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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, I'd like to call to order the Zoning Board of Appeals 
meeting for February 11th, 2019.  Derek, would you please do the roll? 
  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. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Siavelis. 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, if you'd all stand to join us with doing the pledge of 
allegiance? 
   (Pledge of allegiance recited.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you all.  Next order of business is the approval of the 
minutes from, what is that, December, right?  Or was that January? That was the December 
meeting.  Did everyone have an opportunity to review the minutes and notes?  Any error or 
omissions to be cited? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  None being heard, is there a motion? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Motion to approve. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, all in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  None being heard, moved.  All right, on to new business.  
So, for the newcomers in the room, when we actually bring you up for the petition, basically 
you're going to need four from the votes.  There are four key elements that we would like to hear 
during the petition.  I know that was in the packet, but we'd like to actually hear it in the verbal 
petition as well.  I'll just cite them here for today's notes: 
   Basically, if proposed and the petition does get approved, it will not alter the 
essential character of the locality and will be compatible with the existing use and zoning of 
nearby property.  Second, that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances which may 
include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned.  Third, that the 
proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this chapter.  Fourth, that the 
variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property.  
The variance shall be permitted only if the evidence, in the judgment of the Board of Appeals, 
sustains the four conditions enumerated. 
   So, with that all being said, I'd like to call tonight's first Petitioner.  That is 
1252 North Yale.  Name and address for the record please. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  My name is Bob Flubacker of Robert Flubacker Architects.  I'm 
the architect representing the Corleys who own the house at 1252. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, raise your right hand. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  Go ahead. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  We have a, well, let me start with the unique circumstances of 
the property.  My client owns the house at 1252.  He also owns the property behind it which 
fronts on Illinois Street, and I believe the address is 1251 Illinois.  We began asking the Village if 
we could consolidate these properties into one property in order to do an addition to the house, 
the screened porch in the back.  The response from the Planning Department was they were not 
in favor of consolidating the lot and suggested that we pursue a zoning variation for the addition. 
 So, that is why we are here. 
   The lot is also unique in that it is an 80-foot wide but only a 105-foot deep 
property.  So, since the zoning ordinance requires a 30-foot rear setback no matter what the 
depth of the lot is, it creates a short building pad and makes what would normally be a 
comfortable addition on the back more difficult because of the shallow depth of the lot.   
   As far as the effect of the project on the character of the neighborhood, a 
number of the properties that surround the house, or actually the houses on Dunton, so I'd like to 
think if I added on more to mine it would not change the character, but residential zoning district, 
we're doing a simple addition to the house.  So, it's really not changing the use of the property. 
   The house that's directly to the south of the property has a drive-through, 
kind of a second floor addition that has a drive-through underneath it that goes to a detached 
garage in the backyard.  So, the impact on that property to the south is negligible, and it's also 
on the garage side of the house. 
   The property behind that which is to the south of the vacant lot, it again is 
the garage side of the structure, and there is a sport court behind the garage.  So, once again, 
the impact on that property is pretty negligible. 
   The two properties that are to the north have a pretty substantial setback.  I 
believe it's a 30-foot setback to the rear of those lots.  So, those houses are a little more 
separated. 
   In the information that you were given at the beginning of the meeting is 
letters from three of those four neighbors.  So, it's the two properties to the south and the 
property directly to the north that are in support of the project.  My client has also talked to the 
fourth neighbor, he has not been able to get anything in writing of his support but he was in 
support of the project. 
   So, the particular hardship we're dealing with is kind of the Village not 
allowing us to consolidate these two properties together.  The variations that we're asking for 
tonight would not be necessary if the two properties were combined as one lot.  So, it's purely 
because of that consolidation issue that we're asking for the zoning variation. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  How long has the owner owned the property? 
  MR. CORLEY:  Fifty years. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Have you seen the notes from Engineering? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes.  I understand the concern, but my client was in the 
position they wanted to memorialize this forever as a single lot.  So, the likelihood of that lot 
behind being sold and developed as a single-family home is not in the cards at all. 
   Secondly, we really are able to pave that lot behind up to 50 percent 
impervious.  So, if we were desperate for patio space, we could just build it on the adjacent lot as 
well. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  That's a very interesting concept there.  Have you 
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considered any drainage, like have you considered the drainage off the porch? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  And where you're going to divert that water? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes.  Currently, the substantial runoff of the property that 
doesn't go forward of the house drains to the, it would be the southwest corner of the property 
the house is on.  There's a swale that goes between the backyards of the house to the south. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  It looks like there's some vegetation back there? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes, and we're planning on taking, there's a sump discharge 
that goes out the back of the house, we're going to discharge that to a swale that goes to that 
swale in the back corner, and then obviously divert the downspout runoff to that back corner.  
But it's in close proximity to the addition, so it's easy to grade and divert the water to the swale 
that it currently runs down. 
  MR. GEISEL:  The patio, is it intended to be concrete?  Brick pavers? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Probably pavers.  It's currently pavers, it's like a Unilock paver. 
 So, probably something like that. 
  MR. GEISEL:  I think that's where you were going was the Engineering 
Department said they weren't in favor of it.  But if it were to be granted, they would obviously 
prefer that to be constructed of impervious material rather than concrete. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Right.  So, it will not be a solid slab of concrete.  It's currently a 
paver patio that has some seat walls and accents and things like that. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Would your client agree if we were to grant the impervious surface 
coverage variation, would your client agree as a condition of that to reduce on the other lot for as 
long as, you know, in that lot, the amount of impervious surface and keep the surface, not pave 
