Village of La Grange
Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting of January 18, 2018
A regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals for the Village of La Grange was held at 7:30
p.m. on Tuesday, January 18, 2018 on the second floor Auditorium Room of the Village Hall, 53
S. La Grange Road, La Grange, Illinois.
I.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Pro Tem Chairman O’Connor called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
Verify Quorum
Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Pappas, O’Connor, Edwards, Finder
Absent: Tussing, Blentlinger
Charity Jones, Community Development Director, and Trustee Mark Kuchler were
also present.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – SEPTEMBER 21, 2017
Commissioner Pappas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Finder to approve
the minutes from September 21, 2017 with no changes. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

III.

BUSINESS AT HAND:
ZBA CASE #619 – To consider a Zoning Variation from Paragraph 3-110-C-1
(Required Front Yard) of the Zoning Code within the R-3 Single Family
Residential District, Jill and Bill Nelson, 429 S. Park Road.
Pro Tem Chairman O’Connor asked anyone in the audience who plans on speaking in
regards to this case to please stand. He then administered the oath. He then asked for
the applicant to come up and make a presentation.
Applicant Presentation
Bill Nelson, applicant, said he and his wife moved into their home six and half years
ago. What attracted them to La Grange was the downtown area and all the different
styles of homes which adds character to the community. The home that they live in is
about 110 years old with a cinder block foundation. As they have updated it they have
tried to keep the character of the home and preserve the history.
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The project they are presenting is their front porch. The current concrete stoop needs
to be replaced because it is currently sinking and is pushing on the cinder block walls.
The reason why they are asking for the variance is because they view the front porch
as a place of gathering for their family and with the neighbors on the block. There are
a lot of young families that have moved in recently on the block. In La Grange you
see a lot of front porches, and they are trying to keep within the aesthetics of the
neighborhood. They have provided several signatures in support of their variance.
Also, one of the potential concerns is to the neighbors that are north and south of
them. The concern is that their house would protrude out and possibly prohibit their
sightlines. There are letters from those neighbors supporting the project.
Commissioner Pappas asked if the applicant explain their request in more detail as it
relates to the variation standards.
Mr. Nelson stated their block was supposed resemble a boulevard. On the west side,
which is opposite of them, the sidewalks are four feet off the street and the houses are
setback from there. On his side, the sidewalks are setback about 14 to 15 feet from the
street and their setback are determined from that. Mr. Nelson explained that the
visual of their block is a little odd when you look at it; if you don’t look at the
sidewalks all of their homes appear to be set back pretty far from the street.
However, he explained, the setbacks on their block vary from as close as 18 feet and
as far as 100 feet. Even with the porch, the requested porch would not be as close as
the 18 feet but it will put them more in-line with a house on the block that also has an
eight foot porch. Mr. Nelson explained that they want an eight foot porch and not a
six foot porch, because they want more space to congregate. They feel with a six foot
porch they would lose some of the social function a porch could provide and make it
less desirable.
Commissioner Edwards asked if the tree in the front yard was going to stay.
Mr. Nelson said they are going to try and preserve it because it is definitely part of the
character of the house.
Commissioner Pappas asked if he knew what the difference was in the parkway or
right of way on the different sides of the street.
Jacob Walsh, 419 S. Park Road, stated the west side is at 4 feet and the east side is 22
feet. He drove around the Village to see if there are any other blocks in La Grange
like this and there are none.
Mrs. Jones said when looking at the aerial photo, the right-of-way is not dramatically
different. She explained that the placement of the sidewalk on the east side of Park Rd
is different than on the west side; the sidewalk on the west side of Park Rd is setback
only about five feet from the back of the street curb while the sidewalk on the east
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side is setback much farther. The parkway on the east side of Park Rd is much
deeper, which impacts how a passerby perceives the depth of the front yards.
Pro Tem Chairman O’Connor asked if there are any further questions or comments
