
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

June 13, 2016
7:00 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. 523 W. Ridge Ct. - 5/9/16
B. 1301 E. Kensington Rd. - 5/9/16
C. 1308 W. Watling St. - 5/9/16

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. Kirk Residence - 17 S. Mitchell Ave.
B. Giannola Residence - 2122 E. Miner St.
C. Holthouse Residence - 1624 W. Cambridge St.
D. Nelson Residence - 604 N. Carlyle Ln.
E. Applegate Residence - 4 N. Reuter Dr.
F. Cella Residence - 131 N. Waterman Ave.
G. LaSalvia Residence - 1119 N. Beverly Ln.
H. Klister Residence - 19 N. Prindle Ln.
I. Purk Residence - 1418 N. Salem Blvd.

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: Gibson Residence - 523 W. Ridge Ct.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Minutes 5/9/16 - Gibson Minutes
Findings 5/9/16 - Gibson Minutes
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RE:  GIBSON RESIDENCE - 523 W. RIDGE COURT 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  And the Gibson presentation. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Hi, good evening. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Hi there. 
  MS. SWANSON:  I am Eva Gibson, this is my husband Dave Gibson, we're at 
523 West Ridge Court.  And we are here to request a variance for a six foot high wood fence 
as opposed to a five foot high fence.   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Please proceed. 
  MS. GIBSON:  So up until a couple of weeks ago, we had bushes that had been 
in place, surrounding the perimeter of our backyard.  They’ve been there for, I guess it's 40 
plus years, based on the feedback from our neighbors.  We took all of those bushes down, and 
some areas they were 15 to 20 feet tall.  We have been nicknamed the Great Wall of 
Hasbrook.  So we back up to Hasbrook Park.  We have an in-ground pool.  There is a water 
retention area right behind our back yard.  And we have one neighbor that is on the southeast 
lot, that has a lot of debris in their back yard which is dangerous, it attracts animals, it's messy 
and an eyesore.  So we're here to request a six foot variance for all the above reasons. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So you've got a pool, is there no existing fence? 
  MS. GIBSON:  There is no existing fence there right now, no.  There's a deck on 
the pool.  The pool was purchased with the home.  It's on our plat survey and it is my 
understanding that it was permitted at the time it was put in.  But it was an existing structure 
when we purchased the property. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  It's an above-ground pool? 
  MS. GIBSON:  Correct, it's an above-ground pool, yes, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  You had mentioned that it was in-ground. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Oh I'm sorry, no above-ground.  I apologize. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  That's what I couldn't quite tell from this. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Yes, it's above-ground. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  No, not that so much as, because I thought quite 
frankly that a fence was required around the pool.  So that's why I was confused. 
  MR. GIBSON:  So did we. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Yeah, so did we.  But for insurance purposes we need a fence, 
for safety purposes we need a fence, there is a lot of traffic on the north side of our perimeter 
from people going from the park through the court.  From children going from Thomas Middle 
School, walking through the court, so they don't have to go through the sidewalk.  So there's 
traffic on, you know, the back line, there's traffic on the north side, and then the south side is 
where we have quite a mess.  And I brought some photos if you'd like to see what we have 
been dealing with in that corner.  If I may share. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I'm not 100 percent sure that that's exactly -- 
  MS. GIBSON:  Well, it's just additional.  And this is the fence we're proposing to 
put in.  And then I also have a picture of our backyard with the Hasbrook property, the 
Hasbrook sign.   
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay. 
  MS. GIBSON:  We've asked them to clean, they said that it's the landlord's 
responsibility and he won't do anything about it.  And my husband talked to the landlord and he 
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says it's the tenant's responsibility.  So, we've tried to mediate directly.  That's just the one side 
of it, that’s not the back or the north. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So the fence appears to be going up in the exact 
same spot as the bushes were? 
  MS. GIBSON:  Yes, sir, correct. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  If there's, are there any questions? 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  There's a large, that large tank that's over 
in the corner of your property? 
  MS. GIBSON:  Yes, yes.  We would bypass that, so we would go on an angle. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  On an angle and leave that on the outside. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Correct.  So the fence in that corner would actually be on an 
angle and be inside the property line versus on the outside. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  And I read your proposal here, the, I guess 
when I look at this back yard, it is a tremendous amount of green space. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Yes. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  I mean when you sit up on top of the hill 
there between your house and your neighbors, and overlook that park, you don't see any 
fences anywhere at all throughout that entire back neighborhood there.  So this fence is 
certainly going to change the entire look of that backyard area. 
  MS. GIBSON:  I agree, yes. 
  MS. ULRYCH:  Can I speak to that? 
  MS. GIBSON:  We have our neighbors here. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  We're going to get to that in a moment if you 
would, but yes, you'll be permitted to address that. 
  MR. GIBSON:  Yeah, I would agree that it definitely change it, but for better.  
Currently what was there previously was a 15 foot high overgrown 40 year old bush line. 
  MS. GIBSON:  We couldn't maintain them.  They were an eyesore. They 
attracted bugs and animals, you know, the neighbors certainly have privacy but it was on us to 
maintain, and it just wasn't cost effective or affordable at all, I mean.  We trimmed them last 
year, it was $2,000.  They wanted it done again in the fall for another $2,000.  This year they 
came back for more, so, you know, and for safety purposes with the pool and everything it just, 
a fence makes more sense. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  Yes, and I don't doubt that as far as safety 
for the pool, I'm just looking at this solid wood fence in the backyard of a, I mean it's a park 
back there. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Sure, so it would be, it would be the board on board, it would 
have the one inch gap.  So it would be, the only variance we're looking for is the foot increase 
in height.  Everything else would be to code.  So, it would have the one inch between the 
