Village of La Grange
Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting of September 21, 2017
A regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals for the Village of La Grange was held at 7:30
p.m. on Thursday, September 21, 2017 in the second floor Auditorium Room of the Village Hall,
53 S. La Grange Road, La Grange, Illinois.
I.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL OF THE ZONING BOARD OF
APPEALS
Pro Tem Chairman Finder called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m.
Verify Quorum
Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Blentlinger, Pappas, Tussing, Finder,
Absent: Edwards and O’Connor
Courtney Kashima, Interim Planner and Charity Jones, Community Development
Director were also present.
Commissioner Tussing made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Pappas to elect
Commissioner Finder to act as Pro Tem Chairman for tonight’s meeting. A voice
vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – AUGUST 17, 2017
Commissioner Blentlinger made a motion, seconded by Commission Tussing to
approve the minutes from the August 17, 2017 meeting with no changes. A voice
vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

III.

BUSINESS AT HAND
ZBA CASE #617 – To Consider a Zoning Variation from Paragraph 9-105-D2(b) (Fence Height along Corner Side Lot Line) of the Zoning Code within the
R-4 Single Family Residential District, Daniel Logan 95 Malden Avenue.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder administered the oath.
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Staff Presentation
Courtney Kashima, Interim Planner, stated that the variation application is to allow an
increase in the maximum fence height along the corner side lot line from 3.5 feet to 5
feet. The applicant has addressed the variation standards and staff is available to
answer any questions. There is one piece of information that staff would like to enter
into the record. It is a slightly revised application from the applicant, which includes
one additional photo of a neighboring property at 30 N. Brainard.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if there were any questions from the Commissioners
for staff.
Commissioner Pappas stated Zoning Code 9104-L discusses driveway clear side
areas. He would like to get staff’s interpretation of how that provision relates to this
application.
Mrs. Kashima said that if a solid fence intersects an alley or a driveway the code
requires a 10 ft setback. The ten feet is measured in two directions and then a
diagonal line is drawn. A triangle is made, which is the clear sight area to allow
visibility for pedestrians who might be walking along the sidewalk. Mrs. Kashima
stated that if the fence is open then you don’t have to comply with the clearance
triangle. If granted the variation, the applicant would still have to comply with the
clear sight area.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if there were any questions from the Commissioners
for staff. None responded. He then asked for the applicant to come up and make a
presentation.
Applicant Presentation
Daniel Logan, 95 Malden Avenue, stated his wife was supposed to also be here this
evening but could not make it. They are requesting a variation for a side fence to
increase the height from 3.5 feet to 5 feet. Mr. Logan said the reason they are
requesting the variation is for the safety of their children. He said they have a three
foot grade change and it wouldn’t be sufficient having a 3.5 foot fence. The side of
their house is located on Bell Street between Malden and Dover. Mr. Logan testified
that there is also a blind curve just east of Dover so this creates another obstacle for
cars as they approach their house that don’t have time to yield. He said it is hard for
them to see any oncoming cars when they are standing on their side lot.
Mr. Logan said they do have a rear facing garage so the driveway cuts right into their
backyard which then eliminates a lot of play area; being able to incorporate some of
the side yard would be ideal for them and their children. He included pictures of their
lot in the packet to demonstrate the curve by Dover and the grade change on the
property. The packet materials also highlighted where the fence line would be on the
property . He presented their proposal from the fence company showing that the
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height will be five feet and a semi-private style. Mr. Logan also presented pictures of
houses that are nearby that have similar style fences. Mr. Logan reiterated that the
purpose of the fence is not intended for privacy, it is only for safety. They are not
planning on putting any landscaping along the fence. He thanked the board for their
time and said he is willing to answer any questions that they might have.
Commissioner Pappas asked if the fence was going to have a gated driveway.
Mr. Logan said it will, but it will be ten feet from the sidewalk.
Commissioner Pappas asked if that also was going to be five feet tall also.
Mr. Logan stated yes it will. The dimensions might actually be shorter than five feet.
He stated there is a picture in the packet, 30 N. Brainard, which has an example of
what his fence will look like.
Commissioner Pappas asked what is the height of the fence on Brainard and what is
the material.
Mr. Logan said it was a five foot fence and the material is PVC.
Commissioner Tussing asked if the last picture in the packet was what they are
proposing or the type of fence on 30 N. Brainard.
Mr. Logan stated that last picture is all the fence company had on their website, but
the fence he is proposing is a little more spaced out.
Commissioner Blentlinger said on the plat of survey it shows that there is an existing
