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I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Zoning Board of Appeals - Regular Meeting - May 8, 2018 7:00 PM 

III. PUBLIC HEARING 

1. 265 N Schiller Street 

Special Use to permit a residential addition to be located 18 feet from the front lot 
line instead of the minimum required 30 feet setback pursuant to Section 10.06 
(c)(13) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Variation to permit lot coverage of 47 percent instead of the maximum permitted 
45 percent pursuant to Section 10.06 (g) (1) (b) of the Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance. 

2. Stone Garden Subdivision 

Variation to permit 1 above ground utility appurtenance to remain in the side yard 
abutting a street at 229 N. Brockway Street and 1 above ground utility 
appurtenance to remain in the front yard of 221 N. Brockway Street, per Section 
6.01 (b) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

3. 217 N. Plum Grove Road 

Variation to permit an accessory structure to exceed 50% of the principle 
structure per Section 6.01 (a) (4) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

4. 920 S. Harvard Drive 

Variation to permit a driveway to exceed the maximum width at the lot line, for a 
minimum distance of 5 feet: 25 feet pursuant to Section 7.04 (i)(3) of the Palatine 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Variation to permit a driveway to exceed the maximum width of 30 feet pursuant 
to Section 7.04 (i)(3) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

5. 600 N. First Bank Drive 

Special Use to permit a medical office (chiropractic) pursuant to Section 11.03 (d) 
(42) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
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6. 1407 E. Norman Drive 

Variation to permit lot coverage to be 56 percent, instead of the maximum 
permitted 45 percent pursuant to Section 10.06 (g) (1) (b) of the Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance.  
 
Variation to permit a patio to be set back 0 feet from the side lot lines, instead of 
the minimum required 2 feet pursuant to Section 10.01 (d) (3) (b) of the Palatine 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Variation to permit an accessory structure to be located 3 feet from principal 
structure, instead of the minimum required 10 feet pursuant to Section 6.01 
(a)(2)(b) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Variation to permit an accessory structure to be set back 0 feet, instead of the 
minimum required 5 feet, pursuant to Section 6.01 (a) (2) (b) of the Palatine 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Variation to permit an accessory structure to be located in an easement, 
pursuant to Section 6.01 (a)(3)(c) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

IV. COMMUNICATIONS 

V. ADJOURNMENT 
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I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Attendee Name Title Status Arrived 

Brent Larson Commissioner Absent  

Cindy Roth-Wurster Commissioner Present  

Jan Wood Commissioner Present  

Jerry Luszczak Commissioner Present  

Theodore McGinn Commissioner Present  

Kevin Cavanaugh Commissioner Remote  

James Dittrich Commissioner Present  

John Pirog Commissioner Present  

 
Staff present: Ms. Lyn Bremanis 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Zoning Board of Appeals - Regular Meeting - Apr 24, 2018 7:00 PM - Accepted 

Mr. Lusczak made a motion to approve the minutes of April 24, 2018; 
seconded by Mr. Dittrich.  

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

AYES: Roth-Wurster, Wood, Luszczak, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Larson 
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III. PUBLIC HEARING 

1. 630 S Stegen Street - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on April 23, 2018 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Special Use 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Plat of Subdivision 
4. Site Plan 
5. Elevations 
6. Public Notice 
7. Objector’s Letter - Cronin 

 
Sworn in Staff- Ms. Lyn Bremanis 
 
Sworn in petitioner: Mr. Greg Rose KF Walter 21 N Brockway Palatine, IL 
Mr. Rose gave a brief background of the request.  He stated the subdivision is a 
PUD that was done last year.  He stated most homes have been sold.  He 
explained the buyer for this slot wants to put a porch on the home.  Mr. Rose 
spoke to the issues they face with the monotony code. He stated they have sold 
9 of the lots and are trying to ensure they meet the monotony code which 
requires some lots to have porches and some without.  He pointed out the porch 
would be nice for the client and with monotony code. Mr. Rose stated he is 
required to work within the monotony code to ensure variation within the 
community. He spoke to the front setback being 30ft. and explained he is asking 
for approx. 3ft. of encroachment.  He pointed out the home is similar to others in 
the subdivision and feels it will blend in perfectly. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if the buyer would want to reduce the size of the home by 3ft. 
Mr. Rose explained they have a 50ft depth that we are using for these homes 
and to reduce the home by 3ft. would change the whole dynamic.  He pointed out 
on this plan it doesn’t make sense. 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked what the square footage of the home is. 
Mr. Rose explained it is just less than 3900 sq.ft. 
 
Mr. Pirog stated it is a large home and asked what the square footage would be if 
they reduced it by 3ft. 
Mr. Rose explained it would reduce it by 75 sq.ft.  He further explained it would 
change the whole plan.  Mr. Rose stated reducing 3ft on this plan would be 
dramatic would necessitate a different plan. 
 
Mr. Pirog clarified construction hasn’t started. 
Mr. Rose stated that is correct 
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Mr. Cavanaugh clarified this plan is consistent with the other homes in the 
development with the majority having covered porches. 
Mr. Rose explained as part of the monotony code all of the homes cannot have 
covered porches.  
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked how many homes are in the development  
Mr. Rose stated there are 11 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked how many of the 11 have covered porches 
Mr. Rose explained as of now 5 and 2 remain unsold 
 
Ms. Wood asked for clarification on the monotony code and how it can include 
more than just porches. 
Mr. Rose explained he has a set number of plans for the community and the 
buyer has selected this plan #80.  He further explained due to the pressure of the 
monotony code a porch is needed in order to build this home at this location.  Mr. 
Rose stated every other item is consistent with the original intent of community.  
He pointed out this well help with the village requirements, the monotony 
requirements and the customer requirements. 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked if the rear setback is right at 40ft 
Mr. Rose answered yes 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked about the lot coverage 
Mr. Rose stated they are well under what is required 
Ms. Bremanis stated she ran the lot coverage and doesn’t have the exact 
numbers but agrees they are well under. 
Mr. Rose explained this lot is wider than the typical Palatine lot.  
 
