining that.  There is no 
issue with the side yard setback, right? 
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  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Right.  And the driveway width is the 
second variance.  And so, this essentially moves from, you're taking a 
portion of the existing garage and making that into a livable space? 
  MRS. NICK:  We're tearing down the addition that's on the 
house and the garage.  We're leveling the whole thing and rebuilding. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  And does this move, then how does 
this, I just don't see, how does the garage and the driveway change?  
Is there any reason? 
  MR. DIVITO:  They're expanding.  So, this is the original 
structure.   
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  They're going to tear that down and then they're 
expanding it. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  But why then, what's the, you're still 
going to have a two-car garage, correct? 
  MRS. NICK:  Right. 
  MR. NICK:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  And you have an existing two-car 
garage. 
  MR. NICK:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And what's the width of the existing 
driveway now? 
  MR. NICK:  24. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  So, why do you need 30 feet?  You don't 
want to tear that concrete up and make it code compliant? 
  MRS. NICK:  We have asphalt now.  And the two garage doors 
are both 10 feet with a space in between.  And if we have to move that 
over the addition, we're expanding that 4 feet, we're not going to have 
any -- 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  But you have existing asphalt that will 
remain and will be in front of the family room? 
  MR. NICK:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Okay.  And there's probably a significant 
cost to cut that, pick that up, that it's probably cost prohibitive and 
it's easier just to leave it there and gives you a little bit more 
convenience in moving the cars in and out of the driveway. 
  MR. NICK:  Yes, and by widening the driveway, I could drive 
into this other door, which we're moving the garage over.  And instead 
of me driving through the grass, I can just drive straight in. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Let me just, I guess my point is you 
could actually do a, you know, cut up that asphalt and pull it up and 
you wouldn't need a variance then because you're not going to 30 feet. 
 But that is a hardship on you in that it's going to cost you more 
money to pull that up and re-sod all that, dispose of that. 
  MRS. NICK:  I couldn't have said it better. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Any other questions or comments from the 
Board?  All right.  Again, I think this is pretty easy when the 
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Petitioner is not asking for anything.  I think it's over what their 
needs are for the home and there is, you know, burdensome issue of 
cutting up asphalt to be code compliant, so I don't have issue with the 
30-foot driveway. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Agreed. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Any other comments or questions?  Is 
there a motion? 
  MR. SELBKA:  Motion to approve. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And a second? 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'll second. 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Yes.  Good luck! 
  MRS. NICK:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Do we need to take a motion to adjourn? 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes.   
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Motion to adjourn? 
  MR. SELBKA:  Motion made. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  And a second? 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  All those in favor say aye. 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  Any opposed say nay. 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN PETRILLO:  thank you.  Good night. 
   (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:14 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
  

FINDINGS 
November 10, 2014 

 

PETITIONER:   Nick Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 604 E. Charles St.  
 

VARIATION:   5.1-1.6, 5.4, 11.2-11.1b, 11-2-9 

 

A 6.9 foot variance to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 29.0 feet from the south property line instead of the 

minimum 35.9 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave; and an 8.0 foot variance to allow a 30.0 foot wide driveway 

where the maximum width is 22 feet.  

 
 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.   The petitioner explained 

that they are proposing to expand the one car attached garage and create a two car attached garage.  The petitioner explained 

that the existing garage has settled and therefore needs to be rebuilt.  The petitioner explained that the garage would be in line 

with the existing home.  The petitioner also explained that in addition to the setback variance they are requesting a variance for 

the driveway width.   

 

Based upon the foregoing as well as other evidence submitted, the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the petitioner has 

established the necessary elements for the granting of a variance, namely; that the petitioners would sustain a hardship if the 

variance were not granted; that the situation of the petitioners is unique; and, that the granting of a variance would not alter the 

essential character of the neighborhood.   Proof of ownership and compliance with the Notification Provisions of the Ordinance 

were presented. 

 

Thereafter, a motion was made by Mr. Selbka and seconded by Mr. Divito.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 

variance request.   

 
Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 5-0 to 
grant the variance as requested.  

  

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 

areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 

this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 

Village. 
 

It is expressly noted that no order of this Board permitting the aforesaid variance shall be valid for a period longer than 
one (1) year unless such construction is started and proceeds to completion within the terms of such permit.  
 

