
 
 

AGENDA 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Buechner Room, 1st Floor 
Arlington Heights Village Hall, 33 S. Arlington Heights Rd. 

Arlington Heights IL  60005 
February 23, 2026 

7:00 PM  
I. CALL TO ORDER 
II. ROLL CALL OF MEMBERS 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 A. Minutes 2/9/26 

 B. 1119 S. Salem Ln. - Findings 2/9/26 

 C. 2414 E. Kensington Rd. - Findings 2/9/26 

 D. 1211 S. New Wilke Rd. - Findings 2/9/26 

 E. 421 S. Bristol Ln. - Findings 2/9/26 

 F. 611 E. Fairview St. - Findings 2/9/26 

 G. 907 W. Braeside Dr. - Findings 2/9/26 

IV. OLD BUSINESS 
V. NEW BUSINESS 
 A. 1225 N. Walnut Ave. - ZBA25-053 

 B. 638 S. Vail Ave. - ZBA25-054 

 C. 1161 N. Hickory Ave. - ZBA25-055 

 D. 107 S. Prindle Ave. - ZBA25-056 

 E. 16 N. Stratford Rd. - ZBA26-001 

VI. OTHER BUSINESS 
VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Anyone wishing to speak on a subject not on the Agenda may speak at this time. Please limit 
your comments to three minutes. 
VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
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Persons with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services, such as an American Sign 
Language interpreter or written materials in accessible formats, should contact the Health & 
Human Services Department, at 33 S. Arlington Heights Road, Arlington Heights, IL 60005, 
healthmail@vah.com or 847/368-5760. 
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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:  1119 SOUTH SALEM LANE - ZBA #25-034 
 
 
 
  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 9th day of February, 2026 at the hour of 
 
7:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
BENJAMIN JAFFE, Chairperson 
FRANK PORTERA 
JEFF LANAGHAN 
TOM DRAKE 
 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
DAN OSOBA, Planning Staff Planner II 
DARKO BOJIN, Planning Staff 
HANNAH SAED, Legal Staff 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, I’m calling this month’s Zoning Board 
of Appeals meeting to order. 
   Can we start with roll call? 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Portera. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Here. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Selbka. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. O’Connor. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Lanaghan. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Here. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Siavelis. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Drake. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Here. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Chair Jaffe. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Here. 
   Next, we will do the Pledge of Allegiance.  Everybody stand, 
face the rear of the room. 
   (Pledge of Allegiance recited.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, next, we’ll approve the minutes from 
last month’s meeting. 
   Did the Board members have an opportunity to review those 
minutes, and are there any changes or edits which are required? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  None heard. 
   Is there a motion to approve? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  So moved. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Second. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, I’m going to over the procedure 
hearing, hearing procedures rather.   
   So, first, quorum.  If less than six members are present, there 
is the option to petitioners to continue the meeting.  It takes four affirmative votes to 
approve a variance regardless of the number of Board members in attendance.  If 
denied, a petitioner cannot reapply for a whole year.  So, as you can see, we have 
four tonight.  So, in order to get your petition granted, you’re going to need to go 
four for four. 
   The variation hardship.  So, it’s incumbent upon the petitioner 
to explain the four elements necessary to establish order for this Board to be able 
to grant a variation.  Those elements are: 

1. That the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and 
will be compatible with existing uses and zoning of nearby property; 
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2. That the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances which may 
include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned;  

3. That the proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this 
chapter; and  

4. That the variation requested is the minimum variation necessary to allow 
reasonable use of the property. 

   A variation shall be permitted only if the evidence, in the 
judgment of the Board of Appeals, sustains each of the four conditions enumerated. 
So, folks, we’ve received your packets, we’ve read them, but it is still incumbent 
upon you to explain why you’re here, what is it you’re asking for, and why you’re 
asking for it.  If you explain those four things, it makes it a lot easier for this Board to 
potentially grant your petition. 
   The agenda item.  The Chairperson will open the agenda item 
and provide introductory remarks.  It will then be followed by a Staff presentation 
which is a brief overview of the project and the variance request.  The applicant will 
then present its case in favor of zoning relief by way of documents or testimony.  
The applicants and any witnesses testifying must be sworn under oath and must 
state and spell their respective names for the record. 
   Public comment.  Members of the public may speak on the 
application.  Speakers must be sworn under oath and state and spell their name 
clearly.  Anyone who is formally registered in advance of the hearing as an objector 
should be permitted to speak first.  Objectors must complete a form to be provided 
by the Department of Community Development and submitted to the Director of 
Community Development not later than 4:30 p.m. five days before the scheduled 
date of the hearing. 
   A registered objector may cross examine the applicant or their 
witness.  Registered objectors are also not restricted to the time limit for public 
comment.  Any person who is not formally registered as an objector may speak at 
the hearing but must limit their comments to three minutes.  The Chair may, in his 
discretion, alter the maximum time provided to public commenters provided the 
maximum time is applied to all speakers. 
   The applicant may make a closing statement and may present 
any follow-up testimony or evidence.  The applicant then rests their case.  The 
Board will make a motion to close public testimony by voice vote.  The Board 
deliberates and votes on the matter.  All ZBA final decisions must be in writing.  If 
the agenda packet does not include a draft final order that is acceptable to the ZBA, 
the substantive motion should be to direct Staff to prepare an appropriate final 
order for approval at a subsequent meeting. 
   Dan, could you go to the meeting agenda?  I just want to make 
a distinction between public comments on the petitions and public comments in 
general. 
   Okay, so folks, what I just described would be public 
comments germane to each of the agenda items.  If you want to speak about those 
petitions, that’s what I just covered in the public comments.  There is a separate 
public comment section at the very end.  That is to allow anybody who has anything 
they would like to speak as their right of the public to do so.  I’m pointing out this 
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distinction because, again, if you come up to speak to any of the petitions, we’re 
asking that you have your comments be specific to that petition and not a general 
comment about Village affairs, the Chicago Bears, et cetera. 
   At that point, we’ll see if there’s other business and we’ll 
motion for adjournment. 
   With that said, let’s start with New Business, Agenda Item A. 
1119 South Salem Lane, ZBA Petition #25-034. 
  MR. SHAW:  Can I approach? 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes, come on up. 
  MR. SHAW:  Perfect.  Good evening. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Good evening.  Could you state your name 
and address for the record? 
  MR. SHAW:  Yes.  Good evening, I’m Ryan Shaw, 1119 South 
Salem Lane. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. OSOBA:  All right, the property at 1119 South Salem Lane is 
zoned R-3 Residential Single-Family District.  The Petitioner is proposing to expand 
an existing 22-foot-wide asphalt driveway on the property to a maximum width of 29 
feet in order to park additional vehicles in the driveway.  The driveway that is 
proposed is to be tapered with the width remaining 22 feet at the sidewalk and 
expanding to 29 feet as it gets closer to the two-car garage.  The maximum 
driveway width for two-car garages is 22 feet. 
   Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting the following variation: 

• A seven-foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 10.2-11.1(b) to allow a 
driveway width of 29 feet where 22 feet is the maximum. 

  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. SHAW:  Yes, so as Dan just said, all we’re asking for is a taper 
at the top of the driveway, just seven feet additional driveway space.  The intent is 
to allow us to keep the driveway clean, organized, and mostly a safety thing.  We 
have young children who are active in sports in school, and we constantly have 
other families approaching the house, other vehicles there whether for sports or 
what have you. Reversing a large SUV out of the garage while maneuvering out 
around a parked vehicle in the driveway just becomes burdensome. 
   So, unless you have any questions, I’m going to go to the four 
elements right now.  The proposed use will not alter the essential character of the 
locality.  I think more important than what I think, what you want to hear is what our 
neighbors think.  So, what we did is we went around to all of the impacted 
neighbors, showed them the mockup of what we’re proposing to do, and we got 
unanimous support from everyone I talked to.  I believe that should have been 
provided, you know, the support for all that. 
   I think really the driving factor is, I also submitted some 
images. 
   Dan, I don’t know if you can cycle through those, or I have 
printed copies if it’s much easier. 
   This is an example of a driveway that’s got a similar addition.  
Here’s another one.  You know, I got feedback from the Zoning Board that there’s 
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concerns it would be unattractive.  You know, I don’t think this is unattractive. 
   This is an example of how we got the unanimous support.  
This is 1109 South Salem, this is two doors down from us, identical width driveway, 
similar house.  You can see they a pad there, so we don’t have a pad but we do 
have frequently have three vehicles on the driveway.  You can see the Cadillac 
there on the right, it’s parked on the grass.  This causes kind of unsightly, it kills the 
grass, right, the vehicle parked on the grass.  The other safety thing is there’s a 
vehicle you can see obstructing the sidewalk which isn’t ideal, and I think that’s 
against the rules as well. 
   So, the result of this is they often have, you know, vehicles 
obstructing the sidewalk, vehicles on the street.  It causes some issues when the, 
you know, snowplows are out.  So, really that’s the intent of really the variance 
we’re asking for. 
   Unless there are any questions, I’m going to roll through all the 
other elements. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Keep rolling. 
  MR. SHAW:  Another one is it’s got to be within the harmony and 
spirit of the intent of the rules.  You know, I think the intent of the Zoning Code, we 
can all agree, is making safe, attractive and functional neighborhoods.  I think by, 
you know, allowing, you know, a seven-foot variance, it’s really the minimal ask that 
allows the enhanced safety for children and pedestrians, right, you know, as we’re 
reversing out of the driveway, not having to steer around parked vehicles.  I think 
evidenced by the fact that, you know, we’ve gotten a unanimous support from the 
neighbors, it’s going to improve the aesthetics and curb appeal, you know, if we can 
prevent vehicles from being on the grass, the sidewalk or the street. 
   I think the third element, the minimum variance, you know, 
some of the pictures that Dan showed, you know, I think these are tasteful.  You 
know, they didn’t ask for a third stall or anything, right, just an additional parking 
space again to safely park a vehicle to the side.  You know, homes more than 50 
years old, the needs and sizes of, you know, family vehicles has evolved.  I think it’s 
the minimum ask in order for the house to meet our needs. 
   Then the last is the plight of the owner is due to unique 
circumstances.  The reality is I married an Iowa girl, so our family lives all out of 
state, and they’re constantly coming to visit whether I like it or not.  So, we 
frequently get out-of-state visitors and we do have overnight guests, right, as much 
as I joke.  So, it is fairly common that we’ll have two to three vehicles parked in the 
driveway, so I think by granting this variance, it allows us to keep, you know, the 
intent of the neighborhood which is clean and organized driveways and curb 
appeal. 
   I think that’s it.  I’m going to open up for questions. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes, I have a few for you.  So, first 
of all, how long have you been in the house? 
  MR. SHAW:  Five years. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Five years.  How many people live 
there? 
  MR. SHAW:  Four. 
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  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  And number of drivers? 
  MR. SHAW:  Two for now. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Two for now.  How old are your 
kids?  Ballpark? 
  MR. SHAW:  I’m sorry, I’m wondering at the relevance. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Just trying to understand. 
  MR. SHAW:  They’re six and seven. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Got it, okay. 
   Question for Staff, just the request here is for a seven-foot 
addition I think on the north side if I remember correctly, right? 
  MR. OSOBA:  Yes, that’s correct. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  There’s about 14 or 15 feet there 
currently.  Would there be a variance required should we grant that?  I mean do 
they have enough setback? 
  MR. OSOBA:  With the space between the driveway and the property 
line? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  And the property line, correct. 
  MR. OSOBA:  There is no additional variance that would need to be 
granted for that. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Got it, okay.  Those are my 
questions at this point. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Tom or Frank? 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  The neighbor immediately to the 
north, you have their approval on one of these letters? 
  MR. SHAW:  Yes, that was the first house we stopped by and he was 
in complete support of it. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Okay. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And how many cars do you have right 
now? 
  MR. SHAW:  We have two. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, no other questions from the 
Board? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, you can have a seat.  Is there 
anybody in the audience who wishes to comment on 1119 South Salem? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, none being heard, we’ll close it down 
for deliberation. 
   Want to start, Jeff? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes, I’ll start.  You know, in general, 
I’m not a huge fan of granting these types of variances.  I do understand the safety 
concern here.  I did drive the neighborhood today actually, and there is certainly a 
number of similar instances where this is out there.  So, I don’t see that being as big 
of an issue as I might normally. 
   I do recognize Staff’s complaint and I’m sensitive to that, but I 
think in this instance I think I can support this. 
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  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  I support it as well.  I think they met all 
the criteria, checked all the boxes.  I don’t know that I’ve ever seen as much 
neighbor support on this petition as ever before. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  That was a huge pulling factor for 
me as well I must admit. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes, yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  No concerns. 
   Is there a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I move to approve this variance as 
submitted. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Second. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Portera. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Lanaghan. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Drake. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Chair Jaffe. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes. 
   Congratulations. 
  MR. SHAW:  Thank you.  Thank you. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-
mentioned petition was adjourned at 7:13 p.m.) 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, moving on Item B, 2414 East 
Kensington Road, ZBA #25-047. 
   And, Mr. Shaw, you’re welcoming to stay, but you’re free to 
leave. 
  MR. SHAW:  Okay. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Hi. 
  MRS. GORRIE:  Hi. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Both state you name and address for the 
record. 
  MR. GORRIE:  Anthony Gorrie, 2414 East Kensington Road. 
  MRS. GORRIE:  Hollis Gorrie, 2414 East Kensington Road. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  MR. OSOBA:  The property is zoned R-3 Residential Single-Family 
District.  The Petitioner is proposing to construct a new driveway in order to park 
one additional vehicle.  The proposed driveway is 28.5 feet in width where 
driveways may be no longer than 22 feet in width per code. 
   Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting the following variation: 

• A 6.5-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 10.2-11.1(b) to allow a 
driveway 28.5 feet in width where driveways may not exceed 22 feet in 
width. 

   Thank you. 
  MRS. GORRIE:  I think I’ll get right into the four items.  You know, in 
terms of altering the essential character, we really don’t think it will.  It still remains a 
driveway kind of serving its original purpose, and the design is consistent with other 
residential properties in the area.  We don’t really think it will disrupt the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
   I think that the biggest reason for us is that we are located on 
a busy street.  Kensington Road is a very busy street and it’s located right near 
Prospect High School, so we do have a lot of traffic back and forth.  It really does 
create a hardship as our son is turning 16 in March, so we will have a third driver 
and a third car and we would like to be able to park that vehicle safely so we don’t 
have to maneuver behind or in front of, you know, a car that’s parked in our 
driveway.  We don’t have the luxury of parking close by the house on our street.  
We would have to, you know, figure something else out if that was the scenario. 
   We do think that the proposed extension aligns with the intent 
of Chapter 28.  It is still safe and functional and it’s in a residential use.  We don’t 
think that it really conflicts with the zoning principles and supports of our home 
ownership. 
   For number four which is that we’re requesting the minimum 
variance, we really are requesting only the minimum extension to accommodate 
one additional car.  We really feel that this will be a modest change that will meet 
our basic parking needs without overextending the property or affecting other lots. 
   So, I don’t have any documentation on our neighbors but our 
two neighbors to either side of us are definitely in support.  Noted if we ever do 
anything again, that that would be a good thing for us to have some documentation. 
But I really think it’s just going to really better meet our family needs.  You know, 
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our daughter is 13 so she’s got a couple of years but we will have another driver.  
We understand that, you know, larger driveways can sometimes raise concerns 
about aesthetics but we really want to assure you that we’re committed to 
maintaining really a beautiful, well-kept exterior that really enhances the curb 
appeal and home with our neighborhood. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Okay, if you don’t mind, I’ll ask you 
some of the similar questions I just asked like how many people in the family? 
  MRS. GORRIE:  Four. 
  MR. GORRIE:  Four. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Four.  So, 13, 16 and -- 
  MRS. GORRIE:  16 in March, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  In March, got you.  Okay, I 
understand that.  The concern I had, so again I drove this one, took a look at it, I 
think the concern I have is you seem to be pretty tight to your neighbor to the north. 
In fact, looking at your drawing, it almost looks like, you know, it’s showing an eight-
foot distance to your property line and you’re asking, if I’m reading this correctly, for 
an 8.5-foot addition to your driveway?  Wouldn’t that get you in the neighbor’s 
property? 
  MRS. GORRIE:  6.5, right? 
  MR. GORRIE:  Yes, 6.5, exactly. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I’m sorry, the one I have here, it’s 
showing 8.5.  So, that’s kind of maybe what’s throwing off there. 
  MR. OSOBA:  I believe it’s 8.5, the dimension at least that’s shown 
here.  The driveway is set in a little bit, so it’s right, going to be right on the property 
line. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  It’s going to be on the property line 
though.  You have spoken to the neighbor to, that would be what, the west? 
  MRS. GORRIE:  Justin, yes. 
  MR. GORRIE:  To the west, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  And they’re on board with basically 
having the driveway at their property line? 
  MRS. GORRIE:  Yes.  I mean, if it would help to have them send you 
guys something, I would have, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  It would have been great, but I 
understand. 
  MRS. GORRIE:  Yes, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I understand.  Okay, so I understand 
how the property’s setback is.  I know Staff’s comment is you have enough room on 
site.  It’s pretty similar and it is a busy street.  So, at this point in time, I don’t have 
any other questions. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Jeff, are you talking about the comments 
from Planning and Community Development? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Correct, I was. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Did you happen to read that comment from 
Planning and Community Development that says the existing driveway is long 
enough to accommodate four cars in addition to the two-car attached garage?  So, 
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I’m just curious, (a) did you read that, and (b) do you agree with that assessment? 
  MRS. GORRIE:  I think it depends on the size of the car, right? 
  MR. GORRIE:  Yes, we read that comment.  I think my take on that is 
I suppose you could park four cars but I think it’s about being able to use the 
driveway and access the garage in a meaningful and convenient and usable way.  
So, the proposed extension to the width of the driveway allows for cars to move in 
and out without having to shuffle cars in and out of a busy road. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
   Tom or Frank? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Nothing for me. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Jeff, anything else? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  No. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, you can have a seat. 
   Is there anybody present who wishes to comment on 2414 
East Kensington Road? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, we’ll close it down for deliberation. 
   You want to start again, Jeff? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes, sure. 
   Again, I’m not a huge fan of these.  I do have some concerns 
about the proximity to the neighbor’s property line and very happy that you guys 
spoke to them and that they’re on board with that.  Considering there is no 
opposition, I would be able to support this one. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  I think my hinge factor in this one is that it’s 
in Kensington. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I would agree, yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  If it were somewhere else and we talk 
about every petition is unique, I don’t know where I’d be, but since it’s on 
Kensington, I’m generally okay with this. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  It is a quite busy street.  So, I drove 
by today, I had to go up and around the block two or three times to get a feel for 
how it looked, and I do understand the concern there. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  You’ve got the high school just a block 
away. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Right. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  You have a driver coming or another one 
coming in a few years, so I think it’s a reasonable request. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Agreed, it’s a very busy road, and for 
all the reasons you all mentioned, I agree. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Is there a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I move to approve the variance as 
submitted. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Second. 
  MR. BOJIN:  Mr. Portera. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Yes. 
  MR. BOJIN:  Mr. Lanaghan. 
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  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes. 
  MR. BOJIN:  Mr. Drake. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. BOJIN:  Chair Jaffe. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes. 
   Congratulations. 
  MR. GORRIE:  Thank you. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-
mentioned petition was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.) 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Agenda Item C, 1211 South New Wilke 
Road, ZBA #25-048. 
   Hi. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Good evening.  John Kramer, Arlington Heights Park 
District.  Work address, 410 North Arlington Heights Road. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, will the property owners also be 
meaning to speak on this one?  Are they present? 
  MR. KRAMER:  The Park District owns the golf course. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Oh, okay, right; this is it.  Got it.   
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Thank you. 
  MR. OSOBA:  All right.  The property Arlington Lakes Golf Club is 
zoned P-L Public Land District, and the Petitioner, the Arlington Heights Park 
District, is proposing to remove an existing three-foot tall fence that is open style 
along South New Wilke Road and replace it with a four-foot tall, open style fence.  
The proposed fence is a black powder-coated aluminum fence and will be located 
along Wilke from the Arlington Lakes Golf course entrance to the intersection of 
New Wilke Road and Central Road.  This portion of the property is considered the 
front yard by the definitions of the Zoning Code, and fences have a maximum 
height of three feet in all required front yards. 
   Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting the following variance: 

• A one-foot variance to allow a four-foot, open style fence to be located in the 
required front yard where the maximum fence height is three feet in the 
required front yard. 

  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Go ahead. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Absolutely.  So, as far as the essential character, the 
existing fence is in disrepair.  It’s welded wire fabric with a wood post, probably was 
closer to four feet when it was originally installed.  It has since sagged, along Wilke 
Road specifically.  The new multi-use path that’s gone in, largely most of that 
shrubbery was removed as part of that.  So, the fence wasn’t even visible largely. 
   So, that brought us to we need to put a fence in that area that 
actually stops people now who are walking adjacent to from getting golf balls and 
people on the golf course from walking out into the right-of-way.  So, ultimately, that 
kind of us was the onus behind it.  The existing fence, we were cited because it was 
in disrepair, so we looked at a replacement strategy. 
   The existing fence we’d like to carry around the entire course 
over about the next four-year capital cycles and keep it uniform all the way across 
the board. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Any feedback from the neighbors all the 
way around?  You’ve got condos over there.  You have residential, office space. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Largely, you know, golf course staff obviously get 
more requests from the residents that your fence is in disrepair, please fix it.  No 
negative comments of either we don’t want a fence, I think most of them prefer a 
fence.  We largely work with most of the residents because of errant golf shots.  So, 
we’ve planted trees and other things to do that.  I do not believe there is any 
negative connotation from the fence from at least the residents on the Golden Oaks 
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side, that would largely be the residential site.  Central doesn’t, New Wilke largely 
does not. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Okay, also there was a comment from 
the Staff about the footings and how deep they needed to be in the ground. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Correct. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Did you see that comment? 
  MR. KRAMER:  We did, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Any issue with that? 
  MR. KRAMER:  No, we’ll that into consideration when we’re installing. 
I think the existing, we pulled out some wood posts, they were in there largely close 
to that 36 to 42 inches, but the new fence will exceed that or match that. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  That’s all I have. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  I don’t know if you mentioned it, I 
apologize.  How old is the existing fence? 
  MR. KRAMER:  The wood posts, you know, we went through Google 
Earth imagery and tried to know when it was put in.  You know, it’s probably over 
25 years.  In here I think we stayed 10 just because we don’t know the exact. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. KRAMER:  But, again, that detail was put in before some bush 
shrubbery was there, so well past 10 years. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, the Park District got its money’s worth. 
  MR. KRAMER:  We one hundred percent have gotten our money out 
of that welded wire fabric and wood posts, and my golf course staff will be very 
happy that they don’t have to keep replacing the wood posts should you all 
approve. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Got it. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Has there been an issue with people 
sneaking out of the course?  I know that was in the petition.  Big issue? 
  MR. KRAMER:  No, only sporadic.  You know, again, it’s an attractive 
nuisance for some in the evenings to go out, but largely, you know, the course is 
well loved, so I’ll say that. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Narrow, too. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Fair -- 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Okay, sorry, I’m sorry.  Please do not blame the -- 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Not a complaint, just an observation. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Just an observation. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  You had mentioned that you’re 
planning on replacing all of it over the next four years. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Correct. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Is that something, would they need 
to come back for each phase of this, or this is one and done? 
  MR. OSOBA:  This is because of the front yard. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Got it. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Got it, okay.  Thank you. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  And I have no questions. 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Questions? 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  No. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, you can have a seat.  Thank you. 
  MR. KRAMER:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Is there anybody present who wishes to 
comment on 1211 South New Wilke Road? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, close it down for deliberation. 
   Tom, do you want to start? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Again, I think they’ve met all the criteria 
we want.  From what I saw from the photo, it’s a much better-looking fence than the 
one that’s there now.  I live a few blocks away from the course, so I see that fence 
almost everyday when I drive by.  So, I’m favor of it. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes, I would say, I mean, the 
existing fence is nonconforming.  They’re replacing a nonconforming fence with a 
nonconforming fence that looks a whole lot better.  I’m in favor. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Agreed.  A reasonable ask and one 
that seems overdue. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Is there a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Move to approve this petition as 
presented. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Second. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Portera. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Lanaghan. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Drake. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Chair Jaffe. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes. 
   Congratulations. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-
mentioned petition was adjourned at 7:26 p.m.) 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, moving on to Agenda Item D, 421 
South Bristol Lane, ZBA #25-049. 
   How are you? 
  MR. HOLM:  Good evening, good.  Thank you for your taking time 
today. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And your name is? 
  MR. HOLM:  I am Nick Holm. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Address? 
  MR. HOLM:  Here for 421 South Bristol. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And what’s your business address? 
  MR. HOLM:  Advance Design Studio, we’re at 30 Railroad Street, 
Gilberts, Illinois. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, got it.  Could you raise your right 
hand, sir? 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. BOJIN:  The property is zoned R-3 Residential Single-Family 
District, and the Petitioner is proposing to construct a one-story addition in the rear 
of the house, continuing the setback with the existing building.  The proposed 
addition is set back 4.74 feet from the side lot line where six feet is required per 
code. 
   Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting the following variation: 

• A 1.26-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) to allow an addition 
with a 4.74-foot side yard setback where a six-foot side yard setback is 
required. 

