
AGENDA
Glen Ellyn Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting

Tuesday, August 30, 7:00 p.m.
Glen Ellyn Civic Center

535 Duane Street

CIVIC CENTER  535 DUANE STREET  GLEN ELLYN, IL 60137  630.469.5000  FAX 630.469.8849

A. Call to Order

B. Public Comment (Non-Agenda Items)

C. Approval of the Draft Minutes from the ZBA Meeting June 14, 2022. 

D. Public Hearing. 

1. 103 Grove Avenue
Zoning Variation request to allow an addition to an existing single-family 
home to encroach into the required rear yard and exceed lot coverage 
ratio by a greater amount than what is permitted.

2. 645 Forest Avenue
Construction Necessitated Zoning Variations to allow for the placement 
and encroachment of an existing deck and recreational equipment 
(trampoline).

E. Other Business.

1. Construction Necessitated Variation (CNV) Discussion

F. Village Board Trustee Report.

G. Chairman’s Report.

H. Staff Report.

I. Adjourn.

Dear Petitioner(s) and Interested Citizens:

Once a variation request has been heard by the Zoning Board of Appeals, the Board may make a 
recommendation and minutes of the hearing are prepared. The variation, along with the minutes, 
summary report and all related material, is submitted for consideration by the Village Board at a 
regularly scheduled Village Board meeting. To confirm exact times and dates for Village Board 
consideration of a project, please call 630-547-5241.

cc: ZBA Members
Anne Gould, Trustee Liaison
Atrian Fard, Staff Liaison
Barbara Dutton-Thomas, Recording Secretary
Steve Witt, Building & Zoning Official
Taylor Gendel, Associate Planner

Brad Iwicki, Planning Intern
Lori Gloude, Executive Assistant
Mark Franz, Village Manager
Martin Scott, Community Development 
Director
Brian Baltudis, Facilities Manager

Page 1 of 140



AGENDA
Glen Ellyn Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting

Tuesday, August 30, 7:00 p.m.
Glen Ellyn Civic Center

535 Duane Street

CIVIC CENTER  535 DUANE STREET  GLEN ELLYN, IL 60137  630.469.5000  FAX 630.469.8849

Page 2 of 140



      

 

Glen Ellyn Zoning Board of 
Appeals 

 535 Duane Street 
 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 

Meeting 8/30/2022 7:00 PM 
 Department: Community Development 

 Department Head: Emily Rodman 
 Category: Minutes 

 Prepared By: Atrin Fard 

  AGENDA ITEM (ID 
# 2022-2573) 

DOC ID: 2022-2573 
 
 
Approval of Draft Minutes from June 14, 2022 
 
Statement of the Issue:   
Review draft minutes from June 14, 2022.  
   
Analysis:   
 
   
Budget Impact:   
 
   
Action Requested:   
 
   
Attachments: 
1. 6-14-22 ZBA Meeting Minutes-DRAFT 
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DRAFT MINUTES 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING 

June 14, 2022 

 

Call to Order and Roll Call 

The meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m., by Chairperson Greg Constantino, who explained the 

function of the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) and the determination process it undertakes. He reviewed 

the notice made for the evening’s agenda items. Roll was called. Present: Chairperson Constantino and 

Board Members Matthew Jones, Chip Miller and Thomas Whalls. Absent:  Katie Crudele and Reed 

Panther. The Chairperson described the process for the evening’s proceedings, announced that the 

meeting would be recorded, and introduced Village Planning Intern Patrick Hoffmann, Associate Planner 

Taylor Gendel, and Recording Secretary Barb Dutton. Planner Atrian Fard was also in attendance. 

Approval of Meeting Minutes 

Following a motion by Board Member Miller, seconded by Member Whalls, to approve the draft minutes 

of the May 10, 2022 meeting, the motion passed by voice vote. 

Public Hearing for 727 N. Park Boulevard 

A motion by Board Member Jones to open the Public Hearing concerning for 727 N. Park, seconded by 

Member Miller, passed by voice vote. 

Staff Presentation 

Sworn in, Planning Intern Patrick Hoffmann, 535 Duane, stated that the Petitioner is Jim Wand of JMB 

Architects, on behalf of Kelley Kalinich, the owner of the property at 727 N. Park Boulevard, who is 

requesting approval of variations from the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code for the placement of HVAC 

equipment within the south interior side yard setback of 6.5 feet where HVAC equipment is not permitted 

obstructions in the required side yards; and to allow the HVAC equipment to encroach 1.5 feet into the 

side yard setback of 5 feet which is required from all property lines in R2 residential districts. The subject 

lot is non-conforming, he noted, explaining that the lot is only 51-ft. wide, when 66 ft. is required. The 

original A/C units, he continued, were supposed to be located on the northern side of the lot (in 

association with a new addition), however, it did not provide proper air flow, hence increased-sized A/C 

units were required, which would then encroach into the driveway, which is located on the north side of 

the property. So, he said, the Petitioner is proposing that the A/C units be positioned on the south side of 

the property, which then leaves it at 3.6 ft. from the southern property line. This is where the variances 

come into play, he explained, saying the units are required by ordinance to be 6.5 ft. from the southern 

property line (or 10 percent, whichever is greater). Also, stated Mr. Hoffmann, HVAC equipment is not 

allowed on the required side yard, presenting an additional encroachment into the 5-foot minimum 

setback. He displayed photo imagery showing property elements, including a fence, and reviewed ZBA 

options for action regarding the case. 

Petitioner’s Presentation 

Sworn in, James Wand, 180 Park Ave., Elmhurst, said there isn’t a whole lot to add to what the Planning 

Intern said, but maintained that the narrow, rather hilly lot presented constraints. He indicated that at the 

time of the initial variance, he was planning on low-profile units to fit between the house and the 
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driveway, but discovered that those A/C units would provide for the house, went to a more conventional 

type that would, however, be sticking into the driveway, so came up with the solution presented. Board 

Member Miller asked there was reason the units couldn’t be located behind the house. Mr. Wands 

explaining that the garage is there, and that the driveway takes up area, as well.  

Casey Curtis, 333 Maple St., Glen Ellyn, was sworn in. He explained that when the HVAC contractor 

went to zone the house, the efficiencies weren’t commensurate with the house size, and that there was no 

other option than the traditional type of unit selected. Member Jones asked how long the unit is expected 

to last. Mr. Curtis replied it should last for 20 years. Mr. Jones then asked how noisy these machines were 

20 years ago as compared to today. Mr. Curtis indicated that today the level is 47 to 60 decibels, and that 

20 years ago were probably in the 60-80 range. Mr. Jones asked if the impact to conversation on the patio 

would be minimal. Casey said the unit running at low capacity would be less than a normal conversation, 

and loud conversational level at high fire, but that at 10 feet away the decibel rating drops off. Mr. Jones 

asked the HVAC contractor if he thought systems will be quieter in the future. Mr. Casey responded 

affirmatively, saying that as technology develops result in greater efficiencies and quieter levels. 

Chairperson Constantino asked if it would be a fair statement that if the air-conditioning unit was placed 

in the original planned location, it would actually be closer to the neighbor to the north than it is for the 

proposed location to the neighbor to the south. Mr. Curtis said this is correct; the proposed would be 

closer to the setback but further from the structure. 

Public Comment 

Planning Intern Hoffmann read into the record the following letter: 

Bradley C. Faris, 721 N. Park: “We understand there is a variance request pending for 727 N. Park with 

respect to the location of A/C units in the side yard setback on the south side of the property. We have 

discussed this with Kelley and are supportive of the request. The proposed location aligns with the north 

side of our property line, adjacent to and set down relative to our driveway retaining wall and backyard 

fencing. We do not anticipate that this will cause any concern.” 

Ray Whalen, 177 Sunset Ave., Glen Ellyn, was sworn in. He stated he’s built homes on 50-ft. lots and 

that A/C placement has been kind of an issue from efficiency and safety standpoints. He suggested that 

adjustments to the Zoning Code be considered to afford flexible placement, as rear yard locations can 

present safety risks (e.g., children dropping stones in units) and interfere with use of porches/patios.  

Board Member Whalls delivered proposed findings of fact. Board Member Miller made a motion to 

accept these findings; seconded by Member Jones, the motion passed by voice vote.  

Deliberations 

Board Member Miller observed that the previous AC unit location on the non-conforming lot doesn’t 

work anymore with the new A/C equipment, so the approach presented seems to be the only option. Since 

the neighbor most immediately impacted had no issue with the plan, he concluded that he would vote, 

“Yes” to recommend the variances. Member Jones said he’d vote “Yes” also, as the proposed presents 

little impact. Mr. Whalls said he has no issues with the request, and Chairperson Constantino expressed 

that he, too, would be in favor of granting the requested variation, due to equipment size and site 

constraints.  
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Member Jones, seconded by Member Miller, moved to close the public hearing; the motion passed by roll 

call vote. 