Ms. Wood asked staff if other homes in the area that have asked or have 
received similar front yard setbacks 
Ms. Bremanis explained many homes have not been built in the area and she is 
not aware of any that have received relief.   She stated they did go to plan 
commission to change the rear yard setbacks. 
 
Ms. Wood stated she struggles with this because it is a large lot and a large 
home and doesn’t understand why it needs additional relief when it is still in the 
design stage. 
 
Ms. Wood clarified there are 11 homes in the area 
Mr. Rose answered yes. 
 
Ms. Bremanis gave a brief background on project.  She stated it has been 
reviewed by Community Services and Engineering.  She stated the porch is 
approx.. 24 ft. and is open air. She referred to the slide with the Special Use 
standards. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The proposed new residence is requesting to encroach 4 feet into the required 
front yard. The home is already at the maximum required rear yard setback of 40 
feet. The encroachment is only for the front porch that is approximately 28 feet 
across and the porch is an open air style.  Front yard setback reductions for open 
air porches are not uncommon and the proposed home should not cause 
substantial injury to the value of other property in the neighborhood.  Therefore, 
Staff recommends approval of the Special Use subject to the following 
conditions:  
 

1. The Special Use shall substantially conform to the site plan and elevations 
prepared by KF Walter Homes, submitted 04/04/2018, except as such plans may 
be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  
 
Mr. Pirog asked about the wording “substantial injury” and how it is harder than 
normal wording. 
Ms. Bremanis explained it should not be read into it just means it will not have a 
negative impact to values  
 
Mr. Pirog asked if any homes are built 
Ms. Bremanis referred to slide to show what homes were built  
 
Mr. Pirog asked if any needed a variation 
Ms. Bremanis answered no 
 
Ms. Wood asked which homes have porches 
Ms. Bremanis stated the petitioner can answer. 
 
Ms. Wood asked is the address of the objector 
Ms. Bremanis stated she is not aware but he is not part of the 250 ft. mailing. 
 
Mr. Rose clarified there are 6 homes under construction, 2 more in for permit  
and a 3rd that is a custom home.  He stated none required a special use.  He 
referred to slide to show the lots that have porches (lots 1, 2, 5, 7, and this one) 
 
There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; 
seconded by Mr. McGinn. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
Mr. Cavanaugh spoke to the unique situation and pointed out the purpose of a 
special use has to do with the existing vistas and not detract from the values.  He 
pointed out they are creating the value and what the neighborhood will be. He 
stated this request is consistent with what the 11 home neighborhoods will be.  
 
Mr. McGinn spoke to the standards and stated there is no issue with public 
health safety and welfare.  He stated the only issue is with the impact of value 
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but because the lots are large this won’t have an adverse impact. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster spoke to the size of the lots, the size of homes and the 
monotony code and why it is in existence.  She pointed out porches create 
neighborhoods and requests come in a lot in older neighborhoods.  She state if 
this was a huge garage it would be different but taking the one at a time she is in 
favor 
 
Mr. Pirog stated it doesn’t conflict with the standards but being new construction 
and 3900 sq.ft. there is no reason not to meet code 
 
Mr. McGinn pointed out it is not a requirement and that is why they are asking for 
a special use they just need to meet the standards. 
 
Mr. Pirog stated the negative impact is unknown. 
 
Mr. Luszczak agreed with Mr. Pirog pointing out it is a big home and shaving off 
75 sq. ft. shouldn’t be a problem. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster pointed out the home is sold and the buyer chose a plan that 
would have to change to include the porch and they may have second thoughts 
knowing the layout would have to change.  She pointed the neighborhood is in 
construction and being open air it should not have a negative impact on the 
neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Wood stated it meets the standards so will vote in favor.  She stated usually 
in new construction they look at the requests tougher because they are able to 
make the modifications.  She pointed out with it being open air it is not a large 
encumbrance.  Ms. Wood stated she will vote in favor because it meets the 
standards but thinks council may have a different opinion on properties keeping 
with the standards at a conception point when they can be changed at the design 
point. 
 
Ms. Wood summarized that this request has met the standards and was 
approved by a vote of 4-3. This item will go to Village Council on May 21, 
2018. 

RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [4 TO 3] 

MOVER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Theodore McGinn, Commissioner 

AYES: Roth-Wurster, Wood, McGinn, Cavanaugh 

NAYS: Luszczak, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Larson 
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2. 1007 W Willow Road - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on April 23, 2018 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Special Use 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Plat of Survey/ Site Plan 
4. Floor Plan 
5. Elevations 
6. Public Notice  

 
Sworn in petitioner Ms. Jane Manda 1007 W Willow St and  Mr. Dan 
Cunningham architect 814 Concord Lane Barrington 
Ms. Manda explained the reason they want to add a screened in porch is 
because their house faces the south and gets sun all day.    She further 
explained it gets so hot that she can’t keep the blinds open.  Ms. Manda stated 
this way they can open the sliders and get air ventilation.  She stated the deck is 
19 years old and needs to be repaired or replaced. 
 
Mr. Cunningham explained the deck currently sticks out 8.5 ft. and in order to 
allow room for furniture they want to extend to 10ft so they are requesting the 
additional 4ft in the rear yard setback.  He stated this will provide shade and will 
allow borrowed light to come in through skylights and windows.  
 
Mr. Pirog asked if there is currently concrete there 
Mr. Cunningham stated there are piers for the deck that would be removed 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if they would have to lay a foundation 
Mr. Cunningham explained he spoke to Sanyo and she said they could use 
12inch piers.  
 
Mr. Pirog asked why they don’t need a cement foundation 
Mr. Cunningham stated they don’t need it for the loads they are carrying.  He 
explained if he had to he would build the footings out but after doing his calcs 
there isn’t enough there to warrant putting a footing on.  He explained it is non-
conditioned and will not have any insulation on the underside unless they can 
drape in plastic to keep the critters out. Mr. Cunningham stated there will be an 
apron around whole thing so nothing can get under there. 
Ms. Bremanis clarified an enclosed porch would be better term than a sunroom 
since it will not be heated or cooled. 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked if they have spoken to the neighbors 
Ms. Manda stated yes she knows 3 of them well and have discussed this for 
many years and they have no objections 
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Mr. Luszczak asked if she spoke to the neighbor directly next door. 
Ms. Manda answered yes she spoke to all three that border her lot. She stated 
she went over to the house that is diagonal to her explain. She referred to the 
aerial indicating the home in question.  Ms. Manda stated the neighbor said she 
was opposed to all variances so that is why they were unable to go through with 
the administrative variation.  
 
