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Ordinance #0-24-013
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DRIVE, WOOD DALE, ILLINOIS

May 2, 2024

Passed:
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I, Lynn Curiale, as the City Clerk for the City of Wood Dale, hereby certify that the attached
Ordinance is a true and correct copy of #0-24-013
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A VARIATION FOR REDUCTION OF MINIMUM LOT
WIDTH FOR PROPERTY TO BE KNOWN AS 118 HOMESTEAD DRIVE, WOOD
DALE, ILLINOIS
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ORDINANCE NO. 0-24-013

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A VARIATION FOR REDUCTION OF MINIMUM LOT
WIDTH FOR PROPERTY TO BE KNOWN AS 118 HOMESTEAD DRIVE,
WOOD DALE, ILLINOIS

WHEREAS, the City of Wood Dale (“City”) is a body politic and corporate, organized
and existing pursuant to the Illinois Municipal Code, 65 ILCS 5/1-1-1 ef seq.; and

WHEREAS, the City is authorized and empowered, under the Illinois Municipal Code and
the Code of Ordinances of the City of Wood Dale (“City Code™), to regulate properties located
within the municipal boundaries of the City; and

WHEREAS, in furtherance of this authorization, the City has adopted a Unified
Development Ordinance (“UDO”), codified in Chapter 17 of the City Code, which sets forth
regulations regarding the use of property within the City; and

WHEREAS, the UDO provides for regulations concerning minimum lot widths in the
City’s R-2, Large Lot Single-Family District; and

WHEREAS, the Petitioner, Claudiu Husar, applied for a zoning variation to reduce the
minimum lot width measured at the front yard line of the property located at, PIN: 03-16-209-024,
to be known as 118 Homestead Drive; and

WHEREAS, on April 15, 2024, the Community Development Commission held a public
hearing on the proposed variance in Case No. CDC-2024-0002 following the necessary publication
of a legal notice pursuant thereto, as required by law and the City Code; and

WHEREAS, following said hearing, the Community Development Commission voted to
recommend approval of the proposed variances, predicated on the Petitioner’s application,
testimony presented, UDO requirements, and recommendation of City Staff; and

WHEREAS, the proposed variances; recommendation of the Community Development
Commission; and Findings of Fact and Staff recommendation set forth in the Staff Report relative
to Case No. CDC-2024-0002, dated April 15, 2024, attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference as Exhibit A have been considered by the Planning, Zoning and Building Committee of
the City Council of the City of Wood Dale, and the Planning, Zoning and Building Committee of
the City Council has recommended approval of the variance requested by Petitioner; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Wood Dale has reviewed the matter herein
and has determined that granting Petitioner’s request for variances in Case No. CDC-2024-0002
is in the best interests of the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of the City of Wood Dale.



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF WOOD DALE, DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, as follows:

SECTION ONE: The recitals set forth above are incorporated herein and made a part
hereof.

SECTION TWO: Petitioner, in Case No. CDC-2024-0002, is granted a variance from the

UDO to reduce the minimum lot width at the front yard line from 80 ft. to 65 ft. for the property
located at, PIN: 03-16-209-024, to be known as 118 Homestead Drive in the City of Wood Dale.

SECTION THREE: That all ordinances or parts thereof, in conflict with the provisions
of this Ordinance are, to the extent of such conflict, hereby repealed.

SECTION FOUR: That the City Clerk of the City of Wood Dale is hereby directed to
publish this Ordinance in pamphlet form, pursuant to the statutes of the State of Illinois.

SECTION FIVE: That this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its
passage, approval, and publication in the manner provided by law.

PASSED this 2nd day of May, 2024

AYES: ‘ﬁ
NAYS: @

ABSENT:i%jd: 5L4$W%ﬂﬂgkf

APPROVED this 2nd day of May, 2024

SIGNED: QOW/XZ %/é:c/(

Annunziafo)Pulice, Mayor

ATTEST: %:«w ) Mﬁ

~ Ly#n Curiale, City Clerk
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MEMO
DATE: April 15, 2024
TO: Community Development Commission
FROM: Andrew Koteras, Planner

SUBJECT: Case No. CDC-2024-0002, Zoning Variation to reduce minimum lot width at
front yard line, PIN: 03-16-209-024, To be known as 118 Homestead Drive

REQUEST

An application has been filed by Claudiu Husar for a Zoning Variation to reduce the
minimum lot width measured at the front yard line of the property located at, PIN: 03-16-209-
024, to be known as 118 Homestead Drive, to facilitate the construction of a new single-
family home.