 Anthony Petrillo, Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 

 



  

Item:  ZBA#14-044 - Weiss Residence - 1528 N. Fernandez Pl. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  
1.  A variance from Chapter 28, section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) to allow a 67-foot 

wide, 12,228-square foot lot to be buildable, where 70 feet wide, 8750 sq. ft. is required. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits 

Neighbor Email Correspondence 



Petition – ZBA#14-044 
PIN: 03-19-210-030 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  December 8, 2014 
Date Prepared:  December 1, 2014 
Project Title:  Weiss Residence 
Address:  1528 N. Fernandez Pl. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #14-044 
Petitioner:  Tony VanDijk / DRH Cambridge Homes 
Address:  800 S. Milwaukee Ave. #250 
   Libertyville, IL  60048 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to build a new two story single-family structure.  The proposal is before the Zoning Board of 
Appeals because of the substandard lot width.  Sections 5.1-3.4 and 5.1-3.5 of the Zoning Code set forth minimum lot size 
and width requirements for the R-3 District which is 70 feet in width and 8,750 square feet in area.  As part of 5.1-3.4, the 
Director of Building is authorized to issue permits for structures on lots that are less than the minimum area and width 
requirements if the majority of the frontage on which the property is located is developed with lots that are below the 
minimum district requirements; provided that no permit shall be issued for any parcel containing less than 6,250 SF and a 
lot width of 50 feet.  The petitioner’s property is 67 feet wide and 12,228 SF, and there is no majority of substandard 
developed lots on the same frontage as the subject site.  Therefore, the petitioner requests a variation for lot width in order 
to make this a buildable lot. 
 
 A variance from Chapter 28, section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) to allow a 67-foot wide, 12,228-square 

foot lot to be buildable, where  70 feet wide, 8750 sq. ft. is required.  
 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zone; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
and (3) the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. A variation shall be permitted only 
if the evidence, in the judgment of the Board of Appeals, sustains each of the three conditions enumerated. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Petition – ZBA#14-044 
PIN: 03-19-210-030 

 
 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  11/21/14  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  11/21/14  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  11/21/14  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  11/21/14  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 
 

 
 
 













Tree Preservation Survey DR Horton
1528 N Fernandez

Arlington Heights IL

TAG # SIZE SPECIES

CONDITION 
1 - 6     

(1=BEST -  
6= DEAD) Form NOTES / LOCATION

76 12 Silver Maple 4 NA Parkway
77 22 Silver Maple 3 NA
78 15 Ash 6 NA
79 17 Siberian Elm 4 NA
80 15 Ash 6 NA

Lou Leggett 
Certified Arborist #177
Cell Phone:  (847) 561-7061











  

Item:  ZBA#14-045 - Olejniczak Residence - 1314 W. Watling St. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  

1.  A 16.5 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-1.6 (Required Minimum 
Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with 

a front yard setback of 19.4 feet from the west property line instead of the 
minimum 35.9 feet and an additional 1.0 feet  for the eave. 

  
2.  A 17.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-1.6 (Required Minimum 

Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with 
an exterior side yard setback of 21.3 feet from the south property line instead of 

the minimum required 38.6 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#14-045 
PIN: 03-19-307-005 

  ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  December 8, 2014 
Date Prepared:  December 1, 2014 
Project Title:  Olejniczak Residence 
Address:  1314 W. Watling 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #14-045 
Petitioner:  Richard and Agnes Olejniczak 
Address:  1007 E. Valley Lane 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-1, Single-Family 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct a second story addition that encroaches into the required exterior side yard and the 
required front yard.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

 A 16.5 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-1.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 
(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 19.4 feet 
from the west property line instead of the minimum 35.9 feet and an additional 1.0 feet  for the 
eave. 

 
 A 17.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-1.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 

(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with an exterior side yard setback of 
21.3 feet from the south property line instead of the minimum required 38.6 feet and an 
additional 1.0 feet for the eave. 

 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zone; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
and (3) the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. A variation shall be permitted only 
if the evidence, in the judgment of the Board of Appeals, sustains each of the three conditions enumerated. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Petition – ZBA#14-045 
PIN: 03-19-307-005 

 
 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  11/18/14  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  11/18/14  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  11/18/14  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  11/18/14  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 









1314 W Watling - Signed Petition.pdf













  

Item:  ZBA#14-046 - Wronkiewicz Residence - 901 N. Hickory Ave. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  

1. A 5.7 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) 
& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a new home with an 

exterior side yard setback of 4.3 feet from the south property line instead of the 
minimum 10.0 feet and an additional 1.5 feet for the eave.  

  
2. A variance from Chapter 28, section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) to allow a 

45.51-ft. wide, 6,324.1-sq. ft. lot to be buildable, where  90 feet wide, 9,900 sq. 
ft. is required.  

