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VILLAGE OF ITASCA 

PLAN COMMISSION AGENDA 

 
Wednesday, September 16, 2020 - 7:00 p.m. 

Itasca Village Hall, 550 W. Irving Park Road, Itasca, IL 60143 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 

1. Case   PC 19-014 (Continuation) 

Petitioner: Haymarket DuPage LLC 

Owner:  Pearl Hospitality LLC 

Location: 860 W. Irving Park Rd. 

Request: Petition for a planned development by special use with exceptions and Class I Site 

Plan approval all in order to permit a mixed-use residential and healthcare facility 

and other accessory uses in the B-2 Community Business District at 860 W. Irving 

Park Road.   

 

2. Case   PC 20-015 

Petitioner: Joanne & Jason Tayler 

Owner:  Joanne & Jason Tayler 

Location: 435 S. Oak St. 

Request: Petition for a Variances to Lot Coverage and Accessory Structure Side-Yard 

Setback requirements to allow for the construction of a patio and above-ground 

pool. 

 

3. Case   PC 20-016 

Petitioner: Kurt & Marisa Kaufmann 

Owner:  Kurt & Marisa Kaufmann 

Location: 324 S. Maple St.  

Request: Petition for Variance to Accessory Structure Height and 2nd Story requirements to 

allow for the construction of a two-story detached garage. 

 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Review and Consideration of Regular Meeting Minutes for: 

a. August 19, 2020 

4. New Business 
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a. Adoption of Plan Commission Public Hearings Protocols during COVID-19 for Larger 

Hearings  

5. Public Comment 

6. Project Updates and Announcements 

7. Executive Session (if needed) 

8. Adjournment 

 

NEXT REGULARLY SCHEDULED MEETING:  

  

• Wednesday, October 21, 2020 at Itasca Village Hall, 550 W. Irving Park Road, Itasca, IL 60143 

 

NOTE:  Any person who has a disability requiring reasonable accommodation to participate in this public 

hearing should contact Jody Conidi, Village Clerk, 550 W. Irving Park Road, Itasca, IL or call (630) 773-

0835 within a reasonable time before the meeting.  Requests for a qualified interpreter require five (5) 

working days advance notice.  

 



 

Village of Itasca 

Plan Commission Regular Meeting Minutes 

Wednesday, August 19, 2020 - 7:00 p.m. 

Plan Commission Meeting Conducted Through Zoom 

 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

 

1. Call to Order: 

The Village of Itasca Plan Commission Meeting was called to order by Chairman Kischner at 

7:04 P.M. 

 

2. Roll Call: 

Present: Commissioners Brendan Daly, Frank Carello, Lori Drummond, Krista Ray; Eric 

Swets, Jeffrey Holmes, and Chairman Mark Kischner 

Absent: None 

  

Others Present: Yordana Wysocki, Village Attorney; Mo Khan, Planner; Amanda Melone, 

Recording Secretary 

 

3. Adoption of Plan Commission Public Hearings Protocols During Covid-19: 

 

Call for Motion: Commissioner Holmes asked for a motion to approve the adoption of Plan 

Commission Public Hearings Protocols during COVID-19. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Swets 

Second: Commissioner Carello 

 

Roll Call Vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Swets, Holmes, Drummond, Ray 

Nay: None 

Abstain: None 

Motion Carried 

 

4. Review and Consideration of Regular Meeting Minutes for July 15, 2020: 

 

Discussion: Revision to item on Page 3, Item 4 regarding Commissioner Holmes calling for 

the motion and not Chairman Kischner.  

 

Call for Motion: Chairman Kischner asked for a motion to approve the July 15, 2020 Meeting 

Minutes: 

 

Motion: Commissioner Swets 

Second: Commissioner Daly 

 

Roll Call Vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Swets, Holmes, Drummond, Ray 
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Nay: None 

Abstain: None 

Motion Carried 

 

5. New Business 

A. Staff Administrative Approval: Based on the discussion for PC 20-013, Staff stated that a 

Text Amendment to Zoning Ordinance would have to be approved to grant Staff the 

authority to administratively approve certain variance/exceptions to the Zoning 

Ordinance. Mr. Khan stated that both the Plan Commission and Village Board would 

have to agree on the scope of that authority.  

 

6. Public Comment 

None. 

