Village of La Grange
Zoning Board of Appeals
Specially Called Meeting of June 29, 2021
A specially called meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals for the Village of La Grange was
held at 7:30 p.m. on Tuesday, June 29, 2021, 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
Chairman Finder called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
Verify Quorum
Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Peterson, Edwards, Kerpan, Sheehan, Bresnahan, Finder
Absent: Hennessy
Director of Community Development Charity Jones, Village Planner Heather Valone,
and Trustee McCarty were also present.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – SEPTEMBER 17, 2020
Commissioner Edwards made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to approve
the minutes from September 17, 2020 meeting with no changes. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

III.

BUSINESS AT HAND
ZBA #633 – VARIATION FROM SECTION 9-105D (PROHIBITED FENCE
LOCATIONS) OF THE ZONING CODE WITHIN THE R-2 SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT, HEATHER AND JAMES ZEMAN, 5005 S. WILLOW
SPRINGS RD.
Chairman Finder asked anyone present this evening that will be speaking in regards to
this public hearings to please stand and raise his/her right hand. He then administered the
oath. 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 #633. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
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Staff Presentation
Mrs. Valone, Village Planner, said the subject property is located roughly south of
Denning Park and 50th Street and north of 51st Street and the AMITA Hospital Campus.
The house to the north of the subject property is a corner lot, so their front yard faces
Willow Springs Road and their corner side yard faces 50th Street. The subject property is
an interior lot, so its front faces Willow Springs Road. To the south of the subject
property are two through lots where the homes are situated on Hillberry Court. The lot
behind the subject property is also located on Hillberry. The last house to the south is
another corner lot where the front yard is on Willow Springs Road and the corner side
yard is on 51st Street.
Based on the Zoning Code requirement the applicant is permitted to fence the interior and
rear yards. The Zoning Code does not permit the fence to go in front of the home. The
applicant is requesting a portion of the fence to go in front of their home. She showed on
the overhead the subject property and where the applicant was requesting the proposed
fence. She then showed where on the subject property the Zoning Code allows the fence
to be located. Ms. Valone noted that staff did list a number of options in staff
memorandum that the Zoning Board of Appeals can use for their recommendation this
evening and staff is available for any questions.
Chairman Finder asked if the Commission had any questions for staff at this time. None
responded. He then asked the applicant to come forward and make a presentation.
Applicant Presentation
Heather Zeman, the applicant, thanked the Commission for coming in this evening. She
wanted to point out that the property to the north of her does not have a driveway that
goes onto Willow Springs Road. The last property on the block to the south also has their
front door facing 51st. Her property is the only driveway on that block that leads onto
Willow Springs Road. She grew up in La Grange and purchased her home in October
2020. She does have two small children and also has two dogs. When she purchased her
home she understood the ramifications of living on a busy street. However, it wasn’t until
after she moved in did she truly understand the ramifications.
After she had moved in, she ended up having an individual that was naked leave La
Grange Hospital and come onto her property to take refuge in her shed. She was not
aware this person came onto her property until the police were there trying to extricate
this individual from her shed. This frightened both her and her children. After that
incident, she would go through her property and she would find medical debris, condoms,
cigarettes, and alcohol. There is some form of natural barrier currently but it only applies
when it is spring and summer. During the winter the leaves fall off and the natural barrier
no longer protects the property. After the individual had come onto her property, she was
advised by the previous owner that this was not the first time that someone has come onto
the property and broken into the shed. She understands that she is close to a hospital and
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school and bad things happen in any town. However, for the safety of her family,
extending the fence out to the street would be the proper course of action.
Mrs. Zeman stated the house south of her has a six-foot privacy fence that goes to the
sidewalk. This would just be an extension of their similar fence. It would not interfere
with light or water drainage for anyone. The homes located across the street all have sixfoot privacy fences. This would be the most aesthetically pleasing, non-disruptive for the
area but also protecting the safety and security of her family. She asked if the
Commission had any questions for her.
Commissioner Peterson asked besides the bushes along Willow Springs Road is there a
fence because when she drove by she saw a black metal fence.
Mrs. Zeman said she had put that up last week because she had a party and there were
small children at the party. She had blocked a small portion because the foliage did not
cover it. They did not want the kids to be able to get out. It is a very short landscaping
