
       PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 
 PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

AUGUST 15, 2022 
 7:30 P.M. 

1. Call to Order

2. Roll Call

3. Consent Agenda
A. Motion to accept and place on file the minutes of the July 18, 2022 Planning and Zoning

Commission meeting minutes

4. New Business
1. Variation to Section 15.3 Permitted Fencing, C. Fences Within the Front Yard (side) at 3410

Chadwick Lane

2. Variation to PUD Zoning that was Established by the Fourth Amendment to the Annexation
Agreement Made and Entered into on March 25, 1999, at 1 Juniper Court

3. Variation to PUD Zoning that was Established by the Fourth Amendment to the Annexation
Agreement Made and Entered into on March 25, 1999

5. Old Business— None

6. Items for Discussion--None

7. Staff Report
A. July/August, 2022  Board of Trustees meetings

8. Audience Participation

9. Trustee Liaison Report

10. Next Planning & Zoning meeting is scheduled for September 12, 2022

11. Adjournment

Village of Lake in the Hills 
600 Harvest Gate 

Lake in the Hills, IL  60156 

The Village of Lake in the Hills is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. 
Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and who require certain accommodations so that they 
can observe and/or participate in this meeting, or who have questions regarding the accessibility of the meeting or 
the Village’s facilities, should contact the Village’s ADA Coordinator at 847-960-7414 (TDD 847-658-4511) promptly 
to allow the Village to make reasonable accommodations for those persons. 

Posted by:   Date: August 8, 2022   Time:  



 

 
Village of Lake in the Hills 
600 Harvest Gate, Lake in the Hills, Illinois 60156 

 

Village of Lake in the Hills Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting 
July 18, 2022 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION                                                                       JULY 18, 2022 

 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Roll call was answered by Commissioners Siakel, Murphy, Bolton, Dixon, and Swanlund.  Absent were Commissioner 
Walker and Chairman Esposito.      
 
Also present were Community Development Director Josh Langen, Trustee Bill Dustin, President Raymond Bogdanowski, 
and Recording Secretary Laura Carpenter.  
 
Commissioner Siakel asked for a nomination for tonight’s Chairperson in Chairman Esposito’s absence.   A motion to 
nominate Commissioner Siakel was made by Commissioner Murphy, and was seconded by Commissioner Bolton .  On a 
roll call vote, Commissioners Murphy, Bolton, Dixon and Swanlund vote Aye.  No Nays, Motion carried 4-0 
 

Approval of Meeting Minutes 
Motion to accept the Planning and Zoning Commission meeting minutes of June 13, 2022 was made by Commissioner 
Swanlund and seconded by Commissioner Murphy.  On a roll call vote, Commissioners Murphy, Bolton, Dixon, Swanlund, 
and Chairperson Siakel voted Aye.  No Nays. Motion carried 5-0. 
 
  

New Business--None 
 

Old Business 
A.  Variations to Section 16.7, Table 5, - Signs Permitted, Height and Area Maximums, at 220 North 
Randall Road 
 
Chairperson Siakel re-opened the public hearing from June 13, 2022 at 7:37 p.m.   
 
Mr. Mark Hoffman, owner of Moretti’s, introduced himself.  He stated that Moretti’s has weathered through the 
pandemic and other restaurant challenges, and is still happily in business in Lake in the Hills after many years.  He 
explained that a portion of the land in front of the restaurant was taken for the Randall Room Improvement Project, 
leaving the restaurant with no sign along Randall Road for the past two years.    
 
The proposed sign would be about a $100,000 investment in a state-of-the art LED sign, which is needed for visibility to 
the restaurant.  He would like the sign higher than allowed because he wants it visible to the high-volume of cars and 
trucks traveling north and south on Randall Road.  He furthermore stated that similar sign heights have been approved 
for other Moretti’s locations in other municipalities.  He also indicated that Moretti’s has recently started having live 
music after the dinner hour Thursday through Friday, and there are plans for a future beer garden.  
 