for the applicant. None responded. He then called for a motion to close the hearing.
Commissioner Pappas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Edwards to close
the hearing for Case #619. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Zoning Board of Appeals Discussion
Pro Tem Chairman O’Connor said in the long range plan for the Village there is a lot
of discussion on what kinds of variances they should consider. Front porches are a
desirable feature per the long range plan.
Commissioner Edwards stated he agrees. He also appreciates the applicant’s effort to
check the sight lines with the neighbors as well.
Commissioner Pappas said it is not just about the neighbors but also the whole look
or view down the street. There are more people affected then just the people on either
side. The reason why they are here is because there is a 25 foot limit and that
apparently is a hard limit that is written into the code. There are other porches on the
block and some are close to that and this is less than two feet beyond that. There are
reasons why variances are allowed and there are reasons why guidance for variances
are provided in the code. The guidance provided for that section of the code is the
fact that you are using the average of the houses that surround it as a guide for how
far you can extend beyond the normal space. There is a minimum of 25 feet and that
is the problem. He asked where do you draw the line. There are some porches on the
block that are close but they do not go past the 25. There is no opposition here, but
staff did provide other options for the applicant.
Commissioner Finder stated he feels Commissioner Pappas raised very valid points.
However, where he is struggling is there is an existing context. He wanted to confirm
that there are some existing setbacks of 19 feet and 23 feet on the block.
Mrs. Jones said that is correct.
Commissioner Finder stated given the context it does not seem unreasonable that they
would allow the variation. He appreciates that staff has included previous variations
requests. There are several setbacks of less than 25 feet. When you look at code it
should not be allowed, but when you look at all the existing context he could see
passing the variation, especially when you look at the overall vision of the Village to
encourage front porches.
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Commissioner O’Connor said it would be very difficult unless there was the issue of
the unique physical condition. Because this street is different with abnormally large
parkways he does not feel that they would be setting precedence with everyone else in
La Grange.
Commissioner Edwards stated he agrees that you have to look at in context of the
other homes.
Pro Tem Chairman O’Connor asked if there were any further comments. None
responded. He then called for a motion for recommendation.
Zoning Board of Appeals Recommendation
Commissioner Pappas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Finder to
recommend to the President and Board of Trustees approval of the variation from
paragraph 3-110-C-1. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Edwards, Finder, O’Connor
Nays: Pappas
Motion denied
Commissioner Pappas asked if the motion failed because there has to be a majority
vote.
Mrs. Jones stated that is correct. The application will still be presented to the Village
Board it just would not be forwarded with a positive recommendation from the
Zoning Board of Appeals. The Village Board will get a copy of the minutes with the
context of the meeting leading up to the vote.
Pro Tem Chairman O’Connor said that Commissioner Pappas may not have known
that it would deny the motion. He asked if he would have known would he then have
reconsidered.
Commissioner Pappas stated he did not know that a unanimous vote was required.
Mrs. Jones said there is nothing to preclude another motion if the Commission so
chooses.
Discussion continued as to what would happen when the case goes before the Village
Board.
Pro Tem Chairman O’Connor asked if anyone would like to make a second motion.
Commissioner Pappas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Finder to
recommend to the President and Board of Trustees approval of the variation from
paragraph 3-110-C-1. A roll call vote was taken:
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Ayes: Edwards, Finder, O’Connor, Pappas
Nays: None
Motion passed
IV.

OLD BUSINESS
None

V.

NEW BUSINESS
None

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Finder made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Pappas to adjourn
the meeting at 8:00 p.m. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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STAFF MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:

Zoning Board of Appeals
Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner

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

ZBA #620 – A Variation from Paragraph 3-110-C-1 (Required Front Yard) of the
Zoning Code within the R-3 Single Family Residential District, Julie and Jake
Walsh, 419 S. Park Road.