   Thank you. 
  MR. HOLM:  Thank you.  As he said, we are looking for a variance to 
encroach.  Now, as you can see from the drawing already, we are already 
encroaching.  We wish to follow the existing setback; we’re not looking to change 
anything else.  This is slightly built on an angle; the lot is a little narrower.  It’s an 
older home with a growing family and a need for space. 
   We’re looking to do the minimal encroachment.  We don’t want 
to change or alter the back scape of the house for the appearance.  The neighbors 
were in agreement.  We actually have a letter, I have a copy of it I’m going to 
present to you, from the neighbor directly to the north which is where this is 
encroaching the most. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Was it previously in the packet? 
  MR. HOLM:  I do not know if you previously had it in the packet. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, if you don’t mind surrendering a 
copy, we can make sure we include it. 
  MR. HOLM:  Absolutely. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Thank you.  Sorry to interrupt. 
  MR. HOLM:  All right, you want to do that right now? 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes, please, and we can read it while you 
discuss. 
  MR. HOLM:  Okay, thank you.  They have a beautiful, well-kept yard 
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and want to keep that up.  They have a growing family.  They have two children, 10 
and 12 right now.  The house is kind of, they’re outgrowing the needs of the house 
themselves.  The space they use to entertain to host events, family events, and this 
will be an enlargement of their living room and kitchen area so that they can throw 
their, host there and take care of everything they’ve got going. 
   It is an older home as I mentioned, built in the mid 50’s.  So, 
it’s much smaller than today’s needs.  They’re looking to just kind of grow that and 
make this more fitting to the neighborhood. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Just a general question.  Do you 
know how long the homeowners have lived in this particular residence? 
  MR. HOLM:  Since 2020.  I have the homeowner Sean with me 
tonight. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Okay, great, thank you.  You said a 
husband and wife and two children, that’s right? 
  MR. HOLM:  Correct. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Okay, and you can confirm that this is 
an existing nonconforming use, you’re just following the same setback? 
  MR. HOLM:  Correct. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  And the neighbor directly affected 
has, through the letter you’ve given us, consented to this?  No problems 
whatsoever? 
  MR. HOLM:  Yes.  No probably whatsoever. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Okay, any other neighbor support or 
opposition? 
  MR. HOLM:  Nobody opposes. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Okay, that’s all the questions I have.  
Oh, I want to see the -- 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes, can we just quickly review it before we 
go to the questions? 
  MR. BOJIN:  Yes, I can read it into the record.  It reads:  Our 
neighbors, at least to the south of our residence, are attempting to build an addition 
on to their home that encroaches to the easement approximately 1.26 feet.  We 
understand this and are okay with this.  Signed, Eric and Amy Sagendorph. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Do you know approximately how old the 
house is? 
  MR. HOLM:  It’s probably mid-‘50’s.  It’s close enough. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Did you look at what the design 
might look like if you modified it to -- 
  MR. HOLM:  We did.  We actually asked our architect to kind of draw 
that in, what it was like without that 1.26 feet.  The jog both inside and outside was 
kind of off-putting as well as like windows that would kind of be affected in that area. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Got it. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  There is one comment from the 
Building and Life Safety Department about the exterior wall of the addition is 
required to have a one-hour fire resistance rating.  You’re aware of that? 
  MR. HOLM:  Yes. 
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  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Okay, that’s all I have, guys. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Anything else from you, Jeff? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  No, I’m good at this point. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  You can have a seat, thank you. 
  MR. HOLM:  Thank you, sir. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Is there anybody present who wishes to 
comment on 421 South Bristol Lane? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, none being heard, we’ll close it down 
for deliberation. 
   Frank? 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Yes, I think this is a reasonable ask, 
an existing non-conforming use, they’re following the same setback.  Minimum 
variance necessary and neighbor approval and no neighborhood opposition.  So, 
I’m in favor of this variance. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes, I’m glad that they did look to 
see what the design would, how it would be affected if they actually met the zoning. 
I’m content with the answer so I can approve this as well. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Is there a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Motion to approve as presented. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I’ll second that. 
  MR. BOJIN:  Mr. Portera. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Yes. 
  MR. BOJIN:  Mr. Lanaghan. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes. 
  MR. BOJIN:  Mr. Drake. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. BOJIN:  Chair Jaffe. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes. 
   Congratulations. 
  MR. HOLM:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  You’re welcome. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-
mentioned petition was adjourned at 7:32 p.m.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 22 of 129



 
 

 

 LeGRAND REPORTING & TRANSCRIBING SERVICES 
 (630) 894-9389 

21   21 

 
 
 
ZONING BOARD    
                                      REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS OF A MEETING 
                                 BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                                                  ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
                
OF APPEALS      
 
 
 
RE:  611 EAST FAIRVIEW STREET - ZBA #25-050 
 
 
 
  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 9th day of February, 2026 at the hour of 
 
7:32 p.m. 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
BENJAMIN JAFFE, Chairperson 
FRANK PORTERA 
JEFF LANAGHAN 
TOM DRAKE 
 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
DAN OSOBA, Planning Staff Planner II 
DARKO BOJIN, Planning Staff 
HANNAH SAED, Legal Staff 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 23 of 129



 
 

 

 LeGRAND REPORTING & TRANSCRIBING SERVICES 
 (630) 894-9389 

22   22 

  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Next, Agenda Item E, 611 East Fairview 
Street, ZBA #25-050. 
   Good evening. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Good evening, how’re you doing? 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Good, how are you? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Good. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  And, Bob, before you get started, I 
do want to point out I am familiar with this resident.  So, it’s not going to affect my 
ability to vote but I do need to let everybody know that I am familiar with them. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Would you state your name and address 
for the record, please? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Bob Flubacker, we’re at 1895 Rohlwing Road, 
Rolling Meadows. 
   (Witness sworn.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Thank you. 
  MR. OSOBA:  The property at 611 East Fairview Street is zoned R-3 
Residential Single-Family District.  The Petitioner is proposing a one-story addition 
along the southern elevation of the property.  The 155 square-foot addition is 
located in the interior side yard of the corner property and will encroach one foot 
into the required five-foot side yard setback.  The existing home is already greater 
than the maximum floor area ratio and the building lot coverage allowance 
established by the R-3 District.  The existing floor area is 3,930 square feet where 
the maximum allowance is 2,962 square feet, and the existing building lot coverage 
is 2,388 square feet where the maximum allowance is 2,304 square feet.  This 
proposed addition will increase the existing nonconforming conditions. 
   The property did receive Zoning Board approval of variances 
for building lot coverage and floor area ratio in 2002 for a similar sized building 
addition and again in 2020.  In both cases, the ZBA granted approval of those 
variances; however, the addition was never constructed and, thus, those approved 
variances expired pursuant to Chapter 6, Section 6.202(e)(5). 
   So, therefore, the Petitioner is requesting the following 
variances: 

• A one-foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(a) to construct a room 
addition set back four feet from the side lot line where a minimum side 
setback of five feet is required; 

• A 1,123 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 to allow a 
floor area ratio of 4,085 square feet where 2,962 square feet is the 
maximum; and 

• A 239 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.5(a) to allow a 
building lot coverage of 2,543 square feet where 2,304 square feet is the 
maximum. 

  MR. FLUBACKER:  The reason I’m passing these out is I believe the 
packet you had does not have floor plans in it, and the floor plans, they’re operable 
to the variation.  If you look at the third page, that is the existing first floor plan.  You 
can see that it’s a unique floor plan with the garage in the middle of the house, and 
connecting the east and west portions of the house gets very tricky through that 
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room. 
   My client has investigated multiple other projects to find kind of 
the home of their dreams with a first-floor master suite.  So, this particular design, if 
you look at the next page, converts the living room on the far east section of the 
house into a master suite.  We’re expanding that section behind the garage for the 
kitchen and providing a wider access for going from the east to the west portions of 
the house. 
   They entertain a lot.  She has a wine, kind of a wine critique 
website and business that she runs, and so they entertain a lot.  They also have a 
lot of family that come over and stay over.  So, that’s the reason for the 
encroachment in the back. 
   It’s a little deceptive with all the numbers.  Our addition is 155 
square feet, so we’re adding 155 square feet to the FAR and 155 square feet to the 
lot coverage. 
   I have a letter here from the neighbor directly to the south.  I 
had this late so it wasn’t able to get into the packet, but they’re in favor of the 
project. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, it’s received. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Addressing the areas requested, this essentially 
does not change the character of the house at all.  It’s in the back side of the house 
and really not visible from the public areas.  The use of the house is not changing 
and we really tried to keep it as small as possible.  This has been a consistent idea 
arrived at by multiple architects over time that expanding this section of the house is 
the best way to connect the two segments of the house, so we might be different 
than the other architect. 
   So, with that, I’d be happy to answer any questions. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, yes, let’s start there.  So, in the 
background information that Staff shared, it said that this property got and received 
a variation in 2002 for a similar sized building addition and again in 2020.  So, if I 
heard you correctly, the property owners have worked with multiple architects over 
the course of 24 years, but now want to go with the plan that you’ve proposed? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Which is very similar to what happened in the 
past. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, so they, is it fair to assume that the 
current property owners have been in that residence since 2002 before? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Yes, yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, do you know why in previous 
situations where they’ve gotten the variation, do you know why they chose not to 
proceed with the project? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  So, the 2002 variation I believe actually 
happened.  I think that was a building addition that they built at that time that 
created the large encroachment on the FAR.  In 2020, it was pandemic, you know, 
all the related kind of miseries of life that time.  Again, they had looked at other 
properties in the immediate area, potentially remodeling it.  We did a lot of studies 
on the project to see if that made more sense than this project. 
   They’ve got a lot of, kind of emotional equity in this house.  
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They’ve lived in there a long time.  They’ve done a lot of improvements that they 
really like and are hard to replace somewhere else.  So, they want to stay where 
they’re at. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, how many people live in the house? 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Two. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, do you guys have questions? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  No. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  No. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Frank? 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  No. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, you can have a seat, Bob.  Thank 
you. 
   Is anybody present who wishes to comment on 611 East 
Fairview Street? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, none being heard, I mean, I can 
start.  I mean, the biggest questions I had in reviewing the packet and then listening 
to Bob’s presentation was what I would call the timeline of events with this property 
in what had been requested, what had been approved, what happened, what didn’t. 
I’m good with the explanation that was delivered as to why things happened and 
when they happened and when they didn’t. 
   The detailed site plan helped give context to what I would say 
is the data and numbers in the packet.  The fact that there is one letter of neighbor 
support and no known neighbor opposition, I would be comfortable proceeding with 
this petition. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I’d agree, especially the neighbor to 
the south who is directly affected is the one who’s supporting which I think is key to 
me right now. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Is there a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Move to approve the variances as 
requested. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Second. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Portera. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Lanaghan. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Drake. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Chair Jaffe. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes. 
   Congratulations. 
  MR. FLUBACKER:  Thank you, guys. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  You’re welcome. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-
mentioned petition was adjourned at 7:41 p.m.) 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, that brings us to Agenda Item F, 907 
West Braeside Drive, ZBA #25-052. 
   Good evening. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Good evening.  I’m Sean Brennan; I’m the 
homeowner.  This is my wife, Crista Gerzevske. 
  MS. GERZEVSKE:  Crista Gerzevske. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, I see most of you are coming up.  So, 
are all of you going to talk?  Because I’m going to get you all sworn in then. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, so let’s do it one at a time. 
   Are you going to talk? 
  MS. MEDINA:  No, I can talk last. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Then I still need you sworn in.  So, we’ll 
start with the property owners and then -- 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, go ahead. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  My name is Sean Brennan, and I’ll speaking on 
behalf of our property. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And what’s your address? 
  MR. BRENNAN:  907 West Braeside Drive. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And who are you? 
  MS. GERZEVSKE:  Crista Gerzevske, 907 West Braeside Drive. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Keep close to the microphone please. 
  MR. ROHN:  Trevor Rohn with Icon Building Group, 486 Woodland 
Chase in Vernon Hills. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MS. MEDINA:  Rose Medina, I work for Icon Building Group. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And what’s your address? 
  MS. MEDINA:  The address is 106 Roman Lane in Hawthorn Woods, 
Illinois. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, can all four of you huddle near the 
microphone? 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. OSOBA:  The property at 907 West Braeside Drive is zoned R-3 
Residential Single-Family District.  The Petitioner is proposing an 829 square-foot 
family room addition in the rear or east side yard, or rear yard, excuse me, of the 
property, along with an extension of the existing porch in the exterior side yard 
which is on the north.  The property is a corner lot, therefore, the yard adjacent to 
North Kennicott Avenue is considered the front yard as it is the shorter of the two 
corner lot frontages.  The architectural design of the proposed addition and front 
porch extension have been reviewed and approved administratively by Village Staff 
pending the approval of the variances here tonight.  The addition encroaches 16.7 
feet into the required 30-foot rear yard setback, and the front porch extension of an 
added portico encroaches 2.02 feet into the required 26.44-foot exterior side yard 
setback. 
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   Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting the following variations: 
• A 2.02-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(c) to allow a building 

addition to be set back 24.42 feet where a setback of 26.44 feet is required; 
and  

• A 16.7-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(d) to allow a building 
addition to be set back 13.3 feet where a setback of 30 feet is required. 