PROPERTY INFORMATION

Site Address: (To be known as 118 Homestead Drive)
PIN: 03-16-209-024
Property Size: Approx. 0.25 Acres (10,887.50 square feet)

Existing Land Use: Vacant
Future Land Use:  Single-Family Residential
Existing Zoning: R-2, Large Lot Single-Family

Surrounding Zoning / Land Use

North: R-2, Large-Lot Single-Family / Residential
South: R-2, Large-Lot Single-Family / Residential
East: R-2, Large-Lot Single-Family / Residential
West: R-2, Large-Lot Single-Family / Residential
ANALYSIS
Submittals

The analysis and recommendation provided in this memo are based on the following
documents, which are on file in the Community Development Department and attached as
noted:

e Public Hearing Application

e Owner Letter of Authorization
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CDC-2024-0002

Plat of Survey (Exhibit A)

Concept Site Plan (Exhibit B)

Front Facade Rendering (Exhibit C)

Petitioner Narrative (Exhibit D)

Petitioner Responses to Variation Standards for Approval (Exhibit E)
Private Driveway Access Agreement (Exhibit F)

Project Description .

The subject property does not currently have an address assigned, but is generally located
at the western terminus of the private street known as Homestead Drive. Homestead Drive
intersects Wood Dale Road mid-block between Windsor and Sunnyside Avenues (see
location map below). The property is zoned R-2, Large Lot Single-Family and is currently
vacant. The property is currently held in a trust which names Peggy Wiesneth and Patricia
Kearney co-trustees (owners). Claudiu Husar is the applicant who intends to purchase the
property to construct a new single-family home on the lot. The applicant has obtained
permission from the property owners to submit this zoning petition.

o |
x |
)
® |
a
o
8
=

Sunnyside Ave

Location Map
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CDC-2024-0002

Homestead Drive is primarily a private street which provides access to Wood Dale Road for
each home in the subdivision. A 30 ft. private road easement shown on the plat of
subdivision accommodates the street. The applicant has submitted a copy of the original
1940 access agreenement which sufficiently demonstrates the subject property has the right
to traverse across each and every intervening private property to access the Wood Dale
Road public right-of-way. The agreement requries that the property owners work together to
mainatain in good repair, at their own expense, the 30 foot private road shown on each plat
of survey.

According to the Director of Public Works, the developer of the subject property will be
required to extend the private street to provide sufficient access for the new home. The City
recently partnered with the homeowners to resurface the asphalt road which is in good
condition. According to the concept site plan submitted by the applicant, the existing private
street will be extended to the western edge of the subdivision, across the subject property
and adjacent at 110 N Homestead Drive. The owner of the adjacent property, across which
a portion of the new private street would be constructed, has submitted a letter of support for
the proposal.

View of Homestead Drive (Facing west from Wood Dale Road)

Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan

The property is designated as Single Family Residential on the Future Land Use Map of the
Comprehensive Plan. The Single-Family Residential land use category for properties in the
southwestem area of the City is intended to maintain the existing character of the
neighborhoods in this area. These neighborhoods have less of a grid street network and
more parks and green spaces throughout. The southwest area has a variety of housing
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CDC-2024-0002

types including single-family, larger single-family lots in semi-rural areas, townhomes, multi-
family developments, and more open spaces.

The proposed development will help the City achieve Goal 4, Objective 1: Ensure there is
housing stock for current and future residents through development of new owner-occupied
and rental housing. The proposed development would advance this goal by expanding the
housing supply to accommodate new residents in the City. The new single-family home
helps Wood Dale continue to maintain small-town charm. Therefore, the requested zoning
Variation is generally consistent with the comprehensive plan.

