CITY OF WASHINGTON
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING
LIBRARY MEETING ROOM — FIVE POINTS WASHINGTON
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 5, 2016
6:30 P.M.

AGENDA

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ROLL CALL
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES — September 7, 2016 regular meeting

4. NEW BUSINESS
A. Public Hearing: Case No. 100516-V-1, Distance Between Structures Variance
Request, Jim & Carol Rutz, 209 S. Lawndale Avenue
B. Public Hearing: Case No. 100516-V-2, Distance Between Structures & Side Yard
Variance Request, Nathan & Karen Schlindwein, 112 S. High Street

5. COMMISSIONER’S COMMENTS
6. STAFF COMMENTS
7. ADJOURNMENT

The City of Washington Is subject to the requirements of the Amerlcans with Disabilities Act of 1890. Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and who
require cartain accommodations In order to allow them to observe and/or participate in the meeting, or who have questions regarding the accessibllity of the meeting or
facllities, are requested to contact Pat Brown, ADA Coordinator, at 309-444-1137 promptly to allow the City of Washington to make reasonable accommodations within 48-
hours of the scheduled meeting. The City of Washington does not discriminate in admission, access to, treatment or employment in programs or activities on the basis of a
handicap in violation of section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. The Gity of Washington is an equal opportunity provider and employer,



CITY OF WASHINGTON, ILLINOIS

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 2016
WASHINGTON DISTRICT LIBRARY
380 N. WILMOR ROAD - 6:30 P.M.

Vice Chairman Brian Fischer called the regular meeting of the City of Washington Planning
and Zoning Commission to order at 6:30 p.m. in the meeting room at Washington District
Library.

Present and answering roll call were Commissioners, Brian Fischer, Tom Reeder, Steve Scott,
and Doug Weston. Commissioners Rich Benson, Mike Burdette, and Louis Milot were absent.

Also present was P & D Director Jon Oliphant, B & Z Supervisor Becky Holmes and City
Clerk Pat Brown,

Commissioner Scott moved and Commissioner Weston seconded to approve the minutes of the
August 3, 2016 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting as presented.
Motion carried unanimously by voice vote.

Case No. 090716-V-1 — A public hearing was opened for comment at 6:31 p.m. on the request
of Roger & Joanne Lawless for a distance between structures varjance at 208 Hilldale Avenue.
Publication was made of the public hearing notice, and there were three “interested parties*
registered.

B & Z Supervisor Holmes gave a brief overview of the rear yard variance request noting the
following: the petitioner is requesting a 2’ distance between structures variance in order to
allow for the construction of a room addition which would place the principal structure 8’ from
an existing detached garage; and the distance between structure requirement is 10°. Room
addition on back of house 19” between addition will bring to 11° need 27 distance between
structure variance

Petitioner comments: Mr. Lawless shared that the existing distance is 19 to the garage and
with the 11° proposed addition he is requesting a 2’ variance in order to build the room
addition.

Public comments: None.
At 6:32 p.m. the public hearing was closed.

Commissioner Weston moved and Commissioner Reeder seconded to approve the variance
request as presented.

Commissioner comments: Comnissioner Weston asked the distance between the petitioner’s
garage and the neighboring garage and Mr. Lawless replied that it is 127 or better,
Commissioner Reeder asked if the proposed addition is 2° narrower than the existing house and
Mr. Lawless replied that it was. Commissioner Fischer raised a concern that the neighboring
garage looks to be closer and could be less than the 10’ requirement as well, B & Z Supervisor
Holmes shared that they overlooked this distance as part of the site plan. She shared that the
variance was noticed as a distance between structures which gives the Commission the ability
to consider both distance variances this evening. Mr. Lawless shared his desire to keep the
proposed addition centered on the existing house. The desite of the Commission was to keep
the proposed addition a distance of 8° from either structure which results in the variance moving
from one 2' distance between structures variance to two 2° distance between structures
variances.

There was no additional discussion and on roll call the vote was:
Aves: 4 Scott, Fischer, Reeder, Weston

Nays: 0

Motion carried.

