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
February 13, 2017
7:00 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER
II. ROLL CALL
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. 3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd. - 1/9/17
B. 2004 N. Kennicott Dr. - 1/9/17

IV. REPORTS
V. OLD BUSINESS

A. 3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd. - ZBA#16-058
VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. 604 N. Wilshire Ln. - ZBA#17-001
B. 910 N. Illinois Ave. - ZBA#17-002
C. 416 S. Windsor Dr. - ZBA#17-003

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: 3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd. - 1/9/17
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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: 3265 NORTH ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ROAD - ZBA#16-058

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, lllinois on the 9th day of January, 2017 at the hour of

7:00 p.m.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

TONY PETRILLO, Chairman
TOM DRAKE

TOM SCHWINGBECK
JOSEPH GEISEL

PETER SIAVELIS

ALSO PRESENT:

DEREK MACH, Village Planner
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CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: We'll call the Zoning Board of Appeals January 9th,
2017 meeting to order. Derek, would you take the roll call please?

MR. MACH: Chairman Petrillo.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Here.

MR. MACH: Mr. Divito.

(No response.)

MR. MACH: Mr. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Here.

MR. MACH: Mr. Geisel.

MR. GEISEL: Here.

MR. MACH: Mr. Schwingbeck.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Here.

MR. MACH: Mr. Selbka.

(No response.)

MR. MACH: Mr. Siavelis.

MR. SIAVELIS: Here.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: The first order of business is the pledge of
allegiance. Please rise for the pledge of allegiance.

(Pledge of allegiance.)

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: The first order of business is the approval of
minutes of the December 12th, 2016 meeting. Has everybody had an opportunity to read
and review the minutes? Is there any changes or clarifications?

None being heard, is there a motion to approve?

MR. DRAKE: Move approval.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: We have motion.

MR. SIAVELIS: Second.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: And a second. All those in favor say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: All those opposed?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: None being heard, the motion passes.

We have two petitions on the agenda this evening. The first petition
at 3265 North Arlington Heights Road has requested a continuance. Honoring or
approving a continuance would preclude the Petitioner from having to provide all the
notices to all the affected residents or property owners in the area which they have done.
The reason for the continuance is they made a request, a timely request to the Daily Herald
to post the notice as required by our regulations. The Daily Herald did not do that to no fault
of the owner, it didn't get in, and we are not able to hear their petition because the notice
has not been provided.

We have two options. The Petitioner has requested that we address
this issue January 30th or thereabout prior to the February 12th meeting. My opinion, it's a
12-day difference, it doesn't, you know, it won't be that impactful to the business not having
access to those spots, although | suspect that they will have access to those spots if
necessary anyway. But to officially approve that variance for the number of parking spots, |
don't know that 12 days make that much difference, but up to you gentlemen. I'll make
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myself available if the remainder of the Board feels the same way.

MR. DRAKE: Would we hear other business if we went January 30th?
Would there be other business or just that petition?

MR. MACH: It would just be that petition.

MR. SIAVELIS: Is there any extenuating circumstances for them to request
the 12 days earlier other than what you just elaborated, Chairman?

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Not that I'm aware of, other than there's a
substantive business interruption basically | guess. Is that the substance of it?

MR. MACH: It's my understanding they are just anxious to open. It's a
medical office type use.

MR. SIAVELIS: Are they not open at present, is that what you're saying?

MR. MACH: 1 think their lease is contingent on the parking
variation.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, their occupancy is contingent upon that variation.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: So, their ability to conduct business from that area,
they have an adjacent lease, or they have a lease on an adjacent storefront | believe, if I've
read the packet correctly, that they utilize as well. This gives them a second which gives
them the follow-up, in my understanding, the follow-up care to those individuals that visit
the existing business. Is that correct, Derek?

MR. MACH: That's correct. Not in Arlington Heights but there is in another
location.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Oh, well, the way | read the packet, | read it as if it
was existing, that most of the people would already be parked in those parking stalls prior
to their arrival in this other storefront. | thought it was in the same mall.

MR. MACH: | believe, | would need to double check, but this would be a new
location for them.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Okay, that's good to know going forward because |
had a misinterpretation in the report.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: So, the Daily Herald has to put something in the
paper relevant to this?

MR. MACH: In the legal requirement, yes.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: We wouldn't be able to, at this meeting even with
them not present, look at it, approve or disapprove with a contingency that it would have to
wait until that article.

MR. MACH: Since natification wasn't fulfilled properly, it needs to be heard
at a future meeting when notification is fulfilled.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Okay, is the notification --

MR. SIAVELIS: We can't hear on a contingency basis | don't think.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Yes, | didn't know if we could say, okay, we're going
to approve this as long as --

MR. GEISEL: It doesn't meet the definition of legal notice.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: What?

MR. GEISEL: That won't meet the definition of legal notice if it wasn't
published.

MR. DRAKE: Does legal notice have to be in the print edition? Could it be,
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just for future reference, could it be in the online version of the paper and still qualify?

MR. MACH: It has to be in print as well.

MR. DRAKE: Both or in print only?

MR. MACH: | would need to verify but | believe both.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Yes, to the best of my recollection and my
experience, it has to be in print and some type of publication that's accessible to everyone.

MR. GEISEL: But no one reads that section.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, Chairman, my view on this is that if the January 30th
hearing was so essential and so necessary, then Petitioner should have appeared today
and justified that request in person and avoid the speculation that this Board is undergoing
at this point in time. In light of the Petitioner's absence, | suggest we hold it over and
continue it to the next normally scheduled hearing or meeting in February.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Is that, will you put that in the form of a motion
then?

MR. MACH: If the Zoning Board could please include the February 13th
date as part of the motion for continuance.

MR. SIAVELIS: Right. So, let me just recap. So, those exact sentiments
and views that | expressed, | would move on and addend that to include that the petition
we're discussing, the parking space petition, be heard in the February 13th meeting which |
understand is the normally scheduled
meeting.

MR. MACH: Right.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Is there a second to that motion?

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Second.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Thank you. That was a good point, Peter. | didn't
think of that, about the Petitioner coming in, yes, very much so. Derek, would you call the
roll please?

MR. MACH: Mr. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Yes.

MR. MACH: Mr. Geisel.

MR. GEISEL: Yes.

MR. MACH: Mr. Schwingbeck.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Yes.

MR. MACH: Mr. Siavelis.

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes.

MR. MACH: Chairman Petrillo.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Yes.

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the
above-mentioned petition was continued
at 7:08 p.m.)
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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: 2004 NORTH KENNICOTT DRIVE - ZBA#16-059

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, lllinois on the 9th day of January, 2017 at the hour of

7:08 p.m.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

TONY PETRILLO, Chairman
TOM DRAKE

TOM SCHWINGBECK
JOSEPH GEISEL

PETER SIAVELIS

ALSO PRESENT:

DEREK MACH, Village Planner

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: This takes us to our next petition, 2004 North
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Kennicott. There are three variances requested for this petition, a height variance, semi-
open fence variance, and a setback variance.

Sir, did you have an opportunity to sign in this evening?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: This evening, we're going to ask you to address
three issues related to your petition: that you as a property owner cannot earn a
reasonable return on your investment if we apply the strict rule of the code; that the plight
of your circumstances has some unique circumstances; and if we approve your variance,
that it will not detract from the character of the neighborhood.

Would you step forward, sir, and I'll swear you in. Then we'll ask you
to address those three areas, and if you have any questions we'll help you along.

MR. MENGISTU: Okay.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Can you state your name and address for the
record please?

MR. MENGISTU: My name is Melaku Mengistu, and the address is 2004
North Kennicott Drive, Arlington Heights 60004.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Would you raise your right hand?

(Witness sworn.)

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Okay, thank you. All right, would you want to go
ahead and explain to us the reasons for your request and the unique circumstances and
kind of the plight that you find yourself in with your current circumstance on that property.

MR. MENGISTU: Okay. Thank you for this hearing. We moved in this
neighborhood about this summer and we love the area. Our kids love it. So, we decided
to get a fence because they usually wander off to the sidewalk and to the road. We have
three corners and a road fronting the house. So, it was difficult to keep them in one place,
you know, so they can play safe.

So, we decided to get a fence and we applied through the process
and we were told, you know, that the Village code requires us to do it on the north side
along the building line. But in our case, we couldn't do that one because there is a big tree
right in the corner of our building. If we follow that, we'll hit that tree and we'll have to
remove that tree and move in a very straight area. Also, there is a deck right along that
tree, so it would be very difficult for us. So, we ask to move that fence around that tree
area to bring it back to the building for the north side. | mean for the south side.

