
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

November 14, 2016
7:00 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. 215 W. Miner St. - 10/10/16
B. 1409 E. Eastman St. - 10/10/16

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. Johann Residence - 103 N. Pine Ave.
B. Jaworksi Residence - 7 S. Regency Dr. East
C. Constertina Residence - 3917 N. Proctor Circle
D. Denisiuk Residence - 2211 N. Champlain St.
E. Mongoven Residence - 3921 N. Proctor Circle
F. O'Malley Residence - 523 S. Belmont Ave.
G. 909 W. Campbell St. Subdivision

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

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: 215 W. Miner St. - 10/10/16

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Approval of Minutes & Findings from 10/10/16 hearing

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Minutes 10/10/16 - Goedke House Minutes
Findings 10/10/16 - Goedke House 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:  GOEDKE HOUSE - 215 WEST MINER STREET 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the Arlington Heights 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you, everybody, for waiting.  We have 
four so we have a quorum.  Roll call. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Siavelis. 
   (No response.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I'll call the Zoning Board meeting to order.  
The next item is the pledge of allegiance. 
   (Pledge of allegiance.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, there are three primary criteria that need 
to be met for an approval, for your petition to be presented.  The standards are that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only in the 
conditions allowed under the regulations in that zone; that the plight of the owner is due to 
unique circumstances; and that the variation if granted will not alter the essential character 
of the neighborhood.  Those are the three primary criteria that you have to meet while 
making your presentation.  
   So, the first order of business is to approve the minutes from last 
meeting.  Anybody have any changes?  Everybody got a chance to read them?  Approval? 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'll move to approve. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Second. 
  MR. MACH:  All in favor. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Pardon? 
  MR. MACH:  All in favor. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  All in favor, okay, say aye. 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, so the first order of business tonight is 
the Goedke House, 215 West Miner.   
   Just a quick reminder, since there's only four of us here tonight, if you 
choose, you could present on an alternate night when there are more people available, 
because you have to get all four of us as Board members to vote for an approval.  So, if 
you choose, you can withdraw the petition this evening and you can re-present. 
  MR. WEBER:  No, I think we're ready tonight.  So, my name is Bruce Weber, 
I'm an architect with Globetrotters Engineering.  We're the architects and engineer for the 
renovation project of Goedke House which is a senior residence building. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, forgive me just real quick, did you sign 
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in? 
  MR. WEBER:  Oh, I did not. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  If you're going to present, and then I'll swear 
both of you in. 
  MR. WEBER:  Okay, sorry. 
   (Pause.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, please state your name and address. 
  MR. WEBER:  Bruce Weber, 2220 Jenks Street, Evanston, Illinois. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Please raise your right hand. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Your name, ma'am? 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Alesia Hushaw.  Alesia Hushaw.  You want my home 
address or my business? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Whatever you choose to give. 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Okay, my business is 175 West Jackson Boulevard, 
Chicago, Illinois, Suite 350.  I'm with the Housing Authority of Cook County. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Sorry, please proceed. 
  MR. WEBER:  No problem. 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Sorry about that. 
  MR. WEBER:  So, it's a senior housing facility.  It's a major renovation where 
we're upgrading, doing all the units, upgrading the life safety systems, as well as the public 
spaces.  It's a major renovation. 
   Part of that renovation is changing the emergency generator, up-
sizing it to suit the needs with the increased fire safety protection systems as well as some 
of the other spaces that weren't previously connected.  To that end, we put a new 
generator outside the building.  We have, I think as we've indicated they poured the pad for 
we were unaware that there was an issue until after the pad had been poured.  
   It turns out that there was a variance required, I hope a relatively 
small variance in that there are two aspects of it that we're looking for.  One is the setback, 
and what we had tried to do as design architects is keep the generator as far from the 
residence to the west as possible.  So, to that end we moved it up fairly close to the 
sidewalk, but with the idea of screening it from the sidewalk.  But again, to keep it as far 
from the residence as possible.  In doing that, it exceeds the required setback by 2.9 feet 
and we can't really push the unit back without pushing it back beyond where the pad is set 
now because of the clearances inside. 
   The second aspect of the variance that we're asking for is for the 
square footage.  There is a 300 square-foot limit with the unit that we have and the 
clearances required around it for servicing, we exceed that by 46 feet. We have, it's a fairly 
tall unit and there is a reason for that.  But we have increased the height of the wall from 
what we had initially drawn to be to go over the top of the unit. It's a brick surround that will 
match the brick of the building.  Actually it's a pretty good match, usually quite often in 
these things they're not particularly good, but this is a very good match of the brick of the 
building.  The gate access to it will be a decorative gate with a solid back.   
   The reason for the height is one of the things I want to mention.  For 
this, if it's a 300 KVA unit, for this unit, the next size down for something that's a little 
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shorter has a larger footprint, but it's also louder, right.  So, the taller unit, they have some 
additional sound baffling within the unit and the goal there is to keep that as low as 
possible. 
   The other thing I'd like to say is the existing unit within the building is a 
diesel unit, but the whole wall that's required for ventilation makes it fairly open to the 
outside.  It's an older unit and it's noisy.  I think this unit is actually going to be a little 
quieter, especially with the brick around it, totally surrounding it. 
   So, those are the two primary things that we're looking for in the 
variance and some of the reasoning behind it. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  These get tested fairly regularly? 
  MR. WEBER:  They do.  They get tested once a month.  It's a relatively 
short, I'm sorry, once a week.  It's a short test, about 15 minutes.  The Housing Authority 
will certainly work with any neighbors to set up the timing of that. It's an automatic, it's a test 
that's automatically done.  You can set the timer for any time that you want to do it.  So, if 
it's preferable for the neighbors to do it at 10:30 on Tuesday morning, that can be arranged 
easily. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Did anybody actually consult with the 
adjacent neighbors prior to any of this work? 
  MR. WEBER:  No, not prior to this work.  We went through the standard 
process, meeting with the town officials here and the permitting official.  We had a meeting 
with them prior to submittal for a permit.  Then we had several meetings as we were 
permitting the building.  None of those I think mandated a talk with the neighbors.  
   I think the Housing Authority does have relations with the neighbors.  
The building manager talks to the neighbors fairly frequently.  But as architects, we did not 
present to the neighbors prior to this. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Anybody else have any questions? 
  MR. DRAKE:  Is this public housing? 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Yes, it is. 
  MR. DRAKE:  It is, okay.  Are there any safety issues?  Are there exits in that 
area where the generator are that would impact first responders or any of those kind of 
things with that footprint with the pad and the higher generator? 
  MR. WEBER:  No, there are not.  There is an exit on the west side.  It 
actually exits out to the north though, and there is a patio to the east of the generator, but 
again, and a door to the east of that patio.  That is an exit but it's a good 50 feet away from 
that so there are no safety concerns with this. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So -- 
  MR. DIVITO:  What is -- go ahead. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So, you answered kind of the one question as the old 
generator was inside. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  I did go by there today and obviously the pad and the 
new generators are already in place.  There was no thought process of putting it up on the 
roof?  I mean it just seems like it's right by that beautiful outdoor area where the guests 
convene. 
  MR. WEBER:  Right. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  And the next-door neighbor, and the only thing 
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between the generator and their driveway is a tree.  I went across the street just to get kind 
of the site plan of that generator. 
  MR. WEBER:  Sure. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  How high is that brick wall going to be? 
  MR. WEBER:  It's going to be 10 feet, so it will be about a foot over the top of 
the generator.  Like I said, there was a desire to match the brick with the building which 
there is a very good match.  If you looked at the building, I don't know, we've rebuilt the 
parapet and it's indistinguishable.  You cannot see anything there I think with that same 
brick. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Could you have put it on the roof? 
  MR. WEBER:  No, these are very heavy pieces of equipment.  Actually I 
shouldn't say no, you can do anything. But it would require structural reinforcing in the roof 
and they are very heavy pieces of equipment.  It wasn't really structurally feasible. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Or put it where the old one was? 
  MR. WEBER:  Again, it's a much larger piece of equipment.  It wouldn't fit 
with the floor to floor within the building.  It's a more sizeable thing but it's also got its own 
surround, whereas the existing generator does not.  It's just sort of an open machine 
essentially. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Does the existing one, is that the vent that 
we see behind the unit?  Is that where that's located? 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes.  Yes, that is. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, it's in the -- 
  MR. WEBER:  And now the switchgear is right there as well.  So, it's 
obviously a new switchgear but it will go in roughly the same spot. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, you're somewhat limited from the site of 
having to put it somewhere near here for access to the existing equipment? 
  MR. WEBER:  Absolutely, yes. 
  MR. DRAKE:  What is the time table, it's a bit of an eyesore right now and I 
realize everything is all torn up, so that's fine. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes. 
  MR. DRAKE:  What's the time table for having all of this done if we approve 
the variance? 
  MS. HUSHAW:  We need to have everything done before the end of this 
year.  We need to have all the units completed before the end of November and then have 
all the work completed before the end of December. 
