Village of La Grange
Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting of January 20, 2022
A regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals for the Village of La Grange was held at 7:30
p.m. on Tuesday, January 20, 2022, on the second floor Auditorium Room of the Village Hall, 53 S.
La Grange Road, La Grange, Illinois.
I.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Chairman Finder called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
Verify Quorum
Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Bresnahan, Hennessy, Peterson, Finder
Absent: Edwards, Kerpan, Sheehan
Village Planner Heather Valone, Trustee Gale, and Trustee O’Brien were also present.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – JUNE 29, 2021 MEETING
Commissioner Bresnahan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to approve
the minutes from June 29, 2021 meeting with the following changes:
1. Under verify quorum, change Trustee McCarty to Trustee Gale.
A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

III.

BUSINESS AT HAND
ZBA #634 – A VARIATION FROM PARAGRAPH 3-110E1 (MAXIMUM BUILDING
COVERAGE FOR AN INTERIOR LOT) TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF
AN ADDITION WITHIN THE R-2 SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT,
CLARE NAPLETON, 416 S. SUNSET AVE.
Chairman Finder asked the applicant to stand and raise her right hand. He then administered
the oath. He then called for a motion to open the public hearing for ZBA #634.
Commissioner Hennessy made a motion, seconded by Commission Bresnahan to open the
public hearing for ZBA #634. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Staff Presentation
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Heather Valone, Village Planner, said the applicant has applied to put an addition on the rear
of the house at 416 S. Sunset Avenue. The property is located mid-block and is located
between Goodman and 47th Street. The existing house is already over building coverage. The
applicant came in and applied for an application to put on a larger addition on the back but at
that time it was identified that the house was over building coverage. The applicant was told
that she would need to apply for a variation or reduce the size and apply for an administrative
adjustment. When the applicant came back in for the administrative adjustment, the building
coverage was run and it was determined that the lot was over the 100 square feet that they
could request through the administrative adjustment process. Any addition that they wanted
to put on, regardless of size, would need a variation.
In the submittal packet, there was an error on the survey. The survey is recent and there is an
area on the back where there is an extension of the roof. It is about seven feet deep and sits
on posts and it is a covered rear porch based on the Zoning Code’s definition of a porch.
When staff was conducting their analysis they discovered through the architectural submittal
that the porch was there and existing. In the agenda packet, a note as added to the plat of
survey with this area and also an aerial photo was provided. It was then determined that the
lot was even further over building coverage than originally thought. There is a maximum
amount of relief that can be requested under the Zoning Code for variations. The maximum
that can be requested is 30% building coverage. With the porch and their request, the
applicant was going to be over the permitted 30% maximum the applicant needed to reduce
the area by roughly 26 square feet. So it is now a 73 square foot addition that can be
requested.
Mrs. Valone stated on the dais is the applicant’s updated plans with the addition that has lost
about a foot and a half to comply with the maximum requirement. She showed on the
overhead where the addition is proposed. The applicant is also proposing to bring the lot into
conformance in regards to lot coverage. In the R-2 District, lots are restricted to 25% of the
total lot area that can be covered by buildings and then a 45% lot coverage maximum. As
existing, the lot is over coverage. The house was originally built in 1957 and has not seen any
major modifications to it. The pool and patio on the back were installed in the 1970s which
predated the lot and building coverage standards. Through this project, the applicant is
proposing to remove the pool area, patio, and walkways to bring the site into conformance
with the maximum lot coverage. The site plan that is on the dais is how the resulting lot
would appear from a building and lot coverage perspective.
There are a number of options for the Zoning Board for their recommendation which are
found in the staff report. Staff has not received any advanced comments in regards to this
public hearing.
Chairman Finder asked if there were any questions from the Commission for staff.
Commissioner Bresnahan asked what is the intent behind the difference of 25% and 30%.
Mrs. Valone said in the Village there are different single-family residential districts. The
residential districts R-1 and R-2 are required to have larger lot sizes and larger minimum lot
widths. Both the R-1 and R-2 are more restrictive on both building coverages. These zoning
districts are more restricted and that is more likely due to the function of lot size. The larger
the size of the lot then the larger the home, so it is more of a bulk scaling.
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Chairman Finder asked if there were any further questions for staff. None responded. He then
asked the applicant to come forward and make a presentation.
Applicant Presentation
Clare Napleton, applicant, stated she and her husband purchased the home at 416 S. Sunset
Avenue. The rear overhang on the back has been labeled by the Village as a porch. The
definition of a porch is a one-story roofed structure attached to the face of the first floor of
the building. She would like to focus on the word “attached”. The word “attached” in the
dictionary means to join, to connect, to adhere or fasten. When you walk up to a home or out
the back where there is a home you would either walk-up stairs or downstairs to the
backyard. The porch is usually attached to the house structure. She asks that the Commission
consider that when you look at the definition and the pictures.
If it is considered a porch then she is allowed 73 square feet of a variance. She would argue
that it is not a porch, but rather an eve under the definition in the code. The definition of an
eve in the dictionary is “the edges of a roof or the underside of a roof”. If you look at the
documents provide, their home which was built in 1957, the roofline is continuous from the
top to the bottom. There is a long extension or a part of the eve that is held up by posts
because the eve is so large. It is not attached to anything like it was worded in the report.
According to her architect, he wrote a letter stating that according to his professional opinion
it is not considered a porch, but rather an eve. If this Commission decides it is an eve, then
she would request the 100 square feet.
Mrs. Napleton said when the home was built in 1957 there were no rules or regulations
regarding building coverage. The rules were put in the mid 2000’s so she was at a
disadvantage before this whole process started. She did provide to the Village a signed
document from the neighbors in support of the addition. The neighbors were thankful that she
and her husband were going to take the time to rehab the home which has not been touched
since 1957. They neighbors are excited that they are not tearing down the home and putting
up a two-story structure. This would conclude her presentation and she is available to answer
any questions.
Chairman Finder asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for the applicant.
Commissioner Peterson asked what is the flooring that is located under the eve.