Board Member Miller moved for the following: 

Having considered the application of petitioner Jim Wand of JMB Architects, LTD., on behalf of the 

owner Kelley Kalinich, of the property located at 727 N. Park Boulevard, Glen Ellyn, for zoning 

variations from Sections 10-4-8(D)3 and 10-5-5(B)4#19 to allow for the placement of HVAC equipment 

within the south interior side yard setback of 6.5 feet where HVACs are not permitted obstructions in the 

required side yards and allow the HVAC equipment to encroach 1.5 feet into the side yard setback of 5 

feet which is required from all property lines in the R2 Residential District, the Zoning Board of Appeals 

hereby adopts the findings of fact in the petitioners’ application packet and presented by the petitioners at 

the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing conducted on June 14, 2022, as well as the findings included 

in the deliberations of the Zoning Board of Appeals and recommends APPROVAL based upon the 

following unique circumstances and hardship:  

1. The non-conforming width and previous variation does not allow for air-conditioning units large 

enough to cool the house; 

2. The previously agreed upon location is no longer viable due to the driveway location, and it is 

impractical to locate the A/C units in the rear of the home. 

Seconded by Board Member Whalls, the motion passed unanimously by roll call vote with all Board 

members present voting YES. 

Public Hearing for 244 Cumnor Avenue 

A motion by Board Member Miller to open the Public Hearing concerning a construction necessitated 

zoning variation for 244 Cumnor Avenue, seconded by Member Whalls, passed by voice vote. 

Staff Presentation 

Sworn in, Associate Planner Taylor Gendel, 535 Duane, stated that the Petitioner is Stephen Flint of Flint 

Architects, on behalf of the homeowners of the property at 244 Cumnor Avenue, who, to construct an 

elevated deck, are requesting approval of variations from the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code to allow a lot 

coverage ratio of 22.5 percent lot coverage ratio (LCR) and a front-yard setback of 36.7 feet. The 

property, she explained, is an interior lot located in the R2 Residential Zoning District on the west side of 

Cumnor Avenue between Oxford Road and Roslyn Road. The zoning and land use immediately 

surrounding the subject property is R2 single-family residential, she added. Due to the slope of the lot, 

continued Ms. Gendel, the home is functionally one story from the front of the property, but the rear of 

the property has an existing basement entrance that allows access at ground level. Due to this feature, the 

home is considered two stories, she explained, and so the maximum allowed LCR is 20 percent for a two-

story home (when 35 percent would be allowed for a single-story house). The residents currently have an 

LCR of approximately 14.88 percent, stated Ms. Gendel, adding that the current home was built in 1954 

with an attached garage, and the owners have lived on the property since July 2002. The homeowners 

would like to add an approximately 497SF garage to the front of the home and convert the existing garage 

into a kitchen, bedroom and mud/utility room, she related, adding that the Petitioner notes that this is the 

minimum size necessary to provide a functional two-car garage. The homeowner, added Ms. Gendel, also 

proposes an approximately 498SF elevated back deck to replace a patio. There is a 73.5SF shed in the rear 

yard that has not been included in the LCR, noted Ms. Gendel.  
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The proposed garage would also require a variation for a front yard setback, she said, explaining that 

Code allows a front yard setback where the proposed principal structure (or addition thereto) shall be no 

closer to the street than the closest principal structure on either adjacent lot on the same block and the 

same side of the street. The proposed garage would change the front setback to 36.7 feet, and the home to 

the north has a front yard setback of 40.2 feet. The existing front yard setback of the home is 39.83 feet. 

She outlined ZBA action expected, as well as options for action regarding the case. 

Board Questions 

Board Member Jones asked how far back the neighbor’s non-conforming house at 250 Cumnor sits, and if 

it was further up would the Petitioner’s setback be okay. Associate Planner Gendel said it’s 40.2 ft., and 

that if it were 42 ft., that dimension would have to be met. Mr. Jones asked if it were 36.7 ft. then the 

Petitioner wouldn’t need the variance, to which Ms. Gendel replied this is correct. Chairperson 

Constantino asked for confirmation that the lot coverage variation results from the new garage and the 

deck has nothing to do with lot coverage. Ms. Gendel replied that the deck is included in lot coverage 

because it’s raised and so the area underneath counts toward the lot coverage. The Chairperson asked how 

many square feet comprise the 2.5 percent LCR variation. Ms. Gendel said the garage, the deck and the 

patio areas are adding about 3.75 percent each. The Chairperson asked how much square footage the deck 

area or the garage would have to be reduced to get closer to 20 percent (or only the deck area if it’s 

determined the garage can’t be functionally diminished). Ms. Gendel replied about 64SF. Chairperson 

Constantino asked, if there was not the slope to the lot rendering the rear a two-story structure, and the 

deck was  placed upon the ground, would any portion of the deck be considered for lot coverage. Ms. 

Gendel replied, “No; it’s because it’s covered.” Noting that two nearby houses – 340 Cumnor and 286 

Scott – are similar to the Petitioners’, Board Member Miller said the house style is not unusual in that 

neighborhood.  

Petitioner’s Presentation 

Stephen Flint, Flint Architects, 314 S. Westmore, Lombard, Ill., was sworn in for the Petitioners, 

homeowners Virginia and Jim Weiskopf. He contended that the house is really a one-story home, and if 

viewed as such would meet the coverage requirements. He said the Petitioners need the space to fit a 

normal two-car garage on the lot, the last big phase of a three-phase renovation project. Noting that the 

Village calls the house a two-story home, Member Jones asked what Milton Township calls it. Sworn in, 

Mr. Weiskopf stated that they are taxed on the single floor seen from the street, and that he wasn’t aware 

of the disparity until they “started this process.” Sworn in, Mrs. Weiskopf stated that other homes have 

steps that go down into the basement (while hers is level). Noting that it appears space can’t be shaved off 

the garage, Chairperson Constantino asked if it would it be feasible to reduce the deck size by 64 ft. to 

reduce the LCR. Mrs. Weiskopf said she didn’t know. Sworn in, Atrian Fard stated that if the Petitioners 

removed .5 percent they would be eligible for an administrative zoning variation, as Staff could approve a 

22 percent LCR, but only as a standalone request for anything less. The 64SF reflects the 22 percent 

mark, she said, so to meet Code they’d have to shave at least 319SF (or about 75 percent of the deck) to 

achieve 20 percent. Member Miller calculated the amount as 28.1 ft. x 17.9 ft. Acknowledging that there 

are different interpretations, Planner Fard explained that in Glen Ellyn a house is rounded up to two 

stories if the basement door is above grade, so the subject house is deemed to have two stories in back. 

She said the Village wishes to stay consistent, and that her own interpretation is that the subject house is 

two stories because of the complete door above grade. Mrs. Weiskopf surmised that previous owners dug 
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down to put in the patio and walkway, and that the Petitioner’s goal is to make the area flat. Planner Fard 

said she doesn’t know if 9 inches would solve the issue.  

Public Comment 

Sworn in, Chris Sorce, 260 Cumnor, said he supports both of the variations requested. 

Board Member Jones delivered proposed findings of fact. Board Member Whalls made a motion to accept 

these findings; seconded by Member Miller, the motion passed by voice vote.  

Deliberation 

Member Miller commended the Petitioners for saving a Mid-Century Ranch, and said he’s satisfied that 

the proposed is the best the Petitioners can do, and that he’d vote “Yes” to recommend the variances. 

Member Whalls said he’s a “solid yes,” and is 100 percent in favor of the request. Noting that the 

homeowners are impacted by the slope of the lot, Member Jones said he is also in favor. Chairperson 

Constantino expressed that he, too, is in favor of recommending granting the variations, due to hardship 

and unique circumstances presented, citing the dramatic slope impacts the square footage for use of the 

garage and deck. He said the deck off the living area creates an LCR issue for the space below the floor of 

the decks, and that while there is subjectivity of Code interpretation, the amount of space planned for the 

garage is reasonable, and that he doesn’t see the front setback variation as that significant.  

Member Jones, seconded by Member Whalls, moved to close the public hearing; the motion passed 

unanimously by roll call vote.  

Board Member Miller moved for the following: 

Having considered the application of Stephen Flint of Flint Architects, petitioner on behalf of the owners 

of the property at 244 Cumnor Avenue, Glen Ellyn, for zoning variations from Section 10-4-8(E)1 to 

allow a lot coverage ratio of 23.3 percent where a 20 percent maximum lot coverage ratio for two story 

single-family dwellings is allowed in the R2 Residential District and 10-4-8(D)1 to allow a front yard 

setback of 36.7 feet where the proposed  principal structure (or addition thereto) shall be no closer to the 

street than the closest  principal structure on either adjacent lot on the same block and the same side of the 

street, the Zoning Board of Appeals hereby adopts the findings of fact in the petitioners’ application 

packet and presented by the petitioners at the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing conducted on June 

14, 2022, as well as the findings included in the deliberations of the Zoning Board of Appeals and 

recommends APPROVAL based upon the following hardships and unique circumstances: 

1. The sloped lot causes the home to be considered a two-story home vs. a single-story, reducing the 

lot coverage ratio from 35 to 20 percent; 

2. There are two homes in the neighborhood (340 Cumnor and 286 Scott) with similar garages to the 

subject property; 

3. The slope of the lot causes the need for a second-story deck vs. a patio, and a smaller deck would 

be unusable. 

Seconded by Board Member Whalls, the motion passed unanimously by roll call vote with all Board 

members present voting, “Yes.” 

Trustee’s Report 
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On behalf of Village Board Trustee Liaison Anne Gould, Planner Fard reported that the Board has held 

two sessions to review/edit the Draft Comprehensive Plan, and pulled the Fire Station as a catalyst site. It 

approved a special use permit for a buildout for 526-528 Duane. A fourth hotel listening session was held, 

with a few developers discussing what could potentially go on the site (including concepts for mixed use, 

medical offices and self-storage); John Day gave a primer on affordable housing financing. Trustee Gould 

also provided informational handouts on a solstice event to be held at Churchill Woods. 

