
  

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 

March 9, 2015 
7:00 PM  

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Olsen Residence - 706 N. Dryden Ave. 

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. Strimling Residence - 602 E. Lynden Ln. 

B. Khudyk Residence - 124 N. Regency West Dr. 

C. Thomas Residence - 737 S. Chestnut Ave. 

D. Juracek Residence - 905 N. Fernandez Ave. 

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:  Olsen Residence - 706 N. Dryden Ave. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

Approval of Minutes & Findings from 1/12/15 hearing. 

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Minutes 1/12/15 - Olsen Minutes 

Findings 1/12/15 - Olsen Minutes 
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 LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES 
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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:  OLSEN RESIDENCE - 706 N. DRYDEN 
 
 
 
  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, Arlington Heights, Illinois   
 
on the 12th day of January, 2015, at the hour of  
 
7:01 o'clock p.m. 
 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:              
 
CARL ANFENSON, Acting Chair 
DAVID DIVITO 
JOSEPH SELBKA 
JOSEPH GEISEL 
BARBARA LIVERMORE 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
DEREK MACH, Landscape Planner 
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  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  We'll call this meeting to order at 
7:01.  And the first item on the agenda is the roll call. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Petrillo. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Anfenson. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Here. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Siavelis. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Here. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Great, thank you.  Will you all 
please rise for the pledge of allegiance? 
   (Pledge of allegiance.) 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Thank you very much.  We have the 
minutes and findings from last month's meeting.  Has everybody had a 
chance to review? 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Any comments, corrections, additions? 
 With that, can I have a motion to approve? 
  MR. SELBKA:  Motion made. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Do we have a second? 
  MR. GEISEL:  Second. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  All in favor, say aye. 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Thank you.  Okay, then, we have, any 
other old business to discuss?  None other old business.  We have one 
petition on the agenda this evening, it's the Olsen petition.  So, if 
you would like to come forward to the podium? 
  MRS. OLSEN:  All of us? 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Whoever is going to be presenting.  
There is a sign-in sheet.  If you could please sign in if you're going 
to be speaking tonight.  And then I will ask you each to state your 
name and address for the record and then I will swear you in. 
   And then as you are signing in, if you can each state 
your name and address please? 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Sharon L. Olsen, O-l-s-e-n, 706 North Dryden in 
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Arlington Heights. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  He has to be able to hear that. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Okay.  Did you hear me?  Yes?  Okay, thank you. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Sir? 
  MR. OLSEN:  Thomas Olsen, 706 Dryden, Arlington Heights. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  And? 
  MS. WISNIEWSKI:  Carole Wisniewski, 922 Monroe in Wauconda. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Great.  I'm going to ask you each to 
raise your right hand. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Thank you all.  Okay, with your 
petition this evening, if you will please just hit on the three main 
points, that being the hardship, the uniqueness of your situation, and 
how, if your variance is approved, it won't affect the character of the 
neighborhood. It looks like you're looking for 7/10ths of a foot 
variance this evening.  Okay, go ahead. 
  MS. WISNIEWSKI:  Well, the -- oops, I don't have a copy that 
I can -- 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Let me get, I think I have a copy here.  Excuse 
me, I've never done this.  I'm not exactly sure what I'm supposed to 
do. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  You're just going to tell us what 
you're looking for in a way. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  A lot of copies. 
  MS. WISNIEWSKI:  We're looking for 0.7 foot variance for the 
side yard.  The required side yard is 5 feet and we are at 4.3 about.  
We're just looking to do a second floor addition at that existing 
nonconforming. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Okay, the existing nonconforming 
home, you're just going to add a second floor going straight up using 
the same footprint, the same walls? 
  MS. WISNIEWSKI:  That's right. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  You've owned the house for how long? 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Since November 4th. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Since November 4th, okay. So, welcome 
to the town. 
  MR. OLSEN:  Well, thank you. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Thank you. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  It seems very reasonable, you know, 
that you want to add the second story.  I assume, is there, how many 
people are living in the home? 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Just the two of us. 
  MR. OLSEN:  Just the two of us. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Okay, okay.  I think it's pretty self 
explanatory.  Are there any questions from Board members?  Everybody 
understand what the hardship is?  Unless you have any other comments? 
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  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Will this give you what you want? 
  MRS. OLSEN:  I sure hope so, yes. 
  MR. OLSEN:  Yes.  I think so. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Yes, absolutely.  
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Have you talked to your neighbors? 
  MRS. OLSEN:  What's that? 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Have you talked to your neighbors?  
Do they know what you're going to do? 
  MR. OLSEN:  Well, the property to the south of us isn't 
actually here.  They're renting, the people that are living there are 
renting. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  But I did talk to them on the phone. 
  MR. OLSEN:  He did call, the owner did call. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Yes, the owner called and I told them what we 
were going to do.  And on the other side, they have not asked for 
anything.  Have you talked to them? 
  MR. OLSEN:  No, I didn't talk to them. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  I haven't seen them.  We're still living in our 
other house, so we just start coming and going. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Okay, okay. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  We haven't had a lot of time there with the 
holidays and everything. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  All right.  Okay. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  But we're going to start very soon and we'll get 
moved in as soon as we can. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Great.  
  MRS. OLSEN:  Our daughter lives in Arlington Heights, and so 
that's why we're moving here. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Okay.  Any other questions?  Thank 
you very much.  It's pretty self explanatory. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Thank you.   
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Would you like to speak on behalf of 
the petition this evening?  With no neighbors being heard on this, 
we'll have Board discussion.  A pretty straightforward petition, we 
understand what's being asked.  It's an existing non-compliant home, 
just looking to add a second story on the home as it stands today. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Motion to approve.  Unless there's discussion. 
  MR. DIVITO:  I'll second. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Motion is welcome.  Any other 
discussion?  Let's take a vote. 
  MR. MACH:  Mrs. Livermore. 
  MRS. LIVERMORE:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Divito. 
  MR. DIVITO:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Mr. Geisel. 
  MR. GEISEL:  Yes. 
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  MR. MACH:  Mr. Selbka. 
  MR. SELBKA:  Yes. 
  MR. MACH:  Chairman Anfenson. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Yes.  Congratulations, it passes. 
  MRS. OLSEN:  Thank you very much. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  All right.  Good luck to you and 
welcome. 
  MR. OLSEN:  Thank you. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Any other business to be discussed? 
  MR. DIVITO:  Motion to adjourn. 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Second?  All in favor say aye. 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  Opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  ACTING CHAIR ANFENSON:  We're adjourned.  Thank you. 
   (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at  
   7:07 p.m.) 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
                  )  SS. 
COUNTY OF K A N E ) 
 