over the surface on the other lot by 109 square feet?  So, would you reduce the amount which 
you would build on the other lot by 109 square feet? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  I'll have him answer that, but I know the answer is yes. 
  MR. CORLEY:  Yes, we don't plan -- 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Currently, there is no impervious on that lot. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Right, I understand that.   
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Have you signed in? 
  MR. CORLEY:  I signed in the same way as he did. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, name and address for the record? 
  MR. CORLEY:  I'm Robert Corley, 1252 North Yale.  I'm the property owner. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MR. CORLEY:  So, yes, we don't plan to build anything over there and that would 
absolutely be fine. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  When you originally built the home, did you have both 
lots? 
  MR. CORLEY:  We did not.  We actually found the lot, Brett Louden actually built it 
after he got the plans from Bob, and we found it about three weeks before it was finished and 
purchased it.  There was a home on that lot behind us. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So, you tore the home down. 
  MR. CORLEY:  They tore that down to build another home and we dealt with the 
builder and asked if we could purchase the lot from him.  He worked out -- 
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  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  So, your existing home where you live now, that was, I 
think you said it was almost completely built by the time you bought that second lot? 
  MR. CORLEY:  Yes, by the time we bought that lot, our home, we had lived there 
for a little bit. 
  MR. DRAKE:  So, what is the plan for that vacant lot?  Is there a plan? 
  MR. CORLEY:  It's a yard.   
  MR. DRAKE:  It's just going to be a huge backyard. 
  MR. CORLEY:  It's been a yard for 13-14 years.  We've got trees planted in there; 
it's all landscaped. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  There's not even an apron for a driveway, right? 
  MR. CORLEY:  There is not.  I don't even think, the one that used to be there on 
the road, the little curve is gone. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Right. 
  MR. GEISEL:  It's really beautifully landscaped, the full perimeter. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes, it looks nice. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes, it's not the typical combination of two lots. 
  MR. CORLEY:  Which I think is where the Planning Department is coming from. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Absolutely. 
  MR. GEISEL:  But the fear is that of what a future owner might elect to try and do.  
It isn't so much your circumstances.  It sounds like you're willing to put like a deed instruction in 
there though.  That would have been, if you'd have been willing to make sure that even in 
perpetuity it couldn't -- 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  You mean combining the two options? 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes. 
  MR. GEISEL:  But they didn't want that or they didn't permit that. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Although there is nothing preventing the owner from voluntarily 
putting in a deed restriction to reduce -- 
  MR. GEISEL:  That's what he's saying.  He would have done it but the Village 
didn't accept that. 
  MR. SELBKA:  The Village doesn't have to necessarily accept it if he just 
voluntarily says I'm not going to place the additional 109, or I'm going to encumber this lot with 
109 additional square feet of unpaved surface than would be required under the zoning code. 
  MR. GEISEL:  I don't think that's what he was looking to do. 
  MR. SELBKA:  No, he wasn't looking to do it. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Again, if the lots had been consolidated, all of this would be a 
moot point. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Right, that's right. 
  MR. SELBKA:  No, that wasn't what he was looking to do actually. 
  MR. CORLEY:  No, I don't foresee a circumstance where it's to be paved to 50 
percent of the combined two lots.  That's not realistic. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, any other questions for the Petitioners? You can take 
a seat.  Let's see if anybody else wants to speak.   
   So, at this time, I'd like to open it up for neighbors, I mean for the audience 
if anybody wishes to speak about this petition.  None being heard, we'll close it down for Board 
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discussion.  Anyone want to start it off? 
  MR. GEISEL:  Happy to.  I think given the neighborhood support and the 
circumstances by which acquiring it after and whatnot, and attempting to consolidate, and had 
he been able to consolidate the lot he wouldn't even have to be here, I would be in favor of the 
proposed variances with the covenant or the exception that the impervious area be conditioned 
to be done in a paver that's consistent with what he's got there now. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, putting a stipulation on the approval? 
  MR. GEISEL:  That would be my suggestion. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, other thoughts? 
  MR. SELBKA:  I would be in favor of the variances except for the impervious 
surface coverage.  On that one I would condition it on the second lot, if they cannot build on the 
second lot, or more probably they have to give 109 square-foot unpaved surface credit on the 
second lot and can't build on the second lot up to the zoning code minus 109 feet.  Does that 
make sense? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  It might be simpler to say that the zoning ordinance impervious 
surface will be met for both lots combined. 
  MR. SELBKA:  I think we'd then have to -- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  The challenge that I'm seeing here is that they have the full 
right to basically sell that lot. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes, I know. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, once that's done, it goes away. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Right, that's true.  That's a problem. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Which is why I'm suggesting that if we can have them agree to 
construct that area with an impervious material, then it doesn't have the impact. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  For the record, that was the plan, that it is going to be -- 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  We'll probably repurpose a lot of the existing pavers. 
  MR. DRAKE:  If that's the case, I don't see any issue.  I would be in favor. 
  MR. MACH:  Just to clarify, so the condition is that the patio is going to be pervious 
pavers? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  That the patio would be constructed using pervious pavers. 
  MR. CORLEY:  They would be the current type that we have. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  The Unilock style pavers.  Okay, does anybody want to take 
a stab at making that motion? 
  MR. DRAKE:  I would move approval with the condition that the pavers are of 
impervious nature. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Pervious. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Pervious, right. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Seconded. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thanks.  Derek? 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Drake. 
  MR. DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Jaffe. 
  MR. JAFFE:  Yes. 
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  MR. MACH:  Mr. Schwingbeck. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  Thank you. 
  MR. CORLEY:  Thank you very much. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  You do not need to stay for the rest. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Thank you very much for your time. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-mentioned petition 
was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
February 11, 2019 

