ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR VIRTUAL MEETING AGENDA
MONDAY, JUNE 8, 2020 - 7:00 PM
In accordance with social distancing requirements, Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order 2020-39, and Senate Bill
2135, the Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals meeting on Monday, June 8, 2020 will be held virtually, and if
Senate Bill 2135 is signed into law prior to meeting, made available at Village Hall. The meeting will be
livestreamed via the Cisco WebEx platform.
The public has the following two options for 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: 408-418-9388; when prompted enter the Meeting ID – 126 612 1071
(Please note there is no additional password or attendee ID required.)
2) Livestream (both audio and video feed). Download the Cisco WebEx meetings app to your smart phone,
tablet or computer, and then join Meeting ID – 126 612 1071 Event Password – ZBA06082020
In addition, if Senate Bill 2135 is signed into law prior to the meeting, and the requirements are not fully satisfied to
fully host the meeting virtually, the public may, in addition to observing and participating in the meeting remotely,
participate and observe the meeting in person at Village Hall.
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 by 6:00 PM the day of the meeting will be read at the hearing by staff. Written 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.

510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093
847-501-6000 • www.villageofwinnetka.org

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR VIRTUAL MEETING AGENDA - MONDAY, JUNE 8, 2020 - 7:00 PM

AGENDA ITEMS
1. Call to Order & Roll Call.
2. Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting
3. Approval of May 11, 2020 meeting minutes.
4. Case No. 20-14-V2: 700 Elm Street: An application submitted by Hadley Institute for the Blind
and Visually Impaired seeking approval of a zoning variation to allow the construction of new
front walkways at 700 Elm Street. The requested zoning variation would permit the
improvements to exceed the maximum permitted impermeable lot coverage. The Village Council
has final jurisdiction on this request.
5. Case No. 20-17-SD: 1165, 1171 and 1177 Ash Street: An application submitted by Richard and
Laura Radcliffe and Carl and Rebecca Hardie seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to
resubdivide the three existing lots into two lots of record and a zoning variation. The requested
zoning variation would permit the existing residence at 1165 Ash Street to observe less than the
minimum required side yard setback from the east property line. The Village Council has final
jurisdiction on this request.
6. Other Business.
a. Community Development Report
b. July 13, 2020 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).

510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093
847-501-6000 • www.villageofwinnetka.org
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WINNETKA ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MAY 11, 2020
Zoning Board Members Present:

Matt Bradley, Chairman
Sarah Balassa
Gene Greable
Lynn Hanley
Mike Nielsen

Zoning Board Members Absent:

Wally Greenough
Kimberly Handler

Village Staff:

David Schoon, Director of Community Development
Kristen Kazenas, Assistant Village Manager
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner
Minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals
May 11, 2020

Call to Order:
Chairman Bradley called the virtual meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.
Roll Call
Ms. Klaassen took roll call of the Board Members present and noted Mr. Greenough and Ms. Handler
are absent.
Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting
Chairman Bradley read into the record the legal authority enacted by Governor Pritzker allowing the
Board to conduct a virtual meeting. He then reviewed the items on the agenda.
Chairman Bradley stated with regard to how the public can participate in the virtual meeting setting, the
public had the ability to send emails, letters or leaving a message with the Community Development
Department. He stated during the meeting, he identified the number for the public to call in to
participate or submit questions through the portal he then identified. Chairman Bradley also asked
Board Members to identify themselves before speaking and to reference any documents they are
speaking to.
Approval of February 10, 2020 meeting minutes.
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the February 10, 2020 minutes. A motion was made by
Ms. Hanley and seconded by Ms. Balassa to approve the February 10, 2020 meeting minutes. A roll call
vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed.
Approval of March 9, 2020 meeting minutes.
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the March 9, 2020 minutes. A motion was made by Ms.
Hanley and seconded by Ms. Balassa to approve the March 9, 2020 meeting minutes. A roll call vote was
taken and the motion unanimously passed.
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Case No. 20-15-V: 1246 Spruce Street: An application submitted by Patricia and Christopher
O’Connell seeking approval of zoning variations to allow a second floor addition to the existing
residence at 1246 Spruce Street. The requested zoning variations would permit the residence (a) to
provide less than the minimum required front yard setback; (b) to provide less than the minimum
required side yard setback; and (c) to provide less than the minimum required total side yard setback.
The Zoning Board of Appeals has final jurisdiction on this request.
Ms. Klaassen stated the applicants are proposing a front yard setback of 49.97 feet, whereas a minimum
of 50.02 feet is required and is the average of the block, with a variation being requested of .05 feet
(.01%). She noted the residence currently provided a setback of 49.97 feet. Ms. Klaassen stated a side
yard setback of 5.62 feet from the east property line is being requested, whereas a minimum of 7.5 feet
is required, a variation of 1.88 feet (25.07%). She noted the residence currently provided an east side
yard setback of 5.62 feet. Ms. Klaassen then stated a total side yard setback of 12 feet is being
requested, whereas a minimum of 18.75 feet is required, a variation of 6.75 feet (36%), noting the
residence currently provided a total side yard setback of 12 feet.
Ms. Klaassen stated the subject property is located on the south side of Spruce Street between Glendale
Avenue and Hibbard Road and contains an existing two story residence and attached garage built in
1950. She stated the property is zoned R-4 single family residential and is bordered by R-4 to the east,
west and south and R-2 to the north.
Ms. Klaassen stated the variations are being requested to construct a second floor addition above the
existing nonconforming attached garage. She stated a building permit was issued in March 2020 to
expand a dormer and add a front porch as shown in the site photos. Ms. Klaassen then stated as shown
in the zoning matrix, the existing residence is legal nonconforming with respect to all three setbacks
being requested. She noted the proposed addition would not encroach further into the required
setbacks and would match the residence’s currently provided setbacks.
Ms. Klaassen stated as indicated on the floor plan, the addition would consist of a master suite
measuring approximately 21.67 x 27 feet (588 square feet). She then referred to the front elevation next
to the proposed addition. Ms. Klaassen stated the proposed side elevations show the proposed addition
above the existing garage. She stated to summarize, three variations are being requested for front yard
setback, side yard setback and total side yard setback.
Ms. Klaassen then stated the Board is to consider whether the requested variations meet the standards
for granting such variations and draft resolutions were prepared by staff with one resolution approving
the request on page 26 and the other resolution denying the request on page 40 of the agenda report.
She stated following public comment and Board discussion, a Board Member may make a motion to
adopt either the resolution approving or denying the requested variations. Ms. Klaassen then asked if
there were any questions.
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. Ms. Balassa asked with regard to the
exception of the expansion of the square footage, she referred to the footprint and the differences
between the existing and proposed and asked whether the applicants are only coming before the Board
due to the fact the property is nonconforming. Ms. Klaassen confirmed that is correct. Ms. Hanley asked
if the garage was an addition. Ms. Klaassen stated the garage was part of the original construction in
1950. Chairman Bradley asked Mr. Greable if he had any questions. Mr. Greable stated he had no
questions and would support the application.