Mr. Pirog asked if the whole yard is fenced in 
Ms. Manda answered no 
 
Ms. Wood asked which neighbors she spoke to. 
Ms. Manda referred to slide indicating which neighbors had signed off on the 
request. 
Ms. Bremanis explained the administrative variation process and how since one 
neighbor would not sign off they have to come before the board to get a full 
variation. 
  
Mr. Pirog clarified the request is for 4 more feet. 
Mr. Cunningham stated it is just to accommodate a normal size room. 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked what the setback will be. 
Mr. Cunningham explained the deck is right at the 40ft setback and they are 
asking for approx. 2.5 ft.  He stated that will give them a little more room 
clarifying the overhangs doesn’t count. 
Ms. Bremanis stated the overhangs do not count. 
 
Ms. Bremanis gave a brief summary of request.  She stated the lot follows the R2 
standards.  She stated the peak height and the lot coverage does meet code.  
Ms. Bremanis referred to the slides pointing out other homes in neighborhood 
that have porches that encroach similar to the request.  She stated the one 
directly across Middleton received a special use. Ms. Bremanis stated community 
services and engineering have reviewed and have no issues.  The standards 
were shown on a slide. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The Petitioners are proposing to replace an existing deck with a sun room that 
will have a similar encroachment into the required rear yard. The existing deck 
already encroaches in this area.  In addition there are several properties in the 
neighborhood that have rear yard encroachments.  The proposed addition should 
not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the neighborhood.  
Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the Special Use subject to the following 
conditions:  
  

1. The Special Use shall substantially conform to the site plan and elevations 
prepared by Dan Cunningham, Architect, submitted 04/05/2018, except as such 
plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  
 
There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 

2.1

Packet Pg. 9

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
M

ay
 8

, 2
01

8 
7:

00
 P

M
  (

A
p

p
ro

va
l o

f 
M

in
u

te
s)



Minutes Zoning Board of Appeals May 8, 2018 

VILLAGE OF PALATINE  Page 8   

 
Mr. Pirog made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; seconded 
by Mr. Luszczak. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
Mr. Pirog stated it is very straight forward.  He pointed out there is already 
something there and other homes have similar structures.  He stated it will not 
have a negative impact on the values but rather should increase it.  
 
Ms. Wood summarized that this request has met the standards and was 
unanimously approved by a vote of 7-0. This item will go to Village Council 
on May 21, 2018. 

RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: John Pirog, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Jerry Luszczak, Commissioner 

AYES: Roth-Wurster, Wood, Luszczak, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Larson 
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3. 2017 N Rand Road - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on April 23, 2018 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Special Use 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Plat of Survey 
4. Site Plan 
5. Business Plan 
6. Public Notice  

 
Sworn in petitioner Mr. Jeff Mullins and Wilma Diaz 220 Honeylake Court 
North Barrington  
Mr. Mullins explained they are looking to open a used car lot.  He stated this 
location had a used car lot in the past and Harley Davidson is next to it.  Mr. 
Mullins explained they are looking to run a family business with late model cars 
but no junk.  He stated they will ensure everything will be per code if approved.  
Mr. Mullins explained the building is already setup for their needs.   He further 
explained they will have no outside service at this time but if they add in the 
future they will make sure we follow village codes.  Mr. Mullins stated they want 
the lot to look nice.  He stated it won’t affect the neighbors behind.  He spoke to 
the easement along the property behind them and how the extra lighting they will 
install will make the area safer to people who walk at night.  He stated he 
understands the easement will be left open for them. 
 
Ms. Bremanis gave a brief summary of the property and request.  She stated 
the property is zoned B5 and because the request is for only used cars it is 
required to get a special use.  She stated if it was for both new and used it would 
be permitted.  Ms. Bremanis spoke to the hours and the business plan and stated 
they are not changing the interior of the building.  She spoke to the required 
parking and the location of the cars that are for sales.  Ms. Bremanis stated staff 
have reviewed the request and have no issues.  The standards were shown on a 
slide. 
Ms. Bremanis stated the property was approved back in 2007 for a used car 
dealer but never opened and until recently have been operating a landscaping 
business.   
 
Sworn in Ms. Ms. Barb Kubala 1032 E Jules St Arlington Heights, IL. owns 
multiple units in the Fox Fire Complex across the street. 
 
Ms. Kubala explained her concerns with traffic.  She stated there are many used 
car lots on Rand and many people use Fox Fire lot to test drive the cars.  She 
stated her renters have complained and is concerned this business will increase 
traffic and hurt her investment. She expressed her concern with the upkeep and 
appearance of the property. Ms. Kubala further explained her traffic concerns.  
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Ms. Wood stated she understands the traffic concern but stated it seems like this 
property would not increase it that much.  She stated she can see overall 
everything is cumulative 
Ms. Kubala stated Harley brings in a lot of traffic on the weekend 
 
Ms. Wood stated if she was looking to buy a car she would drive around on an 
expressway.  She stated it is hard to believe they go in a parking lot. 
Ms. Kubala stated she has not witnessed herself but she receives complaints 
from her renters and have had break-ins so they are alarmed at strange cars 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if there are any signs in their lot 
Ms. Kubala stated she thinks there are towing ones.  She spoke to the layout of 
the lot exits and the issues 200 families exit the one exit-390 units in whole 
complex. Renters have raised concern- on wants to leave they had it with the car 
lots down the street - not the nicest car  
 
Mr. Pirog clarified her concern is with making a making a left on Rand.   
Ms. Kubala stated making a left is nearly impossible and spoke to the trouble she 
had today and on occasions when dropping her son at Hertz. She stated her 
concern is this area is already heavily used and this will bring more traffic. Ms. 
Kubala asked if there will be cars parked out front. 
 