DATE:

March 15, 2018

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicants, Julie and Jake Walsh, owners of the property at 419 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 requirement. The existing home is a
nonconforming building that encroaches into the front yard setback by 3.8 ft. (31.2 ft. existing
front yard). If approved, the proposed porch would result in a 23.17 front yard (3.8 ft. of existing
non-conforming building and the
additional eight feet of proposed
porch). According to the applicants,
the proposed porch would provide
increased functionality over their
existing covered entry. 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.
BACKGROUND
The Village’s Zoning Code provides a
general definition of porch “a onestory roofed structure attached to the
plan of the building with at least one
unenclosed side.” In order analyze the
entrance features commonly found in
the 400 block of S. Park Rd. three

Figure 1 419 S. Park Rd.is located mid-block between W.
Goodman Ave. and W. 47th St.

ZBA #620 – 419 S. Park Rd.
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categories will be used to describe the entrance features porch, portico, and other covered
entrance features; the following definitions will be used to describe the three entrance categories:
1. Porch. A one-story roofed structure attached to the plan of the building with at least one
unenclosed side
2. Portico. A free standing roofed colonnade projecting from the plane of the façade only at
the entrance of a building.
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.
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 Property exceeds the minimum lot size and width standards for the R-3 zoning
district. The minimum required front yard is 35 ft. Section 3-110-G-8 allows the front yard to
be reduced to conform to existing neighboring buildings. This section allows a reduced front
yards based on the average of the neighboring existing buildings’ front yards; however, no
front yard is permitted to be less than 25 ft. The average of the front yard of the homes
directly adjacent to the Subject Property is 27.35 ft. The applicants’ requested 23.17 front
yard, is almost 4.19 ft. closer to the front property line than permitted in 3-110-G-8. The
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Subject Property is 75 ft. wide and 150 ft. long rectangular lot. Figure 2 indicates the spatial
distribution of the front yards for the properties on the 400 block of S. Park Rd. The
applicants are requesting a 23.17 ft. setback, which is 12.38 feet less than the average front
yard of the directly adjacent existing homes to the north, south, and west (across S. Park
Rd.). Table 1 indicates the specific front yards 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 depths 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. The
Subject Property falls within
the minority of homes along
both sides of S. Park Rd. that
are already non-conforming
buildings. However, along the
east side of S. Park Rd. the
majority of the lots do not
Figure 2 The west side of S. Park Rd. has larger setbacks than the east
observe the 35 ft. front yard.
Thus there are multiple homes side of the street. However, the east site of the S. Park Rd. still has more
than a third of homes with a minimum front yard of 30 ft.
with the same physical
constraints and non-conforming yards 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

31.17

434

44

425

31.43

436

31.5

429

23.38

442

42

433

26.65

450

65.5

437

35 * *

445

50

447

45

449

47.56

* As measured by the Applicant 23.28 ft.
** The home at 437 has recently been demolished. However, per the zoning code, for analysis purposes the lot is
assumed to meet the 35 ft. required front yard.

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. Since construction there
have been no additions or changes to the front of the home. The home does have an existing
covered entry way; however, it is a small overhang covering only the front door. 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.
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
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with porches; however, those homes were either setback further than the required 35 ft. front
yard or they obtained a variance or Administrative Adjustment to construct within the 35 ft.
required front yard. Additionally according to the applicants, the porch would provide a more
functional entrance than the existing undersized covered entry. However, there is an existing
covered entry on the building. The variation would not prevent the applicants from
continuing to utilize the existing overhang.
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 increased functionality 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. Along the 400 block of S. Park 17 of the 21 lots have either
a porch, portico, or other covered entry feature. The applicants cannot place any new larger
covered entrance feature regardless of style, without a variation or Administrative
Adjustment.
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 increased
functional benefits over the existing covered entry, as stated in the application materials.
7. Essential Character of the Area. The variation would not result in a use or development on the
Subject Property that:
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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 four
porches on the east block face of S. Park: at 445 S. Park Rd. (five lots south of the Subject
Property), 415 S. Park Rd. (one lot north of the Subject Property), 429 S. Park Rd (two lots
south of the Subject Property) and 433 S. Park Rd. (three lots 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. 1 front yard.
The home at 429 S. Park Rd. received a variation for an eight foot front porch resulting in a
23.38 ft. front yard in February of 2018. The home at 433 S. Park Rd. received an
Administrative Adjustment in 2011 to construct a porch with overhang. Although the structure
was called a porch with overhang, the structure is more closely related to an other covered
entrance feature. Of the eight 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, 33% of the neighboring
properties along this block of S. Park Rd. have porticos, 19% have porches, 29% have other
covered entrance features, and 19 % have no covered entrance feature. Porticos are the more
prevalent feature in this neighborhood (Figure 3).