 
  

PETITIONER:   Corley Residence 
    

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 1252 N. Yale Ave. 
 
VARIATION: 5.1-3.2d, 5.1-3.3, 5.1-3.4a, 5.1-3.4b 
 
A 12’ variation to allow a rear yard setback of 18’ where 30 ‘ is required; A 787 sf variation to allow a maximum square-footage 
of 4,721 where 3,934 sf is the maximum allowed; A 195 sf variation to allow building lot coverage of 3,255 sf where 3,060 sf 
is the maximum allowed; A 109 sf variation to allow impervious surface coverage of 4,480 sf where 4,371 sf is the maximum 
allowed.   

 

 

The petitioner testified that their client owns the property behind the subject property which is 1251 N. Illinois Avenue. The 
petitioner explained that the lot at 1251 N. Illinois Avenue is vacant and consists of landscaping.  The petitioner testified that 
the Village recommended against lot consolidation since they felt it would be out of character for the neighborhood.    
 

The petitioner testified that the subject lot is unique since it is only 80-feet wide and 105-feet deep.  The petitioner explained 
that the depth of the lot is shallow which results in the need for the setback variance.  The petitioner testified that if the two 
lots were consolidated, the variations would not be necessary.   
 

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 6-0 to approve the 
variance request.  
 

Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 6-0 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 
 
 



Zoning Board of Appeals
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Item: 335 S. Forrest Ave. - 2/11/19
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ZONING BOARD    
                                      REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS OF A MEETING 
                                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                                                  ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  335 SOUTH FORREST AVENUE - ZBA# 19-002 
 
 
 
  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 11th day of February, 2019 at the hour of 
 