Compliance with the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO)

The subject property is designated as R-2, Large Lot Single-Family. The subject property does
not meet the minimum R-2 lot standards set forth in the UDO (per table below; standards in
bold do not meet minimums). However, since the property is surrounded entirely by the R-2
zoning district, this is the most appropriate designation.

Sec.17.704.A.1 of the Municipal Code allows for continuation of substandard lots which do
not meet lot standards, however, since the subject property was previously under common
ownership with the adjacent property (116 Homestead Drive), this exception does not apply.
Hence, the applicant is requesting a zoning Variation for relief from lot development standards
to reduce the minimum lot width at the front yard line from 80 ft. to 65 ft. It will not be possible
to construct a home on the subject property without such a Variation.

Proposed Lot

R-2 Lot Standards Standards
(118 Homestead)

Minimum Lot Area (sq. ft.) 10,000 SF 10,000 SF
Minimum Lot Width at front yard line 80 ft 65 ft
(ft.)
Minimum Lot Depth 125 ft 125 ft
Minimum Front Yard Setback (ft.) 25 ft 25 ft
Minimum Corner Side Yard Setback 25t 25 ft

(ft.)

Minimum Side Yard (ft.)

10 ft or 10% of lot
width, whichever is

10 ft or 10% of lot
width, whichever is

less less
Minimum Rear Yard 30t 30 ft
Maximum Lot Coverage 40% 40%
Maximum Building Height 30t 30 ft
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CDC-2024-0002

Neighborhood Comment

Notice was provided to adjacent property owners in accordance with Section 17.202.E of the
UDO. A public hearing sign was placed at the subject and a notice was published in the
Daily Herald on 3/29/2024. Staff received three general inquiries about the petition from
nearby residents. Staff explained that a Zoning Variation is being requested by the applicant
to reduce the minimum lot width to facilitate the construction of a new single-family home
and that Homestead Drive may be extended to provide access to the new home.

One resident had concems about the geometry of the end of the street, existing drainage
issues in the area, and screening of the yard. Staff explained that because Homestead Drive
is a private street, the City does not have engineering standards for its construction. Staff
also explained that the site will undergo engineering review upon permitting to ensure
compliance with all applicable stormwater management ordinances and that while a 6 ft. tall
privacy fence is allowed to be installed in the side and rear yards of the subject property, it is
not necessarily required.

Findings of Fact

No variation shall be authorized by the City Council unless the Community Development
Commission shall find evidence establishing the following general standards and
criteria, found in Chapter 17, Article I, Section 17.204.C.6 of the Municipal Code.
Applicant’s responses to standards are attached in Exhibit C. The standards are as

follows (staff comments italicized):

1. General Standard. No variation will be granted pursuant to this Section 17.204.C.6
unless the applicant will establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of
this UDO would create a particular hardship or a practical difficultly. Such a showing
will require proof that the variation being sought satisfies each of the standards set
forth in this Subsection.

Response: See responses to standards below.

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.

Response: The subject property is exceptional in the R-2 zoning district, as the lot is
a substandard width compared to the current bulk standards for the district. The lot
has always measured 65 ft. in width which was permitted at the time of subdivision
in 1921. The unique condition is not merely an inconvenience, as the lot would not
be “buildable” unless it were consolidated with an adjacent property, or a Variation
obtained.
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CDC-2024-0002

3. Not Self-Created. The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any
action or inaction of the owner or his 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 UDO, for which no compensation was paid.

Response: The physical condition of the subject property has not been created by
the current owner. The lot was originally created prior to adoption of the current
UDO. According to the original plat of subdivision, the lot was approved before the
required minimum lot width of 80 ft. measured at the front yard like was effective in
the R-2 district. The applicant does not own the subject property, but intends to
purchase the lot for the purpose of developing a single-family home should the
requested Variation be granted.

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.

Response: The subject property is the same width (65 ft.) as other lots in the
subdivision on which homes have been built. Carrying out the strict letter of the
Unified Development Ordinance would deny the applicant the right to construct a
home on a lot otherwise sufficiently sized lot to accommodate a single-family home.