 

7. Project Updates and Announcements 

A. PC 20-005 – Text Amendment – Dynamic Sign Regulations. Mr. Khan stated that the 

Village Board approve the Text Amendments with the following changes: 

i. Reduce the time a single message must remain static to 15-seconds. 

ii. Allow all dynamic signs to remain operational 24-hours a day with those signs in or 

adjacent to residential areas to be dimmed at sunset. 

B. PC 20-007 – Quadrangle Development Subdivision – 870 & 900 N. Arlington Heights 

Rd. Mr. Khan stated that the Village Board approved the Preliminary and Final Plat of 

Subdivision. 

C. PC 20-009 – MRK Realty/ Kiddie Academy – 1133 N. Prospect Ave. Mr. Khan stated 

that the Village Board approved the Variance Request and Approval for the two wall 

signs. 

D. PC 20-010 – Bradley Residence – 340 S Home Ave. Mr. Khan states that the Village 

Board approved the Variance Request for lot coverage. 

E. Mr. Khan updated the Plan Commission on upcoming cases, including: 

i. Itasca Country Club Proposal 

ii. Residential Variance for a Swimming Pool 

iii. Residential Variance for a Detached Garage 

F. Mr. Khan stated that the next Plan Commission Meeting will be held in-person at Village 

Hall in the Board Room. 

 

8. Executive Session 

None. 

 

9. Adjournment 

Motion: Commissioner Daly moved to close the meeting.   

Second: Commissioner Swets seconded the motion.   

 

Roll Call Vote: 

Yes: Commissioner Daly, Swets, Carello, Holmes, Drummond, Ray, Chairman Kischner 

No: None 

Abstain: None 
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Meeting adjourned at 9:36 P.M. 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

Case  # PC 19-014 

Petitioner: Haymarket DuPage LLC 

Owner: Pearl Hospitality LLC 

Location: 860 W. Irving Park Road 

Request: Petition for a planned development by special use with exceptions and Class I 

Site Plan approval all in order to permit a mixed-use residential and 

healthcare facility and other accessory uses in the B-2 Community Business 

District at 860 W. Irving Park Road. 

 

Public Comment  

None.  

 

Staff Report   

None. 

 

Commissioner Discussion 

None. 

 

Motion 

 

Call for Motion: Chairman Kischner asked for a motion to continue the Public Hearing to 

September 16, 2020. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Carello 

Second: Commissioner Daly 

  

Roll Call Vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Holmes, Drummond, Ray 

Nay: None 

Abstain: Swets 

Motion Carried 

 

Case #  PC 20-012 

Petitioner: Daniel & Diane Flaherty 

Owner: Daniel & Diane Flaherty 

Location: 503 E. Center St.  

Request: Petition for a variance to 2nd Story and 2nd driveway requirements to allow 

for the construction of a detached garage.  

 

Public Comment  

Village Staff received two written public comments. These were included in the Staff Report and 

summarized during the Public Hearing. 
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Staff Report   

The owner applied for a permit in March 2020 to construct a detached garage as part of a permit 

review and did not meet several requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.   The owner came back 

with a plan for the garage that requires two variances for the construction of a two-story detached 

garage and a second driveway.   

 

Commissioner Discussion 

Commissioners discussed whether this was a detached garage and compared it to other projects 

in Itasca.  The commissioners made it clear that they were not looking to approve a garage with a 

livable second story and that they felt some conditions needed to be attached to the 

recommendation for use of the second driveway.  

 

Finding of Facts 

Ms. Wysocki reviewed the Findings of Facts for the Variance Requests and took a vote of the 

Commissioners to see if they agreed with such findings affirming that the Petitioner has met the 

Standards of Approvals for a Variance. 

 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Swets, Holmes, Ray, Chairman Kischner 

Nay: Commissioner Drummond 

Abstain: None 

 

Motion 

 

Call for Motion: Chairman Kischner called for a motion. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Drummond made the motion to recommend approval of the Variance 

Request for a 2nd Story and 2nd Driveway with Staff’s recommended conditions with one added 

condition that no recreational vehicles, boats, trailers and other similar vehicles on the second 

driveway.  

Second: Commissioner Carello 

 

Roll Call Vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Swets, Holmes and Ray 

No: Commissioner Drummond 

Abstain: None 

  

Case #  PC 20-013 

Petitioner: Marco & Jamie Reyes 

Owner: Marco & Jamie Reyes 

Location: 444 S. Bonnie Brae Avenue 

Request: Petition for a Variance to corner side-yard setback for fences to allow for the 

  construction of a privacy fence. 

