ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR VIRTUAL MEETING AGENDA
MONDAY, MARCH 8, 2021 - 7:00 PM
In accordance with social distancing requirements and Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order 2021-04 and Senate
Bill 2135, the Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals meeting on Monday, March 8, 2021 will be held virtually. The
meeting will be livestreamed via the Zoom platform. In accordance, with Public Act 101-0640, at least one
representative from the Village will be present at Village Hall Council Chambers at 510 Green Bay Road,
Winnetka, IL, and the virtual meeting will be simulcast at Village Hall for members of the public who do not
wish to view the virtual meeting from another location. Pursuant to Executive Order 2021-04 issued by the
Governor, the number of people who may gather at Village Hall for the meeting is limited due to the mandated
social distancing guidelines. Accordingly, the opportunity to view the virtual meeting at Village Hall is
available on a “first-come, first-served” basis.
The public has the following two options for virtually observing and participating during this virtual Zoning
Board of Appeals meeting, including the ability to provide testimony or comments. Persons wishing to
participate are strongly encouraged (but not required) to complete the Sign-In form found at
www.villageofwinnetka.org/meetingsignin.
1) Telephone (audio only). Call: 312-626-6799; when prompted enter the Webinar ID: 942 9311 9552
(Please note there is no additional passcode or attendee ID required.)
2) Livestream (both audio and video feed). Download the Zoom meetings app to your smart phone,
tablet, or computer, and then join Webinar ID: 942 9311 9552; Webinar Passcode: ZBA030821
If you wish to provide testimony or comments prior to the meeting, you may provide them one of three ways:
1) By sending an email to planning@winnetka.org;
2) By sending a letter to Community Development Department, Village of Winnetka, 510 Green Bay
Road, Winnetka, IL 60093; or
3) By leaving a voice mail message at the phone number 847-716-3524. All voicemail messages will be
transcribed into a written format.
All comments received prior to the posting of the agenda packet will be included in the agenda packet. All
comments received after the agenda packet has been posted and received by 6:00 PM the day of the meeting
will be read at the meeting by staff. Such public comment is limited to 200 words or less and should identify
both (1) the subject of the comment being offered (such as property address or case number of the agenda
item) and (2) the full name of the individual providing the comments. In addition, you may wish to include
your street address, phone number, and the name of the organization or agency you represent, if applicable.
General comments for matters not on the agenda will be read at the end of the meeting under Public Comment.
Comments specific to a particular agenda item will be read during the discussion of that agenda item.
All emails received will be acknowledged either during or after the meeting, depending on when they are
received.
Persons seeking additional information concerning any of the applications, accessing the virtual meetings, or
requesting alternative means to provide testimony or public comment are directed to email inquiries to
planning@winnetka.org or by calling 847-716-3525.

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR VIRTUAL MEETING AGENDA
MONDAY, MARCH 8, 2021 - 7:00 PM

AGENDA ITEMS
1. Call to Order & Roll Call.
2. Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting.
3. Approval of Minutes – February 8, 2021.
4. Case No. 21-08-V2: 630 Sheridan Road: An application submitted by Steve and Marie
Sullivan seeking approval of zoning variations to allow the existing playhouse at 630 Sheridan
Road. The requested zoning variations would permit the existing playhouse to (a) provide
less than the minimum required rear yard setback from the north property line, and (b)
exceed the maximum permitted height. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this
request.
5. Case No. 21-09-V2: 651 Elm Street: An application submitted by B. Bershert, LLC seeking
approval of a zoning variation to allow construction of a single-family residence at 651 Elm
Street. The requested zoning variation would permit the new residence to provide less than
the minimum required front yard setback. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this
request.
6. Other Business.
a. Community Development Report
b. April 12, 2021 Meeting - Quorum check
7. Public Comment.
8. Adjournment
Note: Public comment is permitted on all agenda items.