Findings of Fact — application was made by owners of property; fees were paid; property is

zoned R-1; 2° distance between structures variance request to allow a room addition to encroach

into the distance between structures sefback. A public hearing was held on Wednesday,
September 7, 2016, all present were given the opportunity to be heard; there were no ‘interested
parties’; there wete no objections to the granting of the variance; property cannot yield a
reasonable return becaunse in order to keep a fair market value many of the homes have room
additions; plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances as the property is exceptionally
parrow; and character of the neighborhood would not be changed as most properties in the
block have accessory structures less than 10° from the principal structure,

A public hearing for the purpose of hearing comment pertaining to proposed amendments to the
Subdivision Code for the purpose of adding/deleting text was opened for comment at 6:41 p.m.

P & D Director went over the current 50/50 sidewalk replacement program that provides for
roughly 50% of the cost of the repair of any sidewalk and curb that is deemed to be in poor or
substandard condition. He shared that the initial sidewalk construction is the responsibility of
the builder/owner and that the existing sidewalk policy does not speak to the future
maintenance of curbs as well as not mandating that any residential subdivisions complete and
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sidewalk construction upon either a certain percentage of build-out or a particular period of
years following acceptance of the public infrastructure improvements. He shared that
surrounding communities have ordinances in place that require any remaining sidewalks to be
constructed after a defined period of time following the City’s acceptance of the infrastructure
improvementis and/or where a defined percentage of the lots in a subdivision have had
construction on the lots. He shared that the owner would be notified of the need to complete the
sidewalk construction and in the event the owner does not comply, the City may, at its option,
complete the installation and bill the owner the cost of the construction. He shared that both the
Public Works Committee and Committee of the Whole are recommending that the existing
30/50 sidewalk/curb policy be put into an ordinance and for staff to draft an ordinance that
addresses any gaps in the city’s sidewalks to ensure the safety of residents. He shared that this
can be established retroactively to include lots from previously platted subdivisions that have
gaps in sidewalks. He shared that the draft ordinance allows the City to require any sidewalk
gaps be completed once 75% of the lots within a subdivision are completed and/or at least three
years has surpassed upon acceptance of the public infrastructure improvements.

Public comments: None.

Commissioners Comments: Commissioner Scott asked if the responsibility would fall to
whoever owns the lots and P & D Director Qliphant shared that it would and if adopted it would
become retroactive to existing lots in subdivisions as well. Commissioner Scott shared a concern
with someone buying a lot with intentions to build at a point in time and having to make a
decision for the driveway without knowing exactly where it will go. Oliphant shared that there
will be minimal costs to incur by the homeowner as well as the wear and tear that occurs when
construction does begin. Commissioner Weston noted that the lack of connecting sidewalks does
create public safety concems. Following a brief discussion surrounding how curbs are replaced
and the determination for replacement there was a consensus that it would be good to implement
the requirement as well as codifying the 50/50 replacement policy.

At 6:56 p.m. the public hearing was closed.

Commissioner Scott moved and Commissioner Reeder seconded to recommend approval of the
suhdivision code amendments as proposed.

Comumissioner’s Comments: See above.

There was no additional discussion and on roll call the vote was:
Aves: 4 Weston, Fischer, Reeder, Scott

Nays: 0

Motion carried.

None.

B & Z Supervisor Holmes shared that there will be a meeting next month on a couple of
variances.

At 6:58 p.m. Commissioner Scott moved and Commissioner Weston seconded to adfourn.

Motion carried unanimously by voice vote.

Patricia 3. Brown, City Clerk




CITY OF WASHINGTON
WASHINGTON, ILLINOIS

TO: Chairman Burdette, and Planning & Zoning Commission Members
FROM: Becky Holmes, Building and Zoning Supervisor
DATE: September 26, 2016

SUBJECT: 3 foot & 5 foot Distance Between Structure Variance Requests to
construct an above ground pool

PETITIONER: Jim & Carol Rutz
LOCATION: 209 S Lawndale Ave.