boards and within standards. 
  MR. GIBSON:  And on the other side of the reservoir pond, on the east side of 
the park there's fences line the whole side of that park. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Is there a reason why you're going for the extra foot? 
 Just want privacy, more -- 
  MR. GIBSON:  More privacy. 
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  MS. GIBSON:  More privacy, safety with the pool, there's a lot of traffic in the 
park with children and with people walking, they walk on the edge of our back property line and 
on the side property lines.  Should anyone hop, there's people that walk there at night.  We get 
a lot of light traffic from Thomas, on an angle, especially when the lights, kind of spread, in an 
array, which you can, you know, see in the back yard.  So, it's a light obstruction.  I mean 
everybody’s accustomed to 15/20 feet, so for privacy purposes, for safety purposes, to kind of 
get rid of some of the noise both from traffic, from, you know, talking, walking, the lights, 
everything.  It would help. 
  MR. GIBSON:  And as well, our back patio is actually raised up a little bit, just a 
grade of the, of the rear of the yard.   
  MS. GIBSON:  So our yard goes like this. 
  MR. GIBSON:  I mean, I'm 6'3", if I stand up on my back patio, it would be like 
the fence isn't even there.  I could look right over it at the park. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Having heard your testimony, we'll see if there's 
audience comments then please. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Sure, so we have both of our neighbors on the north side, the 
south side and then our second neighbor, so both adjacent neighbors are here, and then one 
over. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Sure.  Thank you. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Whoever would like to, please, you can comment 
if you'd like.  If you'd please come up and sign in.  Unless you're together, you know, if we 
could just do one at a time.  All right, so who’d like to go first? 
  MR. CRUZ:  I'll go first.   
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Your name and address, please? 
  MR. CRUZ:  My name is Bruce, the last name is Cruz.  I live at 527 West Ridge 
Court. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay. 
  MR. CRUZ:  And we are neighbors with the large bushes that always overgrown 
and it was very unattractive and now when the bushes are all gone, if you're driving west down 
Thomas, you look right into our backyard.  So having that larger fence would obstruct that and 
if you look at the fence, not really, I'm pleased with the way that fence would look. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  That's very helpful, thank you, since you're 
immediately adjacent. 
  MR. POWERS:  I'm Thomas Powers, 528 West Ridge Court. I'm like on the north 
side of their property.  And I'm also on the park, so my property line adjoins theirs.  So, I'm 
directly impacted by this.  For 40 years we've been at that home, and have seen this, I call it 
the Great Wall of Hasbrook.  It was like 20 feet high, bushes, leaves, just an awful looking 
conglomerate of, it wasn't maintained, it got overgrown.  I don't know what else was said, but 
there are animals and critters live in the area and I am so glad that they have taken this action 
to clean that property up.  A fence would be highly welcome in my view.  Even though it may 
adjoin the park, I think with as large a property as that is, the fence as high as I'm standing 
would not be an eyesore in any way.  Especially when compared to the old bushes which 
were, were just awful.  I would strongly urge you to approve this variance. 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you very much for your comments.  
Ma'am? 
  MS. ULRYCH:  My name is Lisa Ulrych, and I am next to Tom at 524 West Ridge 
Court.  And I would also like to see the fence approved.  I would like to point out that I have a 
fence in my back yard.  It was there when I moved in about 13 years ago, it's a chain-link fence 
with bushes.  So, they wouldn't be the only person that has a fence in the area.  I'm two 
houses down, but I back up directly to Hasbrook as well.  They moved in about two-and-a-half 
years ago and they've been great neighbors and great friends and our kids play together.  
They've taken care of their property.  They've brought the whole court together.  When we 
moved there we really didn't know anybody and we didn't hang out with anybody and then they 
came in and they were this big social, wonderful family, who sort of brought everybody in the 
court together.  I also have two kids who are in first and second grade and from a safety 
perspective, I would prefer that there be a fence there.  We go over there, we hang out, we 
enjoy being with them, but it would be nice to have that deterrent.  They do play out in the 
court on their own and I would just be a little more comfortable if they had to think twice before 
hopping over in the pool.  So, I just would like to see the fence approved as well.  So, I 
respectfully request that it be approved. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you.  Any other comments?  Anybody 
else? 
   (No response.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  We'll open up comments to the Board. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  I think it's a reasonable request.  I mean from the 
way I look at it, somebody could have 10 feet of unsightly, awful bushes and they’ve been 
there forever, or get a one foot variance for a nice looking fence that the neighbors support.  
And while it would change the character of the back yard a little bit, I think for the better, so I'm 
in favor of it. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I would certainly suspect with the pool, the extra 
foot would be beneficial.  So, I would support this as well. 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  I agree.  I would support it as well.  I think especially 
when it comes to safety, adding the extra foot would deter kids even more from jumping into 
the pool, which is what we absolutely want to avoid as much as possible.  So, I'd be in favor of 
this. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay.  Do we have a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  I move approval request. 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Second. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck? 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka? 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Acting Chairman Geisel? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes.  Your motion passes.  Your proposal 
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passes.  I think we're all set. 
  MS. GIBSON:  Thank you very much, thank you.  It was a stressful day.  Thank 
you. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I think we can call to adjourn.  Do we have a 
motion to adjourn? 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Motion to adjourn. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  Second. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you. 
    (Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was adjourned at 7:32 