Mrs. Napleton stated under the eve specifically they are going to put concrete there.
Chairman Finder asked if they need to define what is a porch and what is an eve at this
hearing or has that been determined by staff.
Mrs. Valone said based on the definition from code and based on other variations,
administrative adjustments, and other permits houses with similar features to this one have
been treated as porches. When they are constructed like this, intended to be able to be
occupied, they have been treated as porches.
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Chairman Finder asked if the columns were structural columns with foundations under them.
Mrs. Napleton stated they do hold up the roofline.
Chairman Finder asked what is the 6692 Partners, LLC.
Mrs. Napleton said it is the company she has formed with her husband to purchase the home.
Chairman Finder asked if they were planning on occupying the home.
Mrs. Napleton stated that is correct.
Commissioner Bresnahan asked even if it was classified as an eve the existing structure
would still be over the building coverage.
Mrs. Napleton said she is asking for 100 square feet but if it is classified as a porch then she
is respectively requesting the 73 square feet.
Mrs. Valone stated code only allows her to ask up to 30% building coverage through a
variation. If she is starting with the area as a porch then there is less area she can ask for the
addition. With the porch, she can only request for the 73 square feet.
Chairman Finder clarified that the Village has deemed that it is a porch and they are not here
to debate that. Chairman Finder stated they would be basing their decision on the variation
standards. He asked if there were any of the standards that she would like to highlight.
Mrs. Napleton asked if they would consider that the home they purchased was not formed
based on the codes that were put in place by the Village. There is no grandfathering or easy
relief other than asking for the variance. They bought the home from the original owners and
it has not been touched since 1957. The reason why they are asking for the 100 square feet is
that there is no family room. The basement has 7-foot ceilings and their son is 6’4 so he
cannot even go down there. The basement is more of a storage area rather than an area for a
family room. They want to have an area off the kitchen for a small family room. Two rooms
down is a sunken living room which is beautiful, but you want to be able to share space with
the family off of the kitchen.
Public Comment
Chairman Finder asked if there was anyone in the audience that wanted to speak in regards to
the public hearing. None responded. He then called for a motion to close the public hearing.
Commissioner Hennessy called for a motion, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to close
the public hearing for ZBA #634. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Zoning Board of Appeals Discussion
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Chairman Finder said they can go through the standards and make comments. He feels this is
a typical standard lot for this zoning district.
Commissioner Bresnahan stated for unique physical condition and the denied substantial
rights the layout of the house itself is unique. It was built before the building code coverage
and trying to modernize the house and make it fit is very limited.
Commissioner Hennessy said the comment about the basement and the inability to
accommodate family members would apply to standard four.
Commissioner Peterson stated she would also agree.
Commissioner Bresnahan said for standard number six he does not feel that allowing this
variation would create a bulk concern.
Chairman Finder stated in his mind he thinks about the big rain events and maximizing
impervious areas. They propose to reduce the lot coverage which helps that.
Commissioner Hennessy said for standard seven they are maintaining the essential character
of the area. They are keeping the ranch home and not tearing it down and building a twostory home.
Chairman Finder stated standard eight is always the hard one.
Commissioner Bresnahan said he agrees. He asked what other remedy could there be besides
reconfiguring the entire layout of the house. This might be the most reasonable approach.
Chairman Finder asked if they should have a condition that in exchange of approving the
variation that the same amount of overage is taken off the maximum lot coverage.
Mrs. Valone stated the applicant has already indicated that they are going to remove
structures to comply with the 45% maximum. Her plan is less than 45%. The Commission
can make the recommendation for approval of the overage in building coverage because she
is going to be at the 40% lot coverage and hold the lot to that. That would mean any other
improvements that they want to do on the lot would be constrained to that 40%. That would
limit their future outdoor projects and not allow them to use the total 45%. Any work that she
is going to be doing to the property is going to require her to come into compliance with the
45%.
Chairman Finder said he does not think it is necessary then.
Commissioner Peterson stated she feels it would be a constraint.
Chairman Finder asked if there were any further comments or questions from the
Commission. None responded. He then called for a recommendation.
Zoning Board of Appeals Recommendation
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Commissioner Bresnahan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to
recommend to the President and Board of Trustees approval of case ZBA #634 – a variation
from paragraph 3-110E1 to allow the construction of an addition, 73 square feet, within the
R-2 Single-Family Residential District at 416 S. Sunset Avenue. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Bresnahan, Peterson, Hennessy, Finder
Nays: None
Motion passed
IV.

OLD BUSINESS
None

V.

