
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

September 11, 2017
7:00 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. 929 S. Beverly Ln. - 8/14/17
B. 406 W. Mueller St. - 8/14/17
C. 716 S. Arthur Ave. - 8/14/17
D. 526 S. Chestnut Ave. - 8/14/17
E. 628 N. Highland Ave. - 8/14/17
F. 402 E. Sunset Dr. - 8/14/17
G. 1218 S. Salem Ln. - 8/14/17
H. 1614 S. Surrey Ln. - 8/14/17
I. 1010 N. Gibbons Ave. - 8/14/17
J. 1000 S. Highland Ave. - 8/14/17

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

A. 716 S. Arthur Ave. - ZBA#17-037

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. 616 N. Arlington Heights Rd. - ZBA#17-043
B. 602 S. Dryden Pl. - ZBA#17-044
C. 621 N. Belmont Ave. - ZBA#17-045
D. 1805 N. Walnut Ave. - ZBA#17-046

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: 929 S. Beverly Ln. - 8/14/17

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
929 S. Beverly Ln. - Minutes 8/14/17 Minutes
929 S. Beverly Ln. - Findings 8/14/17 Minutes



 
 

 

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

 
 
 
ZONING BOARD    
                                      REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS OF A MEETING 
                                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                                                  ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  929 SOUTH BEVERLY LANE - ZBA #17-029 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the Arlington Heights 
 
Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, 
 
Arlington Heights, Illinois on the 14th day of August, 2017 at the hour of 
 
7:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
DAVID DIVITO, Chairman 
TOM DRAKE 
TOM SCHWINGBECK 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BENJAMIN JAFFE 
 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
DEREK MACH, Development Planner 
JIM MASSARELL, Engineering Department Director 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  I'd like to call to order the August 14, 
2017 Zoning Board of Appeals meeting.  With that, Derek, would you mind calling 
roll call please? 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Siavelis. 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  If you all would come and please stand?  We'll 
do the pledge of allegiance. 
   (Pledge of allegiance.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  All right, first order of business here 
this evening is just the approval of meeting minutes from last meeting.  So, has 
everyone had an opportunity to review and look for errors and omissions?  All right, 
is there any motion to approve? 
  MR. DRAKE:  I'd move approval. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  None being heard, we'll move on to the actual 
petitions.  So, for this evening, we'll be calling up one petition at a time.  We're going 
over, during the testimony, I ask that we mark on three key elements to establish 
the criteria around the hardship that's presenting on tonight.  First is that the 
property cannot yield a reasonable return without the variance request.  Second, the 
unique nature around the situation that you're in.  Then finally how your changes if 
they are approved will not alter the characteristics of the neighborhood. 
   So, with that being said, we are going to break it up a little bit 
this evening, and each of the Board members are going to cover a few of the items. 
 There are two Petitioners from previous Board meetings.  First one is 929 South 
Beverly. 
  MR. RITCHIE:  Good evening all. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  How are you?  Have you signed in? 
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  MR. RITCHIE:  I've signed in, yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  Raise your right hand.  Actually, name 
and address for the record. 
  MR. RITCHIE:  Kyle Ritchie, 1203 West Lonnquist Boulevard, Mount 
Prospect.  I'm here to petition for 929 South Beverly. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  Raise your right hand. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.   
  MR. RITCHIE:  So, we're seeking a petition today to install a pool and 
permeable paver surfaces in the backyard of the property.  I was unable to attend 
the last meeting but I am here tonight.  I have gone through the minutes.  To 
supplement some of the discussions that had been had before, I've provided a link 
to a video to Derek.  Derek, if we could play the video?  It's really just to illuminate 
the properties of permeable pavers and we'll go from there. 
   (Video clip started.) 
  MR. RITCHIE:  This video is about a minute and a half, but the end of 
it is really taking a wheelbarrow full of water and dumping it onto permeable pavers 
to show how runoff does not occur, how that is absorbed into the surface that's 
underneath all those pavers. 
   (Video clip played.) 
  MR. RITCHIE:  So, in part, we're looking to over-engineering the 
volume that we're going to be creating inside the permeable pavers, so the void 
space that's underneath.  Referring to the engineer's comments when they first went 
through the review process, that if this petition were to be granted, that they would 
ask for depth of the gravel underneath the pavers to be 12 inches.  We're 
suggesting 16 inches.  So, we're over-engineering this to accommodate for the pool 
that here in Arlington Heights counts against the impervious surface as discussed in 
the meeting last time.  Even though the pool itself can accept water, we are in effect 
creating more detention space than we are creating the need for. 
   So, that is really hitting home on the number three that you had 
referenced at the beginning of the meeting on how we are not creating runoff. We 
are making sure, based on the engineer's recommendations, that we are going to 
have the right amount of capacity for everything.  I had actually, through the 
submittal and some of the information I provided Derek prior to the meeting, had 
reduced as well the overall surface that we would be creating by 10 percent.  So, 
with all this, it's a nice property in a nice town and we're looking to do a nice 
development, and the only way it can happen is to make sure we're shrinking the 
footprint as much as possible and decreasing the impact, making sure there is 
none. 
   With that, if some of you have questions? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  You know, just real quick on the reduction.  
There were a few highlighted areas within the drawings where the reductions came 
from.  Can you just speak to those? 
  MR. RITCHIE:  Highlighted areas where the reductions came from?  
So, originally, there were six feet of patio space on the three sides of the pool which 
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would be the right-hand side which is the eastern side.  What we're looking at right 
now is the originally proposed on the left, and the altered version on the right.  So, 
originally, there were six feet on the eastern and southern sides and the 
southwestern side of the pool.  Now, we're going to be having four-foot three inches. 
 There were also changes made to the northern part of the decking area where 
there are some lounge chairs laid out in between the house and the spa to make up 
for this 190 square feet of reduction. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  There's one small bump-out that was included 
on the northeast corner?  Visually, you can see it by the two lawn chairs, side by 
side after the lounge chairs. 
  MR. RITCHIE:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Everything else was, the perimeter was all 
reduced, right? 
  MR. RITCHIE:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Any other questions for the Petitioner? 
  MR. DRAKE:  Could you speak to the hardship again?  I mean could 
you just touch on the three hardships, not three hardships, three requirements that 
we have, and the hardship particularly? 
  MR. RITCHIE:  So, the property was purchased with this type of 
project in mind.  It is a home that they're looking to develop, invest in, and live in 
here.  It cannot, they cannot have this without the petition being granted.  So, we're 
trying to find the right way to do great improvements while going over the threshold. 
 So, in terms of family lifestyle, in terms of elderly parents that will be needing 
exercise at the home, all these are taken into account.  They came to us to do the 
project and it's really just it, it's about the coverage and being able to do an 
improvement. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  This evening, I don't know if the rest of the 
Board knows this, but I asked Mr. Massarelli from the Engineering Department to 
actually sit in with us today just because I had some questions as it relates to the 
permeable pavers, just to get a little bit more clarification on the actual engineering 
note.  So, if you'd mind just clarifying or elaborating on the opinion of the 
Engineering? 
  MR. MASSARELLI:  To take it back to a number of years ago where 
we had a lot of development going on in town, there was no lot coverage maximum, 
and we had a number of drainage issues that came from that.  There were a lot of 
homes being built and for whatever reason sports courts were a big item.  There 
were areas that were probably 70 to 80 percent covered in impervious area and 
they were having some issues with flooding. 
   So, we discussed it with the Board and did some minor 
analysis and found that a 50 percent maximum would be somewhat beneficial but 
then also allowing development and not curtailing it to a point where it's not 
desirable anymore.  We're trying to find a happy medium.  So, that 50 percent 
number came through some discussions and issues that we had with the Board.  
The Board approved the 50 percent lot coverage and we've been obviously 
enforcing it since it's a code. 
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   We have had certain issues where there may be an existing 
home where they want to add a 10 by 10 patio.  We discuss things with 
homeowners prior to coming to the Zoning Board about some ways to make that 
work with permeable pavers and permeable surfaces.  Those items we were looking 
at went from maybe 50 percent to let's say 52 or 53 percent lot coverage.  So, we're 
doing incremental small increases to try to add to somebody who didn't have that 
ability to utilize their backyard, and we came up with a simple formula to utilize or to 
come up with that solution.  That one foot of certain stone material that has some 
voids to it, it's about 30 percent void, water could then penetrate the permeable 
pavers, sit in that area and be controlled. 
   The one issue that we had then and still have now is the one 
difficulty, is that basically in Arlington Heights and a lot of northwest suburbs we 
have great clay that makes it great to build homes where it doesn't settle very much. 
 The negative of that is that water doesn't penetrate it very well.  So, that's where 
we're trying to balance when we see permeable pavers or permeable driveways, 
and what we look at, as the video showed, is that that water gets controlled and it 
goes underground.  It doesn't disappear, it's still there.   
   The problem that we have is when we do have a significant 
rainfall and we have larger and larger areas, what we're concerned about is how 
does that water, since it can't penetrate into the clay very well, some of it will, what 
happens to that water?  It's going to have to spread out and go through that surface 
that's on the clay.  It goes from the stone into existing soils.  So, what we do get 
concerned about is the area and how much is that going to impact the existing 
property as well as neighboring properties. 
   The one difficulty is though it's not an exact science.  It is still 
something that's being developed and analyzed through, you know, people who are 
building or producing the materials, and then there is the scientific aspect of it in 
terms of analysis and how does it percolate through there and how does it compare 
to a turf.  So, there's a lot of different items that are still being analyzed.  But the 
Engineering Department's view on it is that we're still not quite sure how well it does 
work without some additional improvement. 
   There's a number of communities that do use it in terms of 
their alleys and some small local streets.  But there's always a storm sewer as part 
of it because they do realize that the water is not going to penetrate into the soil.  
There's going to be some, but that number is the question.  The magic answer is 
how much water can penetrate and how much doesn't.  So, we take a conservative 
view of that and that's why we stay away from larger areas of permeable paver that 
are trying to compensate for areas that are going over that 50 percent. 
   So, our recommendation for this particular project was against 
it, feeling that it is too large and especially in this area where I believe the neighbor 
has experienced some backyard flooding already.  We feel that may make it worse 
with this improvement.  So, that's why we put together our recommendation that we 
did. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Appreciate the notes. 
  MR. MASSARELLI:  Sure. 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Any other Board member have questions for 
the Petitioner?  Okay, close it down to comments from the audience.   
  MR. RITCHIE:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Does anybody from the audience wish to 
speak?  Have you had a chance to sign in? 
  MS. YOUNG:  I did. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  Name and address? 
  MS. YOUNG:  Joanne Young, 923 South Beverly. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MS. YOUNG:  Thank you for the explanation, that was very helpful.  
As I was reading about pavers and pervious and permeable, it was getting onerous, 
so thank you. 
   I'm not sure where the Village Zoning Board stands on this 
right now, but I am not in favor of the 1,700 square-foot variance.  I think it is beyond 
necessary and has an impact on the neighborhood that has traditionally kept open 
space with foliage.  As far as I know, on the 900 block of South Beverly which are 
800-foot wide lots, there are no pools.  There's really not enough space. 
   If on the other hand the Village is considering passing the 
variance, I would like to know ahead of time what the elevation of the patio and pool 
is, and what the proposed drainage is for the pool which is impervious, and the 
remaining land beyond the permeable pavers.  Where is that water going to go?   
When I talked to Mr. Peric in April, he indicated he was looking at drainage for the 
east side of the lot with a cistern with water being drained out to the street, and 
there wasn't anything like it on the proposal from July 10th or today's proposal.  
   Third, there is really no guarantee that these pavers are going 
to work from what I read or heard, although I have never seen them in action.  But I 
have seen a lot of flooding in our neighborhood and  I really don't want to continue 
that now that it's a little bit under control for my lot.  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  A question for you before you sit. 
  MS. YOUNG:  Yes? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  I know the same week after the last Board 
meeting, there were torrential downpours. 
  MS. YOUNG:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, did you happen to notice how the water 
was reacting to the wet in your yard? 
  MS. YOUNG:  In the back corner, I do collect water there but it was 
more like puddles instead of before when I had the problem with 929, before the 
whole 15 feet east, the whole 80 feet was full of water.  That didn't happen this time 
so I was thrilled. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, the current solution is manageable? 
  MS. YOUNG:  It appears to be, yes.  It was fine the last time it rained 
through.  I did not have a problem. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  You had indicated when you were here last 
that you had been flooded out many times.  So, no flooding this past rain? 
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  MS. YOUNG:  Correct, and I had a flood control system put in the 
front yard so that is working as well.  So, after several years of having a lot of water 
issues, the thought of going through this again is nightmarish.  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  Is there anyone else from the 
audience that wishes to speak?   
   All right, none being heard, we'll close it down to Board 
deliberation.  All right, so we have heard both the neighbor as well as the owner talk 
about the desire to control the flooding.  We've seen the current solution that is in 
place.  The pavers, based off of the Engineering Department's review is the current 
technology that is coming up but it's not necessarily proven.  So, we did see a 
reduction in size, so I appreciate the homeowner's and the organization, you know, 
doing the design consideration, trying to work within what we have.  But I know that 
this one is a very sensitive topic so I'm still struggling with this one a little bit.  Any 
other comments? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Well, I thought after our last meeting, we were 
looking at 1,800 and some square feet over and we were talking about a reduction.  
I understand that it was a 10 percent reduction, but I really thought that it was going 
to come back with a dramatic reduction, maybe eliminating some of the patio 
between the pool and the house, eliminating the hot tub.  We've got a lot of square 
footage still at 1,700.  I mean water, there's people all throughout the neighborhood 
with pavers on their driveways, patios, it's still a lot of water collecting all over the 
neighborhood.  So, the water does have to go somewhere and it was 190 square 
foot reduction which really wasn't a whole lot.  I mean I'm concerned not only about 
water next door but water within the lot itself. 
  MR. DRAKE:  I think the argument or the comments that we had from 
Engineering are, for me, pretty enlightening.  It's probably the best explanation I've 
heard in the last couple of years about this issue of where the water goes and clay 
in the soil and all the things that go along with that.  For me, that's tipping the scales 
on how to look at the project.   
   I think the fact that the homeowner and their consultant 
reduced the scope of the work is what we asked you to do, but I'm really bothered 
by the issue of what's going to happen potentially to the neighbor and, as Tom just 
said, what's going to happen to the resident himself.  With that system, it's still got a 
big unknown over it. 
  MR. JAFFE:  I guess what I would add is if this were to move forward, 
in some ways it would be establishing a precedent. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Let me stop you there just because, you know, 
this is your second meeting.  So, the Zoning Board does not use precedent to make 
their decision.   
  MR. JAFFE:  Okay. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, each individual case is tried and heard on 
its own merits.  But it's still, I mean I understand your point. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Right.   
  MR. GEISEL:  I was not here at the last meeting, so I guess I would 
have a question.  Simply, was there, you know, any consideration given to a 
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different material which would actually be more pervious, if you will, than, you know, 
the paver system?  I've got a Unilock paver system.  What you're supposed to do is 
put in the sand product and every seven minutes or so you put water on it and it's 
basically supposed, that sand is supposed to be sort of like a concrete in between 
the box.  That does not bode well for the acceptance of water. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  That was the differentiation between what this 
blocking system is because it does not have that same blocking sand.  So, that's 
why it still creates the porous, the area for the water to actually drain into.  But then 
there's stone aggregate that would be, you know -- 
  MR. GEISEL:  That part I understand.  I just wasn't sure if there was 
like even some other products that had been considered that are, you know, more 
designed with the intention of holding water as opposed to bricklayer system, 
because there are other systems there.  That was it. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  As it stands, it sounds like there's just general 
consensus that we are not in favor of this.  So, is there an actual motion to be heard 
on this?  I'm not trying to stop the conversation, so if you need more time, please 
let's keep the conversation rolling. 
   So, my biggest fear is, again, back to the drainage.  We had a 
surface area reduction.  We know that there may still be an issue.  There is no 
ancillary or no other solution presented besides just taking it down deeper which as 
Mr. Massarelli pointed out we still are going down to the clay which is not going to 
allow it to be absorbed and it's just going to disperse and have to go somewhere.  
So, if there was another cistern that was presented to potentially capture or some 
other type of draining mechanism or storage, I can see that that would also help the 
conversation in my opinion. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Well, to your point, a true engineering review where 
you actually did, you know, something to determine what the depth of their current 
soil is, where the clay is, you know, because that's an older part of time and you 
might have 20 inches of black dirt there whereas a new development, everything 
gets scraped down to clay, they come back with six inches of dirt and that's all you 
have.  Something more definitive with respect to here is the size of the area, here is 
the cistern we've designed, it's, you know, designed to hold back this amount of 
water, something more specific, something that would give a greater level of 
comfort.  But again, I wasn't here so I have a bit of a disadvantage in that regard. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Can I make a motion or do I need another 
Board member since I was -- 
  MR. MACH:  It needs to be another Board member. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes, I would, I guess at this point I think 
they've made every effort to come to us and discuss it.  So, at this juncture, I would 
put a motion out there that we should really vote on the petition the way it's been 
presented.   
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  I would agree. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Motion seconded. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Well, we have to -- 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  We have to have an actual motion. 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  What is the actual motion? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So, the motion would be to look at this plan 
with the 1,700 square-foot of surface the way they've written it up, because we're 
really not approving or disapproving at this time. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Right, that's just our --  
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, it's still a motion to approve, and then we 
will just vote yes or no. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, is there a motion to approve? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Motion to approve. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Ben, is that your second? 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek, roll call. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  No. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  No. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  No. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  No. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  No.  So, unfortunately it did not pass.  You can 
work through alternative designs and resubmit.  This petition as it stands would 
have to wait for an additional year? 
  MR. MACH:  Correct, for a year. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 7:29 p.m.) 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   Peric Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 929 S. Beverly Ln. 
 