 

Public Comment  

None.  
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Staff Report   

The owner applied for a permit in June 2020 to remove and replace the existing fence that runs 

from the house to the detached garage. The owner was told that the fence must be setback further 

from the street, so it is in line with the south wall of the principal residential structure. 

 

Commissioner Discussion 

Commissioners discussed if this could potentially be approved at the Staff level with some type 

of Administrative Approval. Mr. Khan stated that currently the Zoning Ordinance does not grant 

Staff that authority. 

 

Finding of Facts 

Ms. Wysocki reviewed the Findings of Facts for the Variance Request and took a vote of the 

Commissioners to see if they agreed with such findings affirming that the Petitioner has met the 

Standards of Approvals for A Variance.  

 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Swets, Holmes, Ray, Drummond, Chairman Kischner 

Nay: None 

Abstain: None 

 

Motion 

 

Call for Motion: Chairman Kischner called for a motion. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Drummond made the motion to recommend approval of the Variance 

Request for corner side-yard setback for fences with Staff’s recommended conditions. 

Second: Commissioner Swets  

 

Roll Call Vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Swets, Holmes, Ray, Drummond 

Nay: None 

Abstain: None 

 

Case #  PC 20-014 

Petitioner: Rosalia Damato & Jacob Hehr 

Owner: Rosalia Damato & Jacob Hehr 

Location: 460 S. Princeton Avenue 

Request: Petition for a Variance to fence height requirements to allow for a 5ft privacy 

fence.  

 

Public Comment  

Village Staff received two written public comments. These were included in the Staff Report and 

summarized during the Public Hearing. 

 

Staff Report   

The petitioners applied for a permit in July 2020 to construct a five feet tall privacy fence with a 

one-foot lattice top along the north and west property lines.  The residents were advised to 

change the fence permit application to a 4ft fence with 1ft of open lattice or apply for a variance.   
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Staff stated that the Plan Commission and Village Board have historically approved variance 

requests for taller fences for residential properties.  

 

Commissioner Discussion 

Commissioners discussed whether there was a hardship presented by the Petitioner to allow for 

the taller privacy fence and whether the taller fence would meet the needs of the Petitioner in 

order to keep their dog safe. The Commissioners further discussed if taller fences would detract 

from the neighborhood as it creates a physical separation between adjacent property owners.  

 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Swets, Holmes, Ray, Drummond,  

Nay: Chairman Kischner 

Abstain: None 

 

Motion 

 

Call for Motion: Chairman Kischner called for a motion. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Drummond made a motion to recommend approval for a Variance 

Request for a 5 ft. tall privacy fence with Staff’s recommended conditions. 

Second: Commissioner Carello. 

 

Roll Call Vote: 

Yes: Commissioners Daly, Carello, Swets, Holmes, Ray, Drummond 

Nay: None 

Abstain: None 

 

 

NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, September 16, 2020 at 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

Submitted this 19th day of August 2020. 

 

 

 

 

________________________________ 

Amanda Melone, Recording Secretary 
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I. TYPES OF HEARINGS 

These procedures are recommended to be used for zoning petitions which the Village reasonably 

anticipates will result in larger-than-usual public participation which may exceed the acceptable 

number of people pursuant to government guidelines for social distancing, such as the petitions 

filed by Haymarket DuPage, LLC (continued) and the Itasca Country Club for planned 

developments. 

II. ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF RISK FROM PETITIONERS 

The present pandemic presents unique challenges and risks inherent in conducting an electronic 

public hearing, including the potential for objectors to raise alleged due process flaws to a court. 

The Village believes that this adopted format provides the proper due process to all participants 

and interested parties. Petitioners should be given the choice between moving forward now or 

waiting until in person hearings may be conducted. 

Petitioners who wish to move forward with public hearings under the current conditions must 

acknowledge in writing before the hearing that they are voluntarily choosing to go forward, that 

they waive any claims related to the procedures utilized to conduct the public hearing, and that 

they assume the risk that the public hearing may later be found defective and the approvals given 

may ultimately be reversed by a court.  

III. NOTICE OF THE NEW FORMAT 

The agenda for the meeting in which the public hearing is occurring must include information on 

how the public can participate in the hearing with and without internet access. Additionally, the 

agenda must inform the public of the option to submit comments or questions in writing before 

the meeting via email or mail. If statutory notice of the hearing has not yet occurred, Petitioners 

should also include a link to these amended hearing protocols with the statutory notice. 