p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
May 9, 2016 

  

PETITIONER:   Gibson Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 523 W. Ridge Ct.  
 

VARIATION:   6.13-3b (Location of Fences) 

 

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

of the rear yard. 
 

 

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

that they have a swimming pool and that their rear property line is adjacent Hasbrook Park.  The petitioner testified that there is 

a significant amount of pedestrian traffic in the park and they have safety concerns since they have a swimming pool.  The 

petitioner also testified that one of their neighbors does not maintain their property and the six foot high fence would provide a 

screen.    
 

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. Selbka.  Thereafter, the Board voted 4-0 to approve the 

variance request. 
 

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

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

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

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

Village. 
 

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

 Joseph Geisel, Acting Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 



Item: Swanson Residence - 1301 E. Kensington Rd.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Minutes 5/9/16 - Swanson Minutes
Findings 5/9/16 - Swanson Minutes
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                                  BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
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RE:  SWANSON RESIDENCE - 1301 EAST KENSINGTON AVENUE 
 
 
 
  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 Buechner Room, 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Next up, I believe here is the Swanson 
residence.  Please state your names, address. 
  MR. SWANSON:  Scott Swanson and Robin Swanson, 1301 East Kensington. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, please go ahead with your presentation. 
  MR. SWANSON:  Okay, well we're adding a partial addition on the home, two 
bedrooms and a bathroom.  Three boys, getting bigger, need the room.  It's already been 
through Design Commission approval.  No recommendation, no changes.  And obviously it 
was built in the ‘50s, well not obviously, but built in '57, so I guess at that point it was a three 
foot setback, it's now five.  We’re 4.-- 
  MRS. SWANSON:  That’s three on the front and then it jogs back and it's 4.7 on 
the back. 
  MR. SWANSON:  Yeah, so we're like three-and-a-quarter inches off on part of 
that setback.  We're not expanding the footprint.  The eaves are not overhanging.  There's no 
change in being an impervious on that side.  That's actually our neighbor there, who is in full 
support of our addition. 
  MRS. SWANSON:  We just want to utilize the current foundation, so we're going 
directly up from that. 
  MR. SWANSON:  And then there's an issue, I guess, with the front setback with 
the entranceway. 
  MRS. SWANSON:  The eaves are overhanging.  So we're moving the front door 
over a little bit.  So they're changing the roofline so everything looks nice, how everybody likes 
it.  And the architect has the eave drawn at four feet so it's a covered entryway.  Right now the, 
I have a picture, right now that little canopy is at 36 inches, so we were hoping to get the four 
feet, so we could have a covered entry.  I don’t know if helps to see -- 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I think that explains the 1.5 foot variance for the 
front yard sufficiently.  But, unless there's any questions here on the Board. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Any impact on your garage? 
  MRS. SWANSON:  No, the garage is attached.  We're not touching it. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Okay. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  All right then, so you said there's some neighbors 
here who would like to -- if you could state your name? 
  MR. BRIGGS:  Kris Briggs, 1223 East Kensington.  I'm their direct neighbor that's 
on the variance side.   
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  And you've signed in? 
  MR. BRIGGS:  Yes.  My property has the exact same variance difference, it's just 
as old. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay. 
  MR. BRIGGS:  So, I mean, I agree with what Scott said, we have no objection.  
We like being neighbors with their family.  We’d hate to see them leave so we're all for their 
expansion, even though it’s next to ours, straight up, I mean, closer than it was before.  So, we 
would request that it be approved as well. 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you for comment. 
  MR. BRIGGS:  You bet. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  At this point, let's see if there's any comments 
here from the Board.  I think you can have a seat. 
  MR. SWANSON:  Okay. 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Again, I think this is a very minor variation and the, I 
think it is a really nice remodeling, closed remodeling project. I think it will add to the 
neighborhood.  I think given the minor aspect of the variation, and the unique circumstances of 
the property, yes, I would vote to approve this.   
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Any comment?  Okay, do we have a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Motion to approve. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Second. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka? 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Yes. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Congratulations, the variance is approved. 
  MS. SWANSON:  Thank you.  Have a good night. 
    (Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was adjourned at 7:23 

p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
May 9, 2016 

  

PETITIONER:   Swanson Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1301 E. Kensington Rd.  
 

VARIATION:   5.1-3.6, 5.4, 6.6-5.1  

 

A 2.1-foot variance to allow an addition with a side yard setback of 2.9-feet from the west property line instead of the minimum 

5-feet and an additional 0.5-feet for the eave; A 1.5-foot variation to allow an eave that is projecting into the required front yard 

by 4.0-feet where the maximum allowed is 2.5-feet. 
 

 

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

that they are proposing a second floor addition to their existing home.  The petitioner explained that the existing footprint of the 

home is non-conforming therefore in order to build the addition above the existing wall, a variation is necessary.  The petitioner 

also explained that they are proposing a covered front entry that has a 4 foot eave where the maximum allowed is 2.5 feet.   
 

 

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

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

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

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

were presented. 
 

Thereafter, a motion was made by Mr. Selbka and seconded by Mr. Drake.  Thereafter, the Board voted 4-0 to approve the 

variance request. 
 

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

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

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

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

Village. 
 