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 sale of the subject property;
provided, however, that where the standards herein set out exist, the existence of an
economic hardship will not be a prerequisite to the grant of an authorized variation.
Response: The alleged hardship is not merely a special privilege, nor merely an
inability to make more money from the sale of the subject property, as no home
could be constructed on the lot if not for the requested Zoning Variation.

6. Code and Plan Purposes. The variation would not result in a use or development of
the subject property that would not be in harmony with the general and specific
purposes for which this UDO and the provision from which a variation is sought were
enacted or the general purpose and intent of The City of Wood Dale Comprehensive
Land Use Plan.

Response: The variation request is consistent with the general purpose and intent of
the UDO and the Comprehensive Plan. The property is located within an
established residential district and will be used for a residential use compatible with
surrounding development patterns. The request also supports goals and objectives
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CDC-2024-0002

of the Comprehensive Plan including by expanding the housing supply to
accommodate current and future residents. If not for the requested Variation, the lot
would continue to remain vacant providing no benefit to the neighborhood or City.

. 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 value of property or improvements permitted in the
vicinity;

b. Would materially impair an adequate supply of light and air to the properties and
improvements in the vicinity; '

c. Would substantially increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or
parking;

d. Would unduly increase the danger of flood or fire;

e. Would unduly tax public utilities and facilities in the area; or

f. Would endanger the public health and safety.

Response: The proposed development would not be materially detrimental to public

welfare, adequate supply of light and air to neighboring properties, or public health

and safety. Furthermore, the Wood Dale Fire District has reviewed the proposed
concept plan and raised no objections, as the proposed extension of Homestead

Drive would continue to accommodate fire apparatus (vehicles). The new single-

family home is anticipated to have a similarly minimal impact on public utilities and

services compared to preexisting homes in the area.

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.

Response: No lot less than 80 ft. in width could be created in the R-2 zoning district
under the provisions of the current UDO, rezoning the subject property to a less
restrictive residential district is not a viable or desirable alternative as this would
result in “spot zoning”. The R-2 Single-Family zoning designation is the most
appropriate for this area of the City, so there is no other remedy than obtaining a
Variation.

RECOMMENDATION

The Community Development Department finds that the request for a zoning variation for
the property located at PIN: 03-16-209-024 (to be known as 118 Homestead Drive) is
compatible with surrounding zoning and land use classifications, meets the requirements in
the Unified Development Ordinance and is consistent with the City’'s Comprehensive Plan.
Based on the above considerations, staff recommends that the Community Development
Commission make the following motion recommending approval of this petition:
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CDC-2024-0002

Based on the submitted petition and the testimony presented, the proposed zoning
Variation is consistent with the Unified Development Ordinance and Comprehensive
Plan; and, therefore, | move that the Community Development Commission adopt the
findings of fact included within the staff memo dated April 15, 2024 as the findings of the
Community Development Commission, and recommend to the City Council approval of
the zoning Variation to reduce the minimum lot width measured at the front yard line from
80 ft. to 65 ft. for property to be known as 118 Homestead Drive in Case No. CDC-2024-

0002.
(Yes vote would be to approve; No vote would be to deny)

Exhibits

A — Plat of Survey

B — Concept Site Plan

C — Front Fagade Rendering

D — Petitioner Narrative

E — Petitioner Responses to Variation Standards for Approval
F — Private Driveway Access Agreement
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Exhibit A

MURRY Zla]\ySMOODY, LTD. cbDcC-2024-0002 ¥

um@fof £)
Iinois Professional Land Surveying Firm Cororation License No. 184-002815
933 5. Plum Grove Road, Suite
Pulatine, Illinois 60067
www.murrysuvey.com  info@murrysurvey.com  Phove: (§47)358-5960

PLAT OIZFSURVEY

THE EAST 65 FEET OF THE WEST 130 FEET OF THE SOUTH 30.5 FEET OF LOT 4, AND THE EAST 65 FEET OF THE WEST

130 FEET LOT 5 IN OWNER'S ASSESSMENT PLAT OF THE EAST 330 FEET OF LOT 6 IN SCHOOL COMMISSIONER'S PLAT OF

SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 40 NORTH, RANGE 11, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT OF