VARIATION: 5.1-0.08, 5.3-2 
 
A 1,890 square foot variance to allow an increase to the impervious surface coverage for a total of 9,450 square feet where 
the maximum allowed is 7,650 square feet. 
 

The petitioner explained that they are seeking a variation for impervious surface coverage for a pool and pool deck.  The 
petitioner further explained that they are proposing pervious pavers to help alleviate any impact on the drainage. The petitioner 
testified that they are proposing to over-engineer the volume that would be created by providing 16 inches of gravel below the 
pavers.  The petitioner also explained that the pool is creating additional detention space. The petitioner testified that they are 
not creating any runoff.  The petitioner explained that per the engineer's recommendations, there will be an adequate amount of 
capacity.  The petitioner explained that the property was purchased with the plan to install a pool and improve the property.   
 
The Director of Engineering explained that due to the clay soils in the area, the water that penetrates the pavers into the gravel 
subbase does not penetrate the clay soils very well.  The Director of Engineering explained that the concern is when there is a 
significant rainfall since the water does not dissipate.  The Director of Engineer further explained that since the water cannot 
penetrate into the clay very well, there is the possibility that the water could impact the existing property as well as neighboring 
properties if there is a significant rainfall. 
 
Based upon the foregoing as well as other evidence submitted, the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the petitioner has not 
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. Jaffe.  Thereafter, the Board voted 0-5 to approve 
the variance request.  
 
Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 0-5 to 
grant the variance as requested. The motion failed.  
  
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. 

David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
 
 



Item: 406 W. Mueller St. - 8/14/17

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
406 W. Mueller St. - Minutes 8/14/17 Minutes
406 W. Mueller St. - Findings 8/14/17 Minutes



 
 

 

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

10  10

 
 
 
 
 
ZONING BOARD    
                                      REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS OF A MEETING 
                                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                                                  ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  406 WEST MUELLER STREET - ZBA #17-020 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the Arlington Heights 
 
Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, 
 
Arlington Heights, Illinois on the 14th day of August, 2017 at the hour of 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  Moving on, 406 West Mueller.  Good 
evening. 
  MR. HYDE:  Good evening. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Name and address for the record please. 
  MR. HYDE:  Brian Hyde with Greenscape Homes representing 406 
West Mueller. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  Go ahead. 
  MR. HYDE:  We come to this meeting, we were on the agenda for last 
month's meeting.  It had to be postponed because some additional variances that 
had to be addressed that we weren't aware of at that time.  We come with a house 
that is on a 100-foot wide lot and we're seeking some variances to be able to split 
the lot into two 50-foot wide parcels, to preserve the existing home on the east lot 
and remove the existing detached garage structure and driveway on the west lot, 
and then reconstruct a new detached garage and driveway on the east side of the 
east lot.  That would be for the existing home on the east lot, and then construct a 
new single family home on the west lot. 
   The issues that bring us here are the 50 percent rule of the 
block, that 50 percent or more of the homes on the block have to be more than 70-
foot wide to comply with the R-3 zoning district requirements.  Currently, the houses 
on our block are exactly 50 percent including our lot which counts as one lot right 
now that are either less than 70 or greater than 70.  We are the only 100-foot wide 
lot left on the block.  Most of the other ones are either 50 or 75, in that range.  So, 
we need a variance for each one of the lots to be 50 feet.   
   The other issue on the property is that the current house sits 
2.7 feet away from what will become the new center property line of the two lots.  
The requirement is five feet, so we are 2.3 feet too close to the property line of the 
existing house. 
   We have through the process originally looked at maybe 
demolishing the house, but we really would like to save the house.  It has historic 
character as part of the HANA district, and it has been noted in different books that 
was by the Art Institute as being one of the historic houses in the HANA district.   
   So, the house is in good condition.  It's a good house and we 
would like to keep it.  But in order to do that, because the property is under one 
ownership, to divide it we had to come in front of the Board with the 2.7 foot setback 
issue. 
   I can go right to the points of the variance.  So, with the 
economic issues or the hardship of not being able to yield a reasonable return, the 
property value is based in the realty world as being two lots, and the value of it is 
there because it is two lots.  So, not being able to divide it would definitely cause a 
dramatic economic issue with the value of the properties. 
   One of the other things with the hardship is that if we weren't 
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able to divide the lots, or if we were able to divide the lots we could actually tear the 
existing house down and build a new house with today's zoning regulations that 
would put it much closer to the house to the east which I think that house is less 
than two feet from the property line.  Currently, our existing home is over 20 feet 
from the property line, so it is a nice buffer between our home and the house to the 
east.  Like I said, if it was torn down or if somebody was able to tear it down and 
rebuild, it could severely impact the home to the east.  So, we are trying to preserve, 
you know, a nice home and the character of the neighborhood and street scape.   
   The unique characteristics that pertain to this particular 
property, like I said, it is the only 100-foot wide lot on this block, so most of the other 
ones are narrower.  The character of the neighborhood is more narrow lot based.  
So, that's to that point. 
   I guess the third one is that it will not alter the essential 
character of the locality.  Like I said, the neighborhood is predominantly narrow lot 
properties.  The new home next door will be one more house on the block that will fit 
into the character. 
   We have presented to the Design Commission the new home 
design for the west lot which has been approved.  It's been submitted for permit, 
that's going well, and we're nearing approval of that based on tonight's meeting.  
We've also submitted permits for the new detached garage structure and driveway 
on the east lot, and that also has gone well so far. 
   We are saving, there's a large tree in the front of the east lot.  
We've actually designed our new driveway to preserve that existing tree to help 
keep the nature of the neighborhood and the trees in the parkways and the in the 
streetscape.  Everything that we are proposing is within all of the current zoning 
requirements minus the issues obviously that bring us here, with the setbacks of the 
existing house which has been there from day one.   
   So, I guess that's it.  That would bring it to questions. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  The utility pole in front, I mean 
you're going to have to squeeze between the utility pole and the tree in the front? 
  MR. HYDE:  Yes.  The utility pole is actually I think just on the 
neighboring property.  There is a guy wire that comes down where the driveway is 
going to go. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Right. 
  MR. HYDE:  We've actually been working with ComEd and there was 
actually a Comcast guy wire that's actual tie-down wires, one of each of theirs. So, 
we've been working with both of those utility companies to try to come with a 
different solution for that.  We've looked at bracing back on the opposite to the east 
of the pole, and also to adding another pole or guy wire on our property to help 
extend the tie-down farther away. 
  MR. JAFFE:  What type of feedback or response has there been from 
the neighbors? 
  MR. HYDE:  I actually have only spoken to the neighbor to the west, 
and that was, he had called during the time of our design review.  So, I went to the 
project with him and explained what we were doing.  He didn't seem to have any, he 
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was more just interested in what was going on.  So, I filled him in on everything and 
he seemed to be okay. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Is the current resident or current owner planning on 
staying in that home?  And is there a prospective buyer for the empty lot that you 
want to build on? 
  MR. HYDE:  They'd both be under our ownership.  We're doing them 
as speculative projects.  We do have interest in actually both but everything is kind 
of pending on, you know, how the whole situation plays out. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Excuse me, did you state that there would be no 
variances required for what would be the vacant lot? 
  MR. HYDE:  Correct.  Yes, everything is within the zoning regulations. 
 It did, like I said, go through the design review board and Design Commission. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Understood.  I'm specifically asking about any 
variances. 
  MR. HYDE:  Yes, no variances for that new home. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Okay, so you'd be within the required setbacks and all 
that. 
  MR. HYDE:  Correct.  We've actually, something else, we've actually 
tried to push that house as far to one side to help alleviate some of the closeness of 
the new home and the existing home, to try to soften that a little bit.  So, I'm just 
putting that out there. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes, that's the gist of where I'm going in terms of the 
offset between each house. 
  MR. HYDE:  Right.  There's actually a few houses on the block that 
are kind of in the same scenario, like the one to the east is I think less than, it's just 
under two feet away from the property line.  So, we're trying to help keep that 
rhythm. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  When you mentioned the house to the west, 
sorry, I just lost my place here, that is the neighbor in the backyard basically, right? 
  MR. HYDE:  No, to the west is to the left. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Sorry, okay.  So, the one that is next to the 
green space? 
  MR. HYDE:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  You did not have a chance to speak to the 
neighbor to the east then? 
  MR. HYDE:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Any other questions from the Board members? 
 All right, take a seat.  I'll open it up to audience questions.  So, is there anybody 
from the audience that wishes to speak? 
  MS. AHERN:  We're at the same house. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, so you're both in the same address, is it? 
  MS. AHERN:  Yes. 
  MS. WIGGS:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  So, name and address for the record. 
  MS. WIGGS:  Erin Wiggs, 417 West Hawthorne Street. 
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  MS. AHERN:  Patricia Ahern, 417 West Hawthorne, and I'm a realtor. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MS. WIGGS:  I am here just on more aesthetic purposes.  I live in the 
northwest corner behind the open lot.  Right now there is, as you could see, it's 
more of an open four corners in the back where there's a nice flow, where there is 
not a building.  My concern is where will this new house go?  You seem to be 
pushing it up to the west house, Joe's house.  How far will it go back?  Will it go 
back all the way to the easements?  So, basically what myself will be looking at is 
just the back of the house? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  As far as -- 
  MS. WIGGS:  I haven't seen any sketches or preliminary drawings. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, for today's meeting, where the new 
construction is being positioned within the lot as far as rear setback is not in 
question.  We're asking that we have a buildable lot, that two lots are buildable, and 
that the side yard setback between the properties is 2.5.  That's what we're talking 
about.  We're not talking about the rear setback at all. 
  MS. WIGGS:  Okay.  So, what about, so for the west side it's within 
code then for the building? 
  MR. GEISEL:  That was the purpose of my prior question.  He stated 
that if a home was constructed on what is now the vacant lot, that no variances 
would be required to construct that. 
  MS. AHERN:  I thought it said differently on the printout. 
  MS. WIGGS:  It said on the printout, yes, the printout that was on your 
website. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, lot 13 and lot 14 are both seeking a 50-foot 
wide variance just to make it into a buildable lot. 
  MS. WIGGS:  Okay, and the rest of it a one-foot easement, the 2.5? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Then the 2.5 from the west property line. 
  MS. WIGGS:  Which would be right behind me. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  The four-lot portions. 
  MS. WIGGS:  So, that is a variance? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  The 2.5 is between, all right, Derek, go ahead. 
  MR. MACH:  The 2.5-foot variance is for the existing home at 406 
from the new property line between the vacant lot and the existing home.  So, it's a 
side yard setback from the edge of the existing home to the property line 
immediately to the west. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Lot 13 for clarification is the empty lot, right? 
  MS. WIGGS:  Is it lot 13 or 14? 
  MR. MACH:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  You're saying, hang on.   
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Lot 13 is the empty lot. 
  MR. MACH:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Lot 13 is the empty, lot 14 is the one that's 
asking for the two variances.  So, the existing home is the one that's asking for the 
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two variances. 
  MS. WIGGS:  Okay, so there's no variances on the empty lot. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Just to be able to build, to be able to build upon 
it. 
  MS. WIGGS:  Then where is there sketch?  Is there -- 
  MS. AHERN:  It's not here tonight. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Right now it's -- 
  MR. GEISEL:  That's not in front of us. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  The Petitioner stated that he was in front of the 
Design Committee with sketches that is going through the approval process. 
  MS. AHERN:  Okay, so the neighbor to the west is an elderly sicker 
neighbor.  The issues, in those four little corners, one of the other neighbors that's 
here that shares those corners, the current house drains all this water into that 
empty lot.  You also stand in that empty lot and you have to go up a couple of steps 
to get to the current house.  So, you're going to be, where is that water that drains 
now into that empty lot going to drain?  It's already wet backyards.  You put another, 
the engineer was already talking about you put another foundation in there, where is 
the water going to go? 
   Also, they sold that lot or they sold the existing home about 
$325,000 just because there's, you know, not many starter homes in that price.  So, 
they essentially bought the vacant for $75,000.  Typical price they're buying, I have 
five of the recent lots, 232, well, one was the corner one, a larger lot for 299, 
another lot for 250, another lot for 225.  So, they're pulling this lot in for $75,000. 
   Why, if they bought the house next to it where the older 
gentleman lives to the west, I would be more comfortable.  You'd have a 70-foot 
wide more water to go everywhere.  It's just the water from the current house is 
draining into that lot.  I've got pictures of the drain pipe going right into that.  The lots 
flood as the neighbor behind him would tell you already. 
   So, you're going to put another house in already really a wet 
situation.  You stand and you look up to get to the lot.  So, they want to build on the 
low lot where the water is already draining.  Then the neighbors to the west are 
even lower than that, so even more the water is going to drain over that way. 
  MS. WIGGS:  Even when it rains hard, I which my lot is a little higher 
do get puddles of water in the back corner. 
  MS. AHERN:  In the back where that vacant lot is going to be.  So, 
there's going to be even less chance for water to run off, people are going to flood 
even more.  If there was more land, there would be more place for run off.  You 
know, if they bought the house to the west and they had a 70-foot lot, fine, put up a 
bigger house.  But these aren't tiny houses that they're building.  They're huge 
houses on a small lot that is where the water is going on right now.   
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Just for the record, the size of the house that 
they're building is not in question, so we're not even evaluating the size of the 
house.  They're just asking -- 
  MS. AHERN:  Okay, but just building on this tight lot as it is that's 
used for the water runoff for the house that's there right now is, you know, is why 
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they only effectively paid $75,000 for the lot, whereas they paid 225 for the other lot. 
 The neighbors around them are going to get more water. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, if they actually go through with this and it 
actually gets approved, all of the engineering, they would have to go through the 
engineering process like anything else and would have to address, and I'm just 
saying this ahead of time, that neighbors would have the opportunity to appear 
between other boards as well to convey their information. 
  MS. AHERN:  My issue is they've built, what, how many homes in 
Arlington Heights?  25?  They've got five lots in the past, you know, six, seven 
months that I saw.  So, there's plenty of lots where they can build.  This just isn't the 
best one.  What it is, is if the two neighbors got together and they split that down the 
middle, there would be a little bit more room for them.  Other neighbors on the block 
did that, because the house just to the east of them has a shared driveway with the 
house to the east of that.  So, you have two shared driveways.  Then they're asking 
for a variance, you know, it's two shared driveways, a tight lot, they're asking to put 
a driveway right here between a pole and a tree, and then the house and then 
another house. 
   So, it does cramp up, you know, and overall -- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Any questions?  Your point is made. 
  MS. AHERN:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  Anybody else from the audience 
that wishes to speak on this petition? 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  I just have, I am their next-door neighbor. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes, I'm sorry. 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  That's all right. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, have you had a chance to sign in please? 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  No. 
   (Pause.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  Can you please state your name and 
address? 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  My name is Mary E. O'Shields.  I live at 405 West 
Hawthorne Street. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, raise your right hand. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  I do live right in the lot behind to the north of the 
open space.  I do get a lot of water already, especially, I mean even without that 
torrential rain that we had, then my backyard was kind of a nice swimming pool like 
those other people wanted.  But in spite of that, when it's less rain, I have standing 
water in my backyard.  
   I was not, you know, I know you spoke to the gentleman, to 
Joe to the west, but I don't, I have not been contacted about the yard or any of that 
kind of thing.  I do have concerns about more concrete, and I know that's not the 
issue here. 
   The other thing that concerns me is, you know, you say the 
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design is in the approval process.  I've gotten notices from HANA about these 
hearings but not about the design hearings, and I have to say that it makes me a 
little discouraged thinking that if we're close to approval, then what are we doing 
here? 
  MR. GEISEL:  But you did receive a letter regarding this meeting? 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  From this gentleman, yes, about this meeting. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes, okay.  That was the purpose of sending you that 
letter, so you could ask questions. 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  But not the design. 
  MR. GEISEL:  That's a different committee. 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  Right, and I have not heard anything about it.  
That's what I'm saying is I do know about this one, don't know anything about a 
design for a building that's going to be on the space right behind me potentially.  So, 
that's all, thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  Anyone else from the audience 
that wishes to speak?  All right.  You had your hand up before.  Did you want -- 
  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  He had answered it though. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  Okay, so we'll close it down to the 
Board discussion.  Anyone want to start this one off? 
  MR. GEISEL:  I think, you know, most of the rest of the homes, as 
noted on the aerial, are on 50-foot wide lots, both on Hawthorne as well as this 
street.  314 does not exist anymore in its current state.  It was demolished and one 
home was placed over both lots.  So, I think to the extent that there is a suggestion 
with 402 and 318, there is a shared driveway, that's correct.  But both of those lots 
are 50-foot wide lots as existing.  They're not 70. 
   So, I would much prefer, in my opinion, to see 406 saved 
because that's really what's at stake here.  The alternative is if we say no, they are 
able to demolish that and construct, you know, something significantly larger over 
both lots and still be within code.  That will be more of an alteration to the 
neighborhood than yet another home that's constructed on a 50-foot wide lot in light 
of the preponderance of homes are on 50-foot wide lots. 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  So -- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Well, this actually closed down to the Board, 
sorry. 
  MS. O'SHIELDS:  Oh, I'm sorry. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Those are my thoughts. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  I appreciate those thoughts and I'm looking at 
that as well.  I mean there were considerations for not only the home but the tree.  
You know, the idea of being able to preserve the home without being able to 
construct what is just down the block which is that one home that sprawls both of 
the two lots.  If you look at the stats that were provided, the measurements of each 
of the lots, there were only a few that actually had the 75.  The rest were all 50's.  
So, I think you touched on both of those points. 
   So, being able to build on this, knowing that Engineering is 
going to have tight control over the building process with the grading and the 
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elevations of the home, yes, I am actually okay with the concessions that the 
Petitioner brought to mention today. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes, I think the Petitioner has done a good job of 
satisfying our three requirements.  I appreciate the comments from the neighbors 
and your concerns.  We have to rely, as you said, on Engineering and the Plan 
Commission to do their job.  I frankly think that an empty lot is trumped by a new 
house that's going to help values in the neighborhood and that's going to fit in nicely 
with the character of the neighborhood from what we're hearing.  So, I'm in favor of 
it. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Is there a motion to approve? 
  MR. DRAKE:  I'd move approval. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  So, the project is approved.  You guys do 
not need to stay here for the remainder of this, but I do ask that you, you know, on 
the Village website, they have all the agendas.  They have all of the dates for all the 
upcoming meetings.  So, like this evening, there's the Committee of the entire 
Board, Village Board of Trustees are meeting tonight.  So, as much as they don't 
have to necessarily tell you on everything, there's ways that you can get informed 
on.  There will be many opportunities during the building process to continue 
speaking up and addressing your concerns. 
  MR. MACH:  It should be noted that the next process would be the 
permit process.  But if there are any concerns, you can reach out to Staff or the 
Department of Engineering, you know, regarding the specific projects. 
  MS. AHERN:  But didn't they have to permit when they moved that 
garage around the older house that drains into that, too, right?  They have to 
change that before selling it, the drainage for that as well as the new lot? 
  MR. MACH:  Yes, they'll need to submit a permit for the garage as 
well as the new home. 
  MS. AHERN:  The drainage will be covered then? 
  MR. MACH:  Yes.  Engineering will review, I'm not sure specifically 
what are the requirements, but yes, that should be addressed. 
  MS. AHERN:  Okay. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, thank you. 
  MS. AHERN:  Thank you. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
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adjourned at 7:56 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   406 W. Mueller St. Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 406 W. Mueller St.  
 
VARIATION: 5.1-3.4, 5.1-3.5, 5.1-3.6, 5.4 
 
Lot 13: A variance to allow a 50-foot wide, 6,987 square foot lot to be buildable, where 70-feet wide, 8,750 square feet is 
required by code.   
 
Lot 14: A variance to allow a 50-foot wide, 6,987 square foot lot to be buildable, where 70-feet wide, 8,750 square feet is 
required by code; and a 2.5-foot variance to allow a side yard setback of 2.5-feet from the west property line instead of the 
minimum 5.0-feet and an additional 1-foot for the eave. 
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.   The petitioner testified 
that the existing zoning lot consists of two parcels.  The petitioner explained that they are proposing to construct a new home 
on the vacant parcel (lot 13).  The petitioner also explained that the existing house needs a variance for the side yard setback 
and a variance for lot size and width.  The petitioner testified that they are proposing to remove the existing garage on the 
vacant parcel (lot 13) and construct a new detached garage and driveway on the east side of lot 14. 
 
Sections 5.1-3.4 and 5.1-3.5 of the Zoning Code set forth minimum lot size and width requirements for the R-3 District.  There 
are two platted lots which were platted in 1895 and the lots lack adequate size and width to meet the lot size standards in the 
R-3 zoning district.  The property is commonly known as 406 S. Mueller and the site is currently one zoning lot with two platted 
parcels that do not currently meet the minimum R-3 standards. Pursuant to the R-3 district standards, the minimum interior 
lot size is 70 feet in width and 8,750 square feet in area for an interior lot.  As part of Chapter 28, 5.1-3.4, the Director of 
Building is authorized to issue permits for structures on lots that are less than the minimum area and width requirements if 
the majority of the frontage on which the property is located is developed with lots that are below the minimum district 
requirements; provided that no permit shall be issued for any parcel containing less than 6,250 SF and a lot width of 50 feet.  
Each parcel (Lot 13 and 14) is 50.0 feet wide with a lot area of 6,987; however, there is no majority of substandard lots since 
three out of the six lots fronting Mueller Avenue on the same side as the subject property are substandard in lot width and 
substandard in lot area. 
 
The petitioner testified that if the variance was not granted it would create a financial hardship.   The petitioner also testified 
that the existing home on lot 14 will be preserved.  The petitioner explained that the existing home on lot 14 is a nice home 
with historic character.   
 
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. Drake and seconded by Mr. Jaffe.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 
variance request.  
 

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

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 
areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 
this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 
Village. 
 

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

 David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
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ZONING BOARD    
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                                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                                                  ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  716 SOUTH ARTHUR AVENUE - ZBA #17-037 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the Arlington Heights 
 
Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, 
 
Arlington Heights, Illinois on the 14th day of August, 2017 at the hour of 
 
7:56 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
DAVID DIVITO, Chairman 
TOM DRAKE 
TOM SCHWINGBECK 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BENJAMIN JAFFE 
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DEREK MACH, Development Planner 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  Handing over the reins for the next 
one, actually no, I'm still going.  So, the first new business for this evening is actually 
716 South Arthur.  It's similar to one of the previous ones that was presented this 
evening, they did not satisfy all of the requirements for this meeting, so they are 
going to be on a future agenda.  So, if anybody is here for that one, there is nothing 
really to discuss on this one tonight. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman, the Zoning Board should do a motion specific 
to September 11 for a continuance on this petition. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you, Derek.  Do we need a roll call or do 
we need just a general yea/nay? 
  MR. MACH:  Sure, I'll do roll call. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay.  We're asking for -- 
  MR. GEISEL:  Do we need a motion? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Motion for a continuance. 
  MR. MACH:  To September 11th. 
  MR. GEISEL:  All right, motion to continue to September 11th. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, Derek. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Okay, now I'll hand it over. 
    (Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
    adjourned at 7:58 p.m.) 
 