 



 

 
Village of Lake in the Hills 
600 Harvest Gate, Lake in the Hills, Illinois 60156 

 

Village of Lake in the Hills Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting 
July 18, 2022 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION                                                                       JULY 18, 2022 

 
 
Staff Report 
Director Langen reviewed the Request for Commission Action dated July 18, 2022.  The applicant proposes the 
installation of a ground sign  advertising an on-premise business at 220 N. Randall Road. The sign would be a replacement 
of a smaller ground sign removed due to the widening of Randall Road. The original sign appeared to meet current sign 
regulations and no variations were applied for or approved for a larger sign.  The site where the sign would be placed is 
located on the west side of Randall Road. The subject property is surrounded by both multi-tenant shopping center and 
single-tenant businesses. Nearby signs for Steak n Shake, White Castle, and Taco Bell are in conformation with current 
sign regulations. 

The proposed sign would be for a single-tenant business, which is regulated by Table 5 of Section 18, Signs. Table 5, 
allows for ground signs a maximum of 8 feet in height. Sign height is measured at the grade elevation of the business 
entrance. The grade elevation of the business entrance is 4 feet below the proposed sign location. The applicant is 
proposing a sign 20 feet in height, which is 12 feet above grade level, resulting in a 24 foot height total measurement 
from the front door grade. Therefore, the applicant will need a variation of 16 feet above the 8 feet allowed. 
 
Director Langen confirmed for Chairperson Siakel that he communicated with the sign manufacturer, and the sign’s light 
speed, intensity, etc. will abide by regulations in the Village’s sign ordinance.  Commissioner Bolton asked Mr. Hoffman 
about distractions, and he indicated that there would not be any.  Commissioner Dixon asked Mr. Hoffman to be clear 
that there will be no moving images on the sign, as he does not want distractions on the road.  Mr. Hoffman replied that 
they will follow all of the Village’s sign regulations, and there will be no games televised on the sign, for example.  
Commissioner Dixon also inquired  about the timing of static images.  Mr. Hoffman said he found 5-6 images is the best 
case scenario.   Commissioner Swanlund asked Mr. Hoffman to provide clarity on what trucks he spoke about that need 
visibility to the sign.  Mr. Hoffman indicated that he considered the highest trucks, such as semitrucks, that drive up and 
down Randall Road.  There was discussion about trees and sign heights along the strip centers along Randall Road. Mr. 
Hoffman answered Commissioner Bolton’s inquiry that the corporate office manages the sign messages and graphics. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
A motion to recommend approval to the Village Board for a variation to Section 16.8, Table 5, Signs Permitted, Height 
and Area Maximums with the noted condition, at 220 North Randall Road was made by Commissioner Dixon and 
seconded by Commissioner Murphy.  On a roll call vote, Commissioners Murphy, Bolton, Dixon and Chairperson Siakel 
voted Aye.  Commissioner Swanlund voted Nay.  Motion carried 4-1. 

  



 

 
Village of Lake in the Hills 
600 Harvest Gate, Lake in the Hills, Illinois 60156 

 

Village of Lake in the Hills Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting 
July 18, 2022 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION                                                                       JULY 18, 2022 

 
Item for Discussion-Commissioner Dixon expressed concern that there are very few LED sign regulations in 
Illinois, and that this should be looked at incase there are future requests for sign movements.  Commissioner Swanlund 
agreed that this is a reasonable request.  Director Langen that he could review the Village’s sign ordinance again,  He 
also noted that the Village Board could put conditions on the variations.    
 
Commissioner Dixon made a motion to request an advisory on the issues and limitations that may come up in the future 
to be brought up for discussion at a later date.  Commissioner Murphy seconded.   
    

Staff Report—Director Langen stated that variation for 20 East Oak Street was approved by the Village Board 
of Trustees.                
  