Sworn in Mr. Jeff Dziabacinski 694 E Whispering Oaks Dr. 
Mr. Dziabacinski expressed his concern with people walking back and forth and 
with property values.  He stated he purchased hoping to raise a family.  He 
stated they have a lot of noise issues with cars being dropped off from 
transportation vehicles at 10:00 pm, Harley Davidson at 8:00 am and from 
Toyota.  He stated it seems like it never ends. 
 
Ms. Wood asked how long have you lived there 
Mr. Dziabacinski explained 3 years but recently bought a few months ago 
 
Mr. McGinn clarified he rented but now bought 
Mr. Dziabacinski answered yes 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked where the people are walking 
Mr. Dziabacinski referred to the aerial slide and explained there is a walkway. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if the easement runs along the whole property to route 12. 
Ms. Bremanis answered yes 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if it allowed vehicle traffic 
Ms. Bremanis answered no and explained there is a gate.  She referred to the 
existing conditions slide and explained the Fire Department has access to be 
able to open or close which is the reason for that easement.   
 
Mr. Luszczak asked if the gate is left open. 
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Ms. Bremanis explained it should be closed and locked at all times. 
 
Ms. Wood asked where they are walking 
Mr. Dziabacinski explained there is a paved walkway that goes around the gate. 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked whose gate it is. 
Mr. Dziabacinski stated he is unsure 
 
Ms. Wood asked if they are trying to get on to Rand Rd. 
Mr. Dziabacinski answered yes 
 
Mr. Dziabacinski spoke to the noise from Toyota and Harley both starting at 
8:00am.  
Ms. Bremanis asked if they have called the Village to report the noise. 
Mr. Dziabacinski stated he is just one man. 
Ms. Bremanis explained as complaints come in staff follows up and would speak 
to the owners but if no one reports staff would not know. 
 
Ms. Wood stated there are regulations on noises and times so the issues 
expressed would have to be dealt with for those particular businesses.  
Mr. Dziabacinski stated his concern is with the constant beeping of the car every 
time they take it for test drives.  
 
Mr. Cavanaugh pointed out Rand is a very busy road and this is an ideal use for 
this property.  He asked if he had issues when it was a landscaping business. 
Mr. Dziabacinski answered no. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if his concern is just with the cars. 
Mr. Dziabacinski expressed his concern with safety and with the demographic 
they are trying to reach. 
Discussion on the type of cars being sold and how it relates to his concerns.  
 
Mr. Mullins stated the traffic will probably decrease because the landscaping 
company had multiple trucks with trailers.  He stated they are looking to have a 
small lot and are not looking to sell old junk. Mr. Mullins restated this is a family 
name business.  He stated they have 11 kids and understands where Mr. 
Dziabacinski’s concerns are coming from.  Mr. Mullins pointed out the people 
walking in the easement are the people who live back there coming back from 
getting groceries. He stated they will have cameras facing Rand, the back lot and 
the side lot which will bring additional safety. Mr. Mullins stated test drives are 
done with employees so they won’t go on other properties.   
 
Ms. Wood clarified they require employees to go on the test drives. 
Mr. Mullins stated yes no one will be driving without an employee with them.  
 
Mr. Mullins stated the entrance to the apartment is a little farther down.  He 
pointed out he doesn’t have trailers like the landscaping company making noise 
every morning.  He spoke to Hertz location being quite large and compared the 
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traffic it brings compared to the possible 5 customers a day they plan to have.  
Mr. Mullins stated they will bring in more security with more lighting for the 
walkway easement.  He spoke to the cars out front being from Hertz because 
they sell as well as rent.  Mr. Mullins explained they are leaving the 2 spots in 
front of their business for handicap and will have 95% of their cars in the back.  
He stated he can see what they are saying about Harley starting early. 
 
Ms. Wood asked when the landscaping company closed. 
Mr. Mullins stated they moved 3-4 days ago.  He spoke to the lease details and 
pointed out this location is ideal since it is close to home allowing them to keep 
an eye on with the camera systems.  He stated he knows Rand Road is busy but 
thinks this will decrease traffic since he has no trailers behind the trucks. 
 
Ms. Wood asked when deliveries of vehicles would be. 
Mr. Mullins explained most vehicles will be brought in from employees.  He 
stated they would expect 3-4 a week so would not have any tractor trailers 
parked out front. 
 
Ms. Wood asked about the hours of the deliveries 
Mr. Mullins explained the auctions would end around 12-1:00.  He stated they 
would drive them back when the traffic is least because they don’t want to be 
making a long trip in traffic.  He restated they will be increasing security with 
lighting and cameras and decreasing traffic and noise. 
 
Ms. Wood asked what type of vehicles they will offer. 
Mr. Mullins explained mostly the latest models being 5 years old or newer. He 
stated he is looking for a variety but not looking for any with rust or holes.  He 
stated he doesn’t want to attract the wrong crowd explaining he wants family 
traffic since he will have his kids there occasionally after school and would never 
want to put their lives in jeopardy. 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked if the gate is closed how people are walking through. 
Mr. Mullins explained it is an easement for people to walk through.  He stated the 
people who live there use it to walk to shopping.  He spoke to the setup of the 
easement pond area and how you can walk around the gate. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if there is a limit to how many cars they are allowed 
Ms. Bremanis stated the special use is tied to their business plan which states 
they will have 35. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh stated the business pan stated 30-50 
Mr. Mullins explained they did adjust so 35 will be max they would be able to 
carry on that lot.  
 
Mr. Cavanaugh pointed out the drawing has 36 spots. 
Mr. Mullins explained they are trying to keep 25-30 to leave room for people to 
park. 
Ms. Bremanis pointed out they will be limited because Fire has have access to 
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that easement.  She stated that is a condition in the recommendation.  
 
Ms. Kubala asked if they will be selling cars out front.  She stated Hertz does sell 
cars but they are 1-2 years old.  Ms. Kubala pointed out on the aerial the location 
of her entrance.  She expressed her concern with customer traffic.  
 