Staff Report 

Planner Fard related that the next ZBA meeting could feature a construction-necessitated zoning 

variation. She reported that the search to fill the Community Development Director position is underway, 

and also that the spot has been posted to fill the recently vacated Planning Manager position (though the 

job description has been changed to a new position called “Senior Planner”).  

Adjournment 

Chairperson Constantino adjourned the meeting at 8:26 p.m., following a voice vote on a motion by 

Member Miller and seconded by Member Jones. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Barbara Dutton-Thomas 

Recording Secretary 
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Glen Ellyn Zoning Board of 
Appeals 

 535 Duane Street 
 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 

Meeting 8/30/2022 7:00 PM 
 Department: Community Development 

 Department Head: Emily Rodman 
 Category: Ordinance 

 Prepared By: Atrin Fard 

  AGENDA ITEM (ID 
# 2022-2572) 

DOC ID: 2022-2572 
 
 
103 Grove Avenue: Zoning Variation request to allow an addition to an 
existing single-family home to encroach into the required rear yard 
and exceed lot coverage ratio by a greater amount than what is 
permitted. 
 
 
Statement of the Issue:   
See attached Staff Report.  
   
Analysis:   
See attached Staff Report.  
   
Budget Impact:   
N/A  
   
Action Requested:   
See attached Staff Report.  
   
Attachments: 
1. Staff Report 103 Grove Final 
2. 1. Petitioner's Application Packet 
3. 2. Plat of Survey 
4. 3. Proposed Plans 
5. 4. Zoning Map 
6. 5. Aerial Photo 
7. 6. 1’ Contour Map 
8. 7. Map of Properties Notified for Public Hearing 
9. 8. Mailing List for Public Hearing Notice 
10. 9. Public Notice 103 Grove Ave 
11. 10. Certificate of Publication 
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  STAFF REPORT

TO: The Zoning Board of Appeals                                             

FROM: Atrian Fard, Senior Planner
Brad Iwicki, Planning Intern 

DATE: August 24, 2022

SUBJECT: August 30, 2022 Zoning Board of Appeals Special Meeting
Public Hearing – Zoning Variation request to allow an addition to an existing 
single-family home to encroach into the required rear yard and exceed lot coverage 
ratio by a greater amount than what is permitted.

_________________________________________________________________________

PROPERTY: 103 Grove Avenue, is an interior lot, located on the east side of Grove 
Avenue, between Lombard Avenue and DuPage Boulevard, and west of 
lands owned by Forest Preserve District of DuPage County. 

PETITIONERS: The petitioner is National Energy Contractors, Inc. (c/o Peter Gatsch) 
representing Donald and Cheryl Wiltgen, owners of the property located 
at 103 Grove Avenue.

REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a recommendation of approval of the 
following variations from the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code:

1. Section 10-4-8(D)2 to allow a rear yard setback of 32.8 feet, in lieu of 
the required rear yard setback of 40 feet in the R2 Residential District.

2. Section 10-4-8(E)1 to allow a lot coverage ratio of 24.77%, in lieu of the 
maximum lot coverage ratio of 20% in the R2 Residential District.

3. Any other zoning relief necessary to construct the addition as depicted 
on the plans presented or revised at the public hearing or at a public 
meeting of the Village Board.

ZONING: The subject property and the properties to the north, west and south are 
all zoned R2 – Single Family Residential District and are improved with 
single family homes. The property to the east is also zoned R2 – Single 
Family Residential District and is owned by the Forest Preserve District 
of DuPage County.

PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of the public hearing was published in the August 14, 2022 edition 
of the Daily Herald, mailed to property owners within 350 feet of the 
subject property, and a placard was placed on the property.

ZONING
HISTORY: The Village does not have records of any prior variations being granted 

for the subject property.

PERMIT
HISTORY: Village records indicate the following permits have been issued for this 
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property:

Date Permit No. Type
1963 B9096   Building construction
1992 B13240 Driveway and approach
2009 27789 Fire protection systems/repair
2016 20160880 Siding/gutter
2019 20191457 Hot tub 

EXISTING: R2 Lot Requirements [10-4-8(D)] Subject Property Data

Lot Area 8,712 ft2 (0.20 acres) 8,750 ft2

(0.2 acres)

Lot Width 80’, corner lots; 66’, all other lots 70’

Lot Depth 110’ 125’

Front Yard 30’ 32.12’
(between 30’ and 50’ for new construction;
but no closer than the closest principal
structure on adjacent lots on the same side
of the street)
 

Interior Side Yard 7’ 7.56’ (north) and 7.01’
(south)

Rear Yard 40’ ~44.8’

Lot Coverage 20% ~22.58%

PROJECT
SUMMARY: The subject property is part of the Roosevelt Garden Homesites 

Subdivision and was constructed in 1964. The lot is rectangular-shaped 
and improved with a split-level frame single-family home with an attached 
garage. Currently, the property has a lot coverage ratio of 22.58%, which 
exceeds the maximum allowable lot coverage ratio of 20% in the R2 
District. The subject site is adjacent to the East Branch DuPage River 
floodway and 100-year and 500-year floodplains. 

The current residents first occupied this home in March of 2018 and would 
like to improve the home with an addition to suit their family needs and 
to enjoy their yard and view. According to the petitioner, the residence 
adjacency to the river, a breeding site for mosquitos, has increased health 
and safety risks for homeowners using the backyard during warm seasons. 
Therefore, an enclosed area at the rear would enhance the functionality of 
the backyard.
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The petitioner is proposing to demolish the existing dilapidated deck at 
the rear and replace it with a two-story building addition. The addition will 
measure 16-foot-wide by 12-foot-deep, totaling 192 square feet. The 
lower-level portion of the addition would be used for storage and have 
access doors on the north elevation. The proposed upper level, with direct 
access to the existing kitchen area, would be used as a sunroom. The 
sunroom will feature tempered glass windows on all sides and a door on 
the south elevation providing access to a stairwell and the existing patio to 
the south.

Due to the proximity to the river, the property slopes down at a grade of 
about 11% (approximately 5-foot-decline across 45 feet from the principal 
structure to the rear lot line), where stormwater runoff flows toward the 
river. The Village Stormwater Engineer does not anticipate that the 
proposed addition would negatively impact the natural flow of water 
drainage due to the 15 to 17-foot drop in elevation between the principal 
structure and the floodway. However, if variations are granted, the plans 
will be further reviewed and evaluated by Village’s Stormwater Engineer 
for conformance as part of the permitting phase.

Staff received two letters from adjacent neighbors to the north and south 
in support of granting the variations. 

In order to construct the project as proposed, the petitioner will need to 
be granted variations from the Zoning Code to allow a rear yard setback 
of 32.8 feet in lieu of 40 feet rear yard setback and a lot coverage ratio of 
24.77% in lieu of the maximum permitted lot coverage ratio of 20%.

ZBA ACTION The ZBA should consider the testimony presented during the public 
hearing and review the written evidence presented as part of the 
petitioner’s application packet.  The ZBA should make findings of fact and 
determine if practical difficulty or a particular hardship exists and if the 
essential character of the neighborhood is maintained.

The ZBA may choose to make a recommendation to the Village Board for 
the approval, approval with conditions or denial of the variation to allow 
the construction of the proposed addition in accordance with Section 10-
10-12 of the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Petitioners’ Application Packet
2. Plat of Survey
3. Proposed Plans
4. Zoning Map
5. Aerial Photo
6. 1’ Contour Map
7. Map of Properties Notified for Public Hearing
8. Mailing List for Public Hearing Notice

Page 13 of 140



9. Public Hearing Notice
10. Certificate of Publication

CC: Emily Rodman, Assistant Village Manager
Martin Scott, Community Development Director
Paula Moritz, Plan Reviewer
Amy McKenna, Senior Civil Engineer
Donald and Cheryl Wiltgen, Property Owners

X:\Plandev\BUILDING\ZBA\5. VARIATION BY ADDRESS\G\GROVE\103 Grove Ave\Staff Report 103 Grove.docx
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Zoning Map - 103 Grove Ave.

Legend

Zoning and Development

Zoning

CR: Conservation/Recreation

District

R2: Single Family Residential District
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Print Date: 8/26/2022

Disclaimer: The GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. are not liable for any use, misuse, modification or disclosure of any map provided under applicable law.  This map is for general information purposes only. Although the information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may

exist and the user should independently confirm for accuracy. The map does not constitute a regulatory determination and is not a base for engineering design. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine precise location boundaries on the ground.

Notes
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Aerial Map - 103 Grove Ave.

Legend
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Disclaimer: The GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. are not liable for any use, misuse, modification or disclosure of any map provided under applicable law.  This map is for general information purposes only. Although the information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may

exist and the user should independently confirm for accuracy. The map does not constitute a regulatory determination and is not a base for engineering design. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine precise location boundaries on the ground.

Notes
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1' Contour Map - 103 Grove Ave.