7:20 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
DAVID DIVITO, Chairman 
BENJAMIN JAFFE 
JOSEPH SELBKA 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
TOM SCHWINGBECK 
TOM DRAKE 
 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
DEREK MACH, Development Planner 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, the next Petitioner, 335 South Forrest.  All right, 
good warm-up there. 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Good evening. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Name and address for the record please. 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Sam Pavlovcik of Pavlovcik Architecture and DESIGNfirst 
Builders for 335 South Forrest. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.  Go ahead. 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  So, our project is, we are looking for a zoning variation to 
reduce the required front yard setback on the lot for the existing single-family home.  We are 
looking to construct a covered front porch on to the existing home.   
   Currently, the house, the front line of the house is actually directly on or just 
behind the front building line of 25 feet.  The front of the house is actually at 25.13, and there is a 
1.7-foot setback at the entrance of the actual home. So, we are looking to construct a covered 
front porch that would extend across the entire front of the house that would allow for additional 
protection of the front of the house as well as provide the family with an outdoor space to just sit 
and enjoy the neighborhood and the park that it faces. 
   So, the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality.  It 
will be compatible with the existing uses and zoning of nearby properties if the variation were 
granted.  It is an existing single-family home, it will remain a single-family home in an R-3 
residential zone.  So, no change there. 
   The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, that being the 
property is already existing right on to the front yard setback.  So, there really is no room to build 
any form of porch to provide any sort of coverage for the front door and front of the house. 
   The proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this 
chapter.  It does not alter the use or essential character of the property.  The front porch addition 
that we are proposing would not cause the existing lot coverage to exceed the 35 percent 
maximum, nor would it exceed the 50 percent front yard impermeable surface maximum. 
   The variance request, it is the minimum variance necessary to allow 
because we're really only looking for the front yard setback.  I did see that it was noted on here 
for the reduction to 4.5-foot side yard setback as well.  That's actually a five-foot side yard 
setback request just to align with the existing side of the existing home. 
   We also did receive a letter from the neighbor directly to the north who just 
wanted to actually voice their opinion in favor of this variation.  We showed them our plans and 
elevations.  They have lived in their home for over four years and they said they fully support it 
and think it would be a nice addition to the neighborhood.  So, I wish to add that as well. 
   Any questions? 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, reading through the notes from the Building and Life 
Safety Department, there was some confusion it sounded like.  So, let's go back over.  There are 
two variances that you're requesting? 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  One is a 4.2 variance for the front porch? 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  For the front setback. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  And then the 2.1? 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Is the side yard setback.  It's currently, the six-foot, six feet is 
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required for the side setback.  We're looking to go to five feet on the south side of the property 
just to align with the existing residence. 
  MR. MACH:  I think there is some confusion because the site plan shows five feet. 
 However, the elevation shows the column and the structure encroaching into the setback 
beyond the house line. 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Okay. 
  MR. MACH:  But if you could clarify it? 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Yes, the column could easily be recessed into the alignment of 
the house or to the alignment of the chimney.  That really wasn't a concern. 
  MR. MACH:  So, it would be a 1.6-foot variance and not the -- 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  2.1. 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Correct.  Just to be able to align the rooflines was really our 
concern. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  What are the dimensions of the porch itself? 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  The porch itself, so it would extend for the full width of the 
house, extending out only about five feet from the frontmost point.  So, it's five feet going all the 
way across, and then where the front doorstep is in, that would give it an additional 1.7 feet at 
the actual front door.  Then the porch would kind of turn and set back in to the 25-foot property 
line once it's actually able to and surpasses that bump-out. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  But the width at any given point besides the front door is 
around five feet? 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Correct.   
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Any questions from you guys?  All right, none being heard, 
let's see if there's anybody from the audience that wishes to speak.  Can we see the written 
notes here? 
  MR. MACH:  Yes. 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  Thank you. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Has there been any dialog with the neighbors to the 
south? 
  MS. ODLAND-BEYNA:  Not in person with us.  Sorry.  I'm Sara Beyna. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Have you had a chance to sign in? 
  MS. ODLAND-BEYNA:  No. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Okay, so please do. 
   (Short pause.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, name and address for the record? 
  MS. ODLAND-BEYNA:  Sara Odland-Beyna at 335 South Forrest Avenue. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you. 
  MS. ODLAND-BEYNA:  No, we did not have a conversation with our neighbors to 
the south of us.  However, I'm sure they received the letter that was sent to notify the 
neighborhood of our plans.  We do have a very nice relationship with Lane, not that it matters.  
But for the record, we shovel each other's driveways and exchange salsa in the summer.  So, I 
wouldn't imagine that we would have any issue. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  How long have you lived in the residence? 
  MS. ODLAND-BEYNA:  It will be nine years in May. 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  How many people live there? 
  MS. ODLAND-BEYNA:  Four. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  So, you need just a little bit more outdoor space? 
  MS. ODLAND-BEYNA:  My family is on the golf field every single night in the 
summer as they're able to.  It would be great to have a porch just out there when we're not all 
out on the field. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Thank you.   
  MR. GEISEL:  I think it looks great. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Let's see if there's anybody else from the audience that 
wishes to speak.  Anybody in the audience that wants to speak on this petition? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, none being heard, we'll close it down for Board 
discussion.   
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Yes, I think it looks great.  I mean it's definitely going to 
make the front of that house look fantastic. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Agree. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Agree. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Derek, do we need to do anything special to clarify the 
variance request? 
  MR. MACH:  Just if you could just not for the record that it's a 1.6-foot variance and 
not a 2.1-foot. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes, so the second variance in number two is 1.6-foot 
variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.2(b), Required Minimum Yard-Side Yards, to permit a 
front porch with a side yard setback of 4.5 feet where 6.5 feet is required. 
  MR. PAVLOVCIK:  So, it will be, 1.6 will be 5.0 feet. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  5.0 feet, right, sorry.  Okay?  So, with all that being said, is 
there a motion? 
  MR. SELBKA:  Motion to grant the variance as amended. 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All right, 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:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Divito. 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  Yes.  All right, that brings us to the last piece of business for 
tonight.  Is there a motion to adjourn? 
  MR. SCHWINGBECK:  Motion to adjourn. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Seconded. 
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  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  All opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN DIVITO:  We're adjourned.  Thank you. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-mentioned petition 
was adjourned at 7:30 p.m.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