NOTICE
All agenda materials are available at www.villageofwinnetka.org/agendacenter .
The Village of Winnetka, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, requests that all persons with
disabilities, who require certain accommodations to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting or
have questions about the accessibility of the meeting or facilities contact the Village ADA Coordinator at 510 Green
Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093, (Telephone (847) 716-3543; T.D.D. (847) 501-6041).
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WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING MINUTES
FEBRUARY 8, 2021
Zoning Board Members Present:

Matt Bradley, Chairman
Kimberly Handler
Lynn Hanley
Mike Nielsen
Max Weigandt

Zoning Board Members Absent:

E. Gene Greable

Village Staff:

David Schoon, Director of Community Development
Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community
Development
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner

Village Attorney:

Ben Schuster
Minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals
February 8, 2021

Call to Order:
Chairman Bradley called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and read the Oral Declaration into the record.
Roll Call:
Ms. Klaassen took roll call of the Board Members present.
Approval of Minutes – November 9, 2020:
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the November 9, 2020 meeting minutes. A motion was
made by Ms. Hanley and seconded by Mr. Nielsen to approve the November 9, 2020 meeting minutes. A
vote was taken, and the motion unanimously passed:
AYES: Bradley, Handler, Hanley, Nielsen, Weigandt
NAYS: None
Approval of Minutes – December 14, 2020:
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the December 14, 2020 meeting minutes. A motion was
made by Ms. Hanley and seconded by Ms. Handler to approve the December 14, 2020 meeting minutes.
A vote was taken, and the motion unanimously passed:
AYES: Bradley, Handler, Hanley, Nielsen, Weigandt
NAYS: None
Case No. 21-03-V2: 880 Willow Road: An application submitted by Julian Cazacu seeking approval of
zoning variations to allow construction of a detached garage at 880 Willow Road. The requested zoning
variations would permit the proposed detached garage to: (a) exceed the maximum permitted roofed
lot coverage and (b) exceed the maximum permitted impermeable lot coverage. The Village Council has
final jurisdiction on this request.
Ms. Klaassen described the extent of variations being requested to construct a one car detached garage
and expand the driveway for its access. She then identified the property’s location, size and zoning
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classification and the manner in which the lot is nonconforming. Ms. Klaassen noted in September 2019,
the Board considered a request to allow construction of the existing residence and identified the
variations requested noting the Village Council approved the request. She stated the 2019 plans did not
include construction of a detached garage to replace a one car detached garage torn down as part of the
project. Ms. Klaassen then identified the size and location of the proposed garage noting the garage would
add to RLC. She also identified the driveway to access the garage and walk expansion and referred the
Board to an illustration of the floor plans. Ms. Klaassen noted no correspondence was received or no
members of the public are in attendance at Village Hall. She then stated a draft motion is provided on
page nos. 7 and 8 of the agenda report and asked if there were any questions.
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. Ms. Hanley asked if the applicant is the
homeowner or builder. Ms. Klaassen confirmed they are the owner. Mr. Weigandt asked if there is
currently no garage and Ms. Klaassen confirmed that is correct. Chairman Bradley asked why the GFA
credit for garages in the rear did not extend to RLC. Ms. Klaassen explained there are several allowances
which did not carry over to RLC with the GFA credit being given as an incentive to provide for garages in
the rear of properties. Chairman Bradley then asked if the reason for requesting demolition in 2019 is
during remodeling the discovery of a potential safety hazard, and Ms. Klaassen confirmed that is correct.
No additional questions were raised at this time.
Mr. Norkus allowed the applicants into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in those speaking to this
matter. Donya Tanzif and Julian Cazacu introduced themselves to the Board. Ms. Tanzif stated a garage
was not considered at the initial time of construction and plan submission and they subsequently
discovered a garage is necessary. Chairman Bradley asked the applicants who was advising them in terms
of their demolition plans and new construction and Mr. Cazacu responded they were initially advised by
a general contractor. He stated they initially considered demolishing the entire home and they were not
properly prepared. Mr. Cazacu then stated after they moved in, they discovered the driveway is 9 feet
wide which made it difficult in terms of access. Chairman Bradley asked the applicants if they planned to
utilize the existing garage when they first began their remodel project after which they decided to
completely demolish the home due to safety concerns. Mr. Cazacu confirmed that is correct and noted
the garage was part of the initial demolition since it was too close to the home after installing rear
additions.
Chairman Bradley then asked the applicants why plans for a garage were not included in the October 2020
approved plans. Ms. Tanzif responded they were not initially concerned about a lack of a garage and after
moving into the home, she referred to the difficulty due to the tight driveway. Chairman Bradley
commented the applicants are not being well advised by their contractors and asked the applicants to
address the standards. The applicants did not respond. Chairman Bradley then asked if there were any
questions from the Board.
Ms. Handler questioned the location of the new garage compared to the previous garage. Mr. Cazacu and
Mr. Schoon identified its location. Ms. Handler referred to the neighbors’ limited amount of side yard and
with the garage addition, it would ruin the neighbors’ entire yard visually. Mr. Cazacu responded with
their reasoning for the proposed garage’s location. Ms. Hanley also questioned why a garage was not
included in the original request. Ms. Tanzif responded it is their first time building and they are not familiar
with variations and zoning. Ms. Hanley stated as a real estate agent, Ms. Tanzif should have had
knowledge of what is required. Ms. Tanzif reiterated they were not advised by their builder to get a garage
and they now realize the need for it. Mr. Nielsen asked the applicants why they could not locate the garage
behind the home near the driveway and walkway. The applicants responded there is a patio there.
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Chairman Bradley suggested the Board consider the two variations separately and asked the applicants
which features constitute the impermeable lot surface variation. Ms. Klaassen identified the area
representing the 24 square feet of additional ILC, which provided a walkway from the garage to the
driveway. She also noted the garage is required to be 12 feet from the south property line since it is
adjacent to that property’s side yard.
Chairman Bradley then called the matter in for discussion. Mr. Norkus confirmed there are no members