 
 



Item: 526 S. Chestnut Ave. - 8/14/17

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
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526 S. Chestnut Ave. - Minutes 8/14/17 Minutes
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RE:  526 SOUTH CHESTNUT AVENUE - ZBA #17-035 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Zoning Board of Appeals taken at the Arlington Heights 
 
Village Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights Road, 1st Floor Beuchner Room, 
 
Arlington Heights, Illinois on the 14th day of August, 2017 at the hour of 
 
7:58 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
DAVID DIVITO, Chairman 
TOM DRAKE 
TOM SCHWINGBECK 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BENJAMIN JAFFE 
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DEREK MACH, Development Planner 
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  MR. GEISEL:  So, this will be Masters petition. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Now, for all the new petitions this month, 
actually we want to state that this is a seven-person Board.  You need four 
affirmative votes in order for the motion to carry.  So, we only have five members 
tonight, so that means two strikes and you're out this evening to use a baseball 
analogy.  So, thank you. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Have you signed in? 
  MS. MASTERS:  Yes. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Do you want to do the -- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Name and address? 
  MS. MASTERS:  Joanne Masters, 526 South Chestnut, Arlington 
Heights, Illinois. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  MR. GEISEL:  Okay, so briefly if you would, please describe your 
intended project here. 
  MS. MASTERS:  I'm just trying to put a new garage on an existing 
garage pad, and I'm trying to go for a variance for one foot from my side yard and a 
1.4 foot from the backyard because it's an existing pad for a 2.5 car garage which I 
currently have and I'm just replacing it with a new 2.5 car garage which is much 
needed.  You can ask my neighbors, I'm not sure if they're here, but it's a very 
unstable garage. 
  MR. GEISEL:  So, you wouldn't do it if it wasn't. 
  MS. MASTERS:  Right.  So, you know, the reason why I'm asking for 
the variance is because I have a long driveway.  It's about 27-foot, and I would have 
to, it wouldn't line up if I had to move the entire pad over.  I'd have to replace the 
entire pad.  My contractor said the concrete pad is stable enough for a new 
structure.  The hardship would be I wouldn't be able to afford a new pad of cement 
and then plus a whole new driveway, and I really need to replace the garage.  It's 
very unsafe. 
   Let's see.  Unique circumstance, the existing structure, and the 
new structure would not affect any neighbors.  It will keep with the style of the 
neighborhood as all the garages are both in the same location of the yard as mine. 
There's four of our houses that are identical and all of our driveways are on, what do 
you call it, I guess that would be the north, right?  North side of the house. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MS. MASTERS:  They just go straight back to the garages.  They 
were built in 1931.  I think my garage was built in 1931.  But I do have -- let's see.  
Like I just said, it wouldn't change the existing style of my home.  It's just a garage, a 
siding garage, a white siding garage. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Have you spoken with your neighbors about the 
project? 
  MS. MASTERS:  Yes, I've spoken to the neighbor to the south of me. 
 She's all for it because I don't have a fence.  The one neighbor on my side, on my 
south side, I'm sorry, my north side built a fence right on his property line.  We don't 



 
 

 

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

24  24

necessarily communicate.  When I moved in, I was a single mother with three boys 
and he didn't like the boys.  So, he built a fence on that side, and my other neighbor, 
we just moved in, delightful family and they're all for it because they look right into 
my garage. 
  MR. JAFFE:  They're the ones on the south? 
  MS. MASTERS:  They're on the south side, right. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Thank you. 
  MS. MASTERS:  Any other questions? 
  MR. GEISEL:  Anybody else?  No.  We'll close the discussion down. 
You may have a seat if you would please.   
   Anybody in the audience who would like to address this issue 
please?  There being none, we'll move to Board discussion please. 
  MR. JAFFE:  No concerns from me, it's very straightforward. 
  MR. GEISEL:  I would agree.  She's constructing in place with an 
existing structure, so there's really little to no impact.  So, I think it's pretty 
straightforward and I would support this petition. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Is there a motion? 
  MR. GEISEL:  I would make a motion, yes, to approve. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Motion seconded. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Approved. 
  MS. MASTERS:  Thank you. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 8:02 p.m.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   Masters Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 526 S. Chestnut Ave. 
 
VARIATION: 6.5-2 
 
A 1-foot variance to allow a detached garage with a side yard setback of 2-feet from the north property line instead of the 
minimum 3-feet and an additional 1.0-feet for the eave; and a 1.4-foot variance to allow a detached garage with a rear yard 
setback of 3.6-feet from the west property line instead of the minimum 5.0-feet and an additional 1.0-feet for the eave. 
 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner explained 
that they are proposing to reconstruct their garage and they would like to utilize the existing foundation which is non-
conforming.   The petitioner testified that the foundation is in good condition and that reusing the existing foundation would 
result in a significant cost savings.     
 
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. Geisel and seconded by Mr. Jaffe.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 
variance request.  
 

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

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 
areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 
this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 
Village. 
 

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

 David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Moving right along. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Want me to take this one? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Please. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  The next property is 628 North Highland 
Avenue.  The Petitioner is Mr. William Hamm.  Have you guys had an opportunity to 
sign in? 
  MR. HAMM:  Yes, we did. 
  MRS. HAMM:  Yes. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  If you could state your name and address? 
  MR. HAMM:  I am Will, and my wife Carolyn, Hamm, at  628 North 
Highland. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  If you could raise your hand? 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Thank you.  Well, if you could, why don't you 
tell us about the project?  Again, keep in mind the three points that we discussed 
earlier. 
  MR. HAMM:  Yes.  We want to put a roof over an existing deck.  My 
wife will talk about the property value return aspect, and then I'll show you a few 
pictures and some of the evidence that we have.  If you want to go ahead? 
  MRS. HAMM:  Okay.  About the property value return, we lost a 
shade tree in the back of our house, so this is on the backyard.  So, the loss of the 
backyard shade tree and the problems that came with its removal has definitely 
affected our property value.  The amenities of shade, privacy, usable backyard 
space, visual enhancements have all been lost.  Without the ability to create a 
shade environment, then we have lost the use of our deck and outside comfort 
areas.  These attributes are present in the neighboring homes and would be 
missing from our home.  We would like to maintain this quality present, this type of 
quality from our neighborhood. 
   Our plight, the huge shade tree alongside our deck became 
deceased and needed to be removed.  The tree provided beauty, shade, privacy, a 
venue for entertaining, outdoor meals, playing with grandchildren in the open air, 
relaxing and many more uses.  With the loss of the tree, the direct west exposure 
creates a situation of extreme heat in the spring and summer, approximately 11:00 
a.m. through dusk.  We no longer can comfortably have lunch or dinners and 
entertain on our existing deck because of the heat factor and the glaring brightness. 
   In addition, by not having a covered entry to the house, the 
weather comes into the house, it doesn't stay out.  Our backdoor comes directly into 
the kitchen.  A buffer zone before entering the kitchen would be very helpful.  We 
have had the maple floors refurbished many times in the kitchen because of the 
moisture coming in, especially in winter.  Also, the heat that comes from the west 
comes directly into my kitchen and into our family room and makes them 
uncomfortable.  So, that is part of our plight with the tree. 
   Then the character of the locality, we've lived in our home for 
45 years and have honored the historic nature of our home and the historic 
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neighborhood.  Our home is 114 years old and we're the second family to own this 
house.  It's a given that there is work to be done from that, that we need and we 
want to update, repair, replace, fix, remodel all these things that preserve the quality 
and still add fine and charm in the process.  We want to protect the value of our 
home and that of our wonderful neighbors, their homes, too. 
   Our proposed project is building on the same footprint of the 
old deck.  The completed project will be viewed as a permanent piece as the roof 
would be a permanent piece of the existing house.  Since there will be a permanent 
roof over a pillared decking, the new open covered porch would enhance our 
property and be more in keeping with the elegance of the properties on either side.  
It would, thus, provide beauty, shade, activity and privacy for our family and added 
beauty and privacy for our neighbors. 
   We've spoken to our neighbors about the project.  They're fully 
supportive and in favor.  We have letters to show the approval of our porch, 
petitions that they were very gracious to send. 
  MR. HAMM:  There are 17 letters from our neighbors. 
  MRS. HAMM:  Our backyard landscaping will reflect the removal of 
extra brick walkways and brick patio area, the removal of a set of porch stairs and 
the tree we've already talked about, and the basketball net.  All of this removal will 
provide more permeable options.  We are regrading the grassy area to serve the 
purpose of reabsorption in that area.  This will help us in times of extreme rainfall as 
we've recently had. 
   We're supportive of the codes set by the Village to be 
ecologically sensitive to water and drainage.  In addition, we've made use of rain 
barrels for conservation and diversion of rainwater.  We've recently added two of 
them to the garage area, and that runoff is used to water a vegetable garden.  We're 
also seeking counsel from landscape professionals concerning best practices as far 
as all the drainage goes.  So, that's our project. 
  MR. HAMM:  I went around and talked to all of the neighbors on our 
street except for Mr. Geisel.  I didn't think it was appropriate to ask him for approval 
for tonight's meeting.  But all of our neighbors support us.  We have never had any 
problem with any kind of runoff or any kind of disturbance in that way. 
   We are not enlarging.  It's going to be on the same footprint as 
the deck.  The deck is already built on a concrete slab so that area is not going to be 
affected.  We are in fact improving by reducing the impermeable surface by 153 
square feet by taking out the paving bricks that are behind our home.  So, in that 
way, we're not changing the building ratio that exists already and in fact are 
improving it by reducing the impermeable surface. 
   So, we hope that you will seek to give us permission to actually 
increase the value of our home by doing this covered deck.  That's all we have. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  When did you actually purchase the home? 
  MR. HAMM:  When did we what? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Purchase the home? 
  MR. HAMM:  We purchased the home in 1978. 
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  MRS. HAMM:  1972. 
  MR. HAMM:  We moved in in '72 as renters but purchased in '78. 
  MRS. HAMM:  Oh, that's right.  Yes. 
  MR. HAMM:  The original owners were the Stepmans who were early 
settlers here in Arlington Heights and then the daughter of the Stepmans was the 
Kirchoffs named after the street.  So, we feel very close to the historic aspect, and 
also live in the HANA region of the neighborhood. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Thanks. 
  MR. GEISEL:  For clarification, I do know Mr. Hamm.  However, it's 
not like we socialize so I did not feel a need to recuse myself from this matter.  So, 
I'll just equivocally state that in case there was any question. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Any other questions?   
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Is there anyone in the audience that would 
like to speak on this petition?  Okay, then we'll close it down for Board discussion. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  With a lack of audience present but the plethora 
of supporting neighbors speaks volumes.  That goes a long way with making things 
easier for us to deliberate.  The fact that we're on top of an existing slab, looking at 
some of the aerial as well as the Google Map type photos, I mean the house is well 
landscaped, you know, well cared for.  So, I think if anybody is going to do a good 
job of retaining water to repurpose it for things like that, I think we have the right 
Petitioner for that.  
   Engineering note though does make a comment that they are 
not in favor of it just because the map that Mr. Massarelli mentioned earlier.  But 
again I think the Petitioners were trying.  So, this is similar, a fairly straightforward 
one.  The Engineering comment I feel requires a little bit more conversation, but 
overall I think my opinion is for approval. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Well, in going over there and looking at it, I 
really thought the decking material when I first saw it water could flow through there. 
 But looking at the deck, I found out that concrete slab was under there as well.  I 
did have an opportunity to talk to the Petitioner and the removal of all the brick patio 
and walkway going to the garage, to make an effort to put grass back in its place is 
a good thing because they do get water.  There is a water issue there right now.  
So, I'd be in favor as well. 
  MR. JAFFE:  I was also a neighbor in that neighborhood.  I've also 
walked by the home.  In light of how well they've kept up the home, strong members 
of HANA, I believe also hosted the Christmas workshop for a number of years, I 
have confidence that this has been well thought out and well planned and cared for. 
 So, I'm in support. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Do we have a motion? 
  MR. DRAKE:  I'll move approval of the petition. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Motion seconded. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Thank you.   
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
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  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Congratulations. 
  MR. HAMM:  Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 8:13 p.m.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   Hamm Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 628 N. Highland Ave. 
 
VARIATION: 5.1-3.8 
 
A 443 square foot variance to allow for 2,893 square feet of building lot coverage, instead of the maximum 2,450 square feet; 
and a 1,441 square foot variance to allow for impervious surface coverage of 4,941 square feet instead of the maximum 3,500 
square feet. 
 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner explained 
that they are proposing a new screened porch in the rear of the home.  The petitioner testified that they lost a large tree due 
to disease and they no longer have any shade.  The petitioner testified that they are reducing the overall impervious surface 
coverage on the lot.  The petitioner presented letters of support from the neighbors.   
 
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. Drake and seconded by Mr. Jaffe.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 
variance request.  
 

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

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 
areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 
this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 
Village. 
 