NEW BUSINESS
None

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Finder called for a motion to adjourn the meeting.
Commissioner Hennessy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Bresnahan to adjourn
the meeting at 8:10 p.m. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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STAFF MEMORANDUM
TO:

Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner

THROUGH:

Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

ZBA #635 – A Variation from Paragraph 3-110C3(A) (Minimum Required
Interior Side Yard) to allow the construction of an addition within the R-2
Single Family Residential District, David Wainman and Elly Sharaf-Eldeen,
441 S. Blackstone Ave.

DATE:

April 14, 2022

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
David Wainman and Elly Sharaf-Eldeen (the “Applicants”), owners of the property at
441 S. Blackstone Ave. (the “Subject Property”) (Figure 1), are seeking a variation from
the minimum required side yard in order to expand the existing attached one car
garage into a two car garage as a part of a larger redevelopment of the existing
home.

Figure 1 The Subject Property is located north of the intersection of Blackstone Ave. and 47th St.

ZBA #635 – 441 S. Blackstone Ave.
April 14, 2022
The minimum required interior side yard in the R-2 Single Family Residential District is 10%
of the lot width (nine feet). If the proposed two car garage addition is constructed, the
resulting interior side yard on the north side of the Subject Property would be three feet
(six feet less than required by the Zoning Code). Zoning Code Subparagraph 14303E1(a) (Authorized Variations) allows the reduction of any required yard.
The Applicants are separately proposing other additions to the rear of the house as part
of a major redevelopment project that complies with all other applicable zoning
requirements. The maximum allowable building coverage in the R-2 Single Family
Residential District is 25%. The proposed garage expansion along with the other
proposed additions would have a resulting building coverage of 17.29%. The maximum
allowable lot coverage in the R-2 Single Family Residential District is 45%, 6,078.44 square
feet for the Subject Property. The proposed garage expansion and the other proposed
additions would result in a lot coverage of 28.28%.
VARIATION STANDARDS
Section 14-303-F of the La Grange Zoning Ordinance establishes standards for variations
as follows:
1. General Standard. No variation shall be granted pursuant to this Section unless the
applicants shall establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this
Code would create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty. Such a showing
shall require proof that the variation being sought satisfies each of the standards set
forth in this Subsection.
The Zoning Board of Appeals should be mindful of this general standard when
evaluating the submitted application.
2. Unique Physical Condition. The Subject Property is exceptional as compared to
other lots subject to the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition,
including presence of an existing use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or
nonconforming; irregular or substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical
features; or other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the
Subject Property that amount to more than a mere inconvenience to the owner
and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the personal situation of the
current owner of the lot.
The Subject Property is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential District. The R-2 District
requires a minimum lot width of 60 ft. and minimum lot size of 12,500 square feet. The
Subject Property has a lot width of 90 ft. and lot size of 13,507.65 square feet. The
Zoning Code requires an interior side yard of nine feet. The home is currently set
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ZBA #635 – 441 S. Blackstone Ave.
April 14, 2022
back 9.51 ft. from the north property line, exceeding the minimum required yard by
a half foot.
When comparing the Subject Property to other properties along 400 block of S.
Blackstone Ave., 86% of the lots are 90 ft. wide (Table 1). The two corner lots at the
south end of the block have lot widths that are greater than 100 ft.
Table 1
West Side of S. Blackstone Ave.
House Number
400
410
420
424
434
438
450

Lot Width (ft.)
90
90
90
90
90
90
104.2

East Side of S. Blackstone Ave.
House Number
405
411
421
427
437
441
443

Lot Width (ft.)
90
90
90
90
90
90
104.2

The Applicants state in the submitted application materials that the physical
hardship for the property is that the existing house is not centered on the lot. The
house is situated 9.51 ft. from north property line and 22.84 ft. from the south property
line. Based on Community Development Department records, of the 10 other
interior lots on the 400 block of S. Blackstone Ave., only one house is centered on
the lot (equal setbacks on either side). The remaining nine houses have unequal
yards (Table 2).
Table 2