Ms. Wood clarified her question about cars being for sale in the front. 
Ms. Kubala stated she doesn’t think it will look nice.  She stated Hertz has them 
in front but theirs are newer. 
Ms. Bremanis clarified there is nowhere to park in front of the building.  She 
referred to the site plan showing they have 2 handicap cars so there is nowhere 
to park a car. 
Ms. Kubala stated it doesn’t matter since Hertz is doing it anyway. She restated 
her concern is the traffic this business will attract.  Ms. Kubala stated she thinks a 
business that doesn’t have customers would be better.   
 
Mr. Mullins stated there is no room in the front right now.  He explained in order 
to do that he would have to cut back more frontage which would require a permit 
so they are not looking to do that right now.  He stated Hertz does have some 
older cars there right now. Mr. Mullins spoke to the landscaping business hours 
and the traffic of equipment and employee cars.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The subject property was approved for a used auto sales facility in 2007, but the 
business never opened. While the property was previously occupied by a 
landscaping company, the proposed use should not impact the surrounding 
properties or cause substantial injury to the value of the Rand Road Corridor. 
Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the proposed Special Use, subject to 
the following conditions:  
 

1. The Special Use shall substantially conform to the site plan and business plan 
submitted by the Petitioner, Wilma Diaz, submitted on 03/23/2018, except as 
such plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  

2. A parking lot lighting and photometrics plan shall be submitted in a manner 

acceptable to the Village Engineer prior to the issuance of a Business License.  

3. Restrictions for storm water must be confirmed by inspection. 
4. Easement access shall remain clear, including the loading with snow. 

 
There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
Mr. Dittrich made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; seconded 
by Mr. McGinn. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
Mr. Dittrich stated this property is located on Rand Road which happens to have 
a lot of automotive related businesses adjacent.  He stated they are increasing 
the public health safety and welfare by adding lights and security cameras.  He 
stated the people walking through the gate are residents of the area.  Mr. Dittrich 
pointed out the biggest complaints of both objectors were from neighboring 
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businesses and those should be directed to the businesses discussed and not 
held against the petitioner. 
 
Mr. McGinn stated the petitioner has experience in this type of business so it 
meets the standard of operating in a manner consistent with public health safety 
and welfare.  He spoke to the concerns of objectors and understands them but 
stated they are part of where there properties are located.  He stated this use will 
not adversely impact that and the standards have been met. 
 
Ms. Wood summarized that this request has met the standards and was 
unanimously approved by a vote of 7-0. This item will go to Village Council 
on May 21, 2018. 

RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: James Dittrich, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Theodore McGinn, Commissioner 

AYES: Roth-Wurster, Wood, Luszczak, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Larson 
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IV. COMMUNICATIONS 

Ms. Bremanis stated the 2 items approved by council are as follows: 
553 E Dundee Rd- special use for Rockin the Spectrum  
2161 N Rand Rd- special use for the used car dealer  
 

She stated the meeting scheduled for May 22, 2018 has been canceled.  The next 
meeting will be June 12, 2018. 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

1. Motion to Adjourn - Motion Carried by Voice Vote 

Mr. Cavanaugh made a motion to adjourn; seconded by Mr. Dittrich.  

RESULT: MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

SECONDER: James Dittrich, Commissioner 

AYES: Roth-Wurster, Wood, Luszczak, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Larson 

2.1

Packet Pg. 17

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
M

ay
 8

, 2
01

8 
7:

00
 P

M
  (

A
p

p
ro

va
l o

f 
M

in
u

te
s)



Minutes Zoning Board of Appeals May 8, 2018 

VILLAGE OF PALATINE  Page 16   

 

2.1

Packet Pg. 18

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
M

ay
 8

, 2
01

8 
7:

00
 P

M
  (

A
p

p
ro

va
l o

f 
M

in
u

te
s)



VILLAGE OF PALATINE 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

SCHEDULED 06/12/18 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 4554) 

 Page 1 

265 N Schiller Street 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:  Rachel Shannon 
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-55 
 
ADDRESS: 265 N. Schiller Street 
 
PROPOSAL:    
Special Use to permit a residential addition to be located 18 feet from the front lot line, 
instead of the minimum required 30 foot setback, pursuant to Section 10.06 (c)(13) of 
the Palatine Zoning Ordinance 
 
Variation to permit lot coverage of 47 percent, instead of the maximum permitted 45 
percent pursuant to Section 10.06 (g) (1) (b) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 

LOCATION:               265 N. Schiller Street 

District 6 (Helms) 

CURRENT 

ZONING: 

R-2 Single Family 

Residential 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-2 Single Family Residential 

South R-2 Single Family Residential 

East: R-2 Single Family Residential 

West: R-2 Single Family Residential 

 

BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioner completed the Special Use Process in January 2017 and the Special Use 
was approved. However, per Code, all approved Special Use projects must obtain a 
building permit within a year of approval and, for the Subject Property, the time has now 
lapsed and another Special Use is required.   
 
The petitioner is proposing a building addition (enclosed front porch), which is 18 feet 
from the front lot line instead of the minimum required 30 feet. Presently, the Subject 
Property has a total lot coverage of 45 percent, which is the maximum permitted in the 
R-2 District. The proposed building addition increased the lot coverage to 47 percent. 

Therefore, the Petitioners are requesting approval of the following: 
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1. Special Use to permit a residential addition to be located 18 feet from the 
front lot line instead of the minimum required 30 feet setback.  
 

2. Variation to permit lot coverage of 47 percent instead of the maximum 
permitted 45 percent.  

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-2, Single Family Residential. 

 The existing residence has a nonconforming front yard setback of 25 feet. In the 

R-2 District the required minimum front yard setback for this property is 30 feet. 

 The Petitioner is proposing to build an enclosed front porch addition, which 

requires a setback reduction of 18 feet. 

 As an existing circumstance, the lot coverage is 45 percent. This is the maximum 

allowed in the R-2 District. With the proposed addition the lot coverage would be 

approximately 47%; thus, requiring a variation. 

 The height of the porch addition meets code. 