Audience Participation-Nothing 
 

Trustee Liaison-Trustee Dustin had nothing to report. 
 

Adjournment 
A motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Commissioner Dixon and seconded by Murphy.  On a roll call vote, 
Commissioner Murphy, Bolton, Dixon, Swanlund, and  Chairman Siakel voted Aye.  No Nays.  Motion carried 5-0.     
 
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting of the Lake in the Hills Planning & Zoning Commission was 
adjourned at 8:04 p.m. The next Planning and Zoning Commission meeting is scheduled for August 15, 2022.   
 
  
Submitted by, 

  
Laura Carpenter, Recording Secretary 



   

        

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC HEARING   
AND COMMISSION ACTION  

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

MEETING DATE: August 15, 2022 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development 

SUBJECT: Variation to Section 15.3. Permitted Fencing, C. Fences Within the Front Yard (side) at 
3410 Chadwick Lane   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

General Information 

Requested Action: Olga and James Tambakos request a variation to Section 15.3. Permitted 
Fencing, C. Fences within the front yard (side), at 3410 Chadwick Lane to allow 
for the installation of a fence. 
 

Owner: Olga and James Tambakos 

Applicant: Olga and James Tambakos 

Purpose: Install a fence in the Front Yard (Side) 
 

Location and Size: 3410 Chadwick Lane – approximately 12,250 square feet.  
 

Zoning and Land Use: Site: R-2 One Family/Residential 

 North: R-2 One Family/Residential 

 East: R-2 One Family/Residential 

 South: R-2 One Family/Residential 

 West: R-2 One Family/Residential 

 Future Land Use: Low Density Residential 

Background 

The applicants are applying for a variation to locate a fence in the front yard (side) at 3410 Chadwick Lane. 
The property is located in an R-2 one family residential district. The property is a reverse corner lot. Section 
15.3. Permitted Fencing, C., requires fences within the front yard (side) of a reverse corner lot to be no closer 
than the neighboring lot front setback. The neighbor’s front setback is 25’. The applicants installed a pool in 
2018 and is now requesting a fence for security reasons. As the fence would be within 14’ feet of the front 
yard (side) property line, the applicants will need an 11’ variation from the 25’ requirement. The configuration 
of the rear yard allowed for a pool to be built in a location which is behind the house; however, it cannot be 



enclosed by a fence without encroaching upon the 25’ foot fence requirement. The applicants are anticipating 
a wrought iron or other mostly transparent fence.     

The Planning and Zoning Commission may recommend and the Board of Trustees shall permit a variation 
of the provisions of this Zoning Code, as authorized in this Section, only if the evidence, in the judgement 
of the Village sustains each of the following three conditions: 
 

A. 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; 

 
The applicants indicate most homeowners find that a pool without a fence is a safety and liability concern 
and may cause issues when selling the home. 
 
Staff finds the configuration of the rear yard allowed for a pool to be built in a location which is behind the 
house; however, it cannot be enclosed by a fence without encroaching upon the 25’ foot fence requirement. 
The owners cannot reasonably install a security fence given the lot configuration. 
 

B. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
 

The applicants indicate a school bus stop on the corner of Chadwick and Princeton creates crowds around 
and on the property several times a day during the school year. An unsecured pool, although 4’ high, 
creates a unique liability circumstance. The applicants indicate a need to add and ensure extra security and 
safety to both the property’s backyard and the public. 
 
Staff finds the property to have a uniquely configured lot and backyard which allows for a pool location 
which cannot be secured with a fence.  
 

C. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; 
 
The applicants indicate a black aluminum see-through picket fence will be elegant, neat, and aesthetically 
pleasing to the eye. The fence will be installed behind exiting trees and will not be very visible or alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. 
 
Staff finds the surrounding area to be residential with fenced pools within the neighborhood. Fences can be 
found on corner lots in this neighborhood closer to front yard (side) lot lines than 25’ and within 15’. The 
proposed fence would not alter the essential character of the locality.  
 