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#14-046 
PIN: 03-29-201-012 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  December 8, 2014 
Date Prepared:  December 1, 2014 
Project Title:  Wronkiewicz Petition 
Address:  901 N. Hickory Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #14-046 
Petitioner:  Gary Wronkiewicz / Stonefield Custom Homes 
Address:  1000 S. Brockway St. 
   Palatine, IL  60067 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

On July 22, 2013 the Zoning Board of Appeals approved variations for the subject site.  The applicant has submitted 
for a building permit; however, pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 12.1d ‘No order of the Board permitting the erection or 
alteration of a building shall be valid for a period longer than one year, unless a building permit for such erection or 
alteration is obtained within such period and such erection or alteration is started and proceeds to completion in 
accordance with the terms of such permit’.  Since a year has passed, the approvals from the Zoning Board of Appeals 
are no longer valid.  The petitioner is returning with essentially the same project with an increase to the size of the 
detached garage.  The petitioner is proposing to demolish the existing house in order to build a new two story single-
family home with a detached garage.   
 
The first variation is for the substandard lot area & width.  Sections 5.1-3.4 and 5.1-3.5 of the Zoning Code set forth 
minimum lot size and width requirements for the R-3 District.  As part of 5.1-3.4, the Director of Building is authorized 
to issue permits for structures on lots that are less than the minimum area and width requirements if the majority of 
the frontage on which the property is located is developed with lots that are below the minimum district requirements; 
provided that no permit shall be issued for any parcel containing less than 6,250 SF and a lot width of 50 feet.  The 
petitioner’s property is 45.51 feet wide and 6,324.1 SF, which does not meet the absolute minimum lot width of 50 
feet.  Therefore, the petitioner requests a variation to make this a buildable lot. 
 

The petitioner is also proposing to locate the house 4.3 feet from the south (exterior side) lot line instead of the minimum 
required 10.0 feet.  The petitioner is requesting a 5.7 foot exterior side yard setback variance.   
 

The petitioner is requesting the following variations:  
 

 A variance from Chapter 28, section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) to allow a 45.51-ft. wide, 6,324.1-sq. ft. lot 
to be buildable, where  90 feet wide, 9,900 sq. ft. is required.  
 

 A 5.7 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 
Required Minimum Yards) to allow a new home with an exterior side yard setback of 4.3 feet from the 
south property line instead of the minimum 10.0 feet and an additional 1.5 feet for the eave. 
 

 A 0.5 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.6-5.1 Table of Permitted Obstructions for a 1.5 foot eave 
projection along the north property line (interior side yard) where the maximum eave allowed is 1.0 foot. 
 

 
 



Petition – ZBA#14-046 
PIN: 03-29-201-012 

Since the July 22, 2013 ZBA meeting, the petitioner has increased the size of the detached garage.  The garage is 
code compliant; however, the increase has triggered a variation for building lot coverage.  
    

 A 57 square foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.8 (Maximum Building Lot Coverage) and Table 
5.3-2 (Floor Area Ratio, Building Coverage, Height) to allow 2,270 square feet of building lot coverage 
where a maximum of 2,213 square feet is allowed. 

 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zone; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
and (3) the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. A variation shall be permitted only 
if the evidence, in the judgment of the Board of Appeals, sustains each of the three conditions enumerated. 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  11/20/14  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  11/12/14  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  11/20/14  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  11/20/14  

Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#14-046 
PIN: 03-29-201-012 

 
 

 
 





















  

Item:  ZBA#14-047 - Muenkel Residence - 1105 N. Mitchell Ave. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  

1. A 235 square foot variance from Section 5.1-3.7 (Maximum Floor Area 
Calculation for Single Family Lots in R-3 Zoning District), Section 5.3-3.2 & Section 

5.3-2 (Floor Area Ratio, Building Coverage, Height) to allow a Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) of 3,800 square feet instead of the maximum allowed 3,565 square feet.  

  
2. A 43 square foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.8 & 5.3-2 to allow an 

increase to the impervious surface coverage at 4,004 square feet where the 
maximum allowed is 3,961 square feet. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#14-047 
PIN: 03-19-415-009 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  December 8, 2014 
Date Prepared:  December 1, 2014 
Project Title:  Muenkel Residence 
Address:  1105 N. Mitchell Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #14-047 
Petitioner:  Daniel Muenkel 
Address:  1105 N. Mitchell Ave. 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct a screened porch on the rear of the home.  The addition of a screened porch 
increases the floor area ratio to 3,800 square feet where the maximum allowed for this property is 3,565 square feet.   
Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations: 
 
� A 235 square foot variance from Section 5.1-3.7 (Maximum Floor Area Calculation for Single Family Lots 

in R-3 Zoning District), Section 5.3-3.2 & Section 5.3-2 (Floor Area Ratio, Building Coverage, Height) to 
allow a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3,800 square feet instead of the maximum allowed 3,565 square feet. 
 

