Village of La Grange
Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting of June 18, 2020
A regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals for the Village of La Grange was held at 7:30
p.m. on Monday, June 18, 2020 via teleconference.
I.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Chairman Pappas called the meeting to order at 7:33 p.m.
Verify Quorum
Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Edwards, Finder, Kerpan, Peterson, Pappas
Absent: Tussing
In addition to the Commissioners the following people were in attendance on the
electronic meeting. Trustee Liaison Beth Augustin, Director of Community Development
Charity Jones, Village Attorney Mark Burkland, and Village Planner Heather Valone
were also present.

II.

APPROVAL OF MIINUTES
None

III.

BUSINESS AT HAND
A. ZBA #630 – VARIATION FROM SECTIONS 3-110G5(b) and 3-110G5(q)
(SPECIFIED STRUTURES AND USES IN REQUIRED YARDS) OF THE
ZONING CODE WITHIN THE R-4 SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT, ROBERT HEATH TOW, 1501 W. 41ST STREET
Chairman Pappas then sworn in the applicant and any public members that were in
attendance on the teleconference that were planning on speaking. He then called for a
motion to open the public hearing.
Commissioner Edwards made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to open the
public hearing for ZBA Case #630. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Edwards, Peterson, Finder, Kerpan, Pappas
Nays: None
Motion passed
Staff Presentation
Mrs. Valone, Village Planner, said on December 16, 2019 the Village had received a
complaint that two patios and trellises were being constructed on the subject property.
The Village reviewed its permit records and found a permit had been issued on May 16,
2019 for the removal of a patio and replacement of a driveway in the corner side yard. A
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permit application for two new patios and trellis had not been submitted. The applicant
was informed that he needed a permit to construct the accessory structures.
The single-family district in the Village does allow for patios to be constructed in the
front and corner side yards. They are limited to only being the depth of seven feet within
that required yard. The Village code also allows for trellises to be constructed in the front
and corner side yards as long as no element of the trellis has a horizontal length of six
feet and located a minimum of five feet from the front and corner side lot lines. The
applicant submitted an application for the patios and the trellises on January 6, 2020.
Staff reviewed the permit and found the patio and trellis in the corner side yard complied
with the Zoning Code requirements. The patio in the front yard did not meet the Zoning
Code and was constructed further into the required front yard than seven feet and closer
than 20 ft. to the front lot line. The trellises were constructed with a horizontal element
greater than six feet.
Mrs. Valone stated the applicant’s request is to encroach with the front patio 28 ft. into
the required front yard and have a setback from the front property line of 6.9 ft. The
applicant is requesting that the trellises be 15 ft. long on the west side of the patio and 16
ft. long on the south side. Staff did advise the applicant on potential alternatives for the
design of the front yard patio and trellis and also provided him the option to apply for a
variation. The applicant applied for the variation on February 20, 2020 to allow the patio
and trellis to remain as constructed. The application was impacted by the Governor’s
shelter in place order until the public hearing could be held electronically today. She
indicated she could take any questions the Commissioners had.
Applicant Presentation
Heath Tow, applicant, thanked the Commission for their time. He would like to go
through and explain how they got to where they are today. He purchased his home in
September 2017 and at that time the landscaping was quite overgrown. The home was in
good shape but there was not much curb appeal. He showed pictures of when he first
purchased the home and as he made progress on clearing the landscape. He spent a year
and half planting and coming up with a visual of what he wanted the home to look like.
After getting many estimates from different landscapers he had finally settled with Acorn
Landscaping. They had reviewed the plans in great detail and she submitted the proposal.
Roxanne Peterson from Acorn Landscaping had assured him that she was familiar with
permits and zoning codes for the Village. One of the reasons why he choose her is she is
local, she has done many projects in La Grange, and was certified for the Village. During
the project there was a permit application that was submitted. He assumed it was for the
project and it hung on the home for the length of the project. He had no knowledge that it
did not cover the patios.
Mr. Tow stated they started the project in July. He was very happy with the outcome and
that it gave the home functionality. There is not a backyard on the lot. The corner part of
the lot is actually the front part of his home which faces 41st Street. He was not aware of
any code violations until later. When they finished he was pleased that they had a private
area for the family. It added great curb appeal and beauty to the neighborhood. He
showed several pictures of the finished project including a picture at night showing the
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string of lights over the patio area. He has received multiple compliments and several
neighbors in the area have signed a petition in favor of the variance. He apologized for
asking for the variance after the fact, but he had trusted his landscaper to do their job and
get the proper permits. He is available to answer any questions.
Chairman Pappas asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for the applicant.
Commissioner Edwards asked staff to refresh the Commissioners on the difference
between front versus side yards.
Mrs. Valone said in the Village the front lot line is defined as the property line that is
adjacent to the public street. In the event there are two property lines adjacent to public