  

FINDINGS 
February 11, 2019 

 
  

PETITIONER:   Beyna Residence 
    

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 335 S. Forrest Ave. 
 
VARIATION: 5.1-3.2a, 5.1-32b 
 
A 4.2’ variation to allow a front porch with a front yard setback of 20.8’ where 25.0’ is required, and an additional 1.5’ for the 
eave; A 1.6’ variation to allow a front porch with a side yard setback of 5.0’ where 6.6’ is required.  

 

 

The petitioner testified as to hardship, uniqueness of circumstances, and the character of the locality.  The petitioner explained 
that they are proposing to construct a covered front porch that is encroaching into the required front yard setback.  The 
petitioner also explained that the side yard setback for the residence is non-conforming and the proposed porch spans the 
front of the home therefore a side yard setback variance is necessary.  The petitioner testified that the porch will provide 
additional protection for the front of the house as well as provide the family with an outdoor living space.  The petitioner 
explained that the proposed porch is part of a second story addition.    
 
The petitioner testified that the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and that it will be compatible 
with the existing uses and zoning of nearby properties.  The petitioner explained that the proposed porch is part of a second 
story addition and that the addition is code compliant.   
 

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. Jaffe.  Thereafter, the Board voted 6-0 to approve the 
variance request.  
 

Now, therefore, after hearing all the evidence and after due deliberation, the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 6-0 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 
 
 



Zoning Board of Appeals
3/11/2019

Item: 503 W. Techny Rd. - ZBA#19-003

Department:  Planning & Community Development

REQUEST
 
1.  A 5.4 foot variation to Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.2 (Required Minimum Yards) to
allow an expansion to the garage with a front yard setback of 21.9 feet where 27.3
feet is required, and an additional 1 foot for the eave.
 
2.  A 1.7 foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.5 (Maximum Height) to permit
a single family home with a midpoint roof height of 26.7 feet where a maximum
midpoint roof height of 25.0 feet is permitted.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Supporting Documents Exhibits
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PIN:03-18-401-128 
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 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 
 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  March 11, 2019 
Date Prepared:  March 4, 2019 
Project Title:  Harisiadis  Residence 
Address:  503 W. Techny Rd. 
 
Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #19-003 
Petitioner:  Nicholas G. Georgakis 
   SD Architecture 
Address:  1812 Glenview Rd., Suite 210 
   Glenview, IL  60025 
    
   
Existing Zoning:  R-3 – Residential Single-Family District 
 
Requested Action/Background Information 
 
 

The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District.  The property has a total land area of 12,039 square feet 
and a lot width of 89 feet. As part of an addition, the petitioner is proposing to expand the two car attached garage 
and create a three car attached garage.  The garage expansion is encroaching into the required front yard setback.  
Furthermore, the petitioner is proposing a second floor addition that is exceeding the allowable height.  Therefore, the 
petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

• A 5.4 foot variation to Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.2 (Required Minimum Yards) to allow an expansion to 
the garage with a front yard setback of 21.9 feet where 27.3 feet is required, and an additional 1 foot 
for the eave. 
 

• A 1.7 foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.5 (Maximum Height) to permit a single family home 
with a midpoint roof height of 26.7 feet where a maximum midpoint roof height of 25.0 feet 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 proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible 
with existing uses and zoning of nearby property; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which 
may include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned; and (3) the proposed variation is in 
harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and (4) the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary 
to allow reasonable use of the property.  A variation shall be permitted only if the evidence, in the judgment of the 
Board of Appeals, sustains each of the four 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  2/22/19  
2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property  2/22/19  
3.  Letter that was Mailed  2/22/19  
4.  Photographs of Sign on Property  2/22/19  
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Photographs of Existing Structure 
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