  MR. BRENNAN:  Okay, so like I said earlier, I’m Sean.  I live at 907 
West Braeside with my wife Crista.  As described, we’re seeking a variation for an 
addition on the east side of our house.  We need this addition because the Village 
Code states, or sorry, we need the variance because the Village Code states the 
front yard of our house faces Kennicott where the front door of our house and also 
our address faces West Braeside Drive. 
   We really enjoy living on West Braeside Drive and we’d like to 
expand our living space as both my wife and I work from home.  The new space 
would not only serve as a living room but also as workspace for myself and 
potentially my wife as well.  Currently, we’re working in a small cramped office 
together. 
   In addition, the addition would also include moving our laundry 
room which currently is adjacent to our kitchen and it’s very cramped.  It also 
houses our furnace and water heater which we’re concerned is a little dangerous.  
We are planning to replace the furnace and bring it to meet Village Code for that as 
well. 
   To answer the four essential criteria, first, the essential 
character, we have images of three other corner lots in our neighborhood that also 
appear to have this variance.  Two of them appear to even be similar floor plans to 
our house design as well. 
  MS. GERZEVSKE:  One of these two houses -- 
  MR. BRENNAN:  One is, yes, two houses adjacent to us. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Were they submitted in the packet? 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Were they submitted, Trevor?  We have the 
images. 
  MR. ROHN:  I believe they were, but I’ll, these are -- 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And you have a copy to give to Dan? 
  MR. ROHN:  Yes.  Yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  And then as was mentioned, we also worked with 
Steve Hautzinger at the Village Design Board to ensure that the character of the 
addition looks like a natural extension of the house and also matches the character 
of the neighborhood. 
   For the second one, we believe our case is unique and 
requires a variation because of the orientation of the lot because we’re on a corner 
lot. 
   As for the minimum variation, we requested the variation that 
puts our east side of the property at a 13-foot setback.  If the front of our house was 
to the north, if we were not on a corner lot, then the required setback would be 10 
feet.  So, we would be within that Village Code if the front of our house was to the 
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north. 
   Then, also for the variance on the north side of the house for 
the front portico, that was actually suggested by Steve Hautzinger as a way to 
make the character of the house appear, make the addition appear to be less of an 
addition and more of a natural extension of the house.  If we need to adjust that, 
we’re more than happy to adjust the front portico.  We’re more concerned about the 
side, well, the rear yard, sorry, corner lot sets a confusing verbiage. 
  MS. GERZEVSKE:  East here. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  The east side, yes, we’re more concerned with that 
variation.  Then -- 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  When you say more concerned -- 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Oh, sorry, we’re more concerned about getting the 
variation.  If we need to make adjustments on the north of the house, that was just 
suggested by Steve. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  So, if that was not approved, then we would be 
okay with that. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  And then also, our design, we think it respects the 
intent of the neighborhood as an added to the home in a way that is very similar to 
other houses in the neighborhood and also maintains the same aesthetics as the 
sort of like neighborhood characteristic.  We’re also, in addition, we’re not adding 
any windows on the east side of the house to maintain some privacy. 
   Then, lastly, we also received the same variance here for our 
fence.  We built a fence out to the west side and needed a variance because the lot 
was treated the same way. 
  MS. GERZEVSKE:  The orientation. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  The orientation of the lot.  So, we have a fence that 
extends out to the west side and have a variance for that as well. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  When did you purchase the home? 
  MR. BRENNAN:  In 2020.  Yes, so we’ve lived there for five years.  
Then, to close, we’ve shown the plan to our neighbors to the rear and across the 
street.  Both approved verbally and sent in written statements.  Did they make it in? 
Yes, okay, so they’re in there.   
   We also discussed it with our adjacent neighbors.  Initially, we 
had a verbal approval, but they’re official Objectors tonight. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  So, we did have verbal approval initially, but that’s 
all I have, I’m happy to answer any questions.  We also have our builders here to 
answer any other questions. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, how many people live in the house? 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Two. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Two. 
   Dan, could you pull up the one letter that was in the packet, 
the one that was in opposition?  So, I just want to clarify something.  This neighbor 
in their letter suggested that you, and I’m sorry I can’t see it properly, but a tall fence 
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and I think, I’m going to be paraphrasing, where is it?  These homeowners have 
already been allowed to break Village Codes recently by erecting a tall fence 
around their property. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, you’re saying that this fence that you 
erected was done with a variance? 
  MR. BRENNAN:  That was done with a variance and -- 
  MS. GERZEVSKE:  It was not due to size; it was due to being a 
corner lot.  The fence is within what would be required. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes, I’m not sure why they said that we’re breaking 
the codes for that.  Yes, but we’ve got the variance for that. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Dan, can you confirm that? 
  MR. OSOBA:  Yes, and Chair, for you, those two letters that were 
sent, they were sent over the weekend. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. OSOBA:  So, I do have copies for everybody; I can also read it 
into the record. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Given the sensitivity to this, why don’t we 
go ahead and read them in? 
  MR. OSOBA:  Sure. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Thank you. 
  MR. OSOBA:  So, it says:  To whom it may concern.  My name is 
Russ Stejskal.  I live at 908 Braeside Drive.  I have reviewed the plans that Sean 
Brennan has for the addition to this house and have no objections.  This will 
beautify his home and add much needed value to the neighborhood.  If you have 
any questions, I can be reached at contact information.  Thank you for your 
attention to this matter. 
   The second one:  To whom it may concern.  My wife Sheryl 
and I have had the pleasure of being neighbors of Sean Brennan and Crista, I’m 
going to mispronounce your last name, I’m sorry, G., since they moved in next 
door.  We are unable to attend the public hearing on Monday, February 9th.  They 
have always notified us of property improvements they plan to make and asked if 
we had any questions or concerns about how the improvements would affect us 
and our property.  Their property enhancements, including beautiful landscaping 
and the visually appealing fence around the property, have been tasteful and 
completed without any disturbance.  Therefore, we will fully support the planned 
addition to their home and are very confident that Sean and Crista will again 
choose a contractor who will ensure the work is done with only a positive impact on 
the aesthetics of our property and their home.  Feel free to contact me if you have 
any questions.  I find it hard to believe that anyone who is as fortunate as we 
believe we are to have such considerate neighbors as Sean and Crista would have 
any concerns about the appearance and construction of their planned addition.  
Respectfully yours, Dave Letwat. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, those two letters you just read, so we 
have two letters that are in support. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Yes. 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And we have one letter that’s in opposition 
and we have a Formal Objector as of right now, okay.  I just have one more 
question and then I’ll see what the Board has.   
   So, as far as minimum use, I mean let’s talk about the larger of 
the two asks in the addition and maybe this, you know, I’ll direct to the builders.  
Can you help the Board understand, you know, how you arrived at what is currently 
being asked for as the minimum amount that they need? 
  MR. ROHN:  Yes, so Sean and Crista alluded to this.  I guess 
stepping back a little bit, we went through a number of iterations of this project, 
building up, building down, all of which were going to have a much more significant 
impact to the house itself and to the homeowners.  Newly installed roof, newly 
installed solar panels, having to impact the kitchen that was brand new before they 
bought the home in 2020, so we opted to go out to the east.  The initial operating 
assumption obviously was incorrect that we were well within the 10-foot setback, so 
that was, you know, so we went out in that direction and created a space that we 
thought was comfortable and appropriate for a family room and a laundry room. 
   Like we said, we are short of, if we had to consider a 10-foot 
setback, we aren’t short of that, so I think we’ve been mindful of the rules and not 
looking to not only exceed, you know, ask for the 16-foot variance request like 
we’re not maxing it out, you know, either.  Shrinking this addition, I think we would 
just lose some of the function of it being a family room.  The laundry room would 
get tight and it wouldn’t accomplish some of our objectives here. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, did I hear you correctly, the property 
owners have already invested in a new roof and new windows? 
  MR. ROHN:  As when they were purchasing the home, a new roof 
was done, yes. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Not windows.  We invested in a new roof and solar 
panels. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Solar panels, yes. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  So, that’s part of why we decided against building 
up because that would require tearing out the roof and relocating the solar panels. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Or you’d have to -- 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes, exactly. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MR. ROHN:  Also, we met two years ago because that’s when this 
whole process began.  So, this has been a long and winding road to get to this 
place and again go through all these different iterations of this project and just felt 
this is going to be right one.  It was just the most appropriate given the condition of 
their home and the layout. 
   The orientation of the lot is unfortunate.  I get why it’s done 
that way.  We’re not arguing to change, you know, the code by any means, just 
looking to use a little common sense as we look at, you know, what is the front of 
the house and what’s the side of the house or the rear. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, Board members, other questions for 
now? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Not at this point. 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, you can have a seat. 
   So, Village Counsel, sequence of events, we’re going to call 
the Formal Objectors to the podium.  Do they have to identify themselves, address, 
and get sworn in? 
  MS. SAED:  Yes.  So, the Objectors will go first, and then they’ll be 
able to cross examine the Applicant or the Applicant’s witnesses.  Then, I’ll also 
point out that registered objectors are not restricted to a time limit for public 
comment unlike regular public commenters that are limited to three minutes.  But 
we just ask that you keep any comments germane to the issue at hand and the 
criteria for the variances. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, if I’m pronouncing it correctly, is it 
Gupnik, Gaspnik? 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Gasparik. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Gasparik. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, you can come on up.  Thank you.  
Sorry. 
   Okay, so could you both state your name and addresses for 
the record? 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes, Deborah Gasparik, 903 West Braeside. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  David Gasparik, 903 West Braeside. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Go ahead. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Good evening, members of the Board.  My name 
is Deborah.  My husband Dave and I live at 903 West Braeside, directly adjacent to 
the property requesting a setback variance. 
   We want to begin by saying that we value having Sean and 
Crista as neighbors.  We appreciate their desire to improve their home, and we 
understand how important it is for families to create spaces that meet their needs.  
At the same time, we would like to share how the proposed setback variance would 
affect our property and why we have concerns about approving a variance without 
complete information. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes, I just want to say one thing.  When the initial 
proposal was coming out, I think in October, or August timeframe, they asked us 
saying we’re looking to expand our property.  That’s all he said, you know, looking 
into it, but no plans were ever shared with us either, so the only way we saw the 
plans was they posted it on the website.  Nothing was ever reviewed with us. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  You said it was October? 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  September. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  September. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  One of the primary reasons we purchased our 
home 17 years ago was the open, spacious character of the surrounding lots.  
Sunlight, green space, and a sense of openness are defining features of our 
neighborhood.  Along the east side rear property, we maintain a vegetable garden 
for many years because it receives actually the most sunlight.  After a tall privacy 
fence was installed on the neighboring property, that garden began to struggle due 
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to reduced light.  The proposed addition located just over 13 feet from our lot line 
would further reduce sunlight and would likely make that space no longer viable for 
gardening or perhaps even shrubs if we want to plant those. 
   Beyond sunlight, we also have concerns about drainage and 
stormwater management.  The site plan shows a substantial amount of hardscape 
including patios, walkways, paths, stoops and a shed, and the materials described 
as stone appear to be impermeable concrete pavers which do not absorb runoff.  
The property already contains a deep crawl space with a sump pump and the 
proposed addition will require an additional sump pump.  Given the amount of 
hardscaping, it’s critical to understand where stormwater will be redirected and how 
runoff will be managed to ensure it does not negatively impact adjacent properties 
such as ours.  Currently, our property has a slab for a garage and then behind our 
garage is a slab family room.  So, we’re kind of worried if we have increased water, 
that we could get damage in those two structures. 
   Several key documents also appear to be missing from the 
submission including a full drainage plan, a complete landscape plan, an electrical 
and exterior lighting plan, and interior floor plans showing both existing layout and 
proposed use of the addition.  Without these materials, it’s difficult for us we believe 
for the Board to fully understand the scale, impact and intent of the project.  We 
respectfully believe it is reasonable to prepare complete plans before granting a 
variance. 
   We also have concerns regarding exterior lighting.  The 
neighboring property currently uses permanent roofline lighting throughout the year. 
Although seasonal lighting is enjoyable, the ongoing flashing and racing lights 
impact the character of the nearby homes.  We’re concerned that with the larger 
portico, there would be more lighting.  Without an exterior lighting plan, it’s 
impossible to evaluate whether the proposed addition would increase this impact. 
   Finally, we would like to address the neighborhood character.  
The proposed color palette and exterior materials appear darker and more 
contrasting than our surrounding homes.  While personal taste is subjective, zoning 
standards often consider compatibility with the existing neighborhood, and we 
believe this is an appropriate consideration for the Board. 
   We want to emphasize that we are not opposed to our 
neighbors improving their home.  Our concern is that any changes be made 
responsibly with full transparency and with careful consideration for their impact on 
adjacent properties and on the consistency of established zoning standards.  
Setback requirements exist to provide uniformity, predictability and fairness for all 
homeowners.  The residents rely on those standards when purchasing and 
maintaining their homes, just like we relied on the standard when we purchased our 
home that we would have a certain distance between us and the next neighbor. 
   We have lived in our home for 17 years.  We raised our 
children here, and we remain deeply involved in this community.  This is not simply 
a property to us, it is our home.  We respectfully ask the Board to require complete 
plans and clear documentation before approving any variance, and to carefully 
consider the impacts on sunlight, drainage, lighting, and neighborhood character as 
part of your decision. 
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   Thank you very much for your time and consideration. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Just a quick question based on her 
summary.  Is the packet complete? 
  MR. OSOBA:  It is.  The ZBA petition was deemed complete by Staff. 
Those drainage plans, landscape plans, photometrics and floor plans often are 
submitted with building permit and not often required as part of ZBA submittals. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, were you going to say something 
before that, Dan, when I turned to you? 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  And I just want to say, also, Sean did talk to us 
about the plans in September.  We met on the front yard, and he did say that he 
would show us the plans, and unfortunately, he never did show us the plans. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Like I said, it was on the website. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  We did get, we got it all a few days before -- 
  MR. GASPARIK:  I contacted Daniel and he’s the one that notified 
me it’s going to be posted on the website. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  That’s how we found out about the plans.  I kind of 
feel like it’s unfair, like it’s kind of snuck in. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes.  Our verbal agreement was just to see what 
their plan was, and we didn’t see that. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes.  Like I said, it was about like five days before 
notification and all that stuff.  So, we didn’t have any time to talk to the neighbors or 
research or anything like that, you know.  I know they got delayed a month and we 
were able to do more research on it, but again, it happened in January.  Like I say, 
the initial variance hearing was on then. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, to clarify and confirm, you referenced 
plans that may or may not have been complete, or that you didn’t see them.  So, 
I’m just trying to -- 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Hold on, you’ll have a chance to come 
back up.  The packet is complete.  There was no communication between you and 
the neighbor.  The only opportunity you had to review these plans in their complete 
form was when they were posted online? 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Exactly. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, I just, I want to, I know it might sound 
like splitting hairs, but if the Petitioner did submit the plans but they did not 
communicate or share them with you, that’s different than we’re looking at 
something that could be incomplete or inaccurate.  Do you see where I’m coming 
from? 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Got you. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes.  Right, yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right.  Okay, that’s why we do this.  
Guys?  Okay, order of operations, how does this work now?  I’m sorry, were you 
finished with your statement? 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
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  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Well, I do have one question.   
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes, go ahead. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Okay, if there is any water damage or anything like 
that from construction or later on if this gets approved, how do we get not liable for 
any damages or anything that occurs? 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, keep in mind, drainage, water issues, I 
hate to say this, it’s not really within the purview or jurisdiction of this Board.  If this 
were approved, as they go through that official permitting process, that is when 
Engineering and other related departments would make sure things are graded 
properly and the like. 
  MR. OSOBA:  That is correct.  In part, the permit review further 
detailed plans, grading plans, analysis on how this would impact the properties.  
Runoff, stormwater, all get evaluated with that permit submittal. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Got you. 
  MR. OSOBA:  In greater depth than what we’ve seen before. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Okay.  All right, just with how the equipment 
moving in and out, you know, any damage or anything like that that could happen 
to our house, again, I won’t be liable if there’s any damage, you know. 
  MR. OSOBA:  I can speak to that.  Contractor, any contractor that’s 
licensed with the Village of Arlington Heights has to have insurance.  All of that 
goes through our Building Department.  Anyone that’s doing work in the Village has 
to be a licensed contractor with the Village so that is based on the requirement.  If 
something did happen, then it would be through that insurance. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Got you, okay. 
  MR. OSOBA:  But separate from the building itself. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  And then just to address a little bit 
on how our process works up here, we get plans relatively early in the process 
because if we don’t approve it, it doesn’t go to, you know, they then take the next 
step.  They then go further into the design and what have you and permits and 
everybody gets a chance to, Engineering gets a chance to look at it.  Again, if we 
don’t approve it, then they don’t spend their money.  They go home and nobody 
worries about it anymore. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes, makes sense.  Makes sense, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  At this stage, two of the departments had 
no comments.  The third department, Planning, just simply commented on the 
design. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, I actually have another two questions, I 
think one more for you Dan, and then for the neighbors.  So, when you were giving 
your summary, I believe I heard you mention in the plans you saw or had some 
concerns around materials that may not have been pervious. 
   Is that correct or did you say something about that? 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Oh, about the stones? 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Correct. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes.  Right, I think that, and we’re both north-
south facing properties, right?  So, grass doesn’t grow so great on either of our 
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properties.  So, I know in their backyard they have a lot of stone because they have 
a beautiful large maple tree and there’s no grass.  So, with this addition, it will just 
be more paved surfaces.  So, I’m just kind of concerned about water and runoff into 
our property.  That’s all. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, that’s why I want to clarify.  So, do you 
have the numbers in front of you, Dan?  If we were to approve this as it were 
presented, what would that do to their impervious surface area coverage? 
  MR. OSOBA:  I unfortunately don’t have the numbers off the top of 
my head, and I apologize, I should have brought those with me.  As part of our 
review, the maximum allowance for impervious surface coverage, and that would 
be any manmade surface plus the house, would be 50 percent of the lot and they 
were under that amount.  I wouldn’t know the exact number. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right.  Okay, I just, yes, I was trying to 
figure out how close would we be getting to that number. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Are you having any drainage issues from 
their property to yours? 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  No, not right now.  Yes, just the blocking sunlight, 
that’s all. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes, like I say, it’s kind of a blow. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  When we purchased the property, you know, it was 
kind of open area.   
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Now we’re getting fences and everything else, you 
know. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Unlike before we didn’t have any fences. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  That’s the reason why we bought the property was 
this, the openness around our trees and all that stuff.  Now we’re losing a lot of 
privacy. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  We’re living in a fishbowl. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes.  I mean, we’re sympathetic because I 
understand being on a corner lot.  My sister has a lot similar to Sean and Crista’s, 
and again you’ve got that side space and it’s, but unfortunately, that’s just what you 
bought, you know.  You have to kind of take into consideration I think when you 
purchase something that that’s the existing boundaries that you have to build on 
and, you know, putting fences, six-foot fences up into the front yards, I think if 
everybody had that, I don’t know if anyone would necessarily desire to live in our 
neighborhood anymore. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Actually, we should have opposed that variation. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Now that we saw it, it’s like ugh, you know, it 
doesn’t look good. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  And Sean and Crista, they’re really lovely people. 
They’re actually really nice.  Just I can reiterate what that, I can agree with what 
that neighbor said, they do always ask us, every time they’re trying to make, you 
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know, plans and changes on to their house, they do run it by us.  You know, I 
appreciate that, you know, but -- 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes, it’s changing. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  It’s just changing. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  So, let me ask you a hypothetical.  
You know, so their variance request is to reduce from 26 feet, am I understanding 
that right?  13? 
  MR. OSOBA:  30 feet. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  30 feet to 13? 
  MR. OSOBA:  30 feet to 13 feet. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Is your stance basically it needs to 
stay at 30 or, you know, 13 is just too close?  Is there a middle ground in there?  
And I don’t, it’s just a hypothetical. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I don’t have a solution here that is 
like, okay, we’ll wave the magic wand. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  No, I think like the fence, I think it’s too high.   
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  And then I think with something that encroached 
around our property -- 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Again, the front yard of the fence is 
unfortunately over on, you know, the other street, so that was the variance was 
that.  The fence, where it is on your property, was permissible and there was no 
variance required.  We had no say on that one really.  It was just on the one street 
which is on the opposite side of their lot. 
   So, it is a little bit of, again, being on a corner lot, even for you 
folks, it’s a little hard to figure out what’s the front yard, what’s the backyard, what’s 
the side yard.  I live in a corner lot and I have similar issues, your sister does.  You 
have to work through some of that. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes, and I get it.  Like I said, if it’s the other 
situation and someone is living next to you doing this, would you approve it, you 
know, or would you be against it? 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Again, if it’s a rear yard, we don’t 
really have any say.  They don’t have to come to us for a variance on that. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Right, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  It was only the opposite side that 
they come to us. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Right.  Well, and the neighbors that support them 
are the ones that are in their rear yard.  We’re not meant people.  I mean, they 
know that.  We help them feed their cat and you know. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Sure, sure. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  I mean we’re, yes, we’re very friendly.  So, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I got you. 
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  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  I was going to go in a similar direction that 
Jeff was going to go.  I recognize that there have been some communication 
challenges.  Then, on the fence side, sir, I’m not taking that into account because it 
wasn’t properly challenged.  If it’s a situation where they put something up and then 
they go to permit, that’s different. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  I get it. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  They followed the code just like you would, 
just like I would.  So, going where Jeff was going, are you opposed to these 
variances altogether or is there some -- 
  MR. GASPARIK:  The lights concern me a little bit. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  But the lights aren’t, again, sir, they’re 
asking for two variances.  They’re asking for the addition and the portico.  The 
fence, the lights, that’s stuff that you guys got to figure out as neighbors.  But what 
was brought here tonight, what we’ve been asked to help figure out is should we 
grant these petitions for the portico and for the addition.  You’ve registered yourself 
as a Formal Objector.  So, what I’m trying to understand and I think what the other 
Board members are trying to understand is are you opposed to either, both as 
they’re presented?  Is there a middle ground? 
   Help us understand what you want and what you’re asking for. 
In the same way, we’re trying to understand what they’re asking for and what they 
want.  Now is your chance because as the attorney stated, you have a lot of time 
here and you’ve taken a lot of time, so before we set you guys back down, try and 
figure out what is your ask. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  We’re objecting. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Object to what? 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  To the setback, the portico and the distance. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Okay, that’s fair.  Okay, thank you. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Thank you. 
  MS. SAED:  And you guys have an opportunity to cross examine the 
owner and the builder as well if you have any questions for them.  They’ll have an 
opportunity to answer them directly. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Like I said, the question was regarding the 
drainage and things like that, you know, but it’s something that’s in the permitting 
process. 
  MS. SAED:  Either of you are welcome to enter the podium to answer 
those questions. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Trevor, we discussed drainage.  That is something I 
believe -- 
  MR. ROHN:  Yes.  So, first off, I want you to know I just appreciate 
you guys helping here. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Please come closer to the mic. 
  MR. ROHN:  Oh, sorry.  I, you know, admittedly it was frustrating 
when last month’s meeting got canceled.  In hind sight, I’m happy because 
hopefully you guys feel like you have a voice on this and you can talk through this.  
I get the concerns.  I, you know, as a, you know, I work as a project manager; I am 
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so incredibly sensitive to not just my customers, the way that it impacts the 
neighborhood and people surrounding them. 
   If we proceed with this project, you will get to know me very 
well, you know, I’m not going to be a stranger.  We take all these things, we take 
this all into account, right? 
   We alluded to, you know, there was no intent to be deceitful, 
you know.  It was, hey, we’re going to improve our plans, okay, yes, without seeing 
the plan, that was not intentional. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes, and I do apologize for that.  We did have the 
mockups at the time.  I thought I had shown you the mockups, that’s what I thought. 
I apologize.  Yes, we had those plans.  They did get adjusted, but what we had 
initially submitted, the addition I think was behind the fence, but the Village Planning 
Board, or the Design Board asked us to make it look more in character with the 
house.  So, I apologize for not keeping you guys informed on that. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  We kind of felt kind of blindsided, I guess. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Sorry, I know it might be awkward because 
you guys are cross examining.  Maybe two of you stand on one side of the podium 
from the others like a high school debate, but just this way, at least, you know, the 
microphone captures everything.  Sorry, I probably shouldn’t have asked you to sit 
down.  Thank you. 
  MR. ROHN:  Yes, again, like as the builder, none of that was 
intentional or, you know, intending to be deceitful.  The concerns about engineering 
and lighting and all that, you know, the point that was brought up, like what I noticed 
about the Village of Arlington Heights, it is an incredibly thorough process.  There 
will be a ton of hurdles to clear.  There was no sense in getting too far into the 
weeds on some of that stuff knowing that we might not even be allowed to do this 
building, right? 
   All of the proper steps are going to be taken.  Any concerns 
about drainage, lighting, like those are hurdles that still need to be cleared, right.  
Hopefully we cross that, it’s not this Board but, you know, the Board or the 
Engineering Department that’s involved in that, they’re incredibly thorough.  They 
are not going to allow us to do anything that is going to negatively impact you guys 
in the neighborhood or anything like that. 
   I don’t want to speak on their behalf, but that has just been my 
experience in working with them.  Again, you know, we submitted for permit for this 
back in August I want to say, and it was, oh, you’ve got to deal with zoning, you’ve 
got to deal with design.  I mean, there is a ton of boxes to check, right? 
   You know, where do we go from here?  You know, we’ll finish 
this meeting, you know; if we get approved, that’s great.  I mean, I think this won’t 
be the last time that we interact with you guys.  While I won’t let you design the 
project with us, I want to keep you guys in mind.  Like you said, the neighbors that 
approved it to the north and south are impacted the least.  It’s still valuable 
because, you know, they’re still close neighbors, but you guys matter in all of this, 
right? 
   You know, I’m not going to, like, turn down any questions.  If I 
don’t know the answer to something, I’m always going to say I don’t know, but I’m 
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going to get back to you.  Then it’s just like that is my style.  Being in construction, 
I’m not expert in everything but I rely on a lot of experts to do this job. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Okay, appreciate it. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  As for the lighting concerns, yes, we do have 
permanent lighting up.  You know, we use it for holiday lighting and then something 
like Valentine’s Dave lights.  I didn’t know that that was a concern for you guys. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Well, I think I’m concerned that you got the big -- 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Sure. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  The porticos look beautiful by the way.  I think 
they look really, I think the design of the exterior to the house looks really nice for 
sure.  But then now it’s going to be taller and I’m afraid you’re going to have those 
racing lights.  It just looks a little commercial. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  And I drove by the house; I know exactly 
what they’re talking about. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  So, I mean, again, if we work through this, 
is that something that you would be a little bit more sensitive to as the structure gets 
bigger? 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Definitely. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Your lighting, especially these permanent 
race lighting, maybe these aren’t the best things to have for your neighbors to be -- 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes, we didn’t know that was an issue.  Again, 
definitely, if that’s something that -- 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Like I say, just for holidays and stuff like that, it’s 
really fine. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Of course, yes. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes.  No, that’s something that we can definitely, 
you know -- 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes, and it’s not just you.  It’s becoming a trend 
here. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Right, yes.  There are other neighbors in the 
neighborhood that that’s a similar thing. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  So, you’re right.  Kind of following that trend, but if 
that’s a concern, then we can nix that from the plans, at least, you know, having 
them on year-round. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  No, you might have in the plans, but as long as it’s, 
you know, limited, I’m totally for it. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Yes.  Yes, definitely, definitely.   Yes, I think, as for 
other concerns, like I said, for the, you know, if the front portico is a concern, like I 
said we’re happy to pull that back. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  I think it looks better going forward.  I like that the 
fence is, the fence was an eyesore because it’s just -- 
  MR. GASPARIK:  It’s huge, yes. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  -- it’s almost as tall as our house.  So, now at 
least it’s back in the foreground a bit so it looks nice, but it’s still really close to the 
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front of our house which is not so nice looking. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes.  Like I say, as soon as I saw it come up, it’s 
like what the heck, man. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes.  It’s a nice fence. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  It’s a good fence, it’s just too close or probably, you 
know, too high, that’s it. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  That’s all, yes. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Does this constitute your cross 
examination? 
  MS. SAED:  So, kind of like a mediation. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Now you know what it feels like to sit back 
here. 
  MS. SAED:  But if you guys are done cross examining them, then if 
you guys have any like closing remarks that you want to make, Sean and team, 
and then after you guys make any closing remarks, then we can have public 
comment if the general public would like to speak. 
   So, are you guys -- 
  MR. GASPARIK:  We’re good. 
  MS. SAED:  You’re done?  Okay, very good. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Can I have just a second? 
   Cris, can I ask you a quick question? 
    (Whereupon Mr. Brennan confers with Ms. Gerzevske.) 
  MR. BRENNAN:  In closing, I guess just to say my closing remarks, 
we believe that this variance stays, you know, with everything that we discussed, 
stays within the character of the neighborhood as there are multiple other houses in 
the neighborhood that have the same variance.  The fence came up a couple of 
times and I think that that’s, you know, a separate issue that we’ll have to discuss 
with our neighbors at a different time.  We didn’t realize that that was such an issue. 
   Again, I apologize for not showing the full plans as they were 
worked on.  It was kind of fast and furious at the end of the year to work with the 
Design Board to get those plans adjusted to match the character of the 
neighborhood. 
   We do believe that we’re still within the character of the 
neighborhood and the intent of the code which is to provide, you know, certain 
setbacks for properties based on, you know, the layout of a property.  Because 
we’re on a corner lot, it does make things a bit more complicated, but we have been 
informed that this kind of variance is quite common and usually gets approved with 
no issues or minimal issues.  So, I know that for the town itself, this isn’t unheard of 
and a potentially quite common variance to be approved. 
   I think that’s it for me. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, so we’ll see if there’s anybody in 
the -- 
  MS. SAED:  Any general public comment. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  You’re welcome. 
   Is there anybody present who wishes to comment on this 
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agenda item, 907 West Braeside Drive? 
  MR. STEJSKAL:  My name is Russ Stejskal; I live at 908 Braeside 
right across the street from Sean and Crista.  In the five years they’ve been there, 
they’ve done more improvements to this house than I’ve done in 25 years being 
there.  Anything they put in their house is going to be quality, it’s going to be great. 
   They really do like their community a lot.  They take a lot of 
pride in the community, the neighborhood.  Everybody loves them.  I think that 
whatever they put there, or whatever their addition is, it’s going to more than 
exceed everyone’s expectations. 
   That’s pretty much all I have to say. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Thank you for that. 
   Is there anybody else present who wishes to comment 
publicly? 
  MS. MEDINA:  I want to say -- 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  We can’t hear you.  You have to come to 
the mic. 
  MS. MEDINA:  I worked with Steve Hautzinger during the process of 
design because the original design didn’t meet, you know, the character that he 
wanted to go for.  He actually suggested to add lighting on the addition, but we can, 
you know, remove it if -- 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  I think based on what’s happened over the 
last 35 minutes, I would strongly encourage you to speak with your neighbors on 
what would be something that, just because the Design Department thinks it would 
be a good idea, it may not be a good idea to the people who have been living next 
door for 17 years. 
  MS. MEDINA:  Yes, I think that we can compromise on that. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Thank you. 
  MS. SAED:  We can wrap up the public hearing. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Do the Petitioners still get a chance to 
respond to public comment if they want?  They have that right, right? 
  MS. SAED:  Yes.  Yes. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  I -- 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  We can’t hear you.  So, just give me a 
thumbs up or thumbs down. 
  MR. BRENNAN:  I’m good. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, thank you. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  I want to be clear, is the Objector, are 
you still objecting based on everything that’s just happened?  Are you standing pat 
on that, or have you changed your mind about your objections? 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Tom, they have to come back up. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Well, I’m not clear. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  I understand, but if they’re going to answer 
they need to be by the mic. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  That’s fine, yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  I have no problem. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Our biggest issue was the fence and the lights, 
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and maybe that’s something we can talk to them ourselves. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Like I say, it’s -- 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes, it just felt like, they’re lovely people and they 
are doing, like Russ said, they’re doing amazing things to that house. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Russ knows we’ve been through a lot with that 
rental property. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  We’ve had squatters; we’ve had drug dealers next 
door. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  We had a lot and -- 
  MR. GASPARIK:  Yes, the father and son drug dealer that lived there 
prior to them. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  They’re a breath of fresh air compared to what 
we’ve had there. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  A 100 percent. 
  MR. GASPARIK:  It meant a lot to the neighborhood. 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Yes, a 100 percent.  It’s just the old, there’s a lot 
of changes and they are directly impacting more our property than anyone else. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Okay, thank you. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All right, let’s close it down for Board 
deliberation. 
   I’m going to start.  Obviously, we knew coming into this 
evening this was going to be the most complicated given what was on paper, given 
some of the anticipated neighborhood feedback and the Objectors.  I was 
encouraged that there were some neighbors in support, but I want to hand it to the, 
Gaspnik? 
  MRS. GASPARIK:  Gasparik. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Gasparik.  The Gaspariks, I really 
respected and appreciated the way that they’ve presented their position.  There are 
communication issues with this petition that, not to sound heavy-handed, should be 
addressed by adults and I would expect that to be improved as this project moves 
forward.  On paper it’s probably not ideal, but given the circumstances, I think I’m 
okay as long as the property owners do a much better job communicating what is 
and what is not going on with the neighbors who have lived next door for 17 years 
and, in my opinion, presented very legitimate, logical concerns about the state of 
this project.  Those are my comments. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes, my comments, I’ll jump in next, 
I guess.  My comments, you know, a 30-foot to a 13-foot variance is a sizeable 
variance.  Again, I live on a corner side yard lot so I understand the complications 
with that type of structure and that you have setbacks from both sides kind of 
weighing in.  It’s very difficult to fit into the box that you’re allowed. 
   I think the Petitioner has done a pretty good job of trying to put 
something together that would work for them and stay in context with the 
neighborhood.  Completely understand your concerns that it’s close by, you know, 
you had this lovely green space next to you, it wasn’t your property, but you had 
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this lovely green space next to you.  It gets hard to see that kind of, to move. 
   I think I’m leaning towards, and the portico to me doesn’t really 
affect one way or the other.  I think that’s pretty normal, something that creates a 
nice entrance to the house.  So, that one I’d approve hands down.  The addition is 
a little tougher, but again, considering the care that’s been put into it, I would 
support this one. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  I didn’t know what to think coming into 
this petition and I really didn’t know what to think while all of this was going on, but 
where I wound up is I’m going to go for it. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Yes, I agree with Tom.  Helping us, 
you know, understand the timeline and the context of all this, and the proposed 
solutions and the, you know, promises to further communicate.  I think it would help 
everyone, but the discussion and discourse here that we had was very helpful and 
I’ve come out in favor. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Is there a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Motion to approve. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  I’ll second that. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Portera. 
  COMMISSIONER PORTERA:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Lanaghan. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Mr. Drake. 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Yes. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Chair Jaffe. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Yes. 
   Congratulations. 
   Is there any other business? 
  MR. OSOBA:  Just very brief.  I gave everybody a copy of the 
procedures for the Zoning Board.  We are going to be discussing those on the 
March meeting, if you wanted to make any changes, if the Board as a whole 
wanted to make any changes to those procedures, we can do that at that meeting 
or reaffirm exactly what’s there.  So, I just wanted to give everybody a heads up 
and provide that, but that’s the only business I’ve got. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  If members are unable to attend, do you 
want them to just provide feedback to you in advance? 
  MR. OSOBA:  We will, it would have to be at the meeting that that 
discourse happens, not separate from that meeting is the way that we’re trying to 
do it.  So, I’ll poll folks as we get closer to that meeting.  If we don’t have, if we have 
four, there’s not really, we don’t have to do it in March if that’s the plan but, you 
know, if we only have four again, we’ll move it to April. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  And just, you’re shooting for March 
9th for that meeting at this point in time? 
  MR. OSOBA:  Trying to, yes, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Got it. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Sadly, you will be without my lovely 
company for that meeting.  So, if we want to move the discussion, proceed without 
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me. 
  MR. OSOBA:  Okay. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Any general public comment? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  Is there a motion to adjourn? 
  COMMISSIONER DRAKE:  Motion to adjourn. 
  COMMISSIONER LANAGHAN:  Second. 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  All opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRPERSON JAFFE:  We’re off the record. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-
mentioned petition was adjourned at 8:29 p.m.) 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
                     )  SS. 
COUNTY OF KANE  ) 
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  ______________________________ 
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VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