fence and it is already falling out because of the rain.
Commissioner Kerpan asked if her main concern was to prevent access to the rear yard,
shed, and garage.
Mrs. Zeman stated it is for the health and safety of the entire yard. Since the incident,
there is a concern of individuals breaking in. They now have paid closer attention to the
debris that is coming into their property at all points of time. In March, she found a
medical bracelet from an individual in her yard. It had made it past the front yard and the
foliage to end up next to her home. She has to put on gloves to pick up any garbage in her
yard because she has no idea if it is contaminated.
Commissioner Kerpan said he will be referencing the A&M Fence Corporation drawing
of the lot. He confirmed that they are wanting the fence along Willow Springs Road
approximately 82 feet running north and south. Then the fence would go east
approximately 60 feet to the house.
Mrs. Zeman stated that is correct.
Commissioner Kerpan asked if someone would still be able to access the backyard and
shed by walking down her driveway.
Mrs. Zeman said the fence will enclose the backyard as well. She then explained based
on the drawing where the fence would be located. They wouldn’t be enclosing the front
of the home structure and they wouldn’t be enclosing most of the driveway section.
Commissioner Kerpan asked if they would be removing any of the shrubbery, bushes, or
trees along Willow Springs Road and will the fence be installed on the east side of the
shrubbery closer to the sidewalk and Willow Springs Road.
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Mrs. Zeman stated she believes it is the west side of the shrubbery and closer to the
sidewalk and Willow Springs Road. They would cut back what the fence company would
require them to so they can install the posts. They would like to trim it up and make it
more cohesive. They would have to remove the evergreen tree, but it is partially dead.
Commissioner Kerpan said even if there was a fence there, the debris is still going to
collect along the fence.
Mrs. Zeman stated that is true, but they do take care of their property. They just want a
beautiful and cohesive piece of property that would be in line with the Village. They
don’t mind picking up the garage, but they do mind the amount of garbage they get that is
hazardous that is making its way past the vegetation and into the grass.
Commissioner Kerpan said Figure 3 in staff’s packet shows a picture of a fence line that
would be permitted and it would prevent access to that shed. He asked if that is not a
reasonable alternative.
Mrs. Zeman stated in her mind it is not. She does not believe putting a fence that far back
on her property and having a vegetation line that looks vastly different in the fall would
be aesthetically pleasing. It will look disjointed and she does not believe this is the
beautification process that La Grange would want to do. She feels protecting the health
and safety of where the garbage is coming in is more important than the square footage
that is allotted by code.
Commissioner Kerpan asked what is the unique condition she has for her property.
Mrs. Zeman said the unique condition is that they are located so close to the hospital and
across the street from the High School. For some reason, there are all these other homes,
but this individual decided to come onto her property. She thought the six-foot fence to
the south hindered the individual and is why he decided to enter her property. The two
lots to the south are through lots and the lot to the north does not have an entrance onto
Willow Springs Road. They are the only driveway that exits onto Willow Springs Road.
Commissioner Peterson asked what they are planning on doing or changing to the
vegetation.
Mrs. Zeman stated it is her understanding that the vegetation does not need to be
approved by the Village. She does not have a plan in place currently, but it will be more
uniformed. She does take pride in her yard and her flower beds are a little excessive. She
would like to put something on the corner of the driveway but nothing that would be
blocking the vision from the driveway.
Commissioner Sheehan said it looks like the other lots along the east side of Willow
Springs Road do not have fences and feature landscaping along the property line. She
asked if she had heard if they have any problems with garbage on their lots or people
coming onto their property.
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Mrs. Valone showed on the overhead which properties along the east side Willow
Springs Road that did not have fencing.
Mrs. Zeman stated the property to the north has an immense amount of garbage in their
landscaping. The owner is very busy taking care of his elderly mother so she has not said
anything to him. She does not know the neighbors to the south. The neighbor to the north
saw the gentleman in their yard and his caretaker was very upset. The neighbors directly
behind them on Hillberry also saw the individual. She does not have windows along the
backside so she had no idea the person was there.
Chairman Finder asked if there were any further questions from Commission for the
applicant. None responded. He then asked if there was anyone in the audience that
wanted to speak in regards to this public hearing.
Public Comment
Chairman Finder then asked if there was anyone in the audience that wanted to speak in
regards to this public hearing. None responded. He then called for a motion to close the
public hearing.
Commissioner Peterson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Edwards to close the