Legend

DuPage County
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Disclaimer: The GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. are not liable for any use, misuse, modification or disclosure of any map provided under applicable law.  This map is for general information purposes only. Although the information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may
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1

NAME or STNUM STDIR STNAME APT CITY ST ZIP

BAHOLLI, FATOS           OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 81     GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

BELLAMKONDA, VIJAY & L   OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 109  SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

BENJAMIN, HEATHER M      OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 80     GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

CAPONE, MORGAN & JOSEPH  OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 74     GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

CASSATA, MATTHEW & DAWN  OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 127   S GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

COLD RIVER LAND LLC      OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 1850   PARKWAY PL      900   MARIETTA          GA 30067

DARGA, NATHAN & CYNTHIA  OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 108    GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

DORE, MAURICE A & JEANNE OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 119  SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

DUDEK, ERIC & C YURCHIK  OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 91  SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

DUPAGE CO FOREST PRESERVE OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER        PO BOX 5000           WHEATON           IL 60189

FOREST PRESERVE DISTRICT OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER        PO BOX 5000           WHEATON           IL 60189

HAAKE, RICHARD & RITA    OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 97     GROVE ST              GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

HARBACEK, ROBERT G       OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 119    GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

HEIL, EDWARD & BARBARA   OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 87    N GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

HINKLE, DAMIEN           OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 123    GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

HOSTETLER, NOELLE        OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 152    BRYANT AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

ISLAM, R & I JAHAN       OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 77     SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

KELLEHER, ROBERT D       OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 107    SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

LAFSER, ERIN J           OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 99     SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

LINDNER, JOHN & SANDRA   OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 109    GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

MAZZUCA, GAYLE A         OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 815    DELLES RD             WHEATON           IL 60189

MERRITT, RANDY & ALAIRE  OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 87     SPRING RD             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

MINAUSKAS, NORA T        OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 116    GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

MIRANDA, VICTOR          OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 98     GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

NATHANIEL, ALEXANDER     OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 81     SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

NEUMANN, D & V SCANIO    OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 73     GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

PARKER, JAMES S          OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 129    GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

PFEIFFER, LEE ILA        OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 127    SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

RAMIL, PRUDENCIA P       OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 103    SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

RAPATA, ROSEMARY         OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 90     GROVE ST              GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

RICHIER, JULIE           OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 77     GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

SANTANA, CHRISTINA S     OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 124    GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

SKIPTON, RAYMOND & NANCY OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 95     SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

SPARK JR, ROBERT M       OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 84     GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

STAANA, CHRISTIAN &TERESA OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 120    GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

STEGER, PAUL F           OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 2N076  EDGEWOOD AVE          LOMBARD           IL 60148

THANG, K & S THIAM       OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 93     GROVE AVE             GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

THOMPSON, BARBARA D      OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 123    SPRING AVE            GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137

WILTGEN, DONALD & CHERYL OR CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER 103    GROVE ST              GLEN ELLYN        IL 60137
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CIVIC CENTER  535 DUANE STREET  GLEN ELLYN, IL 60137  630.469.5000  FAX 630.469.8849 

 

 NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 

National Energy Contractors, Inc., petitioner on behalf of the owners of the property at 103 Grove 

Avenue, is requesting a public hearing for zoning variations in accordance with Section 10-10-12 

of the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code to allow the construction of a new sunroom addition on the rear of 

the property. Before the Glen Ellyn Village Board can consider this request, the Glen Ellyn Zoning 

Board of Appeals must conduct a public hearing. The Zoning Board of Appeals will conduct a 

public hearing on Tuesday, August 30, 2022 at 7:00 pm on the third floor in the Civic Center, 535 

Duane Street, Glen Ellyn, Illinois.  Anyone is welcome to attend. 

 

The petitioner is requesting approval of zoning variations from the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code as 

follows: 

 

1. Section 10-4-8(E)1 to allow a lot coverage ratio of 24.77 percent where a maximum lot 

coverage ratio of 20 percent is allowed for two-story single-family dwellings in the R2 

Residential District; and 

2. Section 10-4-8(D)2 to allow a rear yard setback of 32.8 feet where a 40-foot rear yard 

setback is required; and 

3. Any other zoning relief necessary to allow the proposed addition to be constructed as 

depicted on the plans presented at the public hearing or at a public meeting of the Village 

Board. 

 

The property is zoned R2, Residential District, and is legally described as follows: 

 

LOT 3 AND THE NORTH 20 FEET OF LOT 4 IN BLOCK 39 IN SECOND ADDITION TO 

ROOSEVELT GARDEN HOMESITES, BEING A SUBDIVISION IN SECTION 13, 

TOWNSHIP 39 NORTH, RANGE 10, EAST OF THE 3RD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, 

ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED OCTOBER 11, 1921 AS DOCUMENT 

151439, IN DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

 

P.I.N.: 05-13-319-003  

 

Plans are on file in the Community Development Department, Civic Center, 535 Duane Street, 

Glen Ellyn, Illinois and can be requested by contacting Brad Iwicki, Planning Intern, at 

biwicki@glenellyn.org. All public comments received by 4:30 pm on Tuesday August 30, 2022 

will be read into the record at the public hearing. 
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               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

     DuPage County 

                                                               Daily Herald 
 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

of the DuPage County DAILY HERALD. That said DuPage County 

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Naperville and  

has been circulated daily in the Village(s) of: 

Addison, Aurora, Bartlett, Bensenville, Bloomingdale, Carol Stream,   

Darien, Downers Grove, Elmhurst, Glen Ellyn, Glendale Heights,   

Hanover Park, Hinsdale, Itasca, Keeneyville, Lisle, Lombard, Medinah, 

Naperville,Oakbrook, Oakbrook Terrace, Plainfield,Roselle, Villa Park,  

Warrenville, West Chicago, Westmont, Wheaton, Willowbrook,   

Winfield, Wood Dale, Woodridge      

                

                

                

                

       County(ies) of DuPage       

       and State of Illinois, continuously for more than one year prior to the 

       date of the first publication of the notice hereinafter referred to and is of 

       general circulation throughout said Village(s), County(ies) and State. 

 

       I further certify that the DuPage County DAILY HERALD is a  

newspaper as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" 

as amended in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5,  

Section 1 and 5. That a notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true 

copy, was published 08/14/2022 

in said DuPage County DAILY HERALD. 

 

       IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, the said PADDOCK 

       PUBLICATIONS, Inc., has caused this certificate to be signed by, this 

       authorized agent, at Arlington Heights, Illinois. 

 

       PADDOCK PUBLICATIONS, INC. 

       DAILY HERALD NEWSPAPERS 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher and Officer of the Daily Herald 

 

 

       Control # 4587036 

Page 47 of 140



      

 

Glen Ellyn Zoning Board of 
Appeals 

 535 Duane Street 
 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 

Meeting 8/30/2022 7:00 PM 
 Department: Community Development 

 Department Head: Emily Rodman 
 Category: Ordinance 

 Prepared By: Atrin Fard 

  AGENDA ITEM (ID 
# 2022-2574) 

DOC ID: 2022-2574 
 
 
645 Forest Avenue: Construction Necessitated Zoning Variations to 
allow for the placement and encroachment of an existing deck and 
recreational equipment (trampoline). 
 
Statement of the Issue:   
See attached staff report.  
   
Analysis:   
See attached staff report.  
   
Budget Impact:   
N/A  
   
Action Requested:   
See attached staff report.  
   
Attachments: 
1. 645 Forest - Staff Report 
2. 1. Application Materials 
3. 2. Petitioner's Narrative Statement 
4. 3. Property Aerial Map 
5. 4. Zoning Map 
6. 5. 1' Contour Map 
7. 6. Plat of Survey - June 20, 2022 
8. 7. Final Grading - July 2,2022 
9. 8. Current Conditions Elevations 
10. 9. Existing Photos Deck 
11. 10. Existing Photos Trampoline 
12. 11. Cost Estimate to Remove Work 
13. 12. Timeline 
14. 13. Approved Site Plan 
15. 14. Proposed Grading 
16. 15. Final Grading Review, dated August 13, 2021 
17. 16. Public Notice 
18. 17. Certificate of Publication 
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19. 18. Letters of Support 
20. 19. Ordinance No. 6588 - Adpoted April 9, 2018 
21. 20. Map of properties notified by mailing 
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645 Forest Ave| Lot Coverage, Accessory Structure Encroachment | Page 1 of 5

X:\Plandev\BUILDING\ZBA\5. VARIATION BY ADDRESS\F\FOREST\645 Forest – CNZV 2022\Staff Reports

STAFF REPORT

TO: The Zoning Board of Appeals                                             

FROM: Atrian Fard, Senior Planner
Patrick Hoffmann, Planning Intern

DATE: July 29, 2022

SUBJECT: August 30, 2022 Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting
_________________________________________________________________________

PETITIONER: Craig and Ann-Marie Cudzilo, owners of the subject property, are requesting 
a public hearing for construction necessitated zoning variations for the 
property located at 645 Forest Avenue.

PROPERTY: The subject property is a corner lot located at the southeast corner of Forest 
Avenue and Linden Street.

REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a recommendation of approval of the following 
variations from the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code:

1. Section 10-4-8(E)(1) to allow a lot coverage of approximately 21%, in lieu 
of a maximum 20% lot coverage for a 2-story single-family home in the 
R2 Residential District;

2. Section 10-5-5(B)4#28 to allow for the placement and encroachment of 
recreational equipment (trampoline) into the required corner side yard of 
30 feet where recreational equipment is not a permitted obstruction in the 
required corner side yard;

3. Section 10-5-4(A)4(a) to allow a recreational equipment (trampoline) to 
be approximately 3 feet from the corner side lot line where accessory 
structures shall be located no less than 20 feet from the corner side lot 
line; and

4. Any other zoning relief necessary to allow the existing deck and 
recreational equipment (trampoline) to remain as constructed and as 
depicted on the plans presented at the public hearing or at a public 
meeting of the Village Board.