streets, then the one that has the shortest frontage is considered the front lot line. In this
case, along 41st the property width is only 62.5 feet and along Peck it is 134.87 feet. This
makes 41st St. the front property line and the starting point for the front yard.
Mr. Tow thanked the Commissioner for asking that because he had no idea also prior to
this meetings with the Village.
Commissioner Edwards asked if that is consistent throughout La Grange.
Mrs. Valone stated it is that way across the Village.
Commissioner Kerpan asked if he had submitted the proposal from Acorn Landscaping.
Mr. Tow said he submitted in his packet.
Commissioner Kerpan asked if there were drawings submitted.
Mr. Tow stated yes and they are drawings he showed this evening.
Commissioner Kerpan asked if there were drawings for the front yard patio submitted to
where it is currently built.
Mr. Tow said he is not sure if those drawings were submitted to the Village, but he does
not believe so. The drawings were reviewed by himself and Acorn Landscaping.
Commissioner Kerpan asked if there was a provision stating who was responsible for the
permit.
Mr. Tow stated it was unclear who was responsible for the permit. The driveway permit
was obtained by 4C Construction which then was used for the entire project, which he
didn’t realize until he talked with Village staff.
Commissioner Kerpan said on page 12 of staff’s packet is the proposal from 4C
Construction. Within that document proposal on section G it states that the homeowner,
at his own expense, will obtain all necessary permits. This is why he is asking if the
proposal from Acorn also stated if the homeowner is also responsible for obtaining the
permits.
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Mr. Tow stated he is not aware of it and is not sure where it would have stated that. The
4C proposal was an addendum to the Acorn Landscaping contract.
Commissioner Kerpan said it would make a difference to him if he could see the proposal
from Acorn Landscaping to see who had the obligation to get the permit.
Mr. Tow stated Acorn is saying it was his responsibility but they are not able to provide
any documentation of that. He said he did not end on amicable terms with Acorn.
Commissioner Kerpan asked if he did not have any documentation which shows that
Acorn agreed to secure the permit.
Mr. Tow said he does have a copy of the proposal and it is very vague as to who is
responsible. Acorn is stating it was the responsibility of 4C and then him. The proposal
he has provided only has the cost on it which he has submitted to the Village.
Commissioner Finder asked if he wanted to address any of the variation standards.
Mr. Tow stated for standard eight there were other alternatives given to him but he does
not have the ability to put in a private area for his family in the other yards. The side yard
is very narrow and the front of his home faces Peck. He is not sure what other alternative
he would have to accomplish what he did with this side patio and trellis.
Commissioner Edwards asked if this is an aesthetic code or does it have to do with lot
coverage as to why there is a depth restriction.
Mrs. Valone said because the corner side yards can butt up to other peoples’ front yards
there are restrictions on what can be placed in the corner side yard. The intent is to
prevent structures that would not negatively impact the view of someone else’s front yard
or have some type of recreational area that would be directly adjacent to someone’s front
yard. This is why the restriction for the patio depth is the same for both the front and
corner side yards.
Commissioner Edwards asked if the trees that are planted a problem or just the patio and
trellis.
Mrs. Valone stated there are no standards in the Single Family Residential Districts for
landscaping besides being kept out of the vision triangle. Landscaping does not require a
permit, so the only variation is for the patio and trellis.
Chairman Pappas asked how wide are each of the trellises.
Mr. Tow said they are roughly about five feet.
Commissioner Kerpan stated on page six of staff’s report, staff presented three
alternatives on where a patio can be constructed. He discussed all three alternatives and
asked the applicant about his reasons for not selecting them and instead submitting for the
variation application. Commissioner Kerpan noted that all of the alternatives would
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require the existing patio to be ripped out and reconstructed, which would cost additional
money. He asked if the reason why Mr. Tow rejected those alternatives was because it
would cost him additional money and be put in a different location.
Mr. Tow said it has nothing to do with the financial impact. It has everything to do with
the functional space and the practicality. He does not believe the front of his home that
faces the corner side yard is a good area to put a private outdoor area. The other yards are
too narrow to put something there. He feels what he constructed and submitted as part of
the proposal was the best option.
Commissioner Peterson asked if there were detailed drawings and materials submitted
with the original application showing where he constructed the patio and trellis.
Mrs. Valone stated the applicant completed the work without a permit. When he did
submit a permit on January 6th of this year he submitted a drawing very similar to
Attachment 3 of the staff report.
Commissioner Peterson clarified that he did apply for a permit for the concrete driveway
and apron, but did not apply for the other work.
Mr. Tow stated that is correct because it was part of his landscaper’s scope of work. He
was not aware that the permit for the driveway was not closed out until December 2019.
When he hired Acorn Landscaping to do this project, it was his understanding that the
permits, materials, code and policies was all part of the project. This was a registered
landscaper with the Village.
Chairman Pappas asked if there were any further questions from the Commissioners for
the applicant. None responded. He then asked if there was anyone present from the public