SAID OWNERS ASSESSMENT PLAT RECORDED SEPTEMBER 16, 1921 AS DOCUMENT 150872, IN DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
AREA = 10,869+ S.F. / 0.249 ACRES

= o

HOMESTEAD DRIVE :

30' PRIVATE ROAD

3/4° RN PIPE (rouno)
04V N &aE

TP ZIVOT A

30" PRIVATE ROAD
SEMEN
EER DOC., R1940-413778

137,00 (R)

WEST 65' LOT 5

3/4° MOM PIPE J
3058 W, & 143 L

3/8 n: PPL (round)

3/4° RON PPT (FOUND)
Q7 5 E10E

3/4° RON PPE (FOUND)
AT CORNER

EASEMENTS

CASTERLY LINE OF L~8
SCHOOL COMMESSIONER'S

-WOOBb—bBALE RGAB—\—

e’ - QT E
—
4
{77
< S/
O~ z
B li25 %
g da 3
~ ﬁo/, N
XuwZ 2
e pEes
4
@ /

/R
E1N

f

WEST 65' OF WEST
130" OF LOT 5

P

246 N 4 887 £ N

91°46°37"

8813'24"

=

lbeiy2s® 650000

85.0
280.00'(R)
moo'?i)

1* wov per (st 396.00(0)
AT CORNER

3/4° IRON PPE (FOUND)
6% % & 080 W.

#1: 30 FT. X 215 FT. PRIVATE ROAD EASEMENT OVER THE NORTH 15

LEGEND AND NOTES
Dimensions shown thus: 50.25 ure feet and declmal parts thereof. Angular — §2:
data shown thus: 90°00°00" indicate degrees, minutes and seconds.
50.25 /N 90°00°00" E indicates measure dimension / bearing.
(50.25) / (N 90°00'00" E) indicates record dimension / beasihg. 3
[50.25 dJ 7 [N 90°0000% E d] indicates deed dimension / bearing. :
Brarings shown hervon, if any, per local or aswumed dusa,..
unless shown otherwise. P
Compare your points before using seme and report any *
differences immediately.
Check legal description with deed vr title policy and report any
discrepancy immediately. Building linex ond vasements, if oy,
shown hereon are as shawn on the recarded subdivivion plar
or as indicated.

Order Number: 19-1180
Survey Made For: Anne Cotter

FT. OF THE SOUTH 30.5 FEET OF LOT 4 AND ALSO
OVER THE SOUTH 15 FEET OF THE NORTH 45.5 FEET OF LOT 4
PER DOCUMENT R1940-413778

10 FT X 240 FT. UTILITY EASEMENT OVER THE SOUTH 10 FT. OF

THE NORTH 15 FT. OF THE SOUTH 30.5 FT. OF LOT 4 PER DOC.
R71-9050

15 FT. NIGAS EASEMENT OVER THE NORTH 15 FT. OF THE SOUTH

30.5 FEET OF LOT 4 AND LOT 5, ETC. PER DOC. R72-64847

STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF COOK

1. Barbara C. Murry, an Mllinots Professional Land Surveyor. do hereby
certify that | have surveved the above described property, and that the above
Pplat is a correct representation of suid survey and that this professional service
conforms 1o the current lllinoly minimum stundards for a boundary survey.
Data of completion of fleld work:  July 17, 2019

Palatine, Winois: July 23,

Hllinvis Professivnal Land Surveyor - Barbara C. o
License Renewal dare: November 30, 2020

Project Number: 19118000
Field Book: 327L-41-43
Drawing File: 19118000.dwg
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Exhibit D
CDC-2024-0002

CLAUDIU AND SORIN HUSAR

117 PARAMOUNT DR WOOD DALE IL 60191

000 Homestead Dr

Prepared for: City of Wood Dale
Prepared by: Claudiu Husar
January 31, 2024




Objective

Upon seeing 000 Homestead dr my father and | immediately agreed this would be a great lot to build a beautiful
(roughly 2,500) soft home. Upon approval of our offer we found out the lot was not in compliance with the current
R2 zoning. Speaking several times with Andrew Koteras we looked into a substandard lot. This subject lot didn’t
qualify as it was owned by the same trust at some point when the zoning changed where in affect. We then got on
a few calls to discuss proceeding with a variation. Homestead dr was subdivided in 1921 and since all lots have
remained the same most parcels have homes constructed but 2 or so do not. We would like to get a variation in
width for our width of 65 ft and a variation in square ft of 8,905. We believe since surrounding lots are all equal that
a nice home could be built on this lot. Additionally me and my family have lived in Wood Dale for as long as | can
remember and would love to reinvest in our town.