For the north side, most of our yard, most of the place where our kids
play is that corner, it's the northwest corner of the yard because there is no deck, only
grass area. If we put the fence halfway, we'll just eliminate that playing area. So, it will
create for us no room actually, so we ask to put that along the sidewalk so we could have
that area, to utilize that area so that our kids can play. We have a dog and he really likes to
jump, so we'll have to put it at least five feet high so he cannot jump over the fence.

So, basically, we ask you for a wood fence. We're planning to do
wood, board by board. So, the area, we'll make it nice. It doesn't diminish the
characteristic of the area, it will enhance it in our opinion. If the Board approves it, | think it
will be a great help for that property.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: So, the fact that actually the front yard is actually,
by code, considered your side yard, it leaves you in a little bit of a predicament?
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MR. MENGISTU: Yes, we found that out, because our front yard, north of
this, the side is our front. Oh, okay, we didn't know that. So, how do we install this when
that tree is in the way? So, we asked if we could just pass the tree and then bring it back
up to the building if it's not too much, you know, trouble. Because right now, as it is right
now it would be very difficult to build a fence on that corner because of the tree and the
deck in the way.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: If I interpret the fence shown on the survey that
was provided, you're going to leave an existing chainlink fence uninterrupted so there won't
be a board-on-board fence up against that chainlink fence?

MR. MENGISTU: No.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: That will remain chainlink?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes, it's the neighbor's side. That's the only intersection
we have with the neighbors. So, we're going to leave that one, basically we're just going to
meet it with the board-on-board fence. We're going to leave that one alone for now.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: How high is the chainlink fence?

MR. MENGISTU: 1 believe it's four feet only, but you know what, | don't
know.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: T'll leave other questions to members of the Board.

| have some but go ahead. I'll pass it on to you.

MR. SIAVELIS: No, go ahead.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: No, go ahead.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, | just want to make sure I'm fully understanding the
submission. The proposed fence is shown in the annotated version of the plat where it's
handwritten five-foot tall, semi-solid wood fence, and you have those lined with the
asterisks and it's kind of a small image there. Is that what you propose, what you
contemplate?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: Okay, and that fence, the chainlink fence that the Chairman
was just talking about is on basically the west side?

MR. MENGISTU: The west side, yes. It exists already.

MR. SIAVELIS: That's probably, yes, much better, thank you, increased the
zoom there, thanks. You think that's probably four feet high?

MR. MENGISTU: | believe so, yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: You're going to meet up with it with a five-foot board-on-
board?

MR. MENGISTU: That's what I'm thinking. | haven't measured it but five
feet, | believe the fence was about this high.

MR. SIAVELIS: Are you aware that the director of Engineering provided
some comments on this? He basically said that 14.3 foot setback along the north side
places the fence immediately adjacent to the sidewalk on the Kennicott Avenue cul de sac
which would present difficulties in maintaining the public sidewalk. Then he continues to
say that the Engineering Department is not in favor of the 14.3 foot setback along the north
property line?

MR. MENGISTU: No, I'm not aware.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, that to me is a big sticking point. | see the basis for that,
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or | understand the basis for that, okay, and | don't think we want to be having, granting
variances where the fence is stuck right adjacent to or proximate to the sidewalk, especially
when Engineering clearly flags that issue, okay?

So, you're asking for three variances. In my eyes, and this is, the
third variance pertains directly to this point that Engineering flagged, you wouldn't get my
support on the third variance because of what Engineering is saying here. So, if you want
to contemplate moving off the sidewalk and moving back from the sidewalk --

MR. MENGISTU: We would not really want to stick it right on the sidewalk.
From the drawing, | tried to show, | mean we could get in a little bit more, you know, to
solve the problem with the Engineering, but it doesn't need to be halfway. If we go all the
way, halfway is like we lost our, you know, usable yard in the back.

MR. SIAVELIS: Right, and you have a, at Kennicott you're going to follow a
curve, right? You have a curvilinear path of the fence.

MR. MENGISTU: Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: You're going to go to that one real deep point in the
northwest corner.

MR. MENGISTU: Yes. Well, we plan not to go there because the neighbor's
fence, we want to leave some access point for the neighbors. So, we don't want to go all
the way to the corner, you know, just for landscaping a little bit room there.

MR. GEISEL: Could you show us up there where you might --

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: You wouldn't have a pointer, do you? A laser
pointer, do you?

MR. MACH: Fresh out of those.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: I don'tthink he's going to reach it. He could use
the mouse.

MR. GEISEL: Well, just can you give us a rough idea of what you have?
Because if you're not going to go and make that full corner, what do you have in mind?

MR. MENGISTU: Okay. So, should | use that --

MR. GEISEL: Sure.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Or you could roll that down a little.

MR. MENGISTU: Okay, thank you. So, what we're thinking is just bring it
around here, you know, to not to go against the Engineering Department. In this one, we
don't have to go all the way here, we could bring it right here and then bring it right here.

MR. GEISEL: So, you'd cut it short a little bit?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes. So, it doesn't have to be all the way to that corner
because that will leave access --

MR. SIAVELIS: So, who put this drawing together the way it is?

MR. MENGISTU: Me.

MR. SIAVELIS: You did?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, then it's part of your submission. At that point in time,
you were thinking that this would be the fence line as you contemplate it, right?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes, but really from the building point of view, to build it
we don't plan to go all the way this sharp.

MR. SIAVELIS: The trouble, the predicament you've put us in here is that,
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you know, these are the papers you submitted to us. So, this is what we're evaluating off
of. So, when you say that you're willing to compromise and come off that line that you've
shown there in blue, one, we have to make sure the record is very clear if we're going to
be, you know, voting on that variance. We have to also understand exactly what your
compromise position is and, you know, we have to be specific. Because otherwise, there
is ambiguity in the record and we can't have that.

So, I've got a quick question for Derek. What does the code require
him to be from the sidewalk there? Do you know that, Derek?

MR. MACH: Yes. Code requires that the fence be set back half the distance
from the home to the property line.

MR. GEISEL: Which means he's giving up a lot of yard. But is there like
some sort of minimum distance from the concrete sidewalk, there's nothing prescribed?

MR. MACH: There is nothing. It's my understanding Engineering is just
looking for some relief, whether it be a few feet.

MR. SIAVELIS: What is he on the south side? So, if Engineering didn't flag
the south side fence line, do we know roughly what that distance is? Can we approximate
that? It looks like it's maybe 15 feet.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: 15 to 20 I would estimate just by looking at those
distances there.

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes. Okay, | buy that. Then what's that distance up there,
it's 28?

MR. SCHWINGBECK: To the house?

MR. SIAVELIS: I'm on the north side.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: 28, just a little over 26.

MR. GEISEL: Without the drawing on there of the fence, that's 27, initial
distance, and this is 28. So, half the distance is what he's asking for because of the
requirements. So, he's got to split the 28 and go 14. He's got to give up a real estate.

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes. So, back of the envelope calculation, | want to give
him like seven feet off the sidewalk, right, and that gives him 21 feet of side yard then.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: | could just, by my experience, looking around the
neighborhood that's over there, there are fences that are right up against there. | ride my
bike on the sidewalk and they're right up against there. But to the Engineering's point, |
wish we had some type of guidance.

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes, we do now. Yes, here it is, Derek just showed it.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Okay.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, it's Section 6.13-3, Location of Fences, Subsection 4,
corner lots, like fourth sentence. In each instance where the building is closer than five feet
to the perimeter lot, no fence shall extend beyond the line of the principal building of the lot.
An open fence, not exceeding the height of 36 inches, shall be allowed anywhere within
the rear yard and shall not continue with sharp points.

So, you interpret this as saying minimum off the sidewalk is five feet?
The spirit of it?

MR. MACH: Right. | mean per code, it's supposed to be half the distance.
However, no one supposed to be closer to five feet.

MR. GEISEL: All right, if he spotted it five feet off the sidewalk, that would
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still give him 23 of usable. It's more than enough room for Engineering, for access for
repairs, and it still gives him usable area for the backyard if that's --

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Can I see that, Derek, please?

MR. GEISEL: If that's a reasonable condition. Very close to what you were
suggesting.

MR. SIAVELIS: That's fine. You understand what we're talking about?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: Because we have this pretty strict comment here.

MR. MENGISTU: From Engineering?

MR. SIAVELIS: From Engineering, and we don't always see commentary
like this. So, when we do see it, we have to give it weight.

MR. MENGISTU: Okay. Understood.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Yes, because | think they're really concerned about
that northeast corner where the fence is for a sight line around that corner between North
Kennicott Drive and that north street.

MR. GEISEL: He doesn't make any mention, no offense, of sight lines.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: But doesn't he say here --

MR. GEISEL: He says access for repair of the sidewalk.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: The 14.3 setback along the north side places the
fence immediately adjacent to the sidewalk which would present difficulties maintaining --

MR. GEISEL: Yes, that's all that he says.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Okay, | thought | saw something about a sight line.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, how many kids do you have?