public hearing for ZBA #633. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Zoning Board of Appeals Discussion
Chairman Finder said they will go through the Variation Standards and see if any of the
Commissioners had any comments to any of them. He then read the General Standard.
Commissioner Kerpan stated the second portion of the standard states it requires proof
that the variation sought satisfies each of the standards. That is the burden the applicant
has and they have to determine if the applicant has met these standards. The second
standard, he does not believe the applicant has demonstrated this is a unique physical
condition. In the packet, the applicant stated it was the neighbor’s six-foot fence but
tonight they heard it was the driveway. He does not feel having the only driveway onto
Willow Springs makes it unique.
Commissioner Edwards said he feels it is unique because there are not that many areas in
La Grange that have eight different lot sizes on one block. There are also two extremely
long lots that could put fences right up on Willow Springs Road. The fact that you have
front and back yards right next to each other makes it unique.
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Commissioner Kerpan said that the lot sizes do appear to vary, however, the subject lot
exceeds the minimum size required by the Zoning Code.
Chairman Finder stated he agrees that it is rare to have a through lot right next to you.
Commissioner Bresnahan said having the rear lots also right across Willow Springs Road
also makes it unique.
Commissioner Kerpan stated for standard number four he feels the applicant was not
denied substantial rights. The alternative that the Zoning Code allows is reasonable and it
would prevent access to that rear yard. He does not believe the fence is going to help with
the trash.
Commissioner Bresnahan said if they put the fence back to line up with the house it
would segregate that section of the yard. The question is would you be denying
substantial rights if it affects the value of that yard and lot.
Chairman Finder stated he has been struggling with the standard “Not Merely Special
Privilege”. There are probably a lot of people in La Grange that would like a fence in
their front yard if they could. He feels if they approve this variation they would be
granting a special privilege.
Commissioner Kerpan said there is reluctance in the Zoning Code to allow fencing in the
front yards. He feels it will open up a lot of requests for front yard fencing.
Commissioner Sheehan stated she was concerned about that also and setting precedence.
Commissioner Edwards said if it was such a desired thing then there would have been
more prior submittals than two cited in the staff memorandum.
Chairman Finder stated if it wasn’t for the neighbor’s fence maybe there wouldn’t be the
temptation for the request given the existing conditions and the direct vicinity, which is
different than most of the city.
Commissioner Kerpan said under standard number six he was going to bring up the
Zoning Code’s reluctance of allowing fencing in the front yard.
Chairman Finder stated if he looked at this parcel by itself he agrees, but then you have
these giant six-foot fences to the south.
Commissioner Sheehan asked if she had talked to her neighbors about this fence and did
they have any comments or concerns.
Mrs. Zeman said she did mention to the neighbor to the north and the neighbor directly
behind her.
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Chairman Finder stated the last standard is no other remedy.
Commissioner Kerpan said he already stated that he feels what is permitted under the
Zoning Code does provide an alternative remedy that does not require a variation.
Commissioner Bresnahan stated another remedy could be other vegetation.
Chairman Finder asked if there were any further comments from the Commission. He
then asked staff to summarize the options the Commission has for the recommendation.
Mrs. Valone read the three options the Commission has which are listed on page 8 of
staff memorandum. She also provided some example conditions the Commission could
impose if they so choose.
Commissioner Bresnahan asked how unique is it having those through lots.
Mrs. Valone said she does not see them that often but cannot say how unique it is. There
has been only one other through fence request since she has been with the Village.
Commissioner Bresnahan stated when looking at the Code it states to provide high
quality housing options for the residents. He asked wouldn’t approving the variation
improve the value of the home. He understands the front yard fences are an uncommon
feature in the Village but isn’t this property a unique situation with the through lots.
Chairman Finder said some of the Commissioners would agree that the through lots are
unique.
Commissioner Kerpan stated the problem with identifying this property with a through
lot is setting precedence for other blocks that might have a through lot.
Commissioner Bresnahan said there would be different circumstances and a different
scenario.
Chairman Finder asked if there were any further comments from the Commission. None
responded. He then called for a motion.
Zoning Board of Appeals Recommendation
Commissioner Kerpan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to
recommend to the President and Board of Trustees denial of case ZBA #633 – Variation
from Section 9-105D (Prohibited Fence Location) of the Zoning Code within the R-2
Single Family Residential District. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Kerpan, Peterson, Sheehan, Finder
Nays: Edwards and Bresnahan
Motion passed
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IV.