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

 Joseph Geisel, Acting Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 



Item: Tatje Residence - 1308 W. Watling St.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Minutes 5/9/16 - Tatje Minutes
Findings 5/9/16 - Tatje Minutes
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So we'll call the Zoning Board of Appeals 
meeting here on May 9th, to order.  Roll call, right? 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo? 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito? 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel? 
  COMMISSIONER GEISEL:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck? 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka? 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Siavelis. 
   (No response.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay.  First order of business is approval of the 
prior minutes.   
  MR. MACH:  Pledge of Allegiance. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Oh, sorry, getting right to business.  Please stand 
and join us for the pledge, please? 
   (Pledge of allegiance.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, so now we'll try the meeting minutes, the 
prior?  Anybody, any comments for, on the prior minutes?  Approval?  Say aye. 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, we're all set.  We only have four members 
tonight out of seven.  So if you, I think, back me up here Derek, if you choose not to present 
because of the numbers tonight, you can withdraw at this point and then be continued.  
Because at this point you're going to have to get, what?  Three out of four? 
  MR. MACH:  Four. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Oh, four out of -- 
  MR. MACH:  Four out of four. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So you have to get 100 percent approval for your 
proposal this evening.  So that's up to everybody that's presenting. 
  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  What's the appeal process for  
your decision tonight then? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I believe it's a one year. 
  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  One year?  There's quite a risk then for everybody here if 
you don't get an approval. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Depends on what you're putting up here on the 
table.  
  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  If you have no problems with anybody that you send 
letters to or now received signatures, it's that in our favor or not? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  If you have a reasonable basis to proceed then 
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you should have a comfort level what you're asking for.  Okay, and then anybody who is going 
to present have you signed in or could you please sign in at the sign-in sheet here on the 
podium.  Is everybody signed in? 
   Okay, so the basis for appeals are three primary conditions. One, that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if the appeal is not permitted.  That the 
plight of the owner is unique and there are unique circumstances and that, number three, the 
variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  Those are the three 
criteria that we make our decisions on. 
   First up is Tatje residence, 1308 Watling. 
  MRS. TATJE:  Can we come up here, is that what you want?  Can we come up 
here? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes, please.  Please state your names and your 
address. 
  MR. TATJE:  Gary and Joan Tatje, 1308 Watling. 
  (Witnesses sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay.  Please present your case. 
  MR. TATJE:  Well, we've, it's an old house, it's been there forever.  It's the old 
Peavy farmhouse, I don't know if you're, but the Peavy farm.  But anyway it's got a six foot 
fence that's been there for a long time.  And this last round of windstorms, the one section 
blew down, I think there's pictures of it there.  And then when the next storm came through the 
other section blew down, okay?  So there's two, I guess they're five feet sections that are down 
on the ground from the fence. 
   So I wanted to fix it and put them up.  I'm asking a variance so it matches 
the rest of the fence, it's a six foot fence, it always has been a six foot fence.  And, you know, if 
I don't get it I've got to put a five foot fence next to a six foot fence then it just will ruin the 
whole look of the property. 
  MRS. TATJE:  The six foot fence, part of it, the first part of it was replaced, just a 
year, end of 2014, we think.  And then more came down on the yard, first, before the second 
part.  Which is why it wasn’t done all at the first time.  So, now we’re just trying to get the 
second part to match the first part. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  So you've had your sign up for a while, has 
anybody voiced any concerns or anything like that? 
  MR. TATJE:  No. 
  MRS. TATJE:  Everyone asks what it's about and I, we tell them and they're like 
well of course it's fine.   Nobody can see the fence really. 
  MR. TATJE:  From the street, you can't even see it back there. 
  MRS. TATJE:  No, the people behind us who I'm sure will be very happy, once 
we get it taken care of, because it's half falling into their yard now, so. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay. 
  MRS. TATJE:  He's offered to write a letter or anything we would need, but he 
said we would do this first. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay.  Does anybody, all right, if you'll step down 
for a moment and we'll see what the audience has to say.  Thank you. 
  MR. OLEJNICZAK:  My name is Rich Olejniczak, my address is 1314 West 
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Watling.  I'm the neighbor just to the west, so the fence encroaches on, not encroaches, it's 
along my border.  I urge the Board to approve this.  It matches with the overall area, the fence 
has been there for many, many years and a six foot fence lining up with the other fence would 
be aesthetically correct with the area that we have.  So again, I'd urge the Board, as the 
neighbor that, I'm being affected by this, I see no reason why not to approve the six foot fence. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay, and did you sign in right here? 
  MR. OLEJNICZAK:  I signed it, yes. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Thank you.  Okay, I think as long as we've got 
comments, we'll go to the Board.  Are there any comments here on the Board? 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  This is a relatively minor variation. I think that 
aesthetically it is much better to have a fence that matches all the way along.  It is a unique 
building and given the relative minor aspect of the variation, I'm in favor of it. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  I would agree, a continuation of the existing 
conditions so it's matching everything else seems to make sense. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  And you are only going from that gate in 
the back over to the property line to the south and then just that one extension up the side, 
correct? 
  MR. TATJE:  Correct. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  You're not going to go any further up the 
side yard? 
  MR. TATJE:  No. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  Okay. 
  MR. TATJE:  We're just going to rebuild what blew down. 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  Just what blew down, okay. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Unless there's any other comments I think we 
can take a vote. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  I'd move approval of Petitioner's request. 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Second. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Okay. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Aye. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck? 
  COMMISSIONER SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka? 
  COMMISSIONER SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Acting Chairman Geisel? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Yes.  Your motion passes.  
  MR. TATJE:  Thank you.  We're done? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  You're done. 
  MRS. TATJE:  Are we done? 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  You're done. 
  MRS. TATJE:  Okay. 
  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  Good luck. 
  MRS. TATJE:  Thank you very much. 
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  ACTING CHAIRMAN GEISEL:  No need to stay for the meeting. 
    (Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was adjourned at 7:13 

p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
May 9, 2016 

  

PETITIONER:   Tatje Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1308 W. Watling St.  
 

VARIATION:   6.13-3b (Location of Fences) 

 

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

of the rear yard. 
 

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

that they have an existing six foot high fence and that a portion of the fence is in need of repair.  The petitioner explained that 

they would like to replace the damaged portion of the fence and continue to maintain a 6 foot fence in the rear yard.   

 

 

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. Selbka.  Thereafter, the Board voted 4-0 to approve the 

variance request. 
 

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

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

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

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

Village. 
 

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

 Joseph Geisel, Acting Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 



Item: ZBA#16-017 - Kirk Residence - 17 S. Mitchell Ave.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
Lot 3:
 
A variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) and Section
5.1-3.5 to allow a 50 foot wide,  5,359 -square foot lot to be buildable, where 
70 feet wide 8,750 square feet is required by code.
 
Lot 4:
 
A variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) and Section
5.1-3.5 to allow a 50 foot wide,  5,359 -square foot lot to be buildable, where 
70 feet wide 8,750 square feet is required by code. 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits
Neighborhood Letters Correspondence
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 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  Kirk Residence 
Address:  17 S. Mitchell Ave. & Adjoining Parcel 
Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-017 
Petitioner:  Al Lander / Capital Homes Inc.  
Address:  3050 N. Kennicott Ave. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

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.  
The subject property is designated as Single Family Detached on the Comprehensive Plan. The proposal is before the 
Zoning Board of Appeals because of the substandard lot area and width. There are two platted lots which were platted in 
1911 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 17 S. Mitchell 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.   
 
According to the recorded plat of subdivision, the lots are less than the minimum district standards, and as proposed 
would be 50 feet in width and 5,359 square feet in area.  Therefore, the petitioner requests a variation for each parcel for 
lot area and width in order to create two buildable lots. 
 