of the public to comment. Ms. Klaassen confirmed no materials needed to be read into the record.
Chairman Bradley stated the Board is to consider RLC and ILC and referred to the way the request and
project has taken place since its inception. He referred to the owners being ill advised by the architects
and contractors to abandon the remodel and demolish the property. Chairman Bradley stated the
resulting home was granted significant zoning relief and referred to a potential garage being placed on
the property which has significant overages. He stated the applicants have sought forgiveness rather than
permission and he cannot understand how the garage was not contemplated with the October plans
which would have reduced the amount of GFA they would have been allowed to build. Chairman Bradley
described the RLC and ILC overage requests and added plenty of Winnetka homes do not have garages
noting he is supportive of RLC but not ILC although they are connected and identified the standards which
were met.
Ms. Hanley stated she was not in favor of the request initially and is not in favor of granting a garage
variation. Ms. Handler, Mr. Nielsen and Mr. Weigandt agreed with the comments made and are not in
support of the request.
Chairman Bradley informed the applicants they can move forward to the Village Council with a negative
recommendation from the Board or withdraw their application to present a modified application. He
identified the Board’s concerns as relating to additional variations being requested for the property when
significant variations were allowed and do not relate to the garage’s size. The applicants asked for the
Board to proceed with a vote.
Chairman Bradley then asked for a motion to recommend against approval of the requested variations as
noted on pages 7 and 8. Ms. Hanley moved to recommend denial of the requested variations as noted on
pages 7 and 8 and Ms. Handler seconded the motion. A vote was taken, and the motion unanimously
passed:
AYES: Bradley, Handler, Hanley, Nielsen, Weigandt
NAYS: None
Consideration of New Zoning Board of Appeals Rules of Procedure.
Mr. Schuster referred the Board to the draft rules in the agenda packet and identified examples of rules
the Board is required to have such as time limits, procedures to follow during contentious meetings, etc.
Mr. Schoon noted the current set of rules date to 1996, and they began the current draft from scratch.
Mr. Schuster noted some new items such as the Open Meetings Act have been added to the rules. He
noted a similar set of rules was adopted for the Planned Development Commission.
Mr. Schuster referred to the Order of Business on page 2 and described the Public Comment agenda item
and imposing time limits. He confirmed it is better to define the time limit to ensure everyone has an
equal amount of time to speak. Chairman Bradley questioned the agenda positioning of the Community
Development Report.
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Mr. Schuster then referred to specific language with regard to Rules Governing Public Comment and
forcing speakers to provide their addresses. Chairman Bradley referred to the requirement for speakers
providing their addresses. Mr. Schuster informed the Board they can limit the weight on the amount of
testimony from those who do not live in the Village. He then referred to questions raised from speakers
as well as heightened rules for due process in terms of swearing in those speaking. Mr. Schuster noted an
applicant has the opportunity to respond before the Board began deliberation and also explained the
process with regard to the right to cross-examine. He then explained the process of continuances and
when they can be granted as well as the voting process and asked if there were any questions.
Mr. Schoon referred the Board to item 3(a) on page 2 in terms of the number of applications on an agenda
for a meeting and the attempt to limit the total number of cases to five. He also stated they would discuss
with the Chair any contentious items in terms of limiting the number of agenda items. Mr. Schoon stated
they can also consider limiting the meeting duration to not extend beyond a certain time. Chairman
Bradley stated he would not agree with limiting the meeting to conclude at a specific time. Mr. Schuster
stated it is done differently in different communities and it is up to the Board to decide. Chairman Bradley
suggested they continue to leave it up to the Village staff to put together an achievable agenda. Mr.
Schuster suggested the Board could state in the event of an agenda item which would take a lot of time,
to inform everyone at the beginning of the meeting of the proposed conclusion time and advise everyone
they would be allowed an opportunity to speak at a future meeting. He then stated the Board could review
the draft rules and continue the rule adoption to the next meeting.
Several Board Members indicated they would be fine taking a vote now on the rule adoption. Mr. Schuster
then stated if there are any issues they discovered later; the rules could be amended at a future meeting.
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to adopt the Rules of Procedure for the Winnetka Zoning Board of
Appeals, Cook County, Illinois, adopted on February 8, 2021. Ms. Hanley moved to adopt the Rules of
Procedure as stated by Chairman Bradley. Mr. Weigandt seconded the motion. A vote was taken, and the
motion unanimously passed:
AYES: Bradley, Handler, Hanley, Nielsen, Weigandt
NAYS: None
Other Business:
a. Community Development Report.
Mr. Schoon informed the Board the Village Council had a study session in January 2021 to consider
extending the demolition delay period and explained the current demolition request process to the Board.
He noted the Village Council directed the Village staff to prepare a draft ordinance to extend the delay
period to be measured from the application date for a period of 270 days. Mr. Schoon also stated the
Village Council asked the Board to provide a 20% GFA bonus for homes determined historic or
architecturally significant and referred to 1180 Oakley as an example of where the GFA variation request
would not have been necessary if the 20% GFA bonus existed. Mr. Schoon noted a public hearing is
scheduled for March 2, 2021 on the draft ordinance.
b. March 8, 2021 Meeting – Quorum Check.
The Board Members discussed their availability. Mr. Schuster suggested the Board keep in mind there
could be more people allowed to attend public meetings at the Village Hall of up to 50 people noting there
is no requirement to hold in-person meetings at this time. He added the Governor’s Declaration may not
end anytime soon. Mr. Schoon stated to hold a meeting with up to 50 people would require us to
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otherwise change venues from the Village Council due to in-person social distancing requirements. With
social distancing requirements, the Village Council chambers can only accommodate a total of 12 people.
Public Comment.
Mr. Norkus confirmed there are no members of the public remaining to comment.
Adjournment:
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to adjourn. A motion to adjourn was made by Ms. Hanley and
seconded by Mr. Weigandt. A vote was taken, and the motion unanimously passed:
AYES: Bradley, Handler, Hanley, Nielsen, Weigandt
NAYS: None
The meeting adjourned at 8:42 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Antionette Johnson
Recording Secretary

MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

FROM:

ANN KLAASSEN, SENIOR PLANNER

DATE:

MARCH 2, 2021

SUBJECT:

630 SHERIDAN ROAD – VARIATIONS (CASE NO. 21-08-V2)

INTRODUCTION
On March 8, 2021, the Zoning Board of Appeals is scheduled to hold a virtual public hearing, in accordance
with social distancing requirements and Governor Pritzker’s Executive Orders and Senate Bill 2135, on an
application submitted by Steve and Marie Sullivan (the “Applicants”) as the owners of the property
located at 630 Sheridan Road (the “Subject Property”). The Applicants request approval of the following
zoning variations to allow an existing playhouse on the Subject Property:
1. Rear yard setback of 2 feet from the north property line, whereas a minimum of 3 feet is required,
a variation of 1-foot (33.33%) [Section 17.30.070 – Rear Yard Setback]; and
2. A playhouse that is 8.5 feet in height, whereas a maximum of 7 feet is permitted, a variation of
1.5 feet (21.43%) [Section 17.30.080 – Height of Buildings and Structures].
A mailed notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property in compliance with
the Zoning Ordinance. The hearing was properly noticed in the Winnetka Talk on February 18, 2021. As
of the date of this memo, staff has not received any written comment from the public regarding this
application.
The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request as only the Council has the authority to grant a
variation to reduce a rear yard setback for an accessory structure other than a garage.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The Subject Property, which is approximately 0.5 acres in size, is located at the northwest corner of the
intersection of Sheridan Road and Pine Street and contains an existing two-story residence (see Figure 1
on the following page). The property is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential, and it is bordered by R-2
Single Family Residential to the north, east and west, and R-4 Single Family Residential to the south (see
Figure 2). The Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property as appropriate for single family
residential development. The zoning of the property is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
The existing lot is a legal non-conforming lot in that it is 21,820.5 square feet in lot area, while the
minimum required lot area for a corner lot in the R-2 District is 25,200 square feet. Additionally, the
required minimum lot depth is 200 feet, while the lot is only 162 feet deep.
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Figure 1 – Aerial Map