fence. She asked if that was the neighbor’s fence and what type of fence is it.
Mr. Logan stated that was their neighbor’s fence and it is a wooden fence. The fence
is also five feet in height.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked what Mr. Logan was hoping to achieve with the
additional two feet of fence.
Mr. Logan said he feels that the slope is pretty significant on the side of the house.
He feels if the fence is at three and half feet he can step right over it. A five foot
fence would be comfortable for safety reasons.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked staff if they knew what the reason was for the three
and half feet requirement in the code.
Mrs. Kashima stated at the back corner of the house is where you can have up to six
feet. It’s just along the side where the three and half foot limit comes from. The front
yard is usually defined as the shorter one and over the years could have caused some
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issues for corner lots. She did find four previous cases that have come before the
ZBA for this same issue.
Commissioner Blentlinger said for State and Federal Building Codes 42 inches is
pretty much standard for a railing, so that could be where it was pulled from.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if there were any more questions for the applicant.
None responded. He then asked if there was anyone in the audience that wanted to
speak in regards to this case.
Public Comments
Jenna Schlageter, 96 Dover, stated she lives next door to Mr. Logan. She said the
speeding on Bell is a real issue and there is a concern for the kid’s safety. She is in
support of the fence.
Valerie Jablonski, 93 Malden Avenue, said she lives next door to Mr. Logan also.
She feels the fence will enhance the property and it is a good safety factor for the
children.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if there were any other comments from the audience.
None responded. He stated they will close the public comment section of the meeting
at this time.
Plan Commission Discussion
Commissioner Pappas stated he has a question for staff. The proposed variation falls
within the authorized limits of the code. He asked what is the maximum limit for this
type of variation.
Mrs. Kashima said the code does not specify a maximum. It is more of a matter of
being an authorized variation in concept, with six feet being a general limit for fences
in the code, going beyond that might be problematic.
Commissioner Pappas stated driving around the Village the past few days he has not
seen anything over six feet. He does not see an issue with the fence since it is not a
solid fence and it is open.
Pro Tem Chairman Finder asked if there was any further discussion from the
Commission. None responded. He then called for a motion for recommendation.
Plan Commission Recommendation
Commissioner Pappas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Blentlinger to
recommend to the President and Board of Trustees approval of Case #617 – Zoning
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Variation from Paragraph 9-105D-2(b) of the Zoning Code with the R-4 Single
Family Residential District. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Tussing, Finder, Blentlinger, Pappas
Nays: None
Motion passed
ZBA Case #618 – To consider a Zoning Variation from Paragraph 3-110-G-1
(Height Limitation for Accessory Structures of the Zoning Code within the R-4
Single Family Residential District, Katherine and Scott Lutzow, 229 S. Ashland
Avenue.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked for staff to make their presentation.
Staff Presentation
Mrs. Kashima said this was a garage that was built in 1895 and the owners are
looking to partially demolish it in order to reconstruct while trying to figure out a way
to accommodate modern garage sizes. The specific request is a slight increase to the
maximum height allowed.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for
staff. None responded.
Applicant Presentation
Scott and Katherine Lutzow, 229 S. Ashland, approached the podium. He then asked
if he can show the Commission some pictures he has taken of the garage.
Mrs. Kashima stated the photos and a copy of a letter showing support will become
part of the record.
Mr. Lutzow presented the pictures, depicting views of the garage from his yard and
his neighbor’s yard. He also presented a picture showing the renovations that they
have made to their home. Mr. Lutzow said that when they moved in the house was in
the same condition the garage is now. He said they are willing to restore the original
carriage house to maintain the character of the structure and to allow for modern
garage functionality. By reducing the square footage of the structure by nearly 100
square feet, Mr. Lutzow said they are hoping to maintain the current functional
storage space on the second level. He explained that this requires a slight increase in
the overall structure height. Mr. Lutzow said that if they lose the existing storage
space on the second floor then the garage would not be functionally viable.
Mr. Lutzow testified that their situation is unique because their garage is not the
tallest of garages on the block; several neighboring structures far exceed height
restriction. He said granting this variance will allow them to maintain the structural
integrity of the historic garage, to improve functionality of storage, and to greatly
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improve the visual aesthetics of the property. He said the unique physical condition
is that the garage was built in l895 and did not account for modern functionality.
Without the variance the expense to redo the structure would far exceed what Mr. and