PUBLIC HEARING 

FEBRUARY 9, 2026 

FINDINGS OF FACT, DECISION AND ORDER  

 

Agenda Item:   1119 S. Salem Ln. – Shaw Residence 

Applicant:    Ryan Shaw 

Zoning Relief Requested: 

• A 7.0-foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 10-2-11.1(b) ([Parking] In Yards) to allow a driveway width 
of 29-feet where 22-feet is the maximum.  

 

Date of Publication: 1/24/26 

Manner of Publication: Daily Herald  

Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) Members Present:  

Jaffe, Drake, Lanaghan, Portera 

Having heard and considered the testimony and evidence at the public hearing of February 9, 2026, the ZBA makes 

the following findings of fact: 

 

The petitioner is proposing to expand an existing 22-foot-wide asphalt driveway on the property to a maximum width 

of 29-feet in order to park an additional vehicle in the driveway. The driveway is proposed to be tapered with the 

width remaining 22-feet at the sidewalk and expanding to 29-feet as it gets closer to the two-car garage. The 

maximum driveway width is 22-feet-wide for two-car garages. 

For Variation Requests: 

(Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(2)(c), in consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or 

particular hardship, the ZBA shall require evidence of the below.) 

The ZBA finds that evidence of the following was presented at the public hearing (check all that apply with an 

“X”): 

_X_ The proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible with existing 

uses and zoning of nearby property; and 

_X_ The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length of time the subject 

property has been vacant as zoned; and 

_X_ The proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and 

_X_ The variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property. 
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Does the ZBA Find in Favor of the Applicant for Relief Requested? 

Relief Granted (if any):  

• A 7.0-foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 10-2-11.1(b) ([Parking] In Yards) to allow a driveway width 
of 29-feet where 22-feet is the maximum.  

 

Reason for Determination:  

The petitioner testified as to the hardship and the compatibility of the requested variation by showing examples of 

larger driveways in the surrounding neighborhood. The ZBA agreed with the petitioner’s assertions on the 

compatibility of the request given the unanimous support from the neighbors which were included in the agenda 

packet.  

Based on the information contained in the application and the testimony and evidence presented at the public 

hearing, the ZBA voted on the approval of these findings of fact, decision and order and the requested application 

resulting in the following vote:  

 

 Ayes  4   Nays   0   Absent   3   Abstain  _0_ 

 

Date:   February 9, 2026 

Benjamin Jaffe, Chair  
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Village of Arlington Heights 
 
 

Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(3), in exercising the enumerated powers of the Zoning 

Board of Appeals, the ZBA may reverse, affirm, or modify the order, requirement, decision, or determination 

appealed form and to that end shall have all the powers of the Administrative Officer from whom the appeal 

is taken. 
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VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

PUBLIC HEARING 

FEBRUARY 9, 2026 

FINDINGS OF FACT, DECISION AND ORDER  

 

Agenda Item:  2414 E. Kensington Rd. – Gorrie Residence 

Applicant:  Hollis Gorrie 

Zoning Relief Requested: 

• A 6.5-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 10.2-11.1(b) (Additional Regulations – Parking) to allow 
a driveway 28.5 feet in width where driveways may not exceed 22 feet in width. 

 

Date of Publication: 1/24/26 

Manner of Publication: Daily Herald  

Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) Members Present:  

Jaffe, Drake, Lanaghan, Portera 

Having heard and considered the testimony and evidence at the public hearing of February 9, 2026, the ZBA makes 

the following findings of fact: 

The petitioner is proposing to construct a new driveway in the front yard. This proposed driveway is 28.5 feet in width 

where driveways may be no wider than 22 feet. 

 

For Variation Requests: 

(Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(2)(c), in consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or 

particular hardship, the ZBA shall require evidence of the below.) 

The ZBA finds that evidence of the following was presented at the public hearing (check all that apply with an 

“X”): 

_X_ The proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible with existing 

uses and zoning of nearby property; and 

_X_ The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length of time the subject 

property has been vacant as zoned; and 

_X_ The proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and 

_X_ The variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property. 
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Does the ZBA Find in Favor of the Applicant for Relief Requested? 

Relief Granted (if any):  

• A 6.5-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 10.2-11.1(b) (Additional Regulations – Parking) to allow 
a driveway 28.5 feet in width where driveways may not exceed 22 feet in width. 

 

Reason for Determination:  

The petitioner testified as to the hardship indicating that it is difficult to move vehicles in and out of the existing 

driveway since the property is on a busy road. Additionally, the petitioner explained that their children are nearing 

driving age and will have their own vehicles in the next few years. The Zoning Board commented that the request 

was reasonable as the high traffic on Kensington Road makes it difficult to move cars in and out of the driveway and 

there was no neighborhood opposition.  

Based on the information contained in the application and the testimony and evidence presented at the public 

hearing, the ZBA voted on the approval of these findings of fact, decision and order and the requested application 

resulting in the following vote:  

 

 Ayes  4   Nays   0   Absent   3   Abstain  _0_ 

 

Date:   February 9, 2026 

Benjamin Jaffe, Chair  
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Village of Arlington Heights 
 
 

Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(3), in exercising the enumerated powers of the Zoning 

Board of Appeals, the ZBA may reverse, affirm, or modify the order, requirement, decision, or determination 

appealed form and to that end shall have all the powers of the Administrative Officer from whom the appeal 

is taken. 
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VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

PUBLIC HEARING 

FEBRUARY 9, 2026 

FINDINGS OF FACT, DECISION AND ORDER  

 

Agenda Item:  AH Park District – Arlington Lakes Golf Club  

Applicant:  Chance Andell – AH Park District 

Zoning Relief Requested: 

• A 1-foot variance to allow a 4-foot, open style fence to be located in the required front yard where the 
maximum fence height is 3-feet in the required front yard. 

 

Date of Publication: 1/24/26 

Manner of Publication: Daily Herald  

Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) Members Present:  

Jaffe, Drake, Lanaghan, Portera 

Having heard and considered the testimony and evidence at the public hearing of February 9, 2026, the ZBA makes 

the following findings of fact: 

The petitioner, the Arlington Heights Park District, is proposing to remove an existing three-foot-tall, open style fence 

along S. New Wilke Road and replace it with a four-foot-tall, open style fence. The proposed fence is black powder-

coated aluminum and will be located along Wilke Road from the Arlington Lakes Golf Club entrance to the 

intersection of New Wilke Road and Central Road. This portion of the property is considered the front yard by the 

definitions of Village Code. Fences have a maximum height of 3-feet in all required front yards.  

For Variation Requests: 

(Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(2)(c), in consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or 

particular hardship, the ZBA shall require evidence of the below.) 

The ZBA finds that evidence of the following was presented at the public hearing (check all that apply with an 

“X”): 

_X_ The proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible with existing 

uses and zoning of nearby property; and 

_X_ The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length of time the subject 

property has been vacant as zoned; and 

_X_ The proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and 

_X_ The variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property. 
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Does the ZBA Find in Favor of the Applicant for Relief Requested? 

Relief Granted (if any):  

• A 1-foot variance to allow a 4-foot, open style fence to be located in the required front yard where the 
maximum fence height is 3-feet in the required front yard. 

 

Reason for Determination:  

The petitioner spoke as to the hardship citing the irregular shape of the lot and recognizing the state of disrepair of 

the existing 3-foot fence that has existed on S. New Wilke Road for at least 15 years. The proposed 4-foot fence will 

be in the same location and a significant visual upgrade to the wire fencing that exists. The Zoning Board commented 

that the request was minimal and an improvement to the site to keep it secure, but also clean up the frontage along 

with their new sidewalk.  

Based on the information contained in the application and the testimony and evidence presented at the public 

hearing, the ZBA voted on the approval of these findings of fact, decision and order and the requested application 

resulting in the following vote:  

 

 Ayes  4   Nays   0   Absent   3   Abstain  _0_ 

 

Date:   February 9, 2026 

Benjamin Jaffe, Chair  
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Village of Arlington Heights 
 
 

Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(3), in exercising the enumerated powers of the Zoning 

Board of Appeals, the ZBA may reverse, affirm, or modify the order, requirement, decision, or determination 

appealed form and to that end shall have all the powers of the Administrative Officer from whom the appeal 

is taken. 
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VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

PUBLIC HEARING 

FEBRUARY 9, 2026 

FINDINGS OF FACT, DECISION AND ORDER  

 

Agenda Item:  421 S. Bristol Ln. – Tuite Residence  

Applicant:   421 S. Bristol Ln. 

Zoning Relief Requested: 

• A 1.26-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) (Required Minimum Yards) to allow an 
addition with a 4.74-foot side yard setback where a 6-foot side yard setback is required. 

 

Date of Publication: 1/24/26 

Manner of Publication: Daily Herald  

Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) Members Present:  

Jaffe, Drake, Lanaghan, Portera 

Having heard and considered the testimony and evidence at the public hearing of February 9, 2026, the ZBA makes 

the following findings of fact: 

The petitioner is proposing to construct a one-story addition in the rear of the house. This proposed addition is set 

back 4.74 feet from the side lot line where 6 feet is required. 

 

For Variation Requests: 

(Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(2)(c), in consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or 

particular hardship, the ZBA shall require evidence of the below.) 

The ZBA finds that evidence of the following was presented at the public hearing (check all that apply with an 

“X”): 

_X_ The proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible with existing 

uses and zoning of nearby property; and 

_X_ The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length of time the subject 

property has been vacant as zoned; and 

_X_ The proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and 

_X_ The variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property. 
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Does the ZBA Find in Favor of the Applicant for Relief Requested? 

Relief Granted (if any):  

• A 1.26-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) (Required Minimum Yards) to allow an 
addition with a 4.74-foot side yard setback where a 6-foot side yard setback is required. 

 

Reason for Determination:  

The petitioner testified as to the hardship indicating that they will extend the existing nonconforming building setback 

to better utilize the property. Additionally, the petitioner explained that an alternate design that did not require a 

variance was considered, but was found to be unfeasible. The Zoning Board commented that the request was the 

minimum variance necessary and would continue an existing nonconformity. Additionally, there was no neighborhood 

opposition.  

 

Based on the information contained in the application and the testimony and evidence presented at the public 

hearing, the ZBA voted on the approval of these findings of fact, decision and order and the requested application 

resulting in the following vote:  

 

 Ayes  4   Nays   0   Absent   3   Abstain  _0_ 

 

Date:   February 9, 2026 

Benjamin Jaffe, Chair  
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Village of Arlington Heights 
 
 

Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(3), in exercising the enumerated powers of the Zoning 

Board of Appeals, the ZBA may reverse, affirm, or modify the order, requirement, decision, or determination 

appealed form and to that end shall have all the powers of the Administrative Officer from whom the appeal 

is taken. 
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VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

PUBLIC HEARING 

FEBRUARY 9, 2026 

FINDINGS OF FACT, DECISION AND ORDER  

 

Agenda Item:  611 E. Fairview St. – House Residence 

Applicant:  611 E. Fairview St. 

Zoning Relief Requested:   

• A 1.0-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(a) Required Minimum Yards; Side Yard 
to construct a room addition setback 4-feet from the side lot line where a minimum side 
setback of 5.0-feet is required. 

• A 1,123 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 Maximum Floor Area Ratio to 
allow a total floor area of 4,085 square-feet where 2,962 square-feet is the maximum.  

• A 239 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.5(a) Maximum Building Lot 
Coverage to allow a total building lot coverage of 2,543 square-feet where 2,304 square-feet 
is the maximum. 

 

Date of Publication: 1/24/26 

Manner of Publication: Daily Herald  

Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) Members Present:  

Jaffe, Drake, Lanaghan, Portera 

Having heard and considered the testimony and evidence at the public hearing of February 9, 2026, the ZBA makes 

the following findings of fact: 

The petitioner is proposing a one-story addition along the southern elevation on the subject property. The 155-

square-foot addition is located in the interior side yard of the corner property and will encroach 1-foot into the 

required 5.0-foot side yard setback. The existing home is already greater than the maximum floor area ratio and 

building lot coverage allowance established by the R-3 District. The existing floor area is 3,930 square-feet where the 

maximum allowance is 2,962 square-feet; and the existing building lot coverage is 2,388 square-feet where the 

maximum allowance is 2,304 square-feet. This proposed addition will increase these existing non-compliant 

conditions. The property did receive Zoning Board approval of variances for building lot coverage and floor area ratio 

in 2002 for a similar sized building addition and again in 2020. In both cases, the ZBA granted approval of the 

variances; however, the addition was never constructed and thus the approved variances expired. Pursuant to 

Chapter 6, Section 6-202(e)(5), no order of the ZBA permitting an addition or alteration shall be valid for more than 

one year. 

For Variation Requests: 

(Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(2)(c), in consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or 

particular hardship, the ZBA shall require evidence of the below.) 
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The ZBA finds that evidence of the following was presented at the public hearing (check all that apply with an 

“X”): 

_X_ The proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible with existing 

uses and zoning of nearby property; and 

_X_ The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length of time the subject 

property has been vacant as zoned; and 

_X_ The proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and 

_X_ The variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property. 

 

Does the ZBA Find in Favor of the Applicant for Relief Requested? 

Relief Granted (if any):  

• A 1.0-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(a) Required Minimum Yards; Side Yard 
to construct a room addition setback 4-feet from the side lot line where a minimum side 
setback of 5.0-feet is required. 

• A 1,123 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 Maximum Floor Area Ratio to 
allow a total floor area of 4,085 square-feet where 2,962 square-feet is the maximum.  

• A 239 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.5(a) Maximum Building Lot 
Coverage to allow a total building lot coverage of 2,543 square-feet where 2,304 square-feet 
is the maximum. 

 

Reason for Determination:  

The petitioner testified as to the hardship and site constraints including the small lot size and existing building 

configuration. Additionally, the petitioner provided background information on previous variances for similar projects 

on this site that were approved but never constructed. The Zoning Board commented on the minimized variance 

request given the site constraints and recognized there was no opposition from neighbors, especially from ones most 

directly impacted by the yard variance request.  

Based on the information contained in the application and the testimony and evidence presented at the public 

hearing, the ZBA voted on the approval of these findings of fact, decision and order and the requested application 

resulting in the following vote:  

 

 Ayes  4   Nays   0   Absent   3   Abstain  _0_ 

 

Date:   February 9, 2026 

Benjamin Jaffe, Chair  
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Village of Arlington Heights 
 
 

Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(3), in exercising the enumerated powers of the Zoning 

Board of Appeals, the ZBA may reverse, affirm, or modify the order, requirement, decision, or determination 
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appealed form and to that end shall have all the powers of the Administrative Officer from whom the appeal 

is taken. 
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VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

PUBLIC HEARING 

FEBRUARY 9, 2026 

FINDINGS OF FACT, DECISION AND ORDER  

 

Agenda Item:  907 W. Braeside Dr. – Brennan Residence 

Applicant:  Sean James Brennan & Crista K. Gerzevski 

Zoning Relief Requested: 

• A 2.02-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(c) (Required Minimum Yards – Exterior Side 

Yard) to allow a building addition to be setback 24.42-feet where a setback of 26.44-feet is required. 

• A 16.7-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(d) (Required Minimum Yards – Rear Yard) to 

allow a building addition to be setback 13.3-feet where a setback of 30-feet is required.  

 

Date of Publication: 1/24/26 

Manner of Publication: Daily Herald  

Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) Members Present:  

Jaffe, Drake, Lanaghan, Portera 

Having heard and considered the testimony and evidence at the public hearing of February 9, 2026, the ZBA makes 

the following findings of fact: 

The petitioner is proposing an 829 square-foot family room addition in the rear (east) yard of the property along with 

an extension of the existing porch in the exterior side (north) yard. The property is a corner lot, therefore, the yard 

adjacent to N. Kennicott Avenue is considered the front yard as it is the shorter of the two corner lot frontages. The 

architectural design of the proposed addition and front porch extension have been reviewed and approved 

administratively by Village Staff pending the approval of required variances by the ZBA through a Design 

Commission application. The addition encroaches 16.7-feet into the required 30-foot rear yard setback and the front 

porch extension of an added portico encroaches 2.02-feet into the required 26.44-foot exterior side yard setback.  

There were two (2) registered objectors that spoke and cross-examined the petitioner during the hearing. The 

registered objectors are the property owners of the property at 903 W. Braeside Drive and objected to the increased 

building size, the proximity of the building addition to their west side yard, lighting concerns, open space and 

drainage concerns and an overall aesthetic concern for the addition.  

For Variation Requests: 

(Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(2)(c), in consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or 

particular hardship, the ZBA shall require evidence of the below.) 

The ZBA finds that evidence of the following was presented at the public hearing (check all that apply with an 

“X”): 
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_X_ The proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible with existing 

uses and zoning of nearby property; and 

_X_ The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length of time the subject 

property has been vacant as zoned; and 

_X_ The proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and 

_X_ The variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property. 

 

Does the ZBA Find in Favor of the Applicant for Relief Requested? 

Relief Granted (if any):  

• A 2.02-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(c) (Required Minimum Yards – Exterior Side 

Yard) to allow a building addition to be setback 24.42-feet where a setback of 26.44-feet is required. 

