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Village of 

 

 

 

 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:      Village President and Village Board  
 
FROM: James M. Hogue, Village Planner  
 
DATE: July 8, 2020 
 
RE: Board & Commissions Report for 7/14/20 
 

  

 This memo intends to update the Village Board as to the status of projects and activities of the Long Grove 

Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals (PCZBA), Conservancy & Scenic Corridor Committee (CSCC)  

and the Architectural Commission (AC). 
 

PCZBA  7.7.20 - 1 Action Item 

 

 Consideration of a request for variations of the front yard set-back (north side) requirement from the 

required one-hundred (100’) feet down to six (6’) feet and the side yard setback from the required 

fifty (50” feet down to twenty (20’) feet within the R-1 District to allow for the construction of a 

detached accessory structure (garage) measuring 50’x 36’ (1,800 sq. ft.). 

 

VOTE: - Roll Call Vote; 6 aye, 1 Absent Recommending Approval of the request as submitted.  

 

Chairman Wilson indicated that to be in compliance with the Open Meetings Act (for virtual meetings due to 

COVID) this meeting was being recorded. She then called the meeting to order and swore in the witnesses to 

give testimony.  

 

Planner Hogue explained the request noting the variations as requested may be considered as authorized 

variations under the Long Grove Village Code (5-11-15) (E) (1) (a). The proposed use of the property, as well 

as the zoning, remains residential. This is consistent with properties within the vicinity of the subject property 

as well as the Village Master Plan.  

 

The property, built upon in 1943, is presently non-conforming with regard to the front yard and east side yard 

setbacks. The rear yard (south) and west side yard setback both substantially exceed the minimum requirement 

of 50’ feet. The property does conform to the lot size requirements for the R-1 District.    

 

The property in question is a 4.1 acre parcel which is one of six (6) parcels controlled by the petitioner. Two (2) 

parcels contain structures (built circa 1940), the vast majority of the 21.21 acres controlled by the petitioner 

(including the “Rosewood Subdivision”) have been preserved as open space.  

 

A 40’ foot easement of access and utility easement runs across the north side (or front) of this property but 

appears not to have been utilized for either purpose. The property has a driveway running along the west side of 

the parcel with access from “Tee-Pee Lane”. Per inquires made by the applicant, no utilities are located in the 

easement. Electrical service is provided by an overhead connection.   
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The petitioner has provided an exhibit which shows the footprint of a 50’ x 36’ accessory structure (1800 sq. ft. 

detached garage).  Per the village code regarding detached accessory structures; 

 

(A) Authorization: Subject to the limitations of this section, and except as limited by the regulations of the 

district where located, accessory structures and uses are permitted in any zoning district in connection with any 

principal use lawfully existing within such district. (Ord. 2007-O-04, 4-24-2007). 

 

(B) Definition: An "accessory structure or use" is a structure or use that: 

 

1. Is subordinate in purpose, use, and floor area to, and serves, a principal structure or use; and 

2. Is customarily incident to such principal structure or use; and 

3. Contributes to the comfort, convenience, or necessity of those occupying, working at, or being served by such 

principal structure or use; and 

4. Except as otherwise expressly authorized by the provisions of this title, is located on the same zoning lot as 

such principal structure or use; and 

5. Is used and controlled by the same person who, at the time of such use, is legally occupying and has legal 

control over such principal structure or use. (Ord. 2011-O-29, 10-25-2011). 

 

In determining the “subordinate” nature of an accessory structure, floor area in particular has been utilized. 

A policy for floor area of 50% or less of the principal structure (“The 50% Rule”) has been utilized.  

 

However, the village code also indicates an accessory structure shall be subordinate to the principal structure or 

use of a property. In this instance the property is used for residential purposes. The property in unique in that it 

contains a primary residence and “guest house” (permissible on properties of 3 acres of more; not to exceed 850 

sq. ft.). The primary residence is comprised of approximately 2,695 sq. ft. of floor area, the “guest house” 

approximately 470 sq. ft. of floor area. In total, 3165 sq. ft. of floor area is devoted to the principal use of the 

property. 

 

Using the total floor area of the principal use vs the floor area of the accessory structure, the accessory structure 

contains 56.8% of the area of the principal use, which remains subordinate to that use, but exceeds the 

maximum area established by policy (The 50% Rule). 

 

Furthermore, the application notes the existing attached garage was converted to allow handicapped access to 

the principal structure for a family member. This conversion eliminated any sheltered indoor vehicle storage on 

the property. 

   

The petitioner cites the need to locate the accessory structure in close proximity to the exiting residential uses as 

well as the preservation of open space as a rational for the variation request. As the majority of property 

controlled by the applicant remains vacant is used for open space, “clustering” of improvements in a compact 

area of the property does help in maximizing open space on the property.  

 

Elevations of the proposed accessory structure have not yet been submitted. As such, the height of the structure 

is unknown but cannot exceed 15’ feet from grade. All other Village code regulations, including building 

permits, are required for the structure.  