Subject
Property

Figure 2 – Zoning Map
PROPERTY HISTORY AND PREVIOUS ZONING APPLICATIONS
The residence was built in 1972, with subsequent building permits issued in 2006 and 2018 for interior
remodeling. Other minor permits were also issued over the last several years. There are no previous
zoning cases on file for the Subject Property. The Applicants acquired the property in June 2012.
The Community Development Department received a complaint on December 2, 2019 regarding the
playhouse that is the subject of this application. It was determined that the playhouse was constructed
without a building permit. On December 5, 2019, the Village’s Code Enforcement Officer met with
property owners (the Applicants) and the property owner’s brother (“Applicants’ Representative”), who
constructed the playhouse. Upon the onsite inspection, it was determined that the playhouse did not
comply with the zoning regulations. Subsequently, staff had conversations with the Applicants’
Representative in December 2019 and February 2020 regarding pursuing zoning relief to allow the
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playhouse to remain. In March 2020, staff was informed that the Applicants were planning on moving
and either removing the playhouse or bringing it into compliance. In November 2020, a building permit
application was submitted and the Applicants’ Representative indicated a zoning variation would be
pursued. In December, after not receiving a variation application, the Applicants’ Representative was
given until January 6, 2021 to submit a variation application. The Applicants’ Representative contacted
staff and subsequently submitted the variation currently before the Board.
Figures 3 and 4 below identify the Subject Property.

Existing
Playhouse

Figure 3 – Subject Property – (view from Pine Street looking northwest towards playhouse)

Figure 4 – Subject Property (view from Pine Street looking north towards playhouse)
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PROPOSED PLAN
The requested variations would allow the existing playhouse to remain on the Subject Property. The
playhouse measures 9 feet by 6 feet (54 square feet) and 8.5 feet in height. The playhouse is identified in
Figure 3 earlier in this report and in the photo provided by the Applicants in Figure 5 below. An excerpt
of the plat of survey identifying the location of the existing playhouse is provided below as Figure 6.

Figure 5 – Existing Playhouse (east and south elevations)

Existing/Proposed
2 ft. rear yard
setback
Existing
Playhouse

Figure 6 – Excerpt of Plat of Survey
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Given the ZBA often receives questions regarding the stormwater regulations applicable to a specific
request being considered by the ZBA, attached is a Stormwater Matrix (Attachment B). Based on the
proposed plan, it appears additional stormwater detention would not be required. However, a final
determination will be made by Village Engineering staff. Additionally, Figure 7 below represents the
Subject Property’s proximity to the floodplain; the cyan represents the 100-year flood area.

Subject
Property

REQUESTED ZONING RELIEF

Figure 7 - GIS Floodplain Map

The attached zoning matrix highlights the existing lot and the improvement’s compliance with the R-2
zoning district (Attachment A). Two variations are being requested: (1) Rear Yard Setback; and (2) Height
of Buildings and Structures.
Rear Yard Setback. A variation is being requested to allow the playhouse to provide less than the
minimum required rear yard setback from the north property line. The rear yard setback from the north
property line to the playhouse is 2 feet, whereas a minimum of 3 feet is required, a variation of 1-foot
(33.33%). A reduced setback of 3 feet is permitted for accessory structures that are located in the rear
quarter of the lot depth and adjoining the rear quarter of the neighboring lot(s).
Structure Height. A variation is also being requested to allow the playhouse, which measures 8.5 feet in
height, to exceed the maximum permitted height of 7 feet, a variation of 1.5 feet (21.43%). The Zoning
Ordinance allows storage sheds, playhouses, walled enclosures for refuse containers and swimming pool
equipment, or any similar structure to be 7 feet in height.
FINDINGS
Does the ZBA find that the requested variations meet the standards for granting such variations; and if so,
is the ZBA prepared to make a recommendation to the Village Council regarding the requested relief? If
so, a ZBA member may wish to make a motion recommending approval or recommending denial based
upon the following:
Move to recommend approval [denial] of the following variations granting:
1. Rear yard setback of 2 feet from the north property line, whereas a minimum of 3 feet is
required, a variation of 1-foot (33.33%) [Section 17.30.070 – Rear Yard Setback]; and
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2. A playhouse that is 8.5 feet in height, whereas a maximum of 7 feet is permitted, a variation
of 1.5 feet (21.43%) [Section 17.30.080 – Height of Buildings and Structures].
The Zoning Board of Appeals finds, based on evidence in the record or a public document, that the
variations requested are in harmony [not in harmony] with the general purpose and intent of the
Zoning Ordinance and that each of the following eight standards on which evidence is required
pursuant to Section 17.60.050 of this Code has been met [has not been met] in connection with
this variation application [subject to the following conditions…]
The eight standards to consider when granting a variation are as follows:
1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only
under the conditions allowed by regulations in that zone.
2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. Such circumstances must be
associated with the characteristics of the property in question, rather than being related
to the occupants.
3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
4. An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired.
5. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased.
6. The taxable value of the land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish.
7. The congestion in the public street will not increase.
8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village
will not otherwise be impaired.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Zoning Matrix
Attachment B: Stormwater Matrix
Attachment C: Application Materials
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ATTACHMENT A