Goals

The overall goals is to be able to get a variation approved so we can move forward and close on the property and
begin to submit all the plans for building. We would love to start building as soon as we get approvals and are
serious of completion in a timely fashion.

Solution

| am willing to work with the board and accommodate different homes. | have included a set of preliminary pictures
and drawings but am not locked on this home if the city believes we should go with a home that is less in width or
depth | can work with that to create a solution.

Project Outline

If we are granted this variation and after said plans are approved we will begin with extending the private drive and
removing 2-3 trees based upon where the home would be built. My father and | both love nature and would plant
more then is needed back upon construction completion. We expect the duration to be anywhere from 12-16
months depending when we would start. My father and | are both in the construction business and have licensed
and insured companies that would do the project so that's why we have confidence of completion and completion

on time.

Thank You and look forward to working with you guys
Sincerely

Claudiu and Sorin Husar
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Variations

APPLICATION PACKET

City of Wood Dale
Community Development Department
404 N Wood Dale Rd
Wood Dale, IL 60191

\ (630) 766-5133
= Updated 06/2022
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AUTHORIZED VARIATION REQUESTS

The City Council can only grant variations from the following listed regulations,
per Sec. 17.204.C.5.b:

1. To vary the applicable lot area, lot width, and lot depth requirements, subject to the



following limitations:
a. The minimum lot width and lot depth requirements shall not be reduced more
than fifty percent (50%).
b. The minimum lot area for a single-family or two-family dwelling shall not be

reduced more than forty-five percent (45%).

c. The minimum lot area per dwelling unit required for multiple-family dwellings
shall not be reduced so as to permit more dwelling units than would be permitted
by strict application of minimum lot area requirements.

2. To vary applicable bulk regulations, including maximum height, lot coverage, and floor
area ratio and minimum yard requirements.

3. To vary applicable off-street parking and off-street loading requirements. 4. To vary
regulations relating to restoration of damaged or destroyed nonconforming structures.
5. To vary the regulations relating to signs.

6. To vary the regulations relating to fences.

The Municipal Code is available online at www.woodddale com/citvcode.

PERIOD OF VALIDITY FOR GRANTED VARIATIONS

Decisions granting a variation are only valid for a period of six (6) months from the date of such
decision and no variation from the provisions of this UDO that is granted concurrently with a
special permit will be valid for a period longer than one year per Sec. 17.204.C.11.a, unless:
1. A building permit application is submitted within that period and is diligently pursued to
completion
2. A Certificate of Occupancy is issued, and a use is commenced within that period.

Variations granted pursuant to Section 17.204.C.5 of this Article will be valid for a period that is
coterminous with the period that the tentative subdivision plat is valid, and will be deemed final
variations that run with the land only after recordation of a duly approved final subdivision plat.
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prior to submitting the Development Review & Annexation Application. The meeting is
to provide CD Staff an understanding of the project/requested relief and to provide the
applicant with a timeline of the public hearing process and review required submittal
materials.

2. Submittal & Review of Plans/Drawings
The applicant shall submit the Development Review & Annexation Application as well
as any plans/drawings to CD Staff for tentative review and approval to determine under
what conditions a variation could be approved by the City Council. See pages 4-5 of this
application packet for a checklist of documents to be included with the

application. 3. Community Development Commission (CDC) Meeting
After tentative review by CD Staff, a Public Hearing will be scheduled with the CDC to
review the request. The CDC shall review the submittal and forward a recommendation
to the City Council for approval or denial of the variation request. Attendance is required
to answer questions the CDC may have regarding your request.

4. Planning, Zoning and Building (PZB) Committee Meeting of the City Council At the
conclusion of the CDC hearing, your variation request will be forwarded to the PZB
Committee for review of the request and the CDC’s recommendation of approval or
denial. The PZB Committee will make a motion whether to approve or deny the variation
request. Attendance is required to answer any questions that PZB Committee may have
for your request.