ZONING/USE: The subject property and all surrounding properties are zoned R2 – Single 
Family Residential District and are all improved with single-family homes.

PUBLIC
NOTICE: Notice of the public hearing was published in the August 15, 2022, edition of 

the Daily Herald, mailed to property owners within 350 feet of the subject 
property, and a placard was placed on the property.
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ZONING
ORDINANCE
HISTORY: On April 9, 2018, the Village adopted Ordinance No. 6588, which granted 

the subject property approval of zoning variations from Section 10-8-6(B)3 
to allow a Class III alteration to a nonconforming single-family dwelling, 
where the additions will not meet the setback requirements of the Code and 
will be 13.5 feet and 18.25 feet from the corner property line, in lieu of the 
30-foot requirement.

PERMIT
HISTORY: Year Permit No. Type

1949 2374 Demo/New Single-Family Residence
1964 9531 Electrical Service
1980 B16241 Electrical Service
2010 20100901 Drive Approach
2015 20152078 Water Connection
2018 20180052 Demolition of detached garage
2018 20180006 Construction of detached garage
2019 20190251 Addition – New attached 2-car garage/partial 

2nd floor addition (Ordinance No. 6588)
2020 20200018 Home Remodel and Addition
2020 20200182 Demolition of Primary Structure

(Current CNZV Request)
2021 20210756 Lawn Sprinkler in Parkway

EXISTING: R2 Lot Requirements [10-4-8(D)] Subject Property Data

Lot Area 8,712 ft2 (0.20 acres) ~15,984 ft2

(0.37 acres)

Lot Width 80’, corner lots; 66’, all other lots 100’

Lot Depth 110’ 167.1’

Front Yard 30’ 47.63’ 
(between 30’ and 50’ for new construction;
but no closer than the closest principal
structure on adjacent lots on the same side
of the street)
 

Interior Side Yard 6.5’ or 10% of the total lot width, whichever 10.88’
is greater

Corner Side Yard 30’ or 30 percent of lot width of 13.23’
nonconforming lot

Rear Yard 40’ 58.25’

PROJECT 
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HISTORY: The petitioners purchased the property in December of 2015. Since then, they 
have submitted several permit applications to renovate their home. As 
outlined in the permit history section above, the detached garage was the first 
project (2018), followed by a two-story building addition and a new attached 
two-car garage (2019), which required a variance for Class III alterations to a 
nonconforming building that sat only 13.5 feet away from the corner side 
property line, in lieu of 30-foot setback requirement in the R2 District (see 
attached Ordinance No. 6588).

It is worth noting that the residence was originally built in 1923 according to 
the Zoning requirements in place at the time. Per staff findings, 1923 setback 
provisions required a corner side yard to be at least 10 percent of the lot width 
(10 feet in this case), while a minimum corner side yard setback of 30 feet is 
required today. Therefore, the house is considered legal nonconforming to 
the current setback requirements.

On January 2, 2020, the homeowners submitted a permit application for the 
last phase of their renovation project to remodel the house and build a new 
deck, a patio, and a lower-level concrete entryway at the rear of the house. 
With no Zoning variation required, the proposed plans were approved on 
March 11, 2020, and a building permit was issued on March 19, 2020 (Permit 
No. 20200018). It was during this phase of the project that the unlawful 
additions led to the existing nonconformities requiring Construction 
Necessitated Zoning Variations. 

Deck Extension
As noted in the timeline provided by the petitioners, in September 2020, the 
homeowner and the general contractor agreed to build an extension to the 
approved deck atop the lower-level concrete pad to provide additional seating 
area. The unapproved deck area measures approximately 156.6 square feet 
and acts as a roof over the lower-level entryway leading to an increase in the 
lot coverage ratio. The petitioners claim they were unaware that their action 
might be causing issues with the building permit.

From the most recent plat of survey, dated June 20, 2022, the home and 
garages, with a total footprint of approximately 3,192 square feet, had a lot 
coverage ratio of 19.97 percent, which was considered conforming. With the 
addition of the unpermitted deck, the combined percentage of the lot covered 
by roofed structures (house, garages, and deck) is approximately 21 percent, 
whereas the Zoning Code permits a maximum of 20 percent.

Changes to the approved plan were caught by the Village Engineer while 
conducting the final grading review on August 13, 2021 (see attached review 
letter). The petitioners were then notified that the unlawful portion of the 
deck needs to be removed to conform with the maximum allowable lot 
coverage ratio, or a zoning variation will need to be granted. 

Trampoline
On August 13, 2022, the Village Engineer not only did inform the property 
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owners of the lot coverage dilemma but also identified a retaining wall around 
a trampoline within the required corner side yard setback, none of which were 
included in the approved plans. According to the petitioners’ submitted 
timeline, the trampoline was installed in May 2021 during landscaping 
installations along the northern property line.

Per Village Zoning Code, trampolines are regulated as recreational equipment 
and shall not be placed within the required corner side yards. In accordance 
with the plat of survey, the trampoline currently encroaches into the required 
corner side yard setback of 30 feet for 27 feet. Village Engineer has approved 
the placement of the retaining wall, which is within their purview, however; 
for the trampoline (recreational equipment) to remain in its existing location, 
approval of a zoning variation will be needed. 

Attached to this staff report are three letters of support from adjacent 
homeowners. These letters have been included for the review and 
consideration of the ZBA and will be submitted into the official record of the 
hearing. 

PROPOSED: Per Section 10-10-12 of the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code, the petitioners are 
requesting approval of construction necessitated zoning variations to allow 
the existing deck, and recreational equipment (trampoline) to remain as 
constructed and as depicted on the plans presented at the public hearing. If 
the variation requests are denied, the petitioners have provided a cost estimate 
of $12,650 to remove and restore the deck. In order for the improvements to 
remain as constructed, the abovementioned variations will need to be granted. 

ZBA ACTION: The ZBA should consider the testimony presented during the public hearing 
and review the written evidence presented as part of the petitioners’ 
application packet. The ZBA should make findings of fact and determine if 
practical difficulty or a particular hardship exists and if the essential character 
of the neighborhood is maintained.

The ZBA may choose to make a recommendation to the Village Board for 
the approval, approval with conditions or denial of the requests in accordance 
with Section 10-10-12 of the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code. The ZBA may also 
choose to only approve parts of the request. 

ATTACHMENTS
1. Application Materials
2. Petitioner’s Narrative Statement
3. Property Aerial Map
4. Zoning Map
5. 1’ Contour Map
6. Plat of Survey – June 20, 2022
7. Final Grading – July 2, 2021
8. Current Conditions Elevations
9. Existing Photos of Deck
10. Existing Photos of Trampoline
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11. Cost Estimate to Remove Work
12. Timeline
13. Approved Site Plan
14. Proposed Grading
15. Final Grading Review, dated August 13, 2021
16. Public Notice
17. Certificate of Publication
18. Letters of Support
19. Ordinance No. 6588 – Adopted April 9, 2018
20. Map of properties notified by mailing

CC: Emily Rodman, Assistant Village Manager
Martin Scott, Community Development Director
Paula Moritz, Plan Examiner
Craig and Ann-Marie Cudzilo, Homeowners

X:\Plandev\BUILDING\ZBA\5. VARIATION BY ADDRESS\F\FOREST\645 Forest 
- CNZV\Meetings\ZBA
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Atrian Fard from the Village of Glen Ellyn requested that we provide a narrative of the hardship to 
remove the small deck extension at 645 Forest Ave 

 

During construction (September 2020), there was a discussion between Ann-Marie Cudzilo 
(homeowner) and Chris Shenuk (General Contractor) about adding/modifying a small portion of our 
deck.  Both came to an agreement to construct the 12x12 modification as it would be the only seating 
area on the deck and over the walk out concrete pad, neither thinking this would cause a problem with 
the permit of our entire house.   

On July 9th, 2021, during a reply on our final grading survey, Amy McKenna instructed us “the plan did 
not include a deck above the patio….the deck must be removed.”    Amy did not suggest to apply for a 
variance or provide any other options per the village guidelines of addressing the situation.  Ann-Marie 
spoke with a Village Board member at the Glen Ellyn bike races who said “it’s simple, just request a 
variance.” I also subsequently contacted the village attorney in October of 2020 who did not specifically 
say whether Amy McKenna’s comments were right or wrong, however the attorney did say that 
someone from the village would follow up with me.  I subsequently received a call from the village staff 
providing guidance on submitting a variance request which was completely different from the guidance I 
originally received which was to remove the deck. 

Defined hardship – if we were to remove the deck as constructed, we would have no immediate 
outdoor eating area (except a lower level area that is 8 steps down from our house).  We would also 
incur over $20,000 of total costs, to install, and now remove, and retrim the house, landscaping and 
surrounding dirt replacement to remove two 6x6 posts.   This is an exorbitant cost and effort to remove 
a deck that is only visible to three adjacent neighbors, who have all written letters of support that the 
deck should remain.          