May 11, 2020

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

Page 3

Chairman Bradley asked for the applicants to comment. He then swore in those speaking to this matter.
Chairman Bradley also asked for confirmation that the applicants provided their written consent relating
to the virtual meeting. The applicants and architect confirmed that is correct. He then asked if there
were any additional materials submitted relating to the application that the Board has not considered.
Patricia O’Connell, the property owner and applicant, stated there were not.
Patricia O’Connell introduced herself to the Board and stated they want to add an addition straight up
over the existing garage and would not add to the footprint of the home. She noted the addition would
contain a master bedroom, bathroom and closet and the roof would align with the dormer. Mrs.
O’Connell noted the dormer allowed for a small bathtub, vanity and toilet and identified other areas on
that level of the home.
DonnaLee Floater introduced herself as the architect for the project. She confirmed the request would
expand the addition straight up over the garage and the setbacks would not be further encroached. Ms.
Floater stated with regard to the front yard setback, that variance is for less than an inch and noted the
bulk of the home is set so far back; the homes on either side align with the applicants’ garage which
would not make it unusual for the street.
Chairman Bradley asked if there were any other comments from the applicant. Ms. Floater informed
the Board the second floor only has three bedrooms and the addition of a master suite is common in a
lot of Winnetka homes. She added the request is the easiest and most reasonable way of adding the
addition and referred to the amount of GFA and impermeable lot coverage which would remain and the
addition would not require excavation.
Chairman Bradley asked if there were any questions from the Board. No questions were raised at this
time. He then asked if there any public comments. Ms. Klaassen noted no written public comment was
received prior to the meeting. Chairman Bradley then called the matter in for discussion. Mr. Schoon
stated the Board should first confirm whether anyone who has called in has any public comment. Ms.
Kazenas asked for those who called in, she would unmute their microphones and asked for the caller to
state whether they had any comment. Mark VanKerkhoff, Caller No. 3, stated he had no comment on
this agenda item but would comment on the next agenda item. Subsequent callers stated they had no
comment. Ms. Kazenas confirmed there was no comment on this agenda item. Chairman Bradley then
stated any additional public comments received during the meeting would be incorporated into the
record.
Chairman Bradley then closed the public comment portion on this agenda item and stated the Board
would proceed with deliberation. He stated the only issue in connection with this matter is that the
property is existing nonconforming relating to the existing conditions. Ms. Hanley stated she had no
comments and noted for the record the applicants are only going up and are not changing the footprint
or setbacks and she had no problem with the request. Mr. Nielsen agreed with Ms. Hanley’s comments
and referred to one of the three requested setbacks as being almost nonexistent. Ms. Balassa agreed
the request is fine. Mr. Greable stated he is in full agreement and identified the request as an example
with regard to existing nonconformities which were previously approved by the Board and is an example
of how they can reduce the matters coming before the Board.
Chairman Bradley agreed with Mr. Greable’s comments. He then asked for a motion to adopt the
approval resolution for 1246 Spruce Street. A motion was made by Ms. Hanley and seconded by Mr.
Nielsen. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed.
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AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Greable, Hanley, Nielsen
NAYS: None
Case No. 20-16-V2: 425 Birch Street: An application submitted by Collin Nailor seeking approval of
zoning variations to allow installation of an egress window well and construction of a two-story
addition to the existing residence at 425 Birch Street. The requested zoning variations would permit
the residence (a) to exceed the maximum permitted building size; (b) to exceed the maximum
permitted roofed lot coverage; (c) to exceed the maximum permitted front yard lot coverage; (d) to
provide less than the minimum required front yard setback; (e) to provide less than the minimum
required total side yard setback; (f) to provide less than the minimum required rear yard setback. The
Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.
Ms. Klaassen stated the GFA being requested is 2,914.83 square feet, whereas a maximum of 2,529.56 is
permitted, a variation of 385.27 square feet (15.23%). She noted the site currently contained 2,810.99
square feet of GFA and the proposed addition would add approximately 104 square feet of GFA. Ms.
Klaassen stated the second variation being requested is 1,955.29 square feet, whereas a maximum of
1,707.45 square feet is permitted, a variation of approximately 248 square feet (14.51%). She noted the
site currently contained 1,903 square feet and the proposed addition would add approximately 52
square feet of RLC. Ms. Klaassen stated the third variation is for front lot coverage of 1,559 square feet
whereas a maximum of 1,116 square feet is permitted, a variation of 443 square feet (approximately
39%). She noted the site currently contained 1,519 square feet of front lot coverage and the proposed
addition would add approximately 40 square feet. Ms. Klaassen stated the fourth variation being
requested is for the front yard setback of 25.34 feet whereas a minimum of 30 feet is required, a
variation of 4.66 feet (15.5%). She noted the site currently provides a front yard setback of 21.5 feet.
Ms. Klaassen stated the fifth variation for total side yard setback is being requested for 28.54 feet
whereas a minimum of 36.48 feet is required, a variation of 7.94 feet (21.76%). She noted the site
currently has a total side yard setback of 28.5 feet. Ms. Klaassen then stated a sixth variation is being
requested for a rear yard setback of 1.3 feet whereas a minimum of 10 feet is required, a variation of 8.7
feet (87%). She noted the residence currently provided a nonconforming rear yard setback of 4.3 feet.
Ms. Klaassen added the Village Council has final jurisdiction on the request.
Ms. Klaassen then stated the subject property is located on the east side of Birch Street between Ash
Street and Cherry Street and contains an existing two story residence built in 1915. She stated the
property is zoned R-5 single family residential and is surrounded by the same R-5 zoning. Ms. Klaassen
stated the existing lot is a legal nonconforming lot and has approximately 6,323 square feet of lot area
with the minimum required lot area in the R-5 district being 8,400 square feet. She stated it is
interesting to note that taking into consideration the front and rear setbacks, the buildable depth is
limited to 12 feet.
Ms. Klaassen stated the variations are being requested to rebuild an existing element on the residence
circled in red on the illustration and expand its footprint an additional 52 street towards the front of the
residence. She stated the site plan illustrated the lot’s depth of 52 feet and an average lot width of
approximately 122 feet and the proposed addition is identified in the red box on the illustration. Ms.
Klaassen also stated as identified on the floor plan, the two story element to be replaced measured 14.4
x 8.5 feet (121 square feet) and the replacement two story element would maintain the 8.5 feet width
and extend an additional 6 feet to the west. She noted the first floor space would continue to contain a
sunroom and the second floor sunroom would be converted to a master bath and closet with the total
addition adding 104 square feet of GFA.
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Ms. Klaassen stated the request also includes the installation of an egress window at the rear elevation
of the home and the window well would measure 36 x 36 inches and would be constructed below grade.
She noted while window wells are only allowed to encroach a side yard, the proposed window well
would be located in the required rear yard. Ms. Klaassen identified the proposed addition in the
illustration shown on the front and west elevations and the side/south elevation. She stated to
summarize, the six variations being requested include RLC, front yard coverage, front yard setback,
minimum total side yard setback and rear yard setback. Ms. Klaassen referred to the zoning matrix
noting there are a number of existing nonconformities with the current residence exceeding the
permitted GFA by approximately 281 square feet and exceeding permitted RLC by 196 square feet. She
then stated in terms of the front yard lot coverage, the coverage consists of the driveway, stoop, front
walk and patio area and due to the narrow lot depth, the residence encroached the required 30 foot
front yard and therefore, approximately 588 square feet of the residence contributed to the front yard
lot coverage. Ms. Klaassen also stated a portion of the proposed addition would encroach the front yard
as part of the variations adding approximately 40 square feet to the nonconforming front yard lot
coverage.
Ms. Klaassen then stated the proposed addition would be set back at 25.34 feet and is not in compliance
with the 30 foot setback and the existing nonconforming total side yards for the residence would remain
unchanged with the proposed addition. She also stated the residence currently provided a rear yard
setback of 4.3 feet whereas a minimum of 10 feet is required. Ms. Klaassen noted the proposed egress
window would provide a setback of 1.3 feet and the existing two story element to be rebuilt currently
provided a rear yard setback of 6.23 feet.
Ms. Klaassen stated the Board is to consider whether or not the requested variations meet the
standards for granting such variations and following public comment and Board discussion, the Board
may make a recommendation to the Village Council regarding the requested relief. She noted a draft
motion is provided on page nos. 9-10 of the agenda packet. Ms. Klaassen noted they did not receive any
pre-registered comments, written comments or voicemail messages. She then asked if there were any
questions.
Chairman Bradley also asked the Board if there were any questions. Mr. Nielsen referred to the
previously denied case in 1999 and asked if that related to the Board’s discussion. Ms. Klaassen stated
they typically provide case history and each case is handled separately and referred to two previous
variation requests, one which was approved and the other which was denied. Chairman Bradley asked if
there were any other questions for the Village staff. No additional questions were raised at this time.
Chairman Bradley swore in the applicant speaking to this matter. He then asked the applicant if he
submitted his waiver and consent with regard to the virtual hearing on his application. Mr. Nailor
confirmed that is correct. Chairman Bradley asked Mr. Nailor to begin his presentation. Mr. Schoon
stated the architect may also be online. Mr. Nailor confirmed that is correct. Ms. Kazenas unmuted the
architect, Mark VanKerkhoff, who introduced himself to the Board. Chairman Bradley then swore in Mr.
VanKerkhoff.
Mr. Nailor referred to slide no. 21 and stated the home in the photo is the original home. He stated the
attached garage was built later than the 1915 construction. Mr. Nailor stated they are looking to remove
the sunroom and room above to go in line with the addition and which would not be flush with the front
of the home. He stated the reason for the variance is that it is an older three bedroom home with one
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shared bathroom where they are looking to create the master bathroom on the second floor. Mr. Nailor
stated the extra 104 square feet was requested to have a master bathroom. He then stated with regard
to the window well that may be handled as a separate issue. Mr. Nailor noted the lot butted up against
the neighbor’s yard and it is the only location for the window well, which would be 36x36 inches.
Mr. Nailor stated in connection with the calculations, Mr. VanKerkhoff could provide more information.
He noted everything is existing nonconforming and they would not encroach any further into the side
yard. Mr. Nailor stated they want the existing structure to be moved ahead 6 feet to allow for a master