For the purpose of supplementing the above standards, the Village, in making this determination 
whenever there are practical difficulties or particular hardship, also shall take into consideration the 
extent to which the following facts, favorable to the applicant, have been established by the evidence: 
 

D. That 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 regulation were to be carried out; 

 
The applicants indicate a school bus stop on the corner of Chadwick and Princeton creates crowds around 
and on the property several times a day during the school year. An unsecured pool, although 4’ high, creates 
a unique liability circumstance. The applicants indicate a need to ensure safety and security of both public 
and property’s backyard and owner’s belongings.  
 
Staff finds the configuration of the rear yard allowed for a pool to be built in a location which is behind the 
house; however, it cannot be enclosed by a fence without encroaching upon the 25’ foot fence requirement. 



The owners cannot reasonably install a security fence given the lot configuration, resulting in a less secure 
environment for the public and for the property and no method of keeping children and others from accessing 
the property and pool from the busy intersection.  
 

E. That the conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable 
generally to other property within the same zoning classification; or 
 

The applicants indicate a school bus stop on the corner of Chadwick and Princeton creates crowds around 
and on the property several times a day during the school year. The swimming pool creates a need for extra 
safety and security, such as a fence, which may not be applicable to other property. 
 
Staff finds the lot to be a reverse corner lot and the configuration of the rear yard allowed for a pool to be 
built in a location which is behind the house; however, it cannot be enclosed by a fence without encroaching 
upon the 25’ foot fence requirement. These circumstances are generally not applicable to other properties in 
the same zoning classification as most are not reverse corner lots and generally do not have this particular 
configuration of curved front (side) street. 
 

F. That the purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money out 
of the property. 

The applicants indicate the variation is not to make money out of the property in any way, but to ensure 
safety and security of the backyard of the property, owner’s belongings and provide added public safety and 
security as there is a swimming pool on the property and a school bus stop of the corner which creates crowds 
around the property several times a day during a school year. 

Staff finds the installation of a fence to be a common security measure to for properties and for pools and are 
generally used for the enjoyment of the property. 
 

G. That the alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having interest 
in the property. 

The applicants indicate there is no person presently having interest in the property. The purpose of the fence 
is to secure the backyard of the property for safety and security of both the public and the property’s backyard 
and owner’s belongings as there is a swimming pool on the property and a school bus stop on the corner 
which creates crowds during the school year. 

Staff finds the hardship was created when the lot was platted and when the house was constructed, not by 
the current owners. The owners installed a 4’ high pool in the rear yard, as allowed by the Village zoning 
ordinance. 
 

H. That 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. 

The applicants indicate the granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious 
to other property of improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located. A fence will serve 
as added safety and security. A flat aluminum see-through fence will not be injurious to other property or 
improvements in the neighborhood. It will allow light and airflow and is fireproof, it will be 6 inches away 
from the property line of the neighboring property and will butt in with the neighbor’s new fence, which as 
been coordinated and agreed upon between the neighbors. 

Staff finds fences are installed on properties and around pools in this neighborhood and the variation would 
not be detrimental or injurious. As Princeton Lane curves away from the neighboring lot, the impact of the 



fence will be lessened. In addition, the house is set back from the 12.5’ front yard (side) setback and thus 
decreases the size of the rear yard adjacent to the neighboring property and potential fencing.  
 

I. That the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property 
or substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety, or 
substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety, or substantially 
diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

The applicants indicate an aluminum picket fence will not affect a supply of light or air. As it is metal, there 
will be no pickets sticking out and it is not a fire or public hazard. The fence will not endanger public safety, 
but add protection to public safety by securing the swimming pool from school year crowds at the corner. 