MR. MENGISTU: Three kids and one very little dog.

MR. SIAVELIS: What kind of dog do you have?

MR. MENGISTU: We adopted him, he's a terrier mix.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, he's a little dog?

MR. MENGISTU: Right now he's about this big.

MR. GEISEL: 1 think this is also unusual given his difficulty with having
Kennicott on one side and Elizabeth on the other. Clearly, not a lot of backyard if we don't
give him some reasonable relief.

MR. SIAVELIS: Right.

MR. GEISEL: If he held off five feet off of that sidewalk on the north, have
access for Engineering, and still a reasonable amount of yard enclosed for his kids, if
everybody else is in agreement with that.

MR. SIAVELIS: I'm good with five feet off the sidewalk.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: | would be fine with that.

MR. SIAVELIS: Let's just understand one thing, a point of clarification after |
said I'm good. In light of Petitioner's comments where he said he's not going to have the
north fence line follow a curvilinear path that corresponds to North Kennicott, he's going to
straight that curve off and not get that really severe corner, right?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: Because you're --

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Well, you're holding off five feet, so you're going to,
you've eliminated that point of conflict that originally was supposed to --
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MR. GEISEL: Well, if you follow the strict five feet, you could simply
resurrect that exact same condition, just five feet farther south.

MR. SIAVELIS: That's true.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: He won't even have to do that if he backs it off five
feet.

MR. GEISEL: Right.

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes, right. You may square it off with the --

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: But, so you understand what we're saying?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes, | understand.

MR. SIAVELIS: Okay, and you're agreeable to that?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes, if you guys all agree with it. | don't want to create
difficulties for the Engineering Department, if that's what they say.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Does anyone else have any other questions?

MR. SIAVELIS: Have you had any discussions with your neighbors? It
doesn't look like there's anyone else here to speak. But have you talked to the people
around you?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes. Our neighbor, the guy right across, one house over,
he was saying is there anything else | can do, he is working today but he was saying | can
sign something, you know. But | said | wasn't asking about any signatures. | appreciated
his help that he was ready to support.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: That's the neighbor at 20087?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Okay, and your neighbor at 2007? What is that
street there?

MR. MENGISTU: Elizabeth.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Elizabeth.

MR. MENGISTU: They were really telling us to put a fence because they
were saying they had a neighbor before, they didn't put a fence in, they were putting the
dog, you know, chained up outside and that dog was having a hard time and they didn't
feel good about it, so they were saying. Yes, we're in the process of doing the fencing, |
told them. She was in favor. They have a dog, too.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Any other questions for the Petitioner? None being
heard, we'll open it up to Board comments.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, let me ask you this. The landscaping that's there, it
looks like there's a fair amount of landscaping. Are you keeping that? Do you contemplate
keeping that landscaping?

MR. MENGISTU: Which one?

MR. SIAVELIS: Well, hold on a second. Let me get the pictures on.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Those trees around the house?

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Yes, this allows him to enclose the trees within the
fence line except | think the one in front.

MR. SIAVELIS: You know what, | misread, on the black and white in the
print, here it's a little different. So, you have, there's no light hedges or anything or bushes

LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES
Chicago & Roselle, lllinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida
(630) 894-9389 - (800) 219-1212
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along the sidewalk line, right?

MR. MENGISTU: Which one? Which sidewalk?

MR. GEISEL: Along the north side?

MR. SIAVELIS: Any one.

MR. MENGISTU: No. No bushes. It's just plain.

MR. SIAVELIS: It's just grass, okay.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Any other questions? Comments from any
member of the Board?

MR. MACH: Just to clarify, the Petitioner would be required to put in
landscaping on the north property line as well as a five-foot setback.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Well, if there is a motion to that effect.

MR. SIAVELIS: What's the purpose of the landscaping?

MR. GEISEL: What's the purpose of the landscaping?

MR. MACH: Code requires landscaping along exterior side yards --

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: At four feet, three feet high, four feet apart.

MR. MACH: Landscaping minimum of three-foot high and spaced 48 inches
on the center. It must be provided along the street side of the fence. As part of the
variance, it was noted that with the street side landscaping. However, since the fence is
going to be shifted to the south five feet, | just want to clarify that landscaping will be
required.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, it will go fence, landscaping, sidewalk?

MR. MACH: Correct.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: So, then Engineering probably doesn't have a five-
foot access.

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes, right. That's --

MR. SCHWINGBECK: It's just shrubs anyway.

MR. SIAVELIS: Where are you reading that from?

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: That's a little bit farther down in that paragraph.
Landscaping has to be three feet high, four feet on center, correct, or something like that?

MR. MACH: Right.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, let's think about this now for a second, all right? So,
again just so the record is clear, we're reading from that same section, 6.13-3, Location of
Fences, paragraph four. If we're giving credibility in adjusting, in light of Engineering's
comments, if there is landscaping, if we only have a five-foot fence, right, and we have the
requirement for landscaping, ten years from now when that landscaping thickens up, are
we causing Engineering heartache and problems, you know, having to potentially maintain
a sidewalk that now has landscaping adjacent to it? Do we --

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Well, | think those are moveable or removable and
replaceable.

MR. SIAVELIS: That's true.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: I believe it's to cover the, I'm not sure of the intent
but it's to cover or add some beautification as opposed to a long --

MR. SIAVELIS: Straight run.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Straight run of fence.

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes, okay. | see that point.

LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES
Chicago & Roselle, lllinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida
(630) 894-9389 - (800) 219-1212
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CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Had you been aware of that requirement about the
landscaping? Do you have any issues with any landscaping to that? It says three feet tall,
but that could be a twig standing three feet that will eventually in 20 years bloom up to
something, it could take more than 10, depending upon, there is no specification on what
type of landscaping that has to be other than three feet high and four-foot on center.

MR. MACH: Correct.

MR. DRAKE: Does that all have to be confirmed in the permit, when he gets
the permit for the fence, about the landscaping? Reference has to be made to that?

MR. MACH: It does, yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, Mr. Petitioner, do you understand what we're saying
now?

MR. MENGISTU: Yes. Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: So, we've just increased the cost of your project, or the code
has increased the cost of your project because you have to now meet this other aspect that
requires landscaping. So, maybe you're going to have a four-foot fence now?

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Well, it depends what type of landscaping he puts
there. It's a three-foot high, it's nothing that, you know, it doesn't have to be arborvitaes
which is a little bit more expensive than, you know, some other type of plant that might go
there. He could shop that, | think, and be conservative on his approach if he so desires. Is
that correct, Derek?

MR. MACH: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: The approximate distance of that, what's the side
yard?

MR. SIAVELIS: In that one?

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: The length of that fence.

MR. GEISEL: It's probably 75 feet give or take.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: So, divided by four, he's talking about 16?

MR. SIAVELIS: 18 arborvitaes.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: 18 plants, yes. Even that, just some type of plant
three feet high, it doesn't have any other requirement other than the three feet high and
being four foot on center. That's not going to affect the plan, it's just going to affect the
planting.

MR. MENGISTU: We decided to get the wood fence because it would look
beautiful in the neighborhood. You know, we're adding the arch. We already got the
proposal from contractors. So, putting in plants to hide that beautiful wood, | don't know.

MR. SIAVELIS: It's a subjective issue.

MR. MENGISTU: Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: But as far as you're concerned, you don't really have a
choice because it's part of the code and it's part of the permit. So, you're going to have to
comply with that.

MR. MENGISTU: Okay.

MR. GEISEL: We're not trying to impose that upon you. It's stated in the
ordinance. So, if you want to move forward with the project, those are the rules.

MR. MENGISTU: Okay, yes, | gotit. Yes.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: I think you can be very selective about the plant

LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES
Chicago & Roselle, lllinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida
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that you choose as long as it meets the three-foot requirement and you're placing them
four-foot on, you know, on center. It could be something that, you know, that's very modest
and really maybe embellishes the fence a little bit. If you stain it brown or cedar or
whatever, some green might look nice up against it.

MR. MENGISTU: Does it need to be three feet right away or it's something
that grows to three feet?

MR. MACH: | believe it's three feet.

MR. MENGISTU: So, | have to buy three feet plant from the --

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Yes. So, you're about six inches above this table.

MR. MENGISTU: Okay.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: All right. Any other comments from any member of
the Board?

MR. SIAVELIS: This could be a challenge to move on this one.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: None being heard, I think, well, I think it's simple.
Rather than the 14, what was it, the 14-foot setback, 14 and whatever inches, it's going to
come to a 9-foot, just take off five feet off that setback for the approval. The landscaping is
required. The remediation that he explained earlier for access will be resolved by that five-
foot, the last of the five-foot setback. The five-foot open fence is in my mind --

MR. MACH: Semi-open.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Semi-open fence is prudent considering his
situation with his kids and wanting to get some privacy. | mean he's open on all, virtually all
sides of his property.