• A 16.7-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(d) (Required Minimum Yards – Rear Yard) to 

allow a building addition to be setback 13.3-feet where a setback of 30-feet is required.  

Reason for Determination:  

The petitioner testified as to the hardship of the corner lot configuration with the eastern yard in question being their 

rear yard by the definitions of the Zoning Code, whereas they functionally use the south yard (interior side yard) as 

their backyard. The petitioner testified as to the need for the rear yard setback variance in designing the reconfigured 

1st floor plan to maximize the use of the dwelling. The petitioner and registered objector discussed the project and 

mitigated concerns with open space and drainage, overall lot coverage and the proximity of the addition. After 

deliberation between the registered objectors and the petitioner, the objectors withdrew their objection. The Zoning 

Board commented on the objectors and commended them for bringing the concerns to the Board for discussion and 

requested that the two property owners coordinate and communicate through the building permit process to ensure 

no one is blind-sided by the proposal. The Zoning Board commented that through the public hearing and testimony 

provided, the concerns had been mitigated and the petitioner established evidence to comply with all four criteria. 

There are existing homes in the neighborhood with similar lot configurations and similar building footprints as 

proposed, the corner lot configuration leads to this hardship, the requests are in the spirt and intent of Chapter 28 to 

provide adequate open space and setback between properties, and the variance is the minimum necessary to allow 

the one-story dwelling to have an efficiently laid out floor plan. 

Based on the information contained in the application and the testimony and evidence presented at the public 

hearing, the ZBA voted on the approval of these findings of fact, decision and order and the requested application 

resulting in the following vote:  

 

 Ayes  4   Nays   0   Absent   3   Abstain  _0_ 

 

Date:   February 9, 2026 

Benjamin Jaffe, Chair  
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Village of Arlington Heights 
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Pursuant to Chapter 6, Article II, Section 6-202(e)(3), in exercising the enumerated powers of the Zoning 

Board of Appeals, the ZBA may reverse, affirm, or modify the order, requirement, decision, or determination 

appealed form and to that end shall have all the powers of the Administrative Officer from whom the appeal 

is taken. 
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Zoning Board of Appeals 

2/23/2026 
 
Item: 1225 N. Walnut Ave. - ZBA25-053 
Department: Planning & Community Development 
 
Item Description: 
REQUEST 
A 245-square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 (Maximum 
Floor Area Ratio) to allow a Floor Area Ratio of 3,811 square-feet or 0.48 
where a Floor Area Ratio of 3,566 square-feet or 0.45 is the maximum. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 2.23.26_Packet 
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Petition – ZBA#25-053 
PIN: 03-19-410-005  

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Darko Bojin, Planner  
Hearing Date:  February 23, 2026 
Date Prepared:  February 13, 2026 
Project Title:  Gillespie Residence 
Address:  1225 N. Walnut Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #25-053 
Petitioner:  Kevin Purdom – JRC Design Build 
Address:  1275 E. Davis St. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60005 
    
   

Existing Zoning:  R-3 – Residential Single-Family District 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 
 
 

The property is zoned R-3 and has a total land area of approximately 7,925.57 square feet. The petitioner is 
proposing to construct four-season room over their existing deck in the rear yard. The proposed addition will increase 
the Floor Area Ratio to 0.48 where a Floor Area Ratio of 0.45 is the maximum permitted by code. Therefore, the 
petitioner is requesting the following variation:  
  

• A 245 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 (Maximum Floor Area Ratio) to allow a 
Floor Area Ratio of 3,811 square-feet or 0.48 where a Floor Area Ratio of 3,566 square-feet or 0.45 is 
the maximum. 

 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible 
with existing uses and zoning of nearby property; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which 
may include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned; and (3) the proposed variation is in 
harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and (4) the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary 
to allow reasonable use of the property.  A variation shall be permitted only if the evidence, in the judgment of the 
Board of Appeals, sustains each of the four conditions enumerated. 
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Petition – ZBA#25-053 
PIN: 03-19-410-005  

Map of General Vicinity 
   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Items required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit ✓ 2.2.26  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property ✓ 2.2.26.  

3.  Letter that was Mailed ✓ 2.2.26  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property ✓ 2.2.26  
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Petition – ZBA#25-053 
PIN: 03-19-410-005  

Photographs of Existing Structure 
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Village of Arlington Heights 
 

 

To:   Kevin Purdom (Architect) 

From:   Darko Bojin 

Department:  Department of Planning and Community Development 

File Number: ZBA 25-053 

Project:  1225 N Walnut Ave 

Date:   February 18, 2026 

 

ZONING COMMENTS:   

For your use and consideration, review the zoning review comments below regarding the 
following variances: 

• A 245 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 (Maximum Floor Area 
Ratio) to allow a Floor Area Ratio of 3,811 square-feet or 0.48 where a Floor Area 
Ratio of 3,566 square-feet or 0.45 is the maximum. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact dbojin@vah.com:  

Planning and Community Development 

1. The proposed addition appears to be nicely designed. A Design Commission application 
is not required since this is a single-story rear yard addition. 

Building and Life Safety 

1. Existing deck foundations shall be inspected to verify compliance of footings are 
extended below the frost line specified in Table R301.2.(1) for the proposed addition. 

 
Engineering 

1. No comments. 
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               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

 Northwest Suburbs 

                                                            Daily Herald 
 

 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

       of the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. That said Northwest Suburbs  

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Arlington Heights,  

Cook County, State of Illinois, and has been in general circulation daily 

throughout Cook County, continuously for more than 50 weeks prior to the first 

Publication of the attached notice, and a newspaper as defined by 715 ILCS 5/5.  

 

I further certify that the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD is a newspaper 

as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" as amended  

in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5, Section 1 and 5. That a 

notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true copy,  

was published 02/07/2026 

in said Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. This notice was also placed on 

a statewide public notice website as required by 5 ILCS 5/2.1. 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher of the Daily Herald 

 

       Control # 321245 
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 5 

PETITION  
 

The following petition form shall be used when submitting a petition for a variation from Chapter 28 of the 
Arlington Heights Municipal Code.  This must be submitted with a fully executed application to the Zoning 
Board of Appeals. Please refer to Section 12 of Chapter 28 if the Arlington Heights Municipal Code for 
information regarding the criteria by which the Zoning Board of Appeals will evaluate variation requests.  
(Attached to this application packet.) 

 

PETITION 
NOW COMES the Petitioner             

being the owner of the property commonly know as:          

and appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Arlington Heights for a Variation from Section      

Chapter 28, of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, in order to:         

              

 I hereby state that the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible with 

existing uses and zoning of nearby property if the variation(s) were granted (please explain):    

              

              

 I hereby state that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length of time the 

subject property has been vacant as zoned (please explain):        

              
 
              

 I hereby state that the proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter (please explain):   

              

              

I hereby state that the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property 

(please explain):             

              

              

Signed:         Date:   
  Petitioner 

 
 
 

Kevin Purdom JRC Design Build

1225 N Walnut Ave

Build a four season room on top

5.1-3.3d & 5.1-3.4

of the existing deck in the backyard.

The finishes will and design

of the new room will match the existing house and be in line with the rest

of the neighborhood styles. 

The existing deck encroaches into the rear yard setback 1.5' 

The family has 4 boys and are looking to expand the interior house by still

using the existing built space. 

 The appearance of the proposed sunroom looks nicely done to fit with the design of the existing house

This was the comments from design review during permitting. 

:

The new room will be entirely on the existing deck and we are not 

trying to expand the house in addition to the deck. If we reduced the covered portion to fit

the setback the new posts would be in the middle of the walk /stairs.

12/08/2025
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TABLE R301.2(1) CLIMATIC AND
GEOGRAPHIC DESIGN CRITERIA

GROUND 
SNOW 
LOAD

WIND DESIGN SEISMIC
DESIGN
CATEGORY

SUBJECT TO DAMANGE
FROM

WINTER
DESIGN 
TEMP

ICE 
BARRIER
UNDER
LAYMENT
REQ.

FLOOD
HAZARDS

CHAPTER 
VILLAGE 
CODE

AIR 
FREEZING
INDEX

MEAN
ANNUAL 
TEMP

SPEED
(MPH)

TOPO
EFFECTS

SPECIAL 
WIND 
REGION

WIND-
BORNE
DEBRIS
ZONE

WTHRING FROST 
LINE 
DEPTH

TERMITE

25 115 NO NO NO b SEVERE 42"
MOD
-TO-
HEAVY

-4 YES
NOV
6 2000 2000 47.6

SITE PLAN NOTES
1. INFORMATION ON THIS DRAWING IS ACCUMULATED FROM EXISTING

DOCUMENTATION AND MUST BE CONFIRMED BY THE CONTRACTOR
AND COORDINATED WITH THE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION. ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN IN FOR SCHEMATIC
PURPOSES ONLY. SEE SITE ENGINEERING PLAN AND LANDSCAPE
PLAN FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

2. VERIFY LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES AND OTHER BUILDING
SERVICES PRIOR TO EXCAVATION.

3. PROVIDE REQUIRED WORK TO ACCOMMODATE EXISTING UTILITIES
OR OTHER BUILDING SERVICES.

4. PROTECT EXISTING LANDSCAPING DURING CONSTRUCTION, TO
GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE.

5. PROVIDE TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION/SECURITY FENCING AROUND
ALL OPEN EXCAVATIONS; HEIGHT AS REQ'D BY LOCAL CODES.

6. VERIFY LOCATIONS OF ALL MATERIAL STOCKPILES AND DUMPSTERS
WITH OWNER.

7. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY ALL EXISTING CONDITIONS PRIOR TO
COMMENCING WITH THE WORK. ANY DISCREPANCIES IN FIELD
CONDITIONS ARE TO BE REPORTED TO THE ARCHITECT BEFORE
PROCEEDING.

8. PLEASE NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IF THERE ARE ANY
DISCREPANCIES IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

9. STATE LAW: BEFORE DIGGING, CALL JULIE (811 OR 1-800-892-0123)
FOR LOCATION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE UTILITIES AT WORK SITE. 48
HOUR NOTICE IS REQUIRED.

10. THE HOUSE SHALL PASS A BLOWER DOOR TEST AND A COPY OF
THE RESULTS SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT
PRIOR TO SCHEDULING THE FINAL INSPECTIONS.

11. CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS AND REFUSE CONTAINMENT SHALL BE
REQUIRED FOR ALL JOB SITES. CONTAINMENT SHALL OCCUR ON
THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THE PERMIT & SHALL BE
WITHIN A DUMPSTER, STRUCTURE, OR CONTAINER THAT CAN BE
COVERED TO PREVENT WINDBLOWN DEBRIS. ALL SUCH
DUMPSTERS, STRUCTURES, OR CONTAINERS SHALL BE COVERED
AT ALL TIMES WHEN NO WORK IS BEING PERFORMED ON THE
PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THE PERMIT.

12. ALL DISTURBED PARKWAY LAWN AREAS WILL BE RESTORED WITH
NEW SOD ON 6" OF TOPSOIL. ALL SOD SHALL BE WATERED AS REQ'D
TO SUSTAIN GROWTH.

13. ALL PARKWAY TREES SHALL HAVE A SNOW FENCE THAT EXTENDS
TO THE DRIP LINE. NO TRAFFIC SHALL GO OVER THE ROOT SYSTEM.

14. SURFACE DRAINAGE TO BE DIVERTED FROM STRUCTURE SO AS
NOT TO CREATE A HAZARD ON THIS OR ADJACENT PROPERTY.
GRADE FROM FOUNDATION TO DROP A MINIMUM OF 6" IN 10'-0".
PROVIDE SWALES OR DRAINS TO ENSURE DRAINAGE FROM
STRUCTURE AND ADJACENT PROPERTY.

15. TOILET FACILITIES SHALL BE PROVIDED AT ALL JOB SITES PER
ILLINOIS PLUMBING CODE. THIS WILL BE A CONDITION OF THE
PERMIT.

16. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN A 5'-0" HIGH FENCE ALONG THE FULL
LENGTH OF INTERIOR SIDE YARDS UNTIL EXTERIOR CONSTRUCTION
IS COMPLETE.

17. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN A 5'-0" HIGH CONSTRUCTION FENCE DURING
NON-WORKING HOURS THAT WILL ENCLOSE ALL OPEN
EXCAVATIONS UNTIL FOUNDATION IS BACK-FILLED & FIRST FLOOR
DECK IS COMPLETED.

18. ERECT PROTECTIVE SNOWFENCE PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITY. DO NOT STORE ANY EQUIPMENT OR MATERIALS WITHIN
THE PROTECTION AREA. REMOVE THE PROTECTIVE SNOW FENCE
ONLY AFTER CONSTRUCTION IS COMPLETE.

19. ALL TREES ARE TO BE PROTECTED DURING CONSTRUCTION WITH
FENCING FOR EVERY 1" OF TREE DIAMETER. MAINTAIN 1'-0"
DISTANCE AWAY FOR FENCING.

20. MAINTAIN EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERNS. ANY DRAINAGE ISSUES
THAT MAY ARISE FROM THE CONSTRUCTION ASSOCIATED WITH THIS
PERMIT WILL BE ADRESSED BY THE PERMITTEE.

21. RESTORE PARKWAY AND PAVEMENT TO PRE-CONSTRUCTION
CONDITIONS.

N WALNUT AVENUE

EXISTING 2 STORY 
STONE & FRAME 

HOUSE
2,056 SF FOOTPRINT 

13
1.
90

60.00

30
.0
0

25
.0
0

6.00 48.00 6.00

EX ASPHALT 
DRIVE
633 SF

34
.9
6

6.18

EX CONC
PORCH/WALK

196 SF

EX PAVER PATIO

PROPOSED
ADDITION

290 SF

EX STEPS
115 SF

RELOCATED 
HOT TUB 
ON NEW 4"
CONC PAD 
136 SF

EX

1'
-6

"

ISSUE DATE

SHEET TITLE

DATE

SHEET NUMBER

1275 E. DAVIS, ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60005
PHONE: (847)255-2322
EMAIL: JIMJRCDB@GMAIL.COM
C   2024 COPYRIGHT. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

1275 E DAVIS ST, ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60005
PHONE: (847)255-2322
EMAIL: KEVINJRCDB@GMAIL.COM
C   2024 COPYRIGHT. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

KEVIN PURDOM, ARCHITECT

ARCHITECT'S CERTIFICATION  

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE DOCUMENTS 
WERE PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY 
DIRECTION AND THAT TO THE BEST OF MY 
KNOWLEDGE COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE 
CODES AND ORDINENCES.

CERT NO. 001.025823      DATE:
EXP. 11/30/2026   

1- 10/22/2025

1- 10/22/2025

COVER SHEET

A0

ADDITION TO THE
GILLESPIE RESIDENCE

1225 N WALNUT AVENUE
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60004

SHEET INDEX - ARCHITECTURAL
3D 3D VIEWS 1- 10/22/2025
A0 COVER SHEET 1- 10/22/2025
A1 EXISTING DRAWINGS 1- 10/22/2025
A2 FOUNDATION & ROOF PLANS 1- 10/22/2025
A3 FIRST FLOOR PLAN 1- 10/22/2025
A4 ELEVATIONS 1- 10/22/2025
A5 SPECIFICATIONS 1- 10/22/2025

THREE SEASON ROOM AT 
THE GILLESPIE RESIDENCE

APPLICABLE CODES - ARLINGTON HEIGHTS

ALL WORK PERFORMED AND MATERIALS USED SHALL COMPLY 
WITH THE FOLLOWING:

BUILDING CODE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE 
WITH AMENDMENTS

MECHANICAL CODE 2018 INTERNATIONAL MECHANICAL CODE
ELECTRICAL CODE 2017 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE 

WITH AMENDMENTS
PLUMBING CODE 2014 ILLINOIS PLUMBING CODE WITH 

AMENDMENTS
ENERGY CODE 2021 ILLINOIS ENERGY CONSERVATION 

CODE WITH STATE AMENDMENTS

-ALL APPLICABLE LOCAL AND STATE CODES, ORDINANCES, AND
REGULATIONS.

-MANUFACTURERS' SPECIFICATIONS AND TRADE ASSOCIATIONS
RECOMMENDATIONS.

-ACCEPTED ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES.

PROJECT LOCATION: 

ZONING DISTRICT:

LOT AREA:

PIN:

MAX LOT COVERAGE:(35%)

PROPOSED LOT COVERAGE:

MAX FAR: 
(45%)

PROPOSED FAR:

MAX IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE 
(50%)    

MAX FRONT YARD 
IMPERVIOUS (50%)

PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS 
COVERAGE:

MAX BUILDING HEIGHT:

PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT:

LOCATION AREAS:
PROPOSED ADDITION
FIRST FLOOR 
SECOND FLOOR
GARAGE

TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE:

         

PROJECT DATA
1225 N WALNUT AVE

R-3

  7,914 SF

03-19-410-005-0000

  2,769 SF

2,657 SF

  3,561 SF

3,406 + 405 NEW SF
=3,811 SF

  3,957 SF

633 SF
PROPOSED

3,951 SF

25'-0"

EX TO REMAIN

290 SF
1,560 SF
1,560 SF

496 SF

3,410 SF

FLOOR
SLEEPING ROOMS 40# LL - 10# DL
OTHER ROOMS 40# LL - 10# DL
VEH. GARAGES 50# LL - 10# DL

WALL 60# PLF OR ACTUAL LOAD
20 PSF WIND 0'-20' HEIGHT
25 PSF WIND 21'-29' HEIGHT
30 PSF WIND 30' HEIGHT AND 
ABOVE

CEILING
UNHAB W/O STOR 10# LL - 10# DL
UNHAB LIM STOR 20# LL - 10# DL
HAB W/ FIX STAIR 30# LL - 10# DL

WIND SPEED 115 MPH
3 SECOND GUST 
& 89 NOMINAL

ROOF 30# LL (SNOW) - 10# DL (ALL 
SLOPES)

CATHEDRAL 30# LL - 15# DL (ALL SLOPES)

EXT DECK 40# LL - 10# DL

EXT BALCONY 40# LL - 10# DL

STAIRS 40# LL + 300# 
CONCENTRATED LOAD

GUARD & HANDRAILS 200# LL AT ANY DIRECTION 
APPLIED AT THE TOP

FROST DEPTH 42" (3'-6")

STRUCTURAL FRAMING LUMBER
BASE VALUE (USE NO MULTIPLIERS AGAINST BASE VALUE)
GRADE #2 SPECIES SPF DOMESTIC OR CANADIAN BASE Fb 875

SPECIFY MANUFACTURER AND NAME OF SPECIFIC BEAM 
PRODUCT WITH THE CURRENT SIZE, Fb, AND E VALUES PER 
MANUFACTURER

MANUFACTURER - TRUS-JOIST 
PRODUCT - LVL HEADERS & BEAMS MICRO-LAM

DESIGN CRITERIA

SITE SETBACKS (R-3)
REQUIRED

25'-0"

30'-0"

MAX 25'-0"

PROPOSED

EX TO REMAINFRONTYARD

INTERIOR SIDEYARD 10% LOT WIDTH

REARYARD

HEIGHT - MEAN

6'-0"

ABBREVIATIONS

A.B. ANCHOR BOLT
ABV ABOVE
A.C. AIR CONDITIONING
ACOUS. ACOUSTIC
ADJ. ADJUSTABLE
A.F.F. ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
ALUM. ALUMINUM
ALT. ALTERNATE
A.P. ACCESS PANEL
APPROX. APPROXIMATE
ARCH. ARCHITECTURAL
@ AT
BD BOARD
BI BUILT-IN
BLDG BUILDING
BOT. BOTTOM
B/ BOTTOM OF
BRG. BEARING
BRG. PL. BEARING PLATE
B.U.R. BUILT UP ROOFING
CRPT CARPET
CABT CABINET
C.I. CAST IRON
C.J. CEILING JOISTS
C.J.T. CONSTRUCTION JOINTS
CL CENTERLINE
CLG. CEILING
CL. CLOSET
C.M.U. CONCRETE MASONRY

UNIT
C. O CASED OPENING
COL. COLUMN
CONC. CONCRETE
CONST. CONSTRUCTION
CONT. CONTINUOUS
C.T. CERAMIC TILE
C.W. COLD WATER
DEMO. DEMOLITION
DIA. DIAMETER
DIAG. DIAGONAL
DIM. DIMENSION
DISP. DISPOSAL
DIV. DIVISION
DL DEAD LOAD
DN. DOWN
DWGS. DRAWINGS
D.S. DOWNSPOUT
D.W. DISHWASHER
EA. EACH
EX. EXISTING
EIFS EXTERIOR INSULATION 

FINISH SYSTEM
EQ EQUAL
EXP. EXPANSION
ELEC. ELECTRICAL
ELEV. ELEVATION
EQUIP. EQUIPMENT
EQUIV. EQUIVALENT
E.W EACH WAY
F FURNACE
FD FLOOR DRAIN
FE FIRE EXTINGUISHER
FF FINISH FLOOR
FIN. FINISH
FIXT FIXTURE
FLR FLOOR
FLSHG FLASHING
FDN FOUNDATION
FO FACE OF
FS FOOTING SUMP
FTG FOOTING
FURN FURNACE
GA GAUGE
GALV GALVANIZED
GFI GROUND FAULT 

INTERRUPT
GLU-LAM GLUE LAMINATED

BEAM
GYP. GYPSUM
HD HEAD
HDR HEADER
HT HEIGHT
HM HOLLOW METAL
HORZ HORIZONTAL
HP HIGH POINT
HTG HEATING
HVAC HEATING VENTILATE 

AIR CONDITIONING
INT. INTERIOR

L. LINEN
LAM. LAMINATE
LAV. LAVATORY
LL LIVE LOAD
LP LOW POINT
MAX. MAXIMUM
MC MEDICINE CABINET
MECH MECHANICAL
MED MEDIUM
MIN MINIMUM
MISC MISCELLANEOUS
ML MICROLAM
MO MASONRY OPENING
MRBL  MARBLE
MTL METAL
MW MICROWAVE
NIC NOT IN CONTRACT
NO NUMBER
NOM NOMINAL
NTS NOT TO SCALE
O OVEN
OA OVERALL
OC ON CENTER
OPP OPPOSITE
OPT. OPTIONAL
PERF. PERFORATED
PL POINT LOAD
P LAM PLASTIC LAMINATE
PLYWD PLYWOOD
PSF POUNDS PER SQUARE

FOOT
PSI POUNDS PER SQUARE

INCH
PVC POLYVINYLCHLORIDE
QT QUARRY TILE
R RADIUS
RD ROOF DRAIN
R & S ROD AND SHELF
REC RECESSED
REF REFRIGERATOR
REG REGULAR
REINF REINFORCE
RM ROOM
RO ROUGH OPENING
RR ROOF RAFTERS
SECT SECTION
SHLV SHELVES
SHT SHEET
SHWR SHOWER
SHTG SHEATHING
SIM SIMILAR
SL SLIDING
SPEC SPECIFICATION
SQ SQUARE
SF SQUARE FOOT
SS SANITARY SUMP
STD STANDARD
STL STEEL
STOR STORAGE
STRUCT STRUCTURE
SUSP SUSPENDED
T & B TOP AND BOTTOM
T/ TOP OF
TEL TELEPHONE
T & G TONGUE AND 

GROOVE
THK THICK
TJI TRUST JOIST
TOP TOP OF PLATE
TV TELEVISION
TYP TYPICAL
UC UNDER COUNTER
UON UNLESS OTHERWISE

NOTED
VCT VINYL COMPOSITION

TILE
VERT VERTICAL
VIF VERIFY IN FIELD
W/ WITH
WC WATER CLOSET
WIC WALK IN CLOSET
WD WOOD
WDO WINDOW
WH WATER HEATER
W/O WITHOUT
WP WATERPROOF
WT WEIGHT
WWF WELDED 

WIRE FABRIC

INTERIOR SIDEYARD 10% LOT WIDTH

6'-0"

1/16" = 1'-0"A0
1 SITE PLAN - PROPOSED

ENERGY CODE COMPLIANCE NOTES
1. ENERGY CODE COMPLIANCE DESIGN BY PRESCRIPTIVE MEANS.
CLIMATE ZONE : 5
MAX. GLAZING U-FACTOR: 0.30
ACTUAL U-FACTOR:
MIN. SKYLIGHT U-FACTOR: 0.55
ACTUAL SKYLIGHT U-FACTOR:
SHGC : N R
MIN. CEILING R-VALUE: 49
ACTUAL CEILING R-VALUE: 49
MIN. FRAME WALL R-VALUE: 30 OR 20 + 5  OR 13+10
ACTUAL WALL R-VALUE: 30 (CLOSED CELL FOAM INSULATION)
MIN. FLOOR R-VALUE: 30
ACTUAL FLOOR R-VALUE:
MIN. BASEMENT R-VALUE: 15 OR 19
ACTUAL BASEMENT R-VALUE:
GC TO PROVIDE PERMANENT CERTIFICATE TO BE POSTED ADJACENT
TO ELECTRICAL PANEL INDICATING INSULATION AND ENERGY VALUES
FOR BUILDING INSULATION, FENESTRATION AND DUCT SYSTEMS.
SPRAY FOAM BOX SILLS AND SILL PLATES, AND ADD R-15 HIGH
DENSITY FRICTION FIT BATT INSULATION.