Staff finds the fence would not impair adequate supply of light and air or substantially increase risks beyond 
a typical residential fence. It would increase the level of safety of the property and to the general public.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Application  
2. Plat of Survey 
3. Exhibits 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Planning and Zoning Commission recommend approval to the Village Board for a variation of 11’ from 
Section 15.3. Permitted Fencing, C., requiring setbacks for fencing in the front yard (side) to be equal to the 
neighboring property front setback of 25’, and allow for a fence at 3410 Chadwick Lane, Parcel 18-14-303-022, 
to be constructed in the front yard (side). 
 

 
 
 

















   

 

Variation request to allow for the  
construction of a fence at 3410 Chadwick 
Lane 

3. EXHIBITS 

ZONING MAP  

    



FUTURE LAND USE MAP  

 

   

 

 



AERIAL PHOTO 

 

SITE PHOTOS 

 

 

View of property from Chadwick 
Lane/Princeton Lane intersection. 



 

 

 

 

View of front yard (side) and back 
of pool/yard from  Princeton Lane. 

View of pool and front yard 
(side) of property along 
Princeton Ln. 



   

        

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC HEARING   

AND COMMISSION ACTION  

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

MEETING DATE: August 15, 2022 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development 

SUBJECT: Variation to PUD zoning that was established by the Fourth Amendment to the 
Annexation Agreement made and entered into on March 25, 1999, at 1 Juniper Court 
  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

General Information 

Requested Action: James and Romona DeLap request a variation to the R-4 PUD zoning that was 
established by the Fourth Amendment to the Annexation Agreement made and 
entered into on March 25, 1999, to allow for a roofed addition at 1 Juniper 
Court. 
 

Owner: James and Romona DeLap 

Applicant: James and Romona DeLap 

Purpose: Build a roofed addition, sun/screen room, in the year yard 
 

Location and Size: 1 Juniper Court – approximately 4,500 square feet.  
 

Zoning and Land Use: Site: R-4 PUD/Residential 

 North: R-4 PUD/Residential 

 East: R-4 PUD/Residential 

 South: R-4 PUD/Residential 

 West: R-4 PUD/Residential 

 Future Land Use: Medium Density Residential 

Background 

The applicants are applying for a variation to build a sun/screen room attached to the principle residence by 
roof at 1 Juniper Court. The property is located in an R-4 PUD multi-family residential district. The unit is the 
part of a three-unit building. The rear yard setback established by the R-4 PUD zoning is 25 feet. The rear 
yard is 22 feet deep. The existing deck measures 14 feet from the back façade of the unit and will be extended 
and roofed 2 feet towards the rear of property, leaving the structure 6 feet from the rear property line. 



The Planning and Zoning Commission may recommend and the Board of Trustees shall permit a variation 
of the provisions of this Zoning Code, as authorized in this Section, only if the evidence, in the judgement 
of the Village sustains each of the following three conditions: 
 

A. 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; 

 
The applicants indicate sunrooms are a reasonable return. 
 
Staff finds the applicants would not be able to build a sunroom on their property without the variation. 
Sunrooms are reasonable additions to houses in this neighborhood and the current setbacks are more 
applicable to single-family zoning districts. 
 

B. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
 

The applicants indicate the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. 

 

Staff finds the property was built with a specific configuration which does not allow for additions in the rear 
yard and finds the rear setback requirement is more suitable for single-family residential zoning.  
 

C. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; 
 
The applicants indicate that the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
 
Staff finds the surrounding area to be residential with decks, screen rooms, sunrooms, and roofed additions 
included in some rear yards closer than the current rear setback requirement. The proposed addition will not 
alter the essential character of the locality.  
 
For the purpose of supplementing the above standards, the Village, in making this determination 
whenever there are practical difficulties or particular hardship, also shall take into consideration the 
extent to which the following facts, favorable to the applicant, have been established by the evidence: 
 

D. That 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 regulation were to be carried out; 

 
The applicants indicate that 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 regulation were to be carried out.  
 