1 As measured by the Applicant 23.28 ft.
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The applicants are
proposing a minimum
setback of 23.17 ft. If
built, the porch would
be more than eight feet
closer to the street that
the existing setback of
the home to the south.
The porch on the
Subject Property would
roughly have the same
front yard as the home
to the north. This
significant change in
front yard will have
visual impacts on the
viewshed of S. Park
Rd. The front yards
along the east block
Figure 3 Porticos are the most common type of entrance feature
face of S. Park Rd.
along the 400 block of S. Park Rd. This map reflects the current
vary, particularly near entrance feature types for the 400 block of S. Park Rd.
the intersection of S.
Park Rd. and W. Goodman Rd. The largest setback difference along the block face is 15 ft.
between 445. S. Park Rd. and 437 S. Park. Rd. Most homes range between 2.56 ft. and 11.5
ft. in setback difference between neighboring lots. The most common setback difference is
4.5 ft. The proposed variation request if approved would be a large setback variation (8.26
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 of 433 S. Park Rd. obtained. However,
the 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 three other residences on the 400 block of S. Park Rd. that have obtained approvals for
front porches that encroach front yards through either the variation or Administrative Adjustment
processes, which have been previously discussed. Table 2 provides other examples similar front
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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

Variation

2018

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.
429 S.
Park Rd.

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

8

23.38

Addition

Portico

Approved

CONCLUSION
The applicants are requesting an entrance feature to provide a more functional entrance than the
existing over hang. Porches are common accessory features to residences in the Village; porticos
are the most prevalent feature on this block of S. Park Ave. Some of the neighboring properties
either do not observe the required 35 ft. front yard or they have been granted variations or
Administrative Adjustments to allow but the proposed porch would result in a substantial
difference between the front yards of the adjacent properties.
If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation fails to meet the variation
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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 11.26 ft.
A six foot deep porch would result in a setback of 25.17, only 6.26 ft. closer to the lot line than
the neighboring home to the south and within the 25 ft. limit provided for in Zoning Code
Section 3-110-G-8. 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 home, but the remainder of the building
would still have a front yard setback of 31.2 ft. The portico would leave the bulk of the façade
unchanged, which would be more closely aligned with the adjacent lots’ font yards.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Site and Neighborhood Photographs
2. Application submittal package

9

Attachment 1: Site and Neighborhood Photographs

Figure 1 The entrance of 449 S. Park Rd.

Figure 2 The entrance of 447 S. Park Rd.

Figure 3 The entrance of 445 S. Park Rd.
Figure 4 The entrance of 433 S. Park Rd.

Figure 5 The entrance of 425 S. Park Rd.

Figure 6 The future entrance of 429 S. Park Rd.

Figure 7 The entrance of 415 S. Park Rd.

Figure 9 The entrance to 405 S. Park Rd.

Figure 8 The entrance of 409 S. Park Rd.

Figure 10 The entrance to 401 S. Park Rd.

Figure 12 the entrance to 404 S. Park Rd.
Figure 11 The entrance to 400 S. Park Rd

Figure 13 The entrance to 412 S. Park Rd.

Figure 15 The entrance to 426 S. Park Rd.

Figure 17 The entrance to 436 S. Park Rd.

Figure 14 The entrance to 422 S. Park Rd.