Yes, this is kind of a unique corner lot with both sides exposed.

MR. SIAVELIS: Mr. Chairman, that remediation you're talking about is the
northwest corner, right?

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: That you questioned the Petitioner on earlier, yes.
Any other discussion by any member of the Board? None being heard, is there a motion?

MR. SIAVELIS: T'll move in support of that proposal.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Okay, so would you want to clarify that just for the
record, Peter? If | am correct, that he's asking for, let's see, the 14.2 foot setback will be
reduced to 9.2 then, Derek?

MR. MACH: Yes.

MR. SIAVELIS: Correct. So, I'll step through that as a bullet point in the
papers, all right?

The motion is three parts:

1. A two-foot high variance in height to allow a five-foot tall, semi-open fence in
the front yard;

2. Semi-open fence in the front yard as well; and

3. 9.2 foot setback to allow for the fence along the north property line, and that

would give the space we talked about or the clearance we talked about with
regard to the sidewalk on the North Kennicott Drive side. In addition to
carrying that linear run into the northwest corner of the fence line to avoid
that severe corner we discussed and the Petitioner represented to us
graphically on the screen.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: A clarification on the request | hadn't brought up

LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES
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earlier is the Petitioner also requested no street side landscaping. So, do we need to
amend his, or have him restate the third variance denying, or approving a 9.2 foot setback
but denying the request for no street side landscaping?

MR. MACH: Sure, or a condition requiring this per code.

MR. SIAVELIS: I'll restate it to make it clear on the record.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Okay.

MR. SIAVELIS: Third variance involves denial of the request for no
street side landscaping and includes, not a 14.2 foot setback as requested, but a 9.2
foot setback to allow a five-foot fence along the north property line which
corresponds to the North Kennicott Drive portion of the fence run, also reflecting
the Petitioner's representation that he will carry that north run of the fence in a linear
path to the northwest corner and avoid that severe corner in the northwest portion
of his parcel.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Is there a second to that motion?

MR. GEISEL: I'll second that.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: We have a motion and a second. Derek, would
you call the roll?

MR. MACH: Mr. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Yes.

MR. MACH: Mr. Geisel.

MR. GEISEL: Yes.

MR. MACH: Mr. Schwingbeck.

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Yes.

MR. MACH: Mr. Siavelis.

MR. SIAVELIS: Yes.

MR. MACH: Chairman Petrillo.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Yes.

MR. MENGISTU: That's good.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Okay, yes, good.

MR. MENGISTU: So, basically, instead of five feet in, now it's 9.2 feet?

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: No, it's five feet in, or you were requesting a
setback of 14.2, did we state that correctly?

MR. MACH: Yes. Yes, we did.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: So, you're five feet away
from --

MR. MENGISTU: The sidewalk.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: The sidewalk.

MR. MENGISTU: Okay. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: All right, and Derek can answer any question.

Any other comments by any member of the Board? Seeing that there

is no old business, is there a motion to adjourn?

MR. SCHWINGBECK: Move to adjourn.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Second?

MR. SIAVELIS: Second.

CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: All those in favor say aye.

LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES
Chicago & Roselle, lllinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida
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(Chorus of ayes.)
CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: Any opposed say nay.
(No response.)
CHAIRMAN PETRILLO: None being heard, motion passes.

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the
above-mentioned petition was adjourned
at 7:40 p.m.)

LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES
Chicago & Roselle, lllinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida
(630) 894-9389 - (800) 219-1212
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS

FINDINGS
January 9, 2017
PETITIONER: Melaku Mengistu
ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: 2004 N. Kennicott Dr.
VARIATION: 6.13-3, 6.13-3-b4

A 2’ height variance to allow a 5’ tall semi-open fence in the front yard, where 3’ feet is the maximum height permitted; A
variation to allow a semi-open fence in the front yard where only an open fence is permitted; and a 9.2’ setback to allow a 5’ tall
semi-open fence in the rear yard along the north property line with landscaping along the exterior of the fence, where a 14.2'
setback is required.

The petitioner explained that their property has three frontages and that they would like to fence the side and rear yard.

The petitioner also explained that they would like to fence part of the front yard with a five foot high semi open fence. The
petitioner testified that the exterior side yard functions as the front of the home. The petitioner also testified that they would
like to utilize the north side of their property and enclose the area with a fence since they have children. The petitioner
explained that code requires that the fence be setback half the distance between the property line and the house. The
Zoning Board discussed the comment from the Department of Engineering which recommends that the fence be setback
from the sidewalk. The Zoning Board agreed that the fence should be setback five feet from the sidewalk and that the fence
taper in the northwest corner. The petitioner agreed to set the fence back and provide landscaping. In addition, the
petitioner agreed to taper the fence in the northwest corner.

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. Siavelis and seconded by Mr. Geisel. Thereafter, the Board voted 5-0 to approve the
variance request.

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

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

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

Anthony Petrillo, Chairman
Zoning Board of Appeals
Village of Arlington Heights



Item: 3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd. - ZBA#16-058

Department: Planning & Community Development

REQUEST

A variation from Chapter 28, Section 11.4, Schedule of Parking Requirement, to allow
a reduction to the minimum required parking from 152 to 145 parking spaces.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type

3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd. - ZBA#16- Exhibits
058



Petition — ZBA#16-058
PIN:03-08-102-037

ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

Staff Analysis

Derek Mach, Planner
February 13, 2017

January 2, 2017

3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd.
3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd.

Prepared By:
Hearing Date:
Date Prepared:
Project Title:
Address:

Background Information
Petition Number:
Petitioner:

Address:

ZBA #16-058

Michael Giorgetti
17427 Harlem Ave.
Tinley Park, IL 60477

Existing Zoning: M-1, Research, Development & Light Manufacturing District

Requested Action/Background Information

Chapter 28, Section 12.1-b4, allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to waive the parking requirements when
the character or use of the building is such as to make unnecessary the full provision of parking facilities, or
where such regulations would impose an unreasonable hardship upon the use of the lot, as merely granting
an advantage or convenience.

Parking Summary

Tenant

Adress

Use

Parking req [ tals Reauired

Sapia, LLC

3255 N, Arington Heights Rd. |

Professional Office

1/300 SF 3317

Debbie Gross & Associates

3255 N. Arlington Heights Rd.

Professional Office

1/300 SF 3.460

Fischman & Associates, LTD

3255 N, Adington Heights Rd.

Professional Office

1/300 SF 5.700

Stuart M. Kessler, P.C.

3255 N. Arington Heights Rd.

Professional Office

1/300 SF 8.643

B. Newberg & N. Sweiban

3255 N. Adington Heights Rd.

507

Professional Office

1/300 SF 3.787

VACANT

3255 N. Adington Heights Rd,

508

Professiona Office

1/300 SF 4200

Accurate Arlington Service, Inc.

3255 N. Arlington Heights Rd.

509 & 510

Professional Office

1/300 SF 5.893

Geoses Corp.

3253 N. Adington Heights Rd.

511

Professional Office

1/300 SF 2023

Sacred Spaces, Inc.

3255 N. Arlington Heights Rd.

512

Professional Office

1/300 SF 3.967

Homeapathy For You, LTD.

3253 N. Arlington Heights Rd.

502 A

Medical Office

1/200 SF 1.525

Brooktree Ardington, LLC

3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd.

309

Medical Office

1/200 SF 37.180

Soft Landings Recovery (Proposed)

3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd

312,301, 302, 310, 311

Medical Office

11200 SF 21.000

Morth Shore Financid Services

3275 N. Ardington Heights Rd.

401

Professional Office

1/300 SF 5.250

E.D. Enterprises, Inc.

3275 N. Arlington Heights Rd.

402

Professional Office

1/300 SF 2.403

Live 4 Ldli

3275 N, Adington Heights Rd.

403 A

Professional Office

1/300 SF 1.737

LivedLali, Inc.

3275 N. Arington Heights Rd.

403 B

Professional Office

1/300 SF 0.667

Pedalric Healthcare Assoc.

3275 N. Arington Heights Rd.

404

Medical Office

1/200 SF £.695

Center for Emotional Wellness

3275 N. Arington Heights Rd.

405

Professional Office

1/300 SF 2380

Haresh Vaswani

3275 N. Arington Heights Rd.

406

Professional Office

1/300 SF 2.430

Maria J. Fournier, D.D.S.

3275 N. Adington Heights Rd.

407 - 408

Medical Office

1/200 SF 13.290

Pedialric Healthcare Assoc.

3275 N. Adington Heights Rd.

409

Medical Office

1/200 SF 3410

Pedalric Healthcare Assoc.