 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering No Issues Identified 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE: Since this Petition is not for a use publicly operated 
or traditionally affected with the public interest, those standards under Section 14.05 D 
(2) and (3) are applicable. Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the Special Use, 
if granted, will be operated in a manner consistent with the public health, safety, and 
welfare, and that the Special Use will not have a negative impact on the value of 
surrounding properties. The Petition for a Special Use is attached, and the Petitioners 
have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
Standards for a Variation: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 14.03 D (1) 
and (2) of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the property in 
question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the 
conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that the 
plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, will 
not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, and 
the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The proposed front porch encroaches into the required front yard and will also exceed 

the maximum lot coverage. This property has an existing non-conforming front yard 

setback and any addition in the front yard would require a front yard setback reduction. 

In addition, the property is currently at maximum lot coverage so any additional 

coverage would require relief. This addition should not impact the surrounding property 

owners or alter the essential character of the neighborhood. At 6,666 square feet, the 

Subject Lot was platted in 1926 and is 26 percent below the current R-2 standard lot 

area of 9,000 square feet. This is typical for lots in this subdivision, but can create the 

need for zoning relief for building additions to the existing structures. The Petitioner 

previously went through the process where the project was previously approved, as 

well. Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the Special Use and Variation are 

subject to the following condition: 

 
1. The Special Use and Variation shall substantially conform to the site plan and 

elevation plane prepared by the architect, Dan Cunningham, dated 5/15/2018, 

except as such plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and 
Ordinances. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey 

 Site Plan 

 Elevations 

 Public Notice 
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SCHEDULED 06/12/18 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 4553) 

 Page 1 

Stone Garden Subdivision 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Ben Vyverberg 
 
PETITIONER:  Stone Garden Subdivision - Brockway North LLC (Gary 

Wroniewicz - Managing member) 
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-36 
 
ADDRESS: 215, 219, 221, 225, and 229 N. Brockway Street 
 
PROPOSAL:  
Variation to allow installed above ground utility appurtenances to remain in the front 
yard (Lot 3) and side yard abutting a street yard (Lot 1) at Stone Garden Subdivision. 
 
 

LOCATION:                215-229 N. Brockway Street 

(5-unit residential development) 

District 6 (Helms) 

CURRENT ZONING:  Planned 

Development 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-3 Multi-family - used as a professional office 

South R-3 multi-family residential  

East: R-3 multi-family residential (single-family residential homes) 

West: R-3 multi-family residential  

 

BACKGROUND:  
 
The Subject Property is a 5-unit residential development located at the southeast corner 
of N. Brockway Street and W. Colfax Avenue.  Known as Stone Garden, this subdivision 
was approved as a Planned Development in 2015.  As part of the required site 
improvements, the developer had utility companies install the required above ground 
utility appurtenances (AGUA) for the development, in order to provide appropriate utility 
services to the five homes.  Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting: 
  

Variations to allow installed above ground utility appurtenances to  
remain in the front yard (Lot 3) and side yard abutting a street yard 
(Lot 1) at Stone Garden Subdivision. 
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SITE ANALYSIS: 
 

 The Subject Property is .35 acres and contains 5 single-family residential 
properties. 
 

 The Stone Garden Planned Development was approved in 2015 and is nearing 
the completion of the project, with some of the units sold and occupied and the 
remaining units under roof completing the build out.  
 

 As part of the overall site improvements, the developer was required to install 
and extend the utilities.  In addition to being placed within an easement, the 
AGUA are required by Code to be installed in the interior side or rear yards in 
residential districts. 
 

 The Zoning Ordinance regulates the placement of AGUA on private property in 
the following areas: 
 

 3.02. Specific definitions. 

Above ground public utility appurtenances. Any structure, brace, guy, anchor 
valve or other equipment owned by a public utility which lies above the existing 
grade, except fire hydrants. 

6.01. Accessory structures and pools, hot tubs, and spas: 
(b) Above ground public utility appurtenances in Residential Districts.  

(1) Location. Above ground public utility appurtenances located on private 

property shall be permitted in public utility easements in a rear or interior side 

yard.  

(2) A maximum of two (2) above ground utility appurtenances shall be permitted 

per residential lot.   

(3) Above ground public utility appurtenances shall not be calculated into lot 

 coverage.  

 AGUA located in the right of way are regulated through the Village Code: 

 Sec.  16-16.  Above Ground Utility Structures and Facilities. 

Utilities shall be prohibited from placing any above ground structure or facility on rights-
of-way within the jurisdictional limits of the Village and outside the jurisdictional limits 
of the Village in the event the Village has authority or maintenance responsibility over it, 
except as allowed under and accordance with the Zoning Ordinance - Appendix A and 
Subdivisions, Site Development and Floodplain Regulations Ordinance - Appendix B, 
unless approved by the Mayor and Council. This section shall be preemptive over all 
other sections in this Chapter. Any other section regarding location of above ground 
facilities shall be in addition to, rather than in lieu of, this section. 
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 The utility company applied for permit for the placement of the AGUA for 
Stone Garden subdivision.  Although the permit application requires the 
submission of a Variation before a utility permit is issued, the utility company 
did not submit such information or indicate that a Variation was required. 

 

 Upon site inspection, the Village determined that the AGUA were located in 
the front yard of Lot 3 and the side yard abutting a street for Lot 1.  As such, a 
Variation is required to allow the AGUA to remain in locations prohibited by 
the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

 After contacting the utility company to determine if relocating the AGUA was 
either possible or feasible, the developer subsequently applied for the 
necessary zoning relief. 
 

 ComEd indicated that relocating the AGUA would impact the ability to provide 
the dependable service due to the proximity to the primary ComEd feeder 
line. 

 

 The AGUA are located behind a picket fence, with landscaping surrounding 
the boxes. 