Surrounding Zoning 

Direction Zoning  Existing Use Comprehensive Plan 

North R-3 Single Family Homes Single Family Detached 

South R-3 Single Family Homes Single Family Detached 

East R-3 Single Family Homes Single Family Detached 

West R-3 Single Family Homes Single Family Detached 

 
 Interior Lot, R-3 

 Lot Width Lot Area 

Minimum R-3 Standard 70 8,750 

Lot 3 50 5,359 

Lot 4 50 5,359 
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Address Lot Width & Lot Area for Micthell Avenue  
(same side of the street as subject property) 

 Lot Width Lot Area 

15 S. Mitchell 66 7,074 

17 S. Mitchell (Subject Site) 100 10,718 

29 S. Micthell 75 8,038 

33 S. Mitchell 75 8,038 

37 S. Mitchell 50 5,359 

39 S, Mitchell 50 5,359 

45 S. Mitchell 50 5,359 

 
As part of 5.1-3.4, the Director of Building is authorized to issue permits for structures on lots that are less than the 
minimum area and width requirements if the majority of the frontage on which the property is located is developed 
with lots that are below the minimum district requirements; provided that no permit shall be issued for any parcel 
containing less than 6,250 SF and a lot width of 50 feet.  Each parcel (Lot 3 and 4) is 50.0 feet wide; however, the lot 
area is 5,359.   Four out of the seven lots fronting Mitchell Street on the same side as the subject property are 
substandard in lot width and six out of seven lots are substandard in lot area.  Therefore, in order to create two 
buildable lots the following variations would be required:   
 
Lot 3 

• A variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) and Section 5.1-3.5 to allow a 50 foot wide,  
5,359 -square foot lot to be buildable, where  70 feet wide 8,750 square feet is required by code.  

 
Lot 4 

• A variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) and Section 5.1-3.5 to allow a 50 foot wide,  
5,359 -square foot lot to be buildable, where  70 feet wide 8,750 square feet is required by code.  

 
 
 
 
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. 
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Map of General Vicinity 
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Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 5/27/16  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 5/27/16  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 5/27/16  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 5/27/16  

 

Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 

Lot 3 
 

 
Lot 4 







































































Item: ZBA#16-020 - Giannola Residence - 2122 E. Miner St.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1. A 19.6 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum
Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition
with a rear yard setback of 10.4 feet from the west property line instead of the
minimum 30 feet and an additional 1.5 feet  for the eave.
 
2. A 3.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum
Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a porch with an
exterior side yard setback of 28.0 feet from the south property line instead of the
minimum 30.3 feet and an additional 1.0 feet  for the eave. ·      
 
3. A variance from Chapter 28, section 5.1-3.5 (Minimum Lot Width) to allow an
80-ft. wide, lot to be buildable, where 90 feet wide is required.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Department Comments Correspondence
Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits
Neighbors' Letter Correspondence
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PIN: 03-28-304-040 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 

Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  Giannola Residence 
Address:  2122 E. Miner St. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-020 
Petitioner:  Dominic Giannola  
Address:  2122 E. Miner St. 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner is proposing to expand an existing single story home with a new attached two car garage and a 
second floor addition.  The existing one car attached garage will be converted to living space.  The subject site is 
zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of approximately 9,978 square feet and 
the residence, with the proposed addition, will have approximately 3,375 square feet.  The proposed attached garage 
is encroaching into the required rear yard setback. The petitioner is aloso proposing a porch in the exterior side yard 
(Miner Street) that is encroaching into the required setback.  In addition, the lot width is substandard. Sections 5.1-
3.4 and 5.1-3.5 of the Zoning Code set forth minimum lot size and width requirements for the R-3 District.   
 

As part of 5.1-3.4, the Director of Building is authorized to issue permits for structures on lots that are less than the 
minimum area and width requirements if the majority of the frontage on which the property is located is developed 
with lots that are below the minimum district requirements; provided that no permit shall be issued for any parcel 
containing less than 6,250 SF and a lot width of 50 feet.  The petitioner’s property is 80.0 feet wide where 90 feet is 
required and there is no majority of substandard developed lots on the same frontage as the subject site.  Therefore, 
the petitioner requests a variation for lot width in order to make this a buildable lot, a variation for the rear yard 
encroachment for the new two car attached garage and a variation for the proposed porch that is encroaching into 
the required exterior side yard. 
 

• A 19.6 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 
(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a rear yard setback of 10.4 feet 
from the west property line instead of the minimum 30 feet and an additional 1.5 feet  for the 
eave. 
 

• A 3.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 
(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a porch with an exterior side yard setback of 28.0 
feet from the south property line instead of the minimum 30.3 feet and an additional 1.0 feet  for 
the eave. 

 

• A variance from Chapter 28, section 5.1-3.5 (Minimum Lot Width) to allow an 80-ft. wide, lot 
to be buildable, where 90 feet wide is required.  

 

It should be noted that the applicant’s petition indicates that a contract employee for the Department of Planning and 
Community Development provided verbal approval for their plans.  The employee is no longer with the Village so the 
specifics of the discussion are unknown.  On a daily basis, the Department of Planning and Community Development 
receives several inquiries and provides its best guidance on often limited information.  Information provided upon 
preliminary zoning inquiries should not be relied upon as identification of all possible issues, and should not be 
considered binding or conclusive.  Complete plans are required for a detailed review.  A general inquiry is not a 
guarantee and it is typically recommended that the inquirer have appropriate contingencies within their contract 
pending Village approval.   
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Variation Review Standards 
 

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

 
 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 5/27/16  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 5/27/16  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 5/27/16  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 5/27/16  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 
 

 

 















P
D

F
 C

re
at

ed
 w

ith
 d

es
kP

D
F

 P
D

F
 W

rit
er

 -
 T

ria
l :

: h
ttp

://
w

w
w

.d
oc

ud
es

k.
co

m

http://www.docudesk.com


2122 E Miner St 
Page 1 

June 8, 2016 
 
To:  The members of the Zoning Board of Appeals 
 
From:  Mary Stitt,   (adjoining the subject property to the west) 
             Bob and Kris Solger, 
             Hal and Kathy Durgin, 
             Becky and Travis Donner, 
 
Subject:  Variances being requested for the property located at 2122 E Miner St. 
 
It’s a delicate balancing act to express disagreement with the proposed plans of new neighbors without 
creating hard feelings.   We want to say that we are very sympathetic to the plight of this young couple.  
Some of us have met and welcomed them to the neighborhood; they have expressed how excited and 
happy they are to be in Arlington Heights.  However we have some serious concerns about the variances 
being requested.    
 