OLD BUSINESS
None

V.

NEW BUSINESS
None

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Finder called for a motion to adjourn the meeting.
Commissioner Peterson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Edwards to adjourn
the meeting at 8:32 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:

Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner

THROUGH:

Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

ZBA #634 – A Variation from Paragraph 3-110E1 (Maximum Building
Coverage for an interior lot) to allow the construction of an addition within
the R-2 Single Family Residential District, Clare Napleton, 416 S. Sunset Ave.

DATE:

January 20, 2022

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Clare Napleton of 6692 Partners, LLC (the “Applicant”), owner of the property at 416
S. Sunset Ave. (the “Subject Property”) (Figure 1), wishes to construct a, one story
addition (100 square feet) on the rear of the house located on the Subject Property.

Figure 1 The Subject Property is located south of the intersection of Goodman and Sunset
Avenues

The maximum allowable building coverage in the R-2 Single Family Residential District is
25%, 3,412.24 square feet for the Subject Property. Currently the Subject Property has a

ZBA #634 – 416 S. Sunset Ave.
January 20, 2022
building coverage of 29.5%, exceeding the maximum permitted building coverage by
608.56 square feet. If the proposed rear addition is constructed, the resulting building
coverage would be 30.19%, which is 708.75 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 than 20%. The requested
variation does not fall within the authorized limits of the Zoning Code. The Applicant is
requesting a building coverage of 4,120.99 square feet (30.19%). However, based on
the Zoning Code limitation, the Applicant can only request a coverage of 4,094.69
(30%). It was determined after the application submittal that there was an error on the
submitted plat of survey (the rear porch on the home was depicted as a patio). A note
has been added to the submitted plat showing the area that was omitted (Attachment
1). The project site plan has been updated to include the rear porch area. At the
hearing, the Applicant will present a proposal to revise the request in order to fall within
the authorized variation limits.
The maximum allowable lot coverage in the R-2 Single Family Residential District is 45%,
6,142.03 square feet for the Subject Property. Currently the Subject Property has a lot
coverage of 52.54%. If the requested variation is granted, the Applicant intends to
remove roughly 1,606 square feet of pool, patio area, and walkways in order to comply
with the maximum lot coverage for the property (see Attachment 1). The proposed site
plan would result in a lot coverage of 39.2%.
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
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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-2 Single Family Residential District. The R-2 District
requires a minimum lot width of 60 ft. and minimum lot size of 12,500 square feet. The
Subject Property has a lot width of roughly 90 ft. and lot size of 13,648.95 square feet.
The Zoning Code restricts the building coverage on the Subject Property to 25%, or
3,412.24 square feet. The current house as constructed has a total building
coverage of 4,020.8 square feet (608.56 square feet more than the maximum
permitted building coverage). The proposed addition would result in a building
coverage (capped at 20% per the authorized variation section of the Zoning Code)
of 4,094.69 square feet, exceeding maximum building coverage by 682.45 square
feet.
When comparing the Subject Property to other properties along 400 block of S.
Sunset Ave., 79% of the interior lots are similar in size (approximately 13,470-13,720
square feet) and have a maximum allowable building coverage between 3,3683,429 square feet (Table 1). The two corner lots at the south end of the block have
lot sizes greater than 15,000 square feet.
Table 1
West Side of S. Sunset Ave.
Lot
25 % Permitted
House
Size
Building Coverage
Number
(sqft.)
(sqft.)
400
408
416
424
430
438*
442

13,644
13,651
13,649
13,671
13,712
13,716
13,859

3,411
3,413
3,412
3,418
3,428
3,429
3,965

House
Number
401
405
417
427*
433
439
445

East Side of S. Sunset Ave.
Lot Size 25% Permitted
(sqft.)
Building
Coverage (sqft.)
13,500
13,653
13,500
13,474
13,500
13,500
15,630

3,375
3,413
3,375
3,368
3,375
3,375
3,908

* 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.
The Applicant also asserts in the application materials that the style of the house is
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a unique condition; the Applicant states that one story unmodified ranches are rare
in this area of La Grange. Table 2 details the heights of the neighboring houses on
the 400 block of Sunset Ave.
Table 2
West Side