Staff finds the property was built with a specific configuration which does not allow for additions in the rear 
yard and is a hardship. Staff finds the current rear setback requirement is more suitable for single-family 
residential zoning and rear yard additions are common in this neighborhood. 
 

E. That the conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable 
generally to other property within the same zoning classification; or 
 

The applicants indicate the conditions would not be applicable to others. 

 

Staff finds the buildings in this neighborhood vary in their configuration and proximity to rear property lines. 
The conditions of this residential unit and property are not generally applicable to others in the same zoning 
classification. 



 
F. That the purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money out 

of the property. 

The applicants indicate the variation is not based on a desire to make money. 

Staff finds the construction of screen rooms, sun rooms, and roofed additions to be common for units in this 
subdivision and the applicants are wanting to expand living space. 
 

G. That the alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having interest 
in the property. 

The applicants indicate the hardship was not created by them. 

Staff finds the hardship was created when the lot was platted and when the building and unit was 
constructed, not by the current owners. The unit has an attached deck and the owners are wanted to extend 
and covert to a roofed sunroom extension. 
 

H. That 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. 

The applicants indicate that 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. 

Staff finds the surrounding area to be residential with decks, screen rooms, sunrooms, and roofed additions 
included in some rear yards closer than the current rear setback requirement. The proposed addition will not 
be detrimental to the public welfare on injurious to other property or the neighborhood.  
 

I. That the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property 
or substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety, or 
substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety, or substantially 
diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

The applicants indicate the addition will not impair anyone’s view or endanger anyone around them. 

Staff finds the sunroom would not impair adequate supply of light and air or substantially increase danger 
of fire or endanger public safety. The sunroom would not diminish or impair property value within the 
neighborhood.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Application  
2. Plat of Survey 
3. Exhibits 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Planning and Zoning Commission recommend approval to the Village Board for a variation of 19’ from the 
25’ rear setback required by Section 7, Residential Districts, 7.4 Residential Bulk Chart, as otherwise required 
by the R-4 PUD zoning established by the Fourth Amendment to the Annexation Agreement made and 
entered into on March 25, 1999, to allow for a roofed addition at 1 Juniper Court Parcel 18-24-453-058, for the 
construction of a roofed addition. 

 

















   

 

Variation request to allow for the  
construction of a roofed addition at  
1 Juniper Court 

3. EXHIBITS 

ZONING MAP  

  

   



FUTURE LAND USE MAP  

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 

AERIAL PHOTO 

 

SITE PHOTOS 

 

View of front of property from 
Juniper Court. 



 

 

 

 

 

View of side of property from 
Juniper Court. 

View of side/rear of property 
from Juniper Court. 



   

        

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC HEARING   
AND COMMISSION ACTION  

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

MEETING DATE: August 15, 2022 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development 

SUBJECT: Variation to PUD zoning that was established by the Fourth Amendment to the 
Annexation Agreement made and entered into on March 25, 1999  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

General Information 

Requested Action: The Village of Lake in the Hills requests a variation to the R-4 PUD zoning that 
was established by the Fourth Amendment to the Annexation Agreement 
made and entered into on March 25, 1999, to allow for a reduced rear yard 
setback for all addresses and parcels in the subdivision. 
 

Owner: Multiple 

Applicant: Village of Lake in the Hills 

Purpose: Reduce rear yard setbacks 
 

Location and Size: Boulder Ridge West Nine Villas Phase - 1 – approximately 32 acres.  
 

Zoning and Land Use: Site: R-4 PUD/Residential 

 North: R-2/Residential 

 East: R-2/Residential 

 South: R-2/Residential  

 West: Unincorporated/Open Space 

 Future Land Use: Medium Density Residential 

Background 

The rear yard setback established by the R-4 PUD zoning for all lots in the subdivision is 25’. Staff review of 
correspondence between developer and Community Development staff shows the rear yard setback was 
intended to be reduced to 10’; however, the reduction was not documented as part of the annexation 
agreement amendment. The majority of the buildings are closer than 25’ to the rear property line. The majority 
of sunrooms and roofed additions are within 10’ to 25’ of the rear property line. Decreasing the rear setback 



to 10’ will allow for more sunrooms and roofed additions to be built without the need for individual 
variations.   