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

 David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  MR. DRAKE:  Next petition off is 402 East Sunset Drive.  Hi folks, 
how are you?  Have you had a chance to sign in? 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  Yes, I just signed in. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Could you state your name and address for the record? 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  Yes.  My name is Roman Pochylski and I am the 
owner of 402 East Sunset, new owner.  We are trying to -- 
  MR. DRAKE:  Excuse me, could you raise your right hand? 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  MR. DRAKE:  Okay, great. 
  MRS. POCHYLSKI:  And I'm the wife. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Are you going to speak, ma'am? 
  MRS. POCHYLSKI:  No. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Okay. 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  We are trying to do an addition on the existing 
house that was already built.  I have two issues; one issue is with the variance of the 
driveway.  But this is already resolved because there's 22 feet allowance and it was 
on the print with the architect that he put down 24, but this was already corrected.  
The other variance is that the house setback has to go back, but unfortunately the 
basement is already built and we're putting on an addition on the existing house that 
I had some inspectors, like building inspectors that I hired and the house is so well 
built that it is able to withhold, you know, to put an addition and it is a good thing to 
keep the basement. 
   The house is right now the smallest house, I don't know if, we 
went through the appearance committee and it was approved.  But right now, the 
house is 1,100 square foot, it's the smallest house on the block and it's the last one 
that's not remodeled.  It's probably still the original house on the whole block. 
   I did speak with some of the neighbors and they are really 
anxious and happy to do the project because it will grow the value of the whole 
neighborhood.  They're very happy because right now this is a green house on the 
block.  Of course, you know, as I said, you know, we are putting the addition on the 
existing house, that the basement is already there.  Right now, you know, for the 
workers or for the professional construction to move it back, it is impossible, 
probably just the only way is to build a new house.  But you know, with the financial 
issue -- 
  MS. VALESKA:  We cannot afford this, yes. 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  We're just trying to save that existing basement 
under the house. 
  MS. VALESKA:  On the first floor. 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  On the first floor, yes. 
  MR. DRAKE:  So, could you touch again on the three points?  Just 
summarize the three requirements that we have and how you're meeting those 
requirements? 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  Okay, yes.  It would improve the neighborhood 
with the value of the whole area.  Of course it will -- 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  I'll help you with this one. 
  MS. VALESKA:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  To move the property back, to fit within the 
setback would be, it would cost -- 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  Yes.  For us as younger parents, I mean with a 
baby coming, yes, it will be impossible for me to accomplish this kind of a job.  It will 
be too big of a project for me.  That's why I'm trying to use some of the existing 
house that's already there.   
  MS. VALESKA:  Because if you can agree, this is completely different 
-- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  We should just swear you in at this point.  So, 
real quick. 
  MS. VALESKA:  Mayas Valeska, I'm the owner of 402 East Sunset 
Drive. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MS. VALESKA:  So, basically, what we are doing is, first of all, we 
bought this house that we would like to make addition because as my husband 
mentioned this is a very ugly house right now and the whole neighborhood is 
beautiful.  So, we would like to put something that is consistent with other houses.  
On the other hand, if we just destroy everything and build a new one, we cannot 
afford it.  This is why we are using what we have, we're just putting a second floor 
addition and this is what we would like to accomplish.   
   As my husband mentioned, he spoke with a few of our 
neighbors because we don't live there so we don't know everybody.  We just bought 
this house in May, so it's hard, you know, to talk to everybody.  But we spoke with 
some gentlemen and one of them is here and he was, you know, happy about what 
we're doing. 
  MR. DRAKE:  And you feel that it will fit into the character of the 
neighborhood? 
  MS. VALESKA:  Absolutely. 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  Yes, yes. 
  MR. DRAKE:  How many family members do we have living in the 
house? 
  MS. VALESKA:  Just us. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Just two? 
  MS. VALESKA:  No, and baby. 
  MR. DRAKE:  And baby, okay.  Any other questions from the Board 
members?  Thank you, you can have a seat. 
   Is there anyone in the audience who would like to speak about 
this project, this petition? 
  MR. KONRAD:  Good evening.  My name is John Konrad, I live at 
406 East Sunset Drive in Arlington Heights. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Would you raise your right hand please? 
   (Witness sworn.) 
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  MR. DRAKE:  Great, thank you. 
  MR. KONRAD:  Thank you, you're welcome.  I've met this couple and 
I've lived in the present house that my family is in since 1978, and I live in a ranch.  
So, that is one of the older homes there, one of one other that is old there.  They 
showed us the plan of what they wanted to do and we're all in favor of it because it 
will help improve the property values in the neighborhood and as far as the 
development of it. 
   It's my understanding, if I am correct, that the variance that 
they're really looking for is a three-foot variance to the forward of the house if that's 
my understanding, from the existing structure that's already there which is the 
basement structure that's already in that house.  Because that basement structure 
is the entire footprint of that house except for the single-car garage. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek, just to confirm, variance once is the only 
one in question and that's the 9.5 foot variance? 
  MR. KONRAD:  But that's a setback, isn't it? 
  MR. MACH:  Regarding the front yard setback, yes. 
  MR. KONRAD:  It's the setback, it's a new setback requirement.  But 
basically, they are looking to put an extension to the front of the home by three-foot 
if that's my understanding. 
  MS. VALESKA:  No, we won't change anything. 
  MR. KONRAD:  But you have a small little footprint forward, right, for 
the garage? 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  Oh, for the garage. 
  MR. KONRAD:  Regardless, it's not a concern of ours in that regard. It 
does fit well within the neighborhood.  That would be the only question I would have. 
  MR. MACH:  The variance requested is to the closest point of the 
house. 
  MR. KONRAD:  Okay, yes.  So, it's probably about a foot or 
thereabouts forward than where it is now, the front of it.  We don't have any 
objection to that. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Did you say you had also talked to some of the other 
neighbors there, even though they may not be here, but other neighbors that had 
said they were in favor? 
  MR. KONRAD:  As far as I know, the ones that I talked to, they're in 
favor of it, yes, sir.  The one to the east of my home is as well. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Okay, great.  Thank you.   
  MR. KONRAD:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Is there anyone else who would like to be heard? 
  MR. LEVATO:  I just want to clarify something.  I'll have to go up this 
time. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Just because this is a recorded meeting. 
  MR. LEVATO:  Yes, that's fine. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, please sign in. 
  MR. DRAKE:  State your name, sir. 



 
 

 

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

34  34

  MR. LEVATO:  Joe Levato, 306 East Sunset Drive, Arlington Heights, 
Illinois. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  MR. DRAKE:  Great, thank you. 
  MR. LEVATO:  So, my question is I guess for the owners, is that 
okay? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Just ask and we can ask them. 
  MR. LEVATO:  Okay, sure.  So, here is my question where I'm not 
sure.  From the existing foundation, are you looking to go out three feet or 9.5 feet?  
I guess that's where I was a little confused. 
  MR. DRAKE:  The petition as I read it was 9.5 feet, that's what we 
have in front of us.  Is that correct, Derek? 
  MS. VALESKA:  But we are not changing the foundation of the 
existing house.  We are just leaving it how it is, we're just going up. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes, let's look at the drawings first. 
  MR. LEVATO:  Yes, that's my only question. 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  The average, all of the houses on the block, 
there's 18 houses, you know, the minimum is 40 feet.  But then there's a couple of 
houses at the end of the block that are like 80 feet back or 70 feet back.  So, the 
average from 40 to 70, let's say it's 60, right, so the minimum is 60.  So, right now 
our house, you know, we need to take it back 60 but we already have the 
foundation and it was forwarded.  So, we're in the limit but we, you know, as of the 
average we should take it back if we were building a new house.  But you know, as 
it is already built, so it's staying on the foundation that it is built. 
  MR. LEVATO:  Right.  So, I guess the question I have -- 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  So, nine feet is by the new zoning, we should 
have it back 9.5. 
  MR. LEVATO:  So, from your existing foundation, you're just looking 
for that little part on the yard nine feet out?  I have no issue. 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  No, no, no.  We're not going, you know, 40 feet is 
the minimum -- 
  MR. LEVATO:  Then I have no issue whatsoever.  I support it, thank 
you. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Pochylski, is the front porch coming forward or is 
that the existing -- 
  MR. POCHYLSKI:  This is the existing steps.  This here is the existing 
steps, yes, this is coming out but this has been -- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek, can you, so we are going with the 
existing footprint? 
  MR. MACH:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  And building off of it.  So, we're not encroaching 
any farther forward, correct? 
  MR. MACH:  No, correct. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you for the clarification. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Is there anyone else in the audience that has a 
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comment?  With that, we'll close it down for Board discussion.  I appreciate the 
comments from the Petitioner and the neighbors, thank you for being here. 
   I think it's a nice looking design.  I think it will certainly add to 
the neighborhood.  I had a chance to spend some time looking at the property over 
the weekend.  The fact that the neighbors have come in and seem to be well 
informed and comfortable with the design carries a lot.  There are no negative 
comments or stoplights from anybody, from Staff's standpoint, so it's a positive.   
   So, I think it's a good project that I certainly would be in favor 
of, hoping that the Board would support. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  It's good that the neighbor directly next door 
who actually presented this evening is also one of the only one-story buildings and 
he spoke up in support knowing that they're not moving any farther forward, they're 
trying to stay within the footprint.  I feel like they're doing a great job in working 
within their constraints. 
  MR. JAFFE:  No concerns. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, is there a motion? 
  MR. DRAKE:  I'd move approval of the petition. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Congratulations. 
  MS. VALESKA:  Thank you so much.  Thank you to all the neighbors. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 8:30 p.m.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   Pochylski Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 402 E. Sunset Dr. 
 
VARIATION: 5.1-0.06, 5.4, 11.2-11.1b 
 
A 9.5-foot variance to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 40.0-feet from the south property line instead of the 
minimum 49.5-feet and an additional 1.0-feet for the eave; and a 2.0-feet variance to allow a 24.0-foot wide driveway where 
the maximum width is 22-feet. 
 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner testified 
that they are proposing a second story addition and an expansion to the garage.  The petitioner testified that the existing 
home is encroaching into the required front yard setback. The petitioner explained that the project will be an improvement to 
the neighborhood and that it would be cost prohibitive to setback the addition in order to comply with code.    
 
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. Drake and seconded by Mr. Jaffe.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 
variance request.  
 

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

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 
areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 
this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 
Village. 
 

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

 David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  The next property that we'll discuss is 1218 
South Salem Lane, Petitioner James Vander Hyden.  Have you guys signed in? 
  MR. VANDER HYDEN:  Yes, I've signed in. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Can you state your names and address? 
  MR. VANDER HYDEN:  My name is Jim Vander Hyden.  I live at 627 
Ritter Drive in Batavia, Illinois. 
  MR. NEWELL:  Brian Newell, 1218 South Salem.  I am the owner of 
the home. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Can you raise your hand? 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So, again, just remembering those three 
points that we talked about, if you can discuss the project as well as touching on 
those three points? 
  MR. VANDER HYDEN:  Yes.  Our petition is to request a variance for 
a rear yard setback requirement so that we can do an addition to the existing house 
which include a breakfast room and a den.  I'm actually going to address the first 
two points together because the argument is very similar.  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 the plight of the owner is due to unique 
circumstances. 
   I'd like to kind of read my response to that, my written 
response first, and then I'll elaborate on that.  The unusual design of the existing 
garage which pushes the house deeper into the lot than any other house in the 
block leaves too little space to renovate the kitchen and design a usable breakfast 
space and den.  By limiting the ability of my client to make typical and usual 
improvements to their home, the resale value of their house will be reduced, and the 
potential return on any investment that they would make in the house would be 
compromised.  Again, the unique characteristic is the design of the original house 
and the garage which is placed entirely in front of the residence.  The aerial 
photograph Derek sent with the analysis I think shows very clearly how my client's 
house is pushed back about six or seven feet farther into the backyard than any of 
the neighbors on either side of him.  Thus -- 
  MR. NEWELL:  As I'm sure most of you know in that neighborhood -- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Did we actually swear you in? 
  MR. NEWELL:  I did swear in. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, sorry. 
  MR. NEWELL:  As I said, as most of you know, probably for the home 
styles in the neighborhood there, we are the one home where the garage is more 
protruded, and so of course for the front yard setback that garage pushes 
everything farther back.  So, that's why we're asking for the 3.5 foot variance to be 
able to add on to the breakfast room and den behind. 
  MR. VANDER HYDEN:  So, if Brian's neighbors wanted to do the 
project that we have proposed, none of them would have to come in front of this 
Board, they would all be able to go straight through the permit process. 
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   So, the third item on your criteria is that the variation if granted 
will not alter the essential character of the locality.  If you look at the design, the 
drawings that were included in my package, you see that the addition is a one-story 
addition. It's not a two-story addition, so it's not a big facade all the way up the back 
of the house.  It's very sensitive to the scale of the yards and the neighbors. 
   If you look at the zoning calculations that were also submitted 
with the petition, you can see that the lot coverage is nowhere near the limit that 
would be allowed under the zoning ordinance.  The floor area ratio is nowhere near 
the limit that would be allowed by the zoning ordinance.  So, in simple terms, it is a 
very modest addition.  It is intended to serve specifically the needs of my clients and 
their desire to improve their quality of living as well as increase the value of their 
home. 
   I would also like to call your attention to letters that we have 
collected from neighbors.  We have letters from -- 
  MR. NEWELL:  The three neighbors who actually abut up against our 
property. 
  MR. VANDER HYDEN:  Right. 
  MR. NEWELL:  Who submitted letters of support which I believe are 
within your packets. 
  MR. VANDER HYDEN:  I think you have those.  So, we have the 
neighbors on the north, the neighbors on the south, and the neighbors directly 
behind my client's house, all of them expressing their review of our design and their 
approval and blessing for the project.  Brian, do you have anything else to add? 
  MR. NEWELL:  Do you have any questions for me? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Full disclosure as well, I know Mr. Newell.  But 
we are not overly social so I feel like I can actually judge fairly on this matter as well. 
   Have you looked at alternate designs to potentially blow out 
the front?  Because I know that's been an option but I know that -- 
  MR. NEWELL:  We had looked at other potential options prior to 
discussing it with GMS, the architect, and to effectively build forward versus back.  
It's going to cause more, more cost and more disruption, especially considering 
where the stairwell to the upstairs as being, we'd have to reconfigure it.  That was 
just not feasible. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes, with six models of homes in that 
neighborhood. 
  MR. NEWELL:  Exactly. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  I know the neighborhood well. 
  MR. NEWELL:  Yes. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  You know, I did come out and look at it, again 
over the weekend.  I did notice there was another house down the block, I think 
about two homes or so in between that was almost identical to yours. 
  MR. NEWELL:  Yes. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  I think you answered my question.  You kept 
talking about the unusual design of the garage.  The garages all seem to be in line 
with one another. 
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  MR. NEWELL:  That's right. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  It's really the house that was pushed back on 
the property -- 
  MR. NEWELL:  That's right.  So, to your point, the front setback lines 
are all in line.   
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Right. 
  MR. NEWELL:  Because of the footprint of our house, it pushes us 
farther back into the lot itself.  So, by adding, you know, the proposed addition of 
breakfast room and den behind the house, and frankly we didn't realize this until it 
was brought to our attention, the 30-foot setback, and we would actually only 26.5-
foot. 
   Just one other point to make, we do currently have, and I'm not 
sure if anyone's been out, but we do have a deck on the back of the house today.  
That actually is about the same footprint where the addition would be.  So, we're 
actually reducing the deck space to put in the permanent structure. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Any other questions?  Is there anyone in the 
audience that would like to talk on this petition?  Thank you, we'll close it down then 
to Board discussion.  Seems pretty straightforward, let's put it that way. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  I mean there are very limited options that 
you can do within these homes. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Fairly moderate, modest variance request. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Is there a motion? 
  MR. DRAKE:  Move approval. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Seconded. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek, call roll. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Congratulations. 
  MR. NEWELL:  Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 8:36 p.m.) 