that would like to speak in regards to this public hearing.
Public Hearing
Paula West was sworn in. She said she lives next door and appreciates the landscape that
Mr. Tow has done. She does not have any issues with it and feels it improves the curb
appeal of the street. She lives on 41st Street and is adjacent to his house.
Mike Peth, 1509 W. 41st Street, stated he bought his home in 1986. He feels the
applicant’s house has never looked better. He has learned a lot listening to this meeting.
He did not realize that his address was 41st Street. He is surprised that the Village would
want to put this patio in someone’s front yard by their front door. He also learned that the
bushes that are around the patio is okay. The bushes do not obstruct the traffic. He
doesn’t understand how the patio behind the bushes can be a problem. One of the
Commissioners had commented about the backyard, but there is no backyard on this
house. This is a very unusual situation on how the house is situated on the lot. He is very
happy with what the applicant has done on the house and feels it would be a shame if he
had to take it down.
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Chairman Pappas asked if there was anyone else that would like to speak in regards to
this public hearing. None responded. He then called for a motion to close the public
hearing.
Commissioner Edwards made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Finder to close the
public hearing for ZBA case #630. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Edwards, Finder, Kerpan, Peterson, Pappas
Nays: None
Motion passed
Zoning Board of Appeals Discussion
Chairman Pappas asked if there be a space in between the trellises and still be permissible
under the code.
Mrs. Valone said the way the code is written is that trellises are limited to six feet in
length. It does not specify a number, but based on the horizontal restriction there would
need to be a spacing interval between the structures.
Chairman Pappas stated if you look at the aerial view of the houses on 41st Street, those
are all front yards. The front of the houses line up if you look east to west. This is the
reason for setbacks so we do not obscure the view. Corner houses can be confusing when
it comes to determining what is the front yard. He asked if there were any codes
regarding the string of lights over the patio.
Mrs. Valone said she is not sure if there are any building code requirements regarding the
lights.
Commissioner Edwards asked why there was not a sidewalk along Peck.
Mrs. Valone stated there is not a sidewalk on Peck but she is not sure of the reason why.
Chairman Pappas said he will read through the standards and the Commissioners can
provide any comments at that time.
Commissioner Finder stated in regards to standard two, Unique Physical Condition, when
they look at the aerial view of the lots, the lot addressed as 1517 W. 41st St. is a mirror
image of this lot. When compared to this lot, the applicant does not treat the front yard as
his front yard. The front door does face east so that would be only unique physical
condition that he would see with this property.
Chairman Pappas said the interior yard is less than 6.5 feet which is very narrow. There is
no doubt that the house is pushed back to the west and to the north. He is not sure if that
makes it unique.
Commissioner Kerpan stated he does not feel it is unique. There are three other locations
where a patio can be constructed. He agrees it would be difficult to put anything on the
west side, but he does not feel it makes it unique.
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Commissioner Edwards said for standard three he feels the situation may have been selfcreated by going for a variance after the fact.
Commissioner Finder stated for standard four, if you look at it in the legal terms and how
the lot is defined then no he is not being denied substantial rights. Most people are not
enjoying large patios in their front yards. Since he does not have a back yard then he is
being denied a space which typical is a back yard.
Chairman Pappas said he is not sure if this would apply to standard seven or not but the
reason for setbacks is for aesthetic reasons and so neighbors can look down the street. He
then asked for feedback regarding standard eight as far as no other remedies.
Commissioner Edwards stated he struggles with the corner lot, the way the house is
situated, and the front door. If you put the same thing in the true side yard you will not
get the same curb appeal and value of the neighborhood. The other options would be
small narrow sidewalks.
Commissioner Kerpan said the code allows encroachment into the front yard up to seven
feet and this proposal is 28 ft. which is 19 ft. more than what is allowed by code. This
proposal would be greatly exceeding what is allowed by code. The applicant could
propose the same patio closer to the building.
Chairman Pappas stated this Commission looks at setbacks a lot and mostly it is for
porches. This particular case there is a 35 ft. required front yard for R-4. The proposed
patio does not start until 13 ft. from the home. If that patio was to move up against the
south side of the house and extended the same 15 ft. then he would be asking for a lot
smaller of a variance. He stated that some variation requests require more relief from the
code than overs. If the patio was constructed at the front of the house with the same 15 ft.
depth it would only be a variance of eight feet. The request for eight or nine feet is much
less than 19 ft. as proposed by the applicant. He asked for the Commissioners thoughts on
a less variation request.
He stated that hearing no other comments asked if there were any further comments from
the Commission regarding the variation request. None responded. He then called for a
motion for recommendation.
Zoning Board of Appeals Recommendation
Commissioner Kerpan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Finder to recommend
to the President and Board of Trustees denial of the variation request for ZBA Case #630
– 1501 W. 41st Street. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Kerpan, Finder, Peterson, Pappas
Nays: Edwards
Motion passed
IV.