 
 
 
   I, ROBERT LUTZOW, depose and  
 
say that I am a direct record court reporter   
 
doing business in the State of Illinois; that   
 
I reported verbatim the foregoing proceedings   
 
and that the foregoing is a true and correct  
 
transcript to the best of my knowledge and  
 
ability. 
 
 
                                              
 
             _________________________                        
             ROBERT LUTZOW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO 
 
BEFORE ME THIS              DAY OF 
 
                        , A.D. 2015. 
 
 
 
________________________                       
NOTARY PUBLIC 
 



 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
  

FINDINGS 
January 12, 2015 

 

PETITIONER:   Olsen Residence  
       

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 706 N. Dryden Ave.  
 

VARIATION:   5.1-3.6, 5.4 (Required Minimum Yards) (Table of Required Minimum Yards) 

 

A 0.7 foot variance to allow a second-story addition with a side yard setback of 4.3 feet from the south property line instead of 

the minimum 5.0 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave. 
 

 

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

that they are proposing 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.   

 

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

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

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

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

were presented. 

 

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

variance request.   

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

  

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

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

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

Village. 
 

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

 Carl Anfenson, Acting Chairman 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Village of Arlington Heights 

 



  

Item:  Strimling Residence - 602 E. Lynden Ln. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  

1. A 1.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) 
& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a garage expansion with 

a side yard setback of 4.0 feet from the east property line instead of the minimum 
5.0 feet.  

  
2. A 1.7 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) 

& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a front porch with a 
front yard setback of 23.3 feet from the south property line instead of the 

minimum 25.0 feet.  
  

3. A 112 square foot variance from Section 5.1-3.7 (Maximum Floor Area 
Calculation for Single Family Lots in R-3 Zoning District), Section 5.3-3.2 & Section 

5.3-2 (Floor Area Ratio, Building Coverage, Height) to allow a Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) of 3,147 square feet instead of the maximum allowed 3,035 square feet.  