5. City Council Meeting
At the conclusion of the PZB Committee Meeting, the request will be forwarded to the
City Council. The City Council makes the final decision on all variation requests and will
have a final vote to approve or deny the variation request. Attendance is suggested at this
meeting to answer any final questions that may be posed unless a unanimous vote to
approve the variation request was made at the PZB Committee meeting.
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.;R\f‘\: VYARIATION SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST

_| Submittal Guidelines:
This is a general checklist. Other items pertaining to your case may be necessary. The
Community Development Commission (CDC) or City Council may request additional
information. All petitioners are urged to review the material in this packet and Chapter
17 of the Municipal Code.

M

General Requirements:
Every submission shall minimally be provided in accordance with the following requirements:



* A completed application submittal must be received at least five weeks prior to the
anticipated public hearing date. (Check with staff for the upcoming meeting deadlines.) *
Electronic copies of documents in .PDF format.

Every petition shall include the following in the submittal:

1. APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW & ANNEXATION. The
application shall be filed with original signatures.

2. PROOF OF OWNERSHIP. A copy of the recorded deed is required. If the applicant
does not own the subject property or if an agent is designated, a notarized Letter of
Authorization from the Owner of Record is required. Based on the ownership structure, a
Disclosure of Interest Form must be included with any applicable agreement or
resolution.

3. APPLICATION FEE. Fees are listed on the application and are based on the type(s) of
relief requested. If the request is modified and re-publication of the public hearing notice
1s required, additional fees will apply. Fees incurred for outside reviews conducted in
connection with this request are required to be reimbursed.

4. PLAT OF SURVEY. A current and accurate plat of survey prepared by a land surveyor
licensed in the State of Illinois is required to include:

a. Legal description of the site;

b. Acreage/Site Area;

c. Dimensional Boundaries of the subject site;

d. Property Lines;

e. Easements, if any;

f. Adjacent rights-of-way;

g. Overhead and underground utilities (sanitary sewer, water main, storm sewer,
electric, telephone, gas, cable television and street lights)

5. PROJECT SUMMARY/NARRATIVE LETTER. A written overview of the project
and summary of evidence must be submitted in the form of a cover letter that makes
reference to the submitted plans and exhibits. The letter must contain a written
description of the requested relief and include a summary of the evidence which the
petitioner proposes to offer in order to demonstrate compliance with the Variation
Standards approval criteria in Section 17.204.C.6 of the Municipal Code. The Municipal

Code is available online at www.woodddale com/citvcode.
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4_:.\,’—-.. 5 6. APPLICABLE DRAWINGS/DOCUMENTS. Drawings with sufficient

b ' details (dimensions, construction details, etc.) are required that indicate the desired
/ ~ variation(s) and the need for such variation. Any other documents that adequately
L f \/—' demonstrate the hardship that the variance request is based upon must be included.
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No variation shall be authorized by the City Council unless the Community Development
Commission shall find evidence establishing the following general standards and criteria (found in
Chapter 17, Article IV, Section 17.204.C.6 of the Municipal Code):

1. General Standard. No variation will be granted pursuant to this Section 17.204.C.6 unless the
applicant will establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this UDO would
create a particular hardship or a practical difficultly. Such a showing will require proof that the
variation being sought satisfies each of the standards set forth in this Subsection.

I do not see and hardship or difficulty being brought upon because of doing a variation on said
property and would better its surrounding not hurt.

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 unique physical condition of the property is its trees and yes due to building 2-3 would be
removed which many will be placed to substitute but the backyard would still have the beautiful
oak trees. The land is also in amazing shape and has a very nice plot of land. Also the fact that its
on a dead end and hidden off in a private street surrounded by beautiful nature makes it a place
for a great nea home.

3. Not Self-Created. The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or
inaction of the owner or his 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 UDO, for which no compensation was paid.

I as not the current owner (under contract) firmly believe based upon my research that the property
has been the same since its creation. The lot has always been the same and can firmly state that
it has never been tampered with.