OLD BUSINESS
None
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V.

NEW BUSINESS
Mrs. Valone reminded the Commissioners to complete their Census form and to please
spread the word to residents and neighbors to do so also.

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Pappas called for a motion to adjourn the meeting.
Commissioner Finder made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Edwards to adjourn the
meeting at 9:07 p.m. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: Finder, Edwards, Kerpan, Peterson, Pappas
Nays: None
Motion passed

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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STAFF MEMORANDUM
TO:

Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner

THROUGH:

Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

ZBA #631 – A Variation from Paragraph 3-110E1 (Maximum Building
Coverage for an interior lot) to allow the construction of a two car garage
within the R-4 Single Family Residential District, Catherine and Tim Murphy,
317 S. Stone Ave.

DATE:

August 20, 2020

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Catherine and Tim Murphy (the “Applicants”), owners of the property at 317 S. Stone
Ave. (the “Subject Property”) (Figure 1), wish to construct a two car detached garage
in the rear of the Subject Property.
The maximum allowable
building coverage in the R-4
Single Family Residential
District is 30%, 2,029.65 square
feet for the Subject Property.
Currently the Subject Property
has a building coverage of
29.64%, leaving only 24 square
feet of remaining allowable
building coverage. If the
proposed two car detached
garage is constructed, the
resulting building coverage
would be 32.5%, which is
169.35 square feet more than
permitted by the Zoning
Code.
Zoning Code Subparagraph
14-303E1(c) (Authorized
Variations) allows an increase
of the maximum allowable
building coverage by no more

Figure 1 The Subject Property is located on S. Stone Ave.
between W. Maple Ave. and W. Goodman Ave.