 

Mr. Eliot Dam, son of Mrs. Marcia Dam, petitioner, provided testimony noting that the property had been in 

family since 1945 and was originally owned by his grandfather. He further explained the request noting that 

property to the east, also under the control of his mother, was low, unsuitable for building and best used as open 

space. The property to the west is owned by his uncle and has been put on the market for sale. As easement of 
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access is being finalized preserve the access across the south end of this property to the driveway on the 

property in question. The access easement running along the north side of the property is currently not used and 

never has been utilized for access to this property.  

 

There is also a 40’ utility easement running along this side of property as well. To the best of his knowledge this 

easement has never been utilized for utilities.  Inquiries made to local utility companies appear to support this 

idea (however the utilities note they do not relinquish any future rights to use the easement). 

 

He noted the site selected offered minimal disruption to the property and preserved the maximum amount of 

trees and open space on the property. The location is secluded and minimizes the visual impacts of the proposed 

structure and provides ready access to the residential structures on the property. Neighbors have been contacted 

and those required to receive notification have submitted letters of support for the project. 

 

The existing attached garage on the property has been modified to allow ramp access to main house on the 

property to provide safe ingress and egress to a handicapped family member. This circumstance provides no 

other sheltered storage for the 6 vehicles typically on the property. 

 

Mrs. Marcia Dam, property owner, reiterated this testimony and stated her commitment to the conservation of 

this property in a natural state. The majority of the 21+ acres under her control have been restored to a natural 

prairie type environment.   

 

Chairman Wilson asked what was the minimum amount of garage space necessary to meet the needs of the 

applicant.  Mr. Dam respond there are 6 vehicles, some of which are antique, which require indoor storage. The 

proposed 1800 sq. ft. garage is the minimum amount of space required to meet the needs of the applicant.       

 

Commissioner Rubin asked if there were any objections raised to with regard to the request. Planner Hogue 

noted that the only correspondence received were the letters of support. Outside of these he had received no 

other communications (positive or negative) from anyone except the applicant regarding the requested 

variations.  

 

Chairman Wilson then asked Attorney Gates-Alford if the lack or building plans or encroachment into the 

easement have any effect on the request for variation.  

 

Attorney Gates-Alford responded that building plans are not necessarily needed for the variation request. The 

requested variations grant relief from the zoning aspects of the proposal. It does not relieve the applicant of any 

other standards or obligations (such as obtaining building permits) which need to be met regardless of the 

variation request. With regard to the easement she noted that easement is only identified on a plat of survey. 

There is no evidence the easement was recorded as a document number is not referenced on the plat. Therefore, 

it cannot be determined who has rights to this easement. The utility companies contacted indicated there are no 

utilities present in easement but do not relinquish their rights to the easement. In short the petitioners are 

proceeding at their own risk with regard to the placement of the structure in easement. This does not necessarily 

affect the request for variation either.     

 

With no other witnesses present to give testimony the PCZBA then began discussion of the request. Several 

Commission member indicated they had individually visited the site to get a better understanding of the request. 

It was noted the property was very unique and set quite a distance to the east of Old McHenry Road, to the point 

of not being visible from that roadway. This serves to mitigate the visual impacts of the structure which would 

be an issue in a conventional subdivision.  There are also special circumstances regarding the request, namely 

the desire to maintain open space, conditions on the property including the placement of structures and needs of 

the applicant with regard to access to the garage and the indoor storage of vehicles. It was noted the location of 
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the structures were situated on the property over ten years before the village was incorporated which contribute 

to the uniqueness and non-conforming nature of the property.    

 

Commissioner Cohn made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kazmer, to recommend approval of the 

request for variations of the front yard set-back (north side) requirement from the required one-hundred (100’) 

feet down to six (6’) feet and the east side yard setback from the required fifty (50’) feet down to twenty (20’) 

feet within the R-1 District to allow for the construction of a detached accessory structure (garage) measuring 

50’x 36’ (1,800 sq. ft.). 

 

During discussion of the motion Commissioner Cohn noted the requested relief was extreme with regard to the 

amount of relief requested and atypical of variation requests normally considered by the PCZBA. The unique 

conditions of the property as well as the unique needs of the property owner justify the amount of relief 

requested by the applicant. These unique conditions of this property warrant the approval of the request and do 

not set a precedent for future requests of this magnitude.  

 

On a roll call vote, Commissioner Kazmer; aye, Commissioner Cohn, aye, Commissioner Rubin aye, 

Commissioner Dworak-Mathews; aye, Commissioner Terrett, aye, Commissioner Bauer, absent, Chairman 

Wilson, aye.  Motion carries 6 ayes, 1 absent.       

 

 

 
Next Regular Meetings;   CSCC;   7.15.20     AC;7.20.20;     PCZBA;   8.4.20 






