  MR. WEBER:  The GC is waiting for the go ahead.  He is waiting to go with 
it.  Beyond the pad, the foundations for the wall are poured and that's actually more 
significant than the pad.  They step up because it grades out there.  So, the masons have 
finished up I believe the parapet wall, they had very little bit to do last week, I'm assuming 
they've completed that.  So, they're ready to go with it as soon as possible.  In fact, in their 
mind the sooner the better. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  If it doesn't get approved, are you able to use the old 
unit? 
  MR. WEBER:  No.  It's not properly sized.  It's at the end of its serviceable 
life. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So, if it doesn't get approved, what's the other 
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option? 
  MR. WEBER:  We have to go back to the drawing board, so we'd have to 
find another place for it. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Have any other locations been thought of for this? 
  MR. WEBER:  So, because of the proximity of the switchgear and the 
difficulty and the tightness of the site generally, not really.  There was some talk very early 
on about locating it on the Miner Street side, but there were also issues with that, and it's 
usually expensive to route all the wiring and switches and everything to go back.  You'd 
have to basically move it around the building, all the way around the building. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Trudge it down the end, yes. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes.  We're trying to make the best of the situation basically I 
think with the brick walls and the decorative gate and all sorts of things to cover it up.  Like I 
said, we got the quietest unit for its size that we could find. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Any additional questions by the Board?  If 
you'll permit, I'd like to see if anybody from the audience has anything. 
  MR. WEBER:  Sure. 
  MS. RUBINO:  I have a question. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Excuse me, if you're going to, please come 
up and sign in. 
  MS. RUBINO:  Yes, sorry. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you.  So, your name and address 
please? 
  MS. RUBINO:  Toni Rubino, 355 West Miner.   
   (Witness sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, thank you. 
  MS. RUBINO:  I was, we drove by on Wing Street today because there is a 
large building over there that also has a generator in the back.  When power goes out and 
that generator goes on, we can hear it on Miner Street.  My concern is it will be pretty much 
right behind us, this generator.  So, my question is, is it possible to have two smaller units 
within that space that it occupies right now rather than a huge -- 
  MR. WEBER:  No, they don't decrease in size that much.  So, it's a 300 KVA 
unit.  To get two 150 KVA units, you'd probably be taking about three-foot off of one side or 
four-foot off of one side.  The width is almost the same on these, it might decrease about a 
foot.  But it's not a substantial difference in size to go to two smaller units. 
  MS. RUBINO:  But if you, okay, let's say you were to purchase a newer 
version of the unit that you have right now in that space? 
  MR. WEBER:  This is brand new.  Oh, the -- 
  MS. RUBINO:  No, in the old space? 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes. 
  MS. RUBINO:  Is it possible to upgrade and get a newer model and keep 
within that space inside the building? 
  MR. WEBER:  That's a diesel unit, so there's a large tank.  To get a gas-fired 
which these are which are clean and quieter, they tend to be somewhat larger because 
they don't have the, well, they tend to be larger now than what they were before where they 
were more or less, like I was saying, open machines.  The interior space I don't know is 
practical because of the height of the ceilings and the size of the space.  It's fairly tight back 
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there now.  I'm not sure that we could put anything that would get us close to the size that 
we need there. 
  MS. RUBINO:  So, you're putting new electronics within the building, 
everything new, and what is there now does not accommodate all of these new things that 
you've put into the building? 
  MR. WEBER:  The space for the generator I think isn't large enough to put in 
a generator the size that we need, or two small generators the size that we need. 
  MS. RUBINO:  Right.  So, I'm saying you've upgraded something within the 
building that does not allow for this little smaller unit? 
  MR. WEBER:  Oh, yes, absolutely.  Absolutely, that's right. 
  MS. RUBINO:  Okay, okay. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Does anybody else have any questions? 
  MS. SEXTON:  I do. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Please come up and sign in. 
  MR. MACH:  Did you want the video? 
  MS. SEXTON:  Yes, in just a moment, okay?  Thank you. 
   (Pause.) 
  MS. SEXTON:  Thank you, dear. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Name and address please. 
  MS. SEXTON:  My name is Lucia Sexton and I live at 312 West Miner Street 
in Arlington Heights. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Okay, all right.  I live right next door, and I've lived in that 
house for 27 years.  It's a very old home and actually that home was there long before the 
buildings across the street, next to us, and behind us.  I've been paying taxes, high taxes in 
Arlington for 27 years, raised children that went through the public school system here.  I'm 
employed by District 25 and I'm active in the community. 
   So, it's interesting because the last time that I was before the Zoning 
Board was 20 years ago and we wanted to put an addition to our family room which is right 
in front of our property.  But of course because of the zoning, you can't have any property 
that sticks out farther than the front, you guys know, but the houses that are along the 
block.  So, having a family room, our family room was only nine-and-a-half feet wide, so we 
couldn't do that option, so we went and asked for a variance so we could demolish our 
one-car garage and put a two-car garage in the back and then put a family room in the 
back of our property. We wanted to make sure that we could fit two cars in front of the 
garage also. 
   So, we asked for a variance and that included me having to hand-
deliver 200 letters because of the Miner condos.  All we wanted to do was set back our 
garage two feet so we could get enough space to put the family room, and the architect 
had that in the drawings.  Well, we were turned down because the building behind us, the 
condo behind us was concerned that they weren't able to properly maintain the brick fence 
that borders our property and then behind that is their parking lot and then their building.  
Also, this two-car garage that we wanted to add on butted up to the Goedke House parking 
lot which is a wooden fence that separates our property in the back which has been 
propped up by two by fours for the past three years by the way, it's not our fence, and this 
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brick fence. So, we even had masons come out to determine if they could maintain this 
property, this fence or the brick fence, and they said yes, we could, but we still were 
denied. 
   So, anyway, that was my last experience in front of the Zoning Board. 
 But I was checking all the petition and, number one, when you first started construction at 
the beginning of the summer, you know, I was awakened one morning to jackhammers 
and all this noise and it has continued throughout the summer.  So, I'm like, well, what is 
going on here?  So, I went and asked the manager next door at the Goedke House, and 
she said, well, we're redoing all the units and blah-blah-blah-blah-blah.  For years I've 
complained about the generator that you have already within the building, and you will hear 
that on this video.   
   So, she didn't know, she said, well, they have meetings every 
Wednesday but I'm not included.  So, then I saw this pad being poured.  I'm like, oh, my 
gosh, now it's happening, what are they putting here.  You know, it's a lovely courtyard out 
there, and as I sit in my family room because we couldn't add the family room to the back, 
we never did put on the addition, you know, I can see the commuters come down and kind 
of gives me a sense of an urban feel but still being able to live on the suburbs.  So, I called 
the Village and I asked why is this pad being poured, what is happening?  I got, oh, we'll 
check into it. 
   Well, I never got a call back from the Village.  I called the Housing 
Authority of Cook County.  I said what is this going on?  I obviously talked to no one that 
knew anything about it and was not able to give me any information. Then I called, let's 
see, who did I call?  I called the mayor of Arlington Heights, said what is going on here, 
what is happening?  Why is this huge generator out in our front yard.  He said I'll check into 
it. 
   So, here we are.  I haven't heard anything from anybody.  Then I 
looked and I got the public notice, I saw that and I'm like great, I'll have a chance to 
express myself.  So, I'm looking at this petition here and, you know, it states that you have 
to have, there are three things that you need to state to make your case, and one of them 
is that it would be a hardship if the variance weren't granted because the generator would 
be under-sized and not meet the requirements.  I understand that.  This is a financial 
hardship for me because I feel the value of my property is going down. 
   Next, it said I state the following unique circumstances.  Moving the 
generator in its enclosure farther north would bring it closer to the closest neighbor.  Now, 
correct me if I'm wrong, but it didn't seem like that wasn't any concern.  You didn't have a 
concern for the neighbor when you started this, the neighbor being myself.  You never 
once asked me if I would, you know, this is what we're going to do, what are your feelings 
about it, is this going to create a problem for you.  Your old generator created terrible 
problems, it was an earsore, it was deafening.  But you know, nothing was done about that, 
but now we have this huge generator that's right outside my family room.  As I sit in my 
couch, I am looking at this particular generator, and then I understand it's going to be 
bigger.  I can't even see the courtyard anymore, and I'm worried about not only is it an 
eyesore, it's an earsore, and I'm worried about our financial loss when we go and try to sell 
the house. 
   So, now, and then another thing it says, that the variation if granted 
will not alter the essential character of the locality.  Well, I think that's a matter of opinion.  
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Anybody, like this is my husband in the back here, you know, we have heard people, you 
know, since I'm sitting right there and I see people, commuters go by, they look by and 
they look and go, oh, my, gosh, look at that huge structure there, I bet those people are 
really upset that they're living in this house, you know, because this has all of a sudden 
popped out in our backyard.   
   Now, I understand this is your rear of the building.  But this is my front 
yard, so I don't understand, number one, how you can set something like that so far in front 
of our property and not consult me.  Why you didn't think about putting it in the northeast 
side of your property, there is a much bigger space there instead of a courtyard which I 
know it's the opposite end and I'm sure that's a financial problem for you, but why wasn't 
that considered?  Because that's adjacent to a parking lot.   
   So, in the meantime, you know, here's another thing, too.  I'm looking 
at this Zoning Board of Appeals and it said the generator of this permit was approved and 
issued in error by Staff.  So, it looks like it shouldn't have happened in the first place.  Then 
if I go further down, I've highlighted, and it shall be located so not to be visible from any 
public streets.  Well, I think that Wing Street is a public street, so this seems very visible to 
me.    So, that's all I have.  But I would just like to show you a YouTube that I 