3275 N. Arlington Heights Rd.

410

Medical Office

1/200 SF 8.450

Martin G. Brand, LTD

3275 N, Arington Heights Rd.

411

Professional Office

1/300 SF 4623

Total

151.63

TOTAL # OF PARKING SPACES PROVIDED ON COMMERCIAL LOT

145

SURPLUS { (DEFICIT)

7




Petition — ZBA#16-058
PIN:03-08-102-037

The parking ratios set forth in Chapter 28, Section 11.4, the Zoning Ordinance requires one space for every 300 square
feet for office type uses, and one space for every 200 square feet for medical office. The current site provides 145 parking
spaces, with a parking requirement of 152 spaces. The petitioner surveyed the parking for a few days at various times.
The maximum amount of parked cars at any one time occurred on Monday, November 28, 2016, with 60 cars parked on
the property around 11:00 a.m. (leaving 85 vacant spaces).

Based on the square footage for the businesses and and the type of business, the total number of parking stalls
required for the site is 152 spaces. At this time, the site has a total of 145 parking spaces, thereby resulting in a
deficit of 7 parking stalls. Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variance:

e Avariation from Chapter 28, Section 11.4, Schedule of Parking Requirement, to allow a reduction to
the minimum required parking from 152 to 145 parking spaces.

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




Petition — ZBA#16-058
PIN:03-08-102-037

Items Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing
Iltem Provided Dated Remarks
1. Notification Affidavit v 12/16/16
2. List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property 12/6/16
3. Letter that was Mailed 12/21/16
4. Photographs of Sign on Property 12/9/16

Photographs of Existing Structure




ZBA# 16-058

3265 N Arlington Heights Rd - ZBA

Rev. Eng: Nanci Julius, P.E.

cc: James J. Massarelli, P.E. Director of Engineering
4

Submitted: December £ 2016

Completed: December 22, 2016

The proposed ZBA application indicates that the petitioner is seeking:

A variation to allow a reduction to the minimum required parking from
152 to 145 parking spaces.

NOTE: The number of stalls in the parking complex is existing,
and a study was conducted that revealed that only 70 of the 145
parking spaces were used during the highest traffic times for the
complex.

The Engineering Department has NO OBJECTION to the
proposed variation.

]BJECIEWIE
DEC 22 7018 @
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Village of Arlington Heights
Building Services Department

Interoffice Memorandum

To: Derek Mach, Zoning Board of Appeals Liaison
From: Deb Pierce, Plan Reviewer, Building Services Department
Project Name: 3265 N Arlington Heights Rd

Project Address: 3265 N Arlington Heights Rd

ZBA #: 16-058
Date: December 30, 2016 M@E%@
JAN -3 29
PLANNING &
Derek: DEVELOPMENT%%%%AJ]NAEYNT

I have reviewed the request for the variance to reduce the minimum required parking from
152 to 145 parking spaces, and have no objection to the variance.

T sy



PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL
for

Zoning Board of Appeals Review
Project Name: 3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd.
Project Address: 3265 N. Arlington Heights Rd,

ZBA #: 16-058

ZBA Hearing Date: January 9, 2017

Jim Massarelli, Director of Engineering
Charley Craig, Building Services

Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development
Steve Hautzinger; Design Planner

From: Derek Mach, Zoning Board of Appeals Liaison
Transmitted On: December 15, 2016

* Avariation from Chapter 28, Section 11.4, Schedule of Parking Requirement, to allow a
reduction to the minimum required parking from 152 to 145 parking spaces.

Attached are the Petitioner's:
o Application & Petition
o Plat of Survey
o Site Plan
o Other:
Comments:

No Comments. ~veve Maoveim e D% Havver

Please review, comment, and return to me no later than Thursday, December 29, 2016.

Pianning & Community Development




PETITION

PETITION
NOW COMES the Petitioner Michael Giorgetti agent for Soft Landing Interventions, LLC. agent for the owner of the property
commonly known as: 3265 Arlington Heights Road and appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Arington
Heights for a Variation from Section 11.2 Chapter 28, of the Ardingfon Heights Municipal Code, in order to: decrease the needed

amount of parking spaces presently required by the Village.

| hereby state that the following hardship would exist if the variation were not granted:
Soft Landing Interventions, LLC. would not be able to open this facility for business within the City limits of Arlington Heights as a

medical facility bringing excellent service and compassionate care to people within Arington Heights and surrounding areas.

I hereby state that the following unigue circumstances exist: The amount of parking spaces truly needed by Soft
Landing is well below the needed amount of spaces required by the Village by ordinance due fo the fact that many of the Soft

Landing patients will be in fact receiving concurrent services from Brookiree in a neighboring unit in this business complex, . .

clients will therefore can walk one door to the west from Brooktree and gain service from our facility.

| hereby state that the variation, if granted, will not after the essential character of the localily because: A parking study

was conducted which revealedmomﬂ:anamplepéﬂdrg for our clients. Per the parking study only 70 of the 145 parking spaces

were used during the highest traffic times which was verified by the study required from the Village of Arington Heights and

noted in the variance Application packet provided.

petione! /" 7
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Soft Landing Recovery N
1601 Bond Street, Suite 201 S O'_—r-fg“N D'I*N G
R E C C R Y

Naperville, IL 60563 > E > V E
Main #: 630-261-9220 :“_:.:""u"\.'-;‘I.R."-.‘ -:.r_r"r:=:‘.-,':'|'-(1! r.".i;"L‘.';:;:a.:-; ate
Main Fax: 630-689-1786 -

December 20, 2016

Village of Arlington Heights
Zoning Board of Appeals

Anthony Petrillo, Chair David Divito
Thomas Drake Joseph Geisel
Tom Schwingbeck Joseph Selbka

Peter Siavelis

Re: Letter in Support of Parking Variance Request

Dear Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals:

Soft Landing Recovery (“SLR”) has requested a zoning variance related to the number of
parking spots allotted to the proposed leased property (the “property”), the physical
address and dimensions of which are set forth in detail in related submissions to this
Board. What follows is a brief explanation of why SLR, and the surrounding tenants, can
do perfectly well with fewer parking spaces.

SLR’s hours of operation at the subject property will be Monday-Friday, from
approximately 7 am to 6 pm; and Saturdays from 7 am to 11 am. The property will house
a small clinic staffed by one receptionist, one nurse, one counselor, one program director
and one physician, for a total of 5 fulltime employees. Patient traffic is estimated to be
light and incremental; our patients do not arrive in masse. Rather, we schedule
appointments so that patient flow is never interrupted and no one is waiting to be seen.
At no time during the day will there be four or more patients scheduled for appointments
at the same time, as this runs contrary to our entire business model of minimizing patient
time in the clinic.



Soft Landing Recovery ’bj 7
1601 Bond Street, Suite 201 —T’""
Naperville, IL 60563 SO I-L (!)—AN DING
Main #: 630-261-9220 -;'_'-'.':!' Criak .-J: onnGes 1, € npass L.\: '.‘::r-
Main Fax: 630-689-1786

Perhaps most significantly, the majority of our patients will require no parking spaces at
all, as most will come from the property’s immediate neighbor, Brooktree Health Services
(“Brooktree”). In fact, we chose the subject property in part because of its proximity to
Brooktree, which will allow patients receiving services at Brooktree to simply walk 10 feet
to access treatment in our clinic. Clearly, this significantly limits the parking “footprint” of
our proposed clinic.

Moreover, as the attached parking study makes clear, parking simply does not appear to
be an issue in this office park. During our week-long parking study, the most highly-
occupied or heavily-parked time was at 11 am on November 28, 2016, when we counted
60 parked vehicles and 85 open parking spaces. Therefore, at all times throughout our
estimated hours of operation, there are over 85 vacant and available parking spaces.
Given our five employees and limit of four patients served at any given time, our clinic
capacity will at all times be under ten. Assuming all of those ten occupants drove and
required parking, there would still be a sizeable parking surplus of 75, or more, spaces.

In sum, the subject property is located within an office park that at all times has an
abundance, 85-plus, of available parking spots. Our clinic has a staff of five and we do not
schedule more than four patients at the same time, limiting our parking “footprint” to
under 10 vehicles. Finally, the bulk of our patients will not require any parking, as they
will walk from Brooktree to us, a distance of some 15 feet.

As a result, we submit that our request for a variance does not adversely affect the
property or other tenants and should, as a result, be granted.