IV. REMOTE HEARING LOGISTICS  

The Village will have a videoconference set up which includes the following: 

• In person access by the Plan Commissioners, Village staff, petitioners, and interested 

parties (defined below) which is consistent with the current State, gubernational, and 

county directives regarding social distancing, mask requirements, and limitations on 

the number of persons in a room. 

• Ability for the public to view remotely any presentations and exhibits presented to the 

Plan Commission. 

• Ability for the Plan Commissioners to ask questions throughout the hearing. 

• Ability for the petitioners and interested parties to cross examine witnesses at the 

appropriate time. 

• Ability of the public to ask questions during the appropriate time at the hearing. 

• Ability of the Plan Commission and/or petitioner to respond to questions/comments. 

• Ability of the public to make comments and give testimony at the appropriate time at 

the hearing. 
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• Allow for the participation by persons without internet access via phone or in person 

attendance.  

• Allow for the participation by persons with disabilities. 

V. INTERESTED PARTIES 

A. Definition 

An “interested party” is a party that has an interest with extends beyond that of the general public 

and is entitled to protections by judicial relief (i.e., the party would have standing to challenge 

the zoning relief). Interested parties fall into three categories: (1) any property owner adjacent to 

the subject property1; (2) any property owner within 250-feet of the subject property2; or (3) any 

individual or entity who can demonstrate that it will suffer a unique injury or special damages 

different from the general public.3 A party’s status as a taxpayer alone is insufficient to qualify as 

an interested party. The burden of showing a unique harm is on the party asserting the interest.4  

Interested parties have the following due process rights: the right to cross examine witnesses and 

the right to present a case (witnesses and evidence) to the Plan Commission. Interested parties 

shall abide by the Plan Commission’s rules and procedures and be subject to disclosure deadlines 

as set by the Plan Commission in order to fully participate in this process. 

B. Procedure to be acknowledged as an interested party 

Individuals or entities must apply to be recognized by the Plan Commission as an “interested 

party.” Written applications will be accepted 5 to 10 days before the hearings commence or 

resume. The applications will be made public and disclosed to all other parties. No late 

applications will be accepted. Any party objecting to the application must submit a written 

objection 2 to 5 days before the hearings commence or resume. The Plan Commission will rule 

on the applications at the start of the commencement or resumption of hearings.  

VI. ROLE OF VILLAGE ATTORNEY 

The Village Attorney is to advise the Plan Commission and Plan Commission Chairman on 

procedural matters before during and after the hearing. During the hearing, the Village Attorney 

shall be responsible for ruling on any objections to testimony or exhibits.  

VII. PRESENTATION AND EXHIBITS MADE AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC 

Visual presentations by the petitioner, interested parties, or the public must be made available to 

both members of Plan Commission and to the public. In order to ensure that the presentation 

materials are available to the public, individuals must submit all presentation materials and 

proposed exhibits 5 to 14 days in advance of the Plan Commission meeting in which such 

 
1 See Truchon v. City of Streator, 70 Ill. App. 3d 89, 92-93 (3d Dist. 1979). 
2 65 ILCS 11-13-7. 
3 See Anundson v. City of Chicago, 44 Ill. 2d 491 (1970); City of Chicago v. John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance 

Co., 127 Ill. App. 3d 140 (1st Dist. 1984); People for Safer Society v. Vill. of Niles, 2017 IL App (1st) 160674-U. 
4 Treadway v. City of Rockford, 28 Ill. 2d 370 (1963). 
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materials as expected to be presented. All materials will be posted with the agenda on the Village 

website. 

VIII. SWEARING IN WITNESSES 

All persons who desire to testify should be asked to raise their right hands and be sworn in at the 

outset of the hearing. Then, when each speaker begins their individual comments, the chair 

should have them verbally confirm they have previously been sworn in. 

IX. PRESENTATION OF CASES 

A. Opening the Hearing. 

Plan Commission Chair opens the hearing or the continued hearing. Once the hearing is opened, 

Plan Commissioners may interrupt proceedings at any time to ask questions of any party or 

Village staff member. 

B. Petitioner’s Case 

Petitioner will make its presentation and present witness(es) and other evidence. After each 

witness’s direct testimony, interested parties will be allowed to cross examine the witness. 

Petitioner will be allowed to re-direct any witness following cross examination.  