Figure 16 The entrance to 434 S. Park Rd.

Figure 18 The entrance to 442 S. Park Rd.

Figure 19 The entrance to 450 S. Park Rd.

Attachment 2

APPLICATION FOR ZONING VARIATION
Application # ________________
Date Filed
________________
UARCO #
________________
Sign to Applicant____________
Photo emailed to staff_______
Please return sign after the
Village Board Meeting

TO THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
(Please type or print)
Application is hereby made by (name): Jake and Julie Walsh
Address: 419 S. Park Road, LaGrange, Illinois
Phone: 773.750.1894
Owner of property located at:

E-mail:

jake_r_walsh@hotmail.com

419 S. Park Road, LaGrange, Illinois

Permanent Real Estate Index Number:
Present Zoning Classification:

zone R-3

Present Use: Single Family Residence

Ordinance Provision for Variation from Article # 3-110C1

of Zoning Ordinance, to wit:

Variation request for relief of designated 35' front yard setback.

A. Minimum Variation of Zoning requirement necessary to permit the proposed use, construction, or development:
Variation request for reduction in the existing front yard setback to allow for a new open covered
front porch structure, to an existing single-family residence, with a new proposed side addition.
B. The purpose therefore,
Allow accommodations for a new 8'-0" deep open covered front porch and stairs.

C. The specific feature(s) of the proposed use, construction, or development that require a variation:
Reduction of the front yard setback to provide new open covered front porch structure and stairs serving
as the primary front entrance to the existing single-family residence.
PLAT OF SURVEY must be submitted with application. The plat should show any existing buildings on the
petitioned property as well as any existing buildings on property immediately adjacent. It should also show any
proposed new construction in connection with the variation, including landscaping, fencing, etc.
A visual proposal depicting the final plan, including but not limited to detailed renderings and/or plans of what
is intended to be built.
1. General Standard. The Petitioner must list below FACTS AND REASONS substantially supporting each of the
following conclusions or the petition for variation cannot be granted. (If necessary, use additional page)

a. State practical difficulty or particular hardship created for you in carrying out the strict letter of the zoning
regulations, to wit:
• The current existing front entry porch is in disrepair and requires reconstruction. Additionally, the
existing home, like a majority of the east side of the street, has an existing encroachment to front yard
setback. The current front setback does not allow for a new, larger, open covered porch. The
proposed porch would provide a safer covered entry approach and stair, as well as provide a
harmonious and complementary aesthetic blend with the existing homes in the neighborhood.
b. A reasonable return or use of your property is not possible under the existing regulations, because:
•

A new front porch will increase the safety of entry to the home, as well as enhancing the overall
architectural characteristics of the home and surrounding neighborhood.

c. Your situation is unique (not applicable to other properties within that zoning district or area) in the following
respect(s):
• Other homes in the zoning district have been granted variances for similar requests. These granted
requests have increased the value of homes in the neighborhood, as well as enhancing the aesthetic
and architectural characteristics of the neighborhood.
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 existing configuration of the east side of the 400 block of S. Park Road is unusual for LaGrange. The
distances from the curb face to the front property lines are more substantial on the east side than on
the west side of the street. This condition puts the dominant faces of east-side homes further away
from the street than the homes to the west. Therefore, homes on the east side of S. Park (including
the subject property) appear further away from the street than other homes in the neighborhood.

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.
•

The existing house and associated conditions, as well as the requested adjusted front yard setback, are the
result of existing conditions, and not by the actions of the applicants.

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.
•

Other homes in the subject zoning district, particularly on the same block, have been granted
variances for the same/similar requests. As such, the owners would be provided the same rights as
other owners to whom similar setback variances were granted. Examples: the house directly to the
north of the subject property, #415, has an approved/as-built setback of 23.28’. Furthermore,
recently-granted variance, two properties south at #429, received a 23.34’ variance. Petitioners are

requesting a 23.16’ variance. These two adjacent, similar instances would provide the petitioners
“substantial rights commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision.”
5. Not Merely Special Privilege. The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely 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.
•

If approved, the petitioners will not be granted special privileges, as other adjacent homes on
the block have been granted similar setback variances.