Mrs. Lutzow are looking to do. Mr. Lutzow testified that his condition was not selfcreated, the garage is the original carriage house on the property.
Mr. Lutzow stated in regards to substantial rights, there are several neighboring
garages that far exceed the height requested, so it will not be out of place. They are
requesting the variance to be able reduce the overall square footage by 100 square
feet in exchange for a small increase in the overall height. Mr. Lutzow said it is not a
special privilege because carrying out the strict letter of the zoning code provision
would make the restoration of the carriage house unfeasible. He said they are looking
for a good solution to be able to maintain the character and functionality of the garage
and increase the overall pervious space. He said they are not looking to alter the
functionality, it is strictly for storage.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if the Commissioners had any questions for the
applicant.
Commissioner Pappas asked about the height of the current garage doors.
Mr. Lutzow said the doors are six feet six inches.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if they are demolishing the existing structure in its
entirety.
Mr. Lutzow stated they are looking to remove the third bay which is the side storage
area, but are not demolishing the entire garage.
Commissioner Pappas asked about the dimensions of the side storage area.
Mrs. Lutzow said it is 8 x 20 feet.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked what is driving the proposed height to be higher than
the existing.
Mrs. Lutzow stated that in order to maintain the same slope of the roof and to put in
an eight foot garage door, that is the differential that is causing the variance.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked what is driving the need for an eight foot door.
Mr. Lutzow said when they talked with both architects, as well as garage door
contractors, both had recommended that an eight foot door is a standard garage
height. He had also talked with neighbors who have recently renovated their garages
and they all recommended an eight foot garage door.
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Commissioner Tussing asked if they did a seven foot door on the garage, they would
have their elevation.
Mrs. Lutzow stated they would lose a foot in the upper storage area; because of the
slope of the roof you end up with a lot of unusable space up there. She said the slope
of the roof is part of the character of the garage. Additionally, she said if you drop it
down you lose a lot of accessible storage space up there, because they are losing the
extra space of the third bay they would like to be able to utilize the space upstairs for
storage.
Commissioner Pappas asked if for aesthetic reasons, by having a seven foot height
garage with a 22 foot height would not look good and would also reduce the amount
of space.
Mr. Lutzow said it comes down to functionality and not aesthetics.
Commissioner Blentlinger asked if the seven foot garage door height is standard on
new homes also or just for garage rebuilds.
Mrs. Kashima stated she is not aware of a seven foot height limit in the code, but
there is a door width maximum of 16 feet. She said seven feet was the common or
standard garage door height observed based a review of past permits.
Commissioner Pappas asked if they were going with two separate doors.
Mr. Lutzow said the plan right now is to move over to one large door. It would be 8 x
16 feet.
Pro Tem Chairman Finder asked if there were any further questions for the applicant
from the Commission. None responded. He then asked if there was anyone in the
audience that wanted to speak in regards to this case.
Public Comment
Tim Trumpeter, architect for the applicant, stated he gets the luxury of working on
some of the coolest houses in town. For him it comes down to why they have a
historic district, and this type of project is what the community should be doing. He
said they should be saving 100 year old structures and he does this all the time. Mr.
Trumpeter testified that the functionality of how people live and vehicles have
changed over time. He cannot imagine a vehicle fitting through a six by six foot
door. He said the nicest thing about living in La Grange is that they see this type of
project and people are restoring these homes and structures instead of tearing them
down. He appreciates the Commission’s consideration.
Jim Palermo, 216 S. Ashland, said he lives across the street from the applicant and he
is present this evening to endorse their request. As a longtime resident, he appreciates
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the investment that they want to make in the house by being consistent with the
historical features of the neighborhood. He said there are many times you see new
construction in the historic district that is not honoring the homes that are already
there. He appreciates that they are sacrificing a garage bay. He feels this might
diminish the value of their home having a two bay garage instead of a three bay
garage. Mr. Paermo sees this as an indication of the investment that the Lutzows are
interested in. He feels they have understated the importance of drainage in La
Grange. When he sat on the Village Board during 2007-2015 they had borrowed 20
million dollars to improve drainage in some parts of town. These applicants are
adding pervious space which is very important. He said, so often the Commission
and Village Board see requests to go above the permeable limits or building ratios.
He feels it is a very easy decision to grant their request. He noted that since there are
only four Commissioners present, in order to get a positive recommendation to the