2. ALL PENETRATIONS THROUGH THERMAL ENVELOPE SHALL BE
ADEQUATELY SEALED BY CAULK, GASKET, WEATHERSTRIPPING OR
OTHER BARRIER MEANS PER 2021 IECC REQUIREMENTS.
ALL WINDOWS AND EXTERIOR DOOR JAMBS ARE TO BE SEALED WITH
LOW-EXPANSION FOAM.
ALL BOTTOM PLATES ON EXTERIOR WALLS SHALL BE GLUED TO
SUB-FLOOR.

3. ALL FIREPLACES SHALL HAVE GASKETED DOORS & OUTSIDE
COMBUSTION AIR.

4. ALL RECESSED LIGHTING IN THERMAL ENVELOPE SHALL BE SEALED
TO PREVENT AIR LEAKAGE. ALL RECESSED DOWNLIGHTING TO BE
IC-RATED.

5. PROVIDE PROGRAMMABLE THERMOSTATS FOR EACH ZONE WITH
SETBACK AND MANUAL OVERRIDE.

6. ALL DUCTWORK SHALL BE ADEQUATELY SEALED. ALL SUPPLY
DUCTWORK IN UNCONDITIONED ATTIC TO HAVE R-8 INSULATION.
ALL OTHER DUCTWORK TO HAVE R-6 INSULATION. HVAC CONTRACTOR
SHALL PROVIDE EITHER POST-CONSTRUCTION OR ROUGH-IN TEST OF
TOTAL AIR LEAKAGE FOR DUCT SYSTEMS.

PROJECT SCOPE OF WORK

PROPOSAL

OPTION 1: DESIGN BUILD A CATHEDRAL ROOF STRUCTURE OPEN AIR WITH 2-
COLUMNS AND WOOD CEILING OVER THE EXISTING DECK TO THE STAIR 
PLATFORM. 

OPTION 2: DESIGN BUILD SAME AS ABOVE EXCEPT, CLOSE IN WALLS 4’OC, 
INSTALL SLIDER WINDOWS, A MITSUBISHI IN WALL HVAC SYSTEM, FOAM THE 
FLOOR, CEILING AND WALLS. 

7. ALL MECHANICAL SYSTEM PIPING CAPABLE OF CARRYING FLUIDS
ABOVE 105 DEG F OR BELOW 55 DEG F SHALL BE INSULATED TO A
MINIMUM OF R-3. ALL HOT WATER LINES TO HAVE R-3 PIPE
INSULATION & MANUAL SWITCH FOR RECIRC. PUMP.

8. ALL ACCESS HATCHES/DOORS TO UNCONDITIONED SPACE SHALL BE
INSULATED & WEATHERSTRIPPED.

9. 100% OF ALL LIGHTING TO HAVE HIGH-EFFICACY BULBS.

10. FURNACE: +90% AFUE
WATER HEATER: +95% AFUE
A/C: 13+ SEER
SHGC: 0.27 OR BTR

11. WINDOWS, SKYLIGHTS AND SLIDING GLASS DOORS SHALL HAVE AN
AIR INFILTRATION RATE NO MORE THAN 0.3 CFM PER SF, AND
SWINGING DOORS NO MORE THAN 0.5 CFM PER SF.

N

750 SF
ALLOWED

IMPERVIOUS SF

EXISTING 
HARDSCAPE

HOT TUB PAD

TOTAL

3,821 SF

130 SF

3,951 SF

PROPERTY LINE

SETBACK LINE

EASEMENT LINE

ELECTRIC SERVICE

GAS SERVICE

STORM SEWER

SANITARY SEWER

WATER SERVICE

FENCE

E

G

W

X

SITE PLAN LEGEND

EX TO REMAIN

EX TO REMAIN

EX TO REMAIN

33'-6"

1- 10/22/2025 1 - PERMIT
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EX EX EX EX EX

EXEX EX

EX EX EX

EX EX EX EX

8-0/6-8
SG

96X60

48x18 T 48x18 T

5.0:12 5.0:1284 T 84 T 1'
-0

"

8'
-0

"

VIF EXACT WINDOW LOCATIONS.
ADJUST SLOPE ACCORDINGLY TO 

AVOID
CONFLICT WITH EX TRIM.

NEW FLASHING AT ALL WALL TO 
ROOF CONNECTIONS

EX ASPHALT SHINGLED ROOF TO REMAIN

EX SIDING TO REMAIN

EX TRIM TO REMAIN

EX AC UNIT TO REMAIN

GRADE, VARIES VIF

RELOCATED HOT TUB, VERIFY WITH OWNER EXACT LOCATIONEX DECK AND STAIRS TO REMAIN

NEW 8X8 BOXED OUT COLUMNS,
ON 14" DIA. CONCRETE PIERS, 
42" BELOW GRADE MIN. 

MATCH EX TRIM, SIDING, TYP.

MATCH EX ROOF

VERIFY IN FIELD EX STRUCTURE. NEW 
WALLS TO BE PLACED ON EX DECK

EX

42x18 T 42x18 T 42x18 T 42x18 T

24X38

84X60 84X60

42x18 T 42x18 T 42x18 T

EX

EX

24X38

84X60 42X60

WINDOW NOTE:

PRICE OPTION FOR WHITE AND BLACK WINDOWS.

PRICE OPTION WITH REMOVING BOTTOM ROW OF 
FIXED WINDOWS

VELUX OR SIMILAR SKYLIGHT

NEW MINISPLIT AC CONDENSER, PER 
MANUF SPECS, VERIFY CLEARANCES

ISSUE DATE

SHEET TITLE

DATE

SHEET NUMBER

1275 E. DAVIS, ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60005
PHONE: (847)255-2322
EMAIL: JIMJRCDB@GMAIL.COM
C   2024 COPYRIGHT. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

1275 E DAVIS ST, ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60005
PHONE: (847)255-2322
EMAIL: KEVINJRCDB@GMAIL.COM
C   2024 COPYRIGHT. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

KEVIN PURDOM, ARCHITECT

ARCHITECT'S CERTIFICATION             

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE DOCUMENTS 
WERE PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY 
DIRECTION AND THAT TO THE BEST OF MY 
KNOWLEDGE COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE 
CODES AND ORDINENCES.

CERT NO. 001.025823      DATE:
EXP. 11/30/2026   

1- 10/22/2025

1- 10/22/2025

ELEVATIONS

A4

ADDITION TO THE
GILLESPIE RESIDENCE

1225 N WALNUTE AVENUE
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60004

1/4" = 1'-0"A4
1 EAST ELEVATION - PROPOSED REAR

1/4" = 1'-0"A4
3 SOUTH ELEVATION - PROPOSED SIDE

1/4" = 1'-0"A4
2 NORTH ELEVATION - PROPOSED SIDE

ELEVATION MATERIALS

SIDING (1)

ROOFING (1)

HATCH PATTERN DESCRIPTIONLOCATION MANUF.

SIDING (2)

TRIM AND FASCIA

SOFFIT AND FASCIA

COLUMNS

GUTTERS, DOWNSPOUTS

WINDOWS

DOORS

HATCH PATTERN DESCRIPTION MANUF.

HORIZ LAP SIDING 

ASPHALT SHINGLES 

TRIM 

ALUMINUM - VENTED 

WHITE

ALUMINUM  

VINYL (OPTION FOR WHITE ON WHITE AND  
BLACK ON BLACK)

STYLE TBD

1. WINDOW SIZES : ROUGH OPENING TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD W/ CHOSEN WINDOW MANUF. & 
CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION

2. GLASS SIZES TO BE FOLLOWED AS CLOSE AS POSSIBLE PER DIFFERENT MANUF.
3. BEDROOM WINDOWS TO HAVE EGRESS HARDWARE & FOLLOW EGRESS REQUIREMENTS AS 

LABELED ON ELEVATIONS.
4. WINDOWS IN WHICH THE BOTTOM EDGE OF THE WINDOW IS LESS THAN 18" ABOVE THE TOP OF 

THE FLOOR ARE REQUIRED TO BE TEMPERED.
5. FIELD VERIFY EMERGENCY ESCAPE & RESCUE OPENINGS IN SLEEPING ROOMS 

EGRESS WINDOW REQUIREMENTS
PROVIDE A NET CLEAR OPENING OF 5.7 SF OR GREATER, ACHIEVED BY SIMPLY OPENING THE 
WINDOW
PROVIDE A NET CLEAR OPENING OF 5.0 SF OR GREATER FOR GRADE LEVEL WINDOWS.
A MINIMUM CLEAR WIDTH OF 20"
A MINUMUM CLEAR HEIGHT OF 24"
A SILL HEIGHT OF LESS THAN 44" AFF

6. ALL NEW WINDOWS TO HAVE A MAX. U-FACTOR OF 0.30
7. ALL BATHROOM GLASS AND GLASS IN AREAS OF HAZARD SHALL BE SAFETY GLAZING, 

PERMANENTLY ETCHED, AND THE ETCHING SHALL BE VISIBLE AFTER INSTALLATION TO VERIFY 
COMPLIANCE. SECTION: IRC R308.4

8. E = EGRESS T= TEMPERED AFETY GLASS    
F= FROSTED PRIVACY GLASS        EX = EXISTING WINDOW TO REMAIN

WINDOW NOTES:

MATCH EX

EX TO REMAIN

MATCH EX

MATCH EX

MATCH EX

MATCH EX

MATCH EX

MATCH EX

MATCH EX

CLIMATEGUARD OR SIM.

LOCATION

VERTICAL LAP SIDING 

1- 10/22/2025 1 - PERMIT
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Zoning Board of Appeals 

2/23/2026 
 
Item: 638 S. Vail Ave. - ZBA25-054 
Department: Planning & Community Development 
 
Item Description: 
REQUEST 

1. A 1.78- foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) (Required 
Minimum Yards) to allow an addition set back 4.72-foot from the 
south side lot line where the required side yard setback is 6 feet, with 
an additional 1 foot for the eave. 

2. A 2.04- foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) (Required 
Minimum Yards) to allow an addition set back 4.46 feet from the north 
side lot line where the required side yard setback is 6 feet, with an 
additional 1 foot for the eave.  

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 2.23.26_Packet 
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Petition – ZBA#25-054 
PIN: 03-32-300-026  

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Darko Bojin, Planner  
Hearing Date:  February 23, 2026 
Date Prepared:  February 13, 2026 
Project Title:  Hostert Residence 
Address:  638 S Vail Ave 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #25-054 
Petitioner:  Keith Ginnodo - Kingsley/Ginnodo Architects 
Address:  314 . Pine Ave. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
    
   

Existing Zoning:  R-3 – Residential Single-Family District 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 
 
 

The property is zoned R-3 and has a total land area of approximately 8,591.05 square feet. The petitioner is 
proposing to construct a two-story addition that aligns with the existing non-conforming principal structure. The 
addition is subject to design review and will receive administrative approval pending the outcome of their ZBA 
petition. The proposed addition will be set back 4.72 feet from the south side lot line and 4.46 feet from the north side 
lot line where the required setback is 6 feet on either side. Therefore, the petitioner is requesting the following 
variations:  
  

• A 1.78- foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) (Required Minimum Yards) to allow an 
addition set back 4.72-foot from the south side lot line where the required side yard setback is 6 feet, 
with an additional 1 foot for the eave. 

• A 2.04- foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) (Required Minimum Yards) to allow an 
addition set back 4.46 feet from the north side lot line where the required side yard setback is 6 feet, 
with an additional 1 foot 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 proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible 
with existing uses and zoning of nearby property; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which 
may include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned; and (3) the proposed variation is in 
harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and (4) the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary 
to allow reasonable use of the property.  A variation shall be permitted only if the evidence, in the judgment of the 
Board of Appeals, sustains each of the four conditions enumerated. 
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Petition – ZBA#25-054 
PIN: 03-32-300-026  

Map of General Vicinity 
   

 

 
 
 
 
Items required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit ✓ 2.5.26  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property ✓ 2.5.26  

3.  Letter that was Mailed ✓ 2.5.26  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property ✓ 2.5.26  
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Petition – ZBA#25-054 
PIN: 03-32-300-026  

Photographs of Existing Structure 
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Village of Arlington Heights 
 

 

To:   Kirsten Kingsley (Architect) 

From:   Darko Bojin 

Department:  Department of Planning and Community Development 

File Number: ZBA 25-054 

Project:  638 S Vail Ave 

Date:   February 18, 2026 

 

ZONING COMMENTS:   

For your use and consideration, review the zoning review comments below regarding the 
following variances: 

• A 1.78- foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) (Required Minimum 
Yards) to allow an addition set back 4.72-foot from the south side lot line where the 
required side yard setback is 6 feet, with an additional 1 foot for the eave. 

• A 2.04- foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) (Required Minimum 
Yards) to allow an addition set back 4.46 feet from the north side lot line where the 
required side yard setback is 6 feet, with an additional 1 foot for the eave. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact dbojin@vah.com:  

Planning and Community Development 

1. The proposed addition is nicely designed. The Design Commission application for this 
project is favorable for an Administrative (Staff) design approval, pending the outcome 
of the ZBA review. 

Building and Life Safety 

1. Approved with comments. The dimensions from the lot line to new exterior walls at 
the first and second floors shall be provided with a 1-hour fire resistance rating due to 
the fire separation distance being less than 5’-0” from the property line. 2018 IRC 
Table R302.1(1). 

 
Engineering 

1. No comments. 
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               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

 Northwest Suburbs 

                                                            Daily Herald 
 

 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

       of the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. That said Northwest Suburbs  

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Arlington Heights,  

Cook County, State of Illinois, and has been in general circulation daily 

throughout Cook County, continuously for more than 50 weeks prior to the first 

Publication of the attached notice, and a newspaper as defined by 715 ILCS 5/5.  

 

I further certify that the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD is a newspaper 

as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" as amended  

in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5, Section 1 and 5. That a 

notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true copy,  

was published 02/07/2026 

in said Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. This notice was also placed on 

a statewide public notice website as required by 5 ILCS 5/2.1. 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher of the Daily Herald 

 

       Control # 321246 
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PETITION  

Now comes the Petitioner  Nick and Sam Hostert 

being the owner of the property commonly known as: 638 S Vail Avenue 

and appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Arlington Heights for a Variation 
from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3b, Required Minimum Yards, Side Yard 

of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, in order to: Build a two-story addition that aligns with 
the existing first floor walls and to build a tandem garage addition, aligning with the existing 
garage wall.  

I hereby state that the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will 
be compatible with existing uses and zoning of nearby property if the variation(s) were granted 
(please explain): The addition is a natural extension of the home and will be in keeping with 
other 1 ½- and 2-story homes on the block and in the neighborhood.  

I hereby state that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the 
length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned (please explain): The 1950s house 
is an existing non-conforming building.  

I hereby state that the proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter 
(please explain): The residence with its additions is well within all other parameters of the 
zoning requirements.  

I hereby state that the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow 
reasonable use of the property (please explain): Aligning the addition with the existing walls of 
the home creates functional spaces whereas if the addition did not align with the existing walls, 
the resulting design would be less usable and more costly.  

 

Signed:  

Date: 12.12.25 
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Date: 12.15.2025 

738 S VAIL AVE - PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  

We, Nick and Sam Hostert being the legal owner(s) of 638 S Vail Avenue would like to build a 
two-story addition that aligns with the existing non-confirming first floor south wall of our ranch 
home.  We would also like to build a tandem garage addition, aligning the walls of the new 
garage with the existing non-confirming north garage wall.  This project is important for us and 
will allow us to stay in our home with our two growing children while taking care of our parent 
who will be moving in with us. 
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EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"1

EX
6

9.
23

.2
5

SA
M

 A
N

D 
N

IC
K 

HO
ST

ER
T

KI
N

G
SL

EY
 +

 G
IN

N
O

DO
 A

RC
HI

TE
C

TS

   
 

c 
  K

IN
G

SL
EY

 +
 G

IN
N

O
DO

 A
RC

HI
TE

C
TS

63
8 

S 
VA

IL
 A

VE
N

UE
, A

RL
IN

G
TO

N
 H

EI
G

HT
S,

 IL
  6

00
05

31
4 

N
 P

IN
E 

A
V,

 A
RL

IN
G

TO
N

 H
TS

, I
L 

60
00

4

Page 85 of 129



EXISTING WEST ELEVATION
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Zoning Board of Appeals 

2/23/2026 
 
Item: 1161 N. Hickory Ave. - ZBA25-055 
Department: Planning & Community Development 
 
Item Description: 
REQUEST   
A 2.39-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) Required 
Minimum Yards; Side Yard to construct a two-story frame addition 2.61-feet 
from the north side lot line where a minimum side setback of 5.0-feet is 
required. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 2-23-26_Packet 
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Petition – ZBA#25-055 
PIN: 03-20-412-007  

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Dan Osoba, Planner  
Hearing Date:  February 23, 2026 
Date Prepared:  February 18, 2026 
Project Title:  1161 N. Hickory Ave. Residence 
Address:  1161 N. Hickory Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #25-055 
Petitioner:  Kevin Purdom – JRC Design Build 
Address:  1275 E. Davis St. 
   Arlington Heights IL  6005 
    
   

Existing Zoning:  R-3 – Residential Single-Family District 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 
 
 

The petitioner is proposing to build a second-story addition on the existing one-story residence. In addition, a two-
story addition is proposed in the rear yard. The existing side yard setback is 2.61-feet and the petitioner intends to 
maintain this setback for the second story addition and the proposed two-story addition in the rear. The required side 
yard setback is 10-percent of the lot width, or 5-feet for this lot. Therefore the petitioner is requesting the following 
variation: 
 

• A 2.39-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) Required Minimum Yards; Side Yard to 
construct a two-story frame addition 2.61-feet from the north side lot line where a minimum side 
setback of 5.0-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 proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible 
with existing uses and zoning of nearby property; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which 
may include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned; and (3) the proposed variation is in 
harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and (4) the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary 
to allow reasonable use of the property.  A variation shall be permitted only if the evidence, in the judgment of the 
Board of Appeals, sustains each of the four conditions enumerated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 93 of 129



Petition – ZBA#25-055 
PIN: 03-20-412-007  

 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Items required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit ✓ 2/2/26  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property ✓ 2/2/26  

3.  Letter that was Mailed ✓ 2/2/26  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property ✓ 2/2/26  
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Petition – ZBA#25-055 
PIN: 03-20-412-007  

 
 

Photographs of Existing Structure 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Page 95 of 129



 

Village of Arlington Heights 
 

 

To:   Kevin Purdom  

From:   Dan Osoba 

Department:  Department of Planning and Community Development 

File Number: ZBA 25-055 

Project:  1161 N. Hickory Avenue 

Date:   February 18, 2026 

 

ZONING COMMENTS:   

For your use and consideration, review the zoning review comments below regarding the 

following variances: 

• A 2.39-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(b) Required Minimum Yards; 

Side Yard to construct a two-story frame addition 2.61-feet from the north side lot line 

where a minimum side setback of 5.0-feet is required. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact dosoba@vah.com:  

Planning and Community Development – Steve Hautzinger 

1. The design of the proposed addition received Design Commission approval on 

January 27, 2026, with numerous revisions required and recommended to improve 

the scale and fit with the neighborhood. Please refer to the attached Design 

Commission Meeting Minutes. 

 

Building and Life Safety – Alex Kang 

1. Approved with comments. The dimensions from the lot line to the new exterior walls 

for the addition and single-story building shall be provided with a 1-hour fire resistance 

rating due to the fire separation distance being less than 5’-0” from the property line. 

2018 IRC Table R302.1(1). 

 

Engineering – Joe Munno 

1. No comments. 
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               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

 Northwest Suburbs 

                                                            Daily Herald 
 

 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

       of the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. That said Northwest Suburbs  

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Arlington Heights,  

Cook County, State of Illinois, and has been in general circulation daily 

throughout Cook County, continuously for more than 50 weeks prior to the first 

Publication of the attached notice, and a newspaper as defined by 715 ILCS 5/5.  

 

I further certify that the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD is a newspaper 

as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" as amended  

in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5, Section 1 and 5. That a 

notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true copy,  

was published 02/07/2026 

in said Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. This notice was also placed on 

a statewide public notice website as required by 5 ILCS 5/2.1. 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher of the Daily Herald 

 

       Control # 321247 
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 5 

PETITION  
 

The following petition form shall be used when submitting a petition for a variation from Chapter 28 of the 
Arlington Heights Municipal Code.  This must be submitted with a fully executed application to the Zoning 
Board of Appeals. Please refer to Section 12 of Chapter 28 if the Arlington Heights Municipal Code for 
information regarding the criteria by which the Zoning Board of Appeals will evaluate variation requests.  
(Attached to this application packet.) 