West Side of S. Blackstone Ave.
House
Number
410
420
424
434
438

Interior Setbacks (ft.)
14.66
15.22
11.08
9
12.01

26.82
29.69
27.74
13.9
25.15

East Side of S. Blackstone Ave.
House
Number
4111
421
427
437
441

Interior Setbacks (ft.)
21.07
9
11.08
10.13
9.51

12.81
9
9.08
25.54
22.84

The Applicants state in the application materials that the house has an existing
1 The plat was not available in the Community Development Department files. This information is
estimated based on aerial imagery and other GIS information.
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driveway that is sized for two cars, but the existing attached garage is only sized for
one car. The Applicants state in the application materials that they are seeking the
proposed variation to leave the configuration of the garage and driveway as-is and
expand the existing garage to modernize the house with a two car attached
garage.
3. Not Self-Created. The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any
action or inaction of the owner or its predecessors in title and existed at the time of
the enactment of the provisions from which a variation is sought or was created by
natural forces or was the result of governmental action, other than the adoption of
this Code, for which no compensation was paid.
The Applicants purchased the property in December of 2021. Based on
Community Development Department records, the earliest permit history on file is
for the rear sunroom addition in 1986. The Community Development Department
does not have records related to the original construction of the house. Based on
the Cook County Assessor’s website the house was constructed in 1927.
4. Denied Substantial Rights. The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from
which a variation is sought would deprive the owner of the Subject Property of
substantial rights commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same
provision.
The Applicants state in the submitted application that if the variation is not granted,
substantial changes to modify the home and construct a detached garage will be
required. The Applicants state that the detached garage would reduce the useable
rear yard area and reduce the green space on the property.
Two car garages are a common feature of the neighboring homes on the 400 block
of S. Blackstone Ave. Seventy-nine percent of the neighboring homes on the 400
block of S. Blackstone Ave. have two car garages. The Subject Property and one
other property have one car garages (14%). One home has an existing three car
garage (7%). The style of garages on the block are split almost evenly. Of all houses
on the block, 43% (6) are detached and 57% (8) are attached.
5. Not Merely Special Privilege. The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the
inability of the owner or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right
not available to owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor
merely an inability to make more money from the use of the Subject Property;
provided, however, that where the standards herein set out exist, the existence of
an economic hardship shall not be a prerequisite to the grant of an authorized
variation.
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The Applicants state in the submitted application that the request for the two car
garage will upgrade the functionality of the existing attached garage to be
consistent with the needs of modern lifestyles, and that a detached garage would
reduce the usable rear yard.
6. Code and Plan Purposes. The variation would not result in a use or development of
the Subject Property that would be not in harmony with the general and specific
purposes for which this Code and the provision from which a variation is sought were
enacted or the general purpose and intent of the Official Comprehensive Plan.
The Zoning Code lists 21 purposes, including the need to “protect the taxable value
of land and buildings.”
The Comprehensive Plan includes a goal to “provide high quality housing options
for Village residents.”
The required interior side yard is a bulk standard in the Zoning Code that serves
several purposes including, but not limited to, regulating neighborhood character
and providing consistent minimum open space around houses within the zoning
district. Additionally, the minimum yards serve to provide fire separation between
structures. The Building Official has noted that since the proposed garage addition
will be within three feet of the property line, additional requirements will apply. The
Building Code will restrict the depth of the eaves on the garage addition to one foot
and the eaves and exterior wall must be constructed with a one-hour fire rating.
The Applicants state in the application materials that their intent is to maintain the
overall look of the existing house and stay in harmony with the neighborhood
aesthetic.
7. Essential Character of the Area. The variation would not result in a use or
development on the Subject Property that:
a. Would be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to
the enjoyment, use, development, or value of property or improvements
permitted in the vicinity; or
b. Would materially impair an adequate supply of light and air to the properties
and improvements in the vicinity; or
c. Would substantially increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or
parking; or
d. Would unduly increase the danger of flood or fire; or
e. Would unduly tax public utilities and facilitates in the area; or
f. Would endanger the public health or safety.
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The Applicants state application materials that the requested variation does not
have any detrimental impacts the on the public welfare, impact light or air to
neighboring properties, increase congestion on public streets, or negatively impact
the character of the neighborhood.
The neighboring property owners to the north of the Subject Property submitted a
letter (Attachment 1) stating that they have concerns about the proposed garage
addition and its impact the natural light to their family room. The neighboring
property owners also state that the area between the two homes has historically
poor drainage and have concerns that the proposed variation will negatively
impact drainage in their side yard adjacent to the Subject Property. The Applicants
have submitted engineering plans to show how they propose to manage the
stormwater for the entire lot and within the north side yard. The engineering plans
propose a drainage swale in the north side yard to channel the stormwater to the
rear of the property. The plans also indicate that the stormwater from the
downspouts on the north side of the home will be captured in a drainage pipe
below grade and convey the water into the rear yard. The Village’s consulting
engineer reviewed the plans provided plan review comments (Attachment 2).
These comments were provided to the Applicants. The Applicants have submitted
revised plans that are currently being reviewed by the Village’s consulting engineer.
The updated plan review comments from Village’s consulting engineer will be
provided at the meeting.
8. No Other Remedy. There is no means other than the requested variation by which
the alleged hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient
to permit a reasonable use of the Subject Property.
The Applicants have indicated that the proposed variation is the only way an
attached two car garage can be constructed without significantly impacting the
front elevation of the house. The Applicants did not provide any further information
or evaluation of other potential alternatives.
Based on the submitted plat of survey, staff identified alternatives that would allow
a two car garage to be constructed on the property without the need for a
variation. A detached garage in the rear 30 ft. of the property could be constructed
with a setback of three feet (Attachment 3). The Applicants have stated in their
application that a detached garage in the rear of the Subject Property would
reduce the useable rear yard of the Subject Property. An attached garage could
be constructed on the north side of the house if the existing garage was demolished
and the new garage was tucked in the rear of the house adjacent to the sunroom.
This garage would likely be a side loading garage (Attachment 3). The existing one
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car garage could be expanded east to allow for a tandem garage to be
constructed (Attachment 3).
PREVIOUS VARIATION REQUESTS
Table 3 lists all interior side yard variation applications in the last 20 years. There are two
variations for attached garages. One variation was requested from the property owners
at 315 S. Catherine. The owners were proposing to demolish their detached garage
and replace it with a one car attached garage that encroached a half of a foot into
the required side yard. The application was not recommended for approval from the
Zoning Board of Appeals and was ultimately withdrawn by the owners. The second
application was from the owners of 842 S. Catherine Ave. for a two car attached
garage. The owners were seeking a variation from the total combined side yard
requirement. The variation was granted by the Board of Trustees. In 2007, the Village
adopted a new regulation that established a minimum requirement of 12 ft. for both
side yards. The owners of 842 S. Catherine Ave. were proposing to meet the minimum
five foot side yards based on the lot width of 50 ft., but were deficient by two feet for
the combined yard requirement.
Table 3 2
Resulting
Interior
Side
Yard (ft.)