Village Board, they need a unanimous decision from this Commission tonight. He
feels they are deserving of that unanimous decision.
Steve Wolf, 213 S. Ashland, stated that out his front window he sees a 3 ½ car
garage, a two story garage, behind them there is another two story garage, out his
back window there is a two story garage, and he himself has a 32 foot tall garage. He
continued to list all the neighbors that have two story garages. He said it is important
for the Lutzows to keep the garage pitch tall to match the roof of the house. He feels
this will keep in character of the neighborhood. He said the applicants restored their
house, which was in disrepair. He feels this will also look very nice when they are
done. He commented that if you drove through the neighborhood there are a lot of
two story garages.
Brecken Cutler, 225 S. Ashland, said they are directly north of the applicant. Out of
six windows of her home she has a direct view of their garage. She said this is
definitely a structure that is in need of some upgrades. She commented that you can
tell by what the applicants did to their home that they will do a great job fixing up this
structure. She and her husband are in support of this variation.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if there were anyone else that wanted to speak in
regards to this case. None responded. He then asked if there were any further
questions or comments from the Commission.
Commissioner Blentlinger asked if that third bay was going to be grass or pavers.
Mr. Lutzow said it will be grass.
Commissioner Blentlinger asked if one possible remedy to lower the height is to
decrease the slope of the roof.
Mr. Lutzow stated if they change the pitch of the roof then it will not match the slope
of the house and the neighboring structures around it.
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Pro Tem Chairman Finder asked if there were any other further questions or
comments. None responded. At that time, he closed the public hearing.
Plan Commission Discussion
Commissioner Pappas said in the Zoning Code page 679, section 14-303 it states not
withstanding any other variation according provision of the code, the garage is set
back not less than one foot further than the lot line. It also states for each additional
foot of height the garage changes its setback. He asked about how this code provision
relates to this application.
Mrs. Kashima stated because this is a legally non-conforming structure and it is not
being fully demolished it can maintain the setback it has now.
Commissioner Pappas asked if that was special rules because of the historical nature
of the dwelling.
Mrs. Kashima said if something was brand new then it would be a different situation.
If they were completely demolishing the garage and replacing it with a new garage,
then that code provision would apply.
Commissioner Pappas stated he would like to make the comment that at one of the
last Village Board meetings the Trustees had made comments in regards to bulk and
coverage relative to drainage. One of the positive things with this case is that they are
reducing coverage by about 92 feet.
Pro Tem Chairman Finder said he agrees with the sentiment. It is taller but they are
increasing pervious area which is a huge benefit. He also likes the fact that they want
to maintain the roof pitch.
Commissioner Pappas said another thing he noticed is a lot of the rules in the zoning
book is based on standards and history and things do change. He feels that there
should be a set specific size for garages, which needs to be discussed later.
Mrs. Kashima said for clarification height is measured in two ways. There is a
maximum height of 19 feet and a mean height, which is a measure between the eve
and the tallest point. The garage as it currently exists is non-conforming in that way
and the request tonight is for an additional foot and a half.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if staff could clarify what is the 18 inches referenced
in the applicant’s testimony.
Mrs. Kashima stated with the current door height of 6.5 feet and taking it to a modern
door height of 8 feet, that is the foot and half that is being added to the overall garage
height. As the applicant testified, they are maintaining the existing roof pitch and the
character of the garage.
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Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked what is the difference between the 22.03 feet versus
the 21.25 feet in the staff report.
Mr. Trumpeter confirmed that the height difference between the existing and
proposed garage was 18 inches. The current height of the garage is 20 feet and 11 ¼
to the ridge and he needs to raise the door hedge by 18 inches. He needs to make sure
the door can function and move underneath the second floor joist.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder said the staff report then is incorrect.
Mrs. Jones stated she believes that the height of the proposed structure is the same as
in the staff report but there is a typo in the report on the height of the existing
structure; it should be 20.93 feet.
Chairman Pro Tem Finder asked if there were any further comments or questions
from the Commissioners. None responded. He then called for a motion for
recommendation.
Plan Commission Recommendation
Commissioner Tussing made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Pappas to
recommend to the President and Board of Trustees approval of Case #618, a variation
from Paragraph 3-110-G-1 (Height Limitation for Accessory Structures) for the
Zoning Code within the R-4 Single-Family Residential District. A roll call vote was
taken:
Ayes: Finder, Blentlinger, Tussing, Pappas
Nays: None
Motion passed
IV.