East Side

House Number

# Stories

House Number

# Stories

400

2

401

2

408

2

405

1

416

1

417

2

424

2

427

2

430

2

433

2

438

2

439

2

442

1.5

445

1.5

There is only one other ranch on the 400 block of Sunset Ave., at 405 S. Sunset Ave.
Additionally there are two homes at the south end of the block that are 1.5 stories.
The remaining 10 houses on the block are two stories.
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 June of 2021. Based on Community
Development Department records the house was constructed in 1957. The
footprint of the home has not been increased since its original construction. The
house pre-dates the current Zoning Code requirements for building coverage
maximums. As noted by the Applicant in the application materials, the house is a
one story midcentury ranch. The Applicant has stated in the submitted materials
that a second floor addition is not proposed as it would not be in keeping with the
architecture of the house and their intent to preserve its original character.
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 Applicant states in the submitted application that new construction homes
have more modern floor plans with large kitchens and family rooms. The house on
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the Subject Property was constructed in the 1957 and has not been significantly
updated since the original construction. Per the Applicant’s application, the
variation would allow for modernization of the house.
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 Applicant states in the submitted application that the house on the Subject
Property is outdated. The Applicant intends to modernize the house without
changing the architectural style of the building.
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 addition will be located in
the rear of the house and mimic the existing architecture. The houses that back up
to the Subject Property are zoned R-3 which only requires minimum lot widths of 50
ft. and minimum lot areas of 7,500 square feet. The R-3 district allows for a 30%
building coverage.
The Comprehensive Plan includes also includes a goal to “protect and enhance
existing historic and natural resources.” The house was constructed in 1957 making
it more than 50 years old (the minimum age for the Department of the Interior to
consider a building eligible for historic designation).1 Per the Applicant’s application
materials, the house on the Subject Property is one of only a few remaining
1 www.nps.gov
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unmodified ranches in this area of La Grange.
As indicated in the background section, the Subject Property is currently over the
permitted maximum lot coverage. The Applicant stated in the application materials
that the pool, patio areas, and some walkways will be removed to comply with the
permitted maximum lot coverage. The resulting lot coverage will be 39.2%.
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 Applicant states 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.
As indicated in Table 1 above, the surrounding properties to the north, south, and
east are zoned R-2, have similar lot sizes, and maximum building coverage square
footages. The properties to the west are zoned R-3, have smaller lot sizes, and are
permitted to have a 30% building coverage. The addition is proposed in the rear
(west) side of the house. The Applicant indicates in the application that the addition
as proposed would maintain the architecture and style of the original 1957 house.
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 remedy available for the Applicants. Section 14-703
of the Zoning Code allows relief from the maximum building coverage for single
family home additions of up to 100 square feet through the administrative
adjustment process. However, because the house is already more than 100 square
feet over the permitted building coverage, the Applicant cannot apply for an
6
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Administrative Adjustment.
PREVIOUS VARIATION REQUESTS
Table 3 lists all building coverage variation applications since 2012. 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
249.4 square feet over the permitted maximum.
Table 3
Year

Address

Exceeding
Maximum
Building
Coverage By
(sqft.)

Type of
Construction

Approved or Denied
by the Village Board

2012

850 S. 10th Ave.

510

Swimming Pool*

Approved

2013

233 S. Ashland Ave.

155

Mud Room and
Front Porch

Approved

2013

235 S. La Grange Rd.

227

Garage

Approved

2014

415 S. Park Rd.

156

Garage

Approved

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

2017

216 S. 6th Ave.

176

Garage

Approved

2018

128 S. Waiola Ave.

341

Porch

Denied

2019

229 S. Ashland Ave.

193.7

Addition

Approved

2020

317 S. Stone Ave.

169.4

Garage

Approved

* In ground swimming pools were at one time considered part of building coverage.
The current Zoning Code no longer considers in ground swimming pools as part of
building coverage, only lot coverage.
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CONCLUSION
The Applicant seeks a variation to allow the construction of an addition to the rear of
the house which results in a building coverage exceeding the maximum 25% 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.
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 would be appropriate with the condition that the Applicant reduces the
requested building coverage to 4,094.69 square feet (30%).
ATTACHMENT
1. Application submittal package
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Attachment 1

Rear porch
omitted from
survey

SIDE

17.60'

NEW EGRESS
WINDOW WELL
PROPOSED 100 SQ. FT
ADDITION

REPLACE EXISTING
DRIVEWAY

ATTACHED
2 CAR GARAGE

NEW WALKWAY &
PATIO

5.67'
EXISTING POOL &
PATIO AREA TO BE
REMOVED

90.0'

90.0'

30'-4 3/8"

40'-0"

REAR YARD

SIDE

FRONT

9'-0"

EXISTING REAR
PORCH AREA

EXISTING 1 STORY
BRICK/FRAME
SINGLE FAMILY HOME

151.84'

A

PROJECT SITE PLAN - 416 SUNSET AVE
Scale: 1" = 20'-0"

SUNSET AVENUE

9'-0"

151.74'

COPYRIGHT: CARR WARNER ARCHITECTS,
INC. EXPRESSLY RESERVES ITS COMMON
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