Lot
Width
(ft.)

Year

Address

Requested
Relief (ft.)

2008

94 Dover Ave.

2

3

50

.5

4.5

50

2

5

50

2009
2014

315 S Catherine
Ave.
842 S. Catherine
Ave.

Type of
Construction
Side porch/
covered entry
Attached one
car garage
Attached two
car Garage

Approved or
Denied by
the Village
Board
Approved
Withdrawn
Approved

CONCLUSION
The Applicants seek a variation to allow the construction of an addition for an attached
two car garage that would result in a minimum required yard of three feet.
If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation fails to meet the
variation standards in Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, then a motion to
recommend denial would be appropriate.

2 Table 3 excludes two cases that sought relief from the required interior side yard in conjunction with the
subdivision of a property.
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If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation fails to meet the
variation standards in Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, but a lesser variation would
meet the variation standards, then the Zoning Board of Appeals may suggest that the
Applicants accept a lesser variation.
ATTACHMENT
1.
2.
3.
4.

Public Comment from Neighboring Property Owner
Engineering Comments Dated 3/28/2022
Alternative Locations for Garage
Application submittal package
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Attachment 1
March 3, 2022
To the Village of La Grange Zoning Commission:
I am writing in response to the petition for rezoning for 441 Blackstone Avenue La Grange. I live
at 437 Blackstone Avenue, the neighbor directly to the north of this property. I have lived here
since 2005. When we purchased the house we had a lot of water issues between the two
properties so we had a French drain put in along the southside of our property to help with the
water issue. Still, to this date, when it rains or when a large snow melts we have a lot of water
accumulation and flooding in the area between the garage of 441 Blackstone and our house.
This side of our property is perpetually damp or wet. The fact that 441 on their north side has
no grass or open areas for the water to absorb combined with the higher elevation of their
house already leads to a lot of runoff from their driveway and sidewalk. If the zoning petition is
granted, we fear that this issue could be further exacerbated. If they are allowed to add a 2 car
garage, they would not only have less space for water runoff, but the larger structure and roof
surface would gather even more water. The rain and snow would go right to my grass area
causing more problems for our house.
I understand that the downspouts would face to the front and back of their property, but with
the driveway and their property being above our property the water will have nowhere to go
but down causing more flooding on our property. The height, as it looks like in the application,
will also affect this area, by not allowing as much sunlight in the area which could help dry the
area.
In addition to the water issue, this structure sits next to our family room. This is the most
utilized area of our home and currently has large windows to the south which provide a
reasonable view of the minimal green space we have. By not only moving a structure 6 feet
closer to our windows but significantly enlarging its footprint we will lose what little natural
light and view we have.
Also, despite the water issue do we really want to ruin the appearance of lots not being on top
of each other??? When we purchased our house we liked that the houses were a little more
spread apart. I believe that these two properties already sit the closest of any other homes on
our block. If you allow this variance to stand, you could have many other situations where
homeowners will be asking for smaller lot restrictions ultimately changing the look of our area.
I believe that the new owners have other options for a two car garage, which would cause less
hardship to our property.
We ask that the Village not grant this variance as we feel it would be very detrimental to our
property and the future of the area.
Thank you
Luke and Holly Sewall

Attachment 2

March 28, 2022

Ms. Heather Valone, Village Planner
Department of Community Development
Village of La Grange
53 South La Grange Road
La Grange, Illinois 60525
Re: ZBA No. 634 - Variation Request - Engineering Review No. 1
Wainman-Sharaf-Eldeen Residence - 441 South Blackstone Avenue
Dear Ms. Valone:
We received the following documents on March 18, 2022 pertaining to the above
referenced zoning variation request and site development project.
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G
G

One (1) pdf copy of a Memorandum dated March 18, 2022 prepared by Heather Valone,
Village Planner
One (1) pdf copy of an Application for Zoning Variation, dated February 10, 2022 prepared
by the property owner.
One (1) pdf copy of a artist rendering, undated, prepared by IJM Architects
One (1) pdf copy of a plat of survey, dated October 5, 2021, prepared by Associated
Surveying Group LLC
One (1) pdf copy of an existing site plan, undated, prepared by IJM Architects
One (1) pdf copy of an existing first floor plan, undated, prepared by IJM Architects
One (1) pdf copy of a proposed site plan, undated, prepared by IJM Architects
One (1) pdf copy of a proposed first floor plan, undated, prepared by IJM Architects
One (1) pdf copy of a proposed second floor plan, undated, prepared by IJM Architects
One (1) pdf copy of a proposed basement plan, undated, prepared by IJM Architects
One (1) pdf copy of the proposed front and rear elevation views, undated, prepared by IJM
Architects
One (1) pdf copy of the proposed north and south side elevation views, undated, prepared
by IJM Architects
One (1) pdf copy of an undated photograph of the existing one-car garage
One (1) pdf copy of a marked copy of the undated photograph of the existing garage
One (1) pdf copy of an rendered photo image of a proposed two-car garage
One (1) pdf copy of a 3-page civil engineering plan set, dated March 15, 2022, prepared by
Engineering Resource Associates
One (1) pdf copy an Eligible Applicant Form and attached Warranty Deed dated December
12, 2021 executed by William and Shirley Jeter.
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As requested we have completed a review of the documents, and after conducting an
inspection of the property, have prepared the following comments for your consideration.
1.