OLD BUSINESS
None

V.

NEW BUSINESS
None

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Pro Tem Finder called for a motion to adjourn the meeting.
Commissioner Tussing made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Blentlinger to
adjourn the meeting. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
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Motion passed

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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STAFF MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:

Zoning Board of Appeals
Heather Valone, Village Planner

THROUGH: Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director
SUBJECT:

ZBA #619 – A Variation from Paragraph 3-110-C-1 (Required Front Yard) of the
Zoning Code within the R-4 Single Family Residential District, Jill and Bill Nelson,
429 S. Park Road.

DATE:

December 21, 2017

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicants, Jill and Bill Nelson, owners of the property at 429 S. Park Rd. (The “Subject
Property”) (Figure 1), wish to construct an eight foot deep front porch that would encroach into
the required front yard of the Subject Property. Per Section 3-110-C-1 of the Zoning Code, front
porches are required to observe a 35 ft. front yard setback requirement. The existing home is a
nonconforming building that encroaches into the front yard setback by 3.62 ft. (31.38 ft. existing
front yard setback). If approved, the proposed porch would result in a 23.38 front yard setback
(3.62 ft. of existing non-conforming
building and the additional eight feet
of proposed porch).
According to the applicants, the
proposed porch would provide an
aesthetic improvement and increase
the value of the home. Zoning Code
Section 14-303-E-1-(a) (Authorized
Variations) allows the reduction of the
dimension of any required setback,
yard, or building spacing. The
proposed porch would not require any
other variations from code.

Figure 1 429 S. Park Rd.is located mid-block between W. Goodman
Ave. and W. 47th St.

ZBA #619 – 429 S. Park Rd.
December 21 2017
BACKGROUND
In order analyze the entrance features commonly found in the 400 block of S. Park Rd. three
categories will be used porch, portico, and other covered entrance features. The Village’s Zoning
Code does not provide a definitions for any of these categories; thus for the purposes of this report
the following definitions will be used to describe the three entrance categories:
1. Porch. A one-story roofed structure attached to the plane of the façade with no floor space
above and no more than one enclosed side spanning across the 40% or more of the façade
width.
2. Portico. A free standing roofed colonnade projecting from the plane of the façade only at
the entrance of a building (Figure 2).
3. Other Covered Entrance Feature. Any other roofed entrance structure that does not meet
the definition of porch or portico.
VARIATION STANDARDS
Section 14-303-F of the La Grange Zoning Ordinance
establishes standards for variations as follows:
1.
General Standard. No variation shall be granted
pursuant to this Section unless the applicant shall establish
that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this Code
would create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty.
Such a showing shall require proof that the variation being
sought satisfies each of the standards set forth in this
Subsection.
Figure 2

The Zoning Board of Appeals should be mindful of this general standard when evaluating the
submitted application.
2. Unique Physical Condition. The Subject Property is exceptional as compared to other lots
subject to the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of
an existing use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; irregular or
substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical features; or other extraordinary
physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the Subject Property that amount to more than
a mere inconvenience to the owner and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the
personal situation of the current owner of the lot.
The Subject Property is zoned R-3 (Single Family Residential). The R-3 zoning district
requires a minimum lot width of 50 ft. and minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet. The Subject
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Property meets the minimum lot size and width standards for the R-3 zoning district. The
minimum front yard setback is 35 ft. Section 3-110-G-8 allows the front yard setback to be
reduced to conform to existing neighboring buildings. This section allows a reduced front yard
setback based on the average of the neighboring existing buildings’ front yard setbacks;
however, no front yard setback is permitted to be less than 25 ft. The average of the front yard
setbacks of the homes directly adjacent to the Subject Property is 29.33 ft. The applicants’
requested 23.38 front yard setback is almost 5.95 ft. closer to the front property line than
permitted in 3-110-G-8.
The Subject Property is 50.01
ft. wide and 150.15 ft. long
rectangular lot. The length of
the property is the same as the
neighboring properties along
the east and west block faces
of the 400 block of S. Park
Rd. The Subject Property has
a front yard setback of 31.38
ft. Figure 3 indicates the
spatial distribution of the front
yard setbacks for the
properties on the 400 block of
S. Park Rd. The applicants are
requesting a 23.38 ft. setback,
which is 10.12 feet less than
the average setback of the
directly adjacent existing
homes to the north, south, and Figure 3 The west side of S. Park Rd. has larger setbacks than the east
side of the street. However, the east site of the S. Park Rd. still has a
west (across S. Park Rd.).
number of homes with a minimum setback of 30 ft.