The Planning and Zoning Commission may recommend and the Board of Trustees shall permit a variation 
of the provisions of this Zoning Code, as authorized in this Section, only if the evidence, in the judgement 
of the Village sustains each of the following three conditions: 
 

A. 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; 

 
Staff finds a majority of property owners would not be able to build roofed additions on their property 
without the variation. Sunrooms are reasonable additions to houses in this neighborhood and the current 
setbacks are more applicable to single-family zoning districts. 
 

B. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
 

Staff finds the property was built with a specific configuration which does not allow for additions in the rear 
yard and finds the rear setback requirement is more suitable for single-family residential zoning.  
 

C. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; 
 
Staff finds the surrounding area to be residential with decks, screen rooms, sunrooms, and roofed additions 
included in some rear yards closer than the current rear setback requirement. The proposed variation will not 
alter the essential character of the locality.  
 
For the purpose of supplementing the above standards, the Village, in making this determination 
whenever there are practical difficulties or particular hardship, also shall take into consideration the 
extent to which the following facts, favorable to the applicant, have been established by the evidence: 
 

D. That 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 regulation were to be carried out; 

 
Staff finds the subdivision was built with a specific configuration which does not allow for additions in the 
rear yard and is a hardship. Staff finds the current rear setback requirement is more suitable for single-family 
residential zoning and rear yard additions are common in this neighborhood 
 

E. That the conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable 
generally to other property within the same zoning classification; or 
 

Staff finds the buildings in this neighborhood vary in their configuration and proximity to rear property lines. 
The conditions of this subdivision are not generally applicable to others in the same zoning classification. 
 

F. That the purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money out 
of the property. 

 
Staff finds the construction of screen rooms, sun rooms, and roofed additions to be common for units in this 
subdivision for property owners who are wanting to expand living space. 
 

G. That the alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having interest 
in the property. 

 



Staff finds the hardship was created when the subdivision was platted and when the buildings were 
constructed, not by the current owners. 
 

H. That 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. 

 
Staff finds the surrounding area to be residential with decks, screen rooms, sunrooms, and roofed additions 
included in some rear yards closer than the current rear setback requirement. The proposed variation will not 
be detrimental to the public welfare on injurious to property or the neighborhood.  
 

I. That the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property 
or substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety, or 
substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety, or substantially 
diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

 
Staff finds the variation would not impair adequate supply of light and air or substantially increase danger 
of fire or endanger public safety as this development is a multi-family development and should have smaller 
rear yard setbacks than required for a single-family subdivision. The variation would not diminish or impair 
property value within the neighborhood.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Exhibits 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Planning and Zoning Commission recommend approval to the Village Board for a variation of 15’ from the 
25’ rear setback required by Section 7, Residential Districts, 7.4 Residential Bulk Chart, as otherwise required 
by the R-4 PUD zoning established by the Fourth Amendment to the Annexation Agreement made and 
entered into on March 25, 1999, at Boulder Ridge West Nine Villas Phase - 1. 
 

 
 
 



   

 

Variation request to allow for reduced rear 
yard setback at Boulder Ridge West Nine 
subdivision 
 
1. EXHIBITS 
ZONING MAP  

  

   



FUTURE LAND USE MAP  

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 

AERIAL PHOTO 

 

 

 

 

 



SITE PHOTOS 

 

 

 

 

View of entrance from Frank Road. 

View typical multi-unit 
construction. 



 

 

 

View of typical rear yards and 
common open space. 

View of typical rear yards and 
common open space. 



 

View of typical rear yards and 
common open space. 
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