 

Craig Cudzilo
Homeowner
645 Forest Ave, Glen Ellyn IL
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Aerial View - 645 Forest Ave
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Zoning Map - 645 Forest Ave
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1' Contour Map - 645 Forest Ave
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Muno Contracting, Inc. 
Rob Muno 

9433 Ridgeway Avenue 
Evanston, IL 60203 

847-338-0555 
rbmuno@comcast.net 

www.munocontracting.com 
 

CUSTOMER: PROJECT & SITE INFORMATION: 
Ann-Marie & Craig Cudzilo 
645 Forest Ave 
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 

Name: Deck removal and restoration 

Location: 645 Forest Ave, Glen Ellyn, IL 

Phone: 312-909-7688 

Services: 
• Remove 12x12 elevated deck, restore yard to finished condition, reinstall 

railing on remaining deck to be code compliant. 

 
Sub Total:   $12,650 

 
Additional Work: 

• Allowance for lawn sprinkler removal and restoration 
• Demo existing 12x12 deck structure 
• Excavation: by-hand to remove post supports 
• Electrical (remove lighting above porch, outlet removal, electrical lighting 

and outlet removal below deck) 
• Electrical (relocate exterior GFCI outlet to deck) 
• Electrical (relocate double lights to a single overhead above basement door, 

$200 fixture allowance included) 
• Carpentry (restore remaining deck, re-install railing to code) 
• Siding (restore areas where deck was removed, materials to be provided by 

owner) 
• Material allowance if not provided by owner (12 pieces of James Hardie 

7.25” x 144” lap siding in Deep Ocean color)   
• Landscaping restoration (sod restoration) 
• Waste/material removal allowance 

 
 
  
 

 
 
Sub Total: $800 
Sub Total: $3,500 
Sub Total: $500 
Sub Total: $1,750 
 
Sub Total: $400 
Sub Total: $750 
 
Sub Total: $2,000 
Sub Total: $1,500 
 
Sub Total: $900 
 
Sub Total: $250 
Sub Total: $300 

Please make check payable to: Muno Contracting, Inc. 
 
 
Thank you for your business:      ___________________________ 
         Rob Muno - President 
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645 FOREST AVE – DECK CONSTRUCTION AND TRAMPOLINE PLACEMENT 

TIMELINE 

April 2020 – permit was issued for 3rd phase of 645 house remodel.  A deck portion on the east side of 
the house was included in this permit application.   

September 2020 - During construction, there was a discussion between Ann-Marie Cudzilo (homeowner) 
and Chris Shenuk (General Contractor) about adding/modifying a small portion of our deck.  Both came 
to an agreement to construct the 12x12 modification as it would be the only seating area on the deck 
and over the walk out concrete pad, neither thinking this modification would cause a problem with the 
permit of our entire house. 

October 2020 – Final construction inspection was conducted and (after correcting a few minor issues 
such as a electrical wiring, or plumbing fixture adjustments) we passed.   

May 2021 – during our landscaping installation, the trampoline was installed on the side yard as there 
was protected grass and landscaping between the detached garage and substantial vegetation in the 
parkway as shown in the photographs.  This area was where a sidewalk was not needed due to a 
permanent variance being granted in 2019.   

July 2021 – In an email reply on our final grading survey, Amy McKenna instructed us “the plan did not 
include a deck above the patio….the deck must be removed.”    Amy did not suggest to apply for a 
variance or provide any other options per the village guidelines of addressing the situation.  Ann-Marie 
spoke with a Village Board member at the 2021 Glen Ellyn bike races who said “it’s simple, just request a 
variance.” I also subsequently contacted the village attorney in October of 2021 who did not specifically 
say whether Amy McKenna’s comments were right or wrong, however the attorney did say that 
someone from the village would follow up with me.  I subsequently received a call from the village staff 
providing guidance on submitting a variance request which was completely different from the guidance I 
originally received which was to remove the deck. 
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CIVIC CENTER  535 DUANE STREET  GLEN ELLYN, IL 60137  630.469.5000  FAX 630.469.8849 

 
 NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Craig & Ann-Marie Cudzilo, owners of the property at 645 Forest Avenue, are requesting a 
public hearing for construction necessitated zoning variations in accordance with Section 10-4-
8(E)1, 10-5-5(B)4#28, and 10-5-4(A)4(a) of the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code. Before the Glen Ellyn 
Village Board can consider this request, the Glen Ellyn Zoning Board of Appeals must conduct a 
public hearing. The Zoning Board of Appeals will conduct a public hearing on Tuesday, August 
30, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. on the third floor in the Civic Center, 535 Duane Street, Glen Ellyn, 
Illinois.  Anyone is welcome to attend. 
 
The property owner is requesting approval for construction necessitated zoning variations from 
the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code as follows: 
 

1. Section 10-4-8(E)1 to allow a lot coverage of approximately 21%, in lieu of a maximum 
20% lot coverage for a 2-story single-family home in the R2 Residential District;  

2. Section 10-5-5(B)4#28 to allow for the placement and encroachment of recreational 
equipment (trampoline) into the required corner side yard of 30 feet where recreational 
equipment is not a permitted obstruction in the required corner side yard; 

3. Section10-5-4(A)4(a) to allow a recreational equipment (trampoline) to be approximately 
3 feet from the corner side lot line where accessory structures shall be located no less 
than 20 feet from the corner side lot line; and 

4. Any other zoning relief necessary to allow the existing deck, and recreational equipment 
(trampoline) to remain as constructed and as depicted on the plans presented at the public 
hearing or at a public meeting of the Village Board. 

 
The property is zoned R2, Residential District, and is legally described as follows: 
 
THE NORTH 100.00 FEET OF LOT 6 (MEASURED ON THE WEST LINE) OF LOT 6, IN 
BLOCK 10, IN GLEN ELLYN ADDITOIN TO PROSPECT PARK, BEING A SUBDIVISION 
IN SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 39 NORTH, RANGE 10 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL 
MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED JUNE 11, 1890 AS 
DOCUMENT 42867, IN DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 
 
P.I.N.: 05-11-125-001 
 
Plans are on file in the Community Development Department, Civic Center, 535 Duane Street, 
Glen Ellyn, Illinois and can be requested by contacting Atrin Fard, Planner at 
afard@glenellyn.org. All public comments received by 4:30 pm on Tuesday, August 30, 2022 
will be read into the record at the public hearing.  
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Name Address
Relationship to the 

Homeowners
Purpose

Jane and David Rowe 636 N Park Blvd Adjacent Neighbor to the East Support

Sue and Chris Kowalski 639 Forest Ave
Adjacent Neighbor to the 
South

Support

Lisa and Mark Sproat 642 N Park Blvd Adjacent Neighbor to the East Support

List of Letters of Support/Opposition
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Glen Ellyn Zoning Board 
of Appeals 

 535 Duane Street 
 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 

Meeting 8/30/2022 7:00 PM 
 Department: Community Development 

 Department Head: Emily Rodman 
 Category: Discussion Item 

 Prepared By: Atrin Fard 

  AGENDA ITEM (ID 
# 2022-2575) 

DOC ID: 2022-2575 
 
 
Construction Necessitated Variation Discussion 
 
Statement of the Issue:   
Discussion of Construction Necesstiated Zoning Variations. See attached memo and attachments.  
   
Analysis:   
See attached memo and attachments.   
   
Budget Impact:   
 
   
Action Requested:   
 
   
Attachments: 
1. CNZV - Memo- AKF 
2. 1. Ordinance 5245, adopted on March 8, 2004 
3. 2. Exhibit A – Research of Construction Necessitated Zoning Variations in Other 

Communities (2020) 
4. 3. Exhibit B – Pre-Pour and Post Hole Required Inspections in Other Communities (2022) 
5. 4. Requirements for Foundation Surveys and Height Certification Surveys Form (2021) 
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM: Emily Rodman, Assistant Village Manager
Atrian Fard, Senior Planner

DATE: August 9, 2022

RE: Construction Necessitated Variations (CNVs)

Over the past couple of years, staff has been asked by the Village Board and Zoning Board of 
Appeals to revisit Glen Ellyn’s requirements for the Construction Necessitated Variations. The 
Building Code defines a Construction Necessitated Variation (CNV) as “a variation requested after 
the issuance of a valid building permit related to the variation or a variation needed for any phase of 
construction that is in progress or has already occurred, either with or without a valid building 
permit and approved plans, that violates applicable Zoning Code regulations.” Upon receipt of a 
CNV request from the Zoning Code, the Village shall suspend the building permit and no additional 
work shall be performed.

Background. 
From January 2000 to December 2003, the Village received 10 variation requests for construction 
projects that were completed contrary to the approved plans and the Zoning Code. This translates 
to an average ratio of 2.5 post construction requests per year. At the December 8th, 2003 Village 
Board Workshop, deliberations took place regarding a special policy to address such variation 
requests. At the time, it was suggested that the relatively low cost of seeking the variance and the 
short processing time of the request, lead developers/property owners to apply for relief rather than 
bring the project into compliance. Consequently, on March 8, 2004, the Village Board adopted 
Ordinance No. 5245 (attached) which requires that the following items be provided for CNVs in 
addition to all the prerequisites of a regular variation:

1. The fee for a CNV was raised from $450 (the cost of a regular variance at the time) to $900 
due to the additional time and expense to review these kinds of variances.

2. An escrow fee of $2,000 was added to pay for Village out-of-pocket expenses including 
having the property surveyed after completion of the project to ensure compliance with 
Village Board approvals.