sent Derek, and he was kind enough to display it for me.  So, this is what I've been living 
with for a few years and this is what I've lived with or we have, my husband and I, this 
summer. 
   (Video clip played.) 
  MS. SEXTON:  Thank you for your time. 
  MR. WEBER:  Thank you.  So, some of the things that we did I think will 
actually help.  Right now it's a massive piece of machinery that you're looking at.  I think 
once we put the walls up and the landscaping, we saved that tree intentionally, and we're 
also going to be putting landscaping around it, some fairly tall shrubs.  We can certainly, 
you know, get your opinion as well I think.  If you want like arborvitae that will cover the 
whole wall or you want low shrubs or just ivy, those sorts of things, whatever, the planting 
things around it will help soften it as well. 
   I understand it is a big, a large thing, but we are doing what we can to 
sort of soften it.  The view from the gate that's required for access to service the thing will 
be a decorative metal gate with a solid backing.  So, you won't see the -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  I saw the plans. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes.  So -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  If you could make it invisible and silent, that would be 
wonderful. 
  MR. WEBER:  There are many things in my profession I'd like to make 
invisible and I wish I could, but we can't obviously.  We've done what we can to certainly 
mitigate the sound.  The unit itself will be quieter than the existing unit and it's surrounded 
by masonry which is, mass is what you want when you want to stop sound.  So, again we 
can talk to you and ask, you know, if it gets approved what sort of plantings and things like 
that would be best around it.  I think it will look much better with the walls. 
  MS. SEXTON:  It's still obstructing my view and I just don't agree with it. 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Well, we apologize for not coming to you and asking for your 
opinion about it when we first did it.  But we looked at it as this was like the best spot for it.  
We apologize for not bringing it -- 
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  MS. SEXTON:  This was the most, financially for you that's actually the best 
option, right? 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Correct.   
  MS. SEXTON:  But it's not for me. 
  MS. HUSHAW:  I mean we understand that, and we're going to try to do the 
best we can to eliminate that.  It won't be as loud as the current one is right now. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Thank you. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  You know, one of the things that does come 
to note, your house is immediately adjacent to other homes along your block and there was 
another house next door that would be basically in the same spot as this is.  I'm not saying 
that what's transpired so far is the right way to have gone about this.  I'm just suggesting 
had a home been constructed there, you'd be looking at a brick wall potentially with, you 
know, with a home.   
  MS. SEXTON:  But why would a home have been extended on that far 
beyond our property line? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Well, because what they're asking for, and 
maybe since you haven't seen this, perhaps here, why don't you just come take a look? 
  MS. SEXTON:  Well, is it what's on the, yes, I saw this. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes, so this is where -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  I thought that -- 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, it would have to be farther back. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Right. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes.  But I'm just saying that there -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  But if there was a house here, if you're talking about this 
being a house, it wouldn't -- 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  No, I'm saying up here like adjacent to yours, 
that's all I meant. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Okay, all right. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  That's all. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Because, so if this weren't built then, would that mean that I 
could extend my family room out? Because it would be closer to the street because this 
now breaks the -- 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  The variance that they are seeking, you can 
see where they're at, this is at a 10-foot mark here.  According to the measurements that 
were taken, it should have been a 13.  So, it's a difference of three feet. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Okay, even something this size, this is not like a little shed or 
a little storage shed. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I don't disagree, don't disagree.  What I'm 
trying to just simply convey is what the specific variances that they're asking for, what they 
are.  I don't, I get that, too, and I understand their circumstances. But I just want to make 
sure that we're not trying to make this worse than it is. 
  MS. SEXTON:  I know. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  But just, you know, what they're asking for. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Well, yes. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, all right. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Okay, thank you. 
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  MR. DRAKE:  How many residents are in the building right now? 
  MS. HUSHAW:  It's 110. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Is that max or what would it be at max? 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Yes. 
  MR. DRAKE:  110. 
  MR. WEBER:  Actually there aren't that -- 
  MS. HUSHAW:  What we did was, a majority of the tenants stayed, we just 
probably had about 15 tenants move out and everybody else stayed.  Now we just have to 
fill back up that 15. 
  MR. DRAKE:  So, you're around 100 right now? 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Yes, we have a few left that are going to be completed 
before the end of this month, and some that's going to be completed in November.  But 
majority of them, everything has to be done before November. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Have you looked at the idea of actually turning it sideways and 
actually putting it longways along Wing Street, not having to then come into the setback at 
all?  Based off the drawings I'm seeing, if you just turn it good, it should be able to fit, it's 
within your property, have less sight line from the neighbor's family room and still be able to 
fit it within all setbacks. 
  MR. WEBER:  We did not look at that at this point. One of the issues with 
that would have been that the, because the site grades down towards Wing Street, that the 
foundation at that, and again it's something you can screen if you rotate it, but the 
foundation wall will be up fairly high because you have to build a platform basically to put it 
there.  That would be probably a difference of about two feet I think.  But in honesty, we did 
not look at rotating that.  At this point, it would be difficult.  As I said before, everything is 
possible, but it would be difficult at this point. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'm just trying to find, I mean the slab is poured. 
  MR. WEBER:  Right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  And the equipment is located there, I understand that.  But that 
would be all the way down in there.  I'm not asking to completely remove it and move it to a 
different spot because of the trenching cost, the additional cabling and all.  I'm just trying to 
find a reasonable alternative that we're still allowed a decent investment preservation in 
this. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes, I'm not sure, and obviously like I said anything could be.  
But also fairly, because of the nature of the foundation, it's fairly expensive to do.  I'm not 
sure that's going to increase the views substantially.  In fact, if you look at the location of 
the family, if that's the goal, because if you look at the location of the family room, you're 
looking out, you can be looking out at a fairly long thing than as opposed to where you still 
might have views out this way and this way.  If this is rotated like that, then you're going to 
be looking into the long side of that I think if that's the concern. 
  MR. DIVITO:  You make a point there, but at least it pulls that corner back in 
terms of a view corridor, you know, from the street. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes. 
  MR. DIVITO:  For them when they exit their driveway. 
  MR. WEBER:  Right. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Could I ask a question?  How far does it have to be from the 
building?  Or can it be right adjacent to the building? 
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  MR. WEBER:  Because it's, so with this sort of generator, a natural gas 
generator, it can be within 10 feet of the building I believe. 
  MS. SEXTON:  It has to be at least 10 feet away from the building? 
  MR. WEBER:  I believe so.  I'm not absolutely sure of that.  I know with 
diesel it has to be much farther away, but I think with this I think it has to be 10 feet. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Having it oblong instead of right out there would be a much 
better option. 
  MR. DIVITO:  If you're going to continue, if you can just please come up. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Oh, sure, I'm sorry. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes, please come up.  Well, the other would 
be again more concrete work but sliding it back or sliding it north. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes, we would still need a variance for the size of the extra 46 
square feet. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Understood, understood. 
  MR. WEBER:  Right, right.   
  MR. DIVITO:  Another comment. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes, please come up.  Your name and 
address please? 
  MS. CHANG:  Insook Chang, 355 West Miner Street, Unit 4A. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  MS. CHANG:  So, I live right next to the thing, so I hear a lot of noises with 
their construction that's going on and everything.  I actually work from home two days a 
week and it's impossible because I use a lot of phone calls that I have to use.  When I have 
phone calls, obviously I hear the construction noises.   
   So, noise has actually become a big issue for my side of the building 
because my bedroom is actually facing that particular building.  So, I'm really sensitive to 
these noises because we're right next to the building and I think this gentleman mentioned 
that that building has some type of relationship with other building boards or something, but 
that's not true because my neighbor Toni Rubino is a board member of 355 West Miner 
Street.  But we never knew about the construction or even this before.  This is the first time 
we heard about this generator.   
   Also, the construction, we heard some rumors, there was no official 
mail or anything sent to the board because our board is very good with sharing the 
information with the people who live in the building.  But we never actually heard about it 
officially, so actually that was actually a real disappointment because it's like two or three 
days of construction, it's being going on I think July, until end of December, so it's like half 
of the year.  So, summer is gone, it's autumn and we've been having a hard time in our 
building. 
   My actual question is, is there a way to actually measure the noises 
between the existing generator and what it's going to be like in the future?  I think the 
gentleman mentioned about, you know, putting like bushes around and things were helpful. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  That's more or less, I would say your 
concerns are construction related, and our Board -- 
  MS. CHANG:  No, I'm talking of the generator. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  No, no, our Board -- 
  MS. CHANG:  I was talking about the generator. 