2.

The project presented by the
planning documents
specifies the renovation and
expansion of the existing
residence. A zoning
variance has been proposed
to accommodate a proposed
narrowing of the north sideyard, shown in Figure 1.
Survey records indicate that
the #441 parcel has a 90foot width. Zoning
regulations stipulate that
residential developments
maintain open side-yards
equal to 10% of the parcel
width, which in this case
equals 9-feet. The plat of
survey verifies that the
existing development
maintains a north side-yard
width of about 9.51-feet.
The engineering plans
indicate that the building
renovation project proposes
to reduce the existing sideyard width to 3.35-feet. This
change results from the
proposed reconstruction or
replacement of the existing
attached garage structure to
accommodate a 2-car width.

Figure 1 - 441 Blackstone - North Side-yard View - 032322

Figure 2 - 441 Blackstone - North Side-yard Retaining Wall - 032322
The north side-yard was
constructed with a landscape retaining wall, shown in Figure 2, to transition a higher
walk and garage elevation to the lower neighboring landscape elevation. The
retaining wall is somewhat distressed and leaning, apparently due to soil instability
caused by poor drainage.
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3.

Comments indicate that the neighboring #437 property has experienced drainage
problems in its south side-yard due in part to the runoff generated by roof and other
impervious surfaces within the #441 property. The proposed development has the
potential for increasing drainage problems in the neighboring property unless
adequate measures are taken to capture and redirect drainage away from the
neighboring property.

4.

The engineering plans
indicate that the proposed
garage will be constructed
with a 659.60 floor
elevation that is equivalent
to the existing garage. The
plans indicate that the new
garage will be constructed
with 660.10 top of
foundation. The engineering
plans also indicate 659.1
and 658.1 foundation
elevations, suggesting that a
brick ledge or step will be
constructed. The architect’s
plan does not show a brick
ledge or stepped foundation
construction. The architects
plan will need to be revised
to detail the planned
foundation configuration.

5.

Figure 3 - Existing Garage Front View - 032322

The engineering plans shall
be revised to show
measured elevations along
the bottom of the existing
retaining wall and also show
elevations along the north
lot line. In the area where
the retaining wall is located
the existing elevations
should be provided on 10foot intervals.
Figure 4 - Existing Garage Rear View - 032322
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6.

The engineering plans specify contours within the narrowed north side-yard area that
suggests the construction of a drainage swale. The drainage swale shall be formed
such that it is offset no less than 2-feet from the north lot line. The swale shall be
specified to be constructed with a 2% minimum easterly gradient. The plans shall be
revised to specify swale elevations opposite the northwest and northeast corners of
the garage. The swale elevation opposite the northwest corner should approximate
657.75 while the elevation opposite the northeast corner should approximate
657.25. The 658 contour elevation should be positioned about 11-feet west of the
northwest corner of the garage to capture and guide drainage.

7.

The engineering plans specify the construction of a retaining wall that appears to
extend about 8.5-feet west of the garage along the north edge of the driveway. The
retaining wall shall be designed to function as a concrete drainage curb as well as an
elevation transition. The drainage curb should be constructed to prevent diversion of
driveway drainage into the narrowed north side-yard. The drainage curb should
extend about 12-feet west of the northwest corner of the garage.

8.

The engineering plan specifies the construction of a drainage pipe along the
narrowed north side-yard that will intercept two downspouts and convey the
drainage into the rear-yard for surface dispersal over the dry-well. The surface
elevation over the dry-well has been specified to approximate 655.80, with lower
655.30 elevations assigned to the access riser grates.

9.

The topographic records indicate that the project site drains easterly into the rearyards of the neighboring #442 and #436 Park Road properties. Elevation records
indicate that the rear-yard of the project site is about 3-feet lower than Blackstone
Avenue. Drainage will therefore be expected to flow easterly into neighboring
properties following the established topographic gradients. The drainage dissipation
system is required to be configured to intercept runoff and mitigate impacts on the
lower neighboring properties.