 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services NA 

Engineering Variation required due to placement.  No variation identified 

or request made at time of utility permit submission. 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

 

STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 
14.03 D (1) and (2) of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that 
the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, 
and the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
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The AGUA are located in the front and side yard abutting a street of Lots 3 and 1 
respectively, in conflict with the Zoning Ordinance requirements.  Although a utility 
permit was issued by the Village, neither a variation request nor approval was 
submitted, as required.  Nevertheless, the AGUA are located behind a picket fence and 
there is landscaping adjacent to this area.  Finally, the Petitioner submitted other 
examples of similarly situated AGUA, although some of the examples appear to be in 
the right-of-way, which follows a different Village Code.  Therefore, Staff recommends 
action at the discretion of the Zoning Board of Appeals.  If the Zoning Board of Appeals 
recommends approval, Staff recommends the following condition: 
 

1. The Variation shall substantially conform to the site plan dated 2/12/2018, last 
updated 5/08/2018, except as such plans may be changed to conform to Village 
Codes and Ordinances.  This could include additional landscaping proximate to 
the AGUA for additional screening, if recommend by the Village Arborist.  

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial Map 

 Site Plan - Stone Garden AGUA 

 Stone Garden Site Plan 

 Petitioner application and justification 

 Public Notice 
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 Page 1 

217 N. Plum Grove Road 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:  Lee & Carol Abrahams 
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-40 
 
ADDRESS: 217 N Plum Grove Rd 
 
PROPOSAL:    
Variation to permit an accessory structure to exceed 50% of the principle structure per 
Section 6.01 (a) (4) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 

LOCATION:               217 N Plum Grove Rd 

District 6 (Helms) 

CURRENT ZONING: R-2 Single Family 

Residential 

 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-2 Single Family Residential 

South R-2 Single Family Residential 

East: R-2 Single Family Residential 

West: R-3 High Density Multi-Family 

 

BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioners are proposing to build a garage that exceeds 50% of the primary 
residence. Therefore, the Petitioners are requesting approval of the following: 
 

Variation to permit an accessory structure to exceed 50% of the principle 
structure. 

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-2, Single Family Residential and currently does 
not have a garage. 

 The existing residence is approximately 984 square feet. The proposed garage is 
576 square feet, which is more than 50% of the primary residence (up to 492 
square feet would be permitted) thus requiring a variation.  
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 The proposed height is approximately 14 feet, which meets code. 

 The Setbacks meet code. 

 Building and Lot Coverage meet code. 

 

 

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering No Issues Identified 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

 

STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 
14.03 D (1) and (2) of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that 
the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, 
and the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Detached garages are not uncommon in the area and the addition of this garage should 
not impact the surrounding properties or general character of this subdivision.  In 
addition, the setbacks, building and lot coverage percentage all meet code. Therefore, 
Staff recommends approval of the Variation, subject to the following condition:  
 

1. The Variation shall substantially conform to the site plan submitted by the 
Petitioners, Lee & Carol Abrahams on 3/18/2018, except as such plans may 

be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey 

 Site Plan 
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 Elevations 

 Public Notice 
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920 S. Harvard Drive 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:  Chris Melton 
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-52 
 
ADDRESS: 920 S Harvard Drive 
 
PROPOSAL:    
Variation to permit a driveway to exceed the driveway width to 28 feet instead the 
maximum 25 feet for the first 5 feet from the front lot line pursuant to Section 7.04 (i)(3) 
of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Variation to permit a driveway to exceed the driveway width to 32 feet instead the 
maximum 30 feet pursuant to Section 7.04 (i)(3) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 

LOCATION:               920 S Harvard Drive 

District 2 (Lamerand)  

CURRENT ZONING: R-1B Single Family 

Residential 

 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-1B Single Family Residential 

South R-1B Single Family Residential 

East: R-1B Single Family Residential 

West: R-1B Single Family Residential 

 

BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioner is proposing to extend the driveway wider than the Code allows. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting approval of the following: 
 

Variation to permit a driveway to exceed the driveway width to 28 feet 
instead the maximum 25 feet for the first 5 feet from the front lot line. 
 
Variation to permit a driveway to exceed the driveway width to 32 feet 
instead the maximum 30 feet. 
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SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R1-B Single Family.  

 The proposed driveway exceeds the 25 foot width, as the angle of the drive 
increases. The petitioner is proposing to extend the driveway along the south 
side of the house to allow for the parking of additional passenger vehicles for the 
family.  Due to the location of a gas line and existing stoop and in order to meet 
the minimum require 9 foot drive, the extended drove would be widened to 11 
feet for the entire length.  It would therefore exceed the maximum allowed 30 foot 
width (2-car garage) 

 The driveway will terminate before encroaching into the minimum 2-foot setback 
from the lot line requirement. 

 Both building and lot coverage meet code. 
 
 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering No Issues Identified 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

 

STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 
14.03 D (1) and (2) of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that 
the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, 
and the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The additional driveway width should not impact the surrounding properties or general 
character of this subdivision.  In addition, the lot coverage percentage meets code and 
Engineering did not have any specific concerns with the proposal. Therefore, Staff 
recommends approval of the Variations, subject to the following condition:  
 

1. The Variations shall substantially conform to the site plan submitted by the 
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Petitioner, Chris Melton on 5/21/2018, except as such plans may be changed 
to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey 

 Site Plan 

 Public Notice 
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600 N. First Bank Drive 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:  William Fager, Hands on Family Health P.C. 
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-45 
 
ADDRESS:   600 N First Bank Drive. Unit BB 

 
PROPOSAL:    
Special Use to permit a medical use (chiropractic) pursuant to Section 11.03 (d) (42) of 
the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

 

LOCATION:               600 N First Bank Drive. Unit BB 

District 6 (Helms 

CURRENT ZONING: P - Planned 

Development 

 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: P - Planned Development 

South P - Planned Development 

East: P - Planned Development 

West: P - Planned Development 

 

BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioner is proposing to relocate his existing chiropractic business. Therefore, the 
Petitioner is requesting approval of the following: 
 

Special Use to permit a medical office (chiropractic)  
 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned P - Planned Unit Development Renaissance 
Subdivision Ordinance #0-67-74, states that Special Uses listed in the B-2, General 
Business District shall be required to obtain a special use approval.  

 The Petitioner is proposing to relocate and expand his existing chiropractic business 
currently located at 41 S Northwest Hwy, which received a Special Use for that 
location in 2007. 
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 Staff will include 2 full time Doctors and no support staff.   