Village code states the following: (chapter 28, Zoning Requirements): 
 

Authorize upon appeal, whenever a property owner can show that a strict application of the 
terms of this ordinance relating to the use, construction of alteration of building or structures or 
the use of land will impose upon him unusual practical difficulties or particular hardship, such 
variation of the strict application of the terms of this ordinance as are in harmony with its 
general purposes and intent, but only when the Board is satisfied that a granting of such 
variation will not merely serve as a convenience to the applicant, but will alleviate some 
demonstrable and unusual hardship or difficulty so great as to warrant a variation from the 
comprehensive plan as established by this ordinance, and at the same time the surrounding 
property will be protected. 
 
In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the 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. 
 

The petitioners have stated that their hardship is that they consider that a two car attached garage is 
essential to a modern home.  Unfortunately, they purchased a home with a one car attached garage.  
The placement of the home on the lot does not permit an attached two car garage to be constructed on 
the west side of the house such that it also meets zoning requirements. They are now requesting a 
significant variance to the rear yard setback requirement to accommodate the garage.   
 
The required rear yard (west side) setback is 30’.  The west side of the current residence is at 32’.  The 
proposed attached garage, however, requires a variance of 19.6’ plus another 1.5’ for the eave for a 
total of 21.1’.   If this were a new home being built on an empty lot, this would not be allowed.  This is a 
large variance, not just a few feet as an accommodation, or as an allowance for some unique 
characteristic of the property such as an oddly shaped lot.   
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As far as yielding a reasonable return, the home is completely functional and there is nothing inherently 
wrong with it because it has a one car garage; it just isn’t the house that the petitioners want.  There are 
many homes in our neighborhood with one car garages (on Waterman, Phelps, Prindle, and Gibbons 
between Miner and Kensington) and also in the very desirable Stonegate, which is just to the south and 
west of our area.   
 
There have been very few teardowns in the surrounding neighborhood.  There are only two that we’re 
aware of, one of which was property that was condemned after decades of neglect.  There have been 
some renovations and additions, but generally the homes remain basically as they were built.  Clearly it 
is a desirable and affordable (relative to other parts of the village) neighborhood because of the 
proximity to schools (Prospect and Windsor), many parks, Mariano’s, the train station, and downtown.  
People are willing to forego a two car garage as a tradeoff for an excellent location and family‐friendly 
neighborhoods with mature trees and landscaping.   It’s difficult to make an argument for hardship if the 
petitioner’s request for variance is denied.   
 
The petition listed three examples of homes “located on the NW corner with a garage on the west side”.  
Those homes do indeed have such garages, but they meet setback requirements.  These examples do 
not support the petition for variance. 
 
The purchase of the property was contingent on an architect examining the house to determine its 
suitability for expansion.  It is unfortunate that the petitioners did not make their purchase contingent 
upon receiving a variance, rather than proceeding with the assumption that it would be granted.  Their 
petition states that they were given “verbal approval” for the variance.  It seems there may have been 
some misunderstanding between the petitioners, their architect, and the village about how the variance 
process works. 
 
Staff does not make decisions regarding variances.  The Planning Department coordinates information 
from various departments and the petitioner for submission to the ZBA for review and public comment.  
It is the ZBA that ultimately makes the determination as to whether to grant a variance.  Perhaps the 
Engineering Department said it would have no objection to the proposed location for the garage and 
that was mistaken for “verbal approval”.  While it would be most unfortunate if this occurred, it does 
not qualify as hardship from a zoning perspective. 
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These are views of the west side of the property at 2122 and of the home immediately to the west 
 

 
It should be noted that there is a fairly significant change in elevation from the adjoining property to the 
west belonging to Mary Stitt; that can be seen in the slope of the chain link fence on the north property 
line in the following photo.   
 

 
 
 
There is standing water in the rear yards of the properties along North Waterman after rain storms, 
made worse after a very large weeping willow was removed several years ago because it was diseased 
and branches kept taking down the power lines.   
 
Construction of a two car garage and driveway at 2122 would create a significant area of impermeable 
surface and act as a dam blocking two‐thirds of a currently open area with two mature trees.  It should 
be noted that trees such as these absorb large amounts of standing water and help reduce the volume 
of storm water going into an already overburdened system.  Between the increased impermeable 
surface due to the garage and driveway, and the removal of the trees, the adjoining properties to the 
north and to the west would be subject to increased flood risk.  The water has to go somewhere.   
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Speaking about this project, and more broadly about the village in general, we believe that flood 
mitigation approaches are critical to consider when redeveloping or remodeling properties anywhere in 
the village.  This would go a long way to reducing the flooding problems that plague many areas.  We 
have seen topographical maps from the time when various subdivisions were originally created.  Often 
those maps show drain tile for farm fields, or streams that flowed through the area before any 
construction occurred, and those features were taken into consideration when planning the subdivision.   
 
As time goes by, that information is lost.  Teardowns and renovations of individual parcels, including the 
additions of patios and widening of sidewalks and driveways over many years have resulted in a 
piecemeal re‐working of the topography, and the original storm water management plans are left in 
tatters.  It’s no wonder we see so much flooding.  We need to go back to a comprehensive view, not just 
considering at one property at a time.   
 
Homeowners, architects, and contractors need to spend as much time on storm water management 
considerations as they do on roof pitch and materials selection.  We focus on the visual elements of the 
house, requiring Design Commission review of plans. Mundane issues such as how to handle water 
runoff go by the wayside.  Yet it is precisely this element of the project that has the greatest potential to 
adversely affect neighboring properties in a very tangible way.  And it’s why the code quoted at the 
onset of this letter is in place:  Surrounding properties must be protected.  As a village, we haven’t done 
a very good job at that. 
 
All of us have friends in Arlington Heights that have experienced teardowns or renovations in their 
neighborhoods.  Construction is completed, the property is graded, sod gets installed.  Come the next 
rain storm, the neighbors are flooding.  The story is all too common in the village and it seems that after 
the project is done the neighbors have little or no recourse.  The village needs to recognize the effects of 
these projects early in the process and to help protect the surrounding properties rather than leaving 
residents stuck with flooding problems after the projects are completed. That means saying no to 
extreme variance requests such as this one.  The village is looking at millions to solve flooding problems 
in many areas; we need to start putting more emphasis on storm water management as we look at 
redevelopment/remodeling projects so we don’t keep digging ourselves into a hole. 
 