� A 43 square foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.8 & 5.3-2 to allow an increase to the impervious 
surface coverage at 4,004 square feet where the maximum allowed is 3,961 square feet. 

 
 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zone; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
and (3) the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. A variation shall be permitted only 
if the evidence, in the judgment of the Board of Appeals, sustains each of the three conditions enumerated. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



Petition – ZBA#14-047 
PIN: 03-19-415-009 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 11/21/14  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 11/21/14  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 11/21/14  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 11/21/14  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 

 
 

























  

Item:  ZBA#14-048 - Teague Residence - 301 S. Walnut Ave. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  

1.  A 14.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum 
Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with 

a front yard setback of 18.7 feet from the west property line instead of the 
minimum 33.5 feet and an additional 1.0 feet  for the eave.  

  
2. A 4.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) 

& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with an 
exterior side yard setback of 12.6 feet from the north property line instead of the 

minimum 16.9 feet and an additional 1.0 feet  for the eave.  
  

3. A 1.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.9 to allow an increase to the 
building height (midpoint) from 25 feet to 26 feet.  

  
4. A 2.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2 for a new detached garage 

with a rear yard setback of 3.0 feet instead of the minimum required 5.0 feet and 
an additional 1.0 feet for the eave.   

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#14-048 
PIN: 03-31-218-001 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  December 8, 2014 
Date Prepared:  December 1, 2014 
Project Title:  Teague Residence 
Address:  301 S. Walnut Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #14-048 
Petitioner:  Amy Teague 
Address:  10 S. Dunton Ave. #608 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60005 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct an addition with a front porch that encroaches into the required front yard and the 
exterior side yard setback.  In addition, the petitioner is seeking a height variation for the home.  The petitioner is also 
proposing a new detached garage that is encroaching into the required rear yard setback.  Therefore, the petitioner 
requests the following variations: 
 
 A 14.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 

Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 18.7 feet from the west 
property line instead of the minimum 33.5 feet and an additional 1.0 feet  for the eave. 
 

 A 4.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 
Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with an exterior side yard setback of 12.6 feet from the 
north property line instead of the minimum 16.9 feet and an additional 1.0 feet  for the eave. 
 

 A 1.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.9 to allow an increase to the building height (midpoint) 
from 25 feet to 26 feet. 
 

 A 2.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2 for a new detached garage with a rear yard setback of 
3.0 feet instead of the minimum required 5.0 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave.  

 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zone; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
and (3) the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. A variation shall be permitted only 
if the evidence, in the judgment of the Board of Appeals, sustains each of the three conditions enumerated. 
 

 
 
 



Petition – ZBA#14-048 
PIN: 03-31-218-001 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  11/20/14  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  11/20/14  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  11/20/14  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  11/20/14  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
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Item:  ZBA#14-049 - Kopach Residence - 328 S. Donald Ave. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  

1. A 1.7 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.6-5 (Permitted Obstructions) to 
allow an air conditioning unit in the required side yard setback with a setback of 

4.9 feet from the north property line instead of the minimum required 6.6 feet. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#14-049 
PIN: 03-33-208-015 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  December 8, 2014 
Date Prepared:  December 1, 2014 
Project Title:  Kopach Residence 
Address:  328 S. Donald Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #14-049 
Petitioner:  Rick Randle / Incredible Builders 
Address:  13N252 Brier Hill Rd. 
   Hampshire, IL  60140 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner is proposing to locate the air conditioning compressor unit in the required side yard.  Therefore, the 
petitioner requests the following variation: 
 

 A 1.7 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.6-5 (Permitted Obstructions) to allow an air 
conditioning unit in the required side yard setback with a setback of 4.9 feet from the north 
property line instead of the minimum required 6.6 feet. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zone; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
and (3) the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. A variation shall be permitted only 
if the evidence, in the judgment of the Board of Appeals, sustains each of the three conditions enumerated. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 



Petition – ZBA#14-049 
PIN: 03-33-208-015 

Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  11/21/14  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  11/21/14  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  11/21/14  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  11/24/14  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#14-049 
PIN: 03-33-208-015 

Photograph of Existing Structure 
 
 

 
 















  

Item:  Budget FY2015 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Budget FY2015 Exhibits 
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