ZBA #631 – 317 S. Stone Ave.
August 20, 2020
than 20%. The requested variation falls within the authorized limits of the Zoning Code.
The maximum allowable lot coverage in the R-4 Single Family Residential District is 45%,
3,044 square feet for the Subject Property. Currently the Subject Property has a lot
coverage of 44.9%. If the requested variation is granted, the Applicants intend to
remove a 607 square foot portion of the existing driveway and replace it with
permeable pavers, as allowed by the Village’s Residential Site Development Permit
Packet, in order to comply with the maximum lot coverage for the property (see
Attachment 1). The proposed site plan, including revised driveway design and new
garage, would result in a lot coverage of 43%.
In order to receive the lot coverage credit as permeable surface, the proposed
permeable paver construction must be reviewed and approved by the Village’s
consulting engineer. If the Applicants are granted the variation but for some reason
cannot meet the requirements for permeable paver construction, then 256 square feet
of the driveway would have to be removed and replaced with sod. If that were to
occur, the driveway would still be more than the recommended minimum eight feet
wide and therefore still functional.
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
applicants 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-4 Single Family Residential District. The R-4 District
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requires a minimum lot width of 50 ft. and minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet. The
Subject Property has a lot width of 50 ft. and lot size of 6,765.5 square feet.
The Zoning Code restricts the building coverage on the Subject Property to 30%, or
2,029.65 square feet. The current house and garage as constructed have a
combined total building coverage of 2,005.29 square feet (24.36 square feet less
than the maximum permitted building coverage). The existing home is 1,715 square
feet, 180 square feet of which is a large rear porch. The existing garage is 290.29
square feet.
When comparing the Subject Property to other properties along 300 block of S.
Stone Ave., 63% of the interior lots are similar in size (approximately 6,700 square
feet) and have a maximum allowable building coverage between 2,025-2,030
square feet (Table 1). There are four interior lots on the 300 block of S. Stone Ave.
that have lot sizes of 7,500 square feet or more.
Table 1
West Side of S. Stone Ave.
Lot
30 % Permitted
House
Size
Building
Number
(sqft.) Coverage (sqft.)
310
312
316
320
324
326
332
338*
340

6,768
6,588
7,036
6,494
6,768
6,763
6,761
6,750
6,758

2,030
1,976
2,111
1,948
2,030
2,029
2,028
2,025
2,027

East Side of S. Stone Ave.
House
Lot
30% Permitted
Number
Size
Building
(sqft.)
Coverage (sqft.)
309
315*
317
321
329
337*
341

6,768
6,750
6,766
6,764
15,742
11,745
10,137

2,030
2,025
2,029
2,029
4,723
3,524
3,041

* Plats were not available in the Community Development Department files. This information is estimated based on
the Cook County and other GIS information.