DRAFT 

 

 LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES 
 Chicago & Roselle, Illinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida 
 (630) 894-9389 - (800) 219-1212 

  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  But our Board is, the only two issues that 
we're really considering here are the setback and the size of the unit. 
  MS. CHANG:  Yes, but my issue is the noises from the generator. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I understand, but that's not what our Board is 
necessarily, those aren't the issues that they're asking for in terms of a variance. 
  MS. CHANG:  So, we cannot talk about the noises of the generator? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Well, that is a legitimate concern, I'm just not 
sure that our Board is the right forum for that question.  It's zoning. 
  MR. DIVITO:  It won't have any impact on the conversation. 
  MS. CHANG:  The conversation? 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes.  So, your concerns can be brought up to the Village, but 
our Board -- 
  MS. CHANG:  So, how should I bring this up then?  The noises from the 
generator, if there is a way to measure between the old generator and what's going to be in 
the future? 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, I guess the point of the old and new is irrelevant I guess to 
some point because we're talking about -- 
  MS. CHANG:  The zoning? 
  MR. DIVITO:  Just the zoning of this. 
  MS. CHANG:  Yes, okay. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I don't mean to not want to consider your 
question, but that question isn't one that we have jurisdiction over if you will.  What he's 
testifying is that this new unit will be quieter than the diesel unit that's in the building. 
  MS. CHANG:  But because the noises are like an issue in this neighborhood 
in Arlington Heights, so I think legitimately I wanted to bring it up because that's part of this 
whole thing, this generator.  If the noises will be less or worse, I just wanted to know. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Well, they are testifying that it will be quieter 
than the existing. 
  MS. CHANG:  Like how, do you know how quieter it will be?  Is there a 
measurement you can present? 
  MR. WEBER:  I don't. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Do  you  have the technical specs of the -- 
  MR. WEBER:  I do have the technical specs from the generator.  It's at 70 
DB, but that's if the generator, like standing next to it.  It's not at the property line and it 
doesn't have the masonry wall around it when you do that.  The masonry wall, it's not the 
bushes which can help a little bit but not really very much frankly, it's the masonry that will 
deaden the sound. 
  MS. CHANG:  So, 70 DB is the new generator, right?  What's the old 
generator? 
  MR. WEBER:  I don't know.  I know that old diesel generators are louder 
than that, probably 80 plus.  It's not a linear progression, it's sort of a geometric progression 
when you measure decibels.  So, as you get higher on the scale, you get louder on that.  If 
you're one decibel to three decibels, it's a relatively small move, but as you go up higher, it 
actually increases fairly substantially more quickly. 
  MS. CHANG:  But technically, you're sure that the noises will be less than 
the old generator? 
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  MR. WEBER:  We can measure the existing next time and verify. 
  MS. CHANG:  Can I make a suggestion?   
  MR. WEBER:  Sure. 
  MS. CHANG:  Maybe you should share that with the neighbors, because 
we've been really stressed out with the whole construction and this new generator.  We are 
really sensitive right now. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes, sure.   
  MS. CHANG:  So, maybe I think you should consider sharing your 
information with the neighbor buildings. 
  MR. WEBER:  Okay, it's good to know. 
  MS. CHANG:  Thank you, that's all. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Any other comments? 
  MR. DIVITO:  Or any other questions. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Or questions.  David, I think, you know, your 
suggestion -- 
  MR. DIVITO:  Do you want to close it down to Board review? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes, please.   
  MR. DIVITO:  Okay. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, your suggestion I think bears merit.  I 
know it's an additional work now, but concrete, some foundation work, in the scheme of 
things that's fairly minimal while we're still doing work. 
  MR. DIVITO:  That's kind of my point.  I mean the idea that it doesn't seem 
like there were multiple sites decided amongst, we picked one and just went with it, poured 
the foundation and everything.  So, a lot of those costs could have been avoided by just 
maybe looking at a few different alternatives, looking at the lines.  You know, your point of 
pushing it back I think makes sense.  I think turning it would make another. 
   Now, as far as the one variance request about the size of the building, 
I mean it's a generator, we have to cover it up.  I think they're doing a very good job of 
trying to screen it and make it, I mean Wing Street is a busy street.  We want to make it 
look as pretty as possible.  Matching the brick and then shrubbery, those are all good 
things.  So, I have much less of a hard time with the structure itself, just the location of it 
and if it can actually fit in the property without maybe affecting the setbacks at all. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  That along with the screening on that of their 
property.  You testified, forgive me if I could have you come back up, that the fence along 
this side is in disrepair?  Is that -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  Yes, it's been falling over for, ever since I guess.  Actually, 
yes, it's from here to here.  You know, we have a deck out here.  We spend our summers 
sitting out here.  This generator is just, the old generator has just been incredibly loud.  
Yes, this has been propped up by two by fours for several years, and that's their fence. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I guess one of the questions at least for 
consideration was whether or not an extension of that fence line would have any additional 
impact in terms of screening.  
  MS. SEXTON:  Can I sit down then? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes, thank you. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Thank you. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  The equipment is clearly necessary to 
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operate the building from a life safety standpoint.  So, in that regard, it's necessary.  
Keeping in mind as well that the permit, that the variance that they are asking us for is a 
difference of three feet from the property line.  Clearly, we all wish that there would have 
been an opportunity to have looked at this ahead of time and had more input prior to the 
physical construction.   
   At this point, it's more or less a matter of making the best of the 
circumstances.  So, what I'm trying to filter through some of your comments so we as the 
Board might be able to make this a little bit more palatable given the fact that they do 
effectively have the right to put it there, the question is simply whether it's three feet forward 
or three feet backward.  So, that's where I'm trying to gauge what would be of reasonable 
assistance to you under those circumstances.  
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  This size generator here, and Joe, correct me if I'm 
wrong, but it doesn't matter whether they turn it sideways, even if they flip this 90 degrees, 
they would need a variance? 
  MR. MACH:  For the footprint. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  The 346 square feet, correct. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes.  I mean I just look at this, yes, when I look at 
this generator here and I drive by, you're talking about an enormous wall.  I mean this is a 
10-foot wall going round this thing right on Wing Street, and I'm looking at the next-door 
neighbor and I'm saying this generator I think when you're addressing the one issue about 
the character of the neighborhood, it's not only affecting the home, it's sitting right in the 
backyard of their own building.  With the old generator being inside the property, it's the 
residents of this house that had to live with that and live with the noise which was contained 
and it was loud. Now it's outside, you could drive down the street and I think it does take 
away from the character of the neighborhood.   
   This is the type of generator you've got in an industrial park with major 
industry, a big building like this.  Now, we've got residents that I'm concerned about sitting 
right next to our, we hear these little gas generators everyday in our neighborhood that are 
just hooked up for homes, they come on as you said once a week.  They're loud for about 
15 minutes.  When they kick on during a storm, they're on for hours and hours on end.  
Even those little home generators are loud.  
   Now we're looking at a big industrial generator right next to 
somebody's property.  I think not only does it take away from the property but I think 
somebody is going to really have a hard time wanting to buy that house in the future with 
that structure sitting right in their front lawn. 
   This isn't in a backyard.  It's not in a parking lot.  I understand there is 
an expense to moving it somewhere else.  But I just look at the location that was picked.  
It's easy to put it there without a lot of thought for the house right next door.  
   When you're a business like this, sometimes that expense has to be 
laid out there to not affect a home right next door.  That's what I got, I've got to be 
concerned about that. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Don't disagree, but the testimony was with 
the existing diesel, and I'm not, again not a proponent, because obviously that it's as loud 
or louder in the approximate same location. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Is what they say. 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Because it's interior -- 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Inside the building, the one now. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Well, it's vented directly to the exterior. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right, right.   
  MR. DIVITO:  So, I'm thinking it sounds like we're I think coming to an 
agreement that the location is an issue.   
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, the variance for the setback I think is a negative? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Well, the setback, the size and why at their expense 
it couldn't have been moved to an area of the property that wouldn't affect the homes. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Okay. 
  MR. DRAKE:  When I drove by, I've been over to look at the property around 
I guess 5:30, so really it's fresh in my mind, and when I drove up Wing Street, exclusive of 
the landscaping, the fencing, the wall, the other things you've been talking about, and I 
stopped and I looked at the generator.  It really knocks you, in my opinion.  I think it is 
intrusive.  I think it truly detracts from the character of the neighborhood, the residents that 
are there. 
   These other issues about noise, as the Chairman said, you know, 
those are secondary issues to us.  They're certainly things that affect everybody, affect the 
community.  So, I'm stuck with where we're at right now in terms of feeling like I can 
support this.  I need to hear some more creative solutions.   
   I like your suggestion, but I don't think that's really, it's a solution, it's 
not optimum.  It's a good shot, it's a good try. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  What were you suggesting an alternate 
would have been, on the north side? 
  MR. DIVITO:  The parking lot and northeast side.  Those are two ones 
immediately that I -- 
  MS. CHANG:  That's a building right next to me. 
  MS. SEXTON:  That's our building. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  No, no, no. 
  MS. RUBINO:  The other side? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  The other side, the northeast side. 
  MS. RUBINO:  Where there's a business on the corner that looks like a 
house. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MS. RUBINO:  Perfect location. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Although it is adjacent to, I'm not sure what's 
in 205, is that another -- 
  MR. DIVITO:  Looks like another condominium. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Another residential? 
  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  No. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Pardon? 
  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  We're the first residents in -- 
  MR. DIVITO:  No, no, 205 Miner must be an apartment complex. 
  MS. RUBINO:  Yes. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, kind of kitty corner northeast of you, on 
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the other side, so actually on Miner.  Because the building does a jog, so there's actually 
room on that potentially there as well.  However, it's not adjacent to their switchgear, they 
would have to pipe it to the existing electrical room. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  There's other buildings in Downtown Arlington 
Heights than this neighborhood here that have generators.  Because when the Village 
loses power, restaurants have lights, those generators are tucked away somewhere where 
you can't see them.  I know it's an expense and probably a big one, but as I mentioned 
earlier you've got an entire roof.  It might very well be a big expense to reinforce the room 
but you're up out of the way, or somewhere else on the property where, you know, you 
folks have to listen to the noise instead of a single family home right next door. 
  MS. HUSHAW:  But they are going to still listen to it regardless of where you 
put it.  Somebody is going to complain at any end. 
  MR. DIVITO:  We can't have a dialogue from afar.  It's either bring it up if 
we're going to continue dialogue for recording's sake, he needs people to be up in front. 
  MR. WEBER:  Can we both come up then?  Because I have a -- 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Sure. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I'd like to make a comment.  I think one of the, unfortunately 
one of the risks to the Petitioner tonight is because of the size of the Board needing all four 
votes for this to get through.  If you don't get all four votes, you're back to the drawing 
board anyway and you're probably back to more expense and some kind of a plan B or C 
anyway.  So, I'm kind of hoping that there is some win-win solution here that you can leave 
with tonight.  It's better than getting, you know, three out of four votes or two out of four and 
then being no further ahead than you were. 
  MS. HUSHAW:  I mean I understand that and I understand what you're 
saying.  But if you look at it, anywhere we put, it's going to be impeding on someone there 
because you have people all around. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  From a noise standpoint. 
  MS. HUSHAW:  Right. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MS. HUSHAW:  From a noise standpoint.  So, if you're talking about trying to 
get rid of the noise, that's not going to happen because there's going to be some noise, 
there's going to be less than the noise that's there. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  I understand, I understand that. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I think I'm less concerned with the noise factors than I am the 