C. Interested Party’s/Parties’ Case  

Each interested party shall have an opportunity to make a presentation and present witnesses and 

other evidence. After each witness’s direct testimony, petitioner will be allowed to cross examine 

the witness. The interested party will be allowed to re-direct any witness following cross 

examination.  

D. Village Staff Report 

Village staff shall have an opportunity to make a presentation and may present witnesses and 

other evidence. After each witness’s direct testimony, petitioner and interested parties will be 

allowed to cross examine the witness. The Village will be allowed to re-direct any witness 

following cross examination.  

E. Petitioner’s Rebuttal Case 

Petitioner shall have the opportunity to provide a rebuttal presentation, testimony, or evidence. 

After each rebuttal witness’s presentation or direct examination, interested parties will be 

allowed to cross examine the witness. Petitioner will be allowed to re-direct any witness 

following cross examination.  

X. QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC  

Members of the public have the right to question the petitioner and interested parties during the 

public hearing.  
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A. Written Public Questions.  

The public is encouraged to submit written questions in advance of the public hearing in lieu of 

live questions. The agenda, Village website, and public hearing notice should specify the manner 

in which written comments can be submitted (email and mail) and the deadline for submission (2 

hours before the meeting). The written questions received will be read into the record by staff at 

the appropriate point in the public hearing. The Plan Commission, staff, petitioner or interested 

party will have an opportunity to respond to written questions submitted in advance of the 

meeting. 

B. Live Public Questions. 

Members of the public must sign up in advance of the hearing via email or phone call of their 

intent to question the petitioner and interested parties and the deadline for submission (2 hours 

before the meeting). Any documents that will be used during questioning must be provided to 

Village staff no later than 5 to 7 days before the Plan Commission meeting so that these 

documents may be made available to the Plan Commissioners, petitioner, and the testifying 

witness before the hearing. 

Following the presentation of cases, members of the public who have signed up in advance will 

be individually called upon to present their questions. The Village Attorney or Plan Commission 

Chair will determine whether the question and/or answer will assist the Plan Commissioners in 

making a decision (i.e., whether the question is relevant and not repetitive). If relevant and not 

repetitive, the petitioner, interested party, or Village staff will be invited to answer the question.  

The party to whom the question is posed may determine which witness or representative is best 

suited to answer the question. 

XI. PUBLIC COMMENTS  

Members of the public will be allowed to make comments during the public hearing. Public 

comments will occur after the presentation of cases and questions from the public. All members 

of the public wishing to comment must identify themselves and identify whether they are 

residents of the Village of Itasca. 

A. Written Public Comments.  

The public is encouraged to submit written comments in advance of the public hearing in lieu of 

live comments. The agenda, Village website, and public hearing notice should specify the 

manner in which written comments and questions can be submitted (email and mail) and the 

deadline for submission (2 hours before the meeting). The written comments received will be 

read into the record by staff at the appropriate point in the public hearing.  

B. Live Public Comments.  

The public will be allowed to make comments live during the remote public hearing. The 

agenda, Village website, and public hearing notice should specify how members of the public 
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can give comments during the public hearing. Members of the public will be allowed to give 

comments remotely by video or phone.  

Any documents that will be used during public comment must be provided to Village staff no 

later than 5 to 7 days before the Plan Commission meeting so that these documents may be made 

available to the Plan Commissioners, petitioner, interested parties, and the public. 

XII. TRANSCRIPT 

A court reporter must be available to create a transcript of the proceedings. The court reporter 

may appear in person or remotely. 

XIII. FINAL ACTION 

After the petitioner, interested parties, and the Village have presented their case and the public 

has had an opportunity to comment, the Plan Commission will close the proofs and adjourn until 

its next meeting.  

Within seven (7) days of the next meeting, members of the public may make “technology 

objections.” Technology objections are any objection to the Plan Commission’s proceedings 

based solely on the failure to access the hearing due to a failure of technology (i.e., internet 

failure, inability to log into the meeting, etc.). Members of the public must submit in writing to 

commdev@itasca.com or Village of Itasca, Community Development Department, 550 W. 

Irving Park Rd., Itasca, IL 60143, explaining in detail any technology objection. Any party may 

respond to the technology objection within three (3) days of the next Plan Commission meeting. 