ZONING MATRIX
ADDRESS: 630 Sheridan Road
CASE NO: 21-08-V2
ZONING: R-2
ITEM
Min. Lot Size

MIN/MAX
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
REQUIREMENT EXISTING PROPOSED PROPOSED & EXISTING

ZONING CODE COMPLIANCE (2)

25,200 SF

21,820.5 SF

N/A

N/A

EXISTING NONCONFORMING

Min. Average Lot Width

115 FT

134.69 FT

N/A

N/A

OK

Min. Lot Depth

200 FT

162 FT

N/A

N/A

EXISTING NONCONFORMING

Max. Roofed Lot Coverage

5,455.12 SF (1)

3,167.01 SF

3,221.01 SF

54 SF

OK

Max. Gross Floor Area

6,814.13 SF (1)

N/A

0 FT

0 FT

OK

Max. Impermeable Lot Coverage

10,910.25 SF (1)

6,129.71 SF

6,183.71 SF

54 SF

OK

50 FT

51.15 FT

51.15 FT

0 FT

OK

41.83 FT

49.68 FT

49.68 FT

0 FT

OK

Min. Side Yard (West)

12 FT

39.56 FT

16.83 (3) FT

(22.73) FT

OK

Min. Rear Yard (North)

24.3 FT

21.8 FT

21.8 FT

0 FT

EXISTING NONCONFORMING

3 FT

N/A

2 FT (3)

N/A

1 FT (33.33%) VARIATION

Min. Front Yard (Pine/South)
Min. Corner (Front) Yard (Sheridan/East)

Min. Rear Yard (North) for Accessory Building
NOTES:

(1) Based on lot area of 21,820.5 s.f.
(2) Variation amount is the difference between proposed and requirement.
(3) Setback to existing playhouse.
(4) A variation is requested to allow a playhouse that is 8.5 ft. in height, whereas a maximum of 7 ft. is permitted.
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ATTACHMENT B
Stormwater Volume Requirements for Development Sites
In addition to meeting the following storm water volume detention requirements, development sites must
meet all other Village storm water management requirements such as drainage and grading, storm water
release rates, storage system design requirements, etc.

A. New Home Construction Previously Developed Lot

Storm Water Detention Volume
Requirements
The amount of additional required storm
water detention volume is based upon
the difference between maximum
impermeable lot coverage, per Zoning
Code, and existing lot coverage, using the
run-off coefficient for a 100-year storm
event for both.

B. New Home Construction Previously Undeveloped Site

The amount of required storm water
detention volume is based upon the
maximum impermeable lot coverage,
using the run-off coefficient for 100-year
storm event.

C. Redevelopment of Site for
Different Use
(e.g. single family to multifamily, or commercial)

The amount of required storm water
detention volume is based upon the
maximum impermeable lot coverage,
using the run-off coefficient for 100-year
storm event.

D. Improvements to Existing
Home and/or Lot, causing an
increase in impermeable lot
coverage greater or equal to
25%.

The amount of additional required storm
water detention volume is based upon
the difference between the proposed
and existing impermeable lot coverage,
using the run-off coefficient for 100 year
storm event. (Note: If the increase in
impermeable lot coverage is less than
25%, additional storm water detention
volume is not required.)