While it is not a zoning issue, it should also be noted that removing mature trees lowers the value of the 
property and also eliminates an important source of cooling for the house in the summer.  This affects 
both the subject property and the neighbors.  
 
Looking farther away than just the properties immediately surrounding 2122, Waterman Street south of 
Miner has experienced increased overland flooding over the years we have lived here.  Many of the 
homes in the area immediately adjacent to Banta Park are split levels with a half‐basement and no 
overhead sewers.  The sewers back up into the lower level living space because of the overland flooding.  
We have seen kids in rafts on Waterman after storms.   
 
There is a restrictor on the storm sewer at Miner and Waterman, and the intersection floods during rain 
storms.  The proposed variation would increase the impermeable area on the property and result in 
additional stress on the storm water sewers.  
 
If the Board were to decide to grant this variance (though we strongly recommend that it be denied), it 
is essential that the petitioners’ architect and contractor keep this flood risk in mind and to do 
everything possible to keep the water away from the neighbors and out of the storm sewer system.  
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We examined the plans for the renovation and the proposed location is not the only viable place to 
locate the garage.  We have identified two alternatives: 
 

1) Building a tandem garage along the east side of the house.  This would require no variance, as 
the east building line would follow the existing garage, which already more than meets front 
yard setback requirements.  There is an existing two car driveway that allows for a car to be 
parked off to the side.  One car could be driven in and out of the garage without moving a 
second car.  Both cars could be pulled in for overnight parking.  Perhaps not the dream solution, 
but a viable one.  There are several such existing tandem garages in the area, and there are 
currently two such construction projects to extend a one car garage into a tandem within a 
couple of blocks of the subject property. 

2) Expanding the existing one car garage on the east side into a two car garage.    The current one 
car garage is 30’ from the front (east) lot line.  The required setback for the front yard is 
approximately 25’.  It requires about 10’ to expand the existing one car garage into a two car 
unit.  That would result in a 20’ front yard setback, which would of course necessitate a request 
for approximately a 5’ variance.  It would seem that this would be much more reasonable than 
the 21’ being requested on the west side.  The driveway to the new garage could be either from 
Miner or Waterman (it’s currently on Miner).  This is an example of a similar house in the area 
and serves as an example of how it might look if the garage doors faced Waterman.   
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Either of these alternatives would leave the homeowners with a beautiful side yard on the west for their 
children to play in, with maybe a swing from one of those trees. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 
 
 
 



Item: ZBA#16-015 - Holthouse Residence - 1624 W. Cambridge St.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1. A 12.0 foot setback variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3c1 (Exterior Side
Yards) to allow a 6 foot tall semi open fence in the exterior side yard that is
along the west property line with no street side landscaping where a 12.0 foot
setback is required.
 
2. A 3 foot height variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3 (Exterior Side Yards)
to allow a 6 foot tall fence in the exterior side yard along the perimeter of the lot
where a 3 foot high fence is allowed.  

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



Petition – ZBA#16-015 
PIN: 03-18-312-001 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  Holthouse Residence 
Address:  1624 W. Cambridge St. 
Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-015 
Petitioner:  Robert J. Holthouse  
Address:  1624 W. Cambridge St. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct a 6’ high semi-open wood fence along the west property line in the exterior side 
yard.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations:  
 
� A 12.0 foot setback variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3c1 (Exterior Side Yards) to allow a 6 foot tall 

semi open fence in the exterior side yard that is along the west property line with no street side 
landscaping where a 12.0 foot setback is required. 
 

� A 3 foot height variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3 (Exterior Side Yards) to allow a 6 foot tall fence 
in the exterior side yard along the perimeter of the lot where a 3 foot high fence is allowed.   

 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Petition – ZBA#16-015 
PIN: 03-18-312-001 

 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 5/13/16  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 5/13/16  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 5/13/16  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 5/13/16  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-015 
PIN: 03-18-312-001 

 
 
Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 
 

 















Item: ZBA#16-016 - Nelson Residence - 604 N. Carlyle Ln.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
A variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2 to allow a shed in the side yard where
sheds are only permitted in the rear yard.

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



Petition – ZBA#16-016 
PIN: 03-29-212-013 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  Nelson Residence 
Address:  604 N. Carlyle Ln. 
Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-016 
Petitioner:  Mark Nelson  
Address:  604 N. Carlyle Ln. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner is proposing to construct a shed that located in the exterior side yard where sheds are only permitted in the 
rear yard.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variation:  
 

• A variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2 to allow a shed in the side yard where sheds are only permitted in 
the rear yard. 

 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zone; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
and (3) the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. A variation shall be permitted only 
if the evidence, in the judgment of the Board of Appeals, sustains each of the three conditions enumerated. 
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PIN: 03-29-212-013 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 5/26/16  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 5/26/16  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 5/26/16  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 5/26/16  
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PIN: 03-29-212-013 

 
 
Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 
 

 























Item: ZBA#16-018 - Applegate Residence - 4 N. Reuter Dr.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1. A 3 foot height variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3 to allow a 6 foot tall
fence in the front yard where 3 feet is the maximum height.
 
2. A variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3 to allow a solid fence in the front
yard where only an open fence is permitted.  

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



Petition – ZBA#16-018 
PIN: 03-30-313-033 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  Applegate Residence 
Address:  4 N. Reuter Drive 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-018 
Petitioner:  Robert Applegate  
Address:  4 N. Reuter Dr. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60005 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner is proposing a six foot high solid fence in the front yard.  Pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 3.2-220, the 
front yard on a corner lot is the smaller of the two dimensions adjacent to a street.  The smaller of the two 
dimensions for the subject site is the frontage along Campbell Street.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following 
variations: 
 

� A 3 foot height variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3 to allow a 6 foot tall fence in the front yard 
where 3 feet is the maximum height. 