 Business hours will be Monday and Tuesday 10 AM - 5 PM, Wednesday 10 AM - 8 
PM, Thursday hours will vary, Friday 9 AM - 8 PM and Saturday 8 AM - 2 PM. They 
expect approximately 10-12 clients per day. 

 The Petitioner submitted a floor plan and do not plan to make any changes. 

 The tenant space is approx. 1,700 square feet, 6 parking spaces would be required 
per the 1/300 standards. The property has 54 spaces. Parking requirements do not 
change within this use. 

 
 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering N/A 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention No Issues Identified 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE: Since this Petition is not for a use publicly operated 
or traditionally affected with the public interest, those standards under Section 14.05 D 
(2) and (3) are applicable.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the Special Use, 
if granted, will be operated in a manner consistent with the public health, safety, and 
welfare, and that the Special Use will not have a negative impact on the value of 
surrounding properties.  The Petition for a Special Use is attached, and the Petitioners 
have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The proposed use of the property as a medical office (chiropractic) would occupy a 
vacant tenant space and should not have a negative impact upon the surrounding uses 
and properties. Although this would be a new location, the Petitioner is currently 
operating an established office and providing these services.  Therefore, Staff 
recommends approval of the Special Use, subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The Special Use shall substantially conform to the Business Plan and Floor 
Plan submitted by the Petitioner, William Fager on 5/05/18 except as such 
plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey 

 Business Plan 

 Floor Plan 

 Public Notice 
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VILLAGE OF PALATINE 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

SCHEDULED 06/12/18 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 4546) 

 Page 1 

1407 E. Norman Drive 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:   Nicole Curylo 

 
CASE NUMBER: 18-44 
 
ADDRESS:    1407 E Norman Drive 

 
PROPOSAL:    
Variation to permit lot coverage to be 56 percent instead of the maximum permitted 45 

percent pursuant to Section 10.06 (g) (1) (b) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

Variation to permit a patio to be set back 0 feet from the side lot lines instead of the 

required 2 feet pursuant to Section 10.01 (d) (3) (b) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

Variation to permit an accessory structure to be located 3 feet from principal structure 

instead of the minimum required 10 feet pursuant to Section 6.01 (a)(2)(b) of the 

Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

Variation to permit an accessory structure to be set back 0 feet, instead of the minimum 

required 5 feet pursuant to Section 6.01 (a) (2) (b) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

Variation to permit an accessory structure to be located in an easement pursuant to 

Section 6.01 (a)(3)(c) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

 

LOCATION:               1407 E Norman Dr 

District 5 (Kozlowski) 

CURRENT ZONING: R-2 Single Family 

Residential 

 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-2 Single Family Residential 

South R-2 Single Family Residential 

East: R-2 Single Family Residential 

West: R-2 Single Family Residential 

 

BACKGROUND: 
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Case Staff Statement (ID # 4546) 
Meeting of June 12, 2018 

 Page 2 

The Petitioner is requesting relief for the work completed without a permit including 
adding pavement, adding a shed and replacing a shed in an easement. Therefore the 
Petitioner is requesting the following relief: 
 
 

Variation to permit lot coverage to be 56 percent instead of the maximum 
permitted 45 percent. 
 
Variation to permit a patio to be set back 0 feet from the side lot lines 
instead of the required 2 feet.  
 
Variation to permit an accessory structure to be located 3 feet from 
principal structure instead of the minimum required 10 feet. 
 
Variation to permit an accessory structure on the lot line instead of the 
minimum required set back 5. 
 
Variation to permit an accessory structure to be located in an easement. 

 
 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential. The work was 
completed without a permit, which the Village became aware of through drainage 
complaint made to the Village. 

 The Petitioner constructed a paver patio and walkway to the property line, 
instead of the minimum required 2-foot setback.  Also, the installed pavers 
increase the lot coverage to approximately 56%, whereas the maximum allowed 
is 45%. 

 A shed was added in the side yard to the west and is on the property line and 3 
feet way from the primary structure, with a minimum 10 feet being required. Both 
of these require variations.   

 An existing shed was replaced in the rear of the property and did not receive 
relief for a shed in the easement. This also requires a variation and the Petitioner 
is required to get utility company approvals for its placement. 

 Both sheds are under 15 feet and meet code for height. 

 The one unique characteristic to this property is there is a public walkway to the 
west that is not associated with a street. 

 Building coverage meets code at 27%, with a maximum 35% allowed. 
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Case Staff Statement (ID # 4546) 
Meeting of June 12, 2018 

 Page 3 

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering Lot coverage is large at 56% (+10%).  The Winston Park 

area is changeling to drain. As such, the Village Engineer 

and Department of Public Works cannot support this 

variation. The chance of increased runoff from the property to 

adjacent properties is likely. 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

 

STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 
14.03 D (1) and (2) of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that 
the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, 
and the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The petitioner constructed patio and sidewalk and replaced an existing shed without a 
permit. While the smaller shed did not require a permit, it is still required to meet the 
setback requirements for an accessory structure. Through a drainage complaint, about 
additional runoff caused by the patio, the Village became aware of the work without a 
permit.   
 
The Village Engineer and Department of Public Works cannot support the requested 
relief for the patio and service walk, given the neighborhood history of drainage issues. 
The shed in an easement replaced an existing shed in a similar location and Staff does 
not have any concerns with that relief request, provided that a building permit and utility 
approval are obtained.   Based upon the drainage considerations and identified 
concerns, Staff recommends denial of the patio and service walk variations, as 
presently constructed.  If the Zoning Board of Appeals recommends approval, Staff 
recommends the following conditions:  
 
 

1. The Variations shall substantially conform to the site plan submitted by the 
Petitioner, Nicole Curylo, except as such plans may be changed to 
conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 
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Case Staff Statement (ID # 4546) 
Meeting of June 12, 2018 

 Page 4 

2. The site plan shall be revised in a manner acceptable to the Village 
Engineer, in order to address any identified stormwater concerns. 

3. If any grading changes are necessary on any of the surrounding 
neighboring properties (with a 0 foot setback), written consent from said 
property owners shall be required. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Site Plan 

 Photos submitted by Petitioner 

 Public Notice 
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