  

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#15-003 
PIN: 03-32-211-027 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  March 9, 2015 
Date Prepared:  March 3, 2015 
Project Title:  Strimling Residence 
Address:  602 E. Lynden Ln. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #15-003 
Petitioner:  Jennifer Strimling 
Address:  602 E. Lynden Ln. 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60005 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to add an additional bay to the existing one car attached garage in order to create a two car 
attached garage.  The garage expansion would encroach into the required side yard setback.  The expansion of the 
garage would include living space above, which increases the floor area ratio.   In addition, the petitioner is proposing a 
front porch that is encroaching into the required front yard setback.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following 
variations: 
 

• A 1.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 
Required Minimum Yards) to allow a garage expansion with a side yard setback of 4.0 feet from the east 
property line instead of the minimum 5.0 feet. 
 

• A 1.7 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 
Required Minimum Yards) to allow a front porch with a front yard setback of 23.3 feet from the south 
property line instead of the minimum 25.0 feet. 
 

� A 112 square foot variance from Section 5.1-3.7 (Maximum Floor Area Calculation for Single Family Lots 
in R-3 Zoning District), Section 5.3-3.2 & Section 5.3-2 (Floor Area Ratio, Building Coverage, Height) to 
allow a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3,147 square feet instead of the maximum allowed 3,035 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#15-003 
PIN: 03-32-211-027 

 
 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 2/20/15  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 2/20/15  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 2/20/15  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 2/19/15  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Petition – ZBA#15-003 
PIN: 03-32-211-027 

 
 
 

Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 



















  

Item:  Khudyk Residence - 124 N. Regency West Dr. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  

1. A 1.6 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) 
& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a second story addition 

with a side yard setback of 5.9 feet from the south property line instead of the 
minimum 7.5 feet and an additional 2.0 feet for the eave.  

  
2. A 10.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 11.2-11.1b and Section 11.2-9 to 

allow a 32.0 foot wide driveway where the maximum width is 22 feet.  
  

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#15-001 
PIN: 03-28-405-024 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  March 9, 2015 
Date Prepared:  March 3, 2015 
Project Title:  Khudyk Residence 
Address:  124 N. Regency Drive West 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #15-001 
Petitioner:  Ihor Khudyk 
Address:  124 N. Regency Drive West 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct a second story addition.  The proposed addition will encroach 1.6 feet into the 
required side yard setback along the south property line.  In addition, the petitioner is proposing to widen the driveway to 
32 feet where the maximum allowed is 22 feet.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

• A 1.6 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 
Required Minimum Yards) to allow a second story addition with a side yard setback of 5.9 feet from the 
south property line instead of the minimum 7.5 feet and an additional 2.0 feet  for the eave. 

 

• A 10.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 11.2-11.1b and Section 11.2-9 to allow a 32.0 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. 
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Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 2/20/15  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 2/20/15  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 2/20/15  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 2/20/15  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 



























  

Item:  Thomas Residence - 737 S. Chestnut Ave. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  

1. A 1.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) 
& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a second story addition 

with a side yard setback of 4.0 feet from the north property line instead of the 
minimum 5.0 feet and an additional .8 feet  for the eave.  

  
2. A 7.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) 

& Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a 27.0 foot wide covered 
front porch with a front yard setback of 23.0 feet from the west property line 

instead of the minimum 30.8 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave.  
  

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Documents & Drawings Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#15-002 
PIN: 03-31-408-010 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  March 9, 2015 
Date Prepared:  March 3, 2015 
Project Title:  Thomas Residence 
Address:  737 S. Chestnut Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #15-002 
Petitioner:  Keith Ginnodo / Kingsley/Ginnodo Architects 
Address:  33 N. Hickory Ave. 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner proposes to construct a second story addition and a new front porch.  The proposed addition will encroach 
2.2 feet into the required side yard setback along the north property line and the front porch will encroach 8.3 feet into the 
required front yard setback.  Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

• A 2.2 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 
Required Minimum Yards) to allow a second story addition with a side yard setback of 2.8 feet from the 
north property line instead of the minimum 5.0 feet and an additional 0.8 feet  for the eave. 
 