 
� A variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3 to allow a solid fence in the front yard where only an open 

fence is permitted.   
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 5/26/16  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 5/25/16  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 5/11/16  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 5/25/16  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 
 

 















 

Proposed Fence 

4 N. Reuter 

 



Item: ZBA#16-019 - Cella Residence - 131 N. Waterman Ave.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
A 11.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards)
& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a rear
yard setback of 18.7 feet from the east property line instead of the minimum 30
feet and an additional 1.5 feet  for the eave.

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



Petition – ZBA#16-019 
PIN: 03-28-403-001 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  Cella Residence 
Address:  131 N. Waterman Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-019 
Petitioner:  Abigail Randall  
Address:  39 E. Quincy St. Unit 2B 
   Riverside, IL  60546 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner is proposing an addition to an existing one story home.  The one story addition will connect the existing 
detached garage to the existing home.  The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District.  The property has a 
total land area of 8,844 square feet.  The proposed residence will have approximately 2,212 square feet.  Where an 
accessory structure is structurally attached to a main building it is subject to the setbacks for the principle structure. 
Therefore the petitioner requests the following variation: 
 

• A 11.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 
(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a rear yard setback of 18.7 feet 
from the east property line instead of the minimum 30 feet and an additional 1.5 feet  for the 
eave. 

 
 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Petition – ZBA#16-019 
PIN: 03-28-403-001 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 5/27/16  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 5/27/16  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 5/27/16  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 5/27/16  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 

 

 

 

 

















Item: ZBA#16-021 - LaSalvia Residence - 1119 N. Beverly Ln.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
A 10.2 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards)
& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a 22.1 foot wide
covered front porch with a front yard setback of 19.6 feet from the northwest
property line instead of the minimum 29.8 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the
eave.

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



Petition – ZBA#16-021 
PIN: 03-20-414-013 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  LaSalvia Residence 
Address:  1119 N. Beverly Ln. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-021 
Petitioner:  Frank & Oksana LaSalvia  
Address:  1119 N. Beverly Ln. 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

On October 13, 2013 the Zoning Board of Appeals approved variations for the subject site.  The applicant has 
submitted for a building permit; however, pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 12.1d ‘No order of the Board permitting the 
erection or alteration of a building shall be valid for a period longer than one year, unless a building permit for such 
erection or alteration is obtained within such period and such erection or alteration is started and proceeds to 
completion in accordance with the terms of such permit’.  Since a year has passed, the approvals from the Zoning 
Board of Appeals are no longer valid.  The petitioner is returning with a modified project.  The petitioner is proposing 
to construct the new front porch with a small increase to the depth of the proposed porch.  Previously the Zoning 
Board of Appeals approved an 8.5 foot variance for the front yard encroachment and the petitioner is requesting a 
variance for 10.2 feet.     
 
In 2013, the petitioner also received approvals for an addition in the rear of the home.  The petitioner is not moving 
forward with the addition in the rear yard.   The petitioner is requesting the following variation:  
 
� A 10.2 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 

Required Minimum Yards) to allow a 22.1 foot wide covered front porch with a front yard setback of 19.6 
feet from the northwest property line instead of the minimum 29.8 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the 
eave. 
 

 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 5/27/16  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 5/27/16  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 5/27/16  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 5/27/16  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 



















Item: ZBA#16-022 - Klister Residence - 19 N. Prindle Ln.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
A 6.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, section 11.2-11.1b to allow a 28.0 foot
wide driveway where the maximum width is 22 feet.  

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



Petition – ZBA#16-022 
PIN: 03-28-305-000 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  Klister Residence 
Address:  19 N. Prindle Ln. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-022 
Petitioner:  Mathew Klister  
Address:  19 N. Prindle Lane  
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family District 
 

 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes a driveway that exceeds the allowable width of 22 feet.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the 
following variation: 
 

 A 6.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, section 11.2-11.1b to allow a 28.0 foot wide driveway where the 
maximum width is 22 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#16-022 
PIN: 03-28-305-000 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit  5/27/16  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  5/27/16  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  5/27/16  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  5/27/16  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-022 
PIN: 03-28-305-000 

 
Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 













Item: ZBA#16-023 - Purk Residence - 1418 N. Salem Blvd.

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1.  A variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.3-1.1 (Table of Minimum Lot Size), Section
5.1-1.4 (Minimum Lot Size) to allow a 10,310 square feet lot to be buildable where
15,000 square feet is required.
 
2. A 658 square foot variance from Section 5.1-1.7 (Maximum Floor Area Calculation
for Single Family Lots in R-1 Zoning District), Section 5.3-3.2, Section 5.3-3.1 &
Section 5.3-2 (Floor Area Ratio, Building Coverage, Height) to allow a Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) of 4,125 square feet instead of the maximum allowed 3,467 square feet.

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



Petition – ZBA#16-023 
PIN: 03-19-301-032 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  June 13, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 6, 2016 
Project Title:  Purk Residence 
Address:  1418 N. Salem Blvd. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #16-023 
Petitioner:  Gary & Mary Purk  
Address:  1418 N. Salem Blvd. 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-1, Single-Family District 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner is proposing an addition to an existing two story home.  The subject site is zoned R-1, One Family 
Dwelling District.  The proposed residence will have 4,125 square feet.  Pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 5.1-1.4 the 
minimum lot size in the R-1 zoning district is 15,000 square feet and the existing lot is 10,310 square feet.  In 
addition, the proposed expansion exceeds the allowable floor area ratio.  Therefore the petitioner requests the 
following variations: 

 

• A variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.3-1.1 (Table of Minimum Lot Size), Section 5.1-1.4 (Minimum Lot 
Size) to allow a 10,310 square feet lot to be buildable where 15,000 square feet is required. 
 

• A 658 square foot variance from Section 5.1-1.7 (Maximum Floor Area Calculation for Single Family Lots 
in R-1 Zoning District), Section 5.3-3.2, Section 5.3-3.1 & Section 5.3-2 (Floor Area Ratio, Building 
Coverage, Height) to allow a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 4,125 square feet instead of the maximum 
allowed 3,467 square feet. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 



Petition – ZBA#16-023 
PIN: 03-19-301-032 

 
 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 5/27/16  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 5/27/16  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 5/27/16  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 5/27/16  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#16-023 
PIN: 03-19-301-032 

 
 
 
Photograph of Existing Structure 
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