The coverages in Table 1 are based on lot size and the Zoning Code restriction for
building coverage. These calculations may not reflect the actual built conditions.
Please see standard 7 below for a comparison of existing built conditions of the
Subject Property and neighboring properties’ garages.
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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 Applicants purchased the property in 2010. Based on Community Development
Department records the house was constructed in 1968 with a one car detached
garage. The footprint of the home, including the rear porch, has not been increased
since its original construction. In 1984 the original garage was demolished and the
existing one and a half car detached garage was built. Both the house and the
existing garage pre-date the current Zoning Code requirements for building
coverage maximums.
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.
Two car detached garages are common accessory structures throughout the Village.
The Applicants are requesting to have a two car garage similar to the numerous other
residential properties in the Village. See Standard 7 below for a list of existing garages
on the 300 block of Stone Avenue.
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.
Per the Zoning Code section 9-101C15(c)(ii) the maximum sized garage for the
subject property based on its lot size would be 600 square feet. The building coverage
requirement further restricts the potential garage size based on the footprint of the
existing house.
The Applicants are requesting a 22 ft. by 22 ft. (484 square foot) garage. An industry
rule of thumb for a 484 square foot two car garage allows for two parked cars (10 ft.
by 20 ft. each) with door clearance (30-36 inches) and room to store some materials.
As the Applicants state in their submitted materials, two car garages are common
throughout the Village.
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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 Zoning Code lists 21 purposes, including the need to “protect the taxable value
of land and buildings.”
The Comprehensive Plan includes a goal to “provide high quality housing options for
Village residents.”
The maximum building coverage is a bulk standard in the Zoning Code that serves
several purposes including to regulate neighborhood character and as a component
of stormwater management. The proposed garage will be located in the southeast
corner of the Subject Property. Immediately to the south, the garage at 321 S. Stone
Ave. is 443 square feet. To the east is 320 S. Waiola Ave., which is a 165 ft. wide by 135
ft. long, 22,370.7 sf lot. The portion of 320 S. Waiola Ave. that is immediately east of the
proposed garage is open space. Approximately six feet southeast of the proposed
garage is the garage for 320 S. Waiola Ave., which is a 446.42 square foot structure.
As indicated in the background section, the Subject Property is currently near the
permitted maximum lot coverage. The Applicants have stated in the application
materials that they will utilize permeable pavers to meet the lot coverage maximum,
to accommodate stormwater runoff, and that they intend to comply with the
Village’s standards for permeable pavers.
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.
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The Applicants state that the requested variation does not have any detrimental
impacts the on the public welfare, impact light or air to neighboring properties,
increase congestion on public streets, or negatively impact the character of the
neighborhood. The Applicants assert that street congestion will be improved because
with a two car garage they will not park on the street as frequently.
Table 2 lists the garage sizes of the neighboring houses on the 300 block of S. Stone
Ave. Three lots (19%) have one and a half car garages, 11 lots (69%) have two car
garages, and two lots (13%) have a three car garages.
Table 2
West Side of S. Stone Ave.
House
Square
# of
Number
footage
Cars
310
369
1.5
312
440
2

East Side of S. Stone Ave.
House
Square
# of Cars
Number
footage
309
286
1.5
315*
370
1.5

316
320

459
418

2
2

317
321

Proposed 484
443

2
2

324

453

2

329

434

2

326

635

3

337

332
338*
340

400
600
490

2
3
2

341

N/A attached garage
484

2

* Plats were not available in the Community Development Department files. This information is estimated based on
the Cook County and other GIS information.

Of the neighboring garages, three are less than 400 square feet, 11 range from 400 to
490 square feet, and two are 600 square feet or larger. The properties addressed 326,
338, and 340 S. Stone Ave. are similar in size to the Subject Property and have similar
maximum building coverage square footages, but have garages larger than
proposed by the Applicants.
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 variation process is the only alternative for the Applicants to have a 484 square
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foot two car garage. The Applicants had previously applied for an Administrative
Adjustment (AA) for a 20 ft. by 20 ft. garage (85.35 square feet over the maximum
building coverage). The AA application was put on hold during the COVID-19 shelter
in place order. During that time the Applicants evaluated the size of the 20 ft. by 20
ft. garage and determined that the size was not adequate for their family sized
vehicles and submitted the application for variation.
PREVIOUS VARIATION REQUESTS
Table 3 lists all building coverage variation applications for garages since 2000. All of the
requests have been for two car garages. Of the eight requests, four have been for 400
square foot garages and four have been for garages over 400 square feet.
Table 4 lists all building coverage variation applications since 2012, excluding garage
requests. In 2012, the Zoning Code was updated to include the AA process for building
coverage requests less than 100 square feet. The average of the granted building
coverage variation since 2012 is 265 square feet over the permitted maximum.
Table 3

Year

Address

2003

61 N. Dover Ave.

Exceeding
Maximum
Building
Coverage
By (sqft.)
101.5

Dimensions
(ft.)

Size of
Garage
(sqft.)