physical obstruction that it's going to be on Wing Street. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Because I mean Wing Street is in the heart of our downtown 
area. 
  MR. WEBER:  I think, honestly, that for us to move it to another location, 300 
feet away, 400 feet away, is going to be so deleterious cost-wise that it won't happen.  So, 
the alternative for us would be, because we're investing $8 million, I'm sorry, my client is 
investing $8 million in this project.  To add another $500,000-$600,000 to trench that, 
relocate it and everything else is probably not going to happen.  What we'd be looking at I 
think alternatively is for some sort of compliance without the variance.  In my mind, what 
that is, is that we would extend the pad to the back another five feet.  When you push the 
unit to the back five feet and then instead of making it, and this will sound silly but I haven't 
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looked at the numbers of doing this, but instead of making it a double-width brick wall, two 
widths of brick, we could go one, and that's going to give us an extra almost six inches all 
around it which is going to come very close to the 46 square feet that we need that way. 
   The other alternative to that is to provide, instead of the five feet on 
the back end of it and making a masonry wall, if we put that whole back end as a gate that 
can be opened up, then we can push the unit back that three feet and pick up that three 
feet that way, which is going to give us the variance, or it's going to negate the requirement 
for a variance.   
   Those are, that's just what's occurring to me now.  But to add, at this 
point in the project, and I understand that it didn't go as it should have gone, but not 
because of anything on our behalf, we met with the Village early on, we went through the 
entire permitting process and met with them several times, so it wasn't that we didn't do our 
due diligence.  But to change this now would extend the project date which has 
consequences.  It's a life safety issue which is another thing, and it's tremendously 
expensive to locate it over here and route everything this way and back in. 
   So, because of those things, we would do whatever we need to do to 
make it compliant without the variance I guess is what I'm saying and suggesting.  I'm 
trying to be, it's not like we're willing to not entertain other ideas of rotation or pushing it 
back or doing whatever.  But I don't know that realistically there is a budget, because it's 
not like we can go to the bank and say, hey, can you give us another half million dollars for 
this, right?  That's not a possibility.  Because of that, we'll have to do what we can do with 
the least expense I guess. 
   Rotating it, I wrote on the back of my notes here, rotating it I'm 
guessing is probably about a $40,000 pad because these foundations are substantial, the 
pad is substantial and all that stuff.  So, it's not without cost really this way.  We're trying to 
be good citizens. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes, it's unfortunate it got this far, and $40,000 is not 
a little bit of money. 
  MR. WEBER:  Right.  No, I understand. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  But having it where it's at, you're looking at a single 
family home, I don't know who would want to buy a house there, with all this going on. 
  MR. WEBER:  I understand. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK: So, it could be a lot more money for that 
neighborhood. 
  MR. WEBER:  I think actually once the construction is done, once the 
plantings are in and the wall is up, it will actually sort of disappear.  I mean it won't 
disappear like you were talking about disappearing, but right now you're looking at an 
industrial size piece of equipment.  That's not what you're going to be looking at in two or 
three years.  You're going to be looking at an ivy wall or a fully planted wall, brick wall, and 
it just isn't going to look as bad as it does right now I think. 
   In terms of the fences falling over, by the way we are replacing that as 
a part of this work.  I know that's not really the issue but that's something that came up so I 
wanted to let you know. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, your alternatives that you've indicated, 
you have to do some cost savings to achieve it, but obviously you could value engineer this 
sufficiently to -- 
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  MR. WEBER:  I think so, I think so.  I don't know that it's a better solution for 
anybody, but I think that we probably can do that, yes. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  The ultimate result is that it's effectively in 
the same place, a couple of feet over? 
  MR. WEBER:  A couple of feet back with, instead of a masonry back wall, a 
gated back wall. 
  MS. SEXTON:  So, what would that do to the sound? You had said that 
masonry -- 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes, so what we'd probably do to mitigate any sort of sound 
on that is on the back side of the gate, we can put some sound insulation panels or pad 
blankets, the gate being, you know, the gate closest to the building.  What I've envisioned, 
again I mean I have to talk to my engineers, I'm an architect not an electrical engineer, but 
I'm guessing that that's what would be done, and then to help the sound we would do 
something like that.  I don't think the sound blankets are as effective as masonry frankly. 
But they do do one thing, they stop reverberation; but in terms of just keeping the sound in, 
essentially mass is what you want. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, part of your immediate consideration, 
was it moving it north or rotating it? 
  MR. WEBER:  My thought is if we're looking at just trying to avoid a zoning 
issue, that we would just push it back, we would extend, actually we might not even need 
to extend at the back end, given what I said about the gating, we just have to put in the 
gates there and would just push the unit back. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Slide it back? 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes.   
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  To the -- 
  MR. WEBER:  To the desired length.  Then if we shorten it on the back side, 
we'll probably pick up what we need for that 46 feet.  I mean it's only, you need three feet 
there, and if we pull it in a little on the sides, I'm sure we can pick that up. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So, you'd basically have a little bit of existing 
pad out in front. 
  MR. WEBER:  Yes, or we cut that back, you know, that's not, you know. 
  MR. DRAKE:  So, if they would not be seeking the variance procedurally, are 
they in effect withdrawing the petition?  Is that, from a parliamentary standpoint, is that 
what we'd be facing? 
  MR. MACH:  The Zoning Board should take action on two, the variance 
requested for -- 
  MR. DIVITO:  Right.  So, and the considerations you were doing, talking 
about the two layers of brick -- 
  MR. WEBER:  Brick, yes. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I think that's a value add because there is some dampening, 
sound dampening qualities that are going to come out of that.  So, that's why I'm still kind of 
okay with the size of the structure, it's just the location of it that I'm still struggling with. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, you're full within your rights to actually do what you were 
talking about with the relocation of the gates and everything like that.  So, at that point, we 
would be acting on both variances. 
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  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Well, if they pull it back, that mitigates the setback 
issue. 
  MR. DIVITO:  The requirement there. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  They still have the size of the unit. 
  MR. DIVITO:  We would still take action on it during our vote on it, and then 
they would have the ability to address that. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes, I struggle with you.  This is really detracting 
from the neighborhood and that's a -- 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes.  But again, if they were to pull it back within the setback, 
then it's a moot point. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  The three feet, and size down the unit, then 
neither of the two variances they're asking for are required and they're permitted to 
proceed. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, I'd rather try and make the neighbors, you know, give them 
something out of this by giving them the actual dampening. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Then you know, the setback itself, you know, still try to 
preserve some of the sight lines on that street. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I have a question for Derek.  The Staff comments were no 
objections and no comments.  Is there any reason why they didn't flag any of these things? 
 Or is that not their charge or responsibility?  I mean I looked at what the Staff says on 
these comments as well to help guide me in my thinking. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Sure, but that's from an engineering standpoint. 
  MR. MACH:  Yes, engineering.  We didn't anticipate any comments unless it 
was drainage related. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Okay. 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, is there any other discussion point or do we want to, sorry, 
I'm about to take your spot. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  No, we're -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  So, could I ask another question?  So, you're deciding as 
though if you don't approve of this, then he can just go ahead, you can just go ahead and 
set it back 2.9 feet, keeping the same oblong structure and just setting it back and then 
making the actual enclosed structure less dampening?  That's if it's not approved?  Is that -
- 
  MR. WEBER:  Well, so I prefer the second layer of brick anyway, I mean that 
it's a better structure that way.  So, the first thing we would do is look at opening out the 
back end so that we can pull those walls, at the back end, the north end of it, so we can 
pull those walls in and see if we can get enough room that way.  That would be my 
preference is to look at that.   
  MS. SEXTON:  Okay, but not turning it oblong, not turning it so the long end 
goes against the side of the Goedke House? 
  MR. WEBER:  So, the issue with that is going to be, I think if you look at the 
drawings there, besides the added expense of the new foundation  
slab -- 
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  MS. SEXTON:  Right, you said $40,000 or so. 
  MR. WEBER:  Roughly.  That's just again, that's just, you know -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  That's the number that you pulled  
but -- 
  MR. WEBER:  Right.  But there's also going to be an issue with the patio.  
You're going to run into the patio. So, we'd have to -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  How? 
  MR. WEBER:  We'd have to pull out. 
  MS. SEXTON:  So, it would be here.  It would be here instead of, it would be 
here? 
  MR. WEBER:  So, we'd put it over here, right.  So, you're going to, right. 
  MS. SEXTON:  So, how would that really affect the, maybe it's just a small 
part of it but at least you could, you know, have it over here.  It wouldn't be sticking out this 
way.  I don't know how far would it, how far would the edge of this go?  How far would that 
go? 
  MR. WEBER:  What I'm talking about or what I'm suggesting -- 
  MS. SEXTON:  If you turned it and going this way? 
  MR. DIVITO:  Should we rein this in?  Because this is solution crafting.  If we 
were to deny it, then it goes into solution crafting, not within our jurisdiction as the Board. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Okay. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I think that's a great dialogue that you guys are having, and I 
hope that you continue that to work as neighbors.  But as far as this Board, it's not going to 
help us to get to a decision.  So, I don't mean to cut you off. 
  MS. SEXTON:  Well, you had mentioned that. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  No, but I think you asked a legitimate 
question to the extent that if it's lodged back, just understanding what the result is. 
  MR. DIVITO:  For us, I'm struggling to see like he would not even have to 
present that. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  True, true.  Simple question on her part. 
  MS. SEXTON:  I mean my concern is if they hadn't, you hadn't been 
concerned about our property to begin with, you know, how is this going to change? 
  MR. WEBER:  It won't change substantially from the design that's there.  But 
I don't know that I would say we weren't concerned; the idea again was to push it so that it 
was far away from your property as possible.  That's why we moved it farther. 
  MS. SEXTON:  But you're obstructing my view.  That was, you know, you're 
putting it right in front of my family room.  I sit right there and I look over there and I can't 
see the courtyard.  I can just see this big old ugly still generator. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I have a comment if it can help.  I think any time somebody in 
the neighborhood pours $8 million into the neighborhood, I think that's good for the 
neighborhood.  We've had one resident after another coming here wanting to spend money 
to enhance their property.  You know, time and time again we felt that was good for the 
community, and I do feel what you're doing is good for the community, an upgraded 
building, better generator, more safety for the residents, trying to make a structure look like 
it fits with the neighborhood as well as you can.  I give you credit for it and it's public 
money, and I think you're trying to be good stewards of that. 
  MR. WEBER:  Thank you. 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  All right.  Is there any other comment?  
Thank you.  Does anybody want to make a motion? 
  MR. DIVITO:  This is a tough one for sure.  So, I think where my head is that 
I am, forgive me but the first motion was for the setback, the second one was the size of 
the structure.  So, I motion to approve the size of the structure,  
I motion to deny the setback. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I would support that to be honest under the 
circumstances. 
  MR. MACH:  Acting Chairman -- 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes, I'll second the motion.  The Chairman should -- 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Right.  I said support. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So, the motion is to deny the setback, make them 
move it totally in compliance. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Come up with a new solution, and it sounds like the logical one 
is to set it back farther but there could be additional conversation to it.  So, as far as 
tonight's concern is, not having it extended. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  But approving the size. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Just for the simple fact of just adding some additional sound 
dampening. 
  MR. DRAKE:  We should vote, I've already seconded. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Acting Chairman Geisel. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes.  Thank you.  This is never easy. 
  MR. WEBER:  Thanks. 
   (Whereupon, at 8:21 p.m., the public hearing on the above-mentioned 