bathroom. He then asked if there were any questions. Chairman Bradley asked for Mr. VanKerkhoff to
speak first followed by the Board’s questions.
Mr. VanKerkhoff stated the existing two story sunroom is not code compliant and there is no foundation
underneath it. He stated it was constructed for seasonal use and is not adequate for year-round energy
efficiency. Mr. VanKerkhoff stated the proposal is to reconstruct that element and make it slightly larger
which will make the entire home more usable with a proper master bathroom and closet and would be
set back from the front of the home. He then referred to the elevation rendering and noted it would
have the same style and look of the home. Mr. VanKerkhoff stated the existing property has a long list of
nonconformities and approval of the request would bring it into compliance. He referred to slide no. 26
which showed the minimal difference between the existing and proposed conditions in the categories
where it increased the existing nonconformities in making the two story section a little larger. Mr.
VanKerkhoff then asked if there were any questions.
Ms. Hanley asked if the window well would replace an existing door in terms of egress and asked why
are they changing the method of egress. Mr. VanKerkhoff confirmed that is correct and stated they
wanted to get rid of the door and make it all stone. He also stated there is a fenced area for their dog.
Mr. VanKerkhoff noted the basement construction is taking place now and it was determined another
method of escape was needed with this being the most logical place to put the window well. He then
stated the only other area for it is on the side at the proposed variance for the addition. Ms. Hanley
asked Village staff if they were to put it on the side that would not be a problem. Ms. Klaassen
confirmed that is correct. Ms. Hanley then asked with regard to the necessity for the master bathroom,
why did it have to be 8.5 x 20 feet as opposed to 8.5 x 14 feet. Mr. VanKerkhoff confirmed that area
included the master bathroom and closet.
Ms. Hanley stated there is plenty of room to expand the closet, shower, sink and toilet. She then stated
when you have a small lot; you have a small home which is why there is a zoning ordinance to make sure
everything fits in its place. Mr. VanKerkhoff stated the area would not be all bathroom and the second
bedroom closet would be made bigger. Ms. Hanley then asked Village staff since there are foundation
issues, if they built within the same footprint, would they still need variations. Ms. Klaassen confirmed
that is correct. She also stated if they were planning to remove and replace the existing two story
element, that would be considered a minor variation but the egress window required Village Council
approval.
Ms. Balassa stated she had no questions. Mr. Nielsen stated the egress window is required as a second
exit and if they were not installing it, would the other variations go away. Ms. Klaassen responded yes to
a certain extent. She then stated if you remove the two-story element and want to replace it, zoning
relief is necessary. Ms. Klaassen stated if they were only considering replacing that element, it would be
considered a minor variation.
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Ms. Hanley stated if they were to rebuild the sunroom in the same footprint, the window well could go
on the side with no issue. Ms. Klaassen stated it depended where it is located in the side yard. She noted
they have to comply with the 30 foot front yard setback and if the proposed addition was not on the
table, it may be possible to locate the window well in that general location.
Mr. Greable asked when the applicant planned to move in the home. Mr. Nailor responded in 4-5
weeks. Mr. Greable stated it is a 1915 home which was in foreclosure years ago. He then referred to the
zoning matrix figures and asked Mr. VanKerkhoff if it boiled down to the sunroom porch. Mr.
VanKerkhoff stated the existing home is nonconforming in all of those categories and subsequent
additions were approved by the Village. He agreed it was vacant for a long time and Mr. Nailor is
investing a lot to fix the 1915 foundation noting there is no foundation under the sunroom. Mr.
VanKerkhoff stated since Mr. Nailor would have had to come before the Board to construct the sunroom
as it is, they decided to propose a small addition to the front which would not be very noticeable given
the significant investment being made in the property.
Chairman Bradley stated there are six variations which revolve around the sunroom expansion and the
argument that the current status is not safe or secure. He stated with regard to the rear yard setback,
he did not understand the motivation as it related to the Board’s standards. Chairman Bradley
questioned whether there was another likely place to locate the egress and whether it is necessary. Mr.
VanKerkhoff confirmed it is necessary and the door Mr. Nailor referred to is at grade level. He noted the
basement is mostly underground and the door is located midlevel. Mr. VanKerkhoff then stated to have
space which can be occupied in the basement, there needed to be a method of egress according to the
code.
Chairman Bradley then asked if it could be located on the home’s north facing side and referred to slide
no. 22. Mr. Nailor informed the Board that is near the main sanitary sewer line which exited the home
and is not practical. Chairman Bradley asked if some of the addition could be taken from the rear and
place the window well which would not require a variation. Mr. VanKerkhoff stated given the extent of
the existing nonconformities, anywhere they put the window well would require a variance. He also
informed the Board the plan was to not have a full basement under the area of the sunroom. Mr. Nailor
added the sump pump and main water line is located at the southeast corner.
Chairman Bradley then stated with regard to the master bathroom and closet, on the first floor, he
asked if that area would be open, insulated or used as a three season porch. Mr. Nailor stated they
planned to use it as year-round livable space once it is brought up to code.
Chairman Bradley asked if there were any additional questions from the Board or public comments. No
additional questions or comments were raised at this time. Ms. Kazenas stated one caller was unmuted
and asked for comment. No comment was made at this time. She confirmed the previous callers left the
meeting. Chairman Bradley then called the matter in for discussion.
Chairman Bradley suggested the Board begin by considering whether each of the six variance requests
match the standards. Mr. Nielsen stated he drove by the property and agreed with the amount of work
the property needed. He stated he initially did not think 104 square feet as existing legal nonconforming
being a huge deal. Mr. Nielsen stated the egress window needed to be done and agreed with the
discussion of the alternative of moving it. He then stated with regard to whether any master bathroom
needed to be bigger, although he wished the square footage would be placed elsewhere, there would
not be a huge change in GFA. Mr. Nielsen stated he would generally support the variances.
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Ms. Balassa stated she is generally in support and informed the Board she walked by the home daily. She
described the home as an abandoned eyesore for the neighborhood. Ms. Balassa then stated for a
nonconforming home that has not been lived in, it is complicated to renovate this type of home. She
also stated the issue of the window well did not relate to aesthetics. Ms. Balassa stated while she had
some concerns and with regard to the sunroom movement and addition, it would not affect the other
homes. She noted the north home is also nonconforming. Ms. Balassa added moving the sunroom to
align with neighboring homes would be pleasing. She then stated she would give the applicants the
benefit of the doubt and reiterated her concern relating to the deteriorated condition of the home for
so long.
Ms. Hanley agreed with Ms. Balassa’s comments and stated the home was on the market for a long time
with price decreases although a lot of work needed to be done which she appreciated. She stated she is
curious as to why an existing door was changed and another means of egress being the window well is
necessary and is far more obtrusive and close to the neighbors’ garage. Ms. Hanley stated in connection
with the sunroom expansion, it did not meet all of the variation standards and there is nothing unique
with regard to the property which required such an expansion relating to GFA, RLC, etc. She also stated
it would not effect on reasonable return to not be able to add that square footage. She reiterated when
you have a small lot, you have a small home which is the character the Village needed. Ms. Hanley
concluded she is leaning toward not approving the request.
Mr. Greable stated at the rear of the property is a parking lot and with regard to the strip of land in the
back, the window well would look fine there and it did not bother him at all. He also stated the sunroom
must be addressed and fixed which is the biggest issue and must be cured. Mr. Greable stated he is in
favor of the request noting the Village Council has final approval.
Chairman Bradley stated the situation is complex with regard to rules on one hand and standards on the
other. He then stated variation nos. 1-5 are lacking sufficient need in terms of the variances requested.
Chairman Bradley stated with regard to the rear yard setback and egress window well, he considered
where it could go to provide the necessary level of safety and referred to the alternatives discussed. He
stated he would be in support of the rear yard setback since it related to safety. He then stated with
regard to the sunroom, he referred to the fair market value paid for the property is what they have to
work with knowing it was a legal nonconforming lot. Chairman Bradley stated master bathrooms and
large closets are not entitlements. He agreed it is a very unique property and stated he is sympathetic to
the applicants noting the lot is already 2,000 square feet below the minimum lot requirements.
Chairman Bradley stated a modest increase to accommodate downstairs and upstairs living made sense
but is not the only option available to them. He then stated curing the foundation issues of the sunroom
did not automatically entitle the applicants to additional square footage and is not a justifiable need
according to the standards. Chairman Bradley stated he would vote against the application for variation
nos. 1-5 noting there were three favorable and two non-favorable votes from the Board with the Village
Council to make the final determination.
Mr. Schoon confirmed in order for the Board to forward an affirmative recommendation to the Village
Council, there would need to be four Board Members in favor. Chairman Bradley then stated for
expedition purposes and to move the application forward, he would vote in favor of the application
noting their comments are included in the record.
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to recommend approval of the application as set forth on page 9.
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A motion was made by Mr. Greable and seconded by Mr. Nielsen to recommend approval of the
application. A vote was taken and the motion passed, 4 to 1.
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Greable, Nielsen
NAYS: Hanley
Other Business
(a)
Community Development Report
Mr. Schoon stated they are continuing with all of the Village duties remotely including issuing building
permits as well as conduction inspections while allowing for social distancing. He noted there are a
couple of items for the June 2020 ZBA meeting agenda. Mr. Schoon stated in connection with the
Comprehensive Plan, prior to the pandemic, they were preparing for a community Open House which
was canceled because of the stay-at-home order. He stated they want to wait until they are able to have
community engagement in person and the process is on hold for now. Mr. Schoon confirmed they are
still working with the consultant on analysis gathering.
(b)
Quorum Check – June 8, 2020 Meeting
The Board Members discussed their availability. Mr. Schoon stated they would notice the meeting as
being an in-person meeting but that it may convert to a virtual meeting if the Governor’s Executive
Order is extended..
(c)
Public Comment
Chairman Bradley asked if there was any public comment. Ms. Kazenas confirmed there are no
remaining members of the public on the call.
Adjournment:
The meeting adjourned at 8:47 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:

JUNE 1, 2020

SUBJECT:

CASE NO. 20-14-V2:
700 ELM STREET – VARIATION - HADLEY
INSTITUTE FOR THE BLIND AND VISUALLY IMPAIRED

INTRODUCTION
On June 8, 2020, the Zoning Board of Appeals is scheduled to hold a virtual public hearing, in accordance
with social distancing requirements and Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order, on an application
submitted by the Hadley Institute for the Blind and Visually Impaired (the “Applicant”), as the owner of
the property at 700 Elm Street (the “Subject Property”). The Applicant requests approval of the
following zoning variation to allow construction of new front walkways on the Subject Property:
1. Intensity of Use of Lot (impermeable lot coverage) of 19,265.88 square feet, whereas a
maximum of 15,789 square feet is permitted, a variation of 3,476.88 square feet (22.02%)
[Section 17.32.010 – B-1 Multifamily Residential District regulations] [Note: The site currently
contains 18,420.69 square feet of ILC. The proposed improvement would add 845.19 square
feet of ILC].
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 May 21, 2020. As of
the date of this memo, staff has not received any written comments 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 exceed the maximum permitted impermeable lot coverage by more than 20%.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The Subject Property, which is approximately 0.6 acres in size, is located on the south side of Elm Street,
between Lincoln Avenue and Maple Street, and is improved with an existing two-story institutional
building (see Figure 1). The property is zoned B-1 Multifamily Residential, and it is bordered B-1
Multifamily to the west, R-4 Single Family Residential to the north, south, and east, and R-5 Single
Family Residential and B-2 Multifamily Residential to the south (see Figure 2).
As suggested by its name, the B-1 Multifamily Residential District allocates areas of the Village
appropriate for higher density residential development, and is designated largely in transitional areas,
often lying as a buffer between higher intensity commercial uses and lower intensity single-family
districts. In addition to multifamily residential uses, the B-1 District allows a limited range of additional
uses by special use permit. Permitted special uses in the B-1 District include (a) parking lots; (b) day
care centers; (c) institutions of an educational, philanthropic or eleemosynary nature; and (d) planned
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developments. Figure 1 below demonstrates the transitional nature of the B-1 District and the Hadley
Institute parcel, located between the Village’s East Elm Business District on the west and lower
intensity, single family residences on the east.
The Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property as appropriate for “public/semi-public” uses.
The zoning of the property is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Subject
Property