• A 8.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 
Required Minimum Yards) to allow a 27.0 foot wide covered front porch with a front yard setback of 22.5 
feet from the west property line instead of the minimum 30.8 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. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Petition – ZBA#15-002 
PIN: 03-31-408-010 

 
 
  
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 
 
 
Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit � 2/20/15  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property � 2/20/15  

3.  Letter that was Mailed � 2/20/15  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property � 2/20/15  
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Photograph of Existing Structure 
 

 

































  

Item:  Juracek Residence - 905 N. Fernandez Ave. 

Department:  Planning & Community Development 

REQUEST 
  
1. A 1.1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & 

Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a new home on the existing 
foundation with a side yard setback of 3.9 feet from the south property line instead of the 

minimum 5.0 feet and an additional 0.5 feet  for the eave.  
  

2.  A variance from Chapter 28, section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) to allow a 
49.9-ft. wide, 6,696 sq. ft. lot to be buildable, where  70 feet wide, 8,750 sq. ft. is 

required.  
  

3. A 0.3’ foot variance from Chapter 28, section 11.2-11.1d for a driveway that is 
8.7 feet wide where 9 feet is required.         

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Report 

Department Comments Correspondence 

Supporting Drawings & Documents Exhibits 



Petition – ZBA#15-004 
PIN: 03-30-203-016 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Derek Mach, Planner  
Hearing Date:  March 9, 2015 
Date Prepared:  March 3, 2015 
Project Title:  Juracek Residence 
Address:  905 N. Fernandez Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #15-004 
Petitioner:  Travis Juracek 
Address:  1811 W. Cottonwood Trail 
   Hoffman Estates, IL  60192 
Existing Zoning:  R-3, Single-Family 
 

 

 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 

The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing one story house to allow construction of a new two story residence.  
The petitioner intends to reuse the existing foundation and the existing detached garage will remain. Therefore, the 
petitioner requests the following variations: 
 

• A 1.1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4 (Table of 
Required Minimum Yards) to allow a new home on the existing foundation with a side yard setback of 
3.9 feet from the north property line instead of the minimum 5.0 feet and an additional 0.5 feet  for the 
eave. 
 

• A variance from Chapter 28, section 5.1-3.4 (Minimum Lot Size) to allow a 49.9-ft. wide, 6,696 sq. ft. lot to 
be buildable, where  70 feet wide, 8,750 sq. ft. is required.  
 

• A 0.3’ foot variance from Chapter 28, section 11.2-11.1d for a driveway that is 8.7 feet wide where 9 feet 
is required.   

 
 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

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

MINUTES OF 
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING 
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD. 
JANUARY 13, 2015 

 
Chair Eckhardt called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

Members Present:  Ted Eckhardt, Chair 
      John Fitzgerald 
      Anthony Fasolo 

 
Members Absent:  Alan Bombick 
      Jonathan Kubow 
 
Also Present:    Travis & Marissa Juracek, Owners of 905 N. Fernandez Ave. 
      Kelle Bruckbauer, Tinaglia Architects for Northwest Metalcraft 
      Dawn & Hall Selleck for Northwest Metalcraft 

Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison       
 
 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM DECEMBER 9, 2014 
 
A  MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  COMMISSIONER  FITZGERALD,  SECONDED  BY  COMMISSIONER 
FASOLO, TO APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF DECEMBER 9, 2014.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  
THE MOTION CARRIED. 
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1.  SINGLE‐FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW 
 
DC#14‐137 – 905 N. Fernandez Ave. 

 
Travis & Marissa Juracek, the homeowners, were present on behalf of the project. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing 
one story house to allow construction of a new two story residence.  The petitioner intends to 
re‐use the existing foundation and the existing detached garage will remain.  This project does 
require  zoning  variations  for  the  following:    lot  width  (49.89  feet  existing,  where  50  foot 
minimum  is  required),  side  yard  setback  (3.89  feet proposed, where 5  feet  is  required),  roof 
eave  side  yard  encroachment  (32  inch  encroachment  proposed,  where  only  12.5  inches  is 
allowed), and driveway width (8.9 feet proposed, where 9 feet is required).  These variations are 
primarily a result of the reuse of the existing foundation.  However, it is recommended that the 
proposed 18” eave overhang be reduced to minimize the side yard encroachment.  These issues 
will be reviewed by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
The design of the proposed new home is very modern in form, window composition and colors. 
The orthogonal massing  is not  in  context with  the  existing  traditional  style neighborhood of 
pitched roof homes.   The arrangement of windows and door openings appears random and  is 
not in context with the neighborhood. The challenge is to insert such a modern design into the 
existing  dense,  traditional  streetscape.    It  is  recommended  the  design  be  revised  to  use  a 
modern  style  in a more  subtle way.  It  is  suggested  that a more  traditional  form with pitched 
roofs  be  used,  but  the  windows,  doors  and  exterior materials  can  still  be  very  clean  and 
modern.  Images  in  the  Staff  Report  represent  examples  of  traditional  forms  with  modern 
detailing.  It is also recommended that the proposed bold colors be changed to a more neutral 
palette. 
 