10. The engineering plans specify the construction of a rear-yard dry-well type structure
to dissipate surface drainage. The aggregate dry-well is shown to have a dimensions
of 15x33x4-feet. The plans indicate that the dry-well excavation will be filled with
coarse aggregate CA-1 with an assumed 36% porosity. Our analysis of the site finds
that the dry-well should be designed with void volume of about 653 cubic feet. The
Residential Site Development Permit Packet (RSDPP) allows a 35% maximum
porosity for CA-1 aggregate. The thickness of the CA-1 aggregate layer forming the
dry-well shall also be reduced from 48-inches to 40-inches to reduce clay soil
excavation and thereby improve soil infiltration rates. The dimensions of the drywell
structure shall be changed to 10x56x3.33-feet, providing a containment volume of
about 653 cubic feet. The increased length of the dry-well will provide a more
2022.008.002
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effective interception of surface runoff generated by the residential expansion and
renovation project. An additional access riser structure shall be installed in the
southern part of the dry-well to more effectively intercept runoff from the residence
and other tributary graded surfaces.
11. The dry-well access risers shall be specified to be constructed of 18-inch diameter
perforated HDPE pipe segments interconnected by a 6-inch pvc perforated pipe. The
access risers shall be specified to be constructed with Neenah R5901-C cast iron
frames and grates.
12. The architectural plans do not show or specify the configuration of a foundation drain
system. The architectural plans suggest that the existing foundation drain system
connects to the building wastewater drain system, which is not acceptable. The
foundation drain system shall be connected to a basement sump pump system that
discharges to the drainage dissipation system. The engineering plans indicate that a
sump pump drain pipe will be installed and discharge to grade through an emitter
located in the rear yard. The sump pump should discharge through a 4-inch drain
pipe as shown in RSDPP Diagram 4. The sump pump drain should connect to an
access riser installed as part of the dry-well dissipation system with Inserta-tee type
connectors .
13. Given that the residence was constructed around 1927, the condition of the sewer
and water services should be evaluated and repairs or replacement work planned as
part of the development project. In this process the sewer service shall be televised
between the house and the sewer main. A copy of the video inspection shall be
provided to the Department of Public Works for evaluation. As it concerns the water
service, the size and type of pipe material should be evaluated to verify whether it is
still appropriate for meeting the needs of the expanded residence. Should the water
service be found to be constructed with lead pipe material, it is recommended that
the property owner plan on it’s replacement with copper pipe materials.
If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
Very truly yours,
HEUER AND ASSOCIATES

Thomas A. Heuer, P.E.
Principal Engineer
2022.008.002

Attachment 3: Alternative locations for garage

Legend
= The required 9 ft.
interior side yard
= The reduced 3 ft.
setback for
accessory structures
within the rear 30 ft.
of the lot
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Review Remarks Response as of:
April 2, 2022
Re: Village of La Grange
Ms. Heather Valone, Village planner
Department of Community Development
ZBA No. 634 - Variation Request - Architectural review #1
Wainman-Sharaf-Eldeen Residence - 441 South Blackstone Avenue
Dear Ms Valone,
Included are the plan changes that have been addressed within architecture
plans in response to comment review email dated March 31, 2022.
1. “It appears that the architect has some errors in the calculated building coverage…”
- Lot and building coverages have been revised in accordance with
updated civil drawings on Page A-1.2.
2. “Per the Village’s Building Code because the eaves for the garage ...”
- Sections have been revised on Page A-3.0.
3. “The engineer has reviewed the submitted plans and indicated that the swale ...”
- To be addressed by others.
4. “Based on the need for the two foot setback, there is a concern ...”
- Foundation plan has been revised in accordance with updated civil
drawings on Page A-2.0.
4. “The Village’s engineer and Building Official are concerned that ...”
- To be addressed by contractors. Garage footing/walls to be poured
and built from the inside.

Existing One Car Garage

Proposed Two Car Garage
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April 1, 2022
Ms. Heather Valone, Village Planner
Department of Community Development
Village of Lagrange
53 South La Grange Road
La Grange, Illinois 60525
Re:

ZBA No. 634 – Variation Request – Engineering Review #1
Wainman-Sharaf-Eldeen Residence – 441 South Blackstone Avenue
ERA Project No. W22021