petition was adjourned.) 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
October 10, 2016 

  

PETITIONER:   Goedke House 
      

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 215 W. Miner St. 
 

VARIATION:   6.6-5.1, 6.5-7   
 
A 2.9’ variance to allow a generator unit with a rear yard setback of 10.3’ from the south property line instead of the minimum 
required 13.2’; A 46 square foot variance to allow an accessory structure to be 346 square feet instead of the maximum allowed 
300 square feet. 
 

 
The petitioner explained that as part of a major renovation they are upgrading the generator to meet current needs. The petitioner 
explained that as part of the overall facility renovation project for 215 W. Miner Street, a building permit was submitted along with 
plans for a new generator.  The petitioner explained that the generator portion of the permit was approved and at a later date 
they were informed that the permit was issued in error by staff.   The petitioner explained that because the permit was approved, 
the concrete pad and the generator have been installed.  The petitioner testified that the screen walls have not been installed.   
 
Per Chapter 28, Section 6.6-5.1 Table of Permitted Obstructions, generators are required to be set back a minimum distance of 
10% of the lot width from the rear (south) property line.  The lot width is 132 feet; therefore, a 13.2 foot minimum setback is 
required.  The generator setback is 10.3 feet, which does not comply with code.  The petitioner explained that they are seeking a 
variation to allow a 10.3 foot generator setback, where 13.2 feet is required.  In addition, pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 6.5-7.b, 
the maximum size for the generator enclosure is 300 square feet.  The petitioner explained that the size of the generator 
enclosure is 345.6 square feet, which does not comply with code.   
 
The petitioner testified that the additional 46 square feet will allow for thicker walls and help mitigate noise emitted from the 
generator.  The neighbor to the west spoke in opposition of the generator.  The neighbor explained that it impedes her sight lines 
and that the generator is very loud.   
 
The Zoning Board agreed that they are in support of the additional 46 square feet since it will help mitigate the noise and that 
they do not support the setback variance.   
 
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 for an additional 46 square feet for an accessory structure, 
namely; that the petitioners would sustain a hardship if the variance were not granted; that the situation of the petitioner is 
unique; and, that the granting of a variance would not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The Zoning Board of 
Appeals did not find that the petitioner established the necessary elements for granting the setback variance.  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. Drake.  Thereafter, the Board voted 4-0 to APPROVE the 
variance request for a 46 square foot variance to allow an accessory structure to be 346 square feet instead of the maximum 
allowed 300 square feet, and DENY the variance request for a 2.9’ variance to allow a generator unit with a rear yard setback of 
10.3’ from the south property line instead of the minimum required 13.2’. 
 
 



  
 

Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 4-0 to 
grant the 46 square foot variance as requested, and to deny the 2.9’ setback 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. 
 

You are hereby notified that this ruling is subject to appeal to the Circuit Court of Cook County, under the 
Administrative Review Law.  Such appeal must be filed within thirty-five (35) days of the date of receipt of this decision. 
 

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.  
 