 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   Newell Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1218 S. Salem Ln. 
 
VARIATION: 5.1-3.6, 5.4 
 
A 3.5-foot variance to allow an addition with a rear yard setback of 26.5-feet from the west property line instead of the minimum 
30.0-feet and an additional 1.5-feet for the eave. 
 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality. The petitioner 
explained that the layout of the home pushes the house deeper into the lot.  The petitioner also explained that the proposed 
addition is one story and that it will not impact the character of the area.   The petitioner explained that the addition will allow 
them to age in place in the home.   
 
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. Drake and seconded by Mr. Jaffe.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 
variance request.  
 

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

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 
areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 
this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 
Village. 
 

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

 David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  Mr. Jaffe, would you like to lead us 
through the next one? 
  MR. JAFFE:  Sure.  So, our next case is 1614 South Surrey Lane.  
Would the Petitioner come forward?  Hi. 
  MS. TASSONE:  Good evening.  Hi. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Could you state your name and address? 
  MS. TASSONE:  Yes.  I'm Janis Tassone, owner of 1614 South 
Surrey Lane. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Could you raise your right hand? 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  MR. JAFFE:  Thank you.  So, yes, just maybe briefly summarize your 
project and talk about the three points or the standards that we have. 
  MS. TASSONE:  I am going to be replacing the driveway, the 
sidewalks in the back, and then I was going to be doing the existing patio.  It kind of 
started out that way, and then I was going to screen it in.  Then it kind of morphed 
into the better thing to do would be to just put the addition on the back of the house. 
 When I went to an architect, he brought to my attention that I was a little bit shy of 
what I could do versus, you know, what the Village would let me do. 
   So, it looks like I'm talking about 143 square-foot variance.  
There's a patio there right now, so the room would be exactly the size of the patio 
except it would go out a little farther, I think five or six feet.  Next to it is a tree and 
also brick pavers.  I'm going to take the tree down, take the pavers out for better 
drainage, and then I'm going to put in just a little deck floor there that just kind of 
makes you be able to walk out. 
   The reason I want to do this is because taking care of my 98-
year-old father; I realized that I need a little more walk space in the actual house.  
So, by bumping the back of the house out a little bit and moving the kitchen table 
out, putting a door on the side, I'll have access with widening my sidewalks on the 
curb for wheelchairs and later on for strollers if I ever go on a walker.  I'm staying, I 
want to grow old in place in this home.  I like Arlington Heights and I want to stay in 
the Village.  I just feel that adding this little bit of an addition on the back of the home 
will make it more user-friendly to grow old in place. 
  MR. JAFFE:  The thing about the actual neighborhood itself, in 
looking around and talking to your neighbors, is this going to have a visual impact? 
  MS. TASSONE:  I sent out all the letters.  My neighbors to both sides 
of me are totally on board.  Their houses are higher than mine and also set farther 
out.  So, I'm actually not encroaching anything because I'm the little guy in the 
middle of everybody because I have a ranch.  Then behind me is Lowe's, so they 
don't have any, I sent them a letter but they didn't respond. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  It's the retention pond for Lowe's. 
  MS. TASSONE:  Correct.  I've got the retention pond over there. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes, I drove past your house over the weekend.  In 
addition to the Lowe's, you're also fenced on both sides as well.  So, this addition is 
hardly going to be visible by the folks to your, what is that like? 
  MS. TASSONE:  East and west.  East and west it is there, yes. 
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  MR. JAFFE:  East and west. 
  MS. TASSONE:  Yes, no, it's not.  They're actually higher than me.  
Actually on the east side, they're even higher in elevation, and there's a little bit of a 
water problem with them and their water coming into my property but they've 
addressed it with a french drain so that's pretty much gone.  I think with the addition 
on, instead of my patio now being flat, it will be raised up a little bit, so I will have 
more drainage even underneath it.  So, it seems to be the better, correct way to do 
this.  Growing old in place, it's going to give me basically a sun room to hang out in 
without getting eaten by the Zika virus. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Are there questions from the other Board members?  All 
right, we'll open it up to the audience.  Is there anybody in the audience who would 
like to speak on this matter? 
   Okay, let's close it down to Board deliberation.  Again, in 
listening to the Petitioner's summary and taking a ride past the home and evaluating 
what is being requested here, I don't find anything, you know, unusual or awkward 
with it.  I think it's a pretty straightforward request and I don't see any concerns from 
my end. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Agreed. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. JAFFE:  All right.  Is there a motion to approve? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Motion to approve. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  Derek, roll call please. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Thank you.   
  MR. JAFFE:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Congratulations. 
  MS. TASSONE:  Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 8:40 p.m.) 

 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   Tassone Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1614 S. Surrey Ln. 
 
VARIATION: 5.1-3.6, 5.1-3.8 
 
A 4-foot variance to allow a rear yard setback of 26-feet from the south property line instead of the minimum 30-feet and an 
additional 1.0-feet for the eave; and a 147 square foot variance to allow a structure with a building lot coverage of 3,332 
square feet instead of the maximum 3,185 square feet. 
 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.   The petitioner 
testified that they are proposing a one story addition in the rear of the home.  The petitioner explained that the home backs 
up to Lowe’s.  The petitioner testified that the addition will allow them to age in place in the home.   
 
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. Geisel.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve 
the variance request.  
 

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

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 
areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 
this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 
Village. 
 

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

 David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  MR. JAFFE:  All right.  The next item on the agenda is 1010 North 
Gibbons. 
  MR. GINNODO:  We're going to do some signing here. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes, please.  Thank you.  Thank you all for your 
patience. 
  MR. GINNODO:  While they're signing, I'm Keith Ginnodo with 
Kingsley Ginnodo Architects, the architects for my clients here. 
  MR. REDY:  I'm Patrick Redy at 1010 North Gibbons, Arlington. 
  MRS. REDY:  I'm Tina Redy, 1010 North Gibbons, Arlington Heights. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  I'll do all three at the same time if you don't 
mind.  Right hand. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MR. GEISEL:  I'll finish signing in a minute.  Okay, so Patrick has 
been in the house for 18 years and intends to remain there for a long time so that he 
can continue to, with Tina, enjoy their children and grandchildren in the house.  The 
difficult circumstance that we have is that we have a split level and we're adding on 
in the only position that can be really put on in the house as a one-story addition 
right to the back, because with the half level down which we have to count for FAR, 
we can't add down there too easily.  Upstairs, same problem anyway.  So, we're 
doing a one-story addition across the back that remarkably is 10 square feet more 
than the impervious surface coverage really we're looking for.  So, we're adding 620 
and we're asking for 609 square feet of relief on the impervious surface. 
   The size of the building is well under the FAR.  In fact it's 
almost 50 percent more we could add on in terms of FAR. In my letter, it's actually 
saying 3,100 square feet, it's 2,100 square feet that we're going to be at.  So, we're 
well under the FAR.  We're also 30 percent under the lot coverage. 
   Thirdly, the property with only 72 feet versus the required 75 
for the zoning district, it's less than 132 feet deep, so we've got a couple of things 
pushing against us that kind of put us where we're at right now.  The uniqueness of 
the circumstances is that it is a split level design.  We don't have that many 
opportunities to add on there in a way that would not result in the same problem of 
square footage, of lot coverage.  The size and shape of the room is what they need 
for their children and soon-to-be grandchildren to be in the house all together, 
sharing the holidays. 
   As far as the character goes, it's attached to the middle of the 
back of the house and pretty much won't be seen at all from the street.  Patrick and 
Tina have talked with the neighbors, and everybody has been very supportive and 
encouraging for, you know, the granting of this variation. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Have you had a chance to speak with the 
neighbor at 1011 North Stratford? 
  MR. GINNODO:  Behind you? 
  MRS. REDY:  That's right behind us.  Yes, just yesterday. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Is there any record of their approval or -- 
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  MRS. REDY:  All he said was good luck with your addition.  I spoke to 
him because I happened to be out there and he said, you know, good luck with your 
addition.  I said thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  He wasn't concerned about the extra 
impervious surface or anything like that? 
  MRS. REDY:  He didn't -- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, and I apologize if I'm -- 
  MRS. REDY:  He didn't, right.  No, no, no. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  The reason why I'm saying this is because the 
Engineering note mentions that a cartograph was done for the drainage surface, so 
just a historical record that's kept on the property, that it is for the drainage, so for 
water accumulation, right.  I just got into that today.  The Engineering group does 
have a note in here for not in favor, so I just wanted to also bring that into the 
conversation. 
   What other alternatives have you looked into? 
  MR. REDY:  Well, we looked at reducing the size of the addition.  In 
order to get it to comply, it would pretty much only be 10 square feet to add on.  So, 
that's crazy.  We looked at halfway, you know, what happens, and that the room 
becomes unusable.  So, we did look at ways to do that and it's just a no project if we 
have to kind of do that sort of thing, it just wouldn't be worth the effort and the cost. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  One question for clarification.  In the plat survey 
we have, it shows the asphalt drive and the concrete drive.  In the picture, it looks 
like the concrete is wrapping all the way around the back of the existing property.  
That is the case? 
  MR. GINNODO:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Is that all that concrete stain in the proposed? 
  MR. GINNODO:  Yes, it is.  There is a power pole that's in the area 
and that's been, you know, there's conduit for future electrical underneath that.  So, 
to take all that out and disrupt that would be, you know, kind of a costly undertaking. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay.  Just in your design, it doesn't actually 
call that out specifically so I was wondering. 
  MR. GINNODO:  Yes, the concrete is stained back there.  We are 
cutting away a little bit, still have to be able to get the vehicles in and out.  The 
garage is set way back in the house that we still have to make that turn and all, but 
we're cutting off kind of an L of some of that concrete.  We've got to do it anyway 
because of the excavation for the addition.  So, you know, it could be worse but 
we're taking off, I don't know, some amount of concrete to kind of alleviate it. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Any other questions from the Board? 
  MR. JAFFE:  No. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right.  Anyone in the audience that wishes to 
speak on this? 
  MR. JAFFE:  All right.  Looks like no one is here for that.  I'll close it 
down for Board discussion. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, I'll lead off the conversation.  Looking at 
these homes, split levels, there's very little options when it comes to, very few 
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options when you actually look to expand.  It doesn't look like, they are definitely in a 
hard situation with this, a 72-foot wide lot, extended driveway, there are very few 
options to make this addition work for them.  So, I would just be interested in other 
thoughts. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes, no concerns on this one. 
  MR. GEISEL:  No concerns from me either. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Is there a motion? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Motion to approve. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Seconded. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Thank you. 
  MR. REDY:  Thanks very much. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 8:49 p.m.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   Reidy Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1010 N. Gibbons Ave.  
 

VARIATION: 5.1-3.8 
 
A 609 square foot variance to allow impervious surface coverage of 5,375 square feet instead of the maximum allowed 4,766 square 
feet. 
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner explained 
that they are proposing to add a one-story addition to the rear of the residence.  The petitioner testified that the home is well 
below the allowable FAR and building lot coverage and exceeding the impervious surface coverage.  The petitioner explained 
that making the addition smaller to conform would result in an unusable room for its intended purpose.  The petitioner testified 
that the home is a split level which limits the opportunities to add space.   
 