ZBA REQUEST: To allow a proposed above ground pool to be 7 feet from the
garage and 5 feet from the neighbor's detached garage. The required distance
between structures is 10 feet.

BACKGROUND: The property is zoned R-1 and has a lot width of 51 feet and a lot
depth of 135 feet. The petitioners are requesting to construct an above ground pool! in
the rear yard. The proposed pool would be 7 feet from their garage and 5 feet from the
neighbor's garage. The petitioners have an existing 6’ privacy fence on the lot line
separating their property from the property 1o the south.

STAFF’S OBSERVATIONS:

« It appears that the petitioners would be able to receive reasonable return on their
property without the addition of an above ground pool.

e There does appear to be unique circumstances because the lot is narrow.
It does not appear that the character of the neighborhood would be altered as there
are other homes in the neighborhood with accessory structures that encroach into
distance between structure requirements.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends denial of the distance between
structure variance requests.
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CITY OF WASHINGTON, ILLINOIS — APPLICATION FOR VARIATION

)] Full name(s) and address(es) of all legal owners:

J;M(R'ujl'? 209 S Law ~Lole /iOL U’\S\r\‘-m/fécn Tl et
Larol Rude 204 & [ 8le Aoe WDesiinllon o (isn
2) Full and complete legal description for the property (also attach a copy of your deed and/or pro tax bili):
.| " Yeon F’:rﬁ'}éﬂms:aq; Nw A 8 e RIE Yy DcSe.c)l;ean_.Lcﬂ- [ R
(3)  Address for the property: ADA S. Lewwsa Lale Ave
4 Present zoning classification: Q,-’{ Gie., AG@R—2, CE, C-1,C-2,C3,1-1,1-2)

®) Present use of the property S M”é( Farle AHome
(6) Describe how your property cannot yield a reasonable return, if it is required to be used only under the general

conditions of your zoning classification:
Q,e.sr,‘ M aré . S _rnerfoes oV 1Y W\M SQ&L&_—QL.&L&A'LE\-
. Poo \JMCQ_‘&L_D_W\&)Q'. mi7 g Yy Serce voe \gue .

)] To the best of your knowledge, can you affirm that the hardship described above was not created by an action of
anyone having property interests in the land after the Zoning Ordinance became law?  Yes \( No

If "no", explain why the hardship should not be regarded as self-imposed. (Self-imposed hardships are NOT Entitled
to variations.)

(8) Describe how your situation is unique or different from other property:
’fl’\l‘ AE,&}G QO'"’L\L Oﬂr.a/lCt" is OC/QSL‘GV\E’J lﬂud_ J/L\e
Narcowness 68 W lab C.o_mlr.n‘gglg ot o 2 e ]Dfp—ez','sill:ﬁ (!am.ke

in the basic character of the neighborhood the Variation, if granted, would

) Describe the alteration or change, if any,
make:

N ene
(10)  Describe the nature of the variation you are requesting (atfach dimensioned site plan:

Dichance bedwocen g-lqwup-ufes Uacioance

96 (City Council variation request only) Describe the “practical difficulties or particular hardship” that the current
zoning laws of the City of Washington would have on your property if those laws were to be strictly enforced:

I/we certify that all of the above statements and the statements contained in any papers or plans submitted with this
Application are true and accurate to the best of my/our knowledge.

Uwe hereby expressly consent to the entry in and upon the premises and property described in this Application by any
authorized official of the City of Washington for the purpose of posting, maintaining, and removing such notices as may be

required by law and for the purpose of verifying any statement or nﬁﬂs herein contained.
v
%~ 20 ,20 | (o 'W\E e,

DATE: Ampia b%( %

Applicant

NOTE:
THIS APPLICATION MUST BE SIGNED BY THE TRUE LEGAL OWNER OR OWNERS OF THE PROPERTY.
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CITY OF WASHINGTON

WASHINGTON, ILLINOIS
TO: Chairman Burdette, and Planning & Zoning Commission Members
FROM: Becky Holmes, Building and Zoning Supervisor
DATE: September 26, 2016

SUBJECT: 2 foot 2 inch sideyard and 3 foot Distance Between Structure Variance
Requests to construct a detached garage

PETITIONER: Nathan & Karen Schlindwein
LOCATION: 112 S High St.