 Joseph Geisel, Acting Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  The next matter up is Stukenberg 
Residence.  You getting signed in? 
  MR. BUDZIK:  Yes. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  All right, your name and address please? 
  MR. BUDZIK:  Thom Budzik, 211 South Maple Lane, Prospect Heights. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Please proceed. 
  MR. BUDZIK:  Good evening, Board members.  As I stated, my name is 
Thom Budzik.  This is normally where I'd introduce the homeowners of my project.  They 
unfortunately had a pre-scheduled family vacation, so they were not able to be here today. 
 But I will be presenting on their behalf. 
   They have included a letter stating their motivations for the variance.  
That should be included in the packet.  I think Derek was able to get that out to you. 
   We're here today to seek a variance to reduce the side yard setback 
from seven feet to 4.6 feet in order to build a side addition for an existing single family 
home.  I just wanted to go through a brief description of the project and then touch on the 
criteria for the variance. 
   So, Matt and Maureen Stukenberg, the homeowners, purchased the 
home in 2012.  Over four years, they've made various improvements to the home, both 
exterior and interior.  With the addition of another child, they're looking to expand their 
home and be able to try and stay in a community that they've come to love. 
   So, they came to us with a few different items that they wanted to 
achieve with their home addition.  First and foremost was of course another bedroom, in 
this case a master suite.  They wanted some additional living space for their home and 
they wanted to also address one of the nagging issues with their current home which is to 
have an attached garage as opposed to their current detached garage. 
   We looked at a variety of solutions.  The homeowners first asked us 
to see if there is some way that they can actually attach the existing detached garage to 
their home and potentially put up the second floor addition. We advised them against that 
for a variety of reasons, including some structural concerns with the existing garage.   
   We also looked at potentially doing an addition that was basically 
entirely above the existing footprint of the home.  We found that those were very invasive 
to the existing home on which they've already spent substantial money in remodeling.  But 
at the same time, it would kind of take away from the character of the home.  Oddly 
enough, they do actually like the split level, they do actually like some of the character of it 
and they tried to enhance it as much as possible with their renovations so far. 
   So, our solution is essentially to have a two-car detached, a two-car, 
I'm sorry, attached garage on the side of the house with the entrance actually in between 
the garage and the existing home.  The master suite is situated above it, the garage 
addition and then the additional family space, the family room, living room and office 
spaces are off to the back.  Part of the motivation to kind of put that entrance in between 
the garage and the house was to also make for a more functional floor plan.  If you've ever 
been to these homes, you'll note that the front part of the house is very awkwardly shaped. 
 You kind of come in and the space is very poorly defined.  By moving the entrance to the 
middle of the house, it actually allows us to turn that front space into just kind of one formal 
dining room space as opposed to this kind of mish-mash of spaces. 
   With regards to the variance, we've basically tried to minimize the 
impact on that side yard addition as much as possible.  We basically have enough room for 
that front entrance.  I believe it's, excuse me, I believe it's four feet wide and 21 feet for the 
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interior garage width.  It's sufficient for two family cars. It's only the garage that actually 
sticks into the side yard setback.  We've pushed the office which is behind the garage so 
that it complies with the side yard setback, and we've also pushed the master suite addition 
so it complies with the side yard setback.  In addition to complying with the setback, I think 
it provides for some aesthetic advantages to the home as well. 
   So, that's basically how we've come to this solution.  A couple of other 
items, the existing detached garage is legal nonconforming.  It actually encroaches farther 
into the side yard setback.  It's three-foot seven inches into the side yard setback as 
opposed to we're only going in two-foot five inches, and it's also much deeper so actually 
the total encroachment is significantly more than what we're proposing. 
   I do also have letters from the neighbors, specifically the neighbor to 
the west, the one that would be impacted by this.  That's basically a letter stating that 
they're in support of the variance as well. 
   In terms of the specific criteria, without granting the variance, it would 
not be able to accommodate their goal of having a more efficient floor plan, minimizing the 
impact to the existing home, and getting the two-car garage they feel they need to stay in 
this community.  The unique circumstances are really a situation of the existing home.  
They obviously had no say on how it's situated or in the construction of the original 
detached garage.  In terms of matching the character of the locality, they've gone to great 
lengths to try to do things to the home that preserves the aesthetic of the home, trying not 
to transform a split level into something that it really shouldn't be.  We're trying to build on 
that with the addition, come up with a solution that actually builds on the aesthetic of the 
existing home. 
   So, with that, I'd be happy to answer any questions. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Quite frankly, I didn't have a lot of questions 
here with the variance that you're asking for, given that it's an actual reduction of the 
existing. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Wish we had more of those.   
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Less would be more, yes. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes, I, too, I looked through this and it looks fine.  It looks very 
reasonable and a very nicely put request. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I would agree, and I think that when it's done it will be the 
nicest home in that block.   
  MR. BUDZIK:  I hope so. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I really spent some time looking at the other houses as well as 
the plans and the footprint, and I like what you're doing.  I'm in favor. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Can I just ask about the comment? 
  MR. MACH:  Sure, okay. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  By Charlie.  He has indicated in here that the garage 
size is not code compliant? 
  MR. MACH:  That, well, yes, I mean it must be code compliant.  I'm not sure 
if that's going to impact the side yard variation request, but it must meet building codes -- 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  He was saying here the garage size is not code 
compliant, 21-foot four inches minimum depth required.  Garage home wall must be five 
feet from property line unless fire rated. 
  MR. MACH:  I think that was the depth where it would impact the side yard 
setback, that it must meet the depth required dimension. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. BUDZIK:  I'm sorry, I didn't get those comments.  What were those? 
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  MR. MACH:  You should have received those.  They're, I'll get you a copy 
though. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  You're welcome to mine. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So, I wasn't sure if he was talking about with the way 
you designed the new garage, that it's not code compliant to 21 feet four inches depth.  I'm 
assuming they want him to go farther back into the property, not on the side yard setback 
but farther back? 
  MR. MACH:  Correct, that's my understanding. 
  MR. BUDZIK:  Okay, yes.  So, our current garage depth is 21 feet.  If we 
were to comply with the 21-foot four, I would ask that we would basically extend the garage 
back four more inches to accommodate that.  In terms of fire proofing that wall, fire rating 
that wall, that's fine.  That's not an issue. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  But I don't think this would affect the side yard 
setback.  I think that the way you're designing it was still -- 
  MR. BUDZIK:  Well, I think the five-foot requirement, basically they're going 
to want us to put exterior gyp sheathing on that side. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. BUDZIK:  Which is fine, we can do it. 
  MR. MACH:  So, the garage is meeting the minimum width per building 
code? 
  MR. BUDZIK:  We would just have to adjust and instead of the garage being 
22-foot five inches, it will end up being 22-foot nine inches to get that four extra.  We're at 
21 feet right now, so we'll just have to expand that out an extra four inches. 
  MR. MACH:  Okay, but it won't impact the variation request? 
  MR. BUDZIK:  It's not going to increase the variance request.  It's just going 
to make it deeper, that's right. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Are you going to run into ratio concerns at that point? 
  MR. BUDZIK:  No, we're well under I think on the other zone requirements. 
  MR. DIVITO:  So, yes, that request by Design is -- 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes, I saw that but I didn't think it had an 
impact on the exterior envelope.  At this point, let's see if anybody else has a comment 
please. 
  MR. EASLEY:  You want one at a time or both? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  You're both welcome to come up and sign 
in. 
  MRS. EASLEY:  We've already signed in.  I'm Renee Easley at 304 North 
Drury Lane, and this is my husband Dave Easley. 
  MR. EASLEY:  David Easley. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  MRS. EASLEY:  We are directly northeast of Matt and Maureen's property.  
We came here tonight to just express our support for the remodel and also request that the 
variance be granted.  We share the same sensibility of kind of preserving the mid century 
style split level houses that are in our neighborhood.  We're excited about their willingness 
to go to this and stay in the neighborhood, very close people whom we all love and are 
together.  So, we are basically here tonight just to show our support and ask for your 
consideration of the variance. 
  MR. EASLEY:  Well, we still have the best looking house in there. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I'm going to drive by your house sometime to get -- 
  MR. EASLEY:  You got it. 
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  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  We'll put a little sticky note on your door. 
  MR. EASLEY:  We object to that comment though. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I take it back.  One of the nicest looking. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, thank you.  Let's close it down to 
Board discussion. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Straightforward simple request. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Anybody care to make a motion? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Make a motion that we approve the project as 
submitted. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I'll second. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Acting Chairman Geisel. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes.  Approved.  Thank you for coming out 
with your neighbors.  Motion to adjourn? 
  MR. DRAKE:  Do we have some of the old business or is that, do we need to 
discuss old business, the Molecular? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you, good night. 
  MR. MACH:  As noted in your packet, Molecular Design has asked to place 
the project on hold.  So, if they do come forward in the future, they'll need to re-notify.  That 
will be posted on the agenda, but I just wanted to make sure the Zoning Board is aware at 
the last meeting they made a motion to continue to this meeting per the Petitioner's 
request.  But now they're asking that it be placed on hold. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you, I saw it on the notes.  So, the 
meeting is adjourned.  Thank you. 
   (Whereupon, at 8:35 p.m., the public hearing on the above-mentioned 

petition was adjourned.) 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
October 10, 2016 

  

PETITIONER:   Stukenberg Residence 
      

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1409 E. Eastman St. 
 

VARIATION:   5.1-3.6, 5.4   
 
A 2.4’ variance to allow an addition with a side yard setback of 4.6’ from the west property line instead of the minimum 7.0’ and 
an additional 1.0’ for the eave. 
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner 
explained that they would like to construct a two car attached garage to the existing home.  The petitioner explained that the 
proposed attached garage is encroaching into the side yard setback.  The petitioner testified that the variance would allow for a 
more efficient floor plan, minimize the impact to the existing home, and allow for the two-car attached garage. The petitioner also 
testified that a nonconforming detached garage would be removed as part of the project.  The petitioner explained that the 
existing detached garage is located in the side yard where detached garages are only permitted in the rear yard.  The petitioner 
explained that they have designed the home so that it preserves the aesthetic of the home and that they are trying  to maintain 
the character of the split level.   
 
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. Schwingbeck and seconded by Mr. Drake.  Thereafter, the Board voted 4-0 to approve 
the variance request.  
 

Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 4-0 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.  
 

 Joseph Geisel, Acting Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 



Item: Johann Residence - 103 N. Pine Ave.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
A 15.5 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 15.0 feet from the south property line instead of the
minimum 30.5 feet and an additional 1.3 feet  for the eave.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#16-049 
PIN:03-29-337-004 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  November 14, 2016 
Date Prepared:  November 9, 2016 
Project Title:  Johann Residence 
Address:  103 N. Pine Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-049 
Petitioner:  Dustin Bucalo / Designers & Builders Development Inc. 
Address:  300 Old Mill Rd. 
   Barrington IL  60010 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner is proposing to construct a new home. The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District.  The 
property has a total land area of 8,712 square feet and a lot width of 66.0 feet.  The proposed residence will have 
approximately 3,738 square feet.  The proposed new house is encroaching into the required exterior side yard setback.  
Therefore, petitioner requests the following variation: 
 

 A 15.5 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 15.0 feet from the 
south property line instead of the minimum 30.5 feet and an additional 1.3 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#16-049 
PIN:03-29-337-004 

 
 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  10/24/16  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  10/24/16  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  10/24/16  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  10/24/16  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-049 
PIN:03-29-337-004 

 
Photographs of Existing Structure 
 
 

 
 

 



















Item: Jaworksi Residence - 7 S. Regency Dr. East

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1. A 1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow an
increase to the maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence located along
the rear property line.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#16-050 
PIN:03-28-406-042 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  November 14, 2016 
Date Prepared:  November 9, 2016 
Project Title:  Jaworski Residence 
Address:  7 S. Regency Drive East 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-050 
Petitioner:  Michael Jaworski 
Address:  7 S. Regency Drive East 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct a 6 foot high wood fence along the perimeter of the rear yard.  Therefore, the 
petitioner requests the following variation: 
 

 A 1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow an increase to the 
maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence located along the rear property line.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
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#16-050 
PIN:03-28-406-042 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
    

 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  10/28/16  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  10/28/16  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  10/28/16  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  10/28/16  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-050 
PIN:03-28-406-042 

 
 
Photographs of Existing Structure 
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Item: Constertina Residence - 3917 N. Proctor Circle

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1. A 1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to
allow an increase to the maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence
located along the perimeter of the rear yard. 
 
2. A variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow a
solid fence along the rear and side property line where only a semi-open or open
fence is permitted.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#16-051 
PIN:03-06-215-016 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  November 14, 2016 
Date Prepared:  November 9, 2016 
Project Title:  Constertina Residence 
Address:  3917 N. Proctor Circle 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-051 
Petitioner:  Cynthia Constertina 
Address:  3917 N. Proctor Circle 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct a 6 foot high solid wood fence along the perimeter of the rear yard.  Therefore, the 
petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

 A 1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow an increase to the 
maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence located along the perimeter of the rear yard.  
 

 A variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow a solid fence along the rear 
and side property line where only a semi-open or open fence is permitted.   
 

 
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#16-051 
PIN:03-06-215-016 

Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  10/27/16  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  10/27/16  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  10/27/16  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  10/27/16  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-051 
PIN:03-06-215-016 

Photographs of Existing Structure 
 
 

 

















Item: Denisiuk Residence - 2211 N. Champlain St.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
A 2.9 foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2 to allow a pergola with a
side yard setback of .01 feet from the west property line where a minimum of
3.0 feet is required.  