 

PETITION 
NOW COMES the Petitioner             

being the owner of the property commonly know as:          

and appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Arlington Heights for a Variation from Section      

Chapter 28, of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, in order to:         

              

 I hereby state that the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible with 

existing uses and zoning of nearby property if the variation(s) were granted (please explain):    

              

              

 I hereby state that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length of time the 

subject property has been vacant as zoned (please explain):        

              
 
              

 I hereby state that the proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter (please explain):   

              

              

I hereby state that the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of the property 

(please explain):             

              

              

Signed:         Date:   
  Petitioner 

 
 
 

JRC Design Build - Kevin Purdom

1161 N Hickory Ave 

Build a second story addition and

5.1-3.3 b

a one story addition to the rear; both in line with the existing nonconforming side yard setback.

The house will not encroach

any further than the existing house already does. 

The existing condition is nonconforming.

By setting back the additions to the allowed setback, the cohesiveness of the

house will be worse than if the variance is granted

The additions are not encroaching any more than the existing condition.

12/17/2025
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Benchmark
Site Benchmark

CP # 500 (see survey)
Description:  Cross Notch
Elevation:  691.94         NAVD  88  (Geoid 12A)

CP # 502 (see survey)
Description:  Cross Notch
Elevation:  692.11         NAVD  88  (Geoid 12A)

CP # 505 (see survey)
Description:  Cross Notch
Elevation:  692.47         NAVD  88  (Geoid 12A)

Ordered By: JRC Builders
Order No.: 25-006   Lot No. 18

Record
On Line

Building Setback Line

LEGEND

Manhole

Utility Pole

Pavement Elevation
Sidewalk Elevation
Ground Elevation

Deciduous Tree

Contour Line

Curb & Gutter
Depressed Curb
Curb Elevation and

Fence
Light Pole

Overhead Utility Line

Gutter/Pavement Elevation

Electric Meter
Gas Meter
AC Unit

Sanitary Sewer Atlas
Water Main Atlas

Page 99 of 129



TABLE R301.2(1) CLIMATIC AND
GEOGRAPHIC DESIGN CRITERIA

GROUND 
SNOW 
LOAD

WIND DESIGN SEISMIC
DESIGN
CATEGORY

SUBJECT TO DAMANGE
FROM

WINTER
DESIGN 
TEMP

ICE 
BARRIER
UNDER
LAYMENT
REQ.

FLOOD
HAZARDS

CHAPTER 
VILLAGE 
CODE

AIR 
FREEZING
INDEX

MEAN
ANNUAL 
TEMP

SPEED
(MPH)

TOPO
EFFECTS

SPECIAL 
WIND 
REGION

WIND-
BORNE
DEBRIS
ZONE

WTHRING FROST 
LINE 
DEPTH

TERMITE

25 115 NO NO NO b SEVERE 42"
MOD
-TO-
HEAVY

-4 YES
NOV
6 2000 2000 47.6

SITE PLAN NOTES
1. INFORMATION ON THIS DRAWING IS ACCUMULATED FROM EXISTING 

DOCUMENTATION AND MUST BE CONFIRMED BY THE CONTRACTOR 
AND COORDINATED WITH THE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION. ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN IN FOR SCHEMATIC 
PURPOSES ONLY. SEE SITE ENGINEERING PLAN AND LANDSCAPE 
PLAN FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

2. VERIFY LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES AND OTHER BUILDING 
SERVICES PRIOR TO EXCAVATION.

3. PROVIDE REQUIRED WORK TO ACCOMMODATE EXISTING UTILITIES 
OR OTHER BUILDING SERVICES.

4. PROTECT EXISTING LANDSCAPING DURING CONSTRUCTION, TO 
GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE.

5. PROVIDE TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION/SECURITY FENCING AROUND 
ALL OPEN EXCAVATIONS; HEIGHT AS REQ'D BY LOCAL CODES.

6. VERIFY LOCATIONS OF ALL MATERIAL STOCKPILES AND DUMPSTERS 
WITH OWNER.

7. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY ALL EXISTING CONDITIONS PRIOR TO 
COMMENCING WITH THE WORK. ANY DISCREPANCIES IN FIELD 
CONDITIONS ARE TO BE REPORTED TO THE ARCHITECT BEFORE 
PROCEEDING.

8. PLEASE NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IF THERE ARE ANY 
DISCREPANCIES IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

9. STATE LAW: BEFORE DIGGING, CALL JULIE (811 OR 1-800-892-0123)
FOR LOCATION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE UTILITIES AT WORK SITE. 48 
HOUR NOTICE IS REQUIRED.

10. THE HOUSE SHALL PASS A BLOWER DOOR TEST AND A COPY OF 
THE RESULTS SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
PRIOR TO SCHEDULING THE FINAL INSPECTIONS.

11. CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS AND REFUSE CONTAINMENT SHALL BE 
REQUIRED FOR ALL JOB SITES. CONTAINMENT SHALL OCCUR ON 
THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THE PERMIT & SHALL BE 
WITHIN A DUMPSTER, STRUCTURE, OR CONTAINER THAT CAN BE 
COVERED TO PREVENT WINDBLOWN DEBRIS. ALL SUCH 
DUMPSTERS, STRUCTURES, OR CONTAINERS SHALL BE COVERED 
AT ALL TIMES WHEN NO WORK IS BEING PERFORMED ON THE 
PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THE PERMIT.

12. ALL DISTURBED PARKWAY LAWN AREAS WILL BE RESTORED WITH 
NEW SOD ON 6" OF TOPSOIL. ALL SOD SHALL BE WATERED AS REQ'D 
TO SUSTAIN GROWTH.

13. ALL PARKWAY TREES SHALL HAVE A SNOW FENCE THAT EXTENDS 
TO THE DRIP LINE. NO TRAFFIC SHALL GO OVER THE ROOT SYSTEM.

14. SURFACE DRAINAGE TO BE DIVERTED FROM STRUCTURE SO AS 
NOT TO CREATE A HAZARD ON THIS OR ADJACENT PROPERTY. 
GRADE FROM FOUNDATION TO DROP A MINIMUM OF 6" IN 10'-0". 
PROVIDE SWALES OR DRAINS TO ENSURE DRAINAGE FROM 
STRUCTURE AND ADJACENT PROPERTY.

15. TOILET FACILITIES SHALL BE PROVIDED AT ALL JOB SITES PER 
ILLINOIS PLUMBING CODE. THIS WILL BE A CONDITION OF THE 
PERMIT.

16. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN A 5'-0" HIGH FENCE ALONG THE FULL 
LENGTH OF INTERIOR SIDE YARDS UNTIL EXTERIOR CONSTRUCTION 
IS COMPLETE.

17. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN A 5'-0" HIGH CONSTRUCTION FENCE DURING 
NON-WORKING HOURS THAT WILL ENCLOSE ALL OPEN 
EXCAVATIONS UNTIL FOUNDATION IS BACK-FILLED & FIRST FLOOR 
DECK IS COMPLETED.

18. ERECT PROTECTIVE SNOWFENCE PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION 
ACTIVITY. DO NOT STORE ANY EQUIPMENT OR MATERIALS WITHIN 
THE PROTECTION AREA. REMOVE THE PROTECTIVE SNOW FENCE 
ONLY AFTER CONSTRUCTION IS COMPLETE.

19. ALL TREES ARE TO BE PROTECTED DURING CONSTRUCTION WITH 
FENCING FOR EVERY 1" OF TREE DIAMETER. MAINTAIN 1'-0" 
DISTANCE AWAY FOR FENCING.

20. MAINTAIN EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERNS. ANY DRAINAGE ISSUES 
THAT MAY ARISE FROM THE CONSTRUCTION ASSOCIATED WITH THIS 
PERMIT WILL BE ADRESSED BY THE PERMITTEE.

21. RESTORE PARKWAY AND PAVEMENT TO PRE-CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITIONS.

N HICKORY AVE

EXISTING 1 STORY 
STONE AND FRAME 

HOUSE
PROPOSED 2ND 
STORY ADDITION 

1,058 SF
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0.
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'-0

"
25

'-0
"

5'-0" 40'-0" 5'-0"

9.14

NEW
FRAME
GARAGE
484 SF

DECK 95 SF

STAIRS
38 SF

DRIVE 
1,365 SF

119 SF

75 SF

12 SF

PROPOSED 
2 STORY FRAME 
ADDITION 119 SF

2.61
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.4
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A0

NEW HOUSE ON

1161 N HICKORY AVENUE
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60004

SHEET INDEX - ARCHITECTURAL
3D 3D VIEWS 1- 12/17/2025
A0 COVER SHEET 1- 12/17/2025
A1 EXISTING DRAWINGS 1- 12/17/2025
A2 FOUNDATION & BASEMENT PLANS 1- 12/17/2025
A3 FIRST FLOOR PLAN 1- 12/17/2025
A4 SECOND FLOOR PLAN 1- 12/17/2025
A5 ROOF PLAN & STAIR DETAILS 1- 12/17/2025
A6 ELEVATIONS 1- 12/17/2025

NEW HOUSE AT 1161 N HICKORY AVE

APPLICABLE CODES - ARLINGTON HEIGHTS

ALL WORK PERFORMED AND MATERIALS USED SHALL COMPLY 
WITH THE FOLLOWING:

BUILDING CODE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE 
WITH AMENDMENTS

MECHANICAL CODE 2018 INTERNATIONAL MECHANICAL CODE
ELECTRICAL CODE 2017 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE 

WITH AMENDMENTS
PLUMBING CODE 2014 ILLINOIS PLUMBING CODE WITH 

AMENDMENTS
ENERGY CODE 2024 ILLINOIS ENERGY CONSERVATION 

CODE WITH STATE AMENDMENTS

-ALL APPLICABLE LOCAL AND STATE CODES, ORDINANCES, AND 
REGULATIONS.

-MANUFACTURERS' SPECIFICATIONS AND TRADE ASSOCIATIONS 
RECOMMENDATIONS.

-ACCEPTED ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES.

PROJECT LOCATION: 

ZONING DISTRICT:

LOT AREA:

PIN:

MAX LOT COVERAGE:(35%)

PROPOSED LOT COVERAGE:
  

MAX FAR: (45%)

PROPOSED FAR:
  

MAX IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE 
(50%)    

MAX FRONT YARD 
IMPERVIOUS (50%)

PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS 
COVERAGE:

    
MAX BUILDING HEIGHT:

PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT:

LOCATION AREAS:

FIRST FLOOR 
SECOND FLOOR
GARAGE     

TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE:

                   

PROJECT DATA
1161 N  HICKORY AVE

R-3

8,400 SF

03-20-412-007-0000

  2,450 SF

1,875 SF

  3,150 SF

2,502 SF

  3,500 SF

250 SF
PROPOSED

3,344SF

25'-0"

25'-0"

1,177 SF
1,241 SF

484 SF

2,418 SF

FLOOR
SLEEPING ROOMS 40# LL - 10# DL
OTHER ROOMS 40# LL - 10# DL
VEH. GARAGES 50# LL - 10# DL

WALL 60# PLF OR ACTUAL LOAD
20 PSF WIND 0'-20' HEIGHT
25 PSF WIND 21'-29' HEIGHT
30 PSF WIND 30' HEIGHT AND 
ABOVE

CEILING
UNHAB W/O STOR 10# LL - 10# DL
UNHAB LIM STOR 20# LL - 10# DL
HAB W/ FIX STAIR 30# LL - 10# DL

WIND SPEED 115 MPH
3 SECOND GUST 
& 89 NOMINAL

ROOF 30# LL (SNOW) - 10# DL (ALL 
SLOPES)

CATHEDRAL 30# LL - 15# DL (ALL SLOPES)

EXT DECK 40# LL - 10# DL

EXT BALCONY 40# LL - 10# DL

STAIRS 40# LL + 300# 
CONCENTRATED LOAD

GUARD & HANDRAILS 200# LL AT ANY DIRECTION 
APPLIED AT THE TOP

FROST DEPTH 42" (3'-6")

STRUCTURAL FRAMING LUMBER
BASE VALUE (USE NO MULTIPLIERS AGAINST BASE VALUE)
GRADE #2 SPECIES SPF DOMESTIC OR CANADIAN BASE Fb 875

SPECIFY MANUFACTURER AND NAME OF SPECIFIC BEAM 
PRODUCT WITH THE CURRENT SIZE, Fb, AND E VALUES PER 
MANUFACTURER

MANUFACTURER - TRUS-JOIST 
PRODUCT - LVL HEADERS & BEAMS MICRO-LAM

DESIGN CRITERIA

SITE SETBACKS (R-3)
REQUIRED

25'-0"

30'-0"

MAX 25'-0"

PROPOSED

29'-5"

72.71'

25'-0"

FRONTYARD

INTERIOR SIDEYARD 10% LOT WIDTH

REARYARD

HEIGHT - MEAN

5'-0"

ABBREVIATIONS

A.B. ANCHOR BOLT
ABV ABOVE
A.C. AIR CONDITIONING
ACOUS. ACOUSTIC
ADJ. ADJUSTABLE
A.F.F. ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
ALUM. ALUMINUM
ALT. ALTERNATE
A.P. ACCESS PANEL
APPROX. APPROXIMATE
ARCH. ARCHITECTURAL
@ AT
BD BOARD
BI BUILT-IN
BLDG BUILDING
BOT. BOTTOM
B/ BOTTOM OF
BRG. BEARING
BRG. PL. BEARING PLATE
B.U.R. BUILT UP ROOFING
CRPT CARPET
CABT CABINET
C.I. CAST IRON
C.J. CEILING JOISTS
C.J.T. CONSTRUCTION JOINTS
CL CENTERLINE
CLG. CEILING
CL. CLOSET
C.M.U. CONCRETE MASONRY 

UNIT
C. O CASED OPENING
COL. COLUMN
CONC. CONCRETE
CONST. CONSTRUCTION
CONT. CONTINUOUS
C.T. CERAMIC TILE
C.W. COLD WATER
DEMO. DEMOLITION
DIA. DIAMETER
DIAG. DIAGONAL
DIM. DIMENSION
DISP. DISPOSAL
DIV. DIVISION
DL DEAD LOAD
DN. DOWN
DWGS. DRAWINGS
D.S. DOWNSPOUT
D.W. DISHWASHER
EA. EACH
EX. EXISTING
EIFS EXTERIOR INSULATION 

FINISH SYSTEM
EQ EQUAL
EXP. EXPANSION
ELEC. ELECTRICAL
ELEV. ELEVATION
EQUIP. EQUIPMENT
EQUIV. EQUIVALENT
E.W EACH WAY
F FURNACE
FD FLOOR DRAIN
FE FIRE EXTINGUISHER
FF FINISH FLOOR
FIN. FINISH
FIXT FIXTURE
FLR FLOOR
FLSHG FLASHING
FDN FOUNDATION
FO FACE OF
FS FOOTING SUMP
FTG FOOTING
FURN FURNACE
GA GAUGE
GALV GALVANIZED
GFI GROUND FAULT 

INTERRUPT
GLU-LAM GLUE LAMINATED

BEAM
GYP. GYPSUM
HD HEAD
HDR HEADER
HT HEIGHT
HM HOLLOW METAL
HORZ HORIZONTAL
HP HIGH POINT
HTG HEATING
HVAC HEATING VENTILATE 

AIR CONDITIONING
INT. INTERIOR

L. LINEN
LAM. LAMINATE
LAV. LAVATORY
LL LIVE LOAD
LP LOW POINT
MAX. MAXIMUM
MC MEDICINE CABINET
MECH MECHANICAL
MED MEDIUM
MIN MINIMUM
MISC MISCELLANEOUS
ML MICROLAM
MO MASONRY OPENING
MRBL           MARBLE
MTL METAL
MW MICROWAVE
NIC NOT IN CONTRACT
NO NUMBER
NOM NOMINAL
NTS NOT TO SCALE
O OVEN
OA OVERALL
OC ON CENTER
OPP OPPOSITE
OPT. OPTIONAL
PERF. PERFORATED
PL PLATE
P LAM PLASTIC LAMINATE
PLYWD PLYWOOD
PSF POUNDS PER SQUARE

FOOT
PSI POUNDS PER SQUARE

INCH
PVC POLYVINYLCHLORIDE
QT QUARRY TILE
R RADIUS
RD ROOF DRAIN
R & S ROD AND SHELF
REC RECESSED
REF REFRIGERATOR
REG REGULAR
REINF REINFORCE
RM ROOM
RO ROUGH OPENING
RR ROOF RAFTERS
SECT SECTION
SHLV SHELVES
SHT SHEET
SHWR SHOWER
SHTG SHEATHING
SIM SIMILAR
SL SLIDING
SPEC SPECIFICATION
SQ SQUARE
SF SQUARE FOOT
SS SANITARY SUMP
STD STANDARD
STL STEEL
STOR STORAGE
STRUCT STRUCTURE
SUSP SUSPENDED
T & B TOP AND BOTTOM
T/ TOP OF
TEL TELEPHONE
T & G TONGUE AND 

GROOVE
THK THICK
TJI TRUST JOIST
TOP TOP OF PLATE
TV TELEVISION
TYP TYPICAL
UC UNDER COUNTER
UON UNLESS OTHERWISE 

NOTED
VCT VINYL COMPOSITION

TILE
VERT VERTICAL
VIF VERIFY IN FIELD
W/ WITH
WC WATER CLOSET
WIC WALK IN CLOSET
WD WOOD
WDO WINDOW
WH WATER HEATER
W/O WITHOUT
WP WATERPROOF
WT WEIGHT
WWF WELDED 

WIRE FABRIC

INTERIOR SIDEYARD 10% LOT WIDTH

5'-0"

EX 9.14'

EX 2.61'

1/16" = 1'-0"A0
1 SITE PLAN - PROPOSED

ENERGY CODE COMPLIANCE NOTES
1. ENERGY CODE COMPLIANCE DESIGN BY PRESCRIPTIVE MEANS.
CLIMATE ZONE : 5
MAX. GLAZING U-FACTOR: 0.28
ACTUAL U-FACTOR: 
MIN. SKYLIGHT U-FACTOR: 0.55
ACTUAL SKYLIGHT U-FACTOR: 
SHGC : N R
MIN. CEILING R-VALUE: 49
ACTUAL CEILING R-VALUE: 49
MIN. FRAME WALL R-VALUE: 30 OR 20 + 5  OR 13+10
ACTUAL WALL R-VALUE: 30 (CLOSED CELL FOAM INSULATION)
MIN. FLOOR R-VALUE: 30
ACTUAL FLOOR R-VALUE: 
MIN. BASEMENT R-VALUE: 15 OR 19
ACTUAL BASEMENT R-VALUE: 
GC TO PROVIDE PERMANENT CERTIFICATE TO BE POSTED ADJACENT
TO ELECTRICAL PANEL INDICATING INSULATION AND ENERGY VALUES
FOR BUILDING INSULATION, FENESTRATION AND DUCT SYSTEMS.
SPRAY FOAM BOX SILLS AND SILL PLATES, AND ADD R-15 HIGH
DENSITY FRICTION FIT BATT INSULATION.

2. ALL PENETRATIONS THROUGH THERMAL ENVELOPE SHALL BE
ADEQUATELY SEALED BY CAULK, GASKET, WEATHERSTRIPPING OR
OTHER BARRIER MEANS PER 2024 IECC REQUIREMENTS.
ALL WINDOWS AND EXTERIOR DOOR JAMBS ARE TO BE SEALED WITH
LOW-EXPANSION FOAM.
ALL BOTTOM PLATES ON EXTERIOR WALLS SHALL BE GLUED TO
SUB-FLOOR.

3. ALL FIREPLACES SHALL HAVE GASKETED DOORS & OUTSIDE
COMBUSTION AIR.

4. ALL RECESSED LIGHTING IN THERMAL ENVELOPE SHALL BE SEALED
TO PREVENT AIR LEAKAGE. ALL RECESSED DOWNLIGHTING TO BE
IC-RATED.

5. PROVIDE PROGRAMMABLE THERMOSTATS FOR EACH ZONE WITH
SETBACK AND MANUAL OVERRIDE.

6. ALL DUCTWORK SHALL BE ADEQUATELY SEALED. ALL SUPPLY
DUCTWORK IN UNCONDITIONED ATTIC TO HAVE R-8 INSULATION.
ALL OTHER DUCTWORK TO HAVE R-6 INSULATION. HVAC CONTRACTOR
SHALL PROVIDE EITHER POST-CONSTRUCTION OR ROUGH-IN TEST OF
TOTAL AIR LEAKAGE FOR DUCT SYSTEMS.

PROJECT SCOPE OF WORK
PROPOSAL

ADD ADDITION OFF BACK OF HOUSE AND SECOND STORY ON TOP OF FIRST 
FLOOR. 

FULL DEMO OF FIRST FLOOR AND RENOVATION OF INTERIOR OF HOUSE. 

7. ALL MECHANICAL SYSTEM PIPING CAPABLE OF CARRYING FLUIDS
ABOVE 105 DEG F OR BELOW 55 DEG F SHALL BE INSULATED TO A
MINIMUM OF R-3. ALL HOT WATER LINES TO HAVE R-3 PIPE
INSULATION & MANUAL SWITCH FOR RECIRC. PUMP.

8. ALL ACCESS HATCHES/DOORS TO UNCONDITIONED SPACE SHALL BE
INSULATED & WEATHERSTRIPPED.

9. 100% OF ALL LIGHTING TO HAVE HIGH-EFFICACY BULBS.

10.  FURNACE: +90% AFUE
WATER HEATER: +95% AFUE
A/C: 13+ SEER
SHGC: 0.27 OR BTR

11. WINDOWS, SKYLIGHTS AND SLIDING GLASS DOORS SHALL HAVE AN
AIR INFILTRATION RATE NO MORE THAN 0.3 CFM PER SF, AND
SWINGING DOORS NO MORE THAN 0.5 CFM PER SF.

N

750 SF
ALLOWED

IMPERVIOUS SF
WALKS/DRIVEWAY

PATIO/DECK/STAIRS

HOUSE

GARAGE

SHED

TOTAL

1,469 SF

214 SF

1,177 SF

484 SF

0 SF

3,344 SF

PROPERTY LINE

SETBACK LINE

EASEMENT LINE

ELECTRIC SERVICE

GAS SERVICE

STORM SEWER

SANITARY SEWER

WATER SERVICE

FENCE

E

G

W

X

SITE PLAN LEGEND

1- 12/17/2025 1 - ZBA
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EXISTING DRAWINGS

A1

NEW HOUSE ON

1161 N HICKORY AVENUE
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60004

1/8" = 1'-0"A1
3 SOUTH ELEVATION - EXISTING SIDE

1/8" = 1'-0"A1
2 EAST ELEVATION - EXISTING REAR

1/8" = 1'-0"A1
1 WEST ELEVATION - EXISTING FRONT

1/8" = 1'-0"A1
4 NORTH ELEVATION - EXISTING SIDE

PLAT OF SURVEY 
NTS

1- 12/17/2025 1 - ZBA

EXITING FRONT EXITING REAR
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ELEVATIONS

A6

NEW HOUSE ON

1161 N HICKORY AVENUE
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60004

1/4" = 1'-0"A6
3 EAST ELEVATION - PROPOSED REAR

1/4" = 1'-0"A6
1 WEST ELEVATION - PROPOSED FRONT

1/4" = 1'-0"A6
2 SOUTH ELEVATION - PROPOSED SIDE

1/4" = 1'-0"A6
4 NORTH ELEVATION - PROPOSED SIDE

ELEVATION MATERIALS

SIDING (1)

ROOFING (1)

HATCH PATTERN DESCRIPTIONLOCATION MANUF.