Figure 1 – Aerial Map

Subject
Property

Figure 2 – Zoning Map
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PROPERTY HISTORY AND PREVIOUS ZONING APPLICATIONS
Village records indicate that Hadley School for the Blind was first constructed in 1956. Prior to 1980,
institutional uses were permitted by right in the B-1 Multifamily District. In 1980 the Village adopted
zoning amendments which reclassified institutions such as Hadley School as special uses in the B-1
District. The Hadley Institute is an existing legal conforming use.
The building was expanded in 1969-70, and improved with a 21 space parking lot. Hadley Institute
received approval of a zoning variation in 1969 to provide 21 parking spaces on site, versus the 57
spaces required at that time. [Note: 1969 zoning regulations for the B-1 District called for 5 parking
spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area. Current regulations do not have a prescriptive parking
formula for institutional uses; rather, the adequacy of parking is evaluated on a case-by-case basis
through the special use permit process.]
In 2008, Hadley School received approval of a zoning variation to exceed the maximum permitted
impermeable lot coverage to allow construction of a ramp, stairs and patio area (approximately 756
square feet in area) within a recessed area on the east side of the building.
In 2018, Ordinance M-2-2018 was adopted by the Village Council, granting a Special Use Permit and
variations to allow construction of two additions to the second story of the existing building. The
variations were (a) to permit an impermeable lot coverage of 18,421 square feet to expand the existing
entry sidewalk; (b) to permit an unarticulated exterior wall on the east side of the building
approximately 59 feet in length; and (c) to permit the second-story additions to incorporate a flat roof
form. Ordinance M-2-20018 is included in this report as Attachment D. Construction of the addition
was completed in November 2019.
Figures 3 and 4 contain photos of the site.

Existing Main
Entrance Walk

Location of
Proposed West
Walk & Stone
Outcropping

Figure 3 – Subject Property
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Location of
Proposed
East Walk

Figure 4 – Subject Property
PROPOSED PLAN
The variation is being requested in order to construct a walkway across the front lawn area of the
Subject Property. The walkway would run east from the parking lot to the main concrete entrance walk
to the building. The walkway would continue east along the front of the site and extend south along the
east property line to connect with the existing walk on the east side of the Subject Property. The
proposed walkway would be constructed of a crushed stone, bluestone or granite. The walkway from
the parking lot to the main entrance walk would measure approximately 130 square feet and the walk
continuing east in the front lawn along the east portion of the lot would measure approximately 415
square feet. The proposed plan also includes adding approximately 300 square feet of stone
outcroppings in the front lawn area between the parking lot and the existing walk to the main entrance.
In total the proposed plan would add approximately 845 square feet of impermeable lot coverage.
Excerpts of the proposed plan are provided on the following page as Figures 5 and 6. The complete set
of plans representing the proposed walkways and landscape plan is provided in Attachment C.
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Figure 5 – Excerpt of Proposed Site Plan – West Walk

Figure 6 – Excerpt of Proposed Site Plan – East Walk
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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 grey represents the 100-flood area and the purple
represents the 500-year flood area.

Subject
Property

Figure 7 – GIS Floodplain Map
CONSIDERATION BY DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
The Design Review Board (DRB) is scheduled to consider a certificate of appropriateness for the
proposed improvement on June 18, 2020. The DRB will consider the overall appropriateness of the
materials and design of the proposed walkways and landscaping.
REQUESTED ZONING RELIEF
The attached zoning matrix highlights the existing lot and the proposed improvement’s compliance with
the B-1 zoning district (Attachment A). One variation is being requested for the intensity of use of lot,
more specifically the impermeable lot coverage (ILC). The B1 District allows a maximum of
impermeable lot coverage of 60%. Given the lot is 26,315 square feet, the existing improvements are
legally nonconforming with respect to the ILC limitations as the site currently contains 18,420.69 square
feet of ILC (70%), exceeding the maximum permitted ILC of 15,789 square feet by 2,631.69 square feet
(16.67% over the maximum amount allowed). The proposed improvements would add an additional
845.19 square feet of ILC for a total of 18,265.88 square feet of ILC (73.21%). A variation of 3,476.88
feet, or 22.02% over the maximum amount of ILC allowed, is required.
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
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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. Intensity of Use of Lot (impermeable lot coverage) of 19,265.88 square feet,
whereas a maximum of 15,789 square feet is permitted, a variation of 3,476.88
square feet (22.02%) [Section 17.32.010 – B-1 Multifamily Residential District
regulations] [Note: The site currently contains 18,420.69 square feet of ILC. The
proposed improvement would add 845.19 square feet of ILC].
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:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:

Zoning Matrix
Stormwater Matrix
Application Materials
Ordinance M-2-2018, adopted January 2, 2018
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ATTACHMENT A

ZONING MATRIX
ADDRESS: 700 Elm St. (Hadley Institute)
CASE NO: 20-14-V2
ZONING: B-1
MIN/MAX
REQUIREMENT

EXISTING

Min. Lot Size

N/A

Min. Average Lot Width

PROPOSED

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
PROPOSED & EXISTING

ZONING CODE COMPLIANCE (2)

26,315 SF

N/A

N/A

OK

60 FT

124.71 FT

N/A

N/A

OK

Max. Roofed Lot Coverage

10,526 SF (1)

7,782.06 SF

0 SF

0 SF

OK

Max. Gross Floor Area

21,052 SF (1)

15,333.99 SF

0 SF

0 SF

OK

Max. Impermeable Lot Coverage

15,789 SF (1)

18,420.69 SF

19,265.88 SF

845.19 SF

3,476.88 SF (22.02%) VARIATION

Min. Front Yard (Elm/North)

25 FT

30.95 FT

30.95 FT

N/A

OK

Min. Side Yard (East)

12 FT

14.84 FT

14.84 FT

N/A

OK

Min. Side Yard (West)

12 FT

26.69 FT

26.69 FT

N/A

OK

Min. Rear Yard (South)

30 FT

45.63 FT

45.63 FT

N/A

OK

ITEM

NOTES:

(1) Based on actual lot area of 26,315 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.