- 4_R%ectfully subrn__jtted, j

=G

Paul Getzenﬁdanner,JD LCSW, CADC
Regional Executive Director

Soft Landing Recovery

1601 Bond Street

Naperville, IL 60563

773-519-0319
pgetzendanner@softlandingrecovery.com

cc: Mike Giorgetti
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Prospective Tenant: SOFT LANDING RECOVERY
Signature Square North

Suite 301

3265 N Arlington Heights Rd, Arlinton Heights, IL

N
| et 15t Draft 9-19-2016
' Scale: &"=10" NOTE: Roosm sizes noted are rounded to nearest whole number,
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 OFFICE/MEDICAL SPACE FOR LEASE

SIGNATURE SQUARE NorTH Buitbing | & |l
3255-3295 N.ArLINGTON HEIGHTS RD, ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL
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Soft Landing Recovery Parking Study 3265 Algonquin Road
Parking Results
e

Date Time Vehicles Parked Empty spots
:"f’,;gzyo g S00AM 20 125
:nﬁ;g?zyo 16 8:30 AM 30 115
'1“13;;?23’0 5 900AM 35 110
'1‘"132‘8”?23’0 5 S30AM 44 101
:"flggfzyo 6 10:00 AM 45 100
:"3;:2’0 5 10:30AM 56 89
:"13;:2’0 5 11:00AM 60 85
:"1‘:;‘8’20 5 1130AM 51 04
':"1‘;;;’?2"0 5 1200PM 49 96
m;gf‘z% 5 12:30 PM 50 95
m;ggo 5 1:00 PM 48 97
:"1‘3;:2’0 5 190PM 48 o7
11\“10;;:72% g 200PM 46 %9
:"1",2‘8’20 5 230PM 55 90
:ﬂs;g?zyma 3:00PM 56 89
'1“133373'0 15 3:30 PM 59 86
:"13337’2"015 4:00 PM 51 %
m;gf‘go 5 430PM 41 104
Monday 5:00 PM 39 106

11/28/2016



Date

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

WEDNESDAY
11/30/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY

Time

8:00 AM

8:30 AM

9:00 AM

9:30 AM

10:00 AM

10:30 AM

11:00 AM

11:30 AM

12:00 PM

12:30 PM

1:00 PM

1:30 PM

2:00 PM

2:30 PM

3:00 PM

3:30 PM

4:00 PM

4:30 PM

5:00 PM

8:00 AM

8:30 AM

9:00 AM

Vehicles Parked

22

27

35

47

48

48

55

56

48

46

82

48

49

50

52

46

39

11

Empty spots

123

118

110

98

97

97

90

89

97

99

83

97

96

95

93

99

101

101

106

140

136

134



Date

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

SATURDAY
12/03/2016

Time

10:00 AM

10:30 AM

11:00 AM

11:30 AM

12:00 PM

12:30 PM

1:00 PM

1:30 PM

2:00 PM

Vehicles Parked

15

19

25

22

26

23

22

24

19

Empty spots

130

126

120

123

119

122

123

121

126



Item: 604 N. Wilshire Ln. - ZBA#17-001

Department: Planning & Community Development

REQUEST

_1. A 9.6 foot setback variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3c1 (Exterior Side
Yards) to allow a 6 foot tall solid fence in the exterior side yard that is 3 feet from the
south property line where a 12.6 foot setback is required.

2. A1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow an
increase to the maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence located along
the perimeter of the rear yard.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
604 N. Wilshire Ln. - ZBA#17-001 Exhibits



Petition — ZBA#17-001
PIN:03-28-115-008

ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

Staff Analysis

Prepared By: Derek Mach, Planner
Hearing Date: February 13, 2017
Date Prepared: February 6, 2017
Project Title: Sowa Residence
Address: 604 N. Wilshire Ln.

Background Information
Petition Number: ZBA #17-001
Petitioner: Urszula Sowa
Address: 604 N. Wilshire Ln.
Arlington Heights IL 60004
Existing Zoning: R-3, One-Family Dwelling District

Requested Action/Background Information

The petitioner proposes to construct a 6’ high solid fence along the perimeter of the rear yard. The petitioner is proposing
to set the fence back 3 feet from the south property line along Euclid Avenue. Therefore, petitioner requests the following
variations:

A 9.6 foot setback variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3c1 (Exterior Side Yards) to allow a 6 foot tall
solid fence in the exterior side yard that is 3 feet from the south property line where a 12.6 foot setback
is required.

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

Variation Review Standards

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




Petition — ZBA#17-001
PIN:03-28-115-008

Map of General Vicinity

[tems Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing

Iltem Provided Dated Remarks
1. Notification Affidavit v 1/25/17
2. List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property 1/25/17
3. Letter that was Mailed 1/25/17
4. Photographs of Sign on Property 1/25/17




Petition — ZBA#17-001
PIN:03-28-115-008

Photographs of Existing Structure

=N




ZBA# 17-001
604 N Wilshire Ln- ZBA
Rev. Eng: Nanci Julius, P.E.

cc: James J. Massarelli, P.E. Director of Engineeringm M

Submitted: January 19, 2017
Completed: January 19, 2017

The proposed ZBA application indicates that the petitioner is seeking:

A 9.6 ft setback variance to allow a 6 fi tall solid fence in the exterior
side yard that is 3 ft from the south propertyline where a 12.6 ft setback
is required; and a 1 ft variance to allow an increase to the maximum
fence height from 5 ft to 6 ft, for a fence located along the perimeter of
the rear yard.

The Engineering Department has NO OBJECTION to the
proposed setback variance, and NO COMMENT on the height
variance.

]B.[ECCJEHVJEID)
JAN 24 2017

PLANNING & COMMUN
DEVELOPMENT DEPART&TEYNT




PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL
for
Zoning Board of Appeals Review

Project Name: Sowa Residence
Project Address: 604 N. Wilshire Ln.

ZBA #: 17-001

ZBA Hearing Date: February 13, 2017

Jim Massarelli, Director of Engineering
Charley Craig, Building Services

Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development
Steve Hauizinger, Design Planner

From: Derek Mach, Zoning Board of Appeals Liaison

Transmitted On: January 19, 2017

e A9.6foot setback variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3c1 (Exterior Side Yards) to allow a 6
foot tall solid fence in the exterior side yard that is 3 feet from the south property line where a
12.6 foot setback is required.

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

Attached are the Petitioner’s:
o Application & Petition
o Plat of Survey
o Site Plan
a Other.
Comments: NG COMmMENTS CT <,

Please review, comment, and return to me no later than Friday, January 27, 2017.

Planning & Communily Development




PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL

for
Zoning Board of Appeals Review

Project Name: Sowa Residence
Project Address: 604 N. Wilshire Ln.

ZBA #. 17-001

ZBA Hearing Date: February 13, 2017

Jim Massarelli, Director of Engineering
Charley Craig, Building Services

Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development
Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

From: Derek Mach, Zoning Board of Appeals Liaison

Transmitted On: January 19, 2017

» A9.6foot sethack variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3¢1 (Exterior Side Yards)toallowa6

foot tall solid fence in the exterior side yard that is 3 feet from the south property line where a
12.6 foot setback is required.

A 1 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3b (Location of Fences) to allow an increase to

the maximum fence height from 5-feet to 6-feet, for a fence located along the perimeter of the
rear yard.

Attached are the Petitioner's:
a Application & Petition
o Plat of Survey
o Site Plan
o Other:
Comments:

No_comments.  ~Sreve Baoye nzge Drawn Sowver

Please review, comment, and return to me no later than Friday, January 27, 2017.

Planning & Community Development




Urszula Sowa
604 N. Wilshire Lane
Arlington Heights, IL 60004

PETITION

NOW COMES the Petitioner URSZULA SOWA
being the owner of the property commonly known as 604 N. WILSHIRE LANE, ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL

appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Arlington Heights for a Variation from Section 6.13-3, Chapter 28,
of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, in order to:

»  Construct a solid fence with a height of 6 feet along the perimeter of the backyard as indicated in the proposal

¢ The proposed distance between the fence and the sidewalk is 3 feet

I hereby state that the following hardship would exist if the variation were not granted:

* At least twenty percent of the available backyard would be excluded from the interior of a solid fence if installed 12
feet away from the sidewalk

¢ Evergreens and gardens elements planted on the south side of the property would need to be removed if the fence
were constructed to the current regulations

¢ Lack of uniformity in terms of height and style of the fence would diminish the appearance and lead to increased
material and labor costs

*  Headlight and noise pollution from passing automobiles is a constant disturbance, which a tall solid fence would
reduce.

» Littering has been an ongoing problem for those living along Euclid Avenue and is an undue burden on the property
owner to keep the backyard free of trash

»  Pedestrians allow dogs to urinate and defecate in the backyard, thereby, damaging grass and foliage in the garden
¢  Traffic next to the backyard, presents a safety concern for grandchildren and pets that play there

[ hereby state that the following unique circumstances exist:

¢ The property lies along side of Euclid Ave, a major arterial road, having significant amounts of traffic, both
vehicular and pedestrian

*  Since this property is on a corner lot and the fence is only covering the rear, there’s minimal impact on neighboring
properties

o Sacrificing a significant useful portion of the backyard to accommodate a privacy fence is unjust, considering the
very high property taxes demanded by the Village of Arlington Heights.