Table 1 indicates the specific front yard setbacks of the properties that front along S. Park
Rd. bound by W. Goodman Ave. to the north and W. 47th St. to the south. The table indicates
that the majority of the homes on this block of S. Park Rd. have a front yard depth that would
allow for the addition of a porch without the need for a variation. The remaining lots are nonconforming buildings that do not observe the 35 ft. required front yard setback. The Subject
Property falls within the minority of homes that are already non-conforming buildings.
However, along the east side of S. Park Rd. the majority of the lots do not observe the 35 ft.
front setback, but a majority of the lots have a setback of at least 30 ft. Thus there are
multiple homes with the same physical constraints and non-conforming setbacks as the
Subject Property that would also need a variance or Administrative Adjustment for the
construction of a new porch.
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Table 1
Front Yard Setbacks of Residences on the 400 block of S. Park Rd.
West Side of S. Park Rd.

East Side of S. Park Rd.

House Number

Front Setback (ft.)

House Number

Front Setback (ft.)

400

65.5

401

19

404

41.7

405

30.5

412

41.7

409

23

422

41

415

27.5

426

41.87

419

32

434

44

425

32

436

31.5

429

31.38

442

42

433

26.65

450

65.5

437

124.3 *

445

50

447

45

449
47.56
* The home at 437 is comprised of two lots one on S. Park Rd. and one lot on S. Brainard Ave. and the home
is situated in the middle of the two lots.