Chair  Eckhardt  asked  if  there  was  any  public  comment  on  the  project  and  there  was  no 
response from the audience. 
 
Mr.  Juracek stated  that  the existing home was a bank‐owned  foreclosure he acquired  for his 
family, with  the original plan  to salvage  the existing brick,  remove  the existing  roof,  redesign 
the first‐floor, add a second‐floor, and create a 2‐story home utilizing as much of the existing 
structure as possible. After  inspection of  the existing brick and  insulation  specifications,  they 
decided to tear down the existing home to the first‐floor deck and re‐build an energy efficient 
home that they intend on staying in long term.  Having an architectural background and being 
open  to a  large variety of designs, he worked with his wife on  their  likes and dislikes, which 
resulted  in  the  design  being  shown  tonight.    Recognizing  the  proposed  design  is  not  a 
traditional vocabulary, he contacted Staff about the approval process, and Staff recommended 
a  formal review with the commissioners, prior to a review with the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
Mr.  Juracek also  stated  that efforts were made with  the  layout of  rooms  in  the new home, 
taking into consideration the adjacent home to the north.  
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Chair Eckhardt acknowledged the arrival of a resident and asked if he had public comment on 
this project.  The resident replied that he lived two doors away from the site and wanted to see 
what was being proposed.   
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald felt this was a beautiful home.  He liked the colors, the style, and the 
windows.  However, he was unsure if he liked the home in this location; it was really different 
from anything, which did not give harmony to the neighborhood.  He was concerned about the 
height  of  the  home, which  has  been maxed  out,  and  the  north  side  of  the  home, which  is 
already existing non‐conforming and is proposed to be 2‐stories straight up, which will directly 
affect the amount of  light on the adjacent home to the north.   He really  liked the new home, 
but  felt  it  should  be  located  on  the  beach  in California  somewhere, mixed  in with  different 
types of architecture.  He was concerned about it not fitting in in this neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner  Fasolo  felt  it  was  a  nicely  designed  home;  however,  he  agreed  with 
Commissioner Fitzgerald  that  the new home was not  really  fitting  in with  the neighborhood, 
and  it especially towered over the home to the north.   He pointed out the slight angle on the 
roof towards to the rear of the home, and suggested adding a slope  in the front of the home 
that slopes up from north to south.  He reiterated that he liked the design, but it was not in the 
right neighborhood.   
 
Chair Eckhardt asked the petitioner for clarification on the materials and colors being proposed.   
Mr. Juracek referred to the sketch‐up model and pointed out that the blue areas will be Hardi‐
board  horizontal  4‐inch  siding,  the  light  grey  square  sections  below  the  windows  and  the 
vertical section of the stairwell on the north elevation will be a rain screen panel system, the 
white  sections  for  the  fascia,  gutters  and  downspouts will  be  aluminum,  and  the windows 
frames will be black.  
 
Chair Eckhardt pointed out  that  in  the past 20+ years,  the Design Commission has approved 
only 1 modern home similar to the design being proposed tonight, although the home did not 
necessarily fit in.  He reiterated that the Design Commission reviews compatibility, and there is 
no  argument  that  the  modern  design  of  the  new  home  is  not  compatible  with  the 
neighborhood.   He  felt  the proposed design was not modern enough and he was  concerned 
about the placement of elements.  He did not care for the clerestory windows, he did not see a 
rhythm or theme with the windows, and he was concerned about the longevity of the crispness 
of  the white edge on  the home.   He also questioned  if  there will be a handrail on  the entry 
stoop, and the petitioner responded that  it  is not required by code.   Chair Eckhardt was also 
concerned  about  the  close  proximity  of  the  adjacent  home  to  the  north,  and  that  the  new 
home would tower over the other home.   He asked the petitioner to respond to the concerns 
stated by the commissioners tonight. 
 