Dear Ms. Valone,
We are in receipt of the Village of La Grange’s comment review letter dated March 28, 2022. We offer the
following responses.
General
1. The project presented by the planning documents specifies the renovation and expansion of the
existing residence. A zoning variance has been proposed to accommodate a proposed narrowing of
the north side- yard, shown in Figure 1. Survey records indicate that the #441 parcel has a 90- foot
width. Zoning regulations stipulate that residential developments maintain open side-yards equal to
10% of the parcel width, which in this case equals 9-feet. The plat of survey verifies that the existing
development maintains a north side-yard width of about 9.51-feet. The engineering plans indicate
that the building renovation project proposes to reduce the existing side- yard width to 3.35-feet. This
change results from the proposed reconstruction or replacement of the existing attached garage
structure to accommodate a 2-car width.
RESPONSE- Noted.
2. The north side-yard swale constructed with a landscape retaining wall, shown in Figure 2, to
transition a higher walk and garage elevation to the lower neighboring landscape elevation. The
retaining wall is somewhat distressed and leaning, apparently due to soil instability caused by poor
drainage.
RESPONSE- This retaining wall will be demolished and not part of the proposed design.
3. Records indicate that the neighboring #437 property has experienced drainage problems in its south
side-yard due in part to the runoff generated by roof and other impervious surfaces within the #441
property. The proposed development has the potential for increasing drainage problems in the
neighboring property unless adequate measures are taken to capture and redirect drainage away
from the neighboring property.
RESPONSE- The amount of tributary drainage area from #441 releasing to the #437 will be reduced
dramatically in the proposed condition. It can be seen now that 2 downspouts on the garage release
towards the neighbor. Those downspouts take the garage roof as well as half of the main house roof.
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All of the proposed downspouts are being placed into underground sewer pipe that will outlet at the
dry-well basin in the backyard, downstream of #437.
4. The engineering plans indicate that the proposed garage will be constructed with a 659.60 floor
elevation that is equivalent to the existing garage. The plans indicate that the new garage will be
constructed with 660.10 top of foundation. The engineering plans also indicate 659.1 and 658.1
foundation elevations, suggesting that a brick ledge or step will be constructed. The architect’s plan
does not show a brick ledge or stepped foundation construction. The architects plan will need to be
revised to detail the planned foundation configuration.
RESPONSE- The engineering plans and architectural plans have been revised to show the following:
the garage floor is elevation 659.60, the top of foundation for the entire proposed garage is 660.10;
and there are several steps of the brick ledge in various location ranging from elevation 660.1,659.1
and 658.1.
5. The engineering plans shall be revised to show measured elevations along the bottom of the existing
retaining wall and also show elevations along the north lot line. In the area where the retaining wall
is located the existing elevations should be provided on 10- foot intervals.
RESPONSE- The additional elevations of the retaining wall and the lot line have been provided.
6. The engineering plans specify contours within the narrowed north side-yard area that suggests the
construction of a drainage swale. The drainage swale shall be formed such that it is offset no less
than 2-feet from the north lot line. The swale shall be specified to be constructed with a 2%
minimum easterly gradient. The plans shall be revised to specify swale elevations opposite the
northwest and northeast corners of the garage. The swale elevation opposite the northwest corner
should approximate 657.75 while the elevation opposite the northeast corner should approximate
657.25. The 658 contour elevation should be positioned about 11-feet west of the northwest corner
of the garage to capture and guide drainage.
RESPONSE- The plan has been revised per comment.
7. The engineering plans specify the construction of a retaining wall that appears to extend about 8.5feet west of the garage along the north edge of the driveway. The retaining wall shall be designed to
function as a concrete drainage curb as well as an elevation transition. The drainage curb should be
constructed to prevent diversion of driveway drainage into the narrowed north side-yard. The
drainage curb should extend about 12-feet west of the northwest corner of the garage.
RESPONSE:The plan has been revised per comment.
8. The engineering plan specifies the construction of a drainage pipe along the narrowed north sideyard that will intercept two downspouts and convey the drainage into the rear-yard for surface
dispersal over the dry-well. The surface elevation over the dry-well has been specified to approximate
655.80, with lower 655.30 elevations assigned to the access riser grates.
RESPONSE- Noted
9. The topographic records indicate that the project site drains easterly into the rear- yards of the
neighboring #442 and #436 Park Road properties. Elevation records indicate that the rear-yard of
the project site is about 3-feet lower than Blackstone Avenue. Drainage will therefore be expected to
flow easterly into neighboring properties following the established topographic gradients. The
drainage dissipation system is required to be configured to intercept runoff and mitigate impacts on
the lower neighboring properties.
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RESPONSE- The northerly swale has been re-designed to force all water over the drainage
dissipation system prior to continuing to flow east. The dissipation system is designed to reduce the
flows in low impact storms.
10. The engineering plans specify the construction of a rear-yard dry-well type structure to dissipate
surface drainage. The aggregate dry-well is shown to have a dimensions of 15x33x4-feet. The plans
indicate that the dry-well excavation will be filled with coarse aggregate CA-1 with an assumed 36%
porosity. Our analysis of the site finds that the dry-well should be designed with void volume of about
653 cubic feet. The Residential Site Development Permit Packet (RSDPP) allows a 35% maximum
porosity for CA-1 aggregate. The thickness of the CA-1 aggregate layer forming the dry-well shall also
be reduced from 48-inches to 40-inches to reduce clay soil excavation and thereby improve soil
infiltration rates. The dimensions of the drywell structure shall be changed to 10x56x3.33-feet,
providing a containment volume of about 653 cubic feet. The increased length of the dry-well will
provide a more effective interception of surface runoff generated by the residential expansion and
renovation project. An additional access riser structure shall be installed in the southern part of the
dry-well to more effectively intercept runoff from the residence and other tributary graded surfaces.
RESPONSE- The drainage dissipation system has been revised per comment.
11. The dry-well access risers shall be specified to be constructed of 18-inch diameter perforated HDPE
pipe segments interconnected by a 6-inch pvc perforated pipe. The access risers shall be specified
to be constructed with Neenah R5901-C cast iron frames and grates
RESPONSE- The plan has been revised per comment.
12. The architectural plans do not show or specify the configuration of a foundation drain system. The
architectural plans suggest that the existing foundation drain system connects to the building
wastewater drain system, which is not acceptable. The foundation drain system shall be connected
to a basement sump pump system that discharges to the drainage dissipation system. The
engineering plans indicate that a sump pump drain pipe will be installed and discharge to grade
through an emitter located in the rear yard. The sump pump should discharge through a 4-inch drain
pipe as shown in RSDPP Diagram 4. The sump pump drain should connect to an access riser
installed as part of the dry-well dissipation system with Inserta-tee type connectors
RESPONSE- The plan has been revised per comment.
13. Given that the residence was constructed around 1925, the condition of the sewer and water
services should be evaluated and repairs or replacement work planned as part of the development
project. In this process the sewer service shall be televised between the house and the sewer main.
A copy of the video inspection shall be provided to the Department of Public Works for evaluation. As
it concerns the water service, the size and type of pipe material should be evaluated to verify
whether it is still appropriate for meeting the needs of the expanded residence. Should the water
service be found to be constructed with lead pipe material, it is recommended that the property
owner plan on it’s replacement with copper pipe materials
RESPONSE- Notes have been added to the plan.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. If you have any questions, please contact me at 630-3933060 or at nvarchetto@eraconsultants.com.
Sincerely,
ENGINEERING RESOURCE ASSOCIATES, INC.
WARRENVILLE
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