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 subject property wouldn’t deny substantial rights because all lots were created equal from
1921. All lots are the same size and some have homes built and some still do not. This would not
give any more hardships on any surrounding lots.




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 sale of the subject property; provided, however, that where the standards herein
set out exist, the existence of an economic hardship will not be a prerequisite to the grant of an
authorized variation.

This is not applicable to our variation as we are just trying to build on a lot that is equal to
surrounding lots. We are just building a house just like most of the surrounding properties
already have.

6. Code and Plan Purposes. The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject
property that would not be in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this
UDO and the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the general purpose and
intent of The City of Wood Dale Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

On the subject lot a home would be built fully in compliance with the code.The plan would be
worked out with the city of Wood Dale to make sure we are in full compliance with regulations
and building codes.

7. Essential Character of the Area. The variation would not result in a use or development on the
subject property that:
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\f:;\,f—-.; p a. Would be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to
- the enjoyment, use, development value of property or improvements permitted in the
’3 vicinity;
/__ b. Would materially impair an adequate supply of light and air to the properties
and improvements in the vicinity;
c. Would substantially increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or
parking;
d. Would unduly increase the danger of flood or fire;
e. Would unduly tax public utilities and facilities in the area; or
f. Would endanger the public health and safety.

The subject property variation would not lead to any of the following. A. would not affect any
of the following: we are building a home on a lot that was created for this before the zoning
change went into effect. B. it will not impair light or air to its surrounding properties as it still
would comply with setbacks. C. The subject property is on a private road with only few
homes and few empty lots. We would have to extend our road to our property; it won't affect
traffic nor parking. D. the subject lot is far away from a flood zone therefore won't affect and
as for fire the house will be compliant with building regulations and we will have the fire
department also give us a thought if anything else has to be done. E. We are adding another




home which would only bring up the home's tax value and not surrounding property. F. I
believe we aren't endangering anyone as I don't believe this applies to us

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 subject property is owned by different owners from immediate adjacent lots and therefore
cannot be combined to make it compliant to new 12 zoning. Therefore I believe that its only
option for development would be a variation to its lot width and square footage.
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'CHESTER L. HARRIS Exhibit F
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-This agreoment entered ianto by and between
CARL E. CARLSON and GUST JOHANSON, hereinafter called
the "Contractors", and THE VILLAGE OF WOObDALE, ILLINOIS,
hereinafter roferred to as "The Village", WITNESSETH:
For and in conslderation of the agreement by
The Village to approve a certain Plet 6f Survey made by
Central Survey Co, as of April 27, 1940, boing & Plat of

Survey of the following real estate, to-wit:

05 A.M.

Recorder.

The South % of lot 3 and all of lota

4 and 5 in Owner!s Assessment Plat of -

tho E. 330,0 ft. of lot 6 on the School
Commissioners Plat of Section 16, T. 40 N,,
R. 11 E of the 3rd P. M.,

the contragtors hereby agree for themselvaa; tieir heirs,

executors, administrators and assigns that they will main-

! '_tuin in good repair, at their own exponse, the 30 foot privaﬁe
roed shown on gald Plat of Survey, and they furtﬁer agroe,
that in all deeds by them executed to any vendees to any of
the roal ostate in sald Plat of Survey shown, they will re=
quire sald vendees to covenant-and agree to maintain and re=
palr, at thelr own expensa, that part of said privatg road
which will adjoin any of sald reasl estate so convoyed,

IN WITNESS VIHEREOF tho undersigned contraetors havs
caused thelr hands and sesls %o be affixed hereto this _/O
dey of _{ ggi%- 's1940, and The Village of Wooddale has caused
these preaants‘;o be exscuted by its President and attostfd by
1ts Village Clerk, this /O day of ( Ly, q,.z/ ,1940,

Q% Ve C”/z/n_//wm_ {SEAL)
-:ﬁu/&fi;ﬁhézwﬁﬂJLﬂfqﬂ9 (SEAL)

VILLAGE OF VWOODDALE, a Munleipal corporation

,;%27 A . - 74?. . o e PP A
resident o e Hoard of Trustees of the
Villege of Wooddale
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