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#16-052 
PIN:03-18-303-009 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  November 14, 2016 
Date Prepared:  November 9, 2016 
Project Title:  Denisiuk Residence 
Address:  2211 N. Champlain St. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-052 
Petitioner:  Tomasz Denisiuk 
Address:  2211 N. Champlain St. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner has built a structure along the side property line adjacent to their patio.  The structure has been 
evaluated and could be interpreted as either an accessory structure or a fence.  If it was defined as a fence, the 
maximum height permitted is five feet and the structure is approximately eight feet high.  If it is defined as an 
accessory structure, such as a trellis, the structure would have to be setback three feet from the side property line.  
The variance was advertised as an accessory structure that is encroaching into the required side yard setback. 
Previously comparable structures meeting the required three foot setback from the side property line have been 
administratively approved since they were meeting code.  If the structure is determined to be an accessory structure, 
the following variation is required: 
 

 

 A 2.9 foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2 to allow a pergola with a side yard setback of 0.1 feet 
from the west property line where a minimum of 3.0 feet 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#16-052 
PIN:03-18-303-009 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  10/27/16  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  10/27/16  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  10/27/16  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  10/27/16  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-052 
PIN:03-18-303-009 

 
Photographs of Existing Structure 
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Item: Mongoven Residence - 3921 N. Proctor Circle

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1. A 1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to
allow an increase to the maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence
located along the rear and side (west) property line in the rear yard.
 
2. A variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow a
solid fence along the rear and side (west) property line where only a semi-open
or open fence is permitted. 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#16-053 
PIN:03-06-215-015 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  November 14, 2016 
Date Prepared:  November 9, 2016 
Project Title:  Mongoven Residence 
Address:  3921 N. Proctor Circle 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-053 
Petitioner:  Larry Mongoven 
Address:  3921 N. Proctor Circle 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct a 6 foot high solid wood fence along the rear property line and the side (west) 
property line in the rear yard.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

 A 1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow an increase to the 
maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence located along the rear and side (west) property 
line in the rear yard.  
 

 A variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow a solid fence along the rear 
and side (west) property line where only a semi-open or open fence is permitted.   

 

 
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#16-053 
PIN:03-06-215-015 

 
 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  10/28/16  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  10/28/16  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  10/28/16  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  10/28/16  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-053 
PIN:03-06-215-015 

 
 
 
Photographs of Existing Structure 
 
 

 























Item: O'Malley Residence - 523 S. Belmont Ave.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1. A 5.8 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 19.2 feet from the southeast  property line instead of the minimum 25.0
feet.
 
2. A 2 foot height variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3 to allow a 5 foot tall open
fence in the front yard where 3 feet is the maximum height.
 
3. A variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2 to allow an accessory structure (fire pit)
in the front yard where it is only permitted in the rear yard.  

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#16-054 
PIN:03-32-134-017 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  November 14, 2016 
Date Prepared:  November 9, 2016 
Project Title:  O’Malley Residence 
Address:  523 S. Belmont Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-054 
Petitioner:  Keith Ginnodo 
Address:  Kingsley/Ginnodo Architects 
   33 N. Hickory Ave. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The subject site, which is legally described as Lots 197, 198, and the south half of Lot 199 of the Scarsdale 
Subdivision, is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling and has a total land area of 27,758 square feet (0.64 acres). The 
property is a corner lot (Belmont Avenue and Mayfair Road), with 250.72 feet of frontage along Belmont Avenue and 
187.82 feet along Mayfair Road. There is an existing single family home that is two stories tall and approximately 
6,690 square feet in floor area.  
 

The existing home faces Belmont Avenue; however, Mayfair is the front yard since it is the shorter dimension.  
According to Chapter 28, Section 3.2-220 a front yard is defined as; “A yard extending across the full width of the 
zoning lot and lying between the lot line which fronts on a street and the nearest line of the principal building. On a 
corner lot, the smaller of the two dimensions adjacent to a street shall be considered the front yard”. Since the 
frontage along Mayfair Road is shorter than the frontage along Belmont Avenue, Mayfair is the front yard.   
  

Yard Designations 
Yard  

Front  South property line (Mayfair Road)  
Rear North property line 
Side-Interior East property line 
Side-Exterior  West property line (Belmont Avenue) 

 
The petitioner is proposing a new enclosed porch along the Mayfair frontage.  Based on the information provided, the 
existing home and proposed porch addition will comply with all applicable R-3 district standards (see table below) 
except that the proposed porch is encroaching into the required front yard setback.  
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Zoning Analysis 
District Standard Allowed Provided 

 
Comply 

Front Yard Setback (east) 25 feet  19.2 N 
Rear Yard Setback (north) 30 feet 60 Y 
Side-Interior (northeast) 20.8 feet 60 Y 
Side-Exterior (west) 25 feet 25.5 Y 
Building Lot Coverage 9,715 SF 5,378 SF Y 
FAR 11,541 SF 7,948 SF Y 
Impervious Surface Coverage 13,879 SF 11,691 SF Y 

 
The proposed enclosed porch is setback 19.2 feet where a 25.0 foot setback is required. In addition, the petitioner is 
proposing a five foot high decorative metal fence in the front yard adjacent to the property line along Mayfair Road 
where the maximum height allowed is three feet.  The petitioner is also proposing a fire pit in the side yard where it 
would only be permitted in the rear yard.  Therefore the petitioner requests the following variations. 
 
 
 A 5.8 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 19.2 feet from the southeast  
property line instead of the minimum 25.0 feet.  
 

 A 2 foot height variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3 to allow a 5 foot tall open fence in the front yard 
where 3 feet is the maximum height. 

 
 A variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2 to allow an accessory structure (fire pit) in the side yard where 

it is only permitted in the rear yard.   
 

   
 

 
 
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#16-054 
PIN:03-32-134-017 

Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  10/28/16  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  10/28/16  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  10/28/16  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  10/28/16  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photographs of Existing Structure 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-054 
PIN:03-32-134-017 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 





















PROPOSED 5 FOOT HIGH DECORATIVE METAL FENCE 



Item: 909 W. Campbell St. Subdivision

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
A variation from Chapter 28, Section 28-6.4 to allow the same floor plans to be
built directly next to each other, or directly across the street, with no more than
two of the same floor plans in a row (the exterior elevations shall comply with
the monotony requirements).  

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents Exhibits
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03-30-308-002, 03-30-308-004, 03-30-420-001, 03-30-420-002, 03-30-420-003, 03-30-420-004, 03-30-420-005, 03-30-420-006, 
03-30-420-007, 03-30-420-008, 03-30-420-009, 03-30-420-010, 03-30-420-011, 03-30-420-012, 03-30-420-013, 03-30-420-014, 
03-30-420-015, 03-30-420-016 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  November 14, 2016 
Date Prepared:  November 9, 2016 
Project Title:  909 W. Campbell St. Subdivision 
Address:  909 W. Campbell St. 
  

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-055 
Petitioner:  William Rotolo / Lexington Homes 
Address:  1731 N. Marcey St., Suite 201 
   Chicago, IL  60614 
Existing Zoning:  R-2, Single-Family District 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The property is commonly known as 900 W. Campbell Street and the subject site is approximately 4.69 acres.  The 
property is bounded by Campbell Street to the north, Sigwalt Street to the south, Kaspar Avenue to the east and 
residential to the west.  
 

Earlier this year, the petitioner received approval to subdivide the property into 15 single family lots and one additional lot 
for a detention basin. The petitioner is proposing three different floor plans.  Each of the three floor plans includes three 
different front elevation options, A, B, C, and each exterior elevation option has different levels of exterior material 
treatments to create further variety.   
 

 Floor Plan 210 includes three different exterior elevation options as illustrated in Plans 210(A), 210(B), and 
210(C). 

 Floor Plan 220 includes three different exterior elevation options as illustrated in Plans 220(A), 220(B), and 
220(C). 

 Floor Plan 230 includes three different exterior elevation options as illustrated in Plans 230(A), 230(B), and 
230(C). 

Village code requires new houses to comply with the following monotony requirement per Chapter 28, Section 28-6.4.  
  

Section 28-6.4 “No contractor or builder shall construct two or more buildings of like exterior design on the 
same side of any street unless such buildings are separated by two or more buildings or building sites, or a 
combination thereof, of completely dissimilar design.  Buildings of like exterior design may not be erected 
directly across the street from each other. 

All buildings shall be considered to be of “like exterior design” unless they have substantially different floor 
plans, elevations, and are substantially different in exterior appearance in the opinion of the Code Official.” 

The petitioner is seeking a variance to allow the same floor plans next to each other (no more than two in a row), but 
the elevations must comply with the two lot separation requirement.  Each floor plan has three basic elevation 
designs, A, B, & C which are considered to be substantially different and will be allowed to be built side by  
side.  However, pursuant to the monotony code, elevations of the same design with different colors or materials (such 
as A.1, A.2, A.3, & A.4) are considered to be of “like exterior design” and will not be allowed side by side.   
The variation request is as follows:   
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03-30-308-002, 03-30-308-004, 03-30-420-001, 03-30-420-002, 03-30-420-003, 03-30-420-004, 03-30-420-005, 03-30-420-006, 
03-30-420-007, 03-30-420-008, 03-30-420-009, 03-30-420-010, 03-30-420-011, 03-30-420-012, 03-30-420-013, 03-30-420-014, 
03-30-420-015, 03-30-420-016 
 

A variation from Chapter 28, Section 28-6.4 to allow the same floor plans to be built directly next to each 
other, or directly across the street, with no more than two of the same floor plans in a row (the exterior 
elevations shall comply with the monotony requirements).   
 

The plans and elevations were approved by the Design Commission on June 14, 2016 at which time the Design 
Commission stated that they are not opposed to this variation request.  If the Zoning Board is supportive of the 
variation request, a condition needs to be included that requires the exterior elevations to comply with the two lot 
separation monotony requirement.  
 
 
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 
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Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  10/27/16  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  10/27/16  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  10/27/16  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  10/27/16   

 
Photographs of Existing Area 
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