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.
•

The variation, if granted, would not adversely affect the existing architectural characteristics or
harmony on this block, or historic nature of this neighborhood. It shall maintain the general purpose
of the Official Comprehensive Plan for the Village of LaGrange. Furthermore, the granting of this
variance would be in line with the LaGrange 2020 Task Force mission by encouraging the “strategic
plan to preserve and enhance the quality of life that we enjoy in LaGrange.” By providing an open
covered front porch, an opportunity is provided to pursue this mission by creating a sense of pride in
the neighborhood, as well as rekindling a sense of community among residents.

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 facilities in the area; or
(f) Would endanger the public health or safety.
•

The variance, if granted, would not result in any of the situations listed above.

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 request for similar amenities enjoyed by other adjacent homes does not seem unreasonable.
The inclusion of an open covered porch, on an otherwise plain façade, combined with the new
proposed addition, will greatly enhance the architectural and historic consistency in the
neighborhood. The massing of a masonry home of this scale would greatly benefit from a
sympathetic, complementary-designed front porch to bring a human scale to the home, and to
provide a physical and psychological buffer between inside and outside. It will also provide a
“community” aspect to the neighborhood by encouraging interaction with occupants and passersby.

***
NOTICE: This application must be filed with the office of the Community Development Director, at least four
weeks prior to the next available hearing date, no later than 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, accompanied by necessary data
called for above and the required filing fee of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00). Applicant must post on the
property a sign provided by the Community Development and produce a picture of sign on property. After
the Village Board of Trustees meeting, the sign must be returned to the Community Development
Department.
This application requires a public hearing set, noticed and conducted by the Zoning Board of Appeals.
Recommendations by the Zoning Board of Appeals for his application will be considered by the Village Board for
final action within 60 days after the conclusion of the hearing.
The applicant must submit seventeen (17) 11 x 17 or 8 ½ x 11 copies of any drawings, plats of survey, etc., required
for this application a minimum of thirty days in advance of the public hearing date.
If possible, also please submit electronic copies of plans.
The above minimum fee shall be payable at the time of the filing of such request. It is also understood that the
applicant shall reimburse the Village any additional costs over and above these minimums, which are incurred by
the Village, including but not limited to the following:
(a) Legal Publication (direct cost);
(b) Recording Secretarial Services (direct cost);
(c) Court Reporter (direct cost);
(d) Administrative Review and Preparation (hourly salary times a multiplier sufficient to
recover 100 percent of the direct and indirect cost of such service);
(e) Document Preparation and Review (hourly salary times a multiplier sufficient to recover
100 percent of the direct and indirect cost of such service);
(f) Professional and Technical Consultant Services (direct cost);
(g) Legal Review, Consultation, and Advice (direct cost);
(h) Copy Reproduction (direct cost); and
(i) Document Recordation (direct cost); and
(j) Postage Costs (direct cost).
Such additional costs shall be paid by the applicant prior to the Board of Trustees making a decision regarding the
request.

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that I am the owner, or contract purchaser (Evidence of title or other interest
you have in the subject property, date of acquisition of such interest, and the specific nature of such interest
must be submitted with application.) and do hereby certify that the above statements are true and correct to the
best of my knowledge.
NOTE: No variation shall be valid for a period longer than one year unless a building permit is issued and
construction is actually begun within that period and is thereafter diligently pursued to completion.

_____________________________________419 S. Park Road
(Signature of Owner or Contract Purchaser)

(Address)

_LaGrange____________Illinois_____

_________60625____

(City)

(State)

____________________

(Zip Code)

Subscribed and sworn to before me this__15th__ day of __February_____, 20__18_.

(Notary Public)
Enclosures:

(Seal)