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 700 Elm Street
Based upon preliminary review
of information to date, it
appears that 700 Elm
Street 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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March 17, 2020
Dear Village of Winnetka, Department of Community Development,

The landscape design concept I created for the Hadley Institute for the Blind and Visually
Impaired incorporates a path that would cut across the front lawn area, running E-W. This path
is not to be substituted for the main concrete entrance to the building it is, however, designed to
allow visitors a chance to pass through garden areas and engage with the sensory garden areas.
The proposed material would be a crushed stone, like bluestone or granite that would be coarse
enough to allow water to pass through and be firm enough to walk on.
Regarding the standards outlined on the Zoning Variation Application:
1. The landscape design for Hadley creates a space for all visitors to safely engage with the
garden. However, the primary goal is to create interactive garden areas that are
designed specifically for the blind or visually impaired. I planned for a grittier textural
surface to act as a sensory cue, for visually impaired visitors, to freely engage in the
garden space they are in when they are strolling on this ‘softer’ surface.
a. The material proposed is a crushed stone with a permeable fabric barrier installed
beneath it and then a coarser base material would be added to enable better
drainage and aquifer recharge. NO compacted screening or denser soil substrate
will be added as a base. The material selection is designed to improve and assist in
drainage and percolation.
2. The topography of Hadley lends itself to design ideas that make the garden area more
usable.
a. This path could be used as a ‘short-cut’ of sorts from the 2 visitor parking spaces
along the driveway across the front property to the main entrance walkway making
it a shorter meander to the front door.
b. Given the elevation change up towards the street, this footpath would also provide
a low spot to slow water down, during heavy rain events or during rain events that
occur when the soil is already saturated, and allow the water to move into the path
and then percolate through the path media and then soil profile.
c. Sustaining an interactive garden space closer to the building with access to plants,
boulders or small woody plants via the pathway, instead of nearer the narrow
parkway and public sidewalk, will make the garden areas at Hadley more accessible
and usable for employees, patrons and visitors.
3. The overall character and look of the garden space will be similar to its history and the
gravel choice will not exacerbate water run off to any surrounding property.
4. This path will not affect any air or light quality adjacent to the property
5. There will be no increased fire hazard or other damage due to the design.
6. The landscape plan will not diminish the taxable value of the land and buildings
throughout the Village.
7. There will be no increase in congestion in the public street.
8. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village will
not be impaired in any way.
Thank you very much for your time and consideration.
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Regards,
John Eskandari
Urban Plantsman LLC

urbanplantsman@gmail.com

773-458-0265

ZBA Agenda Packet - Hadley Institute - Page 13

ZBA Agenda Packet - Hadley Institute - Page 14

ZBA Agenda Packet - Hadley Institute - Page 15

ZBA Agenda Packet - Hadley Institute - Page 16

Updated Excerpt of
Proposed West Walk
Received March 23, 2020
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MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

FROM:

ANN KLAASSEN, SENIOR PLANNER

DATE:

JUNE 1, 2020

SUBJECT:

CASE NO. 20-17-SD: 1165, 1171 AND 1177 ASH STREET – FINAL PLAT
APPROVAL – RADCLIFFE-HARDIE SUBDIVISION

INTRODUCTION
On June 8, 2020, the Zoning Board of Appeals is scheduled to hold a virtual public hearing, in accordance
with social distancing requirements and Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order, on an application
submitted by Richard and Laura Radcliffe, as the owners of the properties located at 1171 Ash Street (a
vacant lot) and 1177 Ash Street, and Carl and Rebecca Hardie, as the owners of the property located at
1165 Ash Street, (collectively the “Subject Property”). The Radcliffes and Hardies (collectively as the
“Applicants”) have filed an application seeking Final Subdivision Plat approval to resubdivide the three
existing lots into two lots of record, together with the following relief:
1. A variation to permit the existing residence at 1165 Ash Street (Proposed Lot 2) to observe less
than the minimum required side yard setback from the east property line, which is due to an
increase in the minimum required side yard setback as a result of the proposed increase in total
lot area and increase in average lot width [Note: The existing residence is nonconforming with
respect to the minimum required side yard setback and the total side yard setbacks]; and
2. Any other zoning relief necessary for the Final Plat approval.
Additionally, this application is subject to review by the Plan Commission (PC) regarding the subdivision,
including the requested zoning relief described above. On May 27, 2020, the PC considered the
application and unanimously recommended approval of the request. Details of the PC’s review of the
application are provided on page 9 of this report. The ZBA is charged with making a recommendation
to the Village Council regarding the zoning variation.
A mailed notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.
The meeting was also noticed in the Winnetka Talk on May 21, 2020. As of the date of this memo, staff
has received four written comments from the public regarding this application. These comments are
provided in Attachment F of this report.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The Subject Property is located on the north side of Ash Street between Glendale Avenue and Berkeley
Avenue, is zoned R-5 Single Family Residential, and currently consists of three buildable lots measuring
10,805 square feet (1165 Ash Street), 9,005 square feet (1171 Ash Street - vacant lot) and 9,005 square
feet (1177 Ash Street). 1165 Ash Street and 1177 Ash Street are each improved with a single family
residence, built in 1937 and 1939 respectively, while 1171 Ash Street is a vacant lot located between
the two developed lots. The existing parcels and improvements are depicted in Figure 1 below.
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The Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property as appropriate for single family residential
development. The current R-5 zoning is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
Vacant Lot

1177 Ash

1165 Ash

Figure 1 – Existing three lots
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAT OF SUBDIVISION
The Radcliffes reside at 1177 Ash Street, which they acquired in 1989 along with the adjacent vacant
lot to the east at 1171 Ash Street. The Hardies reside at 1165 Ash Street, which they acquired in 2016.
The Applicants are proposing to divide the 50-foot wide vacant lot (1171 Ash Street) between their
respective lots. If approved, the two new lots of record would measure 15,307 square feet (1165 Ash
Street) and 13,506 square feet (1177 Ash Street). All existing improvements would remain. At this
time, no additional improvements are proposed by the Applicants. The proposed subdivision is
represented in Figure 2 on the following page. An excerpt of the proposed Radcliffe-Hardie Subdivision
is also provided in Figure 3.
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Figure 2 – Proposed subdivision (map view)

Figure 3 – Excerpt of Proposed Radcliffe-Hardie Subdivision Plat
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DESCRIPTION OF ZONING STANDARDS
The Subject Property is located in the R-5 Single Family Residential zoning district, which is one of five
different single family residential zoning classifications in the Village. The R-5 zoning district provides for
the densest form of single-family development compared to most other residential zoning districts, with
the R-5 zoning district’s purpose statement describing the district as demonstrating a “an intense
suburban” character.
Residential Zoning Hierarchy
A comparison of the Village’s five different residential zoning classifications (Table 1 below) shows the
hierarchy of zoning standards throughout the Village’s residential neighborhoods, ranging from larger
“estate” character lots in portions of the Village, to smaller, more intensive developed areas.
Surrounding Zoning
The Subject Property is surrounded by lots that are similarly zoned for smaller lot sizes called for in the
R-5 zoning district (minimum lot area of 8,400 square feet), as depicted below in Figure 4.
Table 1
Residential Zoning
Hierarchy

R-1
(“estate”
character)

R-2
R-3
R-4
R-5
(“small estate” (“moderately intense” (“relatively intense” (“relatively intense”
character)
suburban character) suburban character) suburban character)

Minimum Lot
Area

48,000 s.f.