SIDING (2)

ROOFING (2)

TRIM

FASCIA, SOFFITS

COLUMNS

GUTTERS, DOWNSPOUTS

WINDOWS

DOORS

HATCH PATTERN DESCRIPTION MANUF.

DIAGONAL SIDING [IRON GRAY]

VERTICAL BOARD & BATTEN [WHITE] 

ASPHALT SHINGLES 

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFING

BLACK, SEE ELEVATIONS

WHITE

CARPENTER BUILT, WHITE

VINYL, WHITE INTERIOR- BLACK EXTERIOR

STYLE TBD

1. WINDOW SIZES : ROUGH OPENING TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD W/ CHOSEN WINDOW MANUF. & 
CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION

2. GLASS SIZES TO BE FOLLOWED AS CLOSE AS POSSIBLE PER DIFFERENT MANUF.
3. BEDROOM WINDOWS TO HAVE EGRESS HARDWARE & FOLLOW EGRESS REQUIREMENTS AS 

LABELED ON ELEVATIONS.
4. WINDOWS IN WHICH THE BOTTOM EDGE OF THE WINDOW IS LESS THAN 18" ABOVE THE TOP OF 

THE FLOOR ARE REQUIRED TO BE TEMPERED.
5. FIELD VERIFY EMERGENCY ESCAPE & RESCUE OPENINGS IN SLEEPING ROOMS 

EGRESS WINDOW REQUIREMENTS
PROVIDE A NET CLEAR OPENING OF 5.7 SF OR GREATER, ACHIEVED BY SIMPLY OPENING THE 
WINDOW
PROVIDE A NET CLEAR OPENING OF 5.0 SF OR GREATER FOR GRADE LEVEL WINDOWS.
A MINIMUM CLEAR WIDTH OF 20"
A MINUMUM CLEAR HEIGHT OF 24"
A SILL HEIGHT OF LESS THAN 44" AFF

6. ALL NEW WINDOWS TO HAVE A MAX. U-FACTOR OF 0.30
7. ALL BATHROOM GLASS AND GLASS IN AREAS OF HAZARD SHALL BE SAFETY GLAZING, 

PERMANENTLY ETCHED, AND THE ETCHING SHALL BE VISIBLE AFTER INSTALLATION TO VERIFY 
COMPLIANCE. SECTION: IRC R308.4

8. E = EGRESS T= TEMPERED AFETY GLASS    
F= FROSTED PRIVACY GLASS        EX = EXISTING WINDOW TO REMAIN

WINDOW NOTES:

SIDING (3)

SIDING (4)

BRICK 

STONE

JAMES HARDIE BOARD

JAMES HARDIE BOARD

EX TO BE STAINED WHITE

EX TO REMAIN

GAF OR SIM. BLACK

BLACK

LOCATION

1- 12/17/2025 1 - ZBA

WHITE, ALUMINUM

CLIMATEGUARD
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  DC 1/27/26 
 

1  

DRAFT 
 

MINUTES OF 
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

DESIGN COMMISSION 
 

ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD. 

JANUARY 27, 2026 
 

Chair Kingsley called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
Members Present:   Kirsten Kingsley, Chair 
  John Fitzgerald 
  Jonathan Kubow 
  Ted Eckhardt 
      
Members Absent:   Scott Seyer 
   
Also Present: Kevin Purdom, JRC Design Build for 1161 N. Hickory Ave. 
  John Haran, E&J Builders for 1321 N. Mitchell Ave. 

Charley Schalliol, Site Enhancement Services for Popeye’s 
Steve Hautzinger, Planning Staff 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FOR DECEMBER 16, 2025 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, TO APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF DECEMBER 16, 
2025.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 1.  SINGLE-FAMILY ADDITION REVIEW 
 
DC#25-101 – 1161 N. Hickory Ave. 
 
Kevin Purdom, representing JRC Design Build, was present on behalf of the project. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger summarized Staff comments. The petitioner is proposing a second story 
addition to an existing single-story home.  An existing two-car detached garage will be 
replaced with a new detached two-car garage in the same location.  This project requires 
review by the Zoning Board of Appeals for encroachment into the required side yard setback.  
Otherwise, the plans comply with the rest of the R-3 single-family zoning requirements. This 
project is appearing before the Design Commission due to the proposed full second floor 
addition on a block where the context is predominantly single-story or one-and-a-half story 
homes.   
 
Overall, the design of the proposed second floor addition is simple and straight forward.  
However, considering the surrounding context of smaller-scale single-story homes, the 
following revisions are recommended to reduce the visual height of the proposed expanded 
house: 
 
1. A recommendation to reduce the roof pitch of the front gables (similar to the rear elevation) 

to better fit with the scale of the adjacent homes. 
2. A recommendation to hip the sides of the main roof to reduce the overall height of the side 

walls to better fit with the scale of the adjacent homes. 
3. A recommendation to omit the top section of the two-story bay window (above the second 

story window) which seems unnecessary and adds visual height to the house. 
4. Color Scheme.  The proposed black & white color scheme will have a bold appearance in 

this location.  An earth tone color scheme is recommended to better fit with the surrounding 
context which will soften the appearance. 

5. North Elevation.  A recommendation to add some windows to the new second story to 
break up the blank wall. 

 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed addition, with the recommendations given. 
 
Kevin Purdom said this is currently a spec home, but they are working with 2 potential 
clients that have certain things that they like.  They want the verticality of the bump-out to 
go the full two-stories, but they are not opposed to omitting the top section of the bump-out 
above the second-story windows.  They are open to the suggestion to lower the gable slope 
and to hip the sides of the main roof, but the two clients they are working with do not want 
to change the color of the home to earthtone.  Two additional windows will also be added in 
Bedroom 1 on the north elevation on either side of the bed. 
 
Chair Kingsley asked if there was any public comment on the project and there was response 
from the audience. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Vivian Menzies, 212 W. Fremont Ave. She liked the design being proposed, but felt bad for 
the neighbors that this is a spec home.  She liked the steep roof pitches but questioned if it 
is fair to do this to the neighbors with their much more modest smaller homes.  She 
appreciated the detached garage.   
 
Keith Moens agreed with the previous resident and said that this is essentially a teardown. 
Putting an addition on a starter home like this is the same as tearing it down and putting up 
a mega mansion in a neighborhood that just does not fit.  He asked the commissioners to 
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seriously lean on recommendations 1, 2 & 3 in the Staff report, to bring the scale down to fit 
somehow, and make the home more affordable for median income buyers. 
 
The commissioners summarized their comments.  Commissioner Fitzgerald said it is a nice 
looking home and Staff’s recommendations 1, 2 & 3 will really help the home fit into the 
neighborhood.  He said the colors do not fit in and he recommended the color scheme be 
changed to better fit the neighborhood. He agreed with adding two windows on the north 
elevation, and he asked about the color of the front columns, which Mr. Purdom said will be 
all white.  Commissioner Fitzgerald agreed with all white columns, and said this is a 
recommendation from him. 
 
Commissioner Eckhardt asked for clarification between the rendering and drawing with 
regards to the fenestration of the front element; one shows a diagonal element and the other 
shows vertical boards.  Mr. Purdom clarified that only one section will be the diagonal 
element, and the white portion will be white board and batten siding.  Commissioner 
Eckhardt felt that the diagonal detail looks dated and he preferred something more 
contemporary.  He was okay with the black and white color scheme being proposed, and he 
liked the tall elements on the home and said that steep roofs are more authentic.  He liked 
the home and had no further comments. 
 
Commissioner Kubow arrived at the meeting and did not comment on the project. 
 
Chair Kingsley said it is a nicely designed home and she liked that the existing home is being 
saved and re-used. She agreed with Staff’s recommendations to bring down the edges of the 
home to minimize the impact on the immediate neighbors, by clipping some of the ceilings or 
lowering the second-floor eave height.  She also agreed with the suggestion to change the 
color scheme, and she suggested cream and dark bronze, which better respects the 
neighborhood than the black and white being proposed.  She further agreed that the center 
portion bay should be reduced in height, and that the diagonal board material be 
reconsidered; there are a lot of different materials currently being proposed on the home.   
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, TO APPROVE THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED 
ADDITION TO THE EXISTING SINGLE-FAMILY HOME LOCATED AT 1161 N. HICKORY 
AVENUE.  THIS RECOMMENDATION IS BASED ON ARCHITECTURAL PLANS RECEIVED 
1/12/26, DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE WITH ALL 
APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS AND POLICIES, 
THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE FOLLOWING: 
 
1. A REQUIREMENT TO REDUCE THE ROOF PITCH OF THE FRONT GABLES TO BETTER 

FIT WITH THE SCALE OF THE ADJACENT HOMES. 
2. A REQUIREMENT TO HIP THE SIDES OF THE MAIN ROOF TO REDUCE THE 

OVERALL HEIGHT OF THE SIDE WALLS TO BETTER FIT WITH THE SCALE OF THE 
ADJACENT HOMES. 

3. A REQUIREMENT TO OMIT THE TOP SECTION OF THE TWO-STORY BAY WINDOW 
(ABOVE THE SECOND-STORY WINDOW) TO MINIMIZE THE VISUAL HEIGHT OF 
THE HOME. 

4. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD 2 WINDOWS ON THE NORTH ELEVATION, AS STATED 
BY THE PETITIONER TONIGHT. 

5. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE 2 COLUMNS ON THE FRONT PORCH BE ALL WHITE. 
6. A RECOMMENDATION FOR THE TRIM IN THE BAY WINDOWS TO MATCH THE 

DRAWINGS INSTEAD OF AS SHOWN IN THE RENDERING. 
7. A RECOMMENDATION TO CHANGE THE COLOR SCHEME TO BE OFF-

WHITE/CREAM WITH DARK BRONZE WINDOWS. 
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8. A RECOMMENDATION TO LOWER THE BASE OF THE COLUMNS ON THE FRONT 
PORCH.   

9. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE 
CONSTRUED TO BE AN APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, NOR 
REPRESENT ANY TACIT APPROVAL OR SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSED LAND USE 
OR ANY OTHER ZONING AND/OR LAND USE ISSUES OR DECISIONS THAT STEM 
FROM ZONING, BUILDING, SIGNAGE OR ANY OTHER REVIEWS. 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 
APROPRIATENESS 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. 

10. COMPLIANCE WITH ALL FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS 
AND POLICIES. 

 
ECKHARDT, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; KUBOW, ABSTAIN; KINGSLEY, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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Zoning Board of Appeals 

2/23/2026 
 
Item: 107 S. Prindle Ave. - ZBA25-056 
Department: Planning & Community Development 
 
Item Description: 
REQUEST 
A 183 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 Maximum 
Floor Area Ratio to permit a total floor area of 4,103 square-feet or 0.47 
where 3,920 square-feet or 0.45 is the maximum. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 2.23.26_Packet 
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Petition – ZBA#25-056 
PIN: 03-33-124-002 

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Dan Osoba, Planner  
Hearing Date:  February 23, 2026 
Date Prepared:  February 18, 2026 
Project Title:  Kalweit Residence 
Address:  107 S. Prindle Ave. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #25-056 
Petitioner:  Robert Flubacker Architects 
Address:  1895 Rohlwing Rd, Suite B 
   Rolling Meadows, IL  60008 
    
   

Existing Zoning:  R-3 – Residential Single-Family District 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 
 
 

The petitioner is proposing to demolish the existing home at 107 S. Prindle Avenue and construct a new home on the 
8,710 square-foot subject property. The existing home is a 1-1/2 story residence with a building footprint of 1,055 
square-feet. The proposed home is a two-story residence with a building footprint of 1,806 square-feet. The proposed 
floor area ratio is 4,103 square-feet (or a floor area ratio of 0.47), where the maximum code allowance is 3,920 
square-feet (or a floor area ratio of 0.45). Therefore, the petitioner is requesting the following variation: 
 

• A 183 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 Maximum Floor Area Ratio to permit a 
total floor area of 4,103 square-feet or 0.47 where 3,920 square-feet or 0.45 is the maximum. 

 
In addition to this variation request, the petitioner must submit an application for Design Commission for review and 
approval prior to any building permit issuance. 
 
 
Variation Review Standards 
 

In its consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
require evidence that (1) the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible 
with existing uses and zoning of nearby property; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which 
may include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned; and (3) the proposed variation is in 
harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and (4) the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary 
to allow reasonable use of the property.  A variation shall be permitted only if the evidence, in the judgment of the 
Board of Appeals, sustains each of the four conditions enumerated. 
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Petition – ZBA#25-056 
PIN: 03-33-124-002 

 
 
Map of General Vicinity 
   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Items required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit ✓ 2/6/26  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property ✓ 2/6/26  

3.  Letter that was Mailed ✓ 2/6/26  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property ✓ 2/6/26  
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Petition – ZBA#25-056 
PIN: 03-33-124-002 

Photographs of Existing Structure 
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Village of Arlington Heights 
 

 

To:   Robert Flubacker  

From:   Dan Osoba 

Department:  Department of Planning and Community Development 

File Number: ZBA 25-056 

Project:  107 S. Prindle Avenue 

Date:   February 18, 2026 

 

ZONING COMMENTS:   

For your use and consideration, review the zoning review comments below regarding the 

following variances: 

• A 183 square-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.4 Maximum Floor 

Area Ratio to permit a total floor area of 4,103 square-feet or 0.47 where 

3,920 square-feet or 0.45 is the maximum. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact dosoba@vah.com:  

Planning and Community Development – Steve Hautzinger 

1. A Design Commission application is required to be submitted for review. The 

proposed design will be evaluated against the scale and character of the 

surrounding context. 

 

Building and Life Safety – Yasmin Rodriguez 

1. BLS has no objections. Pending Design Commission application approval. 

 

Engineering – Joe Munno 

1. No comments. 
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               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

 Northwest Suburbs 

                                                            Daily Herald 
 

 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

       of the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. That said Northwest Suburbs  

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Arlington Heights,  

Cook County, State of Illinois, and has been in general circulation daily 

throughout Cook County, continuously for more than 50 weeks prior to the first 

Publication of the attached notice, and a newspaper as defined by 715 ILCS 5/5.  

 

I further certify that the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD is a newspaper 

as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" as amended  

in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5, Section 1 and 5. That a 

notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true copy,  

was published 02/07/2026 

in said Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. This notice was also placed on 

a statewide public notice website as required by 5 ILCS 5/2.1. 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher of the Daily Herald 

 

       Control # 321249 
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

PETITION

NOW COMES the Petitioner, Megan & Clayton Kalweit, being the petitioner of the property 
commonly known as: 107 South Prindle Avenue, and appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the 
Village of Arlington Heights for variations from, Section 5.1.-3.4. - Maximum Floor Area Ratio, 
Chapter 28, of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, in order to:

Construct a new custom single-family home, which:
- Exceeds the allowable Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) of 3,920 sq.ft. by 183 sq.ft.

I hereby state that the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be 
compatible with existing uses and zoning of nearby property if the variations were granted:

The proposed house is designed to fit into the surrounding neighborhood which has 
single-family homes of a widely varied mix of sizes and shapes. The proposed house has 
an architectural character that is compatible with the neighborhood. 

I hereby state that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which may include the length
of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned:

The unique situation of this project is the need for spaces to accommodate a disabled 
child.  These include:
- First floor suite including a potential caregiver room.
- Large garage to accommodate space for getting into and out of vehicles as well as family 

needs.

I hereby state that the proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter:

The requested variance is less than 5% of the allowed F.A.R. (proposed F.A.R. = 0.47) and is
primarily due to an over-sized garage.  Since all other Zoning requirements are met the 
variation is still within the spirit and intent of the Zoning Ordinance.  The ownership of this 
property has been in the same family from long before the time that the Zoning F.A.R. 
requirements were 0.50 (which would negate the need for this variation request.)

I hereby state that the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to allow reasonable use of
the property:

The submitted design, in our opinion, is the most efficient to provide the Clients required 
spaces.  It maintains the size of spaces expected in a home of this character and size while 
providing the additional house and garage spaces to accommodate the accessibility needs 
of the family.

Signed:                                                                                                       Date:                                           
Robert Flubacker, Petitioner
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

107 South Prindle Avenue:

The purpose of this request is for a variance from the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, 
Chapter 28 (Zoning Regulations), Section 5.1.-3.4. - Maximum Floor Area Ratio, in order 
to:

Construct a new custom single-family home, which:
- Exceeds the allowable Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) of 3,920 sq.ft. by 183 sq.ft.
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Zoning Board of Appeals 

2/23/2026 
 
Item: 16 N. Stratford Rd. - ZBA26-001 
Department: Planning & Community Development 
 
Item Description: 
REQUEST 
A 3.83-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(a) Required 
Minimum Yards; Front Yard to construct a building addition 26.59-feet from 
the front property line where a minimum front setback of 30.42-feet is 
required. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 2.23.26_Packet 
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Petition – ZBA#26-001 
PIN:03-28-317-019  

 ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Staff Analysis 

 
Prepared By:  Dan Osoba, Planner  
Hearing Date:  February 23, 2026 
Date Prepared:  February 18, 2026 
Project Title:  Rabe Residence 
Address:  16 N. Stratford Rd. 
 

Background Information  

Petition Number: ZBA #26-001 
Petitioner:  Ted Ward – E4 Homes Inc. 
Address:  820 N. Mitchell Ave. 
   Arlington Heights IL  60004 
    
   

Existing Zoning:  R-3 – Residential Single-Family District 
 

Requested Action/Background Information 
 
 
 

The petitioner is proposing a building addition to extend the existing two-car garage into the front yard. The front yard 
in the R-3 District is established by the average of the existing setbacks for the homes on that same street. The 
petitioner provided the average front yard setback exhibit that yielded an average of 30.42-feet on the west side of N. 
Stratford Road. The existing setback for the subject property is 32.59-feet and the petitioner proposes to shift the 
garage an additional 6-feet into the front yard. Therefore, the petitioner is requesting the following variance:  
 

• A 3.83-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(a) Required Minimum Yards; Front Yard to 
construct a building addition 26.59-feet from the front property line where a minimum front setback of 
30.42-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 proposed use will not alter the essential character of the locality and will be compatible 
with existing uses and zoning of nearby property; and (2) the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which 
may include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned; and (3) the proposed variation is in 
harmony with the spirit and intent of this Chapter; and (4) the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary 
to allow reasonable use of the property.  A variation shall be permitted only if the evidence, in the judgment of the 
Board of Appeals, sustains each of the four conditions enumerated. 
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Petition – ZBA#26-001 
PIN:03-28-317-019  

Map of General Vicinity 
   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Items required to be Submitted 15 Days Prior to Public Hearing 
 

Item Provided Dated Remarks 

1.  Notification Affidavit ✓ 2/6/26  

2.  List of Property Owners Within 250 feet of Subject Property ✓ 2/6/26  

3.  Letter that was Mailed ✓ 2/6/26  

4.  Photographs of Sign on Property ✓ 2/6/26  
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Petition – ZBA#26-001 
PIN:03-28-317-019  

Photographs of Existing Structure 
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Village of Arlington Heights 
 

 

To:   Ted Ward; John Berta 

From:   Dan Osoba 

Department:  Department of Planning and Community Development 

File Number: ZBA 26-001 

Project:  16 N. Stratford Road 

Date:   February 18, 2026 

 

ZONING COMMENTS:   

For your use and consideration, review the zoning review comments below regarding the 

following variances: 

• A 3.83-foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.3(a) Required Minimum 

Yards; Front Yard to construct a building addition 26.59-feet from the front 

property line where a minimum front setback of 30.42-feet is required. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact dosoba@vah.com:  

Planning and Community Development – Steve Hautzinger 

1. Since the proposed addition is on the front of the house, a Design Commission 

application is required to be submitted for review. However, the addition looks 

nicely done to fit with the existing house. The design is favorable for an 

Administrative approval, pending the outcome of the ZBA review. 

 

Building and Life Safety – Yasmin Rodriguez 

1. BLS has no objections. Pending Design Commission application approval. 

 

Engineering – Joe Munno 

1. No comments. 
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               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

 Northwest Suburbs 

                                                            Daily Herald 
 

 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

       of the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. That said Northwest Suburbs  

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Arlington Heights,  

Cook County, State of Illinois, and has been in general circulation daily 

throughout Cook County, continuously for more than 50 weeks prior to the first 

Publication of the attached notice, and a newspaper as defined by 715 ILCS 5/5.  

 

I further certify that the Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD is a newspaper 

as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" as amended  

in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5, Section 1 and 5. That a 

notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true copy,  

was published 02/07/2026 

in said Northwest Suburbs DAILY HERALD. This notice was also placed on 

a statewide public notice website as required by 5 ILCS 5/2.1. 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher of the Daily Herald 

 

       Control # 321250 
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| 5  Revised 10/2/2025 
 

PETITION  
 

The following petition form shall be used when submitting a petition for a variation from 

Chapter 28 of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code. This must be submitted with a fully 

executed application to the Zoning Board of Appeals. Please refer to Section 11 of Chapter 28 

of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code for information regarding the criteria by which the 

Zoning Board of Appeals will evaluate variation requests. This petition form must be 

completely filled out and signed. The Petitioner may supplement this form with a separate 

document submitted with the application through the Customer Self-Service (CSS) Portal.  
 

PETITION 

Now comes the Petitioner            

being the owner of the property commonly known as:        

and appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Arlington Heights for a 

Variation from Chapter 28, Section(s)    ____________________________ 

of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, in order to:    ___________ 

             

              

 I hereby state that the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the 

locality and will be compatible with existing uses and zoning of nearby property if the 

variation(s) were granted (please explain):       

             

              

 I hereby state that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, which 

may include the length of time the subject property has been vacant as zoned (please 

explain):             

             

              

 I hereby state that the proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and intent of 

this Chapter (please explain):           

             

              

I hereby state that the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to 

allow reasonable use of the property (please explain):       

             

              

Signed:         Date:   

  Petitioner 

Andrew Rabe
16 N. Stratford Road

28-5.1-3.3

construct a garage addition that
will extend into the front yard setback.

The new garage addition is designed with a
a building height and roof lines that are similar to the existing homes on the street and

match the design of the existing house. 

construction of a mudroom within the existing first floor footprint with access from the garage.

The current house has no mudroom.  The mudroom will provide additional storage space
for the childrens sports equipment,etc.  The current first floor layout does not allow for the 

The proposed addition is in harmony of the code by meeting the
required building height and side yard setbacks.  The overall appearance blends with the existing house

and several of the the homes on the street.

The 6 foot variance is the minimum required

distance that is needed to provide adequate room for the new mudroom and provide the required

clearances for the garage to allow two cars to park in the garage.
12-31-25Andrew Rabe
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