The Plan Commission shall hear any technology objections submitted in the interim at its next 

meeting and, at that point, either reopen proofs or move to a final recommendation to the Village 

Board. 

mailto:commdev@itasca.com


 

Village of Itasca 

Community Development Department 
550 W. Irving Park Road, Itasca, IL 60143 

PHONE:  630-773-5568 | FAX:  630-773-0852 

www.itasca.com 

 

PUBLIC HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 16, 2020                                              PC 20-015 

 

TITLE: Tayler Variances 

ADDRESS: 435 S. Oak St. 

PIN:  03-08-318-031 

 

PROPOSAL:  Joanne & Jason Tayler, petitioner and property owner, of 435 S. Oak St. are 

requesting the following: 

 

1. Variance to Section 4.06-8-w to allow for a side-yard setback of 12 ft. for private swimming 

pools, whereas the minimum required is 15 ft. 

2. Variance to Section 7.05-7-a to allow for a lot coverage of 6,797 ft.2 or 59%, whereas the 

maximum allowed in 5,756 ft.2 or 50%.  

 

 
 

BACKGROUND  

 

The owner contacted Village Staff regarding their desire to construct an above-ground swimming 

pool and patio. During the preliminary review, Village Staff determined that a variance for lot 

coverage and side-yard setback would be required for the property in order to permit the 

http://www.itasca.com/
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construction of the above-ground swimming pool and patio. The existing basketball court is 

proposed to be removed. Village Staff determined that a variance was never sought when the 

basketball court was installed since that put the property over the maximum lot coverage permitted 

in the R-2 Zoning District.  

 

PLANNING & ZONING ANALYSIS 

 

The subject property is located on the east side of Oak Street at the approximate midpoint between 

Washington and George Streets, is zoned R-2, Single-Family Residence District, and is 

approximately 11,513 ft.2. The subject property is currently improved with a two-story single-

family structure with a basement, measures approximately 5,791 ft.2 and was built in 2000. The 

property is further improved with a two-car detached garage that is approximately 720 ft.2 and a 

basketball court that is approximately 1,290 ft.2.  

 

Village Staff could not find a permit application for the basketball court, which according to the 

property owner, was installed by the previous owner. The installation of the basketball court would 

have required a variance for lot coverage. 

 

The subject property is considered legal non-conforming as it does not meet the minimum lot width 

for R-2 zoned properties. The subject property is 50 ft. wide whereas the minimum required is 65 

ft. 

 

The homeowner is proposing to remove the existing basketball court and a small concrete area 

behind the detached garage and construct an approximately 783 ft.2 patio and 453 ft.2 above-

ground pool. 

 

Bulk Zoning Review 

 

The following table provides a summary of how the proposed detached garage meets various 

zoning requirements: 

 

Code Section Description Required Proposed 

7.05-7-a Lot Coverage ≤ 5,756 ft.2 6,797 ft.2* 

4.06-8 Bldg. Separation ≥ 10 ft. 27 ft. 

4.06-8-w Side-Yard Setback ≥ 15 ft. 12 ft. / 15 ft. 

4.06-8-w Rear-Yard Setback ≥ 15 ft. 18 ft. 

4.06-8-w Side-Yard Projection ≤ 25 ft. 0 ft. 

4.06-8-w Rear-Yard Projection ≤ 25 ft. 22 ft. 

* The existing lot coverage is approximately 7,160 ft.2 

 

With the proposed improvements, the total lot coverage would decrease from existing conditions 

by approximately 363 ft.2.   

 

The Plan Commission and Village Board have historically approved variances for residential lot 

coverage requests. The table below provides a summary of these requests.  
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Case # Address PC Vote VB Vote Request Description 

PC 17-011 402 N Linden 5-0, Approved 6-0, Approved 40.3% (40% max) Residential 

Addition 

PC 19-016 801 E Washington 6-0, Approved 6-0, Approved 53.75% (50% max) Covered Patio 

PC 20-010 340 S Home 6-0, Approved 6-0, Approved 51.5% (40% max) Patio 

PC 20-015 435 S Oak N/A N/A 59% (50% max)  

 

Stormwater/ Drainage Review 

 

The proposed improvements will result in a decrease of approximately 363 ft.2 of impervious 

coverage. Since the home was built prior to the 2013, which is when the DuPage County 

Countywide Stormwater and Floodplain Ordinance went into effect, stormwater management 

solutions were not required at the time of construction.  