24,000 s.f.

16,000 s.f.

12,600 s.f.

8,400 s.f.

Minimum Lot
Width

150 ft.

100 ft.

75 ft.

60 ft.

60 ft.

Minimum Front
Setback

50 ft.

50 ft.

40 ft.

30 ft.

30 ft.

Minimum Rear
Setback

50 ft.

25 ft.

25 ft.

25 ft.

25 ft.

Table 1 – Residential Zoning Hierarchy

Figure 4 – Area Zoning Map
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COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING STANDARDS – LOT SIZE AND DIMENSIONS
All subdivisions are evaluated by staff at the time of application to assure compliance with basic
minimum quantitative measures including, but not limited to (a) minimum lot area, (b) minimum lot
width, and (c) minimum lot depth.
The proposed Radcliffe Hardie Subdivision fully complies with minimum lot area, lot width and lot depth
requirements as summarized below in Table 2. It should also be noted that the existing 1177 Ash parcel
and the vacant lot, are both nonconforming with respect to the minimum required lot width of 60 feet,
with existing lot widths of 50 feet. The proposed subdivision would eliminate two nonconforming lots
and create two conforming lots.
Table 2
R-5 Zoning Standards
Minimum Lot
Area
(Interior lot)
Minimum Lot
Width (average)
Minimum Lot
Width (at front
street line)
Minimum Lot
Depth
Minimum
Rectangular Area
within Lot
Boundaries

8,400
square feet

Proposed Lot 1
1177 Ash

Proposed Lot 2
1165 Ash

13,506 sq. ft.
COMPLIES

15,307 sq. ft.
COMPLIES

60 feet

75 feet
COMPLIES

85 feet
COMPLIES

20 feet

75 feet
COMPLIES

85 feet
COMPLIES

120 ft.

180 feet
COMPLIES

180 feet
COMPLIES

COMPLIES

COMPLIES

Table 2 – R-5 Zoning Standards

COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING STANDARDS – REQUIRED SETBACKS AND BUILDING SIZE
The allowable size of buildings on a residential lot and the required amount of open space around the
buildings is dictated by the Village Zoning Ordinance. As a general rule, the allowable size of buildings
and the setback requirements for those buildings change with any modifications to lot dimensions. As a
result, staff conducts analyses of proposed lots and the improvements on those lots to determine (a)
whether any new zoning nonconformities would be created by the resubdivision and (b) whether there
are any existing zoning nonconformities which will remain. In the event of a zoning nonconformity
arising out of a proposed subdivision, relief must be granted by both the Plan Commission and Zoning
Board of Appeals.
Staff evaluation of the proposed Radcliffe Hardie Subdivision is summarized in Tables 3 and 4 on pages 7
and 8, indicating the extent to which the proposed resubdivided lots comply with (or fall short of) zoning
standards. The item highlighted (in yellow) in Table 3 indicates the creation of a zoning nonconformity.
Description of side yard setback requirements – Side yard setback requirements are calculated based on
a lot’s width. For lots with an average lot width that is more than 60 feet, but less than 100 feet, the
minimum required side yard setback is 10% of the average lot width and the total of the two side yards
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must be at least 25% of the average lot width. For lots with an average lot width of 60 feet or less, the
minimum required side yard setback is 6 feet on one side and 8 feet on the other side.
Newly created zoning nonconformity (zoning variation required) – The proposed subdivision has the
effect of increasing the average lot width of 1165 Ash Street (Lot 2) to 85 feet, resulting in an increase in
the required minimum side yard setback to 8.5 feet. As a result, the proposed larger lot renders the
existing 1165 Ash Street residence (which is setback 5.58 feet from the east property line),
nonconforming with the new minimum side yard requirement of 8.5 feet. The existing improvements
providing a minimum side yard of 5.58 feet, is deficient with the new requirement by 2.92 feet or
34.35%.
COMPLIANCE WITH SUBDIVISION CODE STANDARDS
Pre-existing zoning nonconformity (finding of No Material Increased Adverse Impact required) – Table 3
also highlights (blue) two existing zoning nonconformities that will remain on the 1177 Ash Street parcel
(Lot 1). The existing detached garage at 1177 Ash Street has a nonconforming west side yard setback
and rear yard setback. Constructed in 1939, the garage predates the current Zoning Ordinance, which
now requires detached garages located in the rear quarter of a lot in the R-5 zoning district provide
setbacks of at least 2 feet. Pursuant to Section 16.12.010(D) of the Subdivision Code, in the instance of
such nonconformities, the Plan Commission must consider the existence of such nonconformities, and
“shall determine whether such nonconformity, in the context of the proposed subdivision, would result in
a material increased adverse impact upon the public health, safety or welfare.” This is provided as
information only, as the ZBA is not charged with considering relief from the Subdivision Code
Additionally, Tables 3 and 4 highlight (green) four existing zoning nonconformities that would be
eliminated with the proposed subdivision. The existing residence at 1165 Ash Street currently provides
a west side yard setback of 4.8 feet and a total side yard setback of 10.8 feet. Also, the existing
residence at 1177 Ash Street currently provides an east side yard setback of 4.76 feet from the east
property line. Lastly, the existing improvements at 1177 Ash Street currently exceed the maximum
permitted impermeable lot coverage. The proposed Radcliffe Hardie Subdivision would eliminate all
four of these existing nonconformities.
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Table 3 – Zoning
Setback
Requirements

SETBACK REQUIREMENTS

Minimum
Required
Front Yard
Setback
Front yard
provided by
existing
structures
Minimum
Required Side
Yard
Minimum
side yard
provided by
existing
structures
Minimum
Total Required
Side Yards
Total side
yards
provided by
existing
structures
Minimum
Required Rear
Yard
Rear yard
provided by
existing
structures
Minimum Rear
and Side
Setback for
accessory
structure in
rear quarter
Setbacks
provided by
existing
garage

Proposed Lot 1
1177 Ash

Proposed Lot 2
1165 Ash

Existing Lot
1177 Ash

Existing
Vacant Lot

Existing Lot
1165 Ash

30 feet

30 feet

30 feet

30 feet

30 feet

33.58 feet

31.93 feet

33.58 feet

N/A

31.93 feet

7.5 feet

8.5 feet

6 feet

6 feet

6 feet

5.58 feet
VARIATION OF
2.92 FEET
(34.35%)

4.76 feet
EXISTING
NONCONFORMITY

N/A

4.8 feet
EXISTING
NONCONFORMITY

18.75 feet

21.25 feet

8 feet (remaining
side yard)

8 feet
(remaining
side yard)

39.96 feet

35.38 feet

14.96 feet

N/A

10.38 feet
EXISTING
NONCONFORMITY

25 feet

25 feet

25 feet

25 feet

25 feet

87.66 feet

102.7 feet

87.66 feet

N/A

102.7 feet

2 feet

N/A

2 feet

N/A

N/A

1.62 feet (rear)
1.33 feet (side)

N/A

1.62 feet (rear)
1.33 feet (side)

N/A

N/A

10.2 feet

15 feet
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ALLOWABLE BUILDING SIZE

Table 4 – Zoning
Building Size
Requirements
Maximum
Allowed Gross
Floor Area
(GFA)
GFA
provided by
existing
structures
Maximum
Allowed
Roofed Lot
Coverage (RLC)

Proposed Lot 1
1177 Ash

Proposed Lot 2
1165 Ash

Existing Lot
1177 Ash

Existing Vacant
Lot

Existing Lot
1165 Ash

4,516.2 sq. ft.