20x20

400

Approved
or Denied
by the
Village
Board
Approved

2003

341 S. Spring Ave.

84.38

20 x 22.31

440

Approved

2007

100 S. Ashland Ave.

47.91

19x23

437

Approved

2008

309 S. Kensington Ave.

100.35

20x20

400

Approved

2009

315 S. Catherine Ave.*

182.24

22x22

484

Withdrawn

2013

235 S. La Grange Rd.

227

20x20

400

Approved

2014

415 S. Park Rd.

156

20x20

400

Approved

2017

216 S. 6th Ave.

176

22x22

484

Approved

* The application for 315 S. Catherine Ave. was for a garage and an addition to the house.
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Table 4

Year

Address

Exceeding
Maximum
Building
Coverage By
(sqft.)

2012

850 S. 10th Ave.

510

2013

233 S. Ashland Ave.

155

2015

737 S. Madison Ave.

112

Addition

Denied

2015

222 S. Kensington Ave.

389.5

Addition

Approved

2015

332 S. Ashland Ave.

167

Porch

Approved

2016

605 S. Brainard Ave.

396.7

Addition

Approved

2016

230 S. Catherine Ave.

249

Porch

Approved

2018

128 S. Waiola Ave.

341

Porch

Denied

2019

229 S. Ashland Ave.

193.71

Addition

Approved

Type of
Construction
Swimming
Pool*
Mud Room
and Front
Porch

Approved or
Denied by the
Village Board
Approved
Approved

* In ground swimming pools were at one time considered part of building coverage. The current Zoning Code longer considers
in ground swimming pools as part of building coverage, only lot coverage.

CONCLUSION
The Applicants seek a variation to allow the construction of a two car detached
garage which results in a building coverage of 32.5%, 169.35 square feet more than
permitted under the Zoning Code.
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 a motion to
recommend denial would be appropriate.
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, but a lesser variation would
meet the variation standards, then the Zoning Board of Appeals may suggest that the
Applicants accept a lesser variation.
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If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation meets the variation
standards in Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, then a motion to recommend
approval, with the condition that the existing driveway be modified to meet the lot
coverage maximum, would be appropriate.

ATTACHMENT
1. Application submittal package
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Attachment 1

See attached addendum

See attached addendum

See attached addendum

See attached addendum

See attached addendum

See attached addendum

See attached addendum

Addendum to Murphy Application for Zoning Variation
for Murphy Residence
317 S. Stone Avenue | La Grange | IL | 60525

2.) Unique Physical Condition.
The 2-car garage structure would comply with the architectural integrity of our home and
neighborhood. It’s unique because our house was built in 1968 and the garage was updated in 1984, so
we’re trying to bring the overall structure of the house/garage up to current standards by increasing the
size of the garage to fit family-sized vehicles of today’s standards.

3.) Not Self-Created.
The current, existing 1.5-car garage was the original garage build with our home that we
purchased in 2010. While it might have been sufficient for the previous owners, it does not fit our
standard, family-sized vehicles.

4.) Denied Substantial Rights.
Denying our family this variation application would prevent our family from being able to park
our standard, family-sized vehicles in our garage as our neighbors have the opportunity to do. This new
structure would give our property the same sized garages as our neighbors and community.

5.) Not Merely Special Privilege.
No, this new 2-car structure would not give our family or property any special privilege. It
merely allows us to have a similar sized garage as our neighbors and community so we can park our
family-sized vehicles.

6.) Code and Plan Purposes.
The approval of this process would only result in the garage structure submitted with this
application.

7.) Essential Character of the Area.
a.) No, the material used for the structure will be the environmentally friendly and will be the
same as the home.
b.) No, the development would not affect the light within the vicinity or property.
c.) No, the development would not increase congestion. In fact, it will help with street
congestion as it will eliminate the need for us to park on the street which negatively affects street
congestion.
d.) The new structure will not increase the danger of flood or fire.
e.) The new structure will have no impact on public utilities.
f.) The development will not endanger the public health or safety of La Grange or any of its
residents.

8.) No Other Remedy.
No, there is no other way to cover and protect the vehicles needed for our family and home
other than to construct a reasonably sized 2-car garage

* This is a general detail provided for planning purposes. The pedestrian door is proposed on the north side of the garage in the applicants' request. *