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. Jaffe.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve 
the variance request.  
 

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

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 
areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 
this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 
Village. 
 

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

 David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Mr. Drake, do you want to take this one on? 
  MR. DRAKE:  Okay.  The next petition and I think the last petition of 
the evening is 1000 South Highland. 
   Hello, sir, how are you? 
  MR. KOTH:  Hello. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Are you signed in? 
  MR. KOTH:  I am. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Okay, could you state your name and address please? 
  MR. KOTH:  Paul Koth, 1000 South Highland Avenue. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  MR. DRAKE:  Great. 
  MR. KOTH:  All right.  Well, let me start with a little history on the 
property itself.  I purchased it a year ago from the second owner.  From what we 
were told in speaking to the owner, they've been by a few times, one of the reasons 
that they sold us the property even though they had a higher offer after we had 
already committed to our price is because they knew we'd maintain the property in 
its current form.  We like the house because of its character, it's sort of a craftsman 
style property, and it is my hope to add to that craftsman detail.  I've been in the 
trades my whole life and two previous owners were also in the trades, both cabinet 
makers.  That was the other thing that appealed to the previous owner. 
   So, that being said, one of the other details that she mentioned 
to us because we asked at the time why they maintained the gravel driveway 
coming off of Central, it just seemed odd, you know, you don't see a lot of gravel 
driveways in Arlington.  Apparently, they were told by tree experts that if they put 
concrete in on the Central roadside, it may kill all the large maples that run in 
between our property and the person to the west of us.  So, that being said, you 
know, we obviously don't want to risk that.  I mean they're very large trees and 
obviously an asset to the property.  We always considered the entrance off of 
Central being a negative anyway, for safety reasons, for trash pickup, for 
everything.  Being on Central is not obviously an optimal situation. 
   So, we proposed a new driveway coming in off of Highland.  
After the fact when we had already, you know, got the driveway process going, the 
other detail that I don't want to lose is the garage itself.  Well, the garage is relatively 
small.  It's got a lot of character and it matches the house, and my intent is to 
upgrade the garage as well.  But it's really not a usable garage for parking and it's 
got a post right in the center that's supporting the roof inside, so you're very limited.  
See, at one point I was talking about possibly putting a door in from the Highland 
side and just leaving the two swing doors for character purposes.  But whether or 
not I do that down the road I'm not sure, but for right now what we're looking at is 
adding a carport that's four or five feet off of the face of the garage, matching the 
profile of the garage.  So, you know, I want it to not be attached but look similar in 
size and detail, the roofline, where the posts are and so on. 
   So, going to your points here, reasonable return, I mean 
obviously the driveway is where it is and, you know, the only place we can put the 
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carport is over the driveway.   
   To address the different variances here, the side yard 
structure, as it was explained to me by Derek and I think by you as well, is based on 
the side of the lot and technically our address is obviously Highland.  Technically, it's 
my backyard, my house faces Central.  But for size purposes, I guess you guys 
consider that side yard, so with regard to the side yard structure it's really behind my 
house within the plain of the back of my house.  So, for that particular issue, you 
know, I understand it's more of a technicality than anything. 
   As far as the setback, that's just more a factor of where the 
existing garage is.  We're just trying to maintain that line so aesthetically you don't 
have the garage carport not being in line.   
   Let's see.  Plight of the owner, unique circumstances.  Well, I 
mean the unique circumstances I think are partially the age of the house and, you 
know, being limited on what we can do.  I mean we're putting the carport where it 
has to be in order to be functional with the garage existing as it is.   
   As far as maintaining the character, obviously that's ultimately 
our goal is to maintain as much character as possible.  Right now, if you see the 
drawing of the carport itself, it's pretty basic.  But that's only because my contractor 
is not doing the craftsman style details I am.  So, those are things I'm doing after the 
fact, dressing up the columns, adding the craftsman details that much my front 
columns and my porch and so on.   
   We're just now starting with the exterior of the house, so 
there's a lot of details left to do.  I just wanted him to basically handle the driveway 
and get the structure up the it needs to be so I can trim it up.  That's pretty much it. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Good, thank you.  Had you spoken with the neighbors 
that are around you? 
  MR. KOTH:  I've only been there a year, so I've spoken to the 
neighbor to the west of us.  I have not spoken or met any other neighbors as of yet. 
 So, we're not really exposed lot-wise to the other people to the west, and I believe I 
have neighbors here to the south. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Any other questions from the Board members?  Okay, 
thank you, sir. 
  MR. KOTH:  Thank you. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Be seated.  Any members of the audience who would 
like to be heard?  Last but not least. 
  MR. PESENKO:  Yes, I'm Steve Pesenko, 1016 South Highland. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  MR. DRAKE:  Thank you. 
  MR. PESENKO:  I guess he is my neighbor.  I don't really have any 
opposition to anything that much except for the fact that there has been, it's been an 
eyesore for about four months.  I'm sure he doesn't like it, I don't like it.  I kind of 
keep my house up immaculate myself.  I'm one of the few guys that doesn't have 
people come in and do their work.   
   So, I'm concerned, one, about the proximity to my property.  
I've got 26 arborvitaes that I planted there when we moved in.  I think I know you, I 
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think your son went to school with my daughter.  So, we've been there since 2000. 
So, it's taken some time to mature, and the people that owned prior to them didn't 
really do anything.  I had my landscaper go over there and suggest some things to 
the two previous owners and they had that shamrock shaped floral area done and 
that was many years ago.  We actually looked into that house for my kids when they 
got married, Stephanie and her husband, it just wasn't, it would have been nice to 
be that close to us but maybe not that nice. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Everyone Loves Raymond, right? 
  MR. PESENKO:  Yes, exactly.  So, I mean the only opposition I have 
is I have to worry about drainage coming off this carport, how nice is it going to look 
as it's this close to my property line.  When I built onto my house two years ago, I 
had to stay 13.3 feet from the easement, and so my property line is my hedges, 
okay.  This thing is maybe, what is it, 2.5-3 feet?  Yes, so it's really close.  So, it's 
not, I don't think it's going to look good, that's number one. 
   Number two, I'm just wondering about from an engineering 
standpoint, is it going to cause some problems onto my property, the roots of the 
trees of the arbors and things like that, and my lawn and so forth.  But other than 
that, I'm really -- 
  MR. DRAKE:  Okay, all right. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Did you want to comment? 
  MRS. PESENKO:  No. 
  MR. PESENKO:  She told me what to say. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  You know, I do have one question for the 
Petitioner again.  There is a tree near the existing garage, so is that going to 
remain? 
  MR. KOTH:  A tree? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Directly to the east of the existing garage. 
  MR. KOTH:  It's gone already.  That was gone when we first moved 
in. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay. 
  MR. KOTH:  Those are historic trees but I hate them.  I have a pool 
and I have a lawn and any time the winds come out of the north, I'm absorbing all 
those silver maples.  So, I actually asked the prior owners, my wife and I were 
willing to go halfsies, and thank God he took one tree down already.  He took one 
tree down already, but I mean they need to be tapered.  They're 70 feet tall, yes, it's 
ridiculous.  So, I mean history is one thing, nuisance is another. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Well, just for the record, none of the Village Staff that 
looks at these, we've had no objections from Engineering, from Building, from a 
design standpoint.  I believe that you've satisfied the three requirements that we 
look for, especially the part about trying to maintain the character of the existing 
property and the respect for history.  It sounds like there was not a lot of 
communication maybe between the two of -- 
  MR. KOTH:  No, I have not. 
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  MR. PESENKO:  I saw them one day and that was it. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Maybe tonight can be the beginning of that because 
you are so close to each other.  I would encourage you, as you go through this 
process to, you know, be a good neighbor and let them know what's going on.  
That's just a general comment.  But I think it's a reasonable request which I would 
support and I appreciate the comments from the neighbors.  I think that's always 
important to us for context, and sticking through a long meeting.  Thank you. 
   Other comments from the Board? 
  MR. JAFFE:  I would echo everything that you said. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Do we have a motion? 
  MR. JAFFE:  Motion to approve. 
  MR. GEISEL:  I'll second. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek, roll. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Thank you for your patience. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Thanks everybody.  Good luck. 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
August 14, 2017 

  

PETITIONER:   Kott Residence 
     

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1000 S. Highland Ave. 
 

VARIATION: 6.5-2 
 
A variation to allow an accessory structure (carport) in the side yard and front yard where accessory structures are only 
allowed in the rear yard; and a 2.3-foot variation to allow an accessory structure (carport) with a side yard setback of 0.7-feet 
from the south property line, where a minimum of 3.0-feet is required and an additional 0.5-feet for the eave.  
 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner testified 
that they are proposing a carport in the side and front yard where an accessory structure would only be allowed in the rear 
yard.  The petitioner explained that their driveway is currently off of Central Road which is very busy and they would like to 
install a driveway off of Highland Avenue since it would be safer.  The petitioner explained that due to the placement of the 
existing home, a variation is required in order to install the carport.   
 
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. Jaffe and seconded by Mr. Drake.  Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the 
variance request.  
 

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

The granting of a variance for this property shall not be construed as an approval to construct or encroach upon any easement 
areas unless written consent has been granted by each utility company and a copy of each letter is on file with the petition for 
this variation, nor be construed as a waiver of any requirements of the building code or other applicable ordinances of the 
Village. 
 

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

 David Divito, Chairman 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Village of Arlington Heights 



Item: 716 S. Arthur Ave. - ZBA#17-037

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
A variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-13.1(d) to allow a portion of an
existing public utility vehicular use area in a B-4 zoning district be utilized for
the unenclosed storage of utility equipment and materials.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#17-037 
PIN:03-32-413-039 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  September 11, 2017 
Date Prepared:  August 28, 2017 
Project Title:  716 S. Arthur Ave. 
Address:  716 S. Arthur Ave. 
 
Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #17-037 
Petitioner:  Scott Saef / Sidley Austin LLP 
Address:  One S. Dearborn St. 
   Chicago, IL  60603 
Existing Zoning:  B-4, Limited Service District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 
The petitioner is proposing to utilize a portion of an existing public utility vehicular use area in the B-4 zoning district 
for unenclosed storage of utility equipment.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variation: 
 

 A variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-13.1(d) to allow a portion of an existing public 
utility vehicular use area in a B-4 zoning district be utilized for the unenclosed storage of 
utility equipment and materials. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
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#17-037 
PIN:03-32-413-039 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 

 
 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  7/28/17  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  7/28/17  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  7/28/17  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  7/28/17  

 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#17-037 
PIN:03-32-413-039 

 
Photographs of Existing Structure 
 

 
 

  





































COMED MT. PROSPECT UTILITY VEHICLE & EQUIPMENT STORAGE AREA - OVERALL PLAN
7/6/2017



New 6' Tall Chain Link Fence
Along North Edge of Storage Area

Existing 6' Tall Chain Link
Fence Along South and
East Edges of Storage Area

Utility
Equipment

Storage Area

COMED UTILITY EQUIPMENT STORAGE AREA - SITE PLAN
7/11/2017



13'-0"

Picea glauca 'Conica'
Dwarf Alberta Spruce

Ilex meserveae 'Blue Prince'
Blue Holly

Taxus x media 'Everlow'
Everlow Yew

Juniperus sabina 'Blue Forest'
Blue Forest Juniper

6' Tall Solid Wood Fence Along
West Property Line

COMED UTILITY EQUIPMENT STORAGE AREA - LANDSCAPE PLAN
7/11/2017

Utility
Equipment

Storage Area

New 6' Tall Chain Link Fence
Along North Edge of Storage Area

Existing 6' Tall Chain Link
Fence Along South and
East Edges of Storage Area



 

# Date Comments

R
evisionsDate:7/11/2017

P
age 1 of 1

Drawn By: Laura Dendyuk

Note:  Pole height at 25 FT

COMED MT. PROSPECT

UTILITY VEHICLE & EQUIPMENT
PARKING AREA

1      7/11/17    Changed pole height & fixture type

Luminaire Schedule
Symbol Qty Label LLF Description Lum. Watts Lum. Lumens Manufacturer

Calculation Summary
Label CalcType Units

3 A 0.950 ALED4T360SF/D10 359.4 37366 RAB LIGHTING INC.

Avg Max Min Avg/Min Max/Min
Site Lighting Illuminance Fc 2.47 12.4 0.0 N.A. N.A.
Vehicle & Equipment Parking Area Illuminance Fc 3.34 12 0 N.A. N.A.