3. Not Self-Created. The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or
inaction of the owner or its predecessors in title and existed at the time of the enactment of the
provisions from which a variation is sought or was created by natural forces or was the result
of governmental action, other than the adoption of this Code, for which no compensation was
paid.
Based on the Community Development Department’s building records the home was
constructed prior to 1959 predating the current Village Zoning Code. In 1975, a front porch
was added to the home. Community Development Department records were not available to
determine the front yard setback of the home at the time the porch was constructed. Community
Development Department building permit files indicate a second story addition was added in
2000. The building records from 2000 do not indicate that the 1975 porch was present;
therefore, the porch was likely demolished prior to 2000. The architectural documents from
the 2000 permit show the addition of a portico roughly a third of the length of the front façade.
However, there is no portico currently on the property. Thus the applicants did not create any
hardship on the property.
4. Denied Substantial Rights. The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a
variation is sought would deprive the owner of the Subject Property of substantial rights
commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision.
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The Zoning Code does not allow a porch to be constructed on the Subject Property without
either a variation or Administrative Adjustment. There are other homes in the neighborhood
with porches; however, those homes were either setback further than the required 35 ft. front
yard setback or they obtained a variance or Administrative Adjustment to construct within the
35 ft. front yard setback. Additionally according to the applicants, the porch would provide
additional value to the home and provide a more atheistically pleasing entrance that they desire
to match other homes in the neighborhood.
5. Not Merely Special Privilege. The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of
the owner or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to
owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor merely an inability to
make more money from the use of the Subject Property; provided, however, that where the
standards herein set out exist, the existence of an economic hardship shall not be a prerequisite
to the grant of an authorized variation.
The applicants have indicated they are seeking the porch for the aesthetic value of the structure.
The placement of the existing home prevents the construction of the porch without either a
variation or Administrative Adjustment. Porches are a common entrance feature for many other
homes in the Village. Sixteen lots of the 21 lots along the 400 block of S. Park have either a
porch, portico, or other covered entry feature. The applicants cannot place any new covered
entrance feature regardless of style, without a variation or Administrative Adjustment. Thus
the applicant must obtain a variance to construct an entrance feature similar to the types of
entrance features that 80% of their neighbors already enjoy.
6. Code and Plan Purposes. The variation would not result in a use or development of the Subject
Property that would be not in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this
Code and the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the general purpose
and intent of the Official Comprehensive Plan.
Of the 21 listed purposes of the Zoning Code (1-102) only one listed purpose is somewhat
applicable to the requested variation. Section 1-102-C-1 lists “protect the taxable value of land
and buildings.” As the applicants have stated in their application the porch would add to the
value of the existing home.
The Comprehensive Plan includes a goal to “provide high quality housing options for Village
residents.” The proposed porch does not alter the type or style of housing, the porch is only an
added benefit to existing home, and thus this goal is only somewhat applicable. These
accessory structures, such as the proposed porch, do have visual impacts on both the home and
the neighborhood. The applicant contends that the proposed porch will provides aesthetic
benefits, as stated in the application materials.
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7. Essential Character of the Area. The variation would not result in a use or development on the
Subject Property that:
a. Would be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the
enjoyment, use, development, or value of property or improvements permitted in the
vicinity; or
b. Would materially impair an adequate supply of light and air to the properties and
improvements in the vicinity; or
c. Would substantially increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or parking; or
d. Would unduly increase the danger of flood or fire; or
e. Would unduly tax public utilities and facilitates in the area; or
f. Would endanger the public health or safety.
The variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare, or be injurious to the development
of the Subject Property or neighboring properties. The variation would also not impair an
adequate supply of light, and air to the Subject Property or neighboring properties. The
requested variation would have impacts on the character
of the neighborhood. There are three porches on the east
block face of S. Park: at 445 S. Park Rd. (three lots south
of the Subject Property), 415 S. Park Rd. (thee lots north
of the Subject Property), and 433 S. Park Rd. (one lot
south of the Subject Property).The home at 445 S. Park
Rd. has a front yard setback of 50 ft. The home at 415 S.
Park received a variation for an eight foot front porch in
2003 resulting in a 27.5 ft. front yard setback. 433 S. Park
Rd. received an Administrative Adjustment in 2011 to
construct a porch with overhang. Although the structure Figure 4 The original over hang included
was called a porch with overhang, the structure is more columns, these were removed when the
closely related to an other covered entrance feature. porch five foot porch was added.
Originally the overhang was a portico with columns; the
columns were removed and the size of the landing was increased resulting in Figure 4. Of the
nine remaining homes on the east block face of S. Park Rd. three have porticos, three have
other covered entrance features, and two have no covered entrance features.
Along the west block face of S. Park Rd., 426 S. Park is the only home with a porch. Of the
remaining eight homes, four homes have porticos, two have another covered entrance feature,
and two have no covered entrance features. In summary, 35% of the neighboring properties
along this block of S. Park Rd. have porticos, 15% have porches, 30% have other covered
entrance features, and 20 % have no covered entrance feature. Porticos are the more prevalent
feature in this neighborhood (Figure 5).
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Figure 5 Porticos are the most common type of entrance feature
along the 400 block of S. Park Rd. This map reflects the current
entrance feature types for the 400 block of S. Park Rd.

The applicants are proposing a minimum setback of 23.38 ft. If built, the porch would be more
than three feet closer to the street that the existing setback of the home to the south. The porch
on the subject property would be 8.62 ft. closer to the street than the adjacent properties to the
north. This significant change in setbacks will have visual impacts on the viewshed of S. Park
Rd. The setbacks along the east block face of S. Park Rd. vary, particularly near the intersection
of S. Park Rd. and W. Goodman Rd. The largest setback difference along the block face is
97.65 ft. between 433. S. Park Rd. and 437 S. Park. Rd. (lot that consists of two lots, one on S.
Park Rd. and one on Brainard Ave.). Most homes range between one foot and 11.5 ft. in setback
difference. The most common setback difference is 4.5 ft. The proposed variation request if
approved would be a large setback variation (8.62 ft.) in the middle of the block.
8. No Other Remedy. There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit a reasonable
use of the Subject Property.
The applicants could have applied for an Administrative Adjustment to obtain a front porch
with a maximum depth of six feet, as the property owner to the south obtained. However, the
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applicants indicated that six feet deep porch was not sufficient for their purposes. An eight foot
deep porch could only be approved via the variation process
PREVIOUS VARIATION REQUESTS
There are two other residences on the 400 block of S. Park Rd. that have obtained approvals for
front porches that encroach front yard setbacks through either the variation or Administrative
Adjustment processes, which have been previously discussed. Table 2 provides other examples
similar front porch variation requests throughout the Village or are directly applicable to this block
of 400 S. Park Rd.
Table 2