[ hereby state that the variation, if granted, would not alter the essential character of the locality because:

* Local properties adjacent to Euclid Avenue have solid fences closer to the sidewalk than what is requested in this
petition, which have heights exceeding 6 feet

¢ A property directly on the other side of Euclid Avenue has a fence that sits right next to the sidewalk that is greater
than 36" in height

Signed: W %{ﬁ"’f Date: / / / 2 / 29/ 7>

/ Petitioner
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Item: 910 N. Illinois Ave. - ZBA#17-002

Department: Planning & Community Development

REQUEST

1. A 2.3 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) &
Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow a second story addition with a
side yard setback of 2.7 feet from the north property line instead of the minimum 5.0
feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
910 N. Illinois Ave. - ZBA#17-002 Exhibits



Petition — ZBA#17-002
PIN:03-30-110-013

ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

Staff Analysis

Prepared By: Derek Mach, Planner
Hearing Date: February 13, 2017
Date Prepared: February 6, 2017
Project Title: Johnson Residence
Address: 910 N. lllinois Ave.

Background Information
Petition Number: ZBA #17-002
Petitioner: Chad & Melissa Johnson
Address: 910 N. lllinois Ave.

Arlington Heights IL 60004
Existing Zoning: R-3, One-Family Dwelling District

Requested Action/Background Information

The petitioner is proposing to construct a second story addition to the existing two story home. The subject site is
zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of 6,395 square feet and a lot width of 50
feet. The proposed residence will have approximately 2,100 square feet. The proposed addition is encroaching into
the required side yard setback. Therefore the petitioner requests the following variation:

e A 2.3foot 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
2.7 feet from the north property line instead of the minimum 5.0 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#17-002
PIN:03-30-110-013

Map of General Vicinity

ltems Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing

Item Provided Dated Remarks
1. Notification Affidavit v 112717
2. List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property 1/27/17
3. Letter that was Mailed 1/27/17
4. Photographs of Sign on Property 1/27/17




Petition — ZBA#17-002
PIN:03-30-110-013

Photographs of Existing Structure

e




ZBA# 17-002

910 N Illinois - ZBA

Rev. Eng: Nanci Julius, P.E.

cc: James J. Massarelli, P.E. Director of Engineering 4? A

Submitted: January 19, 2017
Completed: January 19, 2017

The proposed ZBA application indicates that the petitioner is seeking:

A 2.3 ft variance to allow a second story addition with a side yard
setback of 2.7 ft from the north property line instead of the minimum 5
ft and an additional 1 ft for the eave; and a 3.5 ft variance to allow an
addition with a front yard setback of 20.2 from the east property line
instead of the minimum 23.7 ft and an additional 1 fi for the eave.

NOTE: The existing setbacks are nonconforming, and the
proposed second story addition will not increase the
nonconformity,

The Engineering Department has NO OBJECTION to the
proposed variances.

PLANNING & Copgy
OMi
DEVELOPMENT Dipg FUN'T_‘R, .




PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL
for
Zoning Board of Appeals Review

Project Name: Johnson Residence
Project Address: 910 N. lllinois Avenue

ZBA #: 17-002

ZBA Hearing Date: February 13, 2017

Jim Massarelli, Director of Engineering
Charley Craig, Building Services

Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development
Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

From: Derek Mach, Zoning Board of Appeals Liaison

Transmitted On: January 19, 2017

* A23foot 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
2.7 feet from the north property line instead of the minimum 5.0 feet and an additional 1.0 feet
for the eave.

A 3.5 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4
(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 20.2 feet
from the east property line instead of the minimum 23.7 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the
eave,

Attached are the Petitioner's:
a Application & Petition
o Plat of Survey
o Site Plan
o  Other;
Comments: _ALL PPRTS 0~ THE Buitdng witun § o noRiy
PRAPLEYY («VE musT comPly 2009 T, L.C SECTIoV
R 302 ~ £irs RESIS TIAVT CONSTRUETION  saf C D 1nlin intfous

Please review, comment. and return to me no later than Friday, January 27, 2017.

Planning & Communily Development




PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL

for
Zoning Board of Appeals Review

Project Name: Johnson Residence

Project Address: 910 N. lllinois Avenue

ZBA #: 17-002

ZBA Hearing Date: February 13, 2017

Jim Massarelli, Director of Engineering
Charley Craig, Building Services

C: Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development
Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

From: Derek Mach, Zoning Board of Appeals Liaison

Transmitted On: January 19, 2017

 A23footvariance 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
2.7 feet from the north property line instead of the minimum 5.0 feet and an additional 1.0 feet
for the eave.

A 3.5 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4
(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 20.2 feet
from the east property line instead of the minimum 23.7 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the
eave,

Attached are the Petitioner's:
o Application & Petition
o Plat of Survey
a Site Plan
o  Other:
Comments: THr. PPorores fhnirion 19 Nice Y ORslonEn Que 1S

FAVORABM S Fpll. AN finmus RTRATIVE DEsyN APpvac, PenoiNg

Please review, comment, and return to me no later than Friday, January 27, 2017.
THE ouTeome or THE Z-8A R‘i\l!&’,l{)_

- S‘IEUE- AA’UTZU‘J 4R Qf. @E—qu N PLAN Nefl Plenning & Community Development 10F 1



PETITION

NOW COMES the Petitioners Chad & Melissa Johnson, being the owners of the
property commonly known as: 910 N. lllinois, and appeals to the Zoning Board
of Appeals of the Village of Arlington Heights for a Variation from CHAPTER 28,
Section 5.1-3.6 of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, In order
to: ALLOW A REDUCTION TO THE MINiMUM SIDE (North) SETBACK FROM 5' TO

2.74'. and A REDUCTION TO THE AVERAGE FRONT FROM 23.7' TO 20.21".

| hereby state that the following hardship would exist if the variation were not

granted: Limits expansion of the second floor of home as it currenty sits

beyond the North and East setbacks.

| hereby state that the following unique circumstances exist:

1) The existing home currently sits at 2.74' off of the North property line

in which the proposed addition does not exceed.

2) The existing home currenty sits at 20.21' off the East (Front) property

line in which the proposed addition does not exceed.

3) Shifting the second floor to meet the average front or side setback

would cause inadequate floor space to the new bedrooms and perhaps

cause one to be eliminated.

| hereby state that the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character

of the locality because: it will enhance the facade of the existing home, and

blend in with the overall look and character of the home.

Signed: %/% Date: //sz 20/7

CHAD AND MELISSA JOHNSON




PLAT OF SURVEY

HWEST

LOT 14 IN BLOCK 15 IN ARLINGTON PARK, A SUBDE\S/IES(_J?I%NOSOTJ-;%VSESSJ:-; ESQFOS_E;HT%E;\NNG%RIE e

EXCEPT THE NORTH 25 FEET THEREOF) OF . ) Yo
ggQiEE"?H(IRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LYING NORTHEASTERLY OF THE NORTHERLY LINE OF RIGHT OF WA

CHICAGO AND NORTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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Item: 416 S. Windsor Dr. - ZBA#17-003

Department: Planning & Community Development

REQUEST

1. A 3.6 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 side yard
setback of 3.5 feet from the north property line instead of the minimum 7.1 feet and
an additional 1.0 feet for the eave.

2. A 4.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) &
Section 5.4 (Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a front yard
setback of 21.0 feet from the east property line instead of the minimum 25.0 feet and
an additional 1.0 feet for the eave.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
416 S. Windsor Dr. - ZBA#17-003 Exhibits



Petition — ZBA#17-003
PIN:03-33-110-015

ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

Staff Analysis

Prepared By: Derek Mach, Planner
Hearing Date: February 13, 2017
Date Prepared: February 6, 2017
Project Title: Mattes Residence
Address: 416 S. Windsor Dr.