ZBA REQUEST: To allow a detached garage replacement to be 2 foot 10 inches
from the side lot line and 7 feet from the house. The required side yard setback is 5 feet
and the distance between structures is 10 feet.

BACKGROUND: The property is zoned R-1 and has a lot width of 60 feet and a lot
depth of 220 feet. The petitioners are demolishing their existing one-stall garage and
requesting to construct a two-stall replacement on the south side of their lot. They
would use the same driveway approach. The new garage would be 2 feet 10 inches
from the side lot line and 7 feet from their house. The new garage would be over 10
feet from the neighbor’s house.

STAFF’'S OBSERVATIONS:

» It appears that the petitioners may not be able to receive reasonable return on their
property without the replacement of their existing garage. However, the proposed
garage appears like it may be able to be constructed further back on the lot and
meet zoning requirements.

There does appear to be unique circumstances because the lot is narrow.

« It does not appear that the character of the neighborhood would be altered as there
are other homes in the neighborhood with accessory structures that encroach into
side yard setbacks and distance between structure requirements.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends denial of the side yard and
distance between structure variance requests.



CITY OF WASHINGTON, ILLINOIS — APPLICATION FOR VARIATION

¢} Full name(s) and address(es) of all legal owners:

Nathan & Faren Schpindwen 5571-1185
12 5 /'/_f/éik 54.; oua.r/:r.‘%qian " e 657/
2) Full and complete legal description for the property (also attach a copy of your deed and/or property tax bill):

(3) Address for the property: lHa S nglh S+ , WM"NP\-EJ'W\ ; Le ¢ 157
4 Present zoning classification: Q - (i.e., AG@(—Z, CE, C-1,C-2,C-3,1-1,1-2)
(5) Present use of the property Pm‘m ary  reStdernce

(6) Describe how your property cannot yield a reasonable return, if it is required to be used only under the general
conditions of your zoning classification:

77‘-!/ cunment 6\‘”’“‘;}@ y 4 m‘\l‘f;{ AL By¥le eV andl Ji‘fi
concdefron 3 J(f'/(’rf‘n/‘ﬁ/‘/’lnfﬁe

/
@) To the best of your knowiledge, can you affirm that the hardship described above was not created by an action of
anyone having property interests in the land after the Zoning Ordinance became law?  Yes >§ No

If "no", explain why the hardship should not be regarded as self-imposed. (Self-imposed hardships are NOT entitled
to variations.)

(%) Describe how your situation is unique or different from other property:

T2 [ot 5 parvow  andd c/e;:p

) Describe the alteration or change, if any, in the basic character of the neighborhood the variation, if granted, would
make:

AjoNE ™= NGy G avaseES art clhse o o Jnes F oYher
77— 7 SHU Ctsty
(10)  Describe the nature of the variation you are requesting (attach dimensioned site plan):
PRI . . ;
R 0" from sile o7 foey T from house s 96 " From M'jihbor .
bouse, 7 all pvasuremments  sounting  overtweng s

J
M (City Council variation request only) Describe the “practical difficulties or particular hardship”{hat the current
zoning laws of the City of Washington would have on your property if those laws were to be strictly enforced:

I'we certify that all of the above statements and the statements contained in any papers or plans submitted with this
Application are true and accurate to the best of my/our knowledge.

Iiwe hereby expressly consent to the entry in and upon the premises and property described in this Application by any
authorized official of the City of Washington for the purpose of posting, maintaining, and removing such notices as may be
required by law and for the purpose of verifying any statement or ments herein contained.

DATE: Q- ,20 /-lo
Applicant
]?MWM_

Applicant

NOTE:
THIS APPLICATION MUST BE SIGNED BY THE TRUE LEGAL OWNER OR OWNERS OF THE PROPERTY.
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