Case Type

Year

Variation

2003

Variation

2004

Variation

2004

Variation

2015

Variation

2004

Variation

2005

Administrative
2011
Adjustment
Variation

2015

Variation

2016

Address
415 S.
Park Ave
224 S.
Stone
Ave
225 S.
Madison
Ave.
332 S.
Ashland
47 N.
Stone
Ave
344 S.
Stone
Ave
433 S.
Park Rd.
230 S.
Catherine
Ave.
300 S.
9th St.

Depth of Resulting
Type of
Requested Setback
Construction
Porch(ft.)
(ft.)

Porch on
Original
Home

Approved or
Denied by the
Village Board

8

27.5

Addition

No

Approved

9.5

17.58

Replacement
of Existing
Porch

Yes

Approved

8

12.47

Addition

Yes

Approved

7

16.53

Addition

No

Approved

7-8

15.75

New
Construction

N/A

Approved

7

20

New
Construction

N/A

Approved

6

26.65

Addition

Yes

Approved

10.587.33

13.22

Addition

Unknown

Approved

6.75

28.25

New
Construction

N/A

Approved

CONCLUSION
The applicants are requesting an entrance feature to improve the aesthetics of the façade. Porches
are common accessory features to residences in the Village; porticos are the most prevalent feature
on this block of S. Park Ave. Neighboring properties either do not observe the required 35 ft. front
yard setback or they have been granted variations or Administrative Adjustments to allow
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construction of covered entrance features. Existing setbacks on the east side of S. Park Rd. vary,
but the proposed porch would result in a substantial difference between the front setbacks of
adjacent properties.
If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation fails to meet the variation
standards in Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, then the following alternative options could
be considered to provide the homeowner a covered entrance feature with less of a visual impact
on the viewshed/streetscape:
1. a porch with a depth of six feet; or
2. a portico with a depth of seven feet with a length not to exceed a length of 9.33 ft.
A six foot deep porch would result in a setback of 25.38, only 6.62 ft. closer to the lot line than the
neighboring home to the north and 1.27 ft. closer than the neighboring home to the south. A
portico, if limited in width to less than a third of the façade, would allow a smaller area to protrude
in front of the neighboring homes, but the remainder of the building would still have a front yard
setback of 31.38 ft. The portico would leave the bulk of the façade unchanged, which would be
more closely aligned with the adjacent lots’ font yard setbacks.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Site and Neighborhood Photographs
2. Application submittal package
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Attachment 1: Site and Neighborhood Photographs

Figure 1 The front façade of the existing home at 429 S. Park Rd.

Figure 2 There is currently no covered entrance feature on the home at 429 S. Park Rd.

Figure 3 The entrance of 449 S. Park Rd.

Figure 4 The entrance of 447 S. Park Rd.

Figure 5 The entrance of 445 S. Park Rd.
Figure 6 The entrance of 433 S. Park Rd.

Figure 7 The entrance of 425 S. Park Rd.

Figure 8 The entrance of 419 S. Park Rd.

Figure 9 The entrance of 415 S. Park Rd.

Figure 11 The entrance to 405 S. Park Rd.

Figure 10 The entrance of 409 S. Park Rd.

Figure 12 The entrance to 401 S. Park Rd.

Figure 14 the entrance to 404 S. Park Rd.

Figure 13 The entrance to 400 S. Park Rd

Figure 15 The entrance to 412 S. Park Rd.

Figure 17 The entrance to 426 S. Park Rd.

Figure 18 The entrance to 436 S. Park Rd.

Figure 16 The entrance to 422 S. Park Rd.

Figure 17 The entrance to 434 S. Park Rd.

Figure 19 The entrance to 442 S. Park Rd.

Figure 20 The entrance to 450 S. Park Rd.
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