Background Information
Petition Number: ZBA #17-003
Petitioner: Erin Mattes
Address: 416 S. Windsor Dr.
Arlington Heights IL 60004
Existing Zoning: R-3, One-Family Dwelling District

Requested Action/Background Information

The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of 8,758 square feet
and the residence, with the proposed addition, will have approximately 2,977 square feet. The proposed addition
encroaches into the required side yard setback and the required front yard setback. As part of the addition, the
petitioner is proposing to expand the existing one car attached garage and create a two car attached garage. The
proposed interior width of the garage is 22.5 feet and per the building code, the required minimum garage interior
width is 21 feet. Although reducing the garage width would not eliminate the variation it would increase the side yard
setback from 3.5 feet to 5 feet. The petitioner is also proposing a new front porch that is encroaching into the
required front yard setback. Therefore, the petitioner requests the following variations:

o A 3.6 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 side yard setback of 3.5 feet from
the north property line instead of the minimum 7.1 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the eave.

e A 4.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4
(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 21.0 feet
from the east property line instead of the minimum 25.0 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#17-003
PIN:03-33-110-015

Map of General Vicinity

ltems Required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing

Item Provided Dated Remarks
1. Notification Affidavit v 112717
2. List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property 1/27/17
3. Letter that was Mailed 1/27/17
4. Photographs of Sign on Property 1/27/17




Petition — ZBA#17-003
PIN:03-33-110-015

Photographs of Existing Structure




ZBA# 17-003

416 S Windsor Dr - ZBA

Rev. Eng: Nanci Julius, P.E.

cc: James J. Massarelli, P.E. Director of Engineering

Submitted: January 19, 2017

Completed: January 23, 2017 W
REVISED: February 1,2017 9@

The proposed ZBA application indicates that the petitioner is seeking:

A 3.6 ft variance to allow an addition with a side yard setback of 3.5 ft
from the north property line instead of the minimum 7.1 ft and an
additional 1 ft for the eave; and a 4 ft variance to allow an addition
with a front yard setback of 21 ft from the east property line instead of
the minimum 25 ft and an additional 1 ft for the eave.

Per Jim Massarlelli, the Engincering Department IS NOT IN
FAVOR of the proposed side yard setback of 3.5 ft (5 ft minimum);
and has NO OBJECTION to the front yard setback variance.

CEIVE
WFEB 82 2017 ID

PLANNING & COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMEN

St

-4




"PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL
e for
_ Zoning Board of Appeals Review

Project Name: Mattes Residence
Project Address: 416 S. Windsor Drive

ZBA #: 17-003

ZBA Hearing Date: February 13, 2017

Jim Massarelli, Director of Engineering
Charley Craig, Building Services

Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development
Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

From: Derek Mach, Zoning Board of Appeals Liaison

Transmitted On: January 19, 2017

* A 3.6 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 side yard setback of 3.5 feet
from the north property line instead of the minimum 7.1 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the
eave,

A 4.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4
(Table of Required Minimum Yards}) to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 21.0 feet
from the east property line instead of the minimum 25.0 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the
eave.

The proposed garage and second floor addition have a nice appearance on the front of the home.
However, the full front porch is slightly out of character with the colonial style house, where a smaller
covered entry portico may be more appropriate. The large family room gable on the rear elevation is
out of context with the colonial style home. A Design Commission application is required to be
submitted for the project.

Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

Please review, comment, and return to me no later than Friday, January 27, 2017.

Planning & Community Development




PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL
for
Zoning Board of Appeals Review

Project Name: Mattes Residence
Project Address: 416 S. Windsor Drive

ZBA #: 17-003

ZBA Hearing Date: February 13, 2017

Jim Massarelli, Director of Engineering
Charley Craig, Building Services

Bill Enight, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development
Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

From: Derek Mach, Zoning Board of Appeals Liaison

Transmitted On: January 19, 2017

¢ A 3.6 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 side yard setback of 3.5 feet

from the north property line instead of the minimum 7.1 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the
eave.

A 4.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 (Required Minimum Yards) & Section 5.4
(Table of Required Minimum Yards) to allow an addition with a front yard setback of 21.0 feet
from the east property line instead of the minimum 25.0 feet and an additional 1.0 feet for the
eave,

Attached are the Petitioner’s:

a Application & Petition

a Plat of Survey

o Site Plan

a Other:
Comments: THE wNORP™ WAt 4 A PARTS OF TWE DuicdrN(,
WITHIN 81 of TZ PROPERTY LINE mUST @@Ly w/Z.R.C
SECTION RR02.. UE CARACE DEPM OF )8'3" 1« LECe TWIN
MINEMUM . fetow €D /' 4t -+ ¢

Please review, comment, and return to me no later than Friday, January 27, 2017.

Planning & Communily Development




PETITION

Now comes the Petitioners, David and Erin Mattes, being the owners of the
property commonly known as 416 S. Windsor Drive, Arlington Heights, IL 60004
and appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Arlington Heights for
a Variation from Section 5.1-3.6, Chapter 28, of the Arlington Heights Municipal
Code, in order to construct an addition to the existing house for a 2 car garage and
extend the current concrete porch to the entire length of the house.

We hereby state that the following hardship would exist if the variation were not
granted: We would be forced to keep at least one vehicle in the driveway at all
times and still have an inadequate garage. After a considerable investment, the
front facade would not be aesthetically comparable to our new neighbors.

We hereby state that the following unique circumstances exist: The pie shaped lot
has caused us to create the request for a 3.5' side yard setback and the original
homes' front yard setback is the reason to request a variance for a front porch.

We hereby state that the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character
of the locality because there are many newly remodeled homes with 2 car garages
and full second floor additions over the garage and a few beautiful porches.

Signed: CQMWM Date: |/13)/I’%7—

Petitioner

IR[ECEHVIED
JAN 13 2017

PLANNING & o
DEVELOPMENT DE%%%EET
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BRAIMAN & ASSOCIATES

JEFFREY S. BRAIMAN | V A 4256 N. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ROAD
Attorney at Law ' . SUITE 202
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS 60004
February 3, 2017 _ TELEPHONE: (847) 577-8870
_ FAX: (847) 577-8935
Mr. Anthony Petrillo, Chairman Joraiman@braimanlaw.com
Village of Arlington Heights
Zoning Board of Appeals
33 S. Arlington Heights Road VIA EMAIL TO: DMACH@VAH.COM

Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005

Re:  Petition for Zoning Variation - 416 S. Windsor Dr., Arlington Hits., IL 60005

Dear Chairman Petrillo;

Please be advised that the undersigned has been retained by Mr. and Mrs. Brian Farrar relative to

the Petition for a Zoning Variation filed by David and Erin Mattes and scheduled to be heard by
the Arlington Village of Heights Zoning Board of Appeals on February 13, 2017. My clients are

the owners of record for the property immediately north of and adjacent to the subject property
witha common adcress of AN A

correspondence is being sent to advise of my clients objection to the proposed and requested
variations.

It is our understanding that the Petition seeks two separate variations to the Village’s Zoning
Ordinances, Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6 and Section 534 regarding both side yard and front yard
setbacks. My clients object to both.

The first requested variation is for the reduction of the side yard setback from the required 7.1
feet to a 3.5 foot setback, or a variation of 3.6 feet from the requirements contained in the
Village’s Zoning Ordinance. Similarly, the Petitioner seeks a 4.0 variance to allow a front yard
setback of 21 feet as opposed to the requirement of a 25.0 foot setback. The objectors believe
that the requests are not warranted and do not meet the standards for variations to the Zoning
Ordinance.

Under the Village’s Zoning Ordinance, variations to the standards set forth therein can only be
allowed if the Petitioner can demonstrate and the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the:

...variation of the strict application of the terms of the Zoning Ordinance
as 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...and at the same time the surrounding
property will be properly protected. Section 6-202 (e) (c) Emphasis added.

The Ordinance further provides that the Board shall require evidence form the applicant 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,



Mr. Anthony Petrillo, Chairman
Village of Arlington Heights
Zoning Board of Appeals
February 3, 2017

Page 2

3) The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
Section 6-202 (e) (¢)

It is the position of Mr. and Mrs. Farrar that the application for the variations do not meet the
required standards and demand the applicant provide strict proof of said standards. It is apparent
that the applicants are seeking, in part to expand their current garage from a one car garage to a
two car garage. They recently purchased said residence in August 2016, obviously with the
knowledge that the property had a one car garage and knew or should have known that an
expansion of the garage would not be allowable under the current zoning ordinance. Numerous
homes throughout the Village either have no attached garage or are limited to a one car garage.
The applicant has failed to demonstrate that a “demonstrable and unusual hardship” exists and
the expansion of the garage clearly is a matter of convenience. Further, one is hard pressed to
believe that the plight of the owner/applicant is due to unique circumstances. They purchased the
property knowing of its present configuration and condition and any hardship or unique
circumstance is of their own choosing or creation.

Lastly, the topography of the subject property and the Farrar’s property creates an additional
concern and justification for denying the variations. Currently, the Mattes’ property sits 1 -2 feet
above the Farrar’s property. During certain weather events water is forced and flows onto my
clients’ property from the Mattes’ property and floods my client’s side yard. A reduction of the
side yard setback and the addition of more impervious area will only cause more runoff onto the
Farrar’s property and exacerbate the current condition.

For the reasons stated above, on behalf of Brian and Sandra Farrar, I respectfully request that the
request for variations to the Village of Arlington Heights Zoning Ordinance requested by David
and Erin Mattes be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

JEFFREY S.BRAIMAN
BRAIMAN & ASSOCIATES
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