60
ft

60
ft

33
.5

ft

0.0 0.0 0.2 1.0 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.1 1.7 1.3 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.2 1.7 3.2 3.6 3.8 3.9 3.1 2.4 1.7 1.3 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.3 3.1 4.9 5.4 5.5 5.3 4.4 3.0 2.1 1.5 1.3 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.3 4.7 7.3 7.6 7.1 6.7 5.3 3.5 2.3 1.8 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.4 6.3 10.2 9.4 8.1 7.5 5.6 3.7 2.5 1.8 1.5 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.3 7.1 11.8 10.7 8.3 7.7 6.0 3.9 2.6 1.9 1.5 1.3 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.4 6.7 11.0 10.5 8.7 8.1 6.2 4.2 2.8 2.1 1.7 1.4 1.1 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2

0.0 0.1 0.4 6.1 9.7 9.7 9.1 8.4 6.7 4.6 3.1 2.3 1.8 1.5 1.2 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2

0.0 0.1 0.5 4.7 8.0 8.7 8.6 8.3 7.0 4.9 3.4 2.5 2.0 1.6 1.3 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2
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0.0 0.1 0.5 4.5 7.7 8.4 8.5 8.6 7.0 5.0 3.5 2.5 2.0 1.6 1.3 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.2

0.0 0.1 0.4 5.4 8.9 9.4 8.9 8.4 6.7 4.7 3.2 2.4 1.9 1.5 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2

0.0 0.1 0.4 6.6 11.0 10.3 9.0 8.3 6.3 4.3 2.9 2.2 1.7 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2

0.0 0.1 0.3 7.2 11.9 10.8 8.4 7.8 6.1 3.9 2.7 2.0 1.6 1.3 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.3 6.5 10.5 9.8 8.1 7.6 5.7 3.7 2.5 1.9 1.5 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.3 5.5 8.4 8.2 7.6 7.0 5.5 3.6 2.4 1.8 1.4 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.3 3.6 5.6 6.1 6.0 5.7 4.7 3.2 2.2 1.6 1.3 1.1 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.1 0.3 2.1 3.6 4.1 4.3 4.3 3.5 2.6 1.8 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.2 1.2 2.4 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.4 1.9 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.7 1.5 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.9 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Vehicle & Equipment Parking Area

Illuminance (Fc)
Average = 3.34
Maximum = 12
Minimum = 0
Avg/Min Ratio = N.A.
Max/Min Ratio = N.A.

COMED UTILITY EQUIPMENT STORAGE AREA - SITE PHOTOMETRIC PLAN
7/11/2017

Utility Equipment Storage Area

3.6        2.6         2.1
Utility Equipment Storage Area

Utility Equipment Storage Area



ALED4T360SF/D10 	 	

Specification	grade	area	lights	available	with	IES	Type	IV	distribution.	Suited	for
mounting	on	the	sides	of	buildings	and	walls,	and	for	illuminating	the	perimeter	of
parking	areas.	Patent	pending	management	system.	5	Year	Warranty.

Color:	Bronze 	 Weight:	75.0	lbs

Project: Type:

Prepared	By: Date:

Driver	Info
Type: Constant	Current
120V: 3.0A
208V: 1.8A
240V: 1.5A
277V: 1.3A
Input	Watts: 358W
Efficiency: N/A

LED	Info
Watts: 360W
Color	Temp: 5000K
Color	Accuracy: 71	CRI
L70	Lifespan: 100000
Lumens: 37366
Efficacy: 104	LPW

Need	help?	Tech	help	line:	(888)	RAB-1000	Email:	sales@rabweb.com	Website:	www.rabweb.com
Copyright	©	2014	RAB	Lighting	Inc.	All	Rights	Reserved				Note:	Specifications	are	subject	to	change	at	any	time	without	notice
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ALED4T360SF/D10 	 	

Technical	Specifications
Listings
UL	Listing:
Suitable	for	wet	locations.

DLC	Listed:
This	product	is	on	the	Design	Lights	Consortium	(DLC)
Qualified	Products	List	and	is	eligible	for	rebates	from
DLC	Member	Utilities.	
DLC	Product	Code:	PAAUKSVT

IESNA	LM-79	&	LM-80	Testing:
RAB	LED	luminaries	have	been	tested	by	an
independent	laboratory	in	accordance	with	IESNA	LM-
79	and	LM-80,	and	have	been	received	the
Department	of	Energy	"Lighting	Facts"	label.

LED	Characteristics

Lifespan:
100,000-hour	LED	lifespan	based	on	IES	LM-80
results	and	TM-21	calculations.

LEDs:
Multi-chip,	high-output,	long-life	LEDs

Color	Consistency:
7-step	MacAdam	Ellipse	binning	to	achieve	consistent
fixture-to-fixture	color.

Color	Stability:
LED	color	temperature	is	warrantied	to	shift	no	more
than	200K	in	CCT	over	a	5	year	period.

Color	Uniformity:
RAB's	range	of	CCT	(Correlated	Color	Temperature)
follows	the	guidelines	of	the	American	National
Standard	for	Specifications	for	the	Chromaticity	of
Solid	State	Lighting	(SSL)	Products,	ANSI	C78.377-
2015.

Construction
IES	Classification:
The	Type	IV	distribution	(also	known	as	a	Forward
Throw)	is	especially	suited	for	mounting	on	the	sides	of
buildings	and	walls,	and	for	illuminating	the	perimeter
of	parking	areas.	It	produces	a	semiCircular
distribution	with	essentially	the	same	candlepower	at
lateral	angles	from	90°	to	270°.

	Effective	Projected	Area:
EPA	=	5

Maximum	Ambient	Temperature:
Suitable	for	use	in	104°	F	(40°C)	ambient
temperatures

Cold	Weather	Starting:
Minimum	starting	temperature	is	-40°	F	(-40°	C)

Thermal	Management:
Superior	thermal	management	with	external	Air-Flow
fins.

Housing:
Die	cast	aluminum	with	airflow	fins	for	cooling.

Lens:
Tempered	glass

Mounting:
Slipfitter	with	180°	pivot	available	for	mounting	on	2
3/8"	tenon.

IP	Rating:
Ingress	Protection	rating	of	IP66	for	dust	and	water

Reflector:
Vacuum-metalized	polycarbonate

	Gaskets:
High-temperature	silicone	gaskets

Finish:
Formulated	for	high-durability	and	long	lasting	color.

Green	Technology:
Mercury	and	UV	free.	RoHS	compliant	components.
Polyester	powder	coat	finish	formulated	without	the
use	of	VOC	or	toxic	heavy	metals.

For	use	on	LEED	Buildings:
IDA	Dark	Sky	Approval	means	that	this	fixture	can	be
used	to	achieve	LEED	Credits	for	Light	Pollution
Reduction.

Electrical

Dimming	Driver:
Driver	includes	dimming	control	wiring	for	0-10V
dimming	systems.	Requires	separate	0-10V	DC
dimming	circuit.	Dims	as	low	as	10%.

Drivers:
Constant	Current,	Class	1,	1560mA,	100-277V,	50-
60Hz,	120V:	3.0A,	208V:	1.8A,	240V:	1.5A,	277V:	1.3A

Surge	Protection:
4kV
For	areas	prone	to	surges,	upgrade	to	10kV	surge
protection.

Optical

THD:
5.7%	at	120V,	7.6%	at	277V

Technical	Specifications	(continued)
Optical
Power	Factor:
99.8%	at	120V,	95.8%	at	277V

	BUG	Rating:
B1	U0	G5

	Other
Warranty:
RAB	warrants	that	our	LED	products	will	be	free	from
defects	in	materials	and	workmanship	for	a	period	of
five	(5)	years	from	the	date	of	delivery	to	the	end	user,
including	coverage	of	light	output,	color	stability,	driver
performance	and	fixture	finish.

Need	help?	Tech	help	line:	(888)	RAB-1000	Email:	sales@rabweb.com	Website:	www.rabweb.com
Copyright	©	2014	RAB	Lighting	Inc.	All	Rights	Reserved				Note:	Specifications	are	subject	to	change	at	any	time	without	notice
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Dimensions Features

66%	energy	cost	savings	vs.	HID

100,000-hour	LED	lifespan

Type	IV	distribution

5-year	warranty

Ordering	Matrix

Family Distribution Watts Mount Color	Temp Finish Voltage Photocell Dimming Bi-Level

ALED 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
2T	=	Type	II
3T	=	Type	III
4T	=	Type	IV

360	=
360W
260	=
260W
150	=
150W
125	=
125W
105	=
105W

78	=	78W

Blank	=
Arm
SF	=

Slipfitter

Blank	=	5000K
(Cool)

Y	=	3000K
(Warm)

N	=	4000K
(Neutral)

Blank	=
Bronze

W	=	White
RG	=	Gray

Blank	=	120-277V
/480	=	480V	(Only	360W	&

260W)

Blank	=	No	Photocell
/PC	=	120V	Button
/PC2	=	277V	Button
/PCS	=	120V	Swivel
/PCS2	=	277V	Swivel

/PCT	=	120-277V
Twistlock

/PCS4	=	480V	Swivel
/PCT4	=	480V

Twistlock

Blank	=	No
Dimming

/D10	=	Dimmable

Blank	=	No	Bi-
Level

/BL	=	Bi-Level

Need	help?	Tech	help	line:	(888)	RAB-1000	Email:	sales@rabweb.com	Website:	www.rabweb.com
Copyright	©	2014	RAB	Lighting	Inc.	All	Rights	Reserved				Note:	Specifications	are	subject	to	change	at	any	time	without	notice
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Item: 616 N. Arlington Heights Rd. - ZBA#17-043

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#17-043 
PIN:03-29-121-029 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  September 11, 2017 
Date Prepared:  August 28, 2017 
Project Title:  Schrenk Residence  
Address:  616 N. Arlington Heights Road 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #17-043 
Petitioner:  Robert Flubacker 
Address:  1835 Rohlwing Road, Suite B 
   Rolling Meadows IL  60008 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, One-Family Dwelling District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District.  The property has a total land area of 19,602 square feet. 
The petitioner is proposing to construct an accessory structure in their rear yard. The new accessory structure will 
feature a basement, sitting area, bathroom, bedroom, and loft. The structure will be 25.3 feet  in height, exceeding 
the maximum height of 15 feet for accessory structures, and will be 1,096 square feet, exceeding the maximum 
square footage of 300 for accessory structures..  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

 A 796 square foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-8 (Accessory Structures) to allow an 
accessory structure with a size of 1,096 square feet instead of the maximum of 300 square 
feet. 
 

 A 10.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Height of Accessory Structures) to allow 
an accessory structure that is 25.3 feet instead of the maximum allowable height of 15.0 feet. 

 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Petition – ZBA#17-043 
PIN:03-29-121-029 

Map of General Vicinity 

 
   

 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  8/24/17  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  8/24/17  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  8/24/17  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  8/24/17  

 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#17-043 
PIN:03-29-121-029 

Photographs of Existing Structure 
 

 
 

 























Item: 602 S. Dryden Pl. - ZBA#17-044

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#17-044 
PIN:03-32-404-013 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  September 11, 2017 
Date Prepared:  August 28, 2017 
Project Title:  High School District #214 
Address:  602 S. Dryden Place 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #17-044 
Petitioner:  Stephen Klumpp / Stephen Klumpp Architects  
Address:  300 N. 11th Street 
   Wheeling, IL  60090 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family Residential District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District.  The property has a total land area of 6,584 square feet. 
The petitioner is proposing to renovate and construct an addition to the existing home. The addition will follow the 
footprint of the existing structure; however, the existing structure has an interior side yard setback of 3 feet where 5 
feet is required, as well as an exterior side yard setback of 19.34 feet where 24.7 feet is required.  Therefore, the 
petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

 A 2.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) to allow a home with 
a side yard setback of 3.0 feet from the south property line instead of the required 5 feet. 
 

 A 5.4 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) to allow a home with 
an exterior side yard setback of 19.3 feet where 24.7 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#17-044 
PIN:03-32-404-013 

 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  8/18/17  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  8/18/17  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  8/18/17  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  8/18/17  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#17-044 
PIN:03-32-404-013 

 
Photographs of Existing Structure 
 

 
 

 
 

  













































Item: 621 N. Belmont Ave. - ZBA#17-045

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#17-045 
PIN:03-29-123-022 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  September 11, 2017 
Date Prepared:  August 28, 2017 
Project Title:  Raschillo Residence 
Address:  621 N. Belmont Avenue 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #17-045 
Petitioner:  Demetra & Anthony Raschillo  
Address:  621 N. Belmont Avenue 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family Residential District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District.  The property has a total land area of 9,195 square feet. 
The petitioner is proposing to renovate and construct an addition to the existing home. The proposed addition is 
aligned with the existing structure, with a front yard setback equal to that of the existing home. However, the existing 
structure has a front yard setback of 25.1 feet where 26.1 feet is required. Additionally, the proposed front porch will 
encroach 4 additional feet into the front yard, resulting in a front yard setback of 20.1 feet where 26.1 feet is required.  
Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

 A 1.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition 
with a front yard setback of 25.1 feet from the west property line instead of the required 26.1 feet and 
an additional 2.5 feet for the eave. 
 

 A 6.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) to allow an open air 
front porch with a front yard setback of 20.1 feet where 26.1 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#17-045 
PIN:03-29-123-022 

 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 

 
 

 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  8/25/17  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  8/25/17  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  8/25/17  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  8/22/17  

 

 



Petition – ZBA#17-045 
PIN:03-29-123-022 

 
Photographs of Existing Structure 

 
 

  





























Item: 1805 N. Walnut Ave. - ZBA#17-046

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Supporting Documents Exhibits



Petition – ZBA#17-046 
PIN:03-19-206-003 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  September 11, 2017 
Date Prepared:  August 28, 2017 
Project Title:  1805 N. Walnut Avenue 
Address:  1805 N. Walnut Avenue 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #17-046 
Petitioner:  Monica O’Connor / Impact Renovations LLC  
Address:  75 Gaylord Street 
   Elk Grove Village, IL  60007 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family Residential District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District.  The property has a total land area of 9,545 square feet. 
The petitioner is proposing to demolish the existing home and construct a new home on the site. The proposed new 
home has an exterior side yard setback of 26 feet where 32.5 feet is required.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the 
following variation: 
 

 A 6.5 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) to allow a new home 
with an exterior side yard setback of 26.0 feet from the south property line instead of the required 
32.5 feet. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Petition – ZBA#17-046 
PIN:03-19-206-003 

Map of General Vicinity 
   

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  8/24/17  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  8/24/17  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  8/24/17  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  8/24/17  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#17-046 
PIN:03-19-206-003 

 
Photographs of Existing Structure 
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