3. A current site survey was added to the submittal requirements to show the details of the 
necessary variation(s).

4. A timeline of events was added to the submittal requirements to demonstrate the actions 
leading up to the violation.

5. Possible alternatives with cost estimates were added to the submittal requirements along 
with the petitioner’s preferred solution.
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Over the course of years, the fees for regular variations and Construction Necessitated Variations 
have respectively increased to $660 and $1,100, with the rest of the requirements remaining 
unchanged. Between 2004 and 2021, the Village has received 25 CNV requests, 12 of which were 
between 2018 and 2021. Please see Chart 1, showing all CNV requests from 2000 to 2021. It is 
worth noting that the Village has received five additional CNV requests in the first half of 2022.

CHART 1 : CNZV CASES FROM 2000 TO 2021

With the recent spike in the number of CNV applications, staff was asked to explore the potential 
solutions to reduce the number of requests for variations after construction. These kinds of 
variations take up a considerable amount of staff time and are generally a negative experience for the 
homeowner to go through. Staff conducted a community survey of 11 local governments (peer 
communities) in the spring of 2020. The local governments surveyed were Arlington Heights, 
Clarendon Hills, Downers Grove, Elmhurst, Geneva, Hinsdale, La Grange, Lombard, Naperville, 
Western Springs, and Wheaton. Ten of the 11 communities surveyed do not have an adopted 
procedure for CNVs and would treat them as typical variation requests, including one community 
that only doubles the fees for such requests. Only one of the 11 communities (Arlington Heights) 
would fail the building permit inspections or issue citations until the project is brought into 
compliance (see attached Exhibit A). In conducting the peer communities survey, it appears that 
only Glen Ellyn has adopted certain regulations to differentiate the procedure and requirements of 
CNVs from regular variations, although Lombard also charges double the fee for post construction 
variations.

While Glen Ellyn requests additional steps for CNVs compared to its peer communities, the process 
as it stands now does not seem to be deterring homeowners from applying for relief rather than 
coming into compliance with the Zoning Code. Staff offers the below solutions as options for 
consideration by the ZBA in an attempt to discourage petitioners from seeking variation requests 
after the construction is completed:

1. Fees:  As mentioned earlier, in 2004, Glen Ellyn amended the Building Code to impose 
additional fees and requirements on post-construction variation requests. This approach 
seemed prudent from 2004 to 2017, where the average number of CNV requests per year 
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was reduced to 0.9 (see Chart 1). However, since 2018, the number of CNV requests has 
dramatically increased to an average ratio of 3 petitions per year. A familiar solution could be 
increasing the current cost of the CNV fees while maintaining the current fees for standard 
variations. Staff feels this approach may disproportionately impact lower income residents 
and continue to allow those who can afford the cost to ask for forgiveness rather than 
comply with the Village’s requirements. Should the ZBA and Village Board find raising CNV 
fees as an appropriate solution, staff will bring forth an amendment to the fee schedule with 
the suggested cost increase.

2. Number of Violations:  Over the years, the Village has received several CNV petitions, 
some of which asked for multiple variations from the Zoning Code. It is unlikely that such 
requests occurred due to errors in measurements or miscalculations since multiple violations 
occurred on the same site. More often, there is a disregard for constructing according to 
what was approved by the Village or evasion of the permitting process altogether. For 
instance, the Village received a CNV petition for six different zoning variations in 2021 for 
the property located at 410 Spring Avenue. Staff spent a significant amount of time with the 
property owner prior to the issuance of the building permit to find complaint construction 
solutions. During project construction, the contractor made several suggestions that were 
approved by the homeowner that resulted in multiple violations on the property that were 
identified during the final project inspections. While the ZBA recommended denial of this 
request by a roll call vote of 4-2, the Village Board granted approval by a vote of 5-0. Staff 
finds it unfair to treat these cases with multiple requests the same as those seeking only one 
variation. A reasonable solution could be to calculate the cost of CNV fees by multiplying 
the standard fee by the number of requested variations; for example, for a CNV petition 
with six variation requests, the fee would be equal to $6,600 (6 by $1,100). This solution 
would impose considerable fees for CNV requests where complete disregard has been 
shown for the approved plans and the Zoning Code provisions. This would also encourage 
petitioners to comply with the code where feasible to reduce the overall cost of the request.

3. Inspections:  Currently, the Village only requires final inspections for residential permits for 
driveways, walkways, and patios. A review of the CNV records found that approximately 
one third (34%) of the Construction Necessitated Variation requests could have been 
prevented had pre-pour inspections been done prior to completing the work and the final 
inspection. Below, please see Chart 2.

In addition, the results of a survey of Glen Ellyn’s peer communities indicate that 72% of 
the surveyed municipalities perform pre-pour inspections for driveways and walkways and 
82% for patios (see attached Exhibit B). Given the survey results, it would seem that the 
addition of pre-pour inspections as another layer of review for residential driveway, walkway, 
and patio permits could be an appropriate solution to reduce the number of CNV requests. 
The Village seems to perform quite similar to its peer communities regarding post-hole or 
footing inspections.
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CHART 2 : CNZV CASES THAT COULD BE PREVENTED IF
PRE-POUR INSPECTION WAS REQUIRED (2000 – 2021)

4. Remove CNV Process:  As mentioned earlier, Glen Ellyn adopted CNV requirements in 
2004 as a means to encourage developers/owners to be more cautious regarding zoning 
requirements. However, according to the Exhibit A, none of Glen Ellyn’s peer communities 
offer an approach specific to post-construction variations yet do not seem to deal with 
similar challenges. Although the current CNV approach may be discouraging to 
developers/owners who cannot afford to evade regulations, in most cases, it would 
accustom people to know there is an opportunity to seek a second chance. This approach 
provides an avenue for petitioners to ask for relief rather than bring projects into 
compliance. Therefore, removing the entire CNV process may be a practical solution to 
reducing the number of requests for forgiveness.

5. Rigorous Application of Standards: Per Section 10-10-12(E) of the Municipal Code, in 
consideration of granting a variation or recommending approval of a variation, the Village 
Board and Zoning Board of Appeals shall not vary the provisions of the Zoning Code unless 
there is a finding by the ZBA and Village Board that the following standards have been met: 

a. “That 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; and that the 
variation, if granted will not alter the essential character of the locality; or

b. That the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, will 
not alter the essential character of the locality.”

The application of these standards is inherently subjective in nature; thus, some Boards may 
apply the standards more liberally than others. For example, if a single-family homeowner is 
not allowed to have the patio size they desire, the ZBA and Village Board may make the 
determination that not being able to have a patio of the size and in the preferred location 
prevents a reasonable return/use of the property. This interpretation could be considered a 
liberal application of the standards. Conversely, the ZBA and Village Board may find that 
having to reduce the patio area by 150 square feet or change the placement to meet the 
setback requirements is simply a matter of preference, rather than preventing a reasonable 
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return/use of the property; therefore, recommend denial of the variation(s). This approach 
would be a more conservative or rigorous application of the standards, which would help 
ensure that variations (both regular and CNV’s) are only granted, if necessary, under unique 
circumstances of the property rather than based on the homeowner’s personal preferences 
or desires. More rigorous application of standards is an alternative to eliminating the CNV 
process (as outlined in Solution No. 4 above) and would also likely reduce the rate of 
approval (as outlined in Solution No. 6 below). 

6. Rate of Approval:  As noted above, per Section 10-10-12(E) of the Municipal Code, in 
consideration of granting a variation or recommending approval of a variation, the Village 
Board, Zoning Board of Appeals, and the Community Development Director shall not vary 
the provisions of the Zoning Code, unless there are practical difficulties or particular 
hardship in the way of carrying out the strict regulations of the Zoning Code. Many of the 
CNV cases that have come before the ZBA and Village Board have been due to negligence 
on the part of the property owner or the contractor. Having said that, a review of approval 
rate of the past CNV requests found that 80% of the CNV requests have been granted 
approval by the Village Board since 2000 with none denied from 2008 to 2021. Please see 
Chart 3 below. 

Staff believes such a high chance of approval encourages owners/contractors to ask for 
relief from the Code requirements after violations have been made rather than bringing 
projects into compliance. It may even create an atmosphere where homeowners/contractors 
are willing to take a chance at making field adjustments without ensuring they are compliant 
because they are likely to get approval if the Village catches them. This matter sets a 
precedent for every future project to ask for forgiveness rather than permission.

CHART 3 : CNZV CASES APPROVED/DENIED (2000 – 2021)

7. Provide a Copy of the Approved Plans to the Homeowners:  In cases where the general 
contractor/developer does not obtain the necessary building permits prior to the 
commencement of work or leaves the improvements in violation of the Village's regulations, 
it would be the property owner's responsibility to comply with all codes or file for a CNV 
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request. Staff believes the CNV process could impose a significant burden on property 
owners, who often have not been involved in the permit process or been made aware of any 
violations. Staff suggests the Village Building Department provides a copy of approved plans 
to the homeowners even if the contractor/developer has filed for the permit and is listed as 
the main point of contact on the application. Since the homeowners are ultimately 
responsible to comply with the Code, they should be made aware of what is permitted prior 
to the start of construction. 