 

The subject property is not located within any flood way or flood zone. However, the Village is 

aware of number of flooding and stormwater issues in the area. The Village Engineer and Public 

Works Staff reported that there have been numerous flooding complaints near and on the 400 

South Block of Oak St.  

 

SUMMARY 

 

Due to the narrower lot width of 50 ft., and to allow for homes with a reasonable width, a detached 

garage is often necessary on substandard lots, which results in additional impervious area due to 

the need for the longer driveway. The detached garages are often not necessary on lots that are 

wider since they can accommodate an attached garage. However, there are examples of other 

homes in the nearby area with 50 ft. wide lots and attached garages.  

 

Staff does not find any hardship with the property to grant the variance for additional lot coverage. 

However, the proposed improvements would result in an overall reduction of the impervious area, 

which may potentially help with the stormwater/flooding issues being reported on the 400 South 

Block of Oak Street as there will be more pervious area for water to permeate into.  

 

The requested variance would not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. However, even 

without the variance, the property can be reasonably used as a single-family residence.  

 

Due to the reported stormwater/flooding issues reported in the area, Staff is recommending if the 

Plan Commission recommends approval, that a condition of the approval will be to provide some 

type of Engineering approved stormwater management solution for the lot coverage exceeding the 

50% allowed by code. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

Village Staff received the following comments regarding the petition, which will be read into the 

record and are attached to this Staff Report: 
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1. Anonymous Resident – Objection to the Petition due to water runoff concerns and to the 

safety, appearance and protection of neighbor’s privacy rights.  

 

STAFF RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

Staff recommends the following conditions be included if a favorable recommendation is made by 

the Plan Commission: 

 

1. Permit Documents must be in substantial compliance with the Plan Commission and Village 

Board Submittals. 

2. The proposed patio and above-ground swimming pool must comply with all Village Ordinance 

and Building Codes in place at time of permit application. 

3. The proposed patio and above-ground swimming pool shall be completed within one (1) year 

from the date of Ordinance approval. 

4. The property owner must provide Engineering approved Stormwater/BMP Storage. Permit for 

stormwater/BMP storage system must be submitted along with the patio and pool permit. 

 

REQUIRED FINDINGS OF FACT FOR VARIANCES 

 

Section 14.09-3 sets forth the following standards for variances: 

 

No Variance shall be granted by the President and Board of Trustees unless the specific findings 

are made based on the evidence presented to the Plan Commission: 

 

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 

the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; 

 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, and 

 

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 

 

In making this determination, the Plan Commission shall consider whether there are particular 

difficulties or particular hardships, and take into consideration whether the following facts have 

been established by evidence: 

 

1. The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the specific 

property involved would bring a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a 

mere inconvenience if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried out; 

2. The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable generally 

to other property within the same zoning classification; 

3. The purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money from 

the property, or merely for the convenience of the owner; 

4. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an 

interest in the property; 

5. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other 

property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located; or 
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6. That the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light on adjacent property or 

substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public safety or substantially 

diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

 

 

 

DOCUMENTS ATTACHED  

 

1. Petition for Variance, dated 8/7/2020 

2. Plat of Survey, dated 9/13/2016 

3. Project Narrative, dated 8/4/2020 

4. Site Plan, no date 

5. Anonymous Public Comment, dated 9/2/2020 
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Village of Itasca 

Community Development Department 
550 W. Irving Park Road, Itasca, IL 60143 

PHONE:  630-773-5568 | FAX:  630-773-0852 

www.itasca.com 

 

PUBLIC HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 16, 2020                                              PC 20-016 

 

TITLE: Kaufmann Variances 

ADDRESS: 324 S. Maple St. 

PIN:  03-08-313-025 

 

PROPOSAL:  Kurt & Marisa Kaufmann, petitioner and property owner, of 435 S. Oak St. are 

requesting the following: 

 

1. Variance to Section 4.13-4 to allow for the detached garage to have a height of 20.33 ft., 

whereas the maximum allowed is 18 ft. 

2. Variance to Section 4.13-4 to allow for the detached garage to have two stories, whereas the 

maximum allowed is 1 story.  

 

 
 

BACKGROUND  

 

The owner contacted Village Staff regarding their desire to construct a detached garage that will 

allow for an home-based office space. Based on the information provided, Village Staff informed 

http://www.itasca.com/
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the petitioner that a variance for height and a second story would be needed because the Zoning 

Ordinance prohibits two-story garages.  