4,876.4 sq. ft.

3,602 sq. ft.

3,421.9 sq. ft.

3,976.2 sq. ft.

3,590.88 sq. ft.

3,679.59 sq.ft.

3,590.88 sq. ft.

N/A

3,679.59 sq.ft.

3,646.62 sq. ft.

4,132.89 sq. ft.

2,431.35 sq. ft.

2,251.25 sq. ft.

2,917.62 sq. ft.

2,058.75 sq. ft.

2,115.58 sq. ft.

2,058.75 sq. ft.

N/A

2,115.58 sq. ft.

6,753 sq. ft.

7,653.5 sq. ft.

4,502.5 sq. ft.

4,502.5 sq. ft.

5,403 sq. ft.

4,670.63 sq. ft.

2,825.64 sq. ft.

4,670.63 sq. ft.

N/A

(25% of lot area)

RLC
provided by
existing
structures
Maximum
Allowed
Impermeable
Lot Coverage
(ILC) (50% of lot
area)

ILC
provided by
existing
structures

2,825.64 sq. ft.

STORMWATER
The proposed subdivision consists of subdividing three lots into two larger lots. The lots are located in
the 100-year flood plain. As previously mentioned, currently no new improvements are proposed on
the two lots. Any future improvements will be evaluated by Village Engineering staff for compliance
with the Village Flood Hazard Protection Ordinance as well as the Village stormwater regulations upon
submittal of permits necessary for such improvements. Figure 5 below represents the Subject
Property’s location in the 100-year flood plain. The grey represents the 100-year flood area and the
purple represents the 500-year flood area.
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Subject
Property

Figure 5 – GIS Floodplain Map
CONSIDERATION BY PLAN COMMISSION
On May 27, 2020, the Plan Commission (PC) held a virtual public meeting and considered the Applicants’
request. After hearing from the Applicants, and having four emails from the public read into the record,
the PC recommended, by a vote of 7-0, approval of the final plat of subdivision and associated
variations. The PC did not recommend any conditions.
REQUESTED ZONING CONSIDERATION
The Applicants are requesting approval of the following zoning standard of the Zoning Ordinance in
order to allow the subdivision of the Subject Property, which would resubdivide three existing lots into
two Lots of Record:
1. Side yard setback of 5.58 feet from the east property line to the existing residence at 1165 Ash
Street, whereas a minimum of 8.5 feet is required, a variation of 2.92 feet (34.35%) [Section
17.30.060 – Side Yard Setback].
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. Side yard setback of 5.58 feet from the east property line to the existing residence at 1165
Ash Street, whereas a minimum of 8.5 feet is required, a variation of 2.92 feet (34.35%)
[Section 17.30.060 - Side Yard Setback]
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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:
a. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only
under the conditions allowed by regulations in that zone.
b. 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.
c. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
d. An adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not be impaired.
e. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased.
f.

The taxable value of the land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish.

g. The congestion in the public street will not increase.
h. The public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the Village
will not otherwise be impaired.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Application Materials
Attachment B: Proposed Plat of Subdivision (Radcliffe-Hardie Subdivision)
Attachment C: Plat of Survey of Proposed Subdivision
Attachment D: Plat of Survey of existing improvements (1165 Ash Street)
Attachment E: Plat of Survey of existing improvements (1171 Ash Street (vacant) and 1175 Ash Street)
Attachment F: Public Correspondence

Page 10

ZBA Agenda Packet - Radcliffe-Hardie Subdivision - Page 10

ATTACHMENT A

20-17-SD
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ATTACHMENT B

RADCLIFFE-HARDIE SUBDIVISION
IN

160.00'
85.00'

75.00'

LOT

2

180.10'

180.10'

LOT 1

BERKELEY AVENUE

180.10'

PRELIMINARY 5/8/2020 FOR REVIE

VILLAGE ENGINEER CERTIFICATE:

85.00'

75.00'
160.00'

ASH

VILLAGE COLLECTOR CERTIFICATE:
STREET

OWNER CERTIFICATE:
PLAN COMMISSION CERTIFICATE:

NOTARY CERTIFICATE:

VILLAGE COUNCIL CERTIFICATE:

WATER AND ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT CERTIFICATE:

OWNER CERTIFICATE:

PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT:

NOTARY CERTIFICATE:

SURVEYOR CERTIFICATE:

MORTGAGEE CERTIFICATE:

PRELIMINARY 5/8/2020 FOR REVIEW

NOTARY CERTIFICATE:

PRELIMINARY 5/8/2020 FOR REVIEW
R. R. HANSEN
450 SKOKIE BLVD. SUITE 105, NORTHBROOK, ILLINOIS, 60062

TEL. (847) 864-6315 / FAX (847) 864-9341
E-MAIL: SURVEYOR@BHSUHR.COM

EXISTING P.I.N.'S

LOT 1:

LOT 2:
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ATTACHMENT F
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
External: Case No. 20-17-SD
Tuesday, May 19, 2020 1:36:56 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe .
To the Winnetka Plan Commission:
We are long-time (47 years) residents of
Cherry Street in Winnetka.
We received the notice regarding the above case involving the vacant lot on
Ash Street.
We have two questions to put before the commission:
1. Does either resident have plans to build on their share of the lot?
2. Will present ordinances allow either resident to build on their share of
the lot in the future?
We are concerned about reducing the impermeable surface of the block as
we have endured flooding in the past.
Thank you for your service and for addressing these questions.
Bill and Betsy Meuer
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
External: Case # 20-17-50 0 1165-1177 Ash
Thursday, May 21, 2020 3:01:02 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe .
My name is Seth Reatherford. My wife Allison, children and I live at
Ash, directly across
the street from the proposed lot to be subdivided. We are strongly supportive of the
subdivision of the lot as proposed and feel that it will be a benefit to Ash street.
You are welcome to contact me with any questions or concerns.
Best regards,
Seth & Allison Reatherford
Ash Street
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
External: Case 20-17-sd Radcliffe
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:18:22 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe .
We live in the
Berkeley Ave residence that is directly west of and adjacent to the Radcliffe’s
1177 Ash St property.
We support the proposed subdivision as proposed. It is carefully planned, and will be an asset to the
neighborhood.
Sally and John Weber   
Berkeley Ave. Winnetka
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
External: Case 20-17-SD
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 10:33:20 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Re- Subdividing Lot 1165,1171,1177 Ash Street
To Whom It May Concern,
Please be advised by way of introduction, that we are neighbors of the Hardie’s and the Radcliffe’s. We
reside at
Ash Street across from the subject property. We believe that the requested subdivision of
this property would result in an appropriate use of this property and would enhance the overall
neighborhood.
We vote to approve, unconditionally.
Very Truly Yours,
Susan and Philip Schmidt
Ash Street
Winnetka, Illinois 60093
PHONE
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