With  regards  to  the concerns about  the height of  the north elevation, Mr.  Juracek explained 
that they made a conscious decision to not add any foundation to the existing structure, with 
cost being  a  factor.   He has a background  in  architecture and  is a  construction manager  for 
Habitat  for Humanity, and plans on doing most of the work himself.   He understood that the 
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design is being evaluated based on the exterior only, but he felt it was important to understand 
that the interior impacts the exterior, and a conscious effort was made in the placement of the 
windows,  the material choices, and  the massing and height of  the home.   He added  that  the 
first‐floor  deck  is  2‐feet  off  the  ground,  and  the  first‐floor  ceiling  height  is  8‐foot.    He 
acknowledged  that  the  vocabulary  of  the  proposed  design  did  not meet  the  context  of  the 
neighborhood,  however,  there  are  elements  in  the  design  that  were  pulled  from  the 
neighborhood such as the siding.  He also pointed out the bright red color of the home located 
on the southwest corner of Fernandez and Elm, and the modern homes with flat roofs  in the 
neighborhood near Methodist Park.   He  felt  that a homeowner  should be allowed  to design 
their  home  to  their  liking,  as  long  it  was  not  a  direct  hindrance  on  the  surrounding 
neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner  Fasolo  pointed  out  that  the  new  home  steps  in  at  the  sides  on  the  front 
elevation, and he asked if the same could be done on the north side.  Mr. Juracek replied that 
this would  require pushing  the  stairwell over 2‐feet, as well as  taking  space  from  the dining 
room  and  would  disrupt  the  flow  from  the  dining  space  to  the  bathroom;  however,  the 
suggestion could be explored.  He added that they recently spoke with the adjacent neighbor to 
the north about the design of the new home and their efforts to keep the quiet side of their 
home on the north.   
 
Commissioner Fasolo reiterated his previous suggestion to add a slope to the roof on the front 
of  the  home,  sloping  up  from  north  to  south.   Mr.  Juracek  replied  that  this was  previously 
considered; however, he wanted to  leave the possibility of a higher ceiling at the front of the 
home  for the master bedroom.   Commissioner Fitzgerald  felt that the horizontal  lines on the 
front of the home needed to all be level and in the same plane.     
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Ken Simpson, 915 N. Fernandez,  lives 2 homes north of the site for the past 6 years.   His 
home was  a  teardown  and  a newer  2‐story home with dormers on  the  front, which he  felt 
helped  the home  fit  in with  the mostly  ranch  and Cape Cod  style  homes  on  the  block.   He 
pointed out that the block is changing with the home directly across the street recently adding 
a second‐floor addition and another 2‐story teardown on the other side of Elm Street currently 
under construction.  He had no real concerns about another 2‐story home going in on the block, 
and  he  liked  different  architecture,  therefore  the  style  did  not  concern  him;  however,  he 
questioned  the blue color  shown  in  the  renderings and  said  that he preferred a more  subtle 
earth tone color.  He was glad to see the somewhat neglected property being improved in any 
way.  He also pointed out that there are significant drainage issues during heavy rains between 
the homes, due  to  the  rise  in elevation of Ridge Avenue, and he questioned  the decision  to 
pitch the entire roof to the back of the house, thereby directing all of the rainwater to the rear 
problem area. 
   
Chair Eckhardt asked the commissioners to summarize their comments, and  indicate whether 
or not the design is acceptable at this time, or if it needed modifications.  Commissioner Fasolo 
reiterated his previous comment about changing the roof slope so that it sloped up from north 
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to south.   He  felt that the one story wall on the  left side of the  front elevation  looked out of 
place without coping or trim at the top, and he reiterated his previous suggestion to step in the 
second floor of the north wall 2‐feet at the laundry room and stairway.   
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald reiterated that he really liked the home, and he liked the wall on the 
left side of the  front elevation; how  it breaks up  the overhang and white band.   He  liked the 
petitioner’s preference to try to put as much into the existing footprint of the home instead of 
adding space into the rear yard.  His biggest concern was with the north side of the home and 
how  close  the edge of  the  roof  is  to  the property  line; he  suggested pulling  it  in  if possible, 
which Mr.  Juracek  replied  was  not  a  problem.    Commissioner  Fitzgerald  also  suggested  a 
different trim color than the white being proposed; to tone down the brightness of the white.  
 