 

PLANNING & ZONING ANALYSIS 

 

The subject property is located on the west side of Maple Street approximately 300 ft. south of 

Bloomingdale Rd., is zoned R-2, Single-Family Resident District, and has an approximate lot size 

of 13,504 ft.2. The subject property is currently improved with a two-story single-family structure 

with a basement that is approximately 2,599 ft.2 and was built in 1950. The property is further 

improved with a driveway, detached garage that is approximately 440 ft.2, and a patio that is 

approximately 370 ft.2. 

 

The subject property is considered legal non-conforming as it does not meet the minimum lot width 

for R-2 zoned properties. The subject property is 60 ft. wide whereas the minimum required is 65 

ft.  

 

The homeowner is proposing to remove the existing detached garage to construct the new detached 

garage that will have an approximate footprint of 762 ft.2. 

 

Bulk Zoning Review 

 

The following table provides a summary of how the proposed detached garage meets various 

zoning requirements: 

 

Code Section Description Required Proposed 

7.05-7-a Lot Coverage ≤ 6,752 ft.2 4,989 ft.2 

4.06-8 Bldg. Separation ≥ 10 ft. 27 ft. 

4.06-8-m Side-Yard Setback ≥ 5 ft. 10 ft. / 26 ft. 

4.06-8-m Rear-Yard Setback ≥ 5 ft. 85 ft. 

4.13-4 
Accessory Structure 

Height 
≤ 18 ft. 20.33 ft. 

4.13-4 
Accessory Structure 

Number of Stories 
≤ 1 2 

4.13-4 
Accessory Structure 

Coverage 
≤ 792 ft.2 762 ft.2 

 

The Plan Commission and Village Board recently approved a variance request for a second-story 

for a detached garage at 503 E Center St. (PC 20-012). However, in that case, the proposed height 

of the detached garage was conforming to the maximum height allowed of 18 ft. 

 

Stormwater/ Drainage Review 

 

The proposed improvements will result in approximately 322 ft.2 of net new impervious area. This 

does not meet the 2,500 ft.2 threshold set by the DuPage County Countywide Stormwater and 

Floodplain Ordinance to provide on-site stormwater management/BMP solution.   
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The subject property is not located within any flood way or flood zone. However, the Village is 

aware of number of flooding and stormwater issues in the area.  

 

Although there is no lot coverage issue or stormwater requirement for the proposed improvement, 

the Village Engineer and Public Works Staff reported that there have been numerous flooding 

complaints near and on the 300 South Block of Maple St.  

 

SUMMARY 

 

As stated in the Petitioner’s Application they are requesting a variance for accessory structure 

height and number of stories allowed in order to accommodate a home-based office space for the 

Petitioner’s business.  

 

Staff does not find any particular hardships with the property that prevents the Petitioner from 

proposing an addition to the principal structure since the lot is currently well below the maximum 

lot coverage allowed and thus would not need to request a variance.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

Village Staff has not received any Public Comments regarding this case as of September 11, 2020. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

Staff recommends the following conditions be included if a favorable recommendation is made by 

the Plan Commission: 

 

1. Permit Documents must be in substantial compliance with the Plan Commission and Village 

Board Submittals. 

2. The proposed detached garage must comply with all Village Ordinance and Building Codes in 

place at time of permit application. 

3. The detached garage shall be completed within one (1) year from the date of Ordinance 

approval. 

 

REQUIRED FINDINGS OF FACT FOR VARIANCES 

 

Section 14.09-3 sets forth the following standards for variances: 

 

No Variance shall be granted by the President and Board of Trustees unless the specific findings 

are made based on the evidence presented to the Plan Commission: 

 

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 

the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; 

 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, and 

 

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
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In making this determination, the Plan Commission shall consider whether there are particular 

difficulties or particular hardships, and take into consideration whether the following facts have 

been established by evidence: 

 

1. The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the specific 

property involved would bring a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a 

mere inconvenience if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried out; 

2. The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable generally 

to other property within the same zoning classification; 

3. The purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money from 

the property, or merely for the convenience of the owner; 

4. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an 

interest in the property; 

5. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other 

property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located; or 

6. That the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light on adjacent property or 

substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public safety or substantially 

diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

 

 

 

DOCUMENTS ATTACHED  

 

1. Petition for Variance, dated 8/12/2020 

2. Plat of Survey, dated 7/21/2020 

3. Garage Elevations, no date 
