8. Disclaimer:  Staff suggests the Village require owners to sign a separate form with a 
disclaimer section that informs them of their responsibility should the project not be 
completed in full compliance with Village requirements. While there is a place on our current 
building permit application that indicates the property owner and the permit applicant (as 
owner’s agent) certify that the work will be completed in compliance with the Village Code, 
and that the issuance of a building permit or approval of construction inspection shall not 
relieve the property owner or the owner’s agent(s) of their responsibility to construct the 
work in compliance with the Village Code, it is our hope that having a separate page 
dedicated solely to this purpose will encourage property owners to read the form and 
ultimately be more involved in overseeing their projects.

9. Contractor Citation:  As noted above, the Village currently holds the property owner 
accountable for bringing the property into compliance or filing for a CNV when a 
construction project has been found to be in violation of the Zoning Code. This is the case 
even if the contractor is at fault. To avoid such unfair accountability, staff suggests issuing a 
citation to the contractor if a violation has occurred and the contractor was the main point 
of contact for the permit. 

10. Village Approval in Different Stages:  Another potential solution to reduce post-
construction variation requests is to inform the owners and contractors of the requirement 
to submit certification surveys prior to completing certain aspects of the work. This 
requirement assists the Village in verifying the work is in compliance at specific stages of 
construction and may help to prevent a project from moving further along in the 
construction process once a violation has been identified, thereby making it easier (and less 
costly) to comply. The Village Building Department has already taken the first step to add 
permit requirements for submittal of foundation and height certification surveys for all new 
buildings and structures that are located within two feet of the minimum required setback 
and maximum permitted heights. Both owner and contractor are required to sign this form.

Requested Action. 
The ZBA is requested to review the suggestions provided by staff and make recommendations to 
the Village Board for policy changes that will assist in reducing the number of construction 
necessitated variations requested.

Attachments.
 Ordinance 5245, adopted on March 8, 2004
 Exhibit A – Research of Construction Necessitated Zoning Variation Processes in Other 

Communities (2020)
 Exhibit B – Pre-Pour and Post Hole Required Inspections in Other Communities (2022)
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 Requirements for Foundation Surveys and Height Certification Surveys Form (2021)

CC: Martin Scott, Community Development Director
Steve Witt, Building and Zoning Official
Paula Moritz, Plan Examiner
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Municipality
Does the muncipality have 

a procedure for CNZVs?
If it does, what is the procedure?

If not, is immediate correction required instead or supsequent citation for 
non-compliance?

Standard Zoning Variation Fees

Arlington 
Heights

No N/A

Building permit inspection is failed if work was not done according to plan.  
Stop Work order is issued if work is continued without correction. Citation can 

be issued if Stop Work order is ignored. Code enforcement/citation is done 
for work performed without a permit.

$200 for a Single Family, $350 for a Multifamily, 
and $500 for commercial

Clarendon Hills No N/A Would be treated as a typical variation request
$300 in an R-1, $600 in an R-1A, 3, 4, Business, 

Industrial, O-R

Downers Grove Yes

Yes, it can be handled through the administrative 
adjustments for principal and accessory buildings. The 
applicant can appeal the decision of the Community 

Development Director. 

If it does not satisfy the conditions to be reviewed as an administrative 
adjustment. It would be treated as a typical variation. 

$250 for residential and $345 for commercial.

Elmhurst No N/A Treated as a typical variation $500 

Geneva No N/A
The inspection would be failed and require it be brought into compliance or 

advise them to seek a variation. 
$400 

Hinsdale No N/A
Treated as a typical variation. If the variation is denied, it must be brought 

into compliance immediately or citations are issued. 
$850 dollars, of that $600 towards escrow. 

LaGrange No N/A Someone will have to apply for a variation through the normal process. 500

Lombard No N/A Treated as typical zoning variation except fees will be doubled.

$300-425 plus $250 for public notification (one 
single family residential lot)

$375-725 plus $250 for public notification (more 
than one single family residential lot or any 

non-residential use)

Naperville No N/A Treated as a typical variation $500 and additional publication fees.
Western 
Springs

No N/A The applicant must find a way to comply or apply for a variation. $350 for a variation. 

Wheaton No N/A

Code compliannce officer would send the property owner a letter of violation. 
The property owner could either pursue a variation or seek approval from the 

building department to remove the non-conformity. If no response is 
received, a citation would be issued at that point and then it would go to 

court. 

Residential zoning variations cost $100, non-
residential variations cost $200. Zoning notification 

sign costs $40. Permit fees are determined by 
building valuation.)
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Driveway
Stairs and 

Stoop
Walkway Patio

Other Accessory 

Structures 
Fence Porch Deck Pergola

Arlington Heights Y Y Y Y
Any structures with 

concrete pad
N Y Y Y

Clarendon Hills Y Y Y Y
Any structures with 

concrete pad
Y Y Y

Downers Grove N Y N N
Any structures larger than 

10'X10'
N Y Y Y

Elmhurst Y Y Y Y
Base incpections for asphalt 

and brick paver projects
Y Y Y Y

Geneva Y Y Y Y

Only final inspections for 

asphalt and brick paver 

projects

Y Y Y Y

Hinsdale N N N N N Y Y Y

LaGrange Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Lombard Y Y Y Y
Concrete projects that 

require building permit.
N Y Y Y

Naperville Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y

Western Springs Y Y Y Y

 Concrete projects inside 

and outside of the principal 

building

N N Y N

Wheaton Y Y

Underground plumbing and 

electrical, pools need pre-

pour inspection. No permit 

required for driveways and 

service walks on private 

property!

N Y Y Y

Towns Where 

Required (%)
72% 91% 72% 82% 27% 91% 100% 91%

Glen Ellyn N Y N N
Aprons require a pre-pour 

inspection.
N Y Y Y

X:\Plandev\PLANNING\CNZV Research\Results of Community Survey

Pre-Pour and Post Hole Required Inspections in Other Communities, January 2022

        Inspection

               Types

Municipality

Pre-Pour Inspection Required? Post Hole (or Footing) Inspection Required?

No permit is required.
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Purpose:  The purpose of this document is to inform contractors and property owners of the requirement 
for submittal of foundation and height certification surveys for all new buildings, additions or roofed over 
accessory structures that are located within two feet of the minimum required zoning setback and 
maximum permitted zoning heights. 
 
Background: 
In order to ensure that new construction and additions to, and alterations or remodeling of, existing 
buildings or structures comply with the restrictions and limitations of the Village’s Zoning Code, 
amendments to Village Code Chapter 4 (Building Inspection) of Title 4 (Building Regulations) were 
adopted by Ordinance 5996, dated January 30, 2012.  Requirements were set forth within those 
amendments to require verification of construction work in place at specific stages of construction, 
particularly after foundations were constructed and rough framing was completed. 
 
Village Code Section 4-1-5. - General requirements, indicates: 

“The following general requirements shall apply to all property within the Village of Glen Ellyn Municipal 
limits in addition to the requirements in all adopted Building Codes and ordinances: 

(I) Inspections: All construction being performed pursuant to a building permit under the provisions 
of this Code may be inspected by the Building Official or his representative at any reasonable 
time and shall be subject to inspections in accordance with the adopted codes and the following 
requirements: 

1. Foundation survey:  The applicant shall submit a foundation location survey prepared by a 
registered surveyor upon completion of the foundation for all new buildings, additions or 
roofed over accessory structures that are located within two feet of the minimum required 
zoning setback, and no further work shall be done, other than installing drain tile and 
waterproofing the foundation, until the location survey and a backfill inspection have been 
approved. 

2. Height certification: The applicant shall submit a ridge and eave height certification prepared by 
a registered surveyor upon completion of the framework for all new principal buildings or 
additions that are constructed within two feet of the maximum permitted zoning heights, 
and no further work shall be done, other than rough electrical, mechanical, and plumbing 
work, until the ridge and eave height certification has been approved.” 

Issue: 
It is the duty of both the contractor and the property owner to ensure that the project is constructed in 
accordance with the Village’s codes that regulate construction.  Please note that any error by Village staff 
during plan review or inspection of work in place does not relieve the contractor or property owner of this 
requirement. 

Requirements for  
Foundation Surveys and  
Height Certification Surveys 
 

Village of Glen Ellyn 
Community Development Department 
535 Duane Street 
Glen Ellyn, IL  60137 
Phone: 630-547-5250 
Fax: 630-547-5370 
www.glenellyn.org 
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If, upon Village review of the required surveys, it is determined that the work in place is not compliant with 
the zoning code, or with the approved permit drawings with respect to building or structure setbacks, 
footprint or height, a Stop Work Order will be issued and remain in effect until such time as the non-
compliant work is brought into compliance.   
 
Please note that performing work beyond that permitted above, prior to the submittal and Village approval of 
the required foundation and/or height certification surveys, will subject the contractor and/or owner to 
enforcement action which will result in the issuance of a Stop Work Order and possibly a citation(s) that will 
seek daily fines for each day that the unpermitted work continues.  Separate citations may be issued to both 
the contractor and the property owner. 
 
Acknowledgement: 
The undersigned hereby acknowledge they have read and understand the contents of this document.  
Additionally, the undersigned understand that they may be individually, or collectively, issued a citation(s) in the 
event that the work in place is determined to be in non-compliance with the Village’s codes regulating 
construction.  This document must be signed by both parties prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
 
 
 
 
              
Property Owner, printed name        Date 
 
 
          
Property Owner, signature 
 
 
 
 
              
Contractor, printed name        Date 
 
 
          
Contractor, signature1 

 
 
          
Contractor, Company Name 
 
1. By signing this document, the contractor represents that he is authorized to sign on behalf of the company, if a corporation. 
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