Applicable Requirement

Applies to 630 Sheridan Road
Based upon preliminary review
of information to date, it
appears that 630 Sheridan
Road would not have to
provide additional storm water
detention volume. However, a
final determination will be
made by Village Engineering
staff.
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MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

FROM:

ANN KLAASSEN, SENIOR PLANNER

DATE:

MARCH 2, 2021

SUBJECT:

651 ELM STREET – VARIATION (CASE NO. 21-09-V2)

INTRODUCTION
On March 8, 2021, the Zoning Board of Appeals is scheduled to hold a virtual public hearing, in accordance
with social distancing requirements and Governor Pritzker’s Executive Orders and Senate Bill 2135, on an
application submitted by B. Bershert, LLC (the “Applicant”) as the owner of the property located at 651
Elm Street (the “Subject Property”). The Applicant requests approval of the following zoning variation to
allow construction of a single-family residence on the Subject Property:
1. Front yard setback of 40.43 feet, whereas a minimum of 60 feet is required, a variation of 19.57
feet (32.62%) [Section 17.30.050 – Front and Corner Yard Setbacks].
A mailed notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property in compliance with
the Zoning Ordinance. The hearing was properly noticed in the Winnetka Talk on February 18, 2021. As
of the date of this memo, staff has not received any written comment from the public regarding this
application.
The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request as only the Council has the authority to grant
any variation for any new principal building.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The Subject Property, which is approximately 0.33 acres in size, is located on the north side of Elm Street,
between Cedar Street and Maple Street, and is currently a vacant lot (see Figure 1 on the following page).
The property is zoned R-4 Single Family Residential, and it is surrounded by R-4 Single Family Residential
(see Figure 2). The Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property as appropriate for single family
residential development. The zoning of the property is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
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Subject
Property

Figure 1 – Aerial Map

Subject
Property

Figure 2 – Zoning Map
PROPERTY HISTORY AND PREVIOUS ZONING APPLICATIONS
As previously noted, the Subject Property is currently a vacant lot and has been since 2007 when the
former single-family residence was torn down. There are no previous zoning cases on file for the Subject
Property. The Applicant acquired the property in December 2020.
Figures 3 and 4 on the following page identify the Subject Property.
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Subject
Property

Figure 3 – Subject Property

Subject
Property

Figure 4 – Subject Property (wider perspective)
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PROPOSED PLAN
The variation is being requested in order to construct a new single-family residence on the vacant lot.
With the exception of the required front yard setback, the proposed 2½-story residence would comply
with the zoning regulations. Excerpts of the proposed site plan and front building elevation are provided
below and on the following page as Figures 5 and 6. The complete set of plans is provided in the
application materials, which are included in this report as Attachment C.

Proposed
Residence
Proposed 40 ft.
Front Yard Setback

Figure 5 – Excerpt of Proposed Site Plan
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Figure 6 – Proposed Front Elevation
Given the ZBA often receives questions regarding the stormwater regulations applicable to a specific
request being considered by the ZBA, attached is a Stormwater Matrix (Attachment B). Because the site
is currently undeveloped, stormwater detention will likely be required. However, a final determination
will be made by Village Engineering staff. Additionally, Figure 7 below represents the Subject Property’s
proximity to the floodplain; the cyan represents the 100-year flood area.

Subject
Property

Figure 7 - GIS Floodplain Map
REQUESTED ZONING RELIEF
The attached zoning matrix highlights the existing lot and the proposed improvement’s compliance with
the R-4 zoning district (Attachment A). One variation is being requested to allow the proposed residence
to provide a front yard setback of 40.43 feet, whereas a minimum of 60 feet is required.
The Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum front yard setback of 30 feet in the R-5 and R-4 zoning districts.
However, there are exceptions and limitations to the district minimum front setback. The front setback
of any new building shall be no less than the average of the other front setbacks on the block, provided
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that there at least three principal buildings on the block and at least 50% of those principal buildings
maintain a setback greater than the district minimum. Vacant lots and lots on which the principal building
maintains a front setback of at least 150 feet shall be excluded when calculating the average front
setback. The average front setback cannot be less than the required minimum setback established for
the zoning district a property is located in. Additionally, the maximum average front setback shall be no
more than 5 feet more than the front setback maintained by an existing principal building on an
immediately adjoining lot; provided that in no case shall the average front setback exceed twice the
minimum setback required for the zoning district.
In this particular case, there are three principal buildings on the block which the Subject Property is
located, as shown on Figure 8. Those properties and their respective front setbacks are as follows:
•
•
•