Chair Eckhardt pointed out  that  the design  renderings show a  flat, hard edged detail  for  the 
roof, when in reality it would not be built that way without a flashing detail added.  Mr. Juracek 
explained  that  a heat welded  TPO product would be used  for  the  flat  transition  at  the  roof 
edge.  Chair Eckhardt agreed with Commissioner Fitzgerald’s concerns about the brightness of 
the white trim color and his suggestion to tone down the brightness with a different color.  Mr. 
Juracek  felt that a darker color would help subdue the brightness of the white; a darker grey 
such as ‘gun metal grey’.  Commissioner Fitzgerald liked this direction, and pointed out that the 
trim edges need to be highlighted because they are a major architectural feature of the home.  
 
In response to Commissioner Fasolo’s suggestion to add a slope to the front roof, Mr. Juracek 
explained that he originally looked at two sloping angles for the roof; however, the details and 
structure would make the home more complex than he wanted because he was trying to get as 
low  of  a  roofline  as  possible  towards  the  north.   He  added  that  in  talking  to  a  few  of  the 
neighbors after purchasing  the home, all of  them expressed concerns with water  flow during 
rains, which was another factor for them to try to keep the footprint of the existing home.    
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald asked for clarification on the amount of space suggested to recess in 
the  rear elevation at  the  laundry  room.   Mr.  Juracek  replied  that  it could be  recessed 2‐feet 
from the outside edge of the stairwell to align with the outside line of the bathroom wall. 
 
Chair Eckhardt asked the commissioners if they were ready to make a motion, and if so, he was 
in favor of it.   
 
Mr. Hautzinger reiterated Staff’s concerns about the  lack of context that the proposed house 
has with  the  existing  neighborhood.    He  referred  back  to  the  examples  of modern  houses 
shown on Page 2 of the Staff report, specifically Image 1, which depicts a house designed with 
pitched  roof  forms,  yet  maintains  a  very  modern  appearance  with  a  modern  window 
arrangement, flat canopy detail, modern material application, but also has a more subtle earth 
tone color palette.   He heard no discussion tonight about Staff’s recommendation to consider 
revising the proposed design to have a  low hipped roof, similar to the adjacent homes, which 
would address the commissioners’ concerns about context as well as rain water flow issues.  He 
explained  that adding a hipped roof  to  the design does not have  to compromise  the modern 
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style  of  the  proposed  home,  but  it  could  help  the massing  of  the  home  to  better  fit  in  the 
existing neighborhood.   Mr. Hautzinger also  reiterated Staff’s  recommendation  to consider a 
more  subtle  color palette  for  the proposed home,  stating  that  the design  is  already bold  in 
appearance; does it also need to be bold in color?  A color palette of tan matched with a cream 
color and dark brown window frames would maintain the proposed appearance, but in a more 
subtle way.  Finally, Mr. Hautzinger pointed out the lack of organization on the front elevation 
of the home.  The second floor windows were aligning nicely with each other, but the first floor 
windows and panel grid  lines had no relationship to each other or the second floor windows.  
He reiterated Staff’s recommendation that the design be further developed for re‐review, and 
encouraged the design commissioners to consider Staff’s concerns.   
 
Chair Eckhardt  said  that he previously  commented about  the  lack of window  rhythm on  the 
first‐floor;  however,  the  more  he  looked  at  the  home,  the  more  he  understood  the 
homeowner’s  intent.    In terms of the colors, he felt that a massing model of the home would 
have been helpful because  there was something  lost between a  flat elevation and  the reality 
that  the  home  is  not  designed  as  a  flat  elevation.    He  felt  the  petitioner’s  efforts  are  to 
homogenize what the design is, similar to the test energy home built at the Museum of Science 
& Industry.      
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, TO APPROVE THE DESIGN OF THE 
PROPOSED NEW SINGLE‐FAMILY HOME TO BE LOCATED AT 905 N. FERNANDEZ AVENUE.  THIS 
RECOMMENDATION  IS  SUBJECT  TO  COMPLIANCE  WITH  THE  ARCHITECTURAL  PLANS 
RECEIVED  12/18/14,  DESIGN  COMMISSION  RECOMMENDATIONS,  COMPLIANCE  WITH  ALL 
APPLICABLE  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  VILLAGE  CODES,  REGULATIONS  AND  POLICIES,  THE 
ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND RESOLUTION OF THE FOLLOWING: 
 
1. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE SECOND‐FLOOR LAUNDRY ROOM ON THE NORTH ELEVATION 

BE MOVED IN 2‐FEET. 
2. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE EAVES ON THE NORTH ELEVATION BE REDUCED FROM 18‐

INCHES TO 6‐INCHES. 
3. A REQUIREMENT TO CHANGE THE WHITE TRIM COLOR TO A DARKER COLOR SUCH AS 

“GUN METAL GRAY”, TO BE REVIEWED BY STAFF. 
 

There was no second to the motion.   Commissioner Fasolo asked that a recommendation be 
added to the motion regarding the roof slope on the front elevation.  
 
A  MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  COMMISSIONER  FASOLO,  SECONDED  BY  COMMISSIONER 
FITZGERALD, TO APPROVE THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED NEW SINGLE‐FAMILY HOME TO BE 
LOCATED  AT  905  N.  FERNANDEZ  AVENUE.    THIS  RECOMMENDATION  IS  SUBJECT  TO 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS RECEIVED 12/18/14, DESIGN COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDATIONS,  COMPLIANCE WITH  ALL  APPLICABLE  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  VILLAGE 
CODES,  REGULATIONS  AND  POLICIES,  THE  ISSUANCE  OF  ALL  REQUIRED  PERMITS,  AND 
RESOLUTION OF THE FOLLOWING: 
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1. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE SECOND‐FLOOR LAUNDRY ROOM ON THE NORTH ELEVATION 
BE MOVED IN 2‐FEET. 

2. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE EAVES ON THE NORTH ELEVATION BE REDUCED FROM 18‐
INCHES TO 6‐INCHES. 

3. A REQUIREMENT TO CHANGE THE WHITE TRIM COLOR TO A DARKER COLOR SUCH AS 
“GUN METAL GRAY”, TO BE REVIEWED BY STAFF. 

4. A RECOMMENDATION  THAT  THE PETITIONER  LOOK AT  THE ROOFLINE ON  THE  FRONT 
ELEVATION AND CONSIDER PITCHING THE ROOF DOWN FROM SOUTH TO NORTH. 

5. THIS REVIEW REPRESENTS DESIGN APPROVAL ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED 
TO BE AN APPROVAL OF, OR  TO HAVE ANY OTHER  IMPACT ON, ANY OTHER  ZONING 
AND/OR  LAND USE  ISSUES OR DECISIONS  THAT  STEM  FROM  ZONING,  SIGN  CODE OR 
BUILDING OR ANY OTHER REVIEWS. 

6. IT  IS  THE  PETITIONER’S  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  SUBMIT  THE  APPROPRIATE  PERMIT 
APPLICATION(S) TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO 
PROCEEDING WITH  ANY WORK.    IN  ADDITION  TO  THE  NORMAL  TECHNICAL  REVIEW, 
PERMIT  DRAWINGS  WILL  BE  REVIEWED  FOR  CONSISTENCY  WITH  THE  DESIGN 
COMMISSION AND ANY OTHER COMMISSION OR BOARD APPROVAL CONDITIONS.  IT IS 
THE PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILTY TO INCORPORATE ALL REQUIREMENTS LISTED ON THE 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS INTO THE PERMIT DRAWINGS, AND TO ENSURE THAT 
BUILDING PERMIT PLANS AND SIGN PERMIT PLANS COMPLY WITH ALL ZONING CODE, 
BUILDING CODE AND SIGN CODE REQUIREMENTS. 

 
Chair Eckhardt asked  for clarification on the suggestion to change the roof  form on the  front 
elevation  to a  sloped  roof.   Commissioner Fasolo explained  that his preference  for a  sloped 
roof on the front elevation is to be similar to the sloped roof on the sides of the home.  He also 
felt  the  sloped  roof  would  better  relate  to  other  roof  forms  in  the  neighborhood.    Chair 
Eckhardt  understood  and  agreed,  but  expressed  concern  that  the  proposed  TPO  roof 
membrane is an unattractive roofing material. 
 

FITZGERALD, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE. 
ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 