545 Maple Street: 29.8 feet
655 Elm Street: 134.29 feet
550 Cedar Street: 99.21 feet

Figure 8 - Placement of Homes on 600 Block of Elm Street
The average of the block is 87.77 feet, however, based on the maximum front yard setback limit that
states the average front setback shall not exceed twice the minimum setback required for the zoning
district, which is 30 feet in this case, the required setback for the Subject Property is capped at 60 feet.
FINDINGS
Does the ZBA find that the requested variation meets the standards for granting such variation; and if so,
is the ZBA prepared to make a recommendation to the Village Council regarding the requested relief? If
so, a ZBA member may wish to make a motion recommending approval or recommending denial based
upon the following:
Move to recommend approval [denial] of the following variation granting:
1. Front yard setback of 40.43 feet, whereas a minimum of 60 feet is required, a variation of
19.57 feet (32.62%) [Section 17.30.050 – Front and Corner Yard Setbacks].
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The Zoning Board of Appeals finds, based on evidence in the record or a public document, that the
variation requested is in harmony [not in harmony] with the general purpose and intent of the
Zoning Ordinance and that each of the following eight standards on which evidence is required
pursuant to Section 17.60.050 of this Code has been met [has not been met] in connection with
this variation application [subject to the following conditions…]
The eight standards to consider when granting a variation are as follows:
1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only
under the conditions allowed by regulations in that zone.
2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. Such circumstances must be
associated with the characteristics of the property in question, rather than being related
to the occupants.
3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
4. An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired.
5. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased.
6. The taxable value of the land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish.
7. The congestion in the public street will not increase.
8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village
will not otherwise be impaired.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Zoning Matrix
Attachment B: Stormwater Matrix
Attachment C: Application Materials
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ATTACHMENT A

ZONING MATRIX
ADDRESS: 651 Elm Street
CASE NO: 21-09-V2
ZONING: R-4
MIN/MAX
REQUIREMENT

EXISTING

12,600 SF

Min. Average Lot Width
Min. Lot Depth

PROPOSED

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
PROPOSED & EXISTING

ZONING CODE COMPLIANCE (2)

14,510 SF

N/A

N/A

OK

60 FT

66.41 FT

N/A

N/A

OK

120 FT

218.5 FT

N/A

N/A

OK

Max. Roofed Lot Coverage

3,627.5 SF (1)

N/A

2,743.6 SF

N/A

OK

Max. Gross Floor Area

4,608.9 SF (1)

N/A

4,606.83 SF

N/A

OK

7,255 SF (1)

N/A

4,263.46 SF

N/A

OK

60 FT

N/A

40.43 FT

N/A

19.57 FT (32.62%) VARIATION

Min. Side Yard

6.64 FT

N/A

8.17 FT

N/A

OK

Min. Total Side Yards

16.6 FT

N/A

18.34 FT

N/A

OK

Min. Rear Yard (North)

25 FT

N/A

71.33 FT

N/A

OK

ITEM
Min. Lot Size

Max. Impermeable Lot Coverage
Min. Front Yard (Elm/South)

NOTES:

(1) Based on lot area of 14,510 s.f.
(2) Variation amount is the difference between proposed and requirement.
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ATTACHMENT B
Stormwater Volume Requirements for Development Sites
In addition to meeting the following storm water volume detention requirements, development sites must
meet all other Village storm water management requirements such as drainage and grading, storm water
release rates, storage system design requirements, etc.
Storm Water Detention Volume
Requirements
The amount of additional required storm
water detention volume is based upon
the difference between maximum
impermeable lot coverage, per Zoning
Code, and existing lot coverage, using the
run-off coefficient for a 100-year storm
event for both.

Applicable Requirement

B. New Home Construction Previously Undeveloped Site

The amount of required storm water
detention volume is based upon the
maximum impermeable lot coverage,
using the run-off coefficient for 100-year
storm event.

Applies to 651 Elm Street
Site is currently undeveloped;
therefore, storm water
detention will likely be
required. However, a final
determination will be made by
Village Engineering staff.

C. Redevelopment of Site for
Different Use
(e.g. single family to multifamily, or commercial)

The amount of required storm water
detention volume is based upon the
maximum impermeable lot coverage,
using the run-off coefficient for 100-year
storm event.

D. Improvements to Existing
Home and/or Lot, causing an
increase in impermeable lot
coverage greater or equal to
25%.

The amount of additional required storm
water detention volume is based upon
the difference between the proposed
and existing impermeable lot coverage,
using the run-off coefficient for 100 year
storm event. (Note: If the increase in
impermeable lot coverage is less than
25%, additional storm water detention
volume is not required.)

A. New Home Construction Previously Developed